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

	1
	1.2 (a), line 2
	“… such as those of GSR Part 3 [1].”
	“3” is missing.
	X
	
	
	

	2
	1.2
	See “Reason”
	Mixture of present and past tense in para and sub-paras (a-d): the para describes both activities that already have contaminated areas and activities that could contaminate areas.
	
	
	X
	All bullets are in present tense, except the first one, which is referring to past practices. Text is okay as is. 

	3
	1.4, line 
	Delete “Complete removal of the contamination is not implied.” 
	The sentence is not part of the definition of remediation. Or, if preferred, it can of course be kept but should in that case not be part of the quotation.
	X
	
	
	The phrase was kept, but has been moved outside of the quotation, as suggested.

	4
	1.11, line 1
	Delete “large”
	It might be slightly misleading to focus on the size of the area, it is not the size that drives the application of requirements, but the level of a hazard – graded approach.

Better to use the phrasing from the current WSG31.
	X
	
	
	Agreed. The text has been updated, as follows, to capture this comment, as well as Comment 3 from the USA [USA-3]:

“The scope of this Safety Guide includes all aspects of the remediation of areas that have been contaminated as a result of unregulated or unauthorized human activities that could cause long-term radiation exposure, and for which a decision of control needs to be taken.”


	5
	1.12
	Delete the last sentence “This Safety Guide does not apply to facilities …”
	Covered in para 1.13.
	X
	
	
	

	6
	2.1, line 2
	Consider using a more appropriate reference for this statement.
	The reference is a report from an expert meeting …
	X
	
	
	Reference to IEM-4 [13] has been deleted from main text, as suggested, and the reference has been replaced with a reference to the Fukushima Daiichi Accident report [2015]. 

Instead, IEM-4 has been added to the reference list in the new Annex compiling relevant references.  See Reviewer Comment 31 from Japan [JAP-31].

	7
	2.5 
	….The framework should incorporate laws and regulations that:
(X) Ensure that for each authorised/registered activity and practice provisions are made to ensure remediation in case of accidental release. 
	For prevention of state liability for minor remediation needs in future.




	
	X
	
	A bullet has been added after para. 2.5 (c), as follows:

“(d)	Ensure that for each authorized facility and activity, provisions are made to ensure remediation in case of accidental release”

“/registered” was deleted from the suggested text, as registration is defined as “a form of authorization for facilities and activities of low or moderate risks whereby the person or organization responsible for the facility or activity has, as appropriate, prepared and submitted a safety assessment of the facilities and equipment to the regulatory body” [IAEA Safety Glossary, 2016], and it is, therefore, covered within authorization.

Also, “authorized activity and practice” has been changed to “authorized facility and activity”, since “facilities and activities” is defined as “a general term encompassing nuclear facilities, uses of all sources of ionizing radiation, all radioactive waste management activities, transport of radioactive material and any other practice or circumstances in which people may be subject to exposure to radiation from naturally occurring or artificial sources” [GSR Part 3, 2014], and therefore, practices would fall within this broad definition. 

	8
	2.12
	….(g) The licensee/organisation assigned responsible for remediation actions communicates with the public and interested parties. 
	Add responsibility of a licensee/organization assigned responsible to communicate
	
	X
	
	Agreed that the responsibility of an operator to communicate should be specified in the safety guide, but in a different paragraph than suggested.

Para. 2.13 pertains to the responsibilities of relevant authorities, whereas paras. 2.15 and 2.16 relate to the responsibility of the responsible party to develop a remedial action plan [para. 2.15] and what the remedial action plan should cover [para. 2.16].

Specifically, Para. 2.15 states that “A site-specific remedial action plan should be developed by the responsible party, taking account of the site-specific remediation strategy”), and para. 2.16 (k) states that the remedial action plan should include “…communication with and involvement of interested parties in decisions regarding the development and implementation of protection and remediation strategies, as appropriate”. 

The term “responsible party” was used as opposed to “licensee/organization”, as it is a broad term and also for consistency with the rest of the document. 

	9
	2.13
	… (p) Mechanism ensuring that formal approval by the regulatory body is performed prior to the implementation of each step of the remediation plan and that the verification of a previous step is done. Financial control of the program could be coupled with this procedure. 
	Add text on the mechanism of step by step approval, verification and financing. This is a good practice to control the implementation of a plan at each stage and allows to re-do the work at an early stage should such need be identified. 
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that incorporating the suggested concepts into para. 2.13 improves the text. Therefore, para. 2.13 has been updated, as follows, with a few editorial changes:

“Mechanism ensuring that formal approval by the regulatory body is performed prior to the implementation of each step of the remedial action plan and that the verification of a previous step is done. This mechanism should provide a step-wise process for approval, verification and financing of the remediation, with the adequate flexibility to review past decisions and to adjust the remedial action plan, as appropriate. Financial control of the program could be coupled with this procedure.”

