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1.0  BACKGROUND 
 
By letter dated, December 10, 2012 (Agencywide Documents Access and Management System 
(ADAMS) Accession No. ML12362A021), as supplemented by letter dated February 25, 2013 
(ADAMS Accession No. ML13072A023), Dairyland Power Cooperative (DPC, or the licensee), 
requested an amendment to the License and Technical Specifications (TS) for La Crosse Boiling 
Water Reactor (LACBWR), as a result of the completion of the transfer of the spent fuel to dry 
cask storage.  The U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) staff’s proposed no significant 
hazards consideration determination was noticed in the Federal Register on March 19, 2013 
(78 FR 16879). 
 
The LACBWR facility was a 50 megawatt, Atomic Energy Commission Demonstration Reactor, 
which went critical in July 1967, and commenced commercial operation in November 1969.  DPC 
purchased LACBWR in July 1973.  LACBWR was shut down on April 30, 1987.  The SAFSTOR 
decommissioning plan (DP) was approved on August 7, 1991.  The DP is considered the 
post-shutdown decommissioning activities report (PSDAR).  The PSDAR public meeting was 
held on May 13, 1998.  NAC International submitted an amendment request for the NAC-MPC 
dry cask storage system to incorporate the LACBWR spent fuel as allowable contents.  The NRC 
approved the amendment with an effective date of October 4, 2010.  The site planned to load all 
333 fuel elements in 5 casks.  All of the spent nuclear fuel was transferred from the Fuel Element 
Storage Well (FESW) to dry cask storage at the on-site Independent Spent Fuel Storage 
Installation (ISFSI) as of September 19, 2012.  DPC continues conducting dismantlement and 
decommissioning activities of the reactor site. 
 
The licensee requested the changes to revise certain license conditions and to remove TS 
definitions, operational requirements, and specific design requirements that are no longer 
applicable with all spent fuel in dry cask storage at the ISFSI.  The proposed changes to the TS 
also remove administrative control requirements that have been relocated to the LACBWR 
Quality Assurance Program Description (QAPD) or are superseded by regulation or other 
guidance. 
 
2.0 REGULATORY EVALUATION 
 
In 10 CFR 50.36 of Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR), the Commission 
established its regulatory requirements related to the content of TSs.  In doing so, the 
Commission placed emphasis on those matters related to the prevention of accidents and 
mitigation of accident consequences; the Commission noted that applicants were expected to 
incorporate into their TSs “…those items that are directly related to maintaining the integrity of the 
physical barriers designed to contain radioactivity.” [Statement of Consideration, “Technical 
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Specification for Facility Licenses; Safety Analysis Reports,” 33 FR 18610 (December 17, 1968)].  
Pursuant to 10 CFR 50.36, TSs are required to include items in the following five categories: (1) 
safety limits, limiting safety system settings, and limiting control settings; (2) limiting conditions for 
operation (LCOs); (3) surveillance requirements (SRs); (4) design features; and (5) administrative 
controls. However, the rule does not specify the particular requirements to be included in a plant’s 
TSs. 
 
On July 22, 1993, the Commission published a Policy Statement (58 FR 39132) on the scope and 
purpose of TSs for nuclear power plants.  This Policy Statement included guidance criteria to be 
used in determining which of the LCOs and associated surveillances should remain in the TSs.  
The Policy Statement established four criteria to define the scope of equipment and parameters to 
be included in the improved standard technical specifications.  These criteria were developed for 
licenses authorizing operation and focused on instrumentation to detect degradation of the 
reactor coolant system pressure boundary and on equipment or process variables that affect the 
integrity of fission product barriers during design-basis accidents (DBAs) or transients.  The 
fourth criterion refers to the use of operating experience and probabilistic risk assessment to 
identify and include in the TS structures, systems, and components shown to be significant to 
public health and safety.  These criteria, codified by 10 CFR 50.36, are the source of the TS 
requirements for facilities licensed under 10 CFR Part 50.  A general discussion of these 
considerations is provided below. 
 
Criterion 1 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii)(A) states that TS LCOs must be established for “installed 
instrumentation that is used to detect, and indicate in the control room, a significant abnormal 
degradation of the reactor coolant pressure boundary.”  Since the LACBWR facility is no longer 
licensed to operate, this criterion is not applicable. 
 
Criterion 2 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii)(B) states that TS LCOs must be established for a “…process 
variable, design feature, or operating restriction that is an initial condition of a DBA or transient 
analysis that either assumes the failure of or presents a challenge to the integrity of a fission 
product barrier.”  The purpose of this criterion is to capture those process variables that have 
initial values assumed in the DBA and transient analyses, and which are monitored and controlled 
during power operation.  Since the LACBWR facility is no longer licensed to operate, this 
criterion is not applicable. 
 
