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Co~nlsslon fInds NSP's proposal causes such pollutIon, the CommIssion must
determlne whether a feasible and prudent alternatIve exists which does not
cause pollutlon, ImpaIrment or destruction of natural resources, FInally, lf
all alternatives cause such pollution, the Commlsslon must determine which
alternative causes the least damage,

122. The Commission must first determine, as a threshold issue, whether
NSP's proposal causes "pollution, Impairment or destruction" of natural
resources. "Pollution, impairment or destruction" can be proven in two ways,
either of which trIggers the statutes. The first is to prove the violation
(or likely violation) of an environmental standard, limitation, rule, order,
license, stipulation agreement or permit. The second is to prove that the
proposal would materially adversely affect, or is likely to materially
adversely affect, the envIronment. MInn. stat. § 1166.02, subd. 5.

123. The record demonstrates that this project will not cause pollution,
impairment or destruction of natural resources as defined by statute.
Specifically, the Commission has the benefit of both a final environmental
impact statement (FEIS) prepared by EQ6 and extensive testimony on the impacts
of this facility on which to base this decision.

124. The FEIS found that no significant environmental impacts result
from construction of the ISFSI. FEIS at 1.2. The FEIS also found that if NSP
moved the ISFSI site at least 200 yards to the south, as NSP subsequently did,
any risk of radiation exposure from the ISFSI would be within acceptable
limits. ~ In addition the FEIS assessed whether operation of the ISFSI
would Impact off-site land use and vegetation, wildlife, water bodies and
aquatic resources, employment, fugitive dust, noise, cultural resources, and
climate. Ex. 2 at 4.7-4.13. The FEIS noted no material adverse effects or
likely material adverse effects in those areas. ~} In addition, the FEIS
analyzed whether the ISFSI would create any gaseous, liquid, or solid
radioactive wastes and emissions that would impact the environment. Id at
4.1. The FEIS found that Prairie Island's existing control systems and low
level waste streams would handle any such emissions or wastes created during
normal operation of the ISFSI. ~ Analysis regardlng natural calamities
operating on the casks indicated no material adverse effects were likely to
occur. ~ at 4.13-4.16. SImilarly, the FEIS concluded that accidents would
not result in a likely material adverse effect on the environment. Id at
4.19-4.20. These FEIS analyses and findings support the conclusion that the
ISFSI will not cause environmental pollution, impairment, or destruction as
defined by statute. However, a more detailed examination of evidence from the
hearing is set forth below.

125. The first method of proving "pollution, impairment or destruction"
under the statutes is to prove the violation (or likely violation) of an
environmental quality standard or rule. The only such standard that might
trIgger the statutes is the Department of Health's cancer rIsk standard. The
DOH stand~rd would require the proposed storage facility to not "violate the
criterion that no single environmental source should pose a cancer risk to any
individual greater than 1 in 100,000". Ex. 104, p.3.

126. The MDH calculated a radIatIon dose lImitation of 0.054 millirem
("mrem") per year based in part on that criterion, and in part on a series of
other assumptions. Ex, 104, pp, 6, 7. In other words, the maximum dose that
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