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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

	
	General
	Consider editing the text to avoid the use of the term “site” which may be confusing. An explanation on the use of the term “site” could also be helpful.

	For clarity. Site is mainly associated with an authorized facility (see “site area” in IAEA Safety Glossary 2016). GSR Part 3 in “Existing exposure situations” does not use “sites”, only areas. In case of an accident the affected areas may be too large and diversified to be addressed as “sites”. With “site” it is not clear whether a particular part of this Safety Guide applies to such areas. 
	
	
	
	

	
	1.1. (a) (p.1)
	Insert “3” after “GSR Part”
	Typing error
	
	
	
	

	
	1.1. (c) (p. 1) 


	Consider deleting the paragraph 1.1. (c) or using the following text: “Activities involving release of radioactive material (e.g. releases during transport of radioactive material, decommissioning of facilities, radioactive waste management activities);”


	Release of radioactive material could occur either during an accident or as a result of past activities that were not controlled in accordance with current requirements (these two cases have been already mentioned in (a) and (b) paragraphs). If the idea is to list activities like decommissioning and transport, then the more accurate wording should be used.
	
	
	
	

	
	1.6. (p. 2)


	Delete “, as well as those in IAEA Safety Standard Series No. GSR Part 6 on Decommissioning of Facilities [8]”
	Mentioning GSR Part 6 may be confusing as GSR Part 6 does not address remediation, see the quote: “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”.
	
	
	
	

	
	1.10. (p. 3)


	Change “and others responsible for remediating sites” for “and other parties being involved in remediation of areas”
	For clarity. It is better to avoid the word “site” and also not to use the word “responsible” with regard to all the bodies and parties named here. 
	
	
	
	

	
	1.11. (p. 3)


	The scope of this Safety Guide includes all aspects of the remediation of areas contaminated by residual radioactive material as a result of human activities. 
	For clarity. It is important to delete the word “large” before “areas” as the Guide does not explain what areas are considered to be large or small. GSR Part 3 does not differentiate between large and small areas. For the abovementioned reasons it is also important to avoid the word “long-term”. 
	
	
	
	

	
	1.12. (p. 3, 2nd line from the bottom)
	Change “sites” for “areas”.
	For clarity and consistency. 


	
	
	
	

	1. 
	1.12. (p. 4, lines 6-8)


	Delete: “This Safety Guide does not apply to facilities that are currently under regulatory control and may have had emergencies that have contaminated small areas within the facility [1].” 
	The same sentence (in better wording) opens the next paragraph.
	
	
	
	

	2. 
	1.13. (p. 4, lines 9-11)


	Delete “small” before “areas”.
	For clarity. This Guide does not explain what area is regarded to be small or large. What is more important, if the area is within the boundary then it does not matter whether it is large or small.
	
	
	
	

	3. 
	1.13. (p. 4, lines 13-14) 
	Delete “and in accordance with the conditions of authorization” 
	Planned decommissioning of facilities under regulatory control is conducted in accordance with the conditions of authorization, so this extra explanation is not necessary.
	
	
	
	

	4. 
	1.14. (page 4, lines 22-23) 


	Change “from an area belonging to an authorized facility” for “from an area within the authorized boundary of a facility”.
	Better wording


	
	
	
	

	5. 
	1.13. and 1.14.
	Change “clean-up” for “cleanup”
	To ensure consistency (“cleanup” in GSR Part 6)  
	
	
	
	

	6. 
	1.15. P. 4, 3d line from the bottom
	Delete “plan”
	The word “plan” is not necessary in this context.
	
	
	
	

	7. 
	P. 4,  footnote 6


	Delete footnote 6.
	Decommissioning is out of scope of this Safety Guide. Thus, this document cannot guide on how the decommissioning should be conducted. Moreover, the footnote contradicts the paragraph 1.13 which states that this Safety Guide does not apply to planned decommissioning. 
	
	
	
	

	8. 
	2.3. (p. 6)
	Consider deleting the paragraph
	This Safety Guide does not address emergency preparedness. Moreover, establishment of remediation reference levels as part of emergency preparedness is not prescribed by GSR Part 7.
	
