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STATE OF MINNESOTA
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS

FOR THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

In the Matter of the Application of Xcel FINDINGS OF FACT, CONCLUSIONS
Energy for a Certificate of Need for OF LAW, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Additional Dry Cask Storage at the

Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant

Independent Spent Fuel Storage

Installation

This matter came before Administrative Law Judge Megan J. McKenzie for an
informal conference held by videoconference on Thursday, April 17, 2025. The parties
requested a conference in lieu of an evidentiary hearing because the matters in dispute
were resolved through the filing of surrebuttal testimony. During the conference, the
parties discussed the final details regarding completing the record in this matter and the
submission of Stipulated Proposed Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law. The parties
submitted stipulated proposed findings of fact, conclusions of law, and recommendations
on May 14, 2025.

Eric F. Swanson, Elizabeth H. Schmiesing, and Christopher J. Cerny, Winthrop &
Weinstine, P.A., and Riley Conlin, Principal Attorney, appeared on behalf of the Applicant,
Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy (Applicant, the Company, or Xcel
Energy).

Katherine Arnold, Richard Dornfeld and Amrit Hundal, Assistant Attorneys
General, appeared on behalf of the Division of Energy Resources and the Energy
Environmental Review and Analysis Unit of the Minnesota Department of Commerce (the
Department).

Craig Janezich, Energy Facilities Permitting Unit, participated on behalf of the staff
of the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission (Commission Staff).

STATEMENT OF ISSUES

1. Is the final environmental impact statement (final EIS) prepared by the
Department of Commerce — Energy Environmental Review and Analysis (DOC-EERA)
section adequate under the criteria established under Minn. R. 4410.28007

2. Has Xcel Energy satisfied the requirements of Minn. Stat. § 116C.83 and
Minn. Stat. § 216B.243, the criteria set forth in Minn. R. 7855.0120, and other applicable



legal requirements for a Certificate of Need for Additional Dry Cask Storage at the Prairie
Island Nuclear Generating Plant (Prairie Island Plant or Plant) Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation (ISFSI) in Goodhue County?

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSION

1. The Administrative Law Judge concludes that the final EIS prepared by
DOC-EERA satisfies the criteria set forth in Minn. R. 4410.2800. Therefore, the
Administrative Law Judge respectfully recommends the Commission find the final EIS
adequate.

2. The Administrative Law Judge concludes that Xcel Energy has satisfied the
criteria set forth under Minnesota law for a Certificate of Need for Additional Dry Cask
Storage at the Prairie Island Plant ISFSI in Goodhue County. Therefore, the
Administrative Law Judge respectfully recommends the Commission grant Xcel Energy’s
Application for a Certificate of Need.

Based upon information in the Certificate of Need Application submitted by Xcel
Energy, the final EIS prepared by the DOC-EERA, information presented during the public
hearings, testimony and evidence admitted to the record in this proceeding, and other
evidence in the record, the Administrative Law Judge makes the following:
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FINDINGS OF FACT

l. INTRODUCTION

A.
1.

Procedural Background

On February 7, 2024, Xcel Energy (Xcel Energy, Company or Applicant)
filed an Application for a Certificate of Need (CN) for additional dry cask spent fuel storage
at the Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant (Prairie Island Plant or Plant). Additional
dry cask spent fuel storage would facilitate continued operation of the Prairie Island Plant

until 2053/54 (Application)."

2.

On February 16, 2024, the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
(Commission) issued a notice to potentially interested parties requesting comments on

six questions:

(1)

(4)

()

does the certificate of need application contain the information
required under Minnesota Rules 7855.0230 to 7855.0280 and
7855.0600 to 7855.0670;

are there any contested issues of fact with respect to the
representations made in the application;

should the application be evaluated using the Commission’s informal
process or referred to the Office of Administrative Hearings for
contested case proceedings;

what are the implications, if any, on the timing and procedures to be
used in processing this application in relation to Xcel Energy’s
pending 2024-2054 Upper Midwest Integrated Resource Plan in
Docket No. E002/RP-24-67;

should the Commission direct the Executive Secretary to issue an
authorization to the applicant to initiate consultation with the
Minnesota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); and

are there any other issues or concerns related to this matter.?
By March 8, 2024, Initial Comments were received from:

Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources
(DOC-DER or the Department);

DOC-EERA; and

1 Exhibit (Ex.) XE-100 (Initial Filing).

2 Ex. PUC-300.
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. Communities United for Responsible Energy (CURE). 3
4. By March 15, 2024, Reply Comments were received from Xcel Energy.*
5. On March 20, 2024, the Department filed Supplemental Comments.®

6. On April 8, 2024, CURE filed additional comments after the close of the
comment period.®

7. On May 2, 2024, the Commission issued an Order accepting the Company’s
Application as substantially complete and referred the matter to the Office of
Administrative Hearings (OAH) for a contested case proceeding.”

8. Because the Commission is the responsible governmental unit for the
environmental review of CN applications for spent nuclear fuel storage it must prepare an
EIS.8 Consistent with this responsibility, on February 29, 2024, DOC-EERA staff notified
the Commission that it would prepare an EIS for Xcel Energy’s CN Application on behalf
of the Commission.?

9. The initial parties, and ultimately the only parties, to the contested case
proceeding were Xcel Energy and the Department.©

10.  On June 3, 2024, the Administrative Law Judge (ALJ) Megan J. McKenzie
issued the First Prehearing Order and established the following schedule of
proceedings: !

Event Due Date
Deadline for Submission of Proposed July 31, 2025
Protective Order
Deadline for Direct Testimony February 10, 2025
Deadline for Rebuttal Testimony Monday, March 17, 2025

3 Ex. DOC-201 (Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources);
Ex. DOC-200 (Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Energy Environmental Review and
Analysis); Comments of Communities United for Responsible Energy (CURE) (Mar. 8, 2024) (eDocket
No. 20243-204191-01).

4 Ex. XE-101 (Reply Comments).

5 Ex. DOC-202 (Supplemental Comments of the Minnesota Department of Commerce, Division of Energy
Resources).

6 Comments of CURE (Apr. 8, 2024) (eDocket No. 20244-205057-01).

7 Ex. PUC-302(Order Accepting Application).

8 Minn. Stat. § 116C.83, subd. 6(b).

9 Ex. DOC-200 (Minnesota Department of Commerce, Energy Environmental Review and Analysis
Certificate of Need Application Comments).

10 Ex. PUC-302 at 6 (Order Accepting Application).

" FIRST PREHEARING ORDER (June 3, 2024) (eDocket No. 20246-207332-01).
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Event Due Date

Deadline for Surrebuttal Testimony Monday, March 31, 2025

All Parties File Final Witness List and Thursday, April 17, 2025

Exhibit List

Evidentiary Hearing Tuesday and Wednesday, April 22-
23, 2025

Initial Brief and Applicant’s Proposed Wednesday, May 7, 2025

Findings of Facts

Reply Brief and Responding Parties’ Wednesday, May 21, 2025
Proposed Findings of Fact

ALJ Report Issued Tuesday, July 1, 2025

11.  On February 10, 2025, the Company and the Department filed Direct
Testimony.'?

12.  On March 10, 2025, the Commission issued a notice of public hearings for
the public to provide their input on whether the final EIS is adequate; whether the
Commission should grant a CN to the Company for additional dry cask storage at the
Prairie Island Plant; and what additional conditions or requirements should be considered
for inclusion in the CN if granted.'3

13.  On March 17, 2025, the Company filed Rebuttal Testimony. 4

14.  Public hearings were held virtually on March 24, 2025 and in-person at the
Red Wing Ignite Building in Red Wing, Minnesota on March 25, 2025.15

15.  On March 31, 2025, the Department filed Surrebuttal Testimony.'®

16.  On April 18, 2025, based upon the submissions of the parties, the contents
of the hearing record, and the parties’ agreement regarding the Company’s CN
Application, the ALJ issued an Order cancelling the evidentiary hearing, ordering the

2 Exs. XE-104 (Filing Letter for Direct Testimony), XE-105 (Krug Direct), XE-106 (Prochaska Direct),
XE-107 (Shaw Direct), XE-108 (Bergland Direct), XE-109 (Hobbs Direct), XE-110 (Peterson Direct);
DOC-244 (Dietz Direct), DOC-245 (Rakow Direct), DOC-246 (Shah Direct), DOC-247 (Zwick Direct).

13 Ex. PUC-305 (Notice of Public Hearing).

4 Exs. XE-112 (Rebuttal Cover Letter), XE-113 (Krug Rebuttal), XE-114 (Shaw Rebuttal), XE-115
(Standing Rebuttal).

5 Ex. PUC-305 (Notice of Public Hearing).

6 Exs. DOC-252 (Rakow Surrebuttal), DOC-253 (Zwick Surrebuttal).
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parties to file a Stipulation as to the admission of exhibits, and ordering the parties to file
Stipulated Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law."”

17.  On April 30, 2025, the ALJ issued an Order admitting the exhibits listed on
the Master Exhibit List.'®

18.  On May 14, 2025, the parties filed a Revised Master Exhibit List."?

19.  OnJune 10, 2025, the ALJ issued an Order admitting the exhibits listed on
the Revised Master Exhibit List.?°

Il ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

20. On April 9, 2024, DOC-EERA issued a notice of Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) scoping meetings and the availability of the scoping Environmental
Assessment Worksheet (EAW).2'" DOC-EERA also made its Draft Scoping Decision
document available on that date.??

21.  Public scoping meetings for the EIS were held virtually on Wednesday,
April 24, 2024, and in-person at the Red Wing Ignite Building in Red Wing, Minnesota on
Thursday, April 25, 2024.23

22.  One oral comment was received from the public during the virtual EIS
scoping public meeting. That commenter referenced information that she contended
should be included in the record; commented on additional generation alternatives;
commented that cost information should be addressed in the EIS; commented on
alternative storage options; commented that the Plant’'s emergency plan should be
provided in the record; commented on a cable-cut incident at the Plant that resulted in an
outage; and commented that the maps included in the Application should cover a broader
geographic area.?*

23. Three oral comments were received from the public during the in-person
EIS scoping public meeting in Red Wing:

o The first commenter also provided comments at the virtual meeting.
In addition to following up on many of the same comments, this
commentor stated that socioeconomic issues should be addressed
in the EIS; that the leave behind study included in the Application
should be addressed in the EIS; contended that the Company’s

"ORDER, (Apr. 18, 2025)(eDocket No. 20254-217904-01).

8 ORDER ADMITTING EXHIBITS (Apr. 30, 2025) (eDocket No. 20254-218405-01).

19 Stipulation as to Entry of Exhibits and Order and Attachment (May 14, 2025) (Stipulation eDocket No.
20255-218950-01; Attachment A eDocket No. 20255-218950-02).

20 SECOND ORDER ADMITTING EXHIBITS (June 10, 2025) (eDocket No. 20256-219775-01).

21 Ex. DOC-208 (Scoping Notice).

22 Ex. DOC-204 (Draft Scoping Decision).

23 Ex. DOC-208 at 1 (Scoping Notice).

24 Ex. DOC-215, April 24, 2024 Transcript at 13-25 (EIS Scoping Public Meeting Transcripts).
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engagement with the Red Wing City Council constituted promotional
activity that should be addressed by the Commission; and raised
questions about the impact of the Integrated Resource Plan (IRP) on
the CN. This commentor also submitted a number of written
materials in connection with those comments.?°

o The second commenter stated that the Application for the CN should
not be considered until the license has been extended; expressed
concern about the possibility of an accident and referenced a cable-
cut incident at the Plant; commented that the scope should consider
a more broad scope of impacts from radiation, including mining of
uranium in other states; and expressed general opposition to the
expansion of the ISFSI.26

o The third commenter commented on the potential for nuclear
reprocessing facilities to be built and expressed a preference for
other alternatives to the Project.?’

24.  On April 25, 2024, a commenter provided a written comment generally
supporting continued operation of the Plant.?8

25.  On May 2, 2024, Goodhue County (County) submitted comments stating
that Xcel Energy has been an outstanding private partner to the County and that it
supports continued Plant operation. The County commented that the scope of the EIS
should include the socioeconomic impacts of prolonged spent fuel storage and how a
revision of the utility property assessment could address those impacts.?®

26. OnMay9, 2024, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) submitted
comments stating that it reviewed the scoping EAW and did not have comments at the
time.30

27. An additional written public comment was submitted that provided
documents related to the 2009 Certificate of Need proceeding in Docket No. CN-08-510.
That commenter also commented that the scope of the EIS should discuss temporary
versus long-term storage of spent nuclear fuel at the Plant; the Plant’'s emergency plan;
alternatives for ongoing oversight of spent fuel storage at the Plant; and the impacts of
climate change on long-term storage of spent nuclear fuel at the Plant.3"

25 Ex. DOC-215 April 25, 2024 Transcript at 11-16 (EIS Scoping Public Meeting Transcripts); Ex. DOC-217
(Public Comments Submitted at EIS Scoping Meeting).

26 Ex. DOC-215 April 25, 2024 Transcript at 18-24 (EIS Scoping Public Meeting Transcripts).

27 Id. at 25-26.

28 Ex. DOC-216 (Written Public Comments — EIS Scoping).

2 /[d.

30 [d.

31 Ex. DOC-218 (Public Comment on EIS Scope).
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28. On June 14, 2024, the Company filed the Plant Emergency Plans in the
docket in response to comments on the scope of the EIS.3?

29. On July 11, 2024, DOC-EERA issued its EIS Scoping Decision (Scoping
Decision) and established the issues to be analyzed in the EIS.33

30. On October 31, 2024, DOC-EERA issued a notice of the availability of the
draft EIS and information for public meetings regarding the same.3*

31.  Public informational meetings regarding the draft EIS were held in-person
at the Red Wing Ignite Building in Red Wing, Minnesota on Tuesday, November 19, 2024,
and virtually on Wednesday, November 20, 2024.35

32. Three oral comments were received from the public during the in person
draft EIS public informational meeting:

. The first commenter, a representative of organized labor, expressed
support for the Project and stated that the Project was “a great
idea.”36

o The second commenter asked a question regarding the costs and

safety features associated with the change in cask technology;
expressed support for the additional storage of spent nuclear fuel
and continued operation of the Plant; and urged a lift of the statewide
moratorium on development of nuclear generation.%’

o The third commenter, a member of organized labor, expressed
support for the continued operation of the plant.38

33.  One oral comment was received from the public during the virtual draft EIS
public informational meeting. The commenter raised questions about the discussion of
the eventual transport of spent nuclear fuel; the impacts of climate change; and the
potential for floodplain change in the draft EIS.39

34. On December 2, 2024, the MPCA submitted written comments on the draft
EIS and indicated that it had no comments.40

32 Ex. XE-102 (PINGP Emergency Plans).

33 Ex. DOC-219 (Final EIS Scoping Decision).

34 Exs. DOC-221 (Draft EIS Availability In EQB Monitor), DOC-232 (Corrected EQB Monitor Notice of Draft
EIS Availability and Public Meetings).

35 /d.

36 Ex. DOC-236 at 9-10 (Oral Comments on Draft EIS).

37 Id. at 10-11.

38 Id. at 12.

39 Id. at 27-29.

40 Ex. DOC-235 at 2 (Written Public Comments on Draft EIS).
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35. On December 6, 2024, the Prairie Island Indian Community (PIIC)
submitted comments on the draft EIS. PIIC commented that the final EIS should provide
additional information regarding the difference between a site-specific and general ISFSI
license from the Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC); elaborate on certain issues with
respect to transport of spent nuclear fuel; provide some correction and clarification
regarding the location of residences close to the ISFSI; include mitigation related to
construction traffic; revise its description of payments made by the Company to PIIC;
include a specific analysis of radiological monitoring information; consider the mental,
emotional, and spiritual components of human health as well as physical health; address
the potential for impacts from a derailment on a nearby railroad transporting flammable
or hazardous cargo; include information from the federal Department of Energy regarding
the safety and reliability of transporting spent nuclear fuel; include more recent data on
fish kills near the Plant; analyze the Plant’'s National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System permit; and include an analysis of the Company’s next triennial Decommissioning
Report in December 2024. The PIIC also discusses the draft EIS’s consideration of
potential radiological impacts on human health and emphasizes the importance of
ensuring compliance with federal regulations and standards. PIIC states its appreciation
for the Department’s recognition of the unique burden borne by PIIC with respect to the
ongoing storage of spent nuclear fuel at the Plant and expresses skepticism as to the
availability of a permanent repository for spent nuclear fuel within the next 60 years.
Finally, the PIIC agrees with the draft EIS’s statement that alternatives to additional onsite
storage of spent nuclear fuel are not viable.*!