Criterion 3 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii)(C) states that TS LCOs must be established for structures, 
systems, or components (SSCs) that are part of the primary success path and which function or 
actuate to mitigate a DBA or transient that either assumes the failure of or presents a challenge to 
the integrity of a fission product barrier.  The intent of this criterion is to capture into the TSs those 
SSCs that are part of the primary success path of a safety sequence analysis.  The primary 
success path of a safety sequence analysis consists of a combination and sequences of 
equipment needed to operate (including consideration of the single failure criterion), so that the 
plant response to DBAs and transients limits the consequences of these events to within the 
appropriate acceptance criteria.  Since fuel will have been removed from the spent fuel pool at 
the LACBWR facility prior to implementation of this amendment, there are no SSCs that are part 
of the primary success path of a safety sequence analysis.  Therefore this criterion is not 
applicable. 
 
Criterion 4 of 10 CFR 50.36(c)(2)(ii)(D) states the TS LCOs must be established for SSCs which 
operating experience or probabilistic risk assessment have shown to be significant to public 
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health and safety.  The intent of this criterion is that risk insights and operating experience be 
factored into the establishment of TS LCOs.  Since fuel will have been removed from the spent 
fuel pool at the LACBWR facility prior to implementation of this amendment there are no safety 
related SSCs at the facility and therefore none which could be significant to public health and 
safety.  Therefore this criterion is not applicable. 
 
Addressing administrative controls, 10 CFR 50.36(c)(5) states that they “…are the provisions 
relating to organization and management, procedures, recordkeeping, review and audit, and 
reporting necessary to assure operation of the facility in a safe manner.”  The particular 
administrative controls to be included in the TSs, therefore, are the provisions that the 
Commission deems essential for the safe operation of the facility that are not already covered by 
other regulations.  Accordingly, the NRC staff has determined that administrative control 
requirements that are not specifically required under Section 50.36(c)(5), and which are not 
otherwise necessary to obviate the possibility of an abnormal situation, or an event giving rise to 
an immediate threat to the public health and safety, may be relocated to more appropriate 
documents (e.g., Quality Assurance Program, Security Plan, or Emergency Plan), which are 
subject to regulatory controls. Similarly, while the required content of TS administrative controls is 
specified in 10 CFR 50.36(c)(5), particular details may be relocated to licensee-controlled 
documents, where other regulations provide adequate regulatory control. 
 
The QA program is a logical candidate for relocations of administrative controls due to the 
controls imposed by such regulations as Appendix B to 10 CFR Part 50, the existing NRC 
approved QA plans and commitments to industry QA standards, and the established QA program 
change control process of 10 CFR 50.54(a). 
 
NRC Administrative Letter (AL) 95-06, "Relocation of Technical Specification Administrative 
Controls Related to Quality Assurance," provides guidance to licensees requesting amendments 
that relocate administrative controls to NRC-approved QA program descriptions, where 
subsequent changes are controlled pursuant to 10 CFR 50.54(a).  AL 95-06 provides specific 
guidance in the areas of: (1) independent safety engineering groups, (2) reviews and audits, (3) 
procedure review processes, and (4) records and record retention. 
 
Some relocations are specifically discussed in AL 95-06, while others are similar in nature.  
Relocations not specifically discussed in AL 95-06 are evaluated with respect to the 
appropriateness of the relocation.  Editorial changes are allowed without basis by 10 CFR 
50.54(a)(3) and are not explicitly evaluated. 
 
3.0 TECHNICAL EVALUATION 
 
3.1 License Changes 
 
The licensee has proposed a revision to license condition 2.C.(3), “Physical Protection,” to delete 
references to past security plan revisions and to add a reference to the recently granted 
exemptions from parts of 10 CFR 73.55.  The exemptions and approval of the revised physical 
security plan were issued on June 20, 2012 (ADAMS Accession Nos. ML120260719 and 
ML112092509).  This is an administrative change that reflects the NRC’s June 2012 approval of 
the 10 CFR 73.55 compliant security plan, therefore the change is acceptable. 
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DPC has proposed a revision to license condition 2.C.(4), “Fire Protection,” to change the 
conditions under which the licensee may make changes to the approved Fire Protection Program 
without prior NRC approval.  The change would remove the criteria that changes would not 
adversely affect the ability to maintain the fuel in the Fuel Element Storage Well (FESW) in a safe 
condition in the event of a fire.  New criteria is added that the changes do not decrease the 
effectiveness of fire protection for facilities, systems, and equipment which could result in a 
radiological hazard, taking into account the decommissioning plant conditions and activities.  
With all the spent fuel transferred to the ISFSI, the old criteria to maintain the fuel in the FESW in 
a safe condition in the event of a fire is no longer applicable or appropriate.  The new proposed 
criterion provides an appropriate basis for evaluating changes to the fire protection program for a 
defueled decommissioning facility.  Therefore, based on the above, the proposed change is 
acceptable. 
 
