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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
	General

In the text is used term “accident” without any explanation what exactly it means and what is the relation “accident – incident” and “accident – nuclear or radiological emergency”. Moreover – sometimes it is used “incident or accident”, sometimes “incident, including accident”, which is very unclear.


	The text is not clear and can cause confusion and misunderstandings.


	X

	
	
	It is agreed that the usage of the terms “accident” and “incident” is confusing. To address this, the definition of “incident” from the IAEA Safety Glossary [2016] has been included in Footnote 3, which is referenced in para. 1.2(b). In addition, for references that had been made to “accidents” and “incidents” within the same sentence, focus is now placed on “accidents” and the “incidents” have been deleted. Instead, a general statement has been added to para. 4.2 stating that “This process can be applied to areas affected by past activities and accidents. A similar approach may be undertaken for the planning and implementation of remediation following incidents other than accidents, such as malicious acts.”

	1
	2.5. (e)
	Make provision for regular public information exchange with regard to the development, implementation and verification of remediation programmesplans, and for the involvement of interested parties in the decision making process;
	What is remediation programme? It has different from remediation plan? Describe in the document or repair the text in the document. See para 2.20, 2.26, 2.27, 2.34, 2.35, 6.3, 7.36, Annex I
	X
	
	
	A search has been done on the text of the entire DS468 and either “remediation programme” has been changed to “remedial action plan” (consistent with GSR Part 3), or the word “programme” has been deleted, as appropriate for the context.


	2
	2.16.
	The preliminary characterization data should be used as a basis for prioritizing the affected areas listed in the inventory. The characterization should include an assessment of the implied levels of risk to human health in relation to the applicable reference levels, environmental impacts including potential effects on neighbouring States, and other factors, such as socio-economic considerations, availability of funds, availability of feasible remediation techniques and equipment, availability of scientific data, and potential effects on neighbouring States.
	Unclear what is meaning of the text “potential effects on neighbouring States“.
 Or describe in better manner the type of potential effects. Which effects to implement remediation activities in neighbouring countries too?
	
	X
	
	The text has been modified, as suggested, with the exception of addition of the word “and” before “environmental impacts”, since it could be necessary to assess potential effects on neighbouring States with respect to risk human health and environmental impacts, depending upon the magnitude of the impact.

	3
	2.18.
	At the earliest opportunity, the identification and prioritization process for the remediation strategy should involve relevant national authorities, institutions and other interested parties, and should make use of input from members of the public, industry and other relevant interested parties (e.g. scientific bodies, special interest groups, non-governmental organizations or NGOs).
	What does the abbreviation NGOs means?
	X
	
	
	NGOs stands for “non-governmental organizations” and is redundant. Therefore, this acronym has been deleted.

	4
	3.15
	Optimization is applied making the best use of resources in reducing radiation risks, once the remedial actions have been justified. The process of optimization should be conducted in consultation with relevant interested parties. Optimization is specific to the exposure situation and the prevailing circumstances and is a structured iterative process that is applied to plan and implement remediation activities (not just a one-step action) (FIG. 1).
	Clarity of the text.
	X
	
	
	The suggested changes to para. 3.15 have been incorporated to improve text clarity. In addition, the reference to Fig. 1 has been deleted, as the figure should not be referred to in this paragraph. 

	5
	4.2.
	The process is shown schematically in FIG. 1.
	Denotation of the screening process shown on the FIG 1 is missing in this para.
Proposal of modified FIG 1 is in the Annex 1 of this comments.
	
	X
	
	Thank you for this useful comment. It is agreed that Fig. 1 was missing the denotation of the screening process, and an additional arrow has now been added between the “Screening” decision diamond and the “Conditions for Unrestricted Use Met?” decision diamond to capture the concept that in some cases, although remediation may not be justified, it may still be necessary to impose restrictions. 

	6
	5.3.
	Areas which are not contaminated above the reference levels are released for unrestricted use.
	Explanation what to do if contamination is below reference levels is in text missing. What to do if the preliminary site evaluation will meet the criteria for unrestricted release?
	X
	
	
	Thank you for this useful comment. To address this point, a new paragraph has been added to the text (i.e., para. 5.4), as follows:

“Areas which are not contaminated above the reference levels may be released for unrestricted use, recognizing that there may be other reasons not related to radiological contamination that may require consideration for possible restrictions.”