36.  Eight additional public written comments were received regarding the draft
EIS:4?

. The first comment expressed that tribal members should be paid an
extremely large amount of money in compensation for environmental
damage associated with the spent nuclear waste storage.

o The second comment expressed that the decision as to whether
additional spent nuclear storage should be allowed at the Plant
should be left to the PIIC.

o The third comment expressed strong opposition to any expansion of
spent nuclear fuel storage on health and safety grounds.

o The fourth comment expressed opposition to any expansion of spent
nuclear fuel storage on environmental, health and safety grounds,
and recommended consideration of Traditional Ecological
Knowledge in connection with the decision.

41 [d. at 4-11
42 Ex. DOC-235 (Written Public Comments on Draft EIS).
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o The fifth comment expressed that an expansion of spent nuclear fuel
storage poses risks to the PIIC, especially its future and youth.

o The sixth comment expressed that expansion of spent nuclear fuel
storage increases the chance that storage of spent nuclear fuel will
be permanent and that a nuclear disaster would severely negatively
impact the PIIC people’s land in the future.

o The seventh comment asked for additional explanation as to the
Company’s agreement with the PIIC and a potential agreement with
the City of Red Wing; takes issue with the use of certain language in
the draft EIS regarding the need for the Project; comments on the
use of the word “minimal” to describe certain impacts of the Project;
takes issue with the characterization of utility personal property tax
as “stable”; comments that the EIS should address risk and potential
for liquid releases of radioactive material into the Mississippi River;
states that additional information should be considered in connection
with assessment of radiological impacts; and provides
documentation in support of the comments.*3

J The eighth comment states that the draft EIS provides insufficient
documentation to support a conclusion of no or minimal impacts;
recommends additional consultation with environmental quality
board personnel; recommends additional review of the 2009
Supplement EIS related to spent fuel storage at Prairie Island and
incorporation of Chapter 7 in the 2022 supplement to the 2009 EIS;
recommends consideration of a combined cycle modular gas turbine
conversion of the Plant that was considered in 2009; asks whether
Xcel Energy submitted a draft EIS document and for an explanation
of how any such document was used in the preparation of the draft
EIS; and provides documentation in support of the comments.

37. An additional comment filed in e-Dockets expressed that the draft EIS was
complete and accurate and adequately analyzes the human and environmental impacts
of the proposed additional spent fuel storage.*4

38.  On February 7, 2025, DOC-EERA submitted the final EIS.*°

39. On February 11, 2025, the Notice of Availability of the final EIS was
published in the EQB Monitor.*6

43 See also Ex. DOC-233 (Comments of CURE on Draft EIS).

44 Ex. DOC-234 (Comments of IUOE Local 49 and NCSRC of Carpenters on Draft EIS).
45 Ex. DOC-237 (Final EIS).

46 Ex. DOC-248 at 2 (Final EIS Availability, EQB Monitor).
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40. On March 3, 2025, the Commission requested an extension of time to
determine the adequacy of the final EIS established by Minn. R. 4410.2800, subp. 3.4’

41. On March 5, 2025, the MPCA submitted comments on the final EIS
indicating that it had no comments.*8

42. On March 7, 2025, the Company agreed to extend the time for the
Commission’s determination of adequacy for the final EIS until September 18, 2025.4°

43. On March 10, 2025, the Commission issued a Notice of Public and
Evidentiary Hearings and Availability of final EIS.%0

44. On April 7, 2025, the PIIC submitted a comment proposing two record
corrections with respect to the final EIS, first with respect to the timing of the Company’s
subsequent license renewal application with the NRC and second with respect to the
number of casks in place at the ISFSI.5!

45.  On April 11, 2025, the PINGP Study Group submitted a comment
recommending a finding that the final EIS is inadequate because the commenter
disagrees with certain assumptions used in the final EIS; the final EIS considered
restricted information; the final EIS’s alternatives analysis was improperly restricted; and
the final EIS lacks discussion of mitigation.5?

M. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

46. Public comments were received at various stages of these proceedings, in
addition to the comments from governmental entities discussed in the Procedural History
and Environmental Review.

47. On March 26, 2025, the Minnesota Land and Liberty Coalition submitted a
comment supporting the issuance of a CN.53

48. On April 11, 2025, the PINGP Study Group submitted a comment opposing
approval of the CN because the storage of spent nuclear fuel at the Plant is likely to be
permanent; raising environmental justice concerns; and expressing the commentor’s
dissatisfaction with the transfer of responsibility for spent nuclear waste matters from the
environmental quality board.%*

47 Ex. PUC-304 (PUC Extension Request for EIS Adequacy Determination).

48 Ex. DOC-251 (Minnesota Pollution Control Agency Comments on Final EIS).

49 Ex. XE-111 (Response to PUC Extension Request for EIS Adequacy Determination).

50 Ex. PUC-305 (Notice of Public Hearing).

51 Ex. DOC-254 (Prairie Island Indian Community Comments on Final EIS).

52 PINGP Study Group Comments (Apr. 11, 2025) (eDocket No. 20254-217494-01).

53 Minnesota Land & Liberty Coalition Public Comment (Mar. 26, 2025) (eDocket No. 20253-216833-01).
5 PINGP Study Group Comments (Apr. 11, 2025) (eDocket No. 20254-217494-01).
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49. One question was raised by a member of the public during the virtual public
hearing held on March 24, 2025.5° The commentor asked about monitoring of the spent
nuclear fuel 100 years in the future.

50. Five public comments were received at the public hearing held on March 25,
2025 at the Red Wing Ignite Building in Red Wing, Minnesota:

. The first commenter expressed some skepticism regarding the need
for power and raised questions regarding the location of transmission
as compared to the location of generation. That commentor asked
additional questions about the number of casks on site; whether
seals had been replaced on any casks; the status of Department of
Energy funding for nuclear spent fuel storage; whether a natural gas
replacement option was still under consideration; and health impacts
from the ISFSI and Plant.%®

. The second commentor expressed dissatisfaction with the amount of
renewable energy (specifically solar) that had been developed by the
Company and expressed strong concern about the generation of
additional waste from the Plant.%”

o The third commentor asked about the total number of casks that
would be stored at the Plant, about funding for future cask
replacement, and when the first casks were placed at the Plant. This
commentor expressed concerns about institutional control and
long-term maintenance. This commentor also asked whether the
Commission’s decision on the IRP had predetermined the outcome
of the CN and how the scope of the alternatives analysis in the EIS
was determined.%8

o The fourth commentor asked whether the EIS addressed continued
operation of the Plant, about the EIS’s consideration of costs of
various types of resources, about the EIS’s analysis of radiological
impacts, and whether the EIS considered the impacts of mining
additional uranium. This commentor expressed opposition to
granting of the CN and also expressed concerns with the IRP
process in Minnesota.5°

55 Virtual Public Hearing Transcript at 17 (Mar. 24, 2025) (eDocket No. 20255-218846-01).

56 Red Wing Public Hearing Transcript (Red Wing Tr.) at 16-19, 42-48 (Mar. 25, 2025) (eDocket No.
20255218846-02).

5 Id. at 19-22, 48-49.

58 Id. at 22-29, 49-51.

59 Id. at 29-37, 51-54.
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o The fifth commentor asked about the potential to have to transfer
spent fuel to new casks as a result of aging casks.®°

THE PRAIRIE ISLAND NUCLEAR GENERATING PLANT AND INDEPENDENT
SPENT FUEL STORAGE INSTALLATION

A. Overview of Prairie Island Plant

51.  The Prairie Island Plant is a dual-unit, approximately 1,100-megawatt (MW),

nuclear powered, electric generating station using two pressurized water reactors, located
in Red Wing, Minnesota. In a pressurized water reactor, such as those at the Prairie Island
Plant, pressurized water carries the heat generated by the reactors to the steam
generators to produce steam, which is then directed to turbine generators to produce
electrical power. The steam is cooled in a condenser and returned to the steam
generators.5"

52. The Company provided the following figure illustrating the process:®?

Pressurized Water Reactor Plant

Containment Structure

Steam
erator

Pressurizer

Control
Rods

Reactor
Vessel

Condenser

53.  The reactor core is made up of 121 fuel assemblies. Each fuel assembly is

arranged in a square with 14 rod locations per side. This arrangement provides a total of
196 rod locations per assembly. Of the 196 rod locations, 179 locations are occupied by
fuel rods, 16 locations are occupied by control rods which are used to control power, and
the remaining location is occupied by incore nuclear instrumentation which monitors

60 |d. at 37-42.
61 Ex. XE-106 at 5-6 (Prochaska Direct).
62/d. at 7.
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power. Each fuel assembly contains a top nozzle, a bottom nozzle, and seven grid
assemblies. 63

54.  Fuel rods consist of high-density ceramic uranium dioxide fuel pellets, each
about the size of a thimble, stacked in a tube made of a special alloy called Zircaloy. The
air in the filled tube is evacuated, helium (an inert gas) is backfilled, and the fuel rod is
sealed by welding in Zircaloy plugs at each end. Fuel assemblies also contain spacers,
springs, and other components. A Zircaloy guide thimble holds the top and bottom
nozzles in place and provides guide channels for the insertion and withdrawal of the
control rods. The guide thimble also permits control of coolant flow and provides
mechanical support and protection during fuel handling operations. Fuel rods are
supported axially and laterally by seven grid assemblies spaced at set intervals. The grid
assemblies allow axial thermal expansion of the fuel rods without causing fuel distortion.5

55. The Company provided the following figure illustrating a fuel assembly and
a fuel rod:®°

Fuel Assembly

Rod cluster
control assembly >

P ot A
> guide thi e
tube 7 ¥ Pellet
“" Fuel tube
Fuel rod

56. A fission reaction between two particles creates heat. A neutron collides
with a Uranium-235 atom in a fuel pellet. That extra neutron creates unstable
Uranium-235 isotopes, which split almost instantly. The splitting of Uranium-235 atoms,
or fission, produces heat, and also produces neutrons, which continue the process by
colliding with other Uranium-235 atoms. This process results in a chain reaction. Nuclear

63 Ex. XE-106 at 7-8 (Prochaska Direct).
64 1d.
65 Id.

[221236/1] 14



engineers carefully monitor and control the reaction within the core. To temper the
reaction, control rods absorb excess neutrons.®®

57. Each nuclear fuel assembly provides heat over about a four-to-six-year
period before its output declines to the point that it becomes ineffective. Approximately
every two years, the Company shuts down each reactor for refueling. Prairie Island
Units 1 and 2 are refueled in alternate years. During each refueling operation,
approximately 40 percent of the fuel assemblies in the reactor core are replaced with new
assemblies. Spent fuel is first placed in the Plant’s spent fuel pool, and then later is
transferred to dry fuel storage (DFS) systems and the ISFSI for longer-term storage.®”

58. The spent fuel pool is a water-filled repository located within the fuel pool
enclosure in the auxiliary building at the Plant. It is filled with storage racks that hold spent
fuel assemblies and other irradiated reactor components. The water in the pool has a
depth of 37 feet, nine inches. The pool is equipped with redundant cooling systems to
remove the heat that the assemblies continue to generate, and filtration systems that
maintain the pool water chemistry and remove suspended particles. In addition to its
cooling function, the water in the pool also provides shielding from radiation.®

59. The Company does not store spent fuel in the spent fuel pool indefinitely.
The Company eventually transfers spent fuel assemblies to the ISFSI for storage in DFS
systems.5°

B. Overview of Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation

60. The ISFSIis an approximately 720-foot long, 340-foot wide, five-and-a-half-
acre area of the Plant where the Company stores spent fuel in DFS systems (currently
TN-40/40HT DFS systems) on a reinforced concrete pad. The ISFSI is surrounded by
two fences with a monitored clear zone between them. The ISFSI and the storage vaults
within are monitored with cameras, other security devices, and temperature sensors.”°

61. Spent fuel assemblies are transferred to the ISFSI in a multi-stage process
that takes approximately one week. First, a steel canister within a steel transfer cask is
placed into the spent fuel pool. Then, the spent fuel assemblies are placed into the
canister, and the transfer cask containing the canister is removed from the pool. Next, the
canister is dried out, air is removed and replaced with helium, and the canister is welded
shut. Finally, the transfer cask is transported to the ISFSI where the canister is removed
and placed inside the storage module.”’

66 Ex. XE-106 at 8-9 (Prochaska Direct).
67 Id. at 9.

68 Id. at 19.

69 Id. at 19.

70 /d. at 20.

71 Ex. XE-106 at 21 (Prochaska Direct).
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62. AsofJanuary 17,2025, 3,061 spent fuel assemblies have been discharged
from the Plant’s reactors. 981 spent fuel assemblies are currently stored in the spent fuel
pool and 2,080 spent fuel assemblies are stored in the ISFSI.72

C. The Prairie Island Plant’s Role in Energy Supply to Minnesota and the
Region

63. Since it began operations in 1973 and 1974, the Plant has played a critical
role in the fleet of resources Xcel Energy uses to serve its customers, generating over
400 million megawatt-hours (MWh) of electricity. The Plant provides baseload service,
operating 24 hours a day, seven days a week for extended periods of time. The
Company’s Prairie Island Plant and Monticello Plant are the only generating stations in
Xcel Energy’s system that provide this level of consistent, reliable, carbon-free energy
and capacity.”?

64. The Prairie Island Plant is expected to provide financial and reliability
benefits to customers in the future. Company witness Mr. Krug explained that in 2022,
the Plant’s two reactors operated at a combined 96 percent capacity factor, and have
achieved an average capacity factor of 90 percent over the past five years between 2019
and 2023.7* Further, the Plant’s fuel source provides a hedge against changes in other
generation resource availability and fossil fuel prices.”

65.  Mr. Krug further explained that the Prairie Island Plant is critical to achieving
the Company’s carbon reduction initiatives and to achieving Minnesota’s standard
requiring 100 percent “carbon-free” electricity in the State by 2040.7

D. Current Licensure Status

66. The NRC regulates the operation of nuclear power plants. It granted the
Prairie Island Plant its initial 40-year license in 1973/74, which allowed Unit 1 to operate
until August 9, 2013, and Unit 2 to operate until October 29, 2014. In 2011, the NRC
approved 20-year license extensions, which expire on August 9, 2033 and October 29,
2034.77

67. Xcel Energy plans to file an application with the NRC in 2026 to renew the
operating licenses for the Prairie Island Plant for an additional 20 years. With such an
extension, the Plant would be licensed until 2053/54. The Company anticipates receiving
an approved Subsequent License Renewal (SLR) application in 2028 because the NRC
review process typically occurs over an 18- to 24-month period. This timeline ensures the

2 [d. at 22.

73 Ex. XE-105 at 3-4 (Krug Direct).

74 The Plant’s capacity factor was reduced by an unscheduled outage that began in October 2023. That
outage is being addressed in other dockets.