The licensee has proposed a change to license condition 2.D. to add amendment number 69 to 
the list of superseded amendments.  Amendment number 69 revised the TS to the permanently 
defueled technical specifications (PDTS).  As discussed below, with the transfer of fuel to the 
ISFSI, most of the PDTS are no longer applicable.  Therefore the inclusion of this prior 
amendment to the list of superseded amendments is appropriate and acceptable. 
 
3.2 Technical Specification Changes 
 
The licensee has proposed to delete TS Section 1, “Definitions,” in its entirety.  Currently, TS 
Section 1 contains the definitions for “Action,” “Channel Calibration,” “Fuel Handling,” and 
“Operable-Operability.”  Currently all the LCOs in the TSs, with associated “Action” and 
“Operable-Operability” consideration are associated with the safe storage of spent fuel in the 
FESW.  With all spent fuel transferred from the FESW to dry cask storage at the ISFSI, the 
licensee has proposed the deletion of the associated LCOs, as discussed below.  Therefore, the 
terms ACTION and OPERABLE-OPERABILITY will no longer be used in the TS and the 
proposed deletion from “Definitions” is acceptable.  Also as a result of the deletion of the LCOs 
for the FESW and cask pool, there are no longer instruments monitoring fuel storage conditions in 
the FESW and there will not be any more fuel handling operations in the FESW.  Therefore, the 
terms CHANNEL CALIBRATION and FUEL HANDLING are not applicable and their proposed 
deletion is acceptable.  With all the definitions deleted, TS Section 1 will be revised to note that 
this section has been deleted in its entirety. 
 
The licensee has proposed to revise TS Section 2.1, "Site," by deleting the title and reference to 
the Exclusion Area and adding a standard description of the site location as follows: “The facility is 
located in Vernon County, Wisconsin, on the east bank of the Mississippi River, approximately 
one mile south of Genoa, Wisconsin, as described in License Condition 2.A.”  This change is 
administrative and is, therefore, acceptable. 
 
TS Section 2.2, “Fuel Storage While in the Fuel Element Storage Well,” currently provides design 
limitations for “Criticality,” “Fuel Restrictions,” “Drainage,” and “Capacity,” related to the safe 
storage of spent fuel in the FESW.  The license has proposed the deletion of the existing 
limitations to be replaced with a section titled, “Fuel Storage,” which states: “A maximum of 333 
spent fuel assemblies from the LACBWR are stored in 5 dry casks within an ISFSI,” and “Spent 
fuel assemblies shall not be placed in the spent fuel pool.”  With the transfer of spent fuel from 
the FESW to the ISFSI, this section, as currently worded, will no longer be applicable.  
Additionally, the proposed restriction on placing fuel in the spent fuel pool will provide assurance 
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that fuel assemblies will not be replaced in the spent fuel pool which supports this and other 
proposed changes.  Based on the above, the proposed revision is acceptable. 
 
The licensee has proposed to delete TS Section 3, “Applicability,” in its entirety.  Currently TS 
Section 3 establishes the general requirements for LCOs and the applicability and performance 
criteria for the surveillance requirements to ensure that conditions specified by the LCOs are met.  
With the deletion of TS Section 4/5, discussed below, there are no longer any LCOs in the 
LACBWR TSs.  With the deletion of all LCOs there is no need to provide the general 
requirements or the applicability and performance criteria for the surveillance requirements, 
therefore, the proposed deletion is acceptable. 
 
DPC has proposed to delete TS Section 4/5, “Performance Requirements,” in its entirety.  TS 
Section 4/5 currently consists of a single section, “Fuel Storage and Handling,” which includes 
“General Fuel Storage and Handling Requirements,” “Fuel Element Storage Well and Cask Pool, 
Limiting Conditions for Operation, and Surveillance Requirements.”  TS Section 4/5 provides 
general fuel storage and handling requirements which define locations for spent fuel storage, 
minimum water level during movement of a specified single fuel assembly in the FESW or cask 
pool, and NUREG-0612 heavy load controls over spent fuel stored in the FESW or cask pool.  TS 
Section 4/5 also establishes LCOs and Surveillance Requirements for water level and water 
temperature when spent fuel was located in the FESW or cask pool.  With the completion of the 
transfer of all the spent fuel from the FESW to the ISFSI and the prohibition of placing fuel in the 
FESW there is no longer any need for controls to ensure safe fuel storage and handling in the 
FESW and cask pool.  Based on the above, the proposed change is acceptable. 
 
