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	RESOLUTION



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

	1
	Para 1.2(a), line 2, page 1
	GSR Part 3 [1]
	Safety series number is missing.
	
	
	
	

	2
	Para 1.6, line 6/7, page 2
	The document stated: “Remediation of contaminated areas is also subject to the established in GSR Part

1 (Rev. 1) … The requirements established in IAEA Safety Standards Series No. GSR Part 4 (Rev. 1), as well as those in IAEA Safety Standards Series No. GSR Part 6 on Decommissioning of Facilities [8] are also applicable. We believe the last part of this statement is misleading and inaccurate since GSR Part 6. “

We note that GSR Part 6 requirements apply to regulated facilities or activities under planned exposure situation whereas DS468 applies to existing exposure situation. In fact, GSR Part 6 stated in paragraph 1.18.: “This publication does not address the remediation of areas contaminated by residual radioactive material arising from past activities that (a) were never subject to regulatory control or (b) were subject to regulatory control in a manner that is not in accordance with the relevant IAEA safety standards and national regulations. It also does not address the remediation of areas affected by a nuclear or radiological emergency after the emergency has been declared to be over.” We recommend deletion of the last part of Para 1.6  
	Eliminate ambiguity and confusion regarding applicability of safety requirements in GSR Part 6 to unregulated activities or post-accident situation.
	
	
	
	

	3
	Para 1.11 lines 1/3, page 3
	Modify Para 1.11 to read: “1.11. The scope of this Safety Guide includes all aspects of the remediation of large areas that have been contaminated as a result of unregulated or unauthorized of human activities and that could cause long-term radiation exposure.
	The scope of the guidance pertains only to unregulated or some un-authorized activities not to all large contaminated areas. 
	
	
	
	

	4
	Para 2.5 (a), page 6 
	Modify sentence to read:  “… taking into account that the identification and prioritization of contaminated areas should be aided by the involvement of government agencies other than the regulatory body, the concerned stakeholders including the public, and by private organizations.
	Deciding on prioritization of areas for remediation should also involve stakeholders and the public. 
	
	
	
	

	5
	Page 8, footnote 9
	Modify sentence to read:

“and passive options involve allowing natural dispersion and decay (e.g.; natural attenuation) to reduce the hazards and include land use control [11].
	Use the technical term “natural attenuation”
	
	
	
	

	6
	Para 2.13, page 10
	Add the following items:

(p)Aanalysis and evaluation of historical records from past activities including records of inspection, spells, incidents, as well as site physical and environmental data.  

(q) The plan should discuss the need to impose institutional controls or restrictions on land use during or after remediation.

(r) The plan should include monitoring the efficacy of the remediation program through evaluation of coupling environmental monitoring data and contaminant transporting modeling.

    
	Completeness to include historical records, institutional controls, and monitoring the efficacy of the remediation program.
	
	
	
	

	7
	Para 2.21, page 13
	Replace:

(s) “Ensuring public participation in all activities associated with the remediation process” with the following text: 

"Ensuring opportunities for public participation are available throughout the remediation process and that the decision-making process is transparent to members of the public."


	This original wording is a very exact statement to say that public participation must be ensured in all activities. I believe the intent here is to maximize stakeholder involvement, but from a practical standpoint it is not possible to require the public to participate in the process. It is certainly possible to encourage the participation or to ensure that “opportunities” are available. It also might not be realistic for the public to participate in every single aspect of the remediation process, so I suggest not using the word “all.”
	
	
	
	

	8
	Para 2.28, page 15
	Add the following sentence:

Nevertheless, if current conditions anticipated to cause significant risk to the pubic or the environment, certain restrictions such as site access controls, establishing a fence, adding specific security controls, land use deed restriction, or urgent needs for short-term remedial actions may be necessary.    
	Completeness to address potential significant risk to the public from existing conditions and to impose restrictions, if nevessary.
	
	
	
	

	9
	Para 2.35, Page 16, line 11
	Add the following sentence:

In addition, the relevant authority should reach a tentative decision regarding land use and end sate in harmonization with the public and concerned parties.   
	It is important that the relevant authority discuss and ultimately reach a harmonized agreement regarding the end state of the area to be remediated particularly ultimate land use.  
	
	
	
	

	10
	Para 2.36, line 9, page 17
	Suggest changing the following text from: 

"…and the reasons for any decision(s) contrary to the input of the interested parties should be clearly explained in a timely manner." 

to: 

"…and the basis for the selected remediation decision(s) should be clearly explained in a timely manner."
	It may not be practical to commit to explaining decisions contrary to the input of interested parties in all cases. For example, if unrealistic input has been provided or excessive amounts of input have been provided, it may not be the best use of a regulator’s time and effort to address every single piece of input. The time might be better spent ensuring that what was chosen for remediation is the most appropriate path forward.
	
	
	
	

	11
	Para 3.1 (1) line 3, page 17
	Modify the sentence “this includes the

planned decommissioning, any necessary site remediation carried out..” to 
“this includes the planned decommissioning, any necessary site clean-up carried out after cessation of the operation”  
	Consistency with Para 1.14 to use the term clean-up for planned decommissioning activities. 
	