75 Ex. XE-105 at 5-6 (Krug Direct).

76 Id. at 6.

77 Ex. XE-106 at 9-10 (Prochaska Direct).
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Company can address any required outage inspections during the four years prior to the
operating period of subsequent license renewal.”®

68. As part of the SLR process, the NRC will impose additional regulatory
requirements to further extend the life of the Plant, including all of the requirements
imposed during the first 40 years of operation and also include new equipment
evaluations and equipment replacement frequencies to mitigate the effects of aging.
Company witness Ms. Pamela Prochaska explained that the Company has made
investments over the last decade plus that will significantly mitigate the scope of future
investments that Xcel Energy will need to make to relicense the Plant, however the Prairie
Island Plant may nevertheless require additional modifications to meet future best
practices and other needs.”®

69. One such component of the additional evaluations and replacements is the
implementation of Aging Management Programs (AMPs). Company witness
Ms. Prochaska explained that Xcel Energy already implements a number of AMPs. These
AMPs manage the aging effects for certain mechanical, electrical, and structural
components to maintain those intended functions that operators rely upon during and
following design-basis events and specific safety analysis. The Company expects that
most of the existing AMPs will need only minor changes to achieve full compliance with
NRC guidance, and that some additional AMPs may be implemented.8°

E. Need to Expand Storage to Operate Beyond Current License

70. The Company analyzed the potential life extension of the Prairie Island
Plant as part of its analysis of various resource portfolios in the Company’s 2024 IRP
Docket, PUC Docket No. E-002/RP-24-67. Company witness Mr. Krug explained that the
Company’s resource planning analyses in that docket determined that extending the life
of the Prairie Island Plant is cost effective from both a present value of revenue
requirements (PVRR) and present value of societal cost (PVSC) perspective when
environmental externalities are considered, supports achievement of the Company’s
carbon reduction goals and ensures that the Company maintains a robust share of firm
and/or dispatchable generation relative to peak load across seasons, and results in
expected savings for Company customers.?’

71.  The Commission’s Order in the Company’s IRP Docket permitted Xcel
Energy to pursue extending the operating life of the Prairie Island Plant by 20 years.?

72.  Company witness Mr. Christopher Shaw explained that while the standards
for approval of an IRP are not identical to the criteria for approval of a CN, both standards
take into consideration the adequacy and reliability of energy supply, cost, and

78 Ex. XE-106 at 10, 31-32 (Prochaska Direct).

79 Id. at 32 (Prochaska Direct).

80 /d.

81 Ex. XE-105 at 9-10 (Krug Direct).

82 In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2024-2040 Upper Midwest Integrated Resource Plan, MPUC Docket No.
E-002/RP-24-67, ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WITH MODIFICATIONS (Apr. 21, 2025).
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socioeconomic and environmental effects. While the Commission’s decision in the 2024
IRP Docket does not approve the expansion of the ISFSI or the extension of the Prairie
Island Plant’s operating life, it does indicate that the extension of the Plant’s life is an
essential piece of the Company’s resource plan.8

73. Company witness Ms. Prochaska explained that if the Prairie Island Plant
continues to operate past 2033/34, there would be insufficient space in the existing ISFSI
for spent fuel assemblies.?

74.  The only significant capital project identified as necessary to allow the Plant
to continue operating past 2033/34 is the addition of spent fuel storage capacity at the
ISFSI that is under consideration in this proceeding.

V. THE PROJECT AND ALTERNATIVES
A. Project Overview

75. The ISFSI Expansion Project involves construction of a fourth (and
potentially a fifth) concrete pad and modular concrete storage system within the existing
ISFSI to support additional DFS systems, which will store sufficient spent fuel to allow the
Prairie Island Plant to continue operating past 2033/34. Assuming approval to continue
operation through 2053/54, Xcel Energy estimates that approximately 1,200 additional
spent fuel assemblies would be discharged from the Plant’s reactor, compared to ceasing
operation of the Plant in 2033/34. The Project provides for the necessary additional
storage capacity for those assemblies.86

76. The Company previously sized the ISFSI footprint to allow for additional
storage capacity without the need to change the outer dimensions of the ISFSI. In
addition, the soil under where the additional storage would be added was previously
removed and replaced with engineered soil to support the weight of an additional pad and
storage modules. As such, the Project will involve the construction of a new concrete pad
or pads and the installation of new horizontal storage modules. Future maintenance is not
required on the storage modules.?”

77.  Additional DFS systems would also be purchased to store the fuel rods. The
exact number of DFS systems needed will be determined by the specific amount of
nuclear fuel required to run the Plant for the remainder of its useful life and how much fuel
is loaded each cycle. The Company estimates that it will need approximately 34 additional
DFS systems to continue operation through 2053/54 .88

83 Ex. XE-114 at 3 (Shaw Rebuttal).

84 Ex. XE-106 at 22 (Prochaska Direct).
8 |d. at 32.

86 |d. at 22-23.

87 Ex. XE-106 at 23 (Prochaska Direct).
88 Ex. XE-106 at 23 (Prochaska Direct).
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78. In 2022, the Commission approved the Company’s request to change the
DFS system technology in use at the Plant.®® Since that approval, the Company has
entered into a contract with Orano TN Americas LLC to use the NUHOMS EOS37PTH
DFS system through the end of the current operating license. If the SLR and ISFSI
expansion are granted by the NRC and the Commission, respectively, it is anticipated
that this technology will be used through the extended license period. In this type of
system, the spent fuel assemblies are loaded into a metal canister with welded lids that
provide a leak-tight containment of the spent fuel. After the interior of the canisters are
dried of any water and filled with helium, they are placed in a horizontal concrete
overpack.0

79. The Company has estimated the installation cost of the additional storage
at the ISFSI to be $173.8 million, in 2020 dollars. Table 1 below is a breakdown of the
major component costs:®’

Table 1
Major Component Costs — ISFSI Additional Storage
Estimated Cost

EELCEDR) (2020 Dollars)
Regulatory Processes $3.5M
Engineering, Design, and Construction $9.4M
Canisters/Storage Modules/Loading $160.9M
Total $173.8M

80. Ifthe CN is approved, the Company stated that it would begin construction
between 2027 and 2029 and would begin storing spent fuel in the expanded ISFSI in
2030 to support operation of the Prairie Island Plant beyond 2033/34.°2

B. Alternatives Considered

81. The Company provided an analysis of alternative storage locations, so as
to not require on-site storage expansion, and generation alternatives, so as to not require
an extension to the operating life of the Prairie Island Plant.

89 In the Matter of the Petition of Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy for Certification of
Need for Additional Dry Cask Storage at the Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant in Goodhue County,
MPUC Docket No. E-002/CN-08-510 ORDER APPROVING PETITION (Oct. 5, 2022).

9 Ex. XE-106 at 24 (Prochaska Direct).

91 Ex. XE-106 at 24 (Prochaska Direct).

92 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 8, pp. 29-30 (Initial Filing).
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1. Storage Alternatives

82.  Asdiscussed in greater detail in Section VIII.B below, there are currently no
viable off-site or on-site storage alternatives to expansion of the ISFSI.

2. Generation Alternatives

83. The Company provided an evaluation of two replacement cases that
examined the costs and feasibility of replacing the Prairie Island Plant’s generation with
other resources. These replacement cases essentially function as no-action alternatives.

VI. ADEQUACY OF FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

84.  Pursuant to Minn. R. 4410.2800, subp. 4, a final EIS shall be determined
adequate if it:

A. addresses the potentially significant issues and alternatives raised in
scoping so that all significant issues for which information can be
reasonably obtained have been analyzed in conformance with part
4410.2300, items G and H;

B. provides responses to the substantive comments received during the
draft EIS review concerning issues raised in scoping; and

C. was prepared in compliance with the procedures of the act and parts
4410.0200 to 4410.6500.%

A. Minn. R. 4410.2800, subp. 4.A

85. The Scoping Decision identified a number of issues to be addressed in the
EIS: (1) general description of the project; (2) regulatory framework; (3) engineering,
design and construction; (4) potential impacts and mitigative measures (non-radiological);
(5) potential impacts and mitigative measures (radiological); (6) transportation of spent
nuclear fuel; (7) ISFSI alternatives; and (8) alternatives to continued operation of the
Prairie Island Plant. The Scoping Decision also addressed the level of data and analysis
that would be used in the EIS and that no additional studies would be taken in preparation
of the EIS.%

86. The Scoping Decision provides that the following topics will not be
addressed in the EIS: (1) the appropriateness of NRC regulations governing spent
nuclear fuel storage technology; (2) potential impacts associated with the nuclear fuel
cycle; (3) ISFSI sites located outside the Prairie Island Plant boundary; (4) economic

9 Minn. R. 4410.2800, subp. 4.
94 Ex. DOC-219 at 4-6 (Scoping Decision).
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analysis of generation alternatives; and (5) the appropriateness of NRC regulations and
standards for radiation exposure.®

87.  With respect to non-radiological impacts and mitigation, the EIS considered
impacts on: (1) the environmental setting; (2) human settlements (including noise, traffic,
aesthetics, socioeconomics, land use, public health and safety, and archaeological and
historic resources); (3) the natural environment (including water resources, flora, fauna,
geology and soils, rare and unique natural resources, and climate change and
greenhouse gases); and (4) cumulative impacts (including potential human and
environmental impacts of operation of the Prairie Island Plant through 2054 and potential
human and environmental impacts of using the ISFSI to facilitate decommissioning of the
Plant).%

88.  With respect to radiological impacts and mitigation, the EIS considered
impacts related to: (1) natural background radiation and radiation exposure;
(2) radiological monitoring at the Prairie Island Plant and the ISFSI; (3) potential impacts
to the public under normal and incident conditions; (4) potential impacts to workers under
normal and incident conditions; (5) environmental justice; and (6) cumulative impacts
under normal and incident conditions.®”

89. Minn. R. 4410.2300, item G provides:

Alternatives: the EIS shall compare the potentially significant impacts of the
proposal with those of other reasonable alternatives to the proposed project.
The EIS must address one or more alternatives of each of the following
types of alternatives or provide a concise explanation of why no alternative
of a particular type is included in the EIS: alternative sites, alternative
technologies, modified designs or layouts, modified scale or magnitude, and
alternatives incorporating reasonable mitigation measures identified
through comments received during the comment periods for EIS scoping or
for the draft EIS. An alternative may be excluded from analysis in the EIS if
it would not meet the underlying need for or purpose of the project, it would
likely not have any significant environmental benefit compared to the project
as proposed, or another alternative, of any type, that will be analyzed in the
EIS would likely have similar environmental benefits but substantially less
adverse economic, employment, or sociological impacts. Alternatives
included in the scope of the EIS as established under part 4410.2100 that
were considered but eliminated based on information developed through
the EIS analysis shall be discussed briefly and the reasons for their
elimination shall be stated. The alternative of no action shall be
addressed.%

9% Ex. DOC-219 at 6-7 (Scoping Decision).
9% Ex. DOC-219 at 4-5 (Scoping Decision).
97 Ex. DOC-219 at 5 (Scoping Decision).
%8 Minn. R. 4410.2300 G.
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90. The final EIS addressed alternatives to expansion of the ISFSI and
alternatives to the continued operation of the Prairie Island Plant.%°

91.  With respect to alternatives to expansion of the Prairie Island ISFSI, the final
EIS considered the potential impacts of a no action alternative, the alternative of
additional spent fuel pool storage, alternative spent fuel technologies, and alternatives to
on-site storage.'%0

92.  The no action alternative required consideration of alternatives to continued
operation of the Prairie Island Plant.%!

93. Additional spent fuel pool storage would involve either re-racking the spent
fuel in the existing pool or constructing a new spent fuel pool. Consolidation or re-racking
would not support operation of the Prairie Island Plant through 2053/54 and is therefore
not a feasible option. Construction of a new spent fuel pool would be more expensive
than the proposed project and could lead to increased radiation exposure to workers due
to the increase in number of times spent fuel would need to be moved.1%?

94. The final EIS evaluated different types of DFS systems, including cask and
canister systems and horizontal and vertical storage systems. The final EIS concludes
that canister systems have been adopted as the predominant method for storing spent
nuclear fuel and that horizontal systems have more advantages.'%3

95. The final EIS analyzed the feasibility of several alternatives to on-site
storage, including recycling spent nuclear fuel, the Yucca Mountain federal repository,
and interim off-site storage facilities, concluding that none of them were feasible. %4

96. With respect to alternatives to continued operation of the Prairie Island
Plant, the final EIS discussed a replacement scenario for the capacity and energy
generated by the Prairie Island Plant. The model optimized a portfolio of new resources
to address system needs, including the model’s use of the 100 percent carbon free by
2050 sensitivity. The replacement scenario added natural gas-fired combustion turbines
(4,488 MW), wind turbines (11,200 MW), solar farms (3,858 MW), and standalone storage
(2,220 MW).105

97. The final EIS analyzed the potential impacts to the human environment of
the replacement scenario and determined that the replacement scenario would be more
costly from a social cost basis. %6

99 Ex. DOC-237 at Chs. 7 and 8 (Final EIS).
100 Ex, DOC-237 at Ch. 7 (Final EIS).

101 Ex. DOC-237 at 87-88 (Final EIS).

102 Ex, DOC-237 at 88-89 (Final EIS).

103 Ex DOC-237 at 90-91 (Final EIS).

104 Ex. DOC-237 at 91-95 (Final EIS).

105 Ex. DOC-237 at 98 (Final EIS).

106 Ex. DOC-237 at 98-100 (Final EIS).
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98. The final EIS analyzed the potential impacts to the natural environmental of
the replacement scenario, and determined that it would impact additional acres of land,
relatively more birds and bats, and generate more greenhouse gases, potentially
exacerbating climate change impacts.'%”

99. The final EIS analyzed associated infrastructure impacts resulting from the
replacement scenario and determined that the replacement scenario would require more
transmission lines than would continued operation of the Plant.%®

100. Minn. R. 4410.2300, item H provides:

Environmental, economic, employment, and sociological impacts: for
the proposed project and each major alternative there shall be a
thorough but succinct discussion of potentially significant adverse or
beneficial effects generated, be they direct, indirect, or cumulative.
Data and analyses shall be commensurate with the importance of
the impact and the relevance of the information to a reasoned choice
among alternatives and to the consideration of the need for mitigation
measures; the RGU shall consider the relationship between the cost
of data and analyses and the relevance and importance of the
information in determining the level of detail of information to be
prepared for the EIS. Less important material may be summarized,
consolidated, or simply referenced. The EIS shall identify and briefly
discuss any major differences of opinion concerning significant
impacts of the proposed project on the environment.%®

101. The final EIS addressed potential non-radiological impacts to the human
environment associated with the Project, including aesthetics, noise, traffic, land use,
public health and safety, socioeconomics, environmental justice, and archaeological and
historic resources. The final EIS determined that the aesthetic, noise, and traffic impacts
from the Project would be minimal; there would be no land use impacts from the Project;
there would be no increased or new non-radiological risks to public health and safety from
the Project; there would be negative socioeconomic impacts from a shutdown of the
Prairie Island Plant; non-radiological environmental justice impacts would be minimal; and
impacts to archaeological and historic resources are expected to be minimal.'"°

102. The final EIS addressed potential non-radiological impacts to the natural
environment associated with the Project, including water resources, flora and fauna,
geology and soils, rare and unique natural resources, and greenhouse gases and climate
change. The final EIS determined that the impact on water resources would be minimal;
there would be no impacts on flora and fauna; impacts on geology and soils would be
minimal; no impacts on rare and unique resources are anticipated; the Project is
anticipated to have a minimal impact on climate change and that climate change is not

107 Ex. DOC-237 at 100-101 (Final EIS).
108 Ex. DOC-237 at 101 (Final EIS).

199 Minn. R. 4410.2300 H.

10 Ex. DOC-237 at 25-36 (Final EIS).
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anticipated to impact non-radiological functioning of additional spent fuel storage at the
ISFSI.1

103. Minnesota Statute 116C.83, subdivision 6(b) (2024), requires that, prior to
finding the final EIS adequate, the Commission must find that Xcel Energy has
demonstrated that the Prairie Island Plant ISFSI is designed to prevent groundwater
contamination in excess of the standards established in Minnesota Statute 116C.76,
subdivision 1, clauses (1) to (3) (2024).

