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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

	
	Page 54, Requirement 38 and
 page 88, Requirement 66
	Existing text: “…and accident conditions.”

Proposed New text: “and

conditions that are referred to as credible abnormal conditions, or conditions included in the design basis”
	Term “…accident conditions” is not appropriate/applicable for prevention criticality  accidents because 

(1) It does not reflect the wording of a fundamental requirement which is followed by many Member States (i.e. by U.K., USA, Canada, India, China, etc.). 
(2) Furthermore, ‘accident conditions’ include two components: design basis (DB) and design extension conditions (DEC). As per IAEA documents, various aspects, related to the DB and DEC, are allowed to be treated differently, such as assessment methodology (conservative approach in DB versus best estimate approach in DEC), acceptance criteria (rigid criteria for DBA versus goals or targets for DEC), also see para 6.83 of DS478. Such differences are not allowed by criticality safety regulations and standards.

Justification for the proposed  text:

(1) Proposed text is consistent with the terminology used in existing national and international standards on criticality safety and with other parts of the DS478 on criticality.
(2) The proposed text is consistent with the proposals of the final document of “IAEA Workshop on Criticality Safety in the Handling of Fissile Material for Fuel Cycle Facilities”, 2014 February 
(3) The proposed text is identical to the proposal CA-N26, which was made during previous round of comments by Member States (Step 7a) and accepted by IAEA. 
	
	
	
	

	
	Page 102, para A1 b)
	Existing text: “…Loss of reactivity control”
Proposed text ”Loss of criticality controls’ 

	Primary use of term “reactivity” is in applications to reactors. For prevention of inadvertent criticality accidents at fuel cycle facilities, term “criticality controls’ is used as per existing national and international standards.
	
	
	
	

	
	Page 22, Requirement 6
	Append existing text of the requirement by proposed text ” in accordance with a graded approach’ 


	Text of Requirement 6 (and follow-up paras 4.30-4.34) does not permit grading, but it should on the basis that there are small fuel cycle facilities (primarily at the front end of the fuel cycle) where a large independent safety committee would not be appropriate or possible.  
	
	
	
	

	
	Page 31, para 6.20 and page 32, para 6.25
	Ethier append existing text of paras 6.20 and 6.25 by “in accordance with graded approach as further specified in para 6.28” or use other editorial changes to make text of paras 6.20 and 6.25 consistent with the graded approach and para 6.25
	There are inconsistencies between a graded approach and the wording in paras 6.20, 6.25 and 6.28. In particular, para 6.28 requires application of the graded approach including “determining the required number of levels of defence”, whereas paras 6.20 and 6.25 seem to imply that number of levels of defence is always 5.


	
	
	
	

	
	2.13
	In application of the concept of defence in depth, the chemical hazards associated with the radioactive material (i.e. dangerous chemical properties combined with, or arising from, the chemistry of particular radioactive materials or as a consequence of activities at the facility) need to be taken into account at every level of defence. The potential interaction of multi-facilities or multi-accidents on the same site at fourth and fifth levels also needs to be considered where applicable. 
	For a complicate nuclear site with multiple facilities, Multi-facilities and multi-accidents that could happen simultaneously, due to a common cause failure such as flooding or earthquake etc.
	
	
	
	

	
	4.27
	In accordance with national regulatory requirements, the operating organization shall carry out systematic periodic safety reviews of the nuclear fuel cycle facility throughout its lifetime, with

account taken of ageing, modifications, human factor, operating experience, technical developments, new information on site evaluation and other information relating to safety from other sources.
	Because a number of nuclear accidents are caused by human errors Therefore human factor should be considered in the safety analysis and safety design process. 
	
	
	
	

	
	6.21 (d)
	Shall provide for supplementary controls for the facility by means of automatic actuation of safety systems, such that failures and deviations from normal operation that exceed the capability of control systems can be controlled with a high level of confidence. If needed, the operator actions can only be credit in the early phase of safety system failures to ensure that operator could have sufficient time to take the actions.
	To be more clear statement for the automatic actuation of safety system and operator actions. 
	
	
	
	

	
	6.27
	Additional events may be postulated for emergency preparedness and response that were not considered for levels 1-3 of defence in depth. Interactions or impact from accidents occurred simultaneously or sequentially at other facilities in the same site shall be considered in levels 4 and 5 of defence in depth; see GSR Part 7 [7].
	Should be more specific that only interactions or impact of the accidents, not the accident itself, occurred in other nearby facilities shall be considered in level 4 & 5 of DiD.
	
	
	
	

	
	6.184
	The facility shall be provided with adequate storage for emergency equipment (such as personal protective equipment), instrumentation (including portable instrumentation) for hazard monitoring and a sufficient number of escape routes, clearly and durably marked, with reliable emergency lighting, ventilation and other services essential to their safe use. The escape routes shall meet the relevant international requirements for radiation zoning and fire protection and the relevant national requirements for industrial safety and nuclear security.
	In an emergency case, portable instrumentation is needed to monitor the event progression for the safety judgement, when the fixed instrumentation in the field fails to function.
	
	
	
	

	
	6.185
	Suitable alarm systems and means of communication shall be provided so that all persons present at the facility and on the site can be given warnings and instructions, in all facility states. The availability of the means of communication necessary for safety within the facility shall be ensured at

all times. Means of communication shall be available in the control room and also in the emergency centre from which the emergency response is coordinated. Roles and responsibilities should be clearly defined, such as who should be lead and to make final decision etc., in emergency case when multiple locations and groups are involved. This requirement shall be taken into account in the design and in the diversity of the means of communication selected for use.
	Authority of personal should be clearly defined in emergency case, to avoid unnecessary confusion caused by human error during communications among multiple locations and groups. 
	
	
	
	


1

