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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
	1.2 pg 5
	New 1.2 text : “Ageing management for nuclear power plants means that ensuring the ageing effects will not prevent affected systems, structures and components (SSCs) from being able to accomplish required safety functions throughout the service life of the plant (including decommissioning), with….”
	We think this is important to recognise early that effective ageing management also includes those SSCs to support safe decommissioning, as per detail later in 3.37
	
	
	
	

	2
	1.11 pg 6
	New 1.11 text : This safety guide deals with the establishment, implementation and improvement of ageing management and ageing related activities important for safe LTO of nuclear power plants (including decommissioning), taking account of the differing reactor designs worldwide. 
	This text serves two purposes : 
Firstly, as per above, we think it is important to confirm in the scope that decommissioning is explicitly covered, as per detail later in 3.37.
Secondly, we think the scope should make it clear that the intent is to cover all types of reactor design.  As it is currently written there is an apparent bias towards PWR / BWR configurations, with focus on water chemistry as opposed to other coolant / moderator combinations (also see later comment on need for differing coolant chemistry considerations).
	
	
	
	

	3
	2.20
	Change “AMPs” to “plant programmes” or vice versa
	There should be consistency in terminology, or the distinction between “AMP” and “plant programme” should be defined.

	
	
	
	

	
	2.23
	A proposal cannot be made because of unclear information. Please, re-phrase to avoid misunderstanding.
	It is unclear what is the 2nd parameter. Making guesses ought to be avoided.
	
	
	
	

	4
	2.29 pg 11
	Add new section “7 Management of Knowledge Obsolescence”. This should summarise the key guidance from identified references in 2.29.
	ENISS notes the exclusion of obsolescence of knowledge, and the reference out to Refs 2 and 8. However, we think that this Safety Guide would benefit from inclusion of how operating organisations should protect themselves against obsolescence of knowledge both internally within the organisation and externally amongst the Suppliers.  Such a new section would make DS485 much more complete and useful to the reader.
	
	
	
	

	5
	Table 1
	Table 1 should be placed after 2.29 for better coherence in the text flow. 
	Better readability. 
	
	
	
	

	6
	3.3 pg 12
	- Ensuring that all levels of the analysis are either performed, or specified and accepted, by adequately qualified experts within the operating organisation, to ensure AM and LTO specific aspects are taken into account.”
	The suggested additional text provides the necessary flexibility which may be required when suppliers undertake analysis on behalf of the operating organisation, still identifying the need for qualified experts within the operating organisation to specify and accept such work.
	
	
	
	

	7
	3.11
	Ageing management should be addressed in the safety analysis report in accordance with GS-G-4.1 included as a topic in the general design criteria and should be addressed in the safety analysis report. Ageing management should include the following topics [10]:
Delete the bullets under paragraph 3.11. Keep the reference to GS-G-4.1.
	Limit the amount of information that should be addressed in the SAR. It is impracticable to have too much information on ageing management reported in SAR. Information on ageing management is better reported in other documentation. It is suggested a general reference to GS-G-4.1 is made rather than to specify explicitly what is to be reported in SAR within this document.

Furthermore, the notion of “…included as a topic in the general design criteria” ought to be clarified. The risk for mix-up with US NRC GDC (General Design Criteria) is obvious. GDC specify NRC’s requirements for the design of nuclear power reactors. Ageing management is not suitable as a principal design criteria. General design criteria (Appendix A to 10 CFR Part 50) establish the “necessary design, fabrication, construction, testing, and performance requirements for structures, systems, and components important to safety”.
	
	
	
	

	8
	3.25
	“hot spots” ought to be mentioned
	The presence of “hot spots” may have a significant impact on ageing management.
	
	
	
	

	9
	3.32 pg 16
	New 3.32 bullet :

- Review radiological dose trends to assess impact on surveillance activities which may be required to support LTO. 
	Adding a new bullet within 3.32 prompts the operating organisation to think about the impact of increasing dose levels in the context of surveillance.  If there are dose constraints then such an early review will identify these activities, allowing the operator to schedule earlier surveillance.  In this way dose levels do not become prohibitive.
	