	
	
	

	9. 
	2.5. (p. 6), 3d line from the bottom
	Change “by private organizations” for “interested parties”
	Better to use a more broad definition (local authorities are not private organizations, for example).
	
	
	
	

	10. 
	2.9. (p. 8)
	The starting point for the remediation of areas affected by past activities is identification and characterization of contaminated areas within national boundaries; this, in turn is followed by evaluation of such areas and setting priorities regarding remediation. Prior industrial activity is typical of these areas. 
	For clarity. With the wording “the starting point for the national strategy” it seems that there is a separate national strategy for remediation of areas affected by past activities. 
National list is deleted because in 2.15-2.16 the word “inventory” is used.
The last sentence (“As such, these areas…”) is not correct as these areas may have radiation risks that call for prompt actions. The wording “less likely” depends on what areas are compared and can be misguiding. 
	
	
	
	

	11. 
	2.10. (p. 8), last line
	Change “may involve public lands that were previously inhabited” for “may involve residential area”.
	For clarity (private lands may be inhabited, too).
	
	
	
	

	12. 
	2.10. (p. 9), lines 3-4
	Delete the sentence “Conversely, the plan for remediation …”
	This statement is not correct. Using words “often” and “typically” may be misleading with regard to a particular country.
	
	
	
	

	13. 
	2.11. (p. 9), line 9


	Change “as a result of their particular areas of responsibility” for  “due to their particular responsibilities”.
	To avoid using “area” in another context.

	
	
	
	

	14. 
	P. 9, line 3 from the bottom


	Consider changing the subtitle “Site-specific remediation plan” for “General principles for development of remediation strategy” or similar.
	The subtitle is misleading and does not correspond to the text below. Moreover, 2.14. states that the elements above are common to all remediation strategies.  See also p. 33 for Site-specific remediation plan.
	
	
	
	

	15. 
	P.10, line 13
	Delete “the full range of”.
	Excessive requirement.
	
	
	
	

	16. 
	P.10. lines 19-20
	Delete “at the site” and “offsite”.
	Misleading if there is no site with an authorized boundary.
	
	
	
	

	17. 
	P.10 line 23
	Consider clarifying in what interested parties are involved.
	For example, wording from Requirement 47 para 5.3. (d)  from GSR Part 3 could be cited.
	
	
	
	

	18. 
	P.10, line 29
	Delete “Minimizing”
	The need for post-remediation monitoring and controls should be considered, but not with the goal of minimization. 
	
	
	
	

	19. 
	P.10, line 32
	Consider editing “specifying who is responsible” 
	Wording “specifying who is responsible” is unclear. Responsible for what?
	
	
	
	

	20. 
	P.10, line 33
	Change “communicated” for “submitted” 
	For clarity
	
	
	
	

	21. 
	P. 11, line 2
	Change “is likely to” for “may”, delete “significantly”.
	This judgement is misleading, the approaches may be the same.
	
	
	
	

	22. 
	P. 11, lines 7-8
	Delete “and the nature and extent of the contamination,”
	It is debatable that remediation of an area affected by an accident is more complex due to nature and extent of the contamination, it depends on a particular case.
	
	
	
	

	23. 
	P. 11, line 9
	Change “including during” for “and”
	Better wording
	
	
	
	

	24. 
	P.11, line 19
	Delete “availability of scientific data” or clarify what scientific data should be available
	It is not clear what scientific data should be available.
	
	
	
	

	25. 
	2.17.
	Within a State’s boundaries, the identification and prioritization of multiple areas needing remediation should also consider the differences in overall efforts needed for remediation of particular areas.
	There are no such established terms as “complex area” and “simple area”. The provided explanations are misleading. 
	
	
	
	

	26. 
	P.12, line 5
	Change “materials” for “material”.
	For consistency with the wording of GSR Part 3, Requirement 49.
	
	
	
	

	27. 
	P.13, line 17
	Change “Formally authorizing the release of the site from regulatory control” for “Authorizing termination of regulatory control over the area”
	For consistency with the wording of 2.21. (p). The word “formally” is deleted as it is not used with regard to other responsibilities. 
	
	
	
	

	28. 
	P.13, line 20
	(s) Ensuring public participation in decisions associated with remediation. 
	If to preserve the wording “participation in all activities”, then it may seem that the  public can directly participate in every formal step of the process .
	
