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	General
General

Terminology

Par. 1.23

General
Paragraph 2.4, first line
General

Par. 2.9
Par. 2.11, second line
General

Par. 2.13
General

Par. 2.15
General

Par. 2.16, fourth line
Par. 2.20, second line
Par. 3.4, second line
General

Par. 3.6, lines 1 and 2
General

Par. 3.14, lines 2 and 3
General

Par. 3.15, last sentence
General

Par. 3.19, second line
Par. 4.5, second line
Par. 4.19
Par. 4.20, last line
Par. 4.22, second line
General

Paragraph 5.9, fourth and seventh bullets 

General
Paragraph 5.12
General

Par. 5.16, last sentence
General

Paragraph 5.29, second and third lines
General

Par. 5.28, second line
General

Paragraph 5.42, bullets (c), (e) and (f)
General

Par. 7.10
General

Par. 7.14, first sentence
Page 39, second bullet
General

Par. 7.24
Par. 7.50 at its end
Par. 8.2, last bullet
General

Par. 8.3
General
Par. 8.4, second and third lines
General
Par. 8.7, second line
Par. 8.12, third bullet
General

Par. 9.21, last two lines
Ref. 3 on page 61

	At this Step the draft shows the advancement of the revision process and NUSSC should encourage its continuation.

Some topics merit analysis and discussion, such as:

In paragraph 1.17 the term ‘abnormal events’ is used ‘and incidents’ in paragraph 2.4, have they different meanings in the context of this draft? On the other hand, ‘accident’ in paragraphs 2.6 and 7.54 is clear.

States that ‘security aspects’ are outside the scope of the draft and they are referred to the IAEA Nuclear Security Series. However safeguards aspects are missing, they also should be mentioned as outside the scope; a reference to paragraph 4.29 is advisable.

Why such “proper consideration” is limited to workers?

The draft is addressed to diverse nuclear installations, so the application of the graded approach should be mentioned or a reference to Requirement 2 should be added.

The application of a graded approach helps to optimize efforts invested in planning, development of decommissioning documentation, conduct of supporting analyses and assessments, effective use of resources, and conduct of decommissioning actions …
In some Member States it is conceivable to continue the regulatory oversight after decommissioning finalization (enclosure / entombment is one example). Note that once decommissioning is completed and so accepted by the regulatory body, the operating organization ends its responsibility.

The internal management system should cover the whole decommissioning process and not only such minor modifications. Besides the term “may” (first line) should read ‘should’ in the context of a Safety Guide.

What means “secondary waste”? Clarification (for example in a footnote) seems advisable.

The results of the safety assessment or part of the safety assessment, under the umbrella of the management system, which may be developed by subcontractors, …
Although it is preferable to have regulatory responsibilities for decommissioning within a single regulatory body, such responsibilities are often in some Member States divided among several bodies already having responsibilities for protection and safety. 

This scenario should not be accepted by the IAEA, it isn’t covered by the Fundamental Safety Principles.

The phrase “to ensure that appropriate funds will be available when needed” is correct but when the nuclear facility is owned by the State, how can the regulatory body ensure that?

The situation is clear but its implementation depends of the legal competence of the regulatory body. Here there is a grey zone and it should be undertaken on a case-by-case basis (for instance, contracting specialists, etc.). 

It should be clarified by whom such records are collected and retained, and when. Note that during the decommissioning process the licensee has, among its responsibilities, the requirement for such collection and retention, but once the process is completed and so accepted by the regulatory body is this body that must take care of those documents. 

General

Concerning “Safety management”, INSAG-13 Report should be added as a reference; with due adaptation their concepts are also applicable to decommissioning.

General

Does “inactive trials” mean the use of, for instance, mockups? 

General

“quality management” should read ‘quality in the framework of the management system’.

General

It isn’t clear if the phrase “to the safety risks” is addressed to radiological and nuclear safety in the context of IAEA Safety Standards or if it is wider (for instance, also including industrial safety) and in the context of the regulatory body’s legal competence.

The term “physical” is not clear, “socioeconomic impact” is clear but do the latter pertain to the competence and responsibilities of a regulatory body or to the Government? See 5.39 and 5.40.

It seems addressed to the simultaneous decommissioning of all the nuclear facilities located on a multi-facility site, is it the objective? 

Paragraph 5.13, sixth bullet: The phrase “Optimization of discharges of gaseous and liquid effluents” seems more connected to operation than to decommissioning.

The terms “their consequences” are not clear; consequences of the recovery actions or of the decommissioning actions or both?

Regarding entombment, even if Chernobyl is a single case its experience should be taken into account in spite of concerns and the lack of regulations, and IAEA should consider elaborating technical guidance with their learned pros and cons. Last sentence of this paragraph seems more good intentions than specific realistic guidance.

Why “for different purposes”? A similar purpose should also be considered.

Excepting disruptive accidental situations these facilities should be planned and implemented since the design of the first nuclear facility in the State because, simply, they are needed for its operation.

The plan should also consider design provisions and operational experience for facilitating decommissioning.

For learning from experience, IAEA should add references to such experiences in the extent of possible. Ditto, the experience of Member States heading paragraph 7.31 as well as the techniques and methods mentioned in 8.9.

“Criticality safety records”: Its meaning isn’t clear in the decommissioning context.

The use of the graded approach should be mentioned again.

… during the licensing process for decommissioning if and when applicable.

Establishment of an interim waste storage area within the installation. on-site.

The examples of “criticality” and “criticality monitoring” are not clear in this context.

The phrase “reduces the challenge posed to the ventilation system” is not clear, what challenge and based on what?

For preventing confusion it should be clarified who ensure the safety of the nuclear installation when such activities are deferred in part or in whole. In practice is the licensee because the decommissioning process is not completed nor accepted as such by the regulatory body, but for newcomers the explanation would be useful.

It isn’t a part of the legal competence of a regulatory body; possibly it is a matter of interest of the licensee or of another organization. 

Paragraph 8.33, third line: The phrase “use of properly derived radionuclide vectors (scaling factors)” is not clear.

Is it realistic? Are there greenfield scenarios after decommissioning in real life? If yes, references should be welcome as examples of good practices.

It seems not applicable to this draft.


	Completeness
Completeness
Completeness
Completeness
Completeness
Completeness
Completeness
The term “often” is not applicable for most Member States
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable for regulatory bodies possessing a limited experience in this field.
Completeness
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable.

If it isn’t, clarification is advisable because in normal situation only one facility can be decommissioned and the rest of them stay operational, see 5.27.

Clarification is advisable.
Completeness
Completeness
Completeness
Completeness
Completeness
Clarification is advisable.
Completeness
Clarification is advisable.
It is more flexible
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable.
Clarification is advisable.

Clarification is advisable.

Clarification is advisable.


	
	
	
	