	
	
	

	10
	Section 4
	Rename “Water Chemistry” section  to  “Coolant Chemistry” and change individual references from “water” to “coolant” within the existing bullets 4.45 to 4.48.
	Section 4 text is too biased towards water cooled scenarios (PWR/BWR).  This Guide will be relevant to Operating Organisations with other reactor design types (eg. Gas-Cooled Reactors), and therefore the renaming of the section, along with removal of specific consideration to water will provide wider coverage of scope.
	
	
	
	

	11
	4.3
	(SSAR) ought to be (SAR)

	Editorial correction.
	
	
	
	

	12
	Note 3 page 15, 5.63 item 6, 5.70, 7.33
	FSAR replaced by SAR ?
	Is the right terminology being used ?
	
	
	
	

	13
	4.10
	All modifications of SSCs, releases of process software, operational limits and conditions, set points, instructions and procedures should be permanently recorded into accessible form. All non-minor or safety-significant modifications should be part of SAR.
	The existing structure of SARs does not necessarily make it useful to record all modifications there, especially minor modifications. Instead, the guide should allow a database-based handling of such changes.
	
	
	
	

	14
	4.24-4.32
	Introduce better clarity to define the relationship between “Equipment Qualification” and “Environmental Qualification”.  This could be done as part of 4.25 

OR 

Change the heading “Equipment Qualification” to “Environmental Qualification”.
	The heading is “Equipment qualification” but 4.25-4.32 is about Environmental qualification.  Therefore, 
EITHER need to confirm relationship between “Equipment Qualification” and “Environmental Qualification” 
OR change title of section heading to reflect main focus of what follows.
	
	
	
	

	15
	5.3 
	The text in para. 4.4 in existing NS-G-2.12 is open to achieve the coordination function not only through an entity but also through a task force 
	It ought to be acceptable to solve the coordination function through a task force
	
	
	
	

	16
	Fig 3
	Change the text in the Decision Box to “Is the SC at the same time short-lived, subject to periodic replacement or scheduled refurbishment plan, and not required by national regulatory requirements to be included in the scope ?”
	The text should be consistent with the text in 5.16
	
	
	
	

	17
	Fig 8
	The Figure is not entirely consistent with text.  The Figure presents the LTO Assessment boxes (Review of plant programmes for LTO, Ageing BManagement Review for LTO, Revalidation of TLAA) in parallel, whereas they probably should be in series, to better reflect the text in 7.19 to 7.25.
	This makes the Figure consistent with intent of the text 7.19 to 7.25.
	
	
	
	

	18
	5.16
	A footnote should be added to define “Short-lived” 
	Better clarity is required in terms of what “short-lived” means, to avoid confusion and inconsistency across the industry.
	
	
	
	

	19
	Figure 4; page 27
	Remove the direct link at the Top of the Figure which can bypass the question in relation to the existence of TLAA.  The Scope should be connected to the AMR box through the TLAA question box.
	The Figure allows a direct bypass of the TLAA question.
	
	
	
	

	20
	5.27
	Is the reference to 5.27 correct? Should be changed to 5.28
	Referenced paragraph is wrong.
	
	
	
	

	21
	5.43
	The reference to 5.37 should be 5.39
	Referenced paragraph is wrong.
	
	
	
	

	22
	Table 2
	Change “aimed at slowing down potential degradation of SC” to “aimed to preclude potential degradation of SC from occurring”
	Activities aimed to slow down degradation of SC is part of Attribute 5
	
	
	
	

	23
	5.66
	Change 5.66 title to “Validity of TLAA over intended period of operation.  

The validity should be assessed through demonstrating satisfaction against one of the following criteria :

….” 
	The suggested new text will provide better clarity of the differing intents behind 5.63 and 5.66.  As it is currently written there appear to be two sets of criteria for TLAAs, with no identified differences.
	
	
	
	

	24
	7.1, 7.5
	Delete the reference to [21] Safety Reports Series No. 57. 
	The guidance for LTO should be included in this Safety Guide. Confusing to have two document dealing with the same issue. E.g. the 9 attribute in table 2 are not identical to the 9 elements in report 57 para 5.3
	
	
	
	

	25
	7.16, 7.25
	Reference 5.67 ought to be 5.66
	Referenced paragraph is wrong.
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