	
	
	

	29. 
	P.13, line 21
	Consider changing the wording “an operator to conduct remediation” for “the party responsible for carrying out the remedial actions”.
	For consistency with GSR Part 3 5.14. The word “operator” may be misleading.
	
	
	
	

	30. 
	P.13, line 23
	Change “land” for “area”
	For consistency.
	
	
	
	

	31. 
	P.14, line 2
	Delete “site”
	To avoid the term “site”
	
	
	
	

	32. 
	P.14, lines 4, 11, 12
	Change “site” for “area”
	For consistency.
	
	
	
	

	33. 
	2.27, p. 14, lines 25-29
	Change the first five lines of 2.27. for “In accordance with the ‘polluter pays’ principle the responsible parties should be held liable for financing the remediation program and its funding. However, it should be recognized in the regulatory framework that circumstances, in many instances may be complex and responsible parties who have caused contamination could not be identified or that the total remediation costs may be disproportionally high in comparison”
	Edited to address two aspects – orphan sites and inability to bear the full cost of remediation. Also for consistency with 2.31.
	
	
	
	

	34. 
	P.15, lines 2-4
	Delete “Costs may fall wholly or in part on the original polluter, current site owners, industry, developers, local communities, provincial/state or national governments”.
	This Safety Guide cannot determine the parties to bear the costs of remediation. In 2.31. the Safety Guide clearly states that it is the responsibility of the government.
	
	
	
	

	35. 
	2.28, p. 15
	Consider editing the paragraph with regard to “all eventualities”, “any physical work”, “any remediation work”.
	Present wording is too restrictive. It is not clear what “any physical work” means. Area investigation activities (sampling, measurements) constitute a physical work which is inevitable before any remedial actions are developed. “Any remediation work” is also too restrictive, as remediation may take years and anticipate interim states.    
	
	
	
	

	36. 
	P. 15, line 20
	Insert “, as appropriate” after “Remediation should be funded by the responsible party”.
	For clarification.
	
	
	
	

	37. 
	P.16, lines 4-7
	Consider editing the list of interested parties named in 2.33.
	It is not clear why the interested parties include those responsible for contamination (i.e. the responsible party) and the regulatory body. See also line 12 on this page and 2.35.
	
	
	
	

	38. 
	P.16, line 12
	Change “the regulator or operator” for “the regulatory body or the responsible party”.
	For consistency.
	
	
	
	

	39. 
	P.16, last line
	Delete “to the government”.
	For consistency. The next sentence explains where such an input can be directed.
	
	
	
	

	40. 
	P.16, line 16
	Change “remediation” for “cleanup”.
	For consistency, as remediation addresses existing exposure situations.
	
	
	
	

	41. 
	P.16, line 16
	Change “such that effort may be directed” for “to direct the effort” 
	Better wording.
	
	
	
	

	42. 
	P.19, line 21
	Change “site” for “area”.
	For consistency.
	
	
	
	

	43. 
	P.19, line 22
	Insert “typically” before “expressed”.
	According to 5.8. of GSR Part 3.
	
	
	
	

	44. 
	P.20, line 1
	Change “in planning and implementing the remediation” for “in remediation planning and implementation”.
	Better wording.
	
	
	
	

	45. 
	P.20, lines 3-10
	Consider revising contents, order of presentation and wording.  
	Remediation, according to its definition, deals with reduction of radiation exposure. Remediation reference levels are expressed in doses. In this respect it is worth to start with either reduction of exposure or reduction of doses and not with health risks or the anxiety of the local population. It is not clear why health risks in (a) are separated from doses in (c), and why there is local population in one case and the public in the other.  “Radiological dose” – bad wording. It is not clear why (d) and (f) are presented separately and what is the difference. “The anticipated end use of the impacted area” – better “the anticipated use” or “future use of the affected area”. 
	
	
	
	

	46. 
	P.21, lines 18-24, p.22, lines 1-18, p. 23-26
	Consider changing “site” for “area”.
	For consistency.
	
	
	
	

	47. 
	Pp. 24-26

5. SITE EVALUATION
	Most of the text addresses contamination from past activities. Consider making reference to this fact.  
	If there is any difference in site evaluation with regard to past activities and accidents it should be reflected in this Section. Extensive use of the word “site” is misleading as it is not clear whether and to what extent the text applies to areas affected by accidents. 
	