	10
	2.16
	The preliminary characterization data including all types of contaminants not limited to radioactive substances should be used as a basis for prioritizing the affected
areas listed in the inventory.
	A total overview is need to completely understand the situation
	X
	
	
	

	11
	2.21
	(n) Reviewing and approving significant changes in the remediation plan including procedures and equipment that may have an impact on health, safety or the environment;





(s)Ensuring public participation in the decision making process associated with the remediation.
	It is more likely that significant changes in remediation plan should have an impact on health, safety and environment, rather than procedures or equipment.  


It is not intended to involve the public in the practical activities during the remediation. 
	X (n)
	X (s)
	
	Para. 2.21(n) was updated, as suggested.

It is agreed that (s) should also be updated, recognizing that the public is not only involved in providing input during the decision-making process, but also in other ways (e.g., having opportunities to conduct remediation work, conducting monitoring, gaining access to monitoring data, participating in public meetings, etc.). With this in mind, (s) was updated, but in a more generic way, as follows:

“(s) Ensuring public participation throughout the remediation process.”

	12
	2.24
	Regulatory oversight of remediation work is necessary before, during, and where appropriate, after site remediation and should follow the same principles as any planned exposure situation. 
	
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that the suggested change improves the clarity of the text. Therefore, the text has been updated, with one minor editorial change: “as any planned exposure situation” has been changed to “as planned exposure situations”. 

	13
	2.36
	Interested parties should be encouraged to contribute to the decision making process through input to the government throughout the planning and implementation of the remediation process.
	What is an informal input? 
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that clarification of what informal input is would be useful. That said, the idea that there are different ways for interested parties to provide input, ranging from formal, procedural mechanisms to much less formal approaches is important to maintain. Therefore, a footnote has been added to provide some examples of different types of formal and informal mechanisms for providing input to clarify. 

	14
	3.1
	… “A planned exposure situations arises from the planned operation of a source or from a
planned activity that results in an exposure due to a source — this includes the planned decommissioning, any necessary…”
	Quotation and reference is missing.

	X
	
	
	Quotation and references were added to para. 3.1 (b) and (c), as well, and exact wording was used, as these are now quotations.

	15
	Chapter 3
	General comment: this chapter describes how to apply graded approach towards prioritizing a site for remediation, but there could also be a need to prioritize and apply graded approach in frames of the site in remediation. Provide examples on how the regulatory controls could be prioritized.
	
	X
	
	
	It is agreed that further information on the application of the graded approach in remediation could be beneficial in Chapter 3. To address this comment, para. 3.5 has been updated, as follows:

“Consistent with GSR Part 3 [1], the graded approach is applied in the planning and implementation of remediation to determine the appropriate level of analysis, documentation and the necessary actions and regulatory oversight, such that effort is commensurate with risk. Corresponding criteria, relevant to the situation, should then be set. The process should consider the relative importance to safety and security, the magnitude of the hazard involved and its duration, the characteristics of the situation, the relative importance of radiological and non-radiological impacts and other relevant factors. The graded approach helps to identify the key areas of the assessment where the highest contribution to doses and risk are to be expected, to direct the effort to these specific areas to minimize the overall costs of the remediation.”

	16
	3.12
	(i) waste management possibility and waste disposal availability. 
	
	
	X
	
	Agree with addition, with slight wording changes, as follows:

“waste management options and availability of waste disposal facility;”.

New bullet was added after Bullet (e), instead of at end of list.

	17
	3.17 
	The requirement for optimization entails the selection of such of an optimum remediation strategy option from a set of justified options, such that the nature, scale and duration of the remedial actions provide the maximum net benefit.

3.18 The optimization process may lead to extensive remediation, but not necessarily to the restoration of previous conditions. In some cases, restrictions on land use may be the outcome of the optimization process.
	Better wording is proposed to explain.






An important statement that deserves to be an own para.   
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that para. 3.17 should be split into multiple paragraphs and this has been done, as suggested.

The change of the text from the selection of an optimal “remediation option” to “remediation strategy” changes the meaning of the paragraph, which is focused on using the principle of optimization to select a remediation option from a group of possible options. Therefore, with the exception of some minor editing to improve the wording (to address the comment), “remediation option” has not been changed to “remediation strategy” has not been changed.

The paragraph has also been updated to address Comment 1 from Belgium (NIRAS/ONDRAF). 