	
	
	

	12
	Para 3.8 Line 3, page 19
	Modify sentence to read: 1-20 mSv or other corresponding risk quantity.
	Include the term “risk” as certain safety programs use risk values corresponding to dose.
	
	
	
	

	13
	3.9 line 3, page 19
	The term “intermediate reference level” was introduced without definition or providing a range of such level. Please provide a reference or definition of such level.  
	Completeness to define “intermediate reference level.” 
	
	
	
	

	14
	3.9 line 3, page 19
	The term “intermediate reference level” was introduced without definition or providing a range of such level. Please provide a reference or definition of such level.  
	Completeness to define “intermediate reference level.” 
	
	
	
	

	15
	3.11 line 2, page 19
	Modify sentence to read (e.g.; activity per unit area, unit weight, or unit volume)
	The derived operational activity quantities are also expressed per unit weight or unit volume.
	
	
	
	

	
	4.1, page 21
	Modify 4.1 to read:

 “The remediation process should be based on a step-by-step approach process, applying the fundamental principles of radiation protection, including justification and optimization.”
	Edit/Language
	
	
	
	

	16
	Figure 1
Page 23
	Modify Figure 1, after the block “Remediation is Justified” to include the following decision step:

Assess remediation costs and availability of funds; if yes (e.g.; funds available) proceed, if not solicit funding or revise the remediation program.
	The remediation scheme should include a key decision step of assessing available funds needed to carry out the remediation program and modify the program accordingly to achieve continuity and achieving desired end state. This is also needed to harmonize with Para 6.7 (f).
	
	
	
	

	17
	5.1/line 2, page 24 
	After as an outcome add: 

“..of establishing a national remediation priority list, and implementing the national strategy for remediation...”   
	Typically, a national priority list for remediation is established considering all hazardous areas including chemical and radiological hazards that need to be remediated.” 
	
	
	
	

	18
	5.3 (b), page 24
	Modify Para to read:

“To identify the source of contamination and the possible extent and characteristics of …”  
	A primary objective should be identifying the source of contamination and then the extent and characteristics of contamination.
	
	
	
	

	19
	5.11, page 25
	We suggest adding a new paragraph to evaluate preliminary assessment of potential waste to be generated, plans for predisposal management, and potential for onsite waste disposal.” We believe integration of remediation and waste disposal management is necessary for the remediation project. 
	Completeness to include predisposal waste management and potential onsite disposal in the preliminary evaluation n process.  This is also necessary to harmonize with Section 6 of this document (see para 6.2).
	
	
	
	

	20
	6.10, page 29
	Add a new item:

(k) time-frame and natural attenuation. 
	Natural attenuation for radiological decay or disintegration of hazardous chemicals associated with radioactive materials could be a significant factor in evaluating remedial options.  (see also Para 6.16).
	
	
	
	

	21
	6.28, line 3,

Page 33 &Page 54
	· At the end of paragraph add:

(see Ref. [30])

· Add Reference #30 on page 54:

[30] U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, “Lessons Learned in Detecting, Monitoring, Modeling, and Remodeling Radioactive Groundwater Contamination, US NRC NUREG/CR-7029, April 2011.Reference [30
	The added Reference [30] is an example of lessons learned from remediation projects and support the statement in Para 2.28.
	
	
	
	

	22
	Section 8, page 47
Management of RW
	Section 8  on “Management of Residual Materials Generated During Remediation,” disregarded the potential for onsite shallow land disposal for the short- or long-term by using proper design and stabilization of waste or residual materials if such option could minimize risk/dose to workers and conducted under the control of the concerned authorities.   
	Completeness: Integration of remediation and radioactive waste management including residual material and potential for onsite disposal should be elaborated on in Section 8.
	
	
	
	

	23
	47/8.25
	Suggest adding a sentence on security.

“…disposal at a more appropriate time. Areas where high activity concentration radioactive wastes are stored may require enhanced security to protect against theft or diversion of the radioactive material. It is essential that,…”


	High activity radioactive material may require enhanced security to protect against theft and diversion.
	
	
	
	

	24
	48/8.27


	Suggest adding: “and security” to the first sentence in paragraph.

Storage cannot be considered the ultimate solution for the management of radioactive waste, which requires a defined end point, such as disposal, to ensure safety and security.


	High activity radioactive material may require enhanced security to protect against theft and diversion.
	
	
	
	

	25
	49/8.31
	Suggest adding a statement on security.

Similarly, measures should be implemented to reassure the public near the disposal site that the facility is secure and managed such that risks to their health, safety and the environment are low.
	Facility security will enhance public confidence that the risks to health, safety and the environment are low.


	
	
	
	

	26
	Annex I, page 55 and Annex III page 71
	In certain cases the remediation program may involves interim action ns for containment of contamination by establishing erosion barriers and long-term engineered drainage system and surface barriers.    
	We recommend including the concept of interim action n to control release of contamination during the remediation program in order to minimize public exposure and potential impact to the environment. (see for example NRC study in NUREG/CR-7200, May 2016; on Influence of Coupling Erosion and Hydrology on the Long-Term performance of Engineered Surface Barriers).  
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