	
	
	

	48. 
	P. 26, lines 7-10
	Consider placing (d) before (c)
	Dose assessment goes ahead of evaluation of issues during remediation.
	
	
	
	

	49. 
	P. 27, line 20
	Consider editing or explain what is “complex remediation situation”
	The wording is not clear.
	
	
	
	

	50. 
	P.27, line 22
	Change “site” for “area”
	For consistency.
	
	
	
	

	51. 
	P.27, line 25
	Change “remediation situation” for “area”.
	For clarity.
	
	
	
	

	52. 
	P.28, 6.5
	Consider editing 
	There is a need for consistency with 2.21 (c). It is not always the case that the regulatory body directly proposes or establishes remediation objectives regarding particular area. For ex., the regulatory body may approve a site-specific remediation plan. Also GSR Part 3 distinguishes parties responsible for contamination from those responsible for remediation planning and implementation. Thus, clarification on the parties to suggest and approve the remediation objectives is desirable.
	
	
	
	

	53. 
	P. 29, 6.10.
	Consider editing for clarification and consistency.
	6.10 should to some extent correspond to  3.12. “Mobility” and “volume” should be explained. Is “ease of performing” a synonym to “feasibility”? 
	
	
	
	

	54. 
	P.30, line 10
	Consider editing “to remove localized areas”.
	For clarity.
	
	
	
	

	55. 
	P. 30, line 23
	Change “received by” for “for”
	Better wording
	
	
	
	

	56. 
	P. 31, footnote 15
	Delete footnote 15
	See footnote 12
	
	
	
	

	57. 
	P.31, 3d line from the bottom
	Change “[3]” for “[1]”
	Reference for GSR Part 3 is [1]
	
	
	
	

	58. 
	P.32, 2-3 lines
	Check for consistency with 6.11.
	It is not clear what is the difference between the aim of remediation and the objective of remediation.
	
	
	
	

	59. 
	P.32, line 16
	Change “Para. 5.28” for “Para. 5.8”
	To give correct reference
	
	
	
	

	60. 
	P.32, line 17
	Change “has” for “may have”.
	The statement in present wording is not correct if remediation option it to use agricultural countermeasures instead of removing contaminated soil.
	
	
	
	

	61. 
	P.33, 6.24.
	Consider editing para 6.24. to clarify or delete it.
	The idea with future generations is not clear. Justification on the basis of protection of future generations may be the case if exposure increases over time (due to migration from the source, loss of control, etc). If the idea is that existing contamination may case attributable health effects in future generations (mutagenic, teratogenic?) then it is not clear what dose levels are assumed and how they correspond with doses in 6.20.
	
	
	
	

	62. 
	P.34, line 7
	Change “as soon as possible” for “in due time”.
	The statement is misleading: the plan should be implemented in a timeframe that is indicated in the plan. 
	
	
	
	

	63. 
	P. 35, line 10
	Delete “radiological”
	Incorrect term
	
	
	
	

	64. 
	P.36, 7.8. 
	Consider editing 7.8. for better wording and clarification. 
	The text regarding occupational exposure  is not clear. For example, it is not clear why there is a need to prevent actual doses that are higher than anticipated if the actual doses are well within dose limits. 

	
	
	
	

	65. 
	P.36, 7.10.
	Consider editing 7.10. for better wording and clarification.
	While it could be reasonable to suggest that the area with unexpected radiation levels should be secured for further investigation, the unexpected level may be quite safe for workers and does not require revision of a site specific remediation plan. 
	
	
	
	

	66. 
	P. 42, line 7
	Insert “, as appropriate” after “parties”.
	Not every record can be made available to the interested parties.
	
	
	
	

	67. 
	P.49, lines 12-14
	Consider editing for clarification.
	If the area is release for unrestricted use further monitoring or surveillance (other than a routine one) is not necessary (see also 9.10.). Further monitoring may be carried out for other reasons (reducing of anxiety, etc), but not because of contamination. 
	
	
	
	


1