The licensee has proposed to delete TS Section 6.1, ‘Responsibility,” in its entirety and provide an 
equivalent description of the Plant/ISFSI Manager's responsibility is established in the LACBWR 
Quality Assurance Program Description (QAPD).  TS Section 6.1 currently establishes 
responsibilities for the Plant Manager and the control room command function for the Control 
Room Operator.  The transfer of the responsibilities description for the Plant Manager to the 
QAPD is consistent with the guidance in AL 95-06, and therefore, is acceptable.  With the 
transfer of the spent fuel to the ISFSI, the control room no longer has any nuclear safety related 
function so the deletion of the description of the control room operator’s command function is also 
acceptable. 
 
DPC has proposed to delete TS Section 6.2, “Organization,” in its entirety.  Subsection 6.2.1.1, 
establishes minimum facility staffing requirements when fuel is stored in the FESW, supervision 
requirements during fuel handling, radiation protection personnel requirements, and additional 
staffing requirements during fuel handling.  A footnote provides direction for situations when 
minimum staffing requirements are not met.  With transfer of all spent fuel to the ISFSI, no fuel 
handling will be performed, and these facility staffing requirements are no longer applicable.  
Therefore, the deletion of these facility staffing requirements is acceptable.  Subsection 6.2.1.2, 
specifies working hours for certain facility staff and overtime restrictions.  10 CFR Part 26, 
Subpart I, “Managing Fatigue,” specifies work hours requirements for nuclear power reactors.  
However, 10 CFR 26.3(a) defines the scope of Part 26 as, in part, licensees who are authorized to 
operate a nuclear reactor.  Therefore, the regulations exclude permanently shut-down reactors 
from work hours requirements.  Additionally, the deletion of work hours technical specifications is 
consistent with the technical specifications at all other reactors which have relocated their spent 
fuel to an ISFSI.  Therefore, deleting TS Subsection 6.2.1.2 is acceptable.  With the deletion of 
the two subsections, TS Section 6.2 is deleted. 
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The licensee has proposed to delete TS Section 6.3, “Facility Staff Qualifications,” which currently 
specifies the minimum qualifications for members of the facility staff.  The licensee has 
established these qualification requirements in the LACBWR QAPD.  The transfer of these 
administrative controls is consistent with the guidance in AL 95-06, and therefore, is acceptable. 
 
DPC has proposed to delete TS Section 6.4, "Program Requirements," in its entirety.  TS Section 
6.4, establishes requirements for the Process Control Program, the Offsite Dose Calculation 
Manual, the Radioactive Effluent Controls Program, and the Radiological Environmental 
Monitoring Program.  The licensee has relocated these program requirements to the LACBWR 
QAPD unchanged with the one exception that the Radioactive Effluent Controls Program no 
longer includes limitations on noble gas releases to areas beyond the site boundary.  With all 
spent fuel in dry cask storage at the ISFSI, release of krypton-85 is precluded, therefore, the 
deletion of the noble gas portion is acceptable.  Relocating the program requirements from the 
TS to the QAPD is consistent with the guidance in NRC Administrative Letter 95-06 and therefore, 
is acceptable. 
 
The licensee has proposed to delete TS Section 6.5.  TS Section 6.5, "Reporting Requirements," 
specifies reports that shall be submitted on an annual basis.  These reports are specified in TS 
Section 6.5.1.1 (a) through (d) and discussed below. 
 
TS Section 6.5.1.1 (a) requires submittal of an annual tabulation of personnel dose.  10 CFR 
20.2206(c) specifically requires that each licensee file a report of radiation exposures and 
radioactive material intake for monitored personnel no later than April 30 of each year covering 
the previous year.  Technical Specifications Task Force Traveler No. 369 (TSTF-3609), Revision 
1, "Removal of Monthly Operating Report and Occupational Radiation Exposure Report," 
concluded that the TS required annual tabulation of personnel dose was an unnecessary addition 
to the reporting requirements of 10 CFR 20.2206, and should be deleted.  The licensee’s 
proposed deletion of TS Section 6.5.1.1 (a) is consistent with staff guidance in TSTF-369, and is 
therefore acceptable. 
 