104. Further, Minnesota Statute 116C.76, subdivision 1 (2024), requires that the
Prairie Island Plant ISFSI be designed to provide a reasonable expectation that the
undisturbed performance of the ISFSI will not cause groundwater radionuclide
concentrations, averaged over any year, to exceed:

(1)  five picocuries per liter of radium-226 and radium-228;

(2) 15 picocuries per liter of alpha-emitting radionuclides including
radium-226 and radium-228, but excluding radon; or

(3) the combined concentrations of radionuclides that emit either beta or
gamma radiation that would produce an annual dose equivalent to
the total body of any internal organ greater than four millirems per
year if an individual consumed two liters per day of drinking water
from the groundwater.

105. Potential doses from ingesting or inhaling radionuclides are estimated
based on sampling near the Prairie Island Plant and are calculated using an
NRC-required dose calculation manual. To demonstrate that doses are within NRC
standards, Xcel Energy must file an annual radioactive effluent release report and an
annual radiological environmental operating report with the NRC. Estimated radiation
doses to the general public from radioactive effluents from the Prairie Island Plant are
minimal. 12

106. The final EIS also determined that cumulative potential effects from
continued operation of the Plant are anticipated to be minimal.'3

107. Potential impacts resulting from use of the Prairie Island Plant ISFSI to
facilitate decommissioning are anticipated to be minimal, provided that monitoring and
maintenance of the ISFSI continues until such time as the spent fuel can be transported
to an off-site facility. Ongoing monitoring and maintenance of the ISFSA are essential to
preventing radiological impacts from becoming significant.’#

"1 Ex. DOC-237 at 36-41 (Final EIS).
112 Ex. DOC-237 at 74-75 (Final EIS).
113 Ex. DOC-237 at 41-43 (Final EIS).
114 Ex. DOC-237 at S-2 (Final EIS).
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108. With respect to radiological impacts, the final EIS evaluated potential
radiological impacts to the public by considering a dose study of the Project conducted
by a third party, NRC data in Radioactive Effluent Release Reports, Minnesota
Department of Health Environmental Monitoring Reports, and the National Cancer
Institute. Health impacts to the general public resulting from ISFSI skyshine radiation is
anticipated to be minimal.'%

109. The final EIS also evaluated potential radiological impacts to the public from
off-normal conditions, including earthquake, tornado, flood, fire or explosion, transfer cask
mishandling, and terrorism. The final EIS stated that all NRC-certified spent fuel
technologies meet design criteria that include protection against such occasions, and that
therefore, potential radiological impacts to the general public during off-normal conditions
are anticipated to be minimal and within NRC standards.'6

110. The final EIS also discussed the NRC’s analysis of potential impacts
associated with a hypothetical release of spent fuel from an ISFSI. That analysis
determined that the impacts of a dose to an off-site member of the public from such a
release would be minimal. This section of the final EIS also discusses the Plant’s
emergency plan and letters of agreement with organizations having an emergency
response role in the area.’"’

111. The final EIS also discusses the impact of the eventual transport of spent
nuclear fuel, indicating that the impacts are expected to be minimal.'®

112. The final EIS also discussed the radiological impacts of the Plant on plant
workers. The final EIS discusses that doses to workers at the Plant are within NRC
standards for occupational exposure and that impacts from this dose are anticipated to
be minimal. The final EIS also explains that doses to workers during off-normal conditions
would be managed by the Company to remain within NRC standards. The final EIS also
considers the impacts associated with workers responding to a hypothetical accidental
release from the DFS systems and states that doses would be monitored and managed
using time, distance, and shielding.'®

113. The final EIS discusses radiological impacts to the natural environment,
stating that radiation impacts to tall nearby flora, specifically trees along the Mississippi
River, are anticipated to be minimal but unavoidable, and that because there is no habitat
for fauna within the ISFSI or within the Plant site and because ISFSI operating procedures
preclude use of the ISFSI by nesting animals, radiation impacts to fauna are also
anticipated to be minimal.12°

115 Ex. DOC-237 at 51-54 (Final EIS).
116 Ex. DOC-237 at 54-58 (Final EIS).
"7 Ex. DOC-237 at 58-59 (Final EIS).
118 Ex. DOC-237 at 59-61 (Final EIS).
119 Ex. DOC-237 at 61-63 (Final EIS).
120 Ex. DOC-237 at 63 (Final EIS).
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114. The ALJ concludes that the final EIS addressed the potentially significant
issues and alternatives raised in the scoping process so that all significant issues for
which information can be reasonably obtained were analyzed in conformance with Minn.
R. 4410.2300, items G and H.

B. Minn. R. 4410.2800, subp. 4.B

115. Comments to the draft EIS and DOC-EERA’s responses to those comments
are set forth in Appendix E to the final EIS. DOC-EERA responded to each substantive
comment, including making changes that are shown as redlines in the final EIS. "

116. The ALJ finds that the final EIS provided responses to the substantive
comments received during the draft EIS review concerning issues raised in scoping.

C. Minn. R. 4410.2800, subp. 4.C

117. Based on the Findings above, the ALJ concludes that the final EIS was
prepared in compliance with the procedures of the Minnesota Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA) and Minn. R. parts 4410.0200 through 4410.6500.

118. The ALJ finds that the final EIS has met the adequacy criteria under Minn.
R. 4410.2800, subp. 4.

VIl. CERTIFICATE OF NEED CRITERIA

119. Authorization of any additional dry cask storage or expansion of an ISFSI
at a nuclear generation facility in Minnesota is subject to approval of a CN by the
Commission."??

120. The Commission rules incorporate statutory requirements for a CN and
specify the criteria the Commission is to apply in determine whether to grant a CN for
additional dry cask storage or expansion of an ISFSI. Those rules provide:

A certificate of need shall be granted to the applicant if it is
determined that:

A. the probable direct or indirect result of denial would be an
adverse effect upon the future adequacy, reliability, safety, or
efficiency of energy supply to the applicant, to the applicant’s
customers, or to the people of Minnesota and neighboring states,
considering:

121 Ex. DOC-242 (Appendix E to Final EIS).
122 Minn. Stat. § 116C.83 subd. 2.
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B.

(1)  the accuracy of the applicant’s forecast of demand for
the energy or service that would be supplied by the proposed
facility;

(2) the effects of existing or expected conservation
programs of the applicant, the state government, or the
federal government;

(3) the effects of promotional practices in creating a need
for the proposed facility, particularly promotional practices that
have occurred since 1974;

(4) the ability of current facilities and planned facilities not
requiring certificates of need to meet the future demand; and

(5) the effect of the proposed facility, or a suitable
modification thereof, in making efficient use of resources;

a more reasonable and prudent alternative to the proposed

facility has not been demonstrated by a preponderance of the
evidence on the record by parties or persons other than the
applicant, considering:

C.

(1)  the appropriateness of the size, the type, and the
timing of the proposed facility compared to those of
reasonable alternatives;

(2)  the cost of the proposed facility and the cost of energy
to be supplied by the proposed facility compared to the costs
of reasonable alternatives and the cost of energy that would
be supplied by reasonable alternatives;

(3) the effect of the proposed facility upon the natural and
socioeconomic environments compared to the effects of
reasonable alternatives; and

(4) the expected reliability of the proposed facility
compared to the expected reliability of reasonable
alternatives;

it has been demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence

on the record that the consequences of granting the certificate of
need for the proposed facility, or a suitable modification thereof, are
more favorable to society than the consequences of denying the
certificate, considering:

(1)  the relationship of the proposed facility, or a suitable
modification thereof, to overall state energy needs;
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(2) the effect of the proposed facility, or a suitable
modification thereof, upon the natural and socioeconomic
environments compared to the effect of not building the
facility;

(3) the effects of the proposed facility or a suitable
modification thereof, in inducing future development; and

(4) socially beneficial uses of the output of the proposed
facility, or a suitable modification thereof, including its uses to
protect or enhance environmental quality; and

D. it has not been demonstrated on the record that the design,
construction, operation, or retirement of the proposed facility will fail
to comply with those relevant policies, rules, and regulations of other
state and federal agencies and local governments.'?3

121. As the Applicant, Xcel Energy bears the burden of demonstrating the need
for the Project by the preponderance of the evidence.'?*

VIIl. APPLICATION OF CERTIFICATE OF NEED CRITERIA
A. The Future Adequacy, Reliability, or Efficiency of Energy Supply

122. The first of the four criteria established by the Commission for the granting
of a CN calls for an examination of whether:

the probable direct or indirect result of denial would be an adverse
effect upon the future adequacy, reliability, safety, or efficiency of
energy supply to the applicant, to the applicant’s customers, or to the
people of Minnesota and neighboring states.’?5

123. Minn. R. 7855.0120 (2023) does not assign greater or lesser importance to
the factors of adequacy, reliability, or efficiency of energy supply. The plain language of
the rule provides that a probable adverse impact on any one of these factors can be
determinative on withholding the grant of a CN.1%6

124. Under this criterion, the Commission considers: (1) an applicant’s forecast
of demand for the energy or services that would be supplied by the proposed facility;
(2) its conservation programs and state and federal conservation programs; (3) its
promotional practices; (4) the ability of current or planned facilities not requiring

123 Minn. R. 7855.0120; see also Minn. Stat. § 216B.243, subd. 3.
24 Minn. Stat. § 216B.243, subd. 3; Minn. R. 1400.7300, subd. 5.
25 Minn. R. 7855.0120(A).

126 See Minn. R. 7855.0120(A).
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certificates of need to meet the future demand; and (5) the facility’s ability to make an
efficient use of resources.?’

1. Demand for Energy

125. The Commission must consider “the accuracy of the applicant’s forecast of
demand for the energy or service that would be supplied by the proposed facility.”128

126. Xcel Energy witness Mr. Shaw explained that the Company’s forecasts of
energy and capacity needs, and the role of extending the life of the Prairie Island Plant
until 2053/54 to meet those needs, were discussed extensively in the Company’s IRP
Docket, Docket No. E-002/RP-24-67.12°

127. In that docket, the Company proposed its Preferred Plan, in which Prairie
Island is extended to 2053/54 and Monticello is extended to 2050. The Commission
approved the Company’s Preferred Plan for planning purposes, including extending the
life of the Prairie Island Plant until 2053/54.130

128. Although not perfectly aligned with the standards for a CN, the standards
that govern the Commission’s consideration of an IRP also take into account the
adequacy and reliability of energy supply, cost, and socioeconomic and environmental
effects, 3! directing the Commission to evaluate resource options and resource plans on
their ability to:

A. maintain or improve the adequacy and reliability of utility
service;
B. keep the customers’ bills and the utility’s rates as low as

practicable, given regulatory and other constraints;

C. minimize adverse socioeconomic effects and adverse effects
upon the environment;

D. enhance the utility’s ability to respond to changes in the
financial, social, and technological factors affecting its operations;
and

E. limit the risk of adverse effects on the utility and its customers
from financial, social, and technological factors that the utility cannot
control. 132

27 Minn. R. 7855.0120(A).

28 Minn. R. 7855.0120(A)(1).

129 Ex. XE-107 at 5 (Shaw Direct).

130 In the Matter of Xcel Energy’s 2024-2040 Upper Midwest Integrated Resource Plan, MPUC Docket No.
E-002/RP-24-67, ORDER APPROVING SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT WITH MODIFICATIONS (Apr. 21, 2025).

131 Ex. XE-114 at 3 (Shaw Rebuttal).

32 Minn. R. 7843.0500, subp. 3.
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129. The Commission’s approval of the Company’s Preferred Plan, while not an
approval of the expansion of the ISFSI or the extension of the Prairie Island Plant’s
operating life, does indicate that such an expansion and extension is a significant piece
of the IRP and satisfies the IRP criteria.’33

130. Department witness Sachin Shah testified that the Department found that
the Company’s demand and energy forecast in the IRP Docket were reasonable for
planning purposes and that the Company’s forecast could also be used in the present
docket. 134

131. The ALJ finds that the record shows that the Commission has had the
opportunity to evaluate the Company’s forecasts of energy and capacity needs. The ALJ
agrees with the Company that although the IRP standards and the CN standards are not
completely aligned, they both take into account reliability, cost, and socioeconomic and
environmental factors that make the IRP analysis and Commission decisions relevant and
compelling in this proceeding. The ALJ further finds that the record in the IRP Docket
demonstrates, at a minimum, that the Commission considered the need to extend the
Prairie Island Plant’s operating life, which requires the expansion of the ISFSI, when it
accepted the Company’s IRP Preferred Plan.

2. Effect of Conservation Programs

132. The Commission must consider “the effects of existing or expected
conservation programs of the applicant, the state government, or the federal
government.”3%

133. Company witness Ms. Jessica Peterson stated that the Company offers
more than 40 energy efficiency and demand response programs in Minnesota. Based on
2023 data, these conservation programs have saved nearly 13,072 GWh of energy and
4,535 MW of demand since 1990. These savings avoided the need to build approximately
18 medium-sized (250 MW) power plants.'36

134. The Company’s current IRP proposes a goal of an additional 8,547 GWh
and 1,659 MW of cumulative savings for the 2024-2040 planning period, including
growing its Demand Response portfolio to over 1,385 MW by 2034, resulting in 780 GWh
of annual savings. However, the Company’s IRP projects an increase in customer load
over time and the Company’s conservation programs are unable to both offset the need
for new generation to meet this projected increase in demand and to replace generation
from the Prairie Island Plant if it is retired in 2033/34."%7

135. Department witness Dr. Steve Rakow further explained that the Company’s
conservation programs were included in the IRP modeling process, and that the model

133 Ex. XE-117 at 3 (Shaw Rebuttal).
134 Ex. DOC-246 at 3-4 (Shah Direct).
135 Minn. R. 7855.0120(A)(2).

136 Ex. XE-110 at 3-4 (Peterson Direct).
137 Ex. XE-110 at 3-4 (Peterson Direct).
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had the option to select additional conservation. The effects of existing or expected
conservation programs were considered during the IRP process, and the result of that
analysis determined that pursuit of any additional level of energy efficiency would
increase system costs. 38

136. The ALJ finds that there is no evidence in the record that conservation
programs could replace the generation from the Prairie Island Plant if it retired in 2033/34.

3. Effect of Promotional Activities

137. The Commission must consider “the effects of promotional practices in
creating a need for the proposed facility.”13°

138. Company witness Ms. Peterson explained that the Prairie Island Plant is an
essential part of the Company’s electrical supply system and has been for 50 years. The
need for additional storage is a simple necessity caused by extending the life of the Plant
beyond 2033/34.140

139. Department witness Ms. Diane Dietz concluded that there is no evidence to
suggest that the Company employed promotional practices that created a need for the
ISFSI.141

140. The ALJ finds that there is no evidence in the record that promotional
activities undertaken by Xcel Energy have created a need for the ISFSI expansion.

4, Ability of Current and Planned Facilities not Requiring
Certificates of Need to Meet State and Regional Energy Needs

141. The Commission must consider “the ability of current facilities and planned
facilities not requiring certificates of need to meet the future demand.”'42

1) Existing Facilities

142. The Company explained that there are no alternative facilities that do not
require a CN that could replace the Prairie Island Plant’s storage capacity or generation
if it were to cease operations in 2033/34.143

143. Department witness Dr. Rakow explained that the Company’s IRP analysis
found that extending Prairie Island tended to be the least cost way of meeting future
demand. The Department’s IRP analysis produced similar results as Xcel's analysis.

138 Ex. DOC-245 at 11 (Rakow Direct).

139 Minn. R. 7855.0120(A)(3).

140 Ex. XE-110 at 5 (Peterson Direct).

141 Ex. DOC-244 at 25 (Dietz Direct).

42 Minn. R. 7855.0120(A)(4).

143 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 4, p. 6 (Initial Filing).
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Dr. Rakow concluded that the effects of current facilities and planned facilities were
considered and could not replace Prairie Island.’4

144. The ALJ finds that there is no evidence in the record that existing facilities
that do not require a CN could meet future demand in the absence of the Prairie Island
Plant.

