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[bookmark: _GoBack]“Active remediation options include remedial work, and passive options involve allowing natural dispersion and decay to reduce the hazards and include land use control, both options, active and passive, involve monitoring and surveillance. 



Add to the list of bullets “The consideration of non-radiological hazards and the implication of the competent authorities for these hazards”



Add at the end of § “and to ensure that a system of record-keeping is maintained”





On line 8 of §4.4 “… number of potentially feasible options that could be undertaken, taking into account that each option may be a combination of active and passive measures”




Add at the end of § “This time-dependence, and especially the possibility of migration of radionuclides, should already be taken into account in the site evaluation phase. A time-frame for the site evaluation and for the institutional control after remediation should be defined as part of the remediation process”


In the flowchart put “select reference level” before “remediation justified”







Three lines from the end of § “Other non-radiological considerations should be taken into account, as appropriate. In some cases, non-radiological consideration may even be the driving factor of the remediation process”





Add at the end of §. “This exemplifies the importance of establishing and maintaining a system of record-keeping for any remediation plan, as discussed in § 9.6”

Add at the end of § “Appropriate modelling may help in establishing a meaningful and cost-efficient monitoring program”





Add at the end of § “The issue of segregation, as others, is finally to be decided as part of the  multi-attribute decision-making process of the remediation” 

Line 2 “to the possibility of degradation of waste or waste packaging during the period of storage”

“A monitoring and surveillance program is required to be prepared for any remediated areas where restrictions are maintained after remediation has been completed, and, even if no restrictions have been maintained, to verify the long-term stability…”  

At the end of §, add “For the public whose residual doses belong to the highest tail of the distribution, authorities may decide on appropriate specific measures to avoid excessive exposures”
	
Even passive remediation option would require monitoring to verify e.g. the absence of migration of contamination





Non radiological hazards may have a significant (and sometimes leading) impact on the remediation plan



As mentioned in § 9.6, record-keeping is essential to maintain the “memory” of the site, insure the transfer of knowledge, etc. 


A remediation option often involves a combination of active (e.g. removing the hot spots) and passive (e.g. restrictions on use on areas with residual contamination) measures. 


The time-dependence should be taken into account from the very beginning of the process.
Definition of the time-frame for e.g. long-term monitoring of areas contaminated with long-lived radionuclides plays a role in the decision-making process. 

In order to decide whether remediation is justified or not, it is important to know which is “the level above which it is not appropriate to plan to allow exposures to continue to occur…”


It happens that non-radiological hazards pose a greatest threat than radiological contaminants; consequently the weighting of radiation protection aspects in the options study could be relatively small. 


It gives a further justification for the record-keeping system




Monitoring activities may be costly. Choice of monitoring compartments and points should be guided by modelling the behavior of the contaminants in the environment of the site. 

To remind that segregation has also a cost (e.g. additional exposure for the remediation workers)

Both waste and its packaging may degrade



Monitoring and surveillance may be needed even if there are no restrictions in order to monitor possible long-term effects. 



Next to the definition of reference level, measures should also be taken, where appropriate, to protect the 5% highest percentiles of the public
	
	
	
	



