Page 7 of 7

USA Comments on Draft Safety Guide, “Decommissioning of Nuclear Installations” 
(Revision of Safety Guides WS-G-2.1 and 2.4) (DS452)
	COMMENTS BY REVIEWER
Reviewer: US NRC (Contact: Boby Eid Boby.abu-Eid@nrc.gov) 
Country/Organization:  USA/USNRC                                      Date:    October 17, 2014

	RESOLUTION

	Comment No. / Reviewer
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Rejected
	Reason for modification/rejection

	1
	General
	The guidance needs to address approaches to decommissioning cost estimates and present examples of lessons learned as well as vivid references to codes and experiences gained in assessment of decommissioning cost estimates. 

For example, using the NRC generic approach model of calculating cost based on power generation and using NEA recent document on decommissioning cost estimates would provide additional needed information to complete Paras 3.14,  6.4, 6.5, 6.6,6.9, and 6.10.     
	Completeness: 

The document mentioned the need to establish decommissioning funding instruments before granting the license.  However, we believe the document is in short of describing different generic and specific approaches for decommissioning cost estimates and recent studies carried out by NEA .      
	
	
	
	

	2
	General
	The guidance contains very little discussion about the licensee’s staffing plans with reactors in the transition from operation to cease of operation, and going through the decommissioning phase.  Due to the continuous reduction in staffing and sudden departures from staff, the need to continually train staff to perform new jobs due to the reduction, and ensuring that staffing meet regulatory requirements, a greater discussion should be contained within this guidance document.
	Completeness to address staffing issue and having skilled staff with sufficient knowledge about the facility during the transition from cease of operation to decommissioning and license termination.  
	
	
	
	

	3
	General
	DS452 references multiple separate guidance documents, such as in Section 1.23 where it references other IAEA security documents. In particular, power reactors and large material sites undergoing transition from cease of operation to decommissioning can experience unique challenges in many areas, including identifying and implementing appropriate security and emergency planning program. We suggest that an integrated approach for security and emergency be addressed during the transition phase and entering into decommissioning. , We suggest applicable safety guidance and security guidelines be referenced in DS452.
	Completion and harmony in providing references in Para 1.23 to address safety, emergency, and security. 
	
	
	
	

	4
	Section 1.18
	The removal of waste and spent fuel is not necessarily carried out in the first phase of decommissioning. The licensee should have the infrastructure to maintain the materials from their operating license, so there is no need to immediately remove them (and in the case of spent fuel, it can’t be moved for several years).
	Clarity,
Need to clarify that removal of spent fuel from the facility may not be carried out in the first phase of decommissioning.  
	
	
	
	

	5
	Section 2.6
	To protect on-site personnel, the public and the environment against the spread of radioactive material, active safety systems like ventilation and fire protection systems may need to be retained for some period during decommissioning.”  
	Clarity & Correctness

The active safety systems like ventilation may be unnecessary after demolition of buildings during decommissioning.  Therefore, it can be applicable during some period only.   
	
	
	
	

	6
	Section 2.14
	Bullet 2 – “Actions should be focused on transition between operation and decommissioning and between the different phases of the decommissioning project, especially when certain milestone will impact initiation of work for next phase of the project.”
	Actions need to be focused on transitioning from operation into decommissioning particularly when milestones are interdependent. In addition, the use of the term “end-sate of a phase” is not recommended because it is typically used for complex sites (e.g.; legacy sites) after completion of  all remediation and decommissioning activities  
	
	
	
	

	7
	Section 2.14
	Add a bullet saying:

· “Ensuring appropriate levels of integrated emergency planning and security are in place”
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Requirement 5 (p 13)
	Add a section, “The regulatory body should maintain communication with licensees to determine the future decommissioning timelines and schedules as well as changes in schedules.
We believe knowledge of licensee timelines and changes to schedules allow the regulator to obtain overview activities and to ensure having appropriate staffing levels and experience to avoid regulatory-related decommissioning delays.”  This reflects that regulators may not have large or comprehensive decommissioning programs due to sporadic permanent shutdowns that do not occur with sufficient frequency to support continuously maintaining a full or large program.
	Completeness:

Regulatory body communication and update of decommissioning timeframe and schedule need to be emphasized and addressed in a separate Section of the draft guide document. 
	
	
	
	

	9
	Section 7.49
	US experience is that licensee established and supported public outreach programs, independent of the regulator, have been highly successful in providing opportunities for community involvement and enhancing public understanding and trust of the decommissioning approach and process. 
We recommend adding a section extoling the virtues of licensee good practice of proactive actions to involve stakeholders.  
	Completeness and lessons learned:

We suggest recognizing decommissioning good practice of licensees by involving stakeholders early in the process and addressing their concerns. 
	
	
	
	

	10
	Sections 7.51 to 7.56
	Unanticipated Permanent Shutdown:
These sections focus on unanticipated shutdowns due to accidents.  It does not address shutdowns due to economic, social, or political reasons.  Threfore we suggest that this section address these situations.  The recent shutdowns of nuclear reactors in the US, as well as the decision to shut down all nuclear reactors in Germany by 2021, were influenced by economic, societal or political factors.  As such, this will likely be a much larger portion of the population of unanticipated permanent shutdowns than those caused by accidents. 
	Completeness to address ongoing enhanced reactors shut down arising from political, economic, or social demands. 
	
	
	
	

	11
	Section 7.52
	“If any actions are required to place an installation into a safe condition as a result of the unanticipated permanent shutdown, they should preferably be done under the operating license.”  It is unclear Why this is recommended specifically to be done under the operating license. After cease of operation, the license can be amended and another operator can be contracted to carry out these activities.  
	Clarity:
After facility shut down the operating license can be amended or a non-operating  license  can be granted.  
	
	
	
	

	12
	Section 7.53
	“In such case, the final decommissioning plan and supporting documents must be prepared as soon as practical and, as applicable, after the cause of the event is understood and the appropriate follow-up actions are taken.”
	Clarity:
There may be a need for a period to assess and evaluate causes of event, if occurs, and characterize releases of radionuclides and safety analysis as well as environmental impacts.  
	
	
	
	

	13
	Section 8.28
	Add a section detailing that the licensee should review all new decommissioning processes and actions for their effects on the decommissioning emergency plan and security plan.  This stems from our experiences with licensees turning in all of their reactor operator licenses while their emergency plans continued to rely on licensed operators.  
	Completeness and use of lessons learned.
	
	
	
	