2) Other Alternatives

145. The Company explained that, absent an exemption via a resource planning
process pursuant to Minn. Stat. § 216B.2422, subd. 5 (2024), there are no alternative
facilities that can either provide the needed additional storage capacity or replace the
Prairie Island Plant’s generating capacity. As discussed below in section VIII.B, the
alternatives analysis, and due to the requirement under Minn. Stat. § 116C.83, subd. 4
that any waste generated by a nuclear generation facility be stored on-site until it can be
shipped out-of-state as soon as it is feasible, the lack of permanent of interim out-of-state
facilities accepting spent nuclear fuel means there are no viable storage alternatives.4

146. The Company also explained that if the Prairie Island Plant were to cease
operations in 2033/34, substantial new generation resources would be required to replace
the baseload electricity generated by the Plant.146

147. Department witness Dr. Rakow agreed that there are no reasonable
alternatives, on their own, that could replace the Prairie Island Plant. Although baseload
alternatives, such as new nuclear- or coal-powered generation could replace the Prairie
Island Plant’s capacity, these are unreasonable alternatives. Minn. Stat. § 216B.243,
subd. 3b prohibits the construction of new nuclear generating units. A new coal plant has
not been considered in Minnesota since 2005, and a review of the Midcontinent
Independent System Operator (MISO) generation interconnection queue includes only a
single nuclear unit (in Louisiana) and a single 20 MW coal unit (in Arkansas).'4”

148. The ALJ finds that there is no evidence in the record that there are
alternative generation resources that can replace the energy and capacity from the Prairie
Island Plant if it were to cease operations in 2033-34.

5. Effect of the Project in Making an Efficient Use of Resources

149. The Commission must consider “the effect of the proposed facility, or a
suitable modification thereof, in making efficient use of resources.”'4®

150. Company witnesses Ms. Prochaska and Mr. Shaw provided information
regarding the Prairie Island Plant’s operating efficiency. Both Company witnesses

144 Ex. DOC-245 at 12 (Rakow Direct).

145 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 4, pp. 6-7 (Initial Filing); Ex. XE-106 at 25-28 (Prochaska Direct).
146 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 4, p. 7 (Initial Filing).

47 Ex. DOC-245 at 13-14 (Rakow Direct).

48 Minn. R. 7855.0120(A)(5).
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explained that the Plant is one of Xcel Energy’s most dependable resources. The Plant
had a capacity factor of approximately 96 percent in 2022, and 90 percent over the past
five years. Company witness Mr. Shaw explained that Prairie Island Unit 1 completed a
record run of 670 days of continuous operation in 2020 and Unit 2 completed a record
run of 704 days of continuous operation in 2021.74°

151. Company witness Ms. Prochaska further explained that the Company has
achieved these efficiency results while reducing Operations and Maintenance (O&M)
costs relative to 2014 by over $89 million. These savings represent a 25 percent
improvement compared to 2014 results. In terms of production cost per MWh, the
Company achieved a nearly 30 percent decrease between 2015 and 2021.1%°

152. Finally, Company witness Ms. Prochaska explained that although nuclear
generation plants have traditionally been considered “must-run” baseload power, the
Company is developing a more flexible power operations strategy that would allow the
Plant to reduce power output during periods when other resources are providing large
amounts of low-cost energy relative to customer demand. This flexibility would provide a
more efficient energy portfolio. '

153. The ALJ finds that the Prairie Island Plant makes efficient use of resources.
The Plant’s efficiency record demonstrates a steady level of highly-efficient output. The
Company’s flexible power option further demonstrates the ability to rely on alternative
resources when appropriate.

154. The ALJ finds that the record demonstrates that the denial of a CN, and
therefore the Company’s inability to extend the life of the Prairie Island Plant, would
adversely affect the future adequacy, reliability, and efficiency of local energy supplies.
These impacts would disadvantage the Applicant, to the Applicant’s customers, and to
the people of Minnesota and neighboring states. The ALJ concludes that the Company
has adequately met the first criteria for a CN.

B. Analysis of Alternatives

155. The second criteria established for the granting of a CN requires the
Commission to evaluate reasonable alternatives to the proposed facility. 152

156. The Commission will only consider alternatives proposed before the close
of the public hearing and which are supported by substantial evidence on the record with
respect to each criteria.’®3

157. When evaluating whether there exists a more reasonable or prudent
alternative to the proposed facility, the Commission will compare the proposed facility to

149 Ex. XE-106 at 12 (Prochaska Direct); Ex. XE-107 at 13 (Shaw Direct).
150 Ex. XE-106 at 12 (Prochaska Direct).

151 Ex. XE-106 at 13-14 (Prochaska Direct).

52 Minn. R. 7855.0120(B).

58 Minn. R. 7855.0110.
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reasonable alternatives, considering: (1) the appropriateness of the size, type, and timing;
(2) the cost of the proposed facility and alternatives, and the costs of energy they will
supply; (3) the effects on the natural and socioeconomic environments; and (4) the
expected reliability of the proposed facility and alternatives. %

1. Off-Site Storage Alternatives

158. Minnesota law requires that spent nuclear fuel in a spent fuel pool or in dry
casks at a nuclear generating plant must be managed to facilitate the shipment of waste
out of state to a permanent or interim storage facility as soon as feasible. However,
Minnesota law further requires that until shipment out of state can be facilitated, spent
nuclear fuel generated by a Minnesota nuclear generation facility must be stored on the
site of that facility. %

159. The Company examined four off-site storage alternatives for spent nuclear
fuel that would not require an expansion of the ISFSI. The Company addressed each
alternative and provided sufficient explanation for the impracticability or impossibility of
each alternative.'® Due to these impracticabilities and impossibilities, it is unnecessary
to engage in the four comparison factors.

1) Reprocessing Spent Nuclear Fuel

160. Reprocessing involves recovering unused uranium and plutonium from
used nuclear fuel and recycling it for use in new reactor fuel. The process does not
eliminate all nuclear wastes, but reduces the volume of high-level waste that must be
stored. Company witness Ms. Prochaska explained that President Jimmy Carter banned
commercial reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, and despite a reversal of the ban, no
private companies have invested in constructing or operating reprocessing facilities. 1%’

161. Company witness Ms. Dietz agreed that reprocessing is not a viable spent
fuel storage alternative.'%®

162. The ALJ finds that reprocessing is not an available or viable alternative to
expansion of the ISFSI.

2) Existing Off-Site Storage Facilities

163. The only facility storing spent fuel on a contractual basis from commercial
nuclear power reactors is the General Electric Morris Facility in Morris, lllinois, but that
the facility is no longer accepting additional spent fuel from commercial nuclear power
plants. %

154 Minn. R. 7855.0120(B).

155 Minn. Stat. § 116C.83, subd. 4.

156 Ex. XE-106 at 25-28 (Prochaska Direct).
157 Ex. XE-106 at 25-26 (Prochaska Direct).
158 Ex. DOC-244 at 7-9 (Dietz Direct).

159 Ex. XE-106 at 26 (Prochaska Direct).
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164. Department witness Ms. Dietz agreed that existing spent fuel storage
facilities are not a viable spent fuel storage alternative.'%°

165. The ALJ finds that utilizing off-site contractual storage facilities is not an
available or viable alternative to expansion of the ISFSI.

3) Private Centralized Interim Storage

166. The Company pursued an interim spent fuel storage project in Utah as part
of the Private Fuel Storage (PFS) consortium. During the lengthy NRC licensure process,
many of the consortium members constructed onsite DSFs, and additional regulatory
obstacles remain making the PFS proposal infeasible as an alternative to ISFSI
expansion. 16’

167. Two companies, Interim Storage Partners and Holtec International, have
proposed interim storage facilities in Texas and New Mexico. However, neither facility
has commenced construction and significant work remains before either facility could
become operational. Company witness Ms. Prochaska explained that due to the extended
timelines for construction and due to ongoing litigation over the licensure of these
facilities, these two interim storage projects are not viable options at this time.6?

168. The Department agreed that it does not appear that any of these facilities
will be available for use by 2033, when the Company expects to need additional storage
space for spent nuclear fuel.'%3

169. The ALJ agrees with the Company that interim storage is not a viable
alternative to expansion of the ISFSI. Private centralized interim storage facilities have
not yet begun construction, at which point they would still be years away from being ready
to receive spent nuclear fuel.

4) Permanent Off-Site Storage

170. Yucca Mountain is a site in Nevada identified in federal statute as the
permanent deep geological storage repository for commercial spent nuclear fuel. The
application to license the Yucca Mountain permanent nuclear fuel repository is pending
before the United States NRC, but the adjudicatory hearings on the application before the
NRC Atomic Safety and Licensing Board remain suspended.'%*

171. The Department further explained that even if the site were available in the
2028 timeframe, Xcel Energy may not be allotted storage space for all of its spent fuel.65

160 Ex. DOC-244 at 10 (Dietz Direct).

1861 Ex. XE-106 at 26-27 (Prochaska Direct).

162 Ex. XE-106 at 27-28 (Prochaska Direct).

163 Ex. DOC-244 at 10-13 (Dietz Direct).

164 Ex. XE-106 at 28 (Prochaska Direct); Ex. DOC-244 at 13-14 (Dietz Direct).
165 Ex. DOC-244 at 14 (Dietz Direct).
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172. The ALJ recognizes that the lack of progress in licensing for Yucca
Mountain renders permanent off-site storage an unavailable and not a viable alternative
to expansion of the ISFSI.

173. The ALJ finds that there are no viable off-site storage alternatives available
to receive spent nuclear fuel from the Prairie Island Plant. Further, the ALJ concludes that
Minnesota law requires that spent nuclear fuel must be stored on the Prairie Island Plant
site in the absence of available out of state permanent or interim storage facilities. Finally,
as demonstrated below, the ALJ concludes that the Company has demonstrated that the
expansion of the current ISFSI is the most viable on-site option, and the alternative on-
site locations would result in greater environmental impacts.

2. On-Site Storage Alternatives

174. The Company examined three on-site storage alternatives for spent nuclear
fuel that would not require an expansion of the ISFSI. The Company addressed each
alternative and provided sufficient explanation for the impracticability, impossibility, or
premature nature of each alternative. %6

1) New On-Site Location

175. Company witness Ms. Britta Bergland explained that the Company did not
consider an alternative location for a second ISFSI within the Prairie Island Plant, because
there is sufficient room within the footprint of the existing ISFSI to support the needed
storage and greater environmental impacts would result from construction in some other
location on the Prairie Island property.167

176. The Department agreed with the Company that it is not necessary to
evaluate alternative ISFSI locations within the Prairie Island Plant site. Department
witness Ms. Dietz explained that the DOC-EERA staff noted in the final EIS that whether
using the expanded ISFSI site or an alternative site within the Prairie Island Plant site, the
construction process would be similar and the impacts would likely be minimal.'68

177. The ALJ finds that the record demonstrates that the chosen on-site storage
location is the most viable and reasonable option, as it results in the least environmental
impact.

2) Non-Cask Alternatives

178. Xcel Energy considered three non-cask alternatives for on-site storage:
(1) fuel rod consolidation, (2) re-racking the existing spent fuel pool, and (3) constructing
a new spent fuel pool. 169

166 Ex, XE-100 at Ch. 9 (Initial Filing).

67 Ex. XE-108 at 8-9 (Bergland Direct).

168 Ex. DOC-244 at 23-24 (Dietz Direct).

169 Ex. XE-100 at Ch .9, pp. 8-11 (Initial Filing).
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179. The Company explained that fuel rod consolidation is not widely used within
the domestic nuclear industry. Further, the Company explained that when it conducted a
fuel rod consolidation demonstration project at Prairie Island in 1987, it resulted in
numerous difficulties, lower-than-predicted volume reductions, and higher-than-predicted
radiation exposure for workers. 70

180. The Department agreed that fuel rod consolidation is not a feasible strategy
for creating additional space in a spent fuel pool, and that it is not a viable alternative.'”

181. The ALJ agrees with the parties that fuel rod consolidation is not a viable
alternative to expansion of the ISFSI.

182. The Company explained that it could gain 790 spent fuel storage spaces by
rearranging the storage racks in the spent fuel pool. However, 790 spaces is not sufficient
to support 20 years of extended operations.’”?

183. The Department agreed that if the objective is to operate the Prairie Island
Plant until 2053/54, re-racking would not produce adequate spent fuel storage
capacity.'”3

184. The ALJ agrees with the parties that re-racking the existing spent fuel pool
is not a viable alternative to expansion of the ISFSI.

185. The Company explained that to design, obtain approvals, and construct a
new on-site spent fuel pool would take approximately five years, would be prohibitively
expensive, and would triple the number of times the spent fuel assemblies are handled.'"*

186. Department withess Ms. Dietz determined that the costs associated with
building a new pool and increased risk to personnel due to the increased number of times
spent fuel would have to moved, make an additional spent fuel pool prohibitively
expensive and infeasible.'”®

187. The ALJ agrees with the parties that costs concerns render construction of
a new spent fuel pool an unviable alternative to expansion of the ISFSI. The risks to
human health and safety from the additional handling of the spent fuel assemblies also
makes construction of a new spent fuel pool an unreasonable alternative.

170 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, pp. 8-9 (Initial Filing).

71 Ex. DOC-244 at 16 (Dietz Direct).

172 Ex. XE-100-1 at Ch. 9, pp. 9-10; Ex. DOC-244 at 16-17 (Dietz Direct).
73 Ex. DOC-244 at 17 (Dietz Direct).

74 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, pp. 10-11 (Initial Filing).

175 Ex. DOC-244 at 19 (Dietz Direct).
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3) Dry Cask Alternatives

188. The Company considered three dry-cask alternatives for on-site storage:
(1) horizontal canister storage system, (2) vertical canister storage system, and
(3) non-canister (bolted cask) storage system.'”®

189. The Company recently completed a competitive bidding process to select a
new DFS system technology, selecting a NUHOMS horizontal welded canister DFS
system. In its Initial Filing, the Company identified the advantages and disadvantages of
horizontal canister storage.'””

190. The Company also provided an analysis of vertical canister storage, which
functions similarly to horizontal canister storage and has many of the same advantages.
However, due to the orientation of the cask in a vertical position, the Company identified
additional disadvantages that may increase radiation dosage to workers.'”®

191. The Company also provided an analysis of the one available non-canister
storage system, which is currently in use at the Prairie Island Plant. Unlike horizontal or
vertical canister storage, the non-canister system utilizes a cask as the primary
containment boundary. The cask is made of steel or a steel and lead combination and
stores spent fuel in an internal basket or cells dispersed throughout the cask. The cask is
bolted, not welded, shut and are stored on a concrete pad without being housed in a
concrete overpack. The Company identified disadvantages of continuing to use this
technology, including that the cost of the system has risen significantly, a pressure
monitoring system is required to ensure no leakage of O-ring seals in bolted storage cask
lid and that neither of the two private consolidated interim storage facilities include the
technology in their licenses.'”®

192. The Company selected a horizontal canister-based system through the end
of current license and to support license extension. 180

193. The Department agreed with the Company’s evaluations of the advantages
and disadvantages of the three systems and agreed with the Company’s preference for
the horizontal canister systems. '8

194. The ALJ agrees with the parties’ assessment of the advantages and
disadvantages of the three dry cask alternatives available to store spent nuclear fuel and
finds that the Company’s selection of a horizontal cask system was reasonable and
appropriate.

176 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, p. 11 (Initial Filing).

177 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, pp. 11-13 (Initial Filing).
178 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, pp. 14-16 (Initial Filing).
79 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, pp. 16-18 (Initial Filing).
180 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, p. 18 (Initial Filing).