TS Section 6.5.1.1 (b) requires submittal of an annual report containing a brief description of 
changes, tests, and experiments conducted under the criteria of 10 CFR 50.59.  10 CFR 
50.59(d)(2) requires submittal of a report containing a brief description of any changes, tests, and 
experiments, including a summary of the evaluation of each, at intervals not to exceed 24 months.  
The 24 month interval was prescribed consistent with the required updates for Final Safety 
Analysis Reports / Defueled Safety Analysis Reports and was determined by the staff to be a 
sufficient frequency.  Based on the regulatory reporting requirement the TS requirement is 
unnecessary and the proposed deletion is acceptable. 
 
TS Section 6.5.1.1 (c) requires submittal of an annual Environmental Radiological Monitoring 
Report.  The licensee has relocated this reporting requirement to the LACBWR QAPD.  The 
deletion of this TS requirement is consistent with the guidance in NRC Administrative Letter 95-06 
based on the relocation of the requirement to the LACBWR QAPD.  Therefore, the proposed 
deletion is acceptable. 
 
TS Section 6.5.1.1 (d) requires submittal of an annual Radioactive Effluent Release Report.  The 
licensee has relocated this reporting requirement to the LACBWR QAPD.  The deletion of this TS 
requirement is consistent with the guidance in NRC Administrative Letter 95-06 based on the 
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relocation of the requirement to the LACBWR QAPD.  Therefore, the proposed deletion is 
acceptable. 
 
DPC has proposed to delete TS Section 6.6, “High Radiation Area,” in its entirety.  TS Section 
6.6.1, provides controls for areas in which the intensity of radiation, at 30 cm from the radiation 
source or surface that the radiation penetrates, is greater than 100 mrem/hr but less that 1000 
mrem/hr, that are in lieu of the controls required by 10 CFR 20.1601(a).  The licensee has 
committed to comply with the controls of 10 CFR 20.1601(a), so the deletion of TS Section 6.6.1 is 
acceptable.  TS Section 6.6.2, provides controls for areas with radiation levels greater than 1000 
mrem/hr, at 30 cm but less than 500 Rad/hr at 1 meter, from radiation source, or from any surface 
penetrated by the radiation, in addition to the controls of 6.6.1.  The controls of 6.6.2, are 
consistent with the controls of 10 CFR 20.1601(a) and, with the commitment to comply with 10 
CFR 20.1601(a), are redundant.  Therefore the deletion of 6.6.2, and 6.6 in its entirety, is 
acceptable. 
 
4.0 SUMMARY 
 
The changes proposed by this license amendment request will delete requirements that are 
rendered not applicable following the transfer of spent nuclear fuel to the ISFSI and relocate 
administrative controls consistent with NRC Administrative Letter 95-06 or TSTFs.  On the basis 
of its review, NRC staff concluded that the licensee’s request will adequately address the 
regulatory safety requirements for a permanently shut-down nuclear power facility with the spent 
nuclear fuel transferred to dry cask storage in an ISFSI.  The staff, therefore, concludes that the 
license amendment request is acceptable. 
 
5.0 STATE CONSULTATION 
 
In accordance with NRC's regulations, the Wisconsin State official was notified of the proposed 
issuance of this amendment, on May 15, 2013.  The State official had no comment. 
 
6.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATION 
 
The amendment involves changes to the LACBWR License and TSs.  The staff has determined 
that the amendment involves no significant increase in the amounts, and no significant change in 
the types, of any effluents that may be released offsite, and that there is no significant increase in 
individual or cumulative occupational radiation exposure.  NRC has previously issued a 
proposed finding that the amendment involves no significant hazards consideration (78 FR 
16876; March 19, 2013), and there has been no public comment on such finding.  NRC staff has 
made a final determination that the proposed amendment does not involve a significant hazards 
consideration.  Accordingly, the amendment meets the eligibility criteria for categorical exclusion 
set forth in 10 CFR 51.22(c)(9).  Pursuant to 10 CFR 51.22(b), no environmental impact 
statement or environmental assessment need be prepared in connection with the issuance of this 
amendment. 
 
7.0 CONCLUSION 
 
NRC has concluded, based on the considerations discussed above, that:  (1) there is reasonable 
assurance that the health and safety of the public will not be endangered by operation in the 
proposed manner; (2) such activities will be conducted in compliance with NRC’s regulations; and 
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(3) the issuance of the amendment will not be inimical to the common defense and security or to 
the health and safety of the public. 
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