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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
2

3


	General

3.11

4.2b


	The document adds 75 new requirements.  ONR queries whether this is really necessary given that many are covered by generic IAEA guidance given in the GSR Parts.
Delete reference to security threats.  “The regulatory body shall take account of associated chemical hazards in making its assessment”.
Suggest “Shall clearly define responsibilities and accountabilities for safety with corresponding lines of authority and communication and shall avoid conflicts with other business roles, responsibilities and accountabilities.”

	See comment

Not all national regulatory bodies are responsible for security at sites.
All staff have responsibilities for safety including operations management.
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5

6


	4.2f

4.29

4.5


	In the UK, the government through the Nuclear Decommissioning Agency is responsible for ensuring adequate levels of funding for decommissioning rather than the licensee. 

Suggest “Any modifications that arise from these findings shall be implemented in a timely manner” should be changed to “A graded approach should be taken to ensure that safety significant modifications are implemented in a timely manner”.

In making safety the highest priority Requirement 3 goes well beyond the requirements of GSR Part 2 Requirement 2.

Suggest “that give protection and safety a high priority”.

	See comment

See comment
See comment
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	7

8


	4.10

Paragraphs

4.10, 4.21, 4.25, 6.1, 6.29, 6.57, 6.59, 

Requirement 54

8.12, 8.19, 9.10, 9.16, 9.53, 9.58d

9.71, 9.78, 9.84, 9.86c, 9.106, 9.118, 9.125,

Requirement 74

10.2, 10.8


	Suggest “in a safe manner and within operational limits and conditions identified in the licensing documentation such as the safety analysis report.”
Replace need “for regulatory approval” with “for review by the regulatory body as appropriate”.

	The reference to approved OLC is too narrow.  These matters need to be in accord with limits and conditions more widely, e.g. those identified in the licensing document (para 3.5) or as per the SAR (as stated in Requirement 5).

All these paragraphs & requirements state the need for approval which according to IAEAs official glossary means “the granting of consent by the regulatory body”.  This blanket requirement is inconsistent with the UK’s graded regulatory framework.
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10
	6.74

9.15
	Requirement 21 needs to be clear that it applies to new build.  We would also only expect severe accident analysis and design extension conditions to be performed for facilities capable of giving a large off-site release. Suggest “For new nuclear fuel cycle facilities a set of design extension…” Similarly, 6.76 should make it clear it applies to new build.
Note 35 at the bottom of the page should be deleted.
Suggest “for operational states, the number of operating personnel shall be specified either in the operational limits and conditions or through appropriate arrangements under the licence.”

	Provides clarity that this applies to new build.

In the UK minimum manning levels are covered by Licence Conditions LC11 on emergency arrangements and LC36 on organisational capability.


	
	
	
	