181 Ex. DOC-244 at 19-23 (Dietz Direct).
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3. Generation Alternatives

195. The Prairie Island Plant is a 1,040 MW baseload unit, meaning that it
generates electricity 24 hours a day for weeks at a time. The CN would allow the Prairie
Island Plant to continue generating electricity until August 9, 2053 (unit 1) and October 29,
2054 (unit 2). Department witness Dr. Rakow explained that there are no reasonable
alternatives, on their own, that could replace the Prairie Island Plant in terms of size, type,
and timing. 182

196. For purposes of analyzing the Prairie Island Plant extension individually, the
Company compared the IRP Preferred Plan, which has now been approved by the
Commission, with two alternative scenarios. The alternative scenarios utilize a model to
evaluate replacing the Prairie Island Plant’s energy and capacity with a mix of
resources. 83

197. The Company provided the following tables illustrating the metrics of the
Company’s IRP Preferred Plan as compared to the two alternative scenarios: '8

Scenario PVSC/PVRR Deltas in Net Present Values (NPV) from Reference Case

($2024 millions)
PVSC Delta in NPV Delta in NPV Delta in NPV
Production Cost NPV ($m) NPV ($m) NPV ($m)
($m) | 2024-2040 | ($m) | 2024-2047 | (Sm) | 2024-2050
2024-2040 2024-2047 2024-2050
Scenario 1 PVSC SO $51,037 S0 $63,635 S0 $68,788
Scenario 2 PVSC ($413 $50,624 ($437) $63,198 S513 868,275
Scenario 3 PVSC S785 $50,252 ($941) 862,695 ($1,025) 867,762
PVRR Delta in NPV (Sm) Delta in NPV (Sm) Delta in NPV (Sm)
Production Cost NPV (Sm) | 2024-2040 | NPV (Sm) | 2024-2047 | NPV (Sm) [ 2024-2050
rocuction LO8IS 1 »024-2040 2024-2047 2024-2050
Scenario 1 PVRR SO $34,678 S0 $44 948 S0 $48,927
Scenario 2 PVRR 8§97 $34,581 $291 $45,239 $391 $49 317
Scenario 3 PVRR (S464) $34.215 $46 $44 994 $239 $49.166

182 Ex. DOC-245 at 13-14 (Rakow Direct).

183 Ex. XE-107 at 7 (Shaw Direct). Xcel Energy permitted the model to choose wind, solar, storage, firm
dispatchable resources (modeled as combustion turbines), and reciprocating engines. Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9,
p. 23 (Initial Filing).

184 Ex. XE-107 at 11-12 (Shaw Direct).
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NPV Savings Under 100 Percent Carbon-Free by 2050 Constraint

($2024 millions)
PVSC Delta in NPV Delta in NPV Delta in NPV
Production Cost NPV (Sm) NPV (Sm) NPV ($m)
(Sm) 2024-2040 (Sm) 2024-2047 (Sm) 2024-2050
2024-2040 2024-2047 2024-2050
Scenario 1 PVSC SO $50,703 SO $62,974 SO $70,930
Scenario 2 PVSC (§298) $50,406 (8§385) $62,589 ($1.003) $69,927
Scenario 3 PVSC (8662) $50,041 (8931) $62,042 ($1,850) $69,080
PVRR Delta in NPV (Sm) Delta in NPV (Sm) Delta in NPV ($m)
Production Cost NPV (Sm) | 2024-2040 [ NPV (Sm) | 2024-2047 | NPV (Sm) | 2024-2050
roduction LOSIS | »054-2040 2024-2047 2024-2050
Scenario 1 PVRR SO $34.819 SO $46,314 SO $54.273
Scenario 2 PVRR ($200)) $34,619 $323) $45991 (8947) $53,326
Scenario 3 PVRR (8612) $34,207 (8941) $45,373 ($1,865) $52.407

1) Size, Type, and Timing

198. The Reference Case (Scenario 1) considered retiring Prairie Island and
Monticello at their currently scheduled dates and utilized the resource planning model to
optimize the most cost-effective replacements needed to fill the energy and capacity
needs created by the 2033/34 retirement with no constraints on resource type.'8°

199. Scenario 2 extends the retirement dates of Prairie Island to 2053/54 and
leaves the retirement date of Monticello unchanged (2040). This scenario is designed to
test the economics of extending the operational life of Prairie Island by 20 years and
Monticello by 10 years. Similarly, the model was not required to choose any specific
resource type to replace the Plant. Scenario 3, the Company’s Preferred Plan from the
IRP, extends the retirement dates of Prairie Island to 2053/54 and moves the retirement
date of Monticello to 2050. '8

200. The Department agreed that the scenarios and the alternatives made
available provided a reasonable spectrum of alternatives for the alternatives analysis. 8"

201. The ALJ finds that the Company’s alternative scenarios and the alternatives
made available are reasonable test cases by which to compare the cost of extending the
life of the Prairie Island Plant.

185 Ex. XE-107 at 7-8 (Shaw Direct).
186 Ex. XE-107 at 8 (Shaw Direct); Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, pp. 22-28 (Initial Filing).
187 Ex. DOC-245 at 15 (Rakow Direct).
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2) Cost

202. From a cost perspective, the Reference Case (Scenario 1) results in
incrementally higher costs relative to Scenario 2 on a PVSC basis. The additional costs
to replace the capacity and energy of the Prairie Island Plant in 2033/34 relative to
extending the retirement date to 2053/54 is approximately $500 million on a PVSC basis
from 2024 to 2050."88

203. When the cost of emissions is not considered in the PVRR sensitivity, the
replacement capacity needed to replace Prairie Island at the end of extension plan in
Scenario 2 significantly impacts overall cost from 2024 to 2050. The replacement model
makes significant additions of firm dispatchable resources in the late 2040s in anticipation
of the Prairie Island Plant retirement. Additionally, the PVRR assumptions do not take into
consideration the costs of carbon emissions from these additional resources.8°

204. The Company expects that technological advancements will provide
additional resource options that are not currently available by the time the Prairie Island
Plant reaches the end of the extended operating license in Scenario 2. As a result, the
firm dispatchable additions in the late 2040s in Scenario 2 may be overstated and
therefore may not provide a reliable indication of the costs so far out in time. In
comparison and using the same modeling, extension of the Prairie Island Plant results in
approximately $100 million in savings as compared to the Reference Case from 2024 to
2040, when resource cost assumptions are most certain. This savings does not include
valuation of the benefits of avoided emissions.'%

205. Further, the Company conducted numerous additional sensitivities on the
baseload scenarios considered in its 2024 IRP. One such sensitivity incorporated the
Company’s goal to generate 100 percent carbon-free energy by 2050 (100x50). When
applying this sensitivity analysis to the Reference Case, Scenario 2 results in savings of
approximately $1 billion on both a PVSC and PVRR basis from 2024 to 2050.'%"

206. As part of the IRP, the Company also conducted a Nuclear Leave Behind
Study to determine transmission impacts of the retirements of the Company’s nuclear
plants. Simply put, the study shows that to maintain system stability under a system fault
post-retirement of the nuclear plants, additional generation must be turned on or load
shed. The study determined that significant replacement generation is needed, resulting
in considerable new costs. Additional significant costs would be incurred due to
transmission line upgrades and voltage support needed to mitigate voltage violations.'9?

207. The ALJ finds that the Company’s alternative scenarios are reasonable test
cases by which to compare the cost of extending the life of the Prairie Island Plant. The

188 Ex. XE-107 at 9 (Shaw Direct).

189 Id. at 10.

190 4.

191 Ex. XE-107 at 10-11 (Shaw Direct); Minn. Stat. § 216B.2422, subd. 3.
192 Ex. XE-107 at 12 (Shaw Direct).
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ALJ also finds that the cost considerations weigh in favor of extending the Prairie Island
Plant and granting the CN.

3) Effects Upon the Natural and Socioeconomic
Environments

208. The Company’s analysis shows that although advances in technology will
be critical to achieving the Company’s 100x50 goal, the extension of the Prairie Island
Plant provides critical, and certain, carbon-free generation, and the extension of the
Company’s nuclear fleet provides an overwhelmingly cost-effective source of carbon-free
energy when compared to existing technologies. The two scenarios contemplating
extension of the Prairie Island Plant considerably better position the Company to comply
with the 2023 legislation, codified at Minn. Stat. § 216B.1691, requiring the Company to
generate or procure 100 percent carbon-free electricity for its Minnesota retail customers
by 2040. Extending the life of the Prairie Island Plant is therefore crucial to meeting these
requirements. 193

209. Department witness Dr. Rakow explained that continued operation of the
Prairie Island Plant through 2053/54 is expected to create minimal impacts to the natural
and socioeconomic environment. On the other hand, the alternatives analyzed would
likely generate more significant impacts through additional greenhouse gas emissions,
and flora and fauna impacts.'%*

210. The ALJ finds that the Company’s two alternative scenarios are reasonable
test cases by which to compare the environmental impacts of extending the life of the
Prairie Island Plant. The ALJ also finds that environmental considerations weigh in favor
of extending the Prairie Island Plant and granting the CN, as compared to the Company’s
two alternative scenarios.

4) Reliability

211. Company witness Mr. Shaw explained that the Prairie Island Plant is a
significant baseload resource on the Northern States Power system that has generated
over 400 million MWh of energy and avoided 405 million tons of carbon emissions since
it has commenced operations. The Plant operates at full capacity 24 hours a day, seven
days a week to meet base demand for electrical power.'%®

212. Company witness Mr. Shaw explained that the Plant has achieved an
average capacity factor of approximately 90 percent between 2019 and 2023 (including
a record-setting 99.98 percent in 2022 on Unit 2). In 2020, Prairie Island Unit 1 completed
a record run of 670 days of continuous operation, and Unit 2 completed a record run of
704 days of continuous operation in 2021. Combined with the Monticello Plant, the Prairie

193 Id. at 10-11.
194 Ex. DOC-245 at 18-19 (Rakow Direct).
195 Ex. XE-107 at 3-4 (Shaw Direct).
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Island Plant represents almost 30 percent of the total electric energy and 40 percent of
the carbon-free energy of the total electricity generation in the Upper Midwest. %

213. The Company’s analysis shows that firm dispatchable capacity is needed
starting in 2027, and that if the Prairie Island Plant is retired in 2033/34, additional firm
dispatchable resource additions are needed in 2028, 2030, 2032, 2033, and 2035 to meet
baseload serving needs. In Scenario 2, in which the Prairie Island Plant is extended, firm
dispatchable capacity is still required starting in 2027, but the firm dispatchable additions
in 2033 and 2035 in Scenario 1 are not needed in Scenario 2. Further, the extension of
Prairie Island offsets the need for other resource additions including wind, solar, and
storage.'¥”

214. The Company’s Nuclear Leave Behind Study shows that if the Prairie Island
Plant was shut down in 2033/34, additional generation must be turned on, or load shed,
to maintain transmission system stability. The study determined that significant
replacement generation would be needed.'®

215. The ALJ finds that the Company’s two replacement scenarios are
reasonable test cases by which to compare the reliability impacts of extending the life of
the Prairie Island Plant. The ALJ also finds that reliability considerations weigh in favor of
extending the Prairie Island Plant and granting the CN.

216. The ALJ concludes that a more reasonable and prudent alternative to the
proposed facility has not been demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence on the
record.

C. Consequences of Granting the CN Compared to Consequences of
Denying the CN

217. The third criteria established for a granting of a CN requires an examination
of whether the consequences of granting the certificate are more favorable to society than
the consequences of denying the certificate.®®

218. The Commission will consider: (1) the relationship of the proposed facility
to overall state energy needs; (2) the effects upon the natural and socioeconomic
environments as compared to not building the facility; (3) the effects in inducing future
development; and (4) the socially beneficial uses of the output of the proposed facility,
including its uses to protect or enhance environmental quality.2°

196 Ex. XE-107 at 13 (Shaw Direct).
197 Id. at 8.

198 d. at 12.

199 Minn. R. 7855.0120(C).

200 Minn. R. 7855.0120(C).
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1. Overall State Energy Needs

219. The Department reviewed the most recent IRP dockets from three investor-
owned utilities in Minnesota and concluded that all three utilities showed the likelihood of
increased capacity and energy needs during the 2025-2030 timeframe. These three
utilities’ IRPs, along with Great River Energy’s IRP filed in 2023, as well as the four
utilities’ Minnesota Electric Utility Annual Reports filed in 2024, led Department witness
Mr. Ari Zwick to further conclude that the State needs more capacity and energy during
the 2025-2030 timeframe. 2"

220. The Department also pointed to the Company’s IRP Docket to explain
planned and recent decreases in the Company’s capacity and energy generation and
acquisitions, including:202

J retirement of the Sherburne County Generating Station (Sherco) Unit
2 (682 MW) in 2023;

. retiring the Allen S. King Generation station (511 MW) in 2028;
J retiring the Sherco Unit 3 (517 MW) in 2030;
J retiring Sherco Unit 1 (680 MW) in 2026;

J expiration of Power Purchase Agreement (PPA) with Manitoba
Hydro (835 MW) in 2025;

. expiration of PPA with Cottage Grove (226 MW) in 2027;

J expiration of PPA with Mankato Energy Center Unit 1 (314 MW) in
2028; and

. expiration of PPA with Cannon Falls (317 MW) in 2028.

221. As discussed, the Prairie Island Plant is capable of operating 24 hours a
day, seven days a week and provides 1,100 MW of capacity year-round. The Company’s
Monticello Plant and Prairie Island Plant are the only generation in Xcel Energy’s system
that provides this level of consistent, reliable, carbon-free energy and capacity. The
removal of the Prairie Island Plant from the Company’s supply system would create an
over 1,000 MW capacity deficit and a several million MWh deficit in the region in 2031, if
not replaced with other generation resources.?%3

201 Ex. DOC-247 at 16 (Zwick Direct).
202 Id. at 18-19.
203 Ex. XE-105 at 3-4 (Krug Direct); Ex. XE-107 at 3-4 (Shaw Direct).
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222. The Department concluded that the proposed Project will have a positive
impact in meeting the State’s energy needs.?%

223. The ALJ agrees that, in light of the State’s projected capacity and energy
needs and the Company’s generation retirements and PPA expirations, the ISFSI
Expansion Project will have a positive impact in meeting the energy needs of Minnesota.

2. Effect of the Project on the Natural and Socioeconomic
Environments Compared to the Effect of Not Granting the CN

224. The ISFSI Expansion Project involves construction of a fourth (and possibly
a fifth) concrete pad and a modular concrete storage system within the existing enclosed,
secure boundaries of the ISFSI.2% As such, construction impacts are projected to be
minimal and mostly temporary.

225. The Company’s fleetwide nuclear generation reduces carbon emissions by
approximately 12.5 million metric tons annually, or the equivalent of removing 2.8 million
gas-powered cars from the road. The Prairie Island Plant contributes two-thirds of these
benefits. The Prairie Island Plant’s carbon-free generation has led to over 405 million tons
of CO2 emissions avoided since it commenced operations. The Company explained that
this generation will be critical for the Company to achieve its own carbon-reduction
initiatives and the recently-enacted State goal of 100 percent carbon-free electricity by
2040.208

226. There are socioeconomic impacts that would result from not granting the
CN. Economically, the Plant provides a constant flow of financial activity within the
surrounding communities. The Plant employs approximately 550 individuals who live in
the surrounding area and, therefore, spend their money in the local communities. The
Company’s nuclear fleet generates $1 billion in economic activity annually and Prairie
Island Plant, specifically, pays $22 million in State and local taxes.2%”

227. The ALJ recognizes the impact and social injustice of siting the Prairie
Island Plant adjacent to the Prairie Island Indian Community in the early 1970s.
Unfortunately, that siting decision cannot be undone. Risks to the environment inherent
from the operation of a nuclear plant are already present from the Prairie Island Plant and
current waste storage. While the ISFSI Expansion Project creates some additional risk to
the environment, it is not a material change from the status quo. The ALJ also finds that
not granting the CN could have greater negative environmental and socioeconomic
impacts.