	18
	4.6
	The next phase of the process is implementation of remediation. During the implementation phase, remedial actions are carried out in accordance with the approved remediation plan. The step-by-step approval of remedial actions by the regulatory body with assessment and evaluation of lessons learned of the previous steps proves to be effective approach. 
	Add guiding advice 
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that it would be useful to provide more guidance in para. 4.6. Therefore, the proposed text has been added, with a few minor editorial changes for consistency of style.

	19
	5.4
	… nearby water resources and their use by the public, types of soil, and human activities in the vicinity (including any
interactions with the contaminated site itself), presence of endangered or protected species. 
	Add non-human biota. These could also be considered when taking decisions on remediation after the site has been abandoned and could have become a habitat for important non-human biota. 
	
	X
	
	Thank you for this useful comment. The text has been updated with minor editorial changes, as follows, to address it:

“Relevant information pertaining to the site, both current and historic, should be gathered. This may include information on the nature and extent of the activities carried out, the past and present owners or tenants, the location and boundaries of the site, buildings, buried material, physical barriers, geological and hydrogeological characteristics, nearby water resources and their use by the public, types of soil, human activities in the vicinity (including any interactions with the contaminated site itself), and as appropriate, the presence of endangered or protected species.”

	20
	5.8 
	The information collected during the preliminary site evaluation should be used to determine if there is a problem by making a preliminary screening based on projected effective dose and existing clearance levels. 
	Clearance levels not to be forgotten 
	X
	
	
	

	21
	5.14 
	(e) important non-human biota
	See comments to 5.4
	
	X
	
	The bullet has been added, as suggested, with some wording changes to include other factors that should be considered, as follows:

“(d)	Site specific conditions, such as climatic factors, physico-chemical conditions, environmental pathways, and resident wildlife species;”

	22
	6.3 
	The objective can be expressed in terms of dose and end state, and any eventual restrictions regarding the use of the site.
	Add an option 
	X
	
	
	

	23
	6.10 
	(e) mobility of XXX;
(f) volume of waste? 

(k) availability of waste disposal facilities 
	What is meant: radionuclides, other contaminants, equipment? 
Waste disposal is an important factor to consider.
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that more clarity is needed regarding bullets (e) and (f), and that an additional bullet is needed regarding waste disposal (and also waste storage).

Therefore, the text has been modified, as follows:

“(e) reduction in mobility of radionuclides and other contaminants; 
(f) reduction of volume of waste ; 
(g) availability of waste storage and disposal facilities;”

	24
	6.11 
	A compromise may sometimes have to be accepted between what would otherwise have been the desirable  optimum remediation option and the option that is possible with the funding actually available.
	Optimum is what is doable, otherwise it is only desirable. 
	
	
	X
	Optimum is defined as “Most conducive to a favourable outcome; best” [Oxford dictionary]. 

	25
	6.13
	
	Move to the beginning of chapter 6. This conservation or insulation of contamination is an important alternative to site remediation and should be considered before a decision on remediation is taken.
	X
	
	
	It is agreed that para. 6.13 would be better placed earlier in the text of chapter 6, such that strategy is covered before planning. With this in mind, para. 6.13 has been moved after para. 6.2, and the following sentence has been added at the end of the paragraph to link it to the paragraph that follows:

“Such strategies should form the basis of the remedial action plan”.  

	26
	6.20 -6.23
	Information obtained from safety and environmental assessments of an existing exposure situation can aid in justifying and optimising options for remediation. Estimates of present and
future doses received by the representative person also assist the justification and optimisation process. Dose calculations should be performed regularly along the remediation process and remediation activities modified, as needed, to minimize dose. Annex II provides further discussion of dose assessment as it pertains to remediation.
	Delete. This information is already provided in chapter 3 when a decision on remediation is taken. 
	
	
	X
	It has been decided to maintain para. 6.20-6.23 for now, as these paragraphs serve to consolidate in one section the key considerations regarding the application of the principles of justification and optimization in planning and implementation of remediation. 

	27
	After 7.38
	The information and records collected should be stored for long periods of time and ensuring that any revisit of decisions and actions taken as well as the results achieved could be possible, in particular for the site released for free use, when institutional memory of a site might disappear as no oversight is maintained. 
	Add a guidance
	
	X
	
	It is agreed that inclusion of this concept into the text is beneficial. Therefore, the following paragraph has been added after para. 7.38, with some editorial changes:

“The records collected should be stored for a period of time as deemed appropriate by the regulatory body. This would ensure that the decisions and actions taken, as well as the results achieved could be reviewed, as needed, in the future. This is particularly important in the post-remediation phase.”
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