	7
	5.13
	…..e.g. sampling of surface and subsurface soil, ambient gamma dose rate measurements, sampling of airborne radioactive material, and sampling of water, and biota.
	Clarity of the text.
	X
	
	
	

	8
	5.14.
	(d) Agricultural activities (e.g. crop growing; irrigation of crops with contaminated water; application of contaminated sewage sludge on crops; grazing animals) carried out on the area in the vicinity, downgradient, or downwind of the contaminated area.
	Wording “downwind” doesn’t sense, because of the variability of the wind within the time.
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that use of the wording “downwind” could be clarified. Therefore, text has been updated, as suggested, but with consideration of agricultural activities not only in the vicinity of the contaminated area, but also in the contaminated area itself. Also, moved the list of examples that had been presented in parentheses to the end of the sentence. 

	9
	6.3.
	The remediation planning of a remediation programme needs to be based on clearly defined remediation objectives. 
	The text doesn’t correspond to text in previous para. What is remediation programme in this document? 
	
	X
	
	Agreed with suggested change. Also, removed “The” from start of sentence.

	10
	6.3.
	Remediation objectives
are focused on the protection of humans and the environment against radiological and, non-radiological
and physical impacts and risks.
	Clarity of the text. Physical impact is subset of non-radiological impacts. See the same in para 6.16.
	
	
	X
	It is necessary to include physical impacts and risks in the list, along with radiological and non-radiological ones, as the former can be higher than the latter two.

	11
	6.6.
	In areas contaminated by past activities, especially those that are relatively remote from inhabited areas, the use of the area for economic benefit may be more less important.
	
Clarity of the text.
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that that text requires clarification. Specifically, it is not clear what is being compared (i.e., the economic benefit is more important that what?). Therefore, the text has been updated, as follows:

“By comparison, in areas contaminated by past activities, especially those that are relatively remote from inhabited areas, the use of the area for economic benefit may be an important consideration.”

	12
	6.17.
	The distribution of doses could be uneven in some circumstances, and the application of the representative person15 in those cases may have limitations.
	The same definition of the representative person in in the para.3.16. Delete footnote 15.
	X
	
	
	

	13
	Annex I, 1.1.
	Scope of remediation programmeplan.
	I am missing definition  of remediation programme in the document DS468. Is it synonym to remediation plan, or this wording has different meaning. Which? See the whole document.
	
	X
	
	Agreed. A search has been done on the text of the entire DS468 and either “remediation programme” has been changed to “remedial action plan”, or the word “programme” has been deleted, as appropriate for the context. In this case, the word “plan” has been deleted. 

	14
	Annex I. 7.1
	Doses received by members of the public and environmental impacts
	There are no doses assigned to environmental impacts. See II-41. 
	
	X
	
	Agreed. The deletion has been made, as suggested, and environmental impacts have been added as a title after Section 8 to ensure the concept of environmental protection is not lost.

	15
	Annex III-15
	For operational remediation management, some derived operational reference intervention levels (DRLsOILs) in terms of directly measurable quantities, such as ambient dose rate, activity concentration in staple foods, etc., are calculated derived by means of realistic (non-conservative) dosimetric models for a representative person residing in existing exposure situation.
	To be consistent with GSR_part 3, GSR_part 7, GSG-2.
¨This comments is valid for further use of DRLs in this document especially III-29 – III-35. 
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that the text would benefit from further clarification of the terminology in para. III-15. That said, the focus of the paragraph is on measurable criteria that correspond to dose (which cannot be measured). For existing exposure situations, which is the focus of DS468, the relevant criterion of interest, against which to compare the effectiveness of remedial actions, is the Reference Level. By comparison, an Operational Intervention Level (OIL) is used immediately and directly (without further assessment) to determine the appropriate protective actions on the basis of an environmental measurement, and is typically applied in an emergency exposure situation. To avoid confusion between remedial actions taken during an existing exposure situation and protective actions taken during an emergency exposure situation, the term “OIL” has not been used in para. III-15; that said, the terminology has been clarified, as suggested, and the term “specific reference levels”, as defined in GSR Part 3, is now being used.






Annex 1- FIG 1 modification. See text in para 6.1. which support this solution..
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