204 Ex. DOC-247 at 19 (Zwick Direct).

205 Ex. XE-106 at 22-23 (Prochaska Direct); Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 4, p. 18.

206 Ex. XE-107 at 4 (Shaw Direct); Ex. XE-105 at 6 (Krug Direct); Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 5, p. 1 (Initial Filing).
207 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 4, p. 19 (Initial Filing).
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3. Induced Future Developments

228. During the six-month construction period, the Project will employ an
estimated 40 construction workers, with a peak of 12 at any one time and an average of
eight workers. No full-time staff will be required during operation of the expanded ISFSI
beyond current Plant personnel. The Project will have minimal impact on other factors
required to be considered, such as traffic, utilities and public services or water usage
levels.208

229. The ALJ finds that granting the CN will not induce additional development.
4, Socially Beneficial Uses of the Output of the Facility

230. The Project enables Xcel Energy to continue to supply reliable and
reasonably priced baseload power, important for both residential and business
customers. The Project enables Xcel Energy to provide carbon-free energy. The
extension of the Prairie Island Plant is a crucial part of the Company’s plan to achieve
compliance with the state’s carbon-free generation mandate.?%°

231. Replacing the 1,100 MW of generation offered by the Prairie Island Plant
would have wide ranging impacts, including the loss of the inherent stability and reliability
of maintaining a significant baseload resource like the Prairie Island Plant on the
Company’s system; the impact of alternatives on the Company’s ability to reach its goal
of carbon-free generation by 2050; the impact on the State’s ability to meet its own carbon
reduction goals; the diversity of resources available to meet customers’ needs; the
incremental risk to customers; the land requirements and associated impacts of any new
generation resources; and other societal issues, including the economic benefits
generated by the provision of highly skilled jobs and tax revenues to local communities.?'°

232. The ALJ recognizes the particular impact of the facility siting on the Prairie
Island Indian Community. However, given that the facility is already built and in operation,
the ALJ finds that the social benefits associated with the output of the facility weigh in
favor of granting the CN.

D. The Project will Comply with Relevant Policies, Rules, and
Regulations of Other State and Federal Agencies and Local
Governments

233. The final criteria for the granting of a CN requires that it has not been
demonstrated in the record that the proposed facility will fail to comply with all relevant
policies, rules, and regulations of other federal, state, and local agencies.?'

208 Ex. XE-100 at Ch .4, p. 19, Ch. 14 (Initial Filing).
209 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 4, p. 19 (Initial Filing).

210 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 9, p. 21 (Initial Filing).

211 Minn. R. 7855.0120(D).
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234. A CN applicant must demonstrate compliance with a variety of portfolio
standards as part of its CN showing.?'?

235. In his Direct Testimony, Department witness Zwick requested additional
explanation as to how Xcel Energy was in compliance with Minn. Stat. § 216B.2425,
subd. 7, which pertains to necessary transmission additions to support various other
portfolio requirements.?'3

236. In his Rebuttal Testimony, Company witness Mr. Jason T. Standing
explained that the Company did not anticipate any transmission shortfall with respect to
generation required under the various portfolio standards.?'*

237. The Department determined that on the basis of Mr. Standing’s testimony,
Xcel Energy had demonstrated compliance with Minn. Stat. § 216B.2425, subd. 7 for
purposes of this CN proceeding.?'®

238. With respect to compliance with other local state and federal policies, rules
and regulations, the Company explained in its Initial Filing that:

The additional storage will comply with relevant local, state, and
federal policies, rules and regulations. In particular, the Plant and
ISFSI are designed, operated and monitored in strict compliance with
all requirements set forth by the United States Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.2'®

239. The Company further explained that the Project supports the State of
Minnesota’s energy policy as set forth in Minnesota Statutes, including Minn. Stat.
§ 216H.02, subd. 1, which sets a goal of reducing statewide greenhouse gas emissions
to a level of net zero by 2050 when compared to 2005 emissions levels, and Minn. Stat.
§ 216B.1691, subp. 2g, the State’s carbon reduction requirement. The Project is
consistent with and is an integral part of Xcel Energy’s Resource Plan. The Project also
complies with Minn. Stat. 116C.83, subd. 4 by continuing to provide a flexible, modular
storage system, facilitating transportation when out-of-state, offsite storage becomes
available.?”

240. No party raised an objection to the Company’s assertions regarding
regulatory compliance.

212 Minn. Stat. § 216B.243, subd. 3(10).

213 Ex. DOC-247 at 14-15 (Zwick Direct).
214 Ex. XE-115 at 4-5 (Standing Rebuttal).
215 Ex. DOC-253 at 7 (Zwick Surrebuttal).
216 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 1, p. 2 (Initial Filing).
217 Ex. XE-100 at Ch. 4, p. 20 (Initial Filing).
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241.

The Department concluded that the record did not demonstrate that the
proposed facility would fail to comply with applicable local, state, and federal policies,

rules and regulations.?'®

242.

E.
243.

The ALJ agrees that the record does not demonstrate that the Company or
the proposed facility would fail to comply with all necessary policies, rules and regulations.

CN Conditions

The Department recommended that the Commission apply the same
conditions to the Prairie Island Plant and the ISFSI as it did in the recent CN Docket
related to the expansion of the ISFSI at the Monticello Plant, Docket No. E-002/M-21-668.
Specifically, the Department recommends that point 2 of the Commission’s Order

approving the CN be applied, which includes:?'9

A.

F.

244.

Xcel Energy must justify any costs, including those of operations and
maintenance, ongoing capital expense, revenue requirements
related to capital including in the rate base, insurance expense, land-
lease expense, and property tax expense.

The Commission will otherwise hold Xcel Energy accountable for the
price and terms used to evaluate the project.

Ratepayers will not be put at risk for any assumed benefits that do
not materialize.

Xcel Energy’s customers must be protected from risks associated
with the non-deliverability of accredited capacity, energy, or both,
from the project. The Commission may adjust Xcel’s recovery of
costs associated with this project in the future if actual production
varies significantly from assumed production over an extended
period.

The Commission’s decision does not address the operations of the
Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant beyond 2053/54, which will
be subject to review in future resource planning proceedings.

Xcel Energy shall comply with various reporting requirements.?2°

Company witness Mr. Krug agreed with the Department’s recommendation,

stating in Rebuttal Testimony that:??"

218 Ex, DOC-244 at 28 (Dietz Direct).

219 Ex. DOC-245 at 25, SR-D-4 (Rakow Direct); Ex. DOC-252 at 1-2 (Rakow Surrebuttal). These conditions

have been updated to reflect application to the Prairie Island Plant, rather than the Monticello Plant.

220 See Ex. DOC-245 at Order Point 2.F, SR-D-4 (Rakow Direct) (identifying specific reporting

requirements).

221 Ex. XE-113 at 2-3 (Krug Rebuttal).
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Xcel Energy views these conditions as reasonably requiring the
Company to report and justify variances from the Project’s predicted
costs and benefits, in order to recover the costs of the Project from
customers. The Company understands and agrees that it will bear
the burden of proof in any future regulatory proceeding related to the
recovery of the costs associated with the Project and will need to
demonstrate the reasonableness of those costs. Moreover, the
Company agrees to clearly account for all costs incurred for the
Project.

245. In Surrebuttal Testimony, the Department noted Xcel's agreement in
rebuttal testimony to the Department’s recommended conditions.222

246. The ALJ agrees that the Department’s proposed conditions should be
applied.

CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

1. The Commission has general jurisdiction over Xcel Energy under Minn.
Stat. §§ 216B.01 and 216B.02. The Commission has specific jurisdiction over the CN for
additional dry cask spent fuel storage requested by the Company under Minn. Stat. §
116C.83 and Minn. Stat. § 216B.243.

2. The case was properly referred to the OAH under Minn. Stat. §§ 14.48-
14.62 and Minn. R. 1400.0200, et seq.

3. The Commission has the authority to determine the adequacy of the final
EIS for the Applicant’'s CN application. The Commission, Department and the Applicant
have complied with all applicable procedural requirements, including the preparation of
an EIS that complies with MEPA and Minn. R. Ch. 4410.0200 to 4410.6500.

4. Minn. R. 4410.2800, subp. 4 provides that a final EIS shall be determined
adequate if it:

A. addresses the potentially significant issues and alternatives raised in
scoping so that all significant issues for which information can be
reasonably obtained have been analyzed in conformance with
part 4410.2300, items G and H;

B. provides responses to the substantive comments received during the
draft EIS review concerning issues raised in scoping; and

C. was prepared in compliance with the procedures of the act and
parts 4410.0200 to 4410.6500.

222 Ex. DOC-252 at 2 (Rakow Surrebuttal).
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5. The final EIS adequately addresses of each of the factors listed in Minn.
R. 4410.2800, subp. 4 supports a determination that the final EIS is adequate.

6. The Commission must determine that Xcel Energy has demonstrated that
the Prairie Island ISFSI is designed to provide a reasonable expectation that the operation
of the ISFSI will not result in groundwater contamination in excess of the standards
established in Minnesota Statute 116C.76, Subd. 1, clauses (1) to (3).

7. The final EIS supports the conclusion that Xcel Energy has demonstrated
that the design of the ISFSI is such that it can be reasonably expected that the operation
of the ISFSI will not result in groundwater contamination in excess of the standards
established in Minnesota Statute 116C.76, Subd. 1, clauses (1) to (3).

8. Minn. R. 7855.0120 sets forth the criteria used by the Commission to
determine the need for large energy projects, including expansion of the ISFSI. The Rule
states that the Commission shall grant a certificate of need if the record demonstrates, by
a preponderance of the evidence, that:

A certificate of need shall be granted to the applicant if it is
determined that:

A. the probable direct or indirect result of denial would be an
adverse effect upon the future adequacy, reliability, safety or
efficiency of energy supply to the applicant, to the applicant’s
customers, or to the people of Minnesota and neighboring states,
considering:

(1)  the accuracy of the applicant’s forecast for demand for
the energy or service that would be supplied by the proposed
facility;

(2) the effects of existing or expected conservation programs
of the applicant, the state government, or the federal
government;

(3) the effects of promotional practices in creating a need for
the proposed facility, particularly promotional practices that
have occurred since 1974;

(4) the ability of current facilities and planned facilities not
requiring certificates of need to meet the future demand; and

(5) the effect of the proposed facility, or a suitable modification
thereof, in making efficient use of resources;

B. a more reasonable and prudent alternative to the proposed
facility has not been demonstrated by a preponderance of the
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9.

evidence on the record by parties or persons other than the
applicant, considering:

(1)  the appropriateness of the size, the type, and the
timing of the proposed facility compared to those of
reasonable alternatives;

(2)  the cost of the proposed facility and the cost of energy
to be supplied by the proposed facility compared to the costs
of reasonable alternatives and the cost of energy that would
be supplied by reasonable alternatives;

(3) the effect of the proposed facility upon the natural and
socioeconomic environments compared to the effects of
reasonable alternatives; and

(4) the expected reliability of the proposed facility
compared to the expected reliability of reasonable
alternatives;

C. it has been demonstrated by a preponderance of the evidence
on the record that the consequences of granting the certificate of
need for the proposed facility, or a suitable modification thereof, are
more favorable to society than the consequences of denying the
certificate, considering:

(1)  the relationship of the proposed facility, or a suitable
modification thereof, to overall state energy needs;

(2) the effect of the proposed facility, or a suitable
modification thereof, upon the natural and socioeconomic
environments compared to the effect of not building the
facility;

(3) the effects of the proposed facility or a suitable
modification thereof, in inducing future development; and

(4) the socially beneficial uses of the output of the
proposed facility, or a suitable modification thereof, including
its uses to protect or enhance environmental quality; and

D. that it has not been demonstrated on the record that the
design, construction, operation or retirement of the proposed facility
will fail to comply with those relevant policies, rules, and regulations
of other state and federal agencies and local governments.

The record in this proceeding and in the Company’s most recent IRP Docket

demonstrate the reasonableness of Xcel Energy’s forecast for energy demand.
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10.  Conservation efforts have been considered by the Company and cannot
replace the need for the Project.

11.  No promotional activities have given rise to the need for the Project.

12.  There are no current or planned facilities not requiring a certificate of need
that can meet the needs met by the Project.

13.  The Project makes efficient use of resources by generating reliable, carbon-
free energy with minimal physical environmental footprint.

14.  The Project will enhance the future adequacy, reliability, and efficiency of
energy supply in Minnesota and the region.

15. An evaluation of alternatives demonstrated that there is not a more
reasonable or prudent alternative to the Project, considering the Project size, type and
timing.

16.  The record demonstrates that the consequences to society of granting the
CN are expected to be more favorable than the consequences of denying the CN.

17.  The record demonstrates that the Project can be constructed and operated
in compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local policies, rules and regulations.

18.  Application of each of the factors listed in Minn. R. 7855.0120 supports
granting of the requested CN.

RECOMMENDATION

1. It is recommended that the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission issue to
Northern States Power Company d/b/a Xcel Energy a Certificate of Need for Additional
Dry Cask Storage at the Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant Independent Spent Fuel
Storage Installation in Goodhue County, with the following conditions:

a. Xcel Energy must justify any costs (including operations-and-management
expense, ongoing capital expense—including revenue requirements related
to capital included in rate base—insurance expense, land-lease expense,
and property/production tax expense) that are higher than forecasted in this
proceeding. Xcel Energy bears the burden of proof in any future regulatory
proceeding related to the recovery of costs above those forecasted in this
proceeding.

b. The Commission will otherwise hold the Company accountable for the price
and terms used to evaluate the Project.

C. Ratepayers will not be put at risk for any assumed benefits that do not
materialize.
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d. Xcel Energy’s customers must be protected from risks associated with the
non-deliverability of accredited capacity and/or energy from the Project. The
Commission may adjust Xcel Energy’s recovery of costs associated with
this Project in the future if actual production varies significantly from
assumed production over an extended period.

e. Xcel Energy shall file Prairie Island Nuclear Generating Plant reports as

follows:

i Content: The reports shall contain —

1.

Xcel Energy’s estimate of the number of casks required to run
the Prairie Island Plant through 2053/54;

the amount of fuel being loaded each cycle;
the capacity of the cask selected; and

a summary of all proceedings before federal regulatory
authorities in the past two years regarding licensure of the
facility and removal of waste.

ii. Recipients: Xcel Energy shall file the reports with —

1.
2.

the Commission and

the chairs of the committees with jurisdiction over energy and
environmental policy issues in both the Minnesota House of
Representatives and Senate.

iii. Timing: Xcel Energy shall file the reports on or before January 15,
2031, and by January 15 of odd-numbered years thereafter until
either —

1.

2.

Dated: June 23, 2025

[221236/1]

a new certificate of need application has been filed for
additional storage for the Prairie Island Plant to operate
beyond 2053/54 or

the plant has begun the process of decommissioning.

LY.

MEG@’J. MCKENZIE

AdmiRistrative Law Judge
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NOTICE

Notice is hereby given that exceptions to this Report, if any, by any party adversely
affected must be filed under the time frames established in the Commission’s rules of
practice and procedure, Minn. R. 7829.1275, .2700 (2023), unless otherwise directed by
the Commission. Exceptions should be specific and stated and numbered separately.
Oral argument before a majority of the Commission will be permitted pursuant to Minn.
R. 7829.2700, subp. 3. The Commission will make the final determination of the matter
after the expiration of the period for filing exceptions, or after oral argument, if an oral
argument is held.

The Commission may, at its own discretion, accept, modify, or reject the
Administrative Law Judge’s recommendations. The recommendations of the
Administrative Law Judge have no legal effect unless expressly adopted by the
Commission as its final order.
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OFFICE OF

PO Box 64620 PH  (651) 361-7900

Saint Paul, MN 55164-0620

ADMINISTRATIVE
HEARINGS mngov/osh

June 23, 2025
See Attached Service List
Re: In the Matter of the Application of Xcel Energy for a Certificate of
Need for Additional Dry Cask Storage at the Prairie Island Nuclear
Generating Plant Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation

OAH 25-2500-39971
MPUC E-002/CN-24-68

To All Persons on the Attached Service List:

Enclosed and served upon you is the Administrative Law Judge’s FINDINGS OF
FACT, CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND RECOMMENDATION in the above-entitled
matter. The Office of Administrative Hearings’ file is now closed.

If you have any questions, please contact me at (651) 361-7845,
samantha.cosgriff@state.mn.us, or via facsimile at (651) 539-0310.

