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Comment No. Para/Line Proposed new text Reason Accepted Accepted, Rejected Reason for modifica-
No. but modi- tion/rejection
fied as
follows
1 General We appreciate that nearly all of our former comments have been accepted. No action required.
The draft is in a well established form now. There are only minor re-
marks, which could improve the document further.
Our proposed changes are the following (marked in red).
2 5.6 Any transition period between perma- | To define the period by num- X The idea accepted,

nent shutdown and approval of the final
decommissioning plan should be as

short as possible sueh-as-2-te-5-years,

bers is inadequate. Already the
decay time for irradiated fuel is
about 5 years before it is rea-
sonable to remove them from
the reactor. There may have
gone several years before the
real decommissioning can start.
This will depend from a num-
ber of circumstances.

It is up to each country to de-
cide how the funds are set up.
There is no logical line between
past-operation and decommis-
sioning. In forming a decom-
missioning fund it has to be

please see the revised
wording.
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determined which activities this
fund will cover and which not.

5.8

For newer facilities that have per-
formed proper planning, a selection of
a deferred dismantling strategy should
not be solely the consequence of poor
financial planning and lack of financial
resources. As discussed in the Section
6 of this Safety Guide, the financial
arrangements for decommissioning
should be established early during the
lifetime of the facility to enable safe
decommissioning in a timely and effi-
cient manner. When selecting a de-
commissioning strategy for elder exist-
ing facilities, the lack of financial re-
sources may be a real concern if the
economic situation has changed signif-
icantly due to manifold reasons includ-
ing decisions on a high political level
or if proper financial planning was not
performed. In this case deferred dis-
mantling should be considered until
funds can be accumulated or obtained.

The age of a facility is not the
decisive factor in choosing the
strategy. There may be unex-
pected changes in national poli-
cies as we have seen after FA
which have a very important
influence.

5.9

When updating the decommissioning
plan, the licensee should check ensure
that the decommissioning strategy is
still appropriate. Relevant updates of
the final decommissioning plan and
supporting safety documentation (e.g.
safety assessment for decommission-
ing) during conduct of decommission-
ing should reflect the progress of the
work, the continuous removal of the
generated waste and the evolution of

The licensee alone cannot en-
sure things.

Only updates that involve sig-
nificant changes should be con-
sidered.
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radiological and physical status of the
facility, in order to demonstrate that a
safe configuration is maintained at all
times and that the decommissioning
project is still aligned with the decom-
missioning strategy selected.

531

Additionally, safety systems may be
required depending on the outcome of
the safety assessment process and the
use of best available techniques not

Especially for decommissioning
activities the cost factor is ra-
ther important and needs to be
taken into account.

5.40

entailing excessive costs.

| o Tail

ered:

This paragraph should be delet-
ed as neither a recommendation
nor good practice is proposed.
The example on transportation
is completely inappropriate as
transport is one of the safest
operation in the nuclear field.

Your point accepted,
but the paragraph
kept in a revised
form. Example
changed on the basis
of a comment from
Japan.

6.9

The occurrence of a-spith-leaks-or acci-

dents should also prompt the updating
of the cost estimate.

Spills or leaks are not such im-
portant to require such a meas-
ure.

Please see the revised
text, which accom-
modates comments
from Germany and
Japan.

6.14

If spent fuel or radioactive waste stor-
age facilities remain on site after the
end of decommissioning, they should
be licensed as new operating facilities.

Fhe-gperational-costs-otsuch-newfa-
litios § el
ageme E.SI'.GHI.EI ' e; belleeueled by-the

There may be a new license or
it could be done under the ex-
isting license: the point is that
there has to be a license.

Waste and spent fuel manage-
ment is an integral part of de-
commissioning and thus need to
be taken into account when fi-
nancial planning of decommis-
sioning.

We speak about situa-
tion after the end of
decommissioning,

when the license for
decommissioning is
terminated. Costs of
operation of new fa-
cilities which remain
on site after the end
of decommissioning
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can’t be part of the
decommissioning
eXpenses.

7.4.

For many older existing facilities, de-
commissioning may not have been con-
sidered at the design stage or during
construction and subsequent operation.
For these facilities, planning for de-
commissioning should start as early as
possible once the omission has been

recognized;-sueh-as-within-1-to-3-years.

Too sophisticated. The formu-
lation “as early as possible”
should be enough.

10

7.41

A surveillance and maintenance plan
for the safe enclosure period should be
based on the outcomes of the safety

assessment. H-should-considerageing-
and-obsoleseenceaspects-of- the SSCs-
The safety assessment for the deferred
dismantling strategy should be the basis
for establishing the safety parameters
(e.g. temperature, humidity, contain-
ment and discharges to the environ-
ment,) which should be maintained by
means described in the surveillance and
maintenance plan. Corrosion and brittle
fracture of materials, as well as ageing
and obsolescence of materials (spare
parts) are typical issues to be consid-
ered carefully.

Sentence should be deleted to
avoid repetition

11

8.19

During decommissioning, radioactive
and non-radioactive effluents will be
generated. Discharge of radioactive
effluents requires authorization from
the regulatory body and control in
compliance with appropriate national
regulations. In general, the expected
discharges of effluents should-be-less-

The law/regulations will define
the criteria for discharges.
There is no relation to the for-
mer operational phase.
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may be in a different form and with a
different radionuclide composition. It is
typical for effluent discharges to vary
through the different phases of decom-
missioning. For example, as decommis-
sioning leads to a progressive removal
of radiological hazards, radioactive
discharges may reduce

12 8.22 During decommissioning, records At the start of decommission-
should be maintained of key decom- ing, information can only be
missioning actions. For example-acey- | determined by conservative
rate-and-complete information concern- | assumptions and therefore can-
ing the quantities and types of radionu- | not be accurate and complete.
clides remaining at the facility, their
locations and distributions, and the
volume of radioactive waste generated.

13 Appendix, | The likelihood and consequences of A protection against air craft

para 7 external events should be assessed, tak- | crash for a decommissioning
ing into account the decommissioning | project is simply impossible
strategy and the site characteristics and on the other hand unneces-
(e.g., seismic hazards, flooding, ex- sary.
treme temperatures, influence from or
dependence on any neighbouring facili-
ties, and-aircraft-crashes) and the like-
lihood and consequences of potential
initiating events for incident/accident
scenarios. (e.g., human error, fire,
flood, dropped loads, building/structure
collapse/failure, and the release of haz-
ardous chemicals).

14 Annex 3 1. Conduct of the final radiological | There might be no baseline ra- Para 7.8 explains how

survey and the survey results
a. Summary of the survey, including
changes from the final radiological sur-

diological site survey as re-
ferredtoin 7.8

to deal with a situa-
tion when a baseline
survey had not been
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vey plan and comparison with the ini-
tial (baseline) radiological survey if
available

performed: “If a site
did not have a pre-
construction  back-
ground survey per-
formed, survey data
from an undisturbed
area with  similar
characteristics or a
survey of similar
building material
should be used.” An-
yway, the results of
the final radiological
survey should be
compared with some-
thing that represents
the “background” for
that site.
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