Sincerely, ;
S&ANTHA QESGRI(\%JMG

Legal Assistant

Enclosure
CcC: Docket Coordinator



STATE OF MINNESOTA
OFFICE OF ADMINISTRATIVE HEARINGS
PO BOX 64620
600 NORTH ROBERT STREET
ST. PAUL, MINNESOTA 55164

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

In the Matter of the Application of Xcel OAH Docket No.:
Energy for a Certificate of Need for 25-2500-39971
Additional Dry Cask Storage at the Prairie MPUC E-002/CN-24-68
Island Nuclear Generating Plant
Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation

On June 23, 2025, a true and correct copy of the FINDINGS OF FACT,
CONCLUSIONS OF LAW, AND RECOMMENDATION was served by eService, and
United States mail, (in the manner indicated on the attached service list) to the following

individuals:
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Katherine
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James J.
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Thomas

Christopher
J.

John
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Jean

Ambach

Arnold

Arntz

Ascheman

Bayles

Bender

Bertrand

Canaday

Carlson

Cerny

Coffman

Commerce

Attorneys

Comstock

Email

gambach@slipstreaminc.org

katherine.arnold@ag.state.mn.us

sarntz@mankatomn.gov

mara.k.ascheman@xcelenergy.com

jessica.bayles@stoel.com

dbender@earthjustice.org

james.bertrand@stinson.com

james.canaday@ag.state.mn.us

thomas.carlson@edf-re.com

ccerny@winthrop.com

john@johncoffman.net

commerce.attorneys@ag.state.mn.us

jean.comstock.dbcc@gmail.com

All Memberships - eFiling

Organization Agency

Slipstream,

Inc.
Office of the
Attorney
General -
Department
of Commerce

City Of

Mankato

Xcel Energy

Stoel Rives

LLP

Earthjustice

STINSON

LLP
Office of the
Attorney
General -
Residential
Utilities
Division

EDF

Renewable

Energy

Winthrop &

Weinstine,

P.A.

AARP
Office of the
Attorney
General -
Department
of Commerce

St. Paul 350

Address

8973 SW
Village Loop
Chanhassen
MN, 55317
United States

445
Minnesota
Street

Suite 1400
St. Paul MN,
55101

United States

P.O. Box 3368
Mankato MN,
56002-3368
United States

414 Nicollet
Mall FI 5
Minneapolis
MN, 55401
United States

1150 18th St
NW Ste 325
Washington
DC, 20036
United States

1001 G Street
NW

Suite 1000
Washington
DC, 20001
United States

50 S 6th St
Ste 2600
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Suite 1400
445
Minnesota St.
St. Paul MN,
55101

United States

10 2nd St NE
Ste. 400
Minneapolis
MN, 55413
United States

225 South
Sixth Street
Suite 3500
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

871 Tuxedo
Blvd.

St, Louis MO,
63119-2044
United States

445
Minnesota
Street Suite
1400

St. Paul MN,
55101

United States

729 6th StE
St. Paul MN,
55106

United States
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George

James

lan M.

Richard

Christopher

Adam

Brian

Bret

John

Sharon

Conlin

Crocker

Denniston

Dobson

Dornfeld

Drake
Hamilton

Droske

Duininck

Edstrom

Eknes

Farrell

Ferguson

All Memberships - eFiling

Email Organization

riley.conlin@xcelenergy.com Northern
States Power
Company dba
Xcel Energy-
Elec

gwillc@nawo.org North
American
Water Office

james.r.denniston@xcelenergy.com Xcel Energy
Services, Inc.

ian.m.dobson@xcelenergy.com Xcel Energy

richard.dornfeld@ag.state.mn.us

hamilton@fresh-energy.org Fresh Energy

christopher.droske@minneapolismn.gov Northern
States Power
Company dba
Xcel Energy-
Elec

aduininck@ncsrcc.org North Central
States
Regional
Council of
Carpenters

briane@cubminnesota.org Citizens Utility
Board of
Minnesota

bret.eknes@state.mn.us

jfarrell@ilsr.org Institute for
Local Self-
Reliance

sharon.ferguson@state.mn.us

Agency

Office of the
Attorney
General -
Department
of Commerce

Public Utilities
Commission

Department
of Commerce

Address

414 Nicollet
Mall, 401

8th Floor
Minneapolis
MN, 55401
United States

5093 Keats
Avenue

Lake Elmo
MN, 55042
United States

414 Nicollet
Mall, 401-8
Minneapolis
MN, 55401
United States

414 Nicollet
Mall, 401-8
Minneapolis
MN, 55401
United States

Minnesota
Attorney
General's
Office

445
Minnesota
Street, Suite
1800

Saint Paul
MN, 55101
United States

408 St Peter
St Ste 350
Saint Paul
MN, 55101
United States

661 5th Ave N
Minneapolis
MN, 55405
United States

700 Olive
Street

St. Paul MN,
55130

United States

332
Minnesota St
Ste W1360
Saint Paul
MN, 55101
United States

Suite 350

121 7th Place
East

St. Paul MN,
55101-2147
United States

2720 E. 22nd
St

Institute for
Local Self-
Reliance
Minneapolis
MN, 55406
United States

85 7th Place
E Ste 280
Saint Paul
MN, 55101-
2198

United States
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Mike

Lucas

Todd J.

Kim

Philip

Adam

Annete

Kristin

Michael

Amrit

Craig

Alan

Richard

Fiterman

Franco

Guerrero

Havey

Hayet

Heinen

Henkel

Henry

Hoppe

Hundal

Janezich

Jenkins

Johnson

mikefiterman@libertydiversified.com

Ifranco@liunagroc.com

todd.guerrero@kutakrock.com

kim.havey@minneapolismn.gov

phayet@jkenn.com

aheinen@dakotaelectric.com

mui@mnutilityinvestors.org

kristin.henry@sierraclub.org

lu23@ibew23.0rg

amrit.hundal@ag.state.mn.us

craig.janezich@state.mn.us

aj@jenkinsatlaw.com

rick.johnson@lawmoss.com
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Liberty
Diversified
International

LIUNA

Kutak Rock
LLP

City of
Minneapolis

J. Kennedy
and
Associates,
Inc.

Dakota
Electric
Association

Minnesota
Utility
Investors

Sierra Club

Local Union
23, I.B.E.W.

Office of the

Attorney
General -

Department
of Commerce

Public Utilities
Commission

Jenkins at
Law

Moss &
Barnett

Address

5600 N
Highway 169
Minneapolis
MN, 55428-
3096

United States

81 Little
Canada Rd E
Little Canada
MN, 55117
United States

Suite 1750
220 South
Sixth Street
Minneapolis
MN, 55402-
1425

United States

350 South 5th
Street,

Suite 315M
Minneapolis
MN, 55415
United States
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Park Drive
Suite 305
Roswell GA,
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United States

4300 220th St
w

Farmington
MN, 55024
United States
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Street

#230

St.Paul MN,
55101

United States
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St Ste 1300
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94612

United States

445 Etna
Street

Ste. 61

St. Paul MN,
55106

United States

121 7th PIE

#350

St. Paul MN,

55101

United States

2950
Yellowtail Ave.
Marathon FL,
33050

United States

150 S. 5th
Street

Suite 1200
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States
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William
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Brian

Kay

Brenda
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Phillips

Kenworthy

Ketchum

Kohlasch
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Kyle

Laney

Larson

Leonard
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Madden
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Email

sjphillips@stoel.com

will@votesolar.org

sketchum@kennedy-graven.com

frank.kohlasch@state.mn.us

brian@beckertownship.org

teri.swanson@ci.red-wing.mn.us

bkyle@stpaulchamber.com

carmel.laney@stoel.com

plarson@larkinhoffman.com
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Stoel Rives
LLP

Kennedy &
Graven,
Chartered

Minnesota
Pollution
Control
Agency

Becker
Township
Board

City Of Red
Wing

St. Paul Area
Chamber of
Commerce
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LLP
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Ltd.
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LLC
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33 South
Sixth Street
Suite 4200
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United States
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United States
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Rd N.
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United States

PO Box 248
12165
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55308

United States

315 West
Fourth Street
Red Wing
MN, 55066
United States

401 N Robert
Street

Suite 150

St Paul MN,
55101

United States

33 South
Sixth Street
Suite 4200
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

8300 Norman
Center Drive
Suite 1000
Bloomington
MN, 55437
United States

505 Walnut St
Ste 1
Monticello
MN, 55362
United States

332
Minnesota
Street, Suite
W1360

St. Paul MN,
55101

United States

2720 E 22nd
St
Minneapolis
MN, 55406
United States

961 N Lost
Woods Rd
Oconomowoc
WI, 53066
United States
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Emily Marshall
Mary Martinka
Gregg Mast

Daryl Maxwell
Megan McKenzie
Taylor McNair
Melanie Mesko Lee
Stacy Miller
Andrew Moratzka
Evan Mulholland
Alan Muller

Carl Nelson
David Niles

Email

emarshall@lourismarshall.com

mary.a.martinka@xcelenergy.com

gmast@cleanenergyeconomymn.org

dmaxwell@hydro.mb.ca

megan.mckenzie@state.mn.us

taylor@gridlab.org

melanie.lee@burnsvillemn.gov

stacy.miller@minneapolismn.gov

andrew.moratzka@stoel.com

emulholland@mncenter.org

alan@greendel.org

cnelson@mncee.org

david.niles@avantenergy.com
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Miller O'Brien
Jensen, PA

Xcel Energy
Inc

Clean Energy
Economy
Minnesota

Manitoba
Hydro

Office of

Administrative

Hearings

City of
Burnsville

City of
Minneapolis

Stoel Rives
LLP

Minnesota
Center for
Environmental
Advocacy

Energy &
Environmental
Consulting

Center for
Energy and
Environment

Minnesota
Municipal
Power Agency

Address

120 S. 6th
Street

Suite 2400
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

414 Nicollet
Mall

7th Floor
Minneapolis
MN, 55401
United States

4808 10th
Avenue S
Minneapolis
MN, 55417
United States

360 Portage
Ave FL 16
PO Box 815,
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Winnipeg MB,
R3C 2P4
Canada

PO Box
64620

St Paul MN,
55164

United States

668 Capp
Street

San Francisco
CA, 94110
United States

100 Civic
Center
Parkway
Burnsville
MN, 55337-
3867

United States

350 S. 5th
Street

Room M 301
Minneapolis
MN, 55415
United States

33 South
Sixth St Ste
4200
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

1919
University Ave
W Ste 515
Saint Paul
MN, 55101
United States

1110 West
Avenue

Red Wing
MN, 55066
United States

212 3rd Ave N
Ste 560
Minneapolis
MN, 55401
United States

220 South
Sixth Street
Suite 1300
Minneapolis
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M. William

Ric

Carol A.

Generic
Notice

Kevin

Nathaniel

Joseph L

Elizabeth

Jeff

Christine

Douglas

Will

O'Brien

O'Connell

Overland

Porter

Residential
Utilities
Division

Reuther

Runke

Sathe

Schmiesing

Schneider

Schwartz

Seaton

Seuffert

Email

bobrien@mojlaw.com

ric@gridlab.org

overland@legalectric.org

greg.porter@nngco.com

residential.utilities@ag.state.mn.us

kreuther@mncenter.org

nrunke@local49.org

jsathe@kennedy-graven.com

eschmiesing@winthrop.com

jeff.schneider@ci.red-wing.mn.us

regulatory.records@xcelenergy.com

doug.seaton@umwilc.org

will.seuffert@state.mn.us
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Organization Agency

Miller O'Brien
Jensen, P.A.

GridLab

Legalectric -
Overland Law
Office

Northern
Natural Gas
Company

Office of the
Attorney
General -
Residential
Utilities
Division

MN Center for
Environmental
Advocacy

Kennedy &
Graven,
Chartered

Winthrop &
Weinstine,
P.A.

City of Red
Wing

Xcel Energy

Upper
Midwest Law
Center

Public Utilities
Commission

Address

MN, 55402
United States

120 S 6th St
Ste 2400
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

2120
University Ave
Berkeley CA,
94704

United States

1110 West
Avenue

Red Wing
MN, 55066
United States

1111 South
103rd St
Omaha NE,
68124

United States

1400 BRM
Tower

445
Minnesota St
St. Paul MN,
55101-2131
United States

26 E
Exchange St,
Ste 206

St. Paul MN,
55101-1667
United States

611 28th St.
NW
Rochester
MN, 55901
United States

150 S 5th St
Ste 700
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

225 South
Sixth Street
Suite 3500
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

315 West 4th
Street

Red Wing
MN, 55066
United States

414 Nicollet
Mall,
MN1180-07-
MCA
Minneapolis
MN, 55401-
1993

United States

8421 Wayzata
Blvd Ste 300
Golden Valley
MN, 55426
United States

121 7th PIE
Ste 350
Saint Paul
MN, 55101
United States
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Janet

Beth

Joshua

Ken

Beth

Anna

Mark

Byron E.

James M

Carla

Julie

Laurie

Joseph

Shaddix

Elling

Smith

Smith

Smith

Soholt

Sommer

Spurr

Starns

Strommen

Vita

Voeck

Williams

Windler

jshaddix@janetshaddix.com

bsmith@greatermankato.com

joshua.smith@sierraclub.org

ken.smith@districtenergy.com

bsoholt@cleangridalliance.org

asommer@energyfuturesgroup.com

mspurr@fvbenergy.com

byron.starns@stinson.com

jstrommen@kennedy-graven.com

carla.vita@state.mn.us

julie.voeck@nee.com

laurie.williams@sierraclub.org

jwindler@winthrop.com

All Memberships - eFiling

Organization Agency

Shaddix And
Associates

Greater
Mankato
Growth

District
Energy St.
Paul Inc.

Clean Grid
Alliance

Energy
Futures
Group

International
District
Energy
Association

STINSON
LLP

Kennedy &
Graven,
Chartered

MN DEED

NextEra
Energy
Resources,
LLC

Sierra Club

Winthrop &
Weinstine

Address

7400 Lyndale

Ave S Ste 190
Richfield MN,

55423

United States

1961 Premier
Dr Ste 100
Mankato MN,
56001

United States

85 Second St
FL2

San Francisco
CA, 94105
United States

76 W Kellogg
Blvd

St. Paul MN,

55102

United States

570 Asbury
Street Suite
201

St. Paul MN,
55104

United States

PO Box 692
Canton NY,
13617

United States

222 South
Ninth St.,
Suite 825
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

50 S 6th St
Ste 2600
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

150 S 5th St
Ste 700
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

Great
Northern
Building

12th Floor
180 East Fifth
Street

St. Paul MN,
55101

United States

700 Universe
Blvd

Juno Beach
FL, 33408
United States

Environmental
Law Program
1536
Wynkoop St
Ste 200
Denver CO,
80202

United States

225 South
Sixth Street,
Suite 3500
Minneapolis

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/service-lists/906a99e7-24bc-428e-99ba-a3c48ecc0c50/memberships

Method

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Alternate View
Delivery Delivery Trade

Method

Secret

Yes

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

No

Service
List
Name

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
cC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
cC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
cC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List
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First Name Last Name Email

Tim Wulling t.wulling@earthlink.net
Kurt Zimmerman kwz@ibew160.org

Emily Ziring eziring@stlouispark.org
Patrick Zomer pat.zomer@lawmoss.com

All Memberships - eFiling

Organization Agency

Local Union
#160, IBEW

City of St.
Louis Park

Moss &
Barnett PA

Address

MN, 55402
United States

1495
Raymond
Ave.

Saint Paul
MN, 55108
United States

2909 Anthony
Ln

St Anthony
Village MN,
55418-3238
United States

5005
Minnetonka
Blivd

St. Louis Park
MN, 55416
United States

150 S 5th St
#1200
Minneapolis
MN, 55402
United States

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/service-lists/906a99e7-24bc-428e-99ba-a3c48ecc0c50/memberships

Method

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Electronic
Service

Alternate View
Delivery Delivery Trade

Method

Secret

No

No

No

No

Service
List
Name

24-
680fficial
cC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List

24-
680fficial
cc

Service
List

24-
680fficial
CcC
Service
List
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