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USA Member State Comments on IAEA Draft Safety Guide
“Decommissioning of Nuclear Power Plants, Research Reactors, and Other Nuclear Fuel Cycle Facilities (DS452)”
	COMMENTS BY REVIEWER
Reviewer: US multiple  (Contact: Boby Eid; Boby.abu-eid@nrc.gov)
Country/Organization: United States of America / US Nuclear Regulatory Commission – 

WASSC (Coordinator)

Date:   April, 17, 2015

	RESOLUTION

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

	1
	General
	The document is comprehensive and well presented.  USA comments presented below are provided to enhance quality of the document for clarity and completeness.   
	USA appreciates IAEA effort in developing this guidance document.
	X
Comment noted, no action required.
	
	
	

	2
	1.13/2 (footnote)
	Change paragraph in footnote “1.14 to 1.13”
The scope of facilities is explained in 1.13, not 1.14.
	Completeness and Clarity


	X
	Accepted, but later footnote 5 deleted on the basis of other comments.
	
	

	3
	1.19
	When only a p art of a facility is being decommissioned, this Safety Guide only applies to the decommissioning actions associated with the part of the facility that is being decommissioned.
	First sentence needs clarification
	X
	
	
	

	4
	2.8
	An environmental impact assessment7 should be developed concurrently with the final decommissioning plan, consistent with national requirements. Environmental protection has to be maintained during decommissioning and after its completion, if a site is released with restrictions on its future use. Adequate controls should be defined by the licensee and approved by the regulatory authority to ensure mitigation of significant impacts to the environment, both on-site and to the surrounding area. Specific provisions required by the regulatory authority based on the environmental impact assessment should be monitored to ensure implementation by the licensee, depending on ofthe final end state described in the final decommissioning plan. 


	The sentence regarding adequate controls to ensure mitigation was moved to follow developing an environmental impact assessment because mitigation is developed in the environmental impact assessment.

Revised to include role of the regulatory authority. If provisions are required, then the provisions should be monitored.

	X
	
	
	

	5
	1.19
	When only a p art of a facility is being decommissioned, this Safety Guide only applies to the decommissioning actions associated with the part of the facility that is being decommissioned.
	First sentence needs clarification
	X
The same comment as #3.
	
	
	

	6
	2.11 Bullet 2
	Modify the second sentence to read: “In particular, the extent of which ageing or abandonment may have compromised building structures; or due to lack of adequate maintenance.

	The wording in the text ““…due to a long period of poor maintenance;” may indicate lack of inspection and corrective actions on behalf of the operator, the licensee, and /or the regulator. This may indicate failure of these safety regimes which needs further elaboration and discussion, if such a case is common and frequently exists.    
	X
	
	
	

	7
	Section 4
	It would be helpful to include reporting requirements.
	Completeness 
	X
New para 4.31 added.
	
	
	

	8
	5.4
	Para 5.4 stated “Immediate dismantling is the preferred strategy.” However, in many cases a phased approach to decommissioning in which it can be accomplished within a time frame of 20-60 years may have advantages to allow for radiation protection safety, decay of radioactive inventory, managing inadequate funding, and minimizing cost of decontamination due to reduction of level of radioactivity.  Therefore, we propose that the language in the above statement be softened.  The majority of DS452 guidance is neutral on strategy opinion, but this is one of the few places where it makes a definitive statement. This comment also applies to Section 7.10a.

In some cases, operation of one unit may cease and decommissioning has to wait for until cease of operations of another unit (s) at the same facility. Therefore, preference of a decommissioning strategy may be site-specific and dependent on actual situation or condition. 

	Completeness
Most of the text in DS452 is mute regarding on selection of a preferred decommissioning strategy except for this Para without providing a discussion of pros and cons of different decommissioning strategies based on situation and site-specific conditions. This comment also applies to Section 7.10a. 


	X
Text moved to 5.2, on the basis of other comments (Sweden)
	
	
	

	9
	Para 5.9
	This Section 5.9 (financial funding) could be problematic on how to treat certain facilities with a shortfall in decommissioning funding due to lack of previous financial arrangement or due to lack of planning such as premature shut down or accident.  Therefore, availability of financial resources for immediate dismantling could be more complicated and need to be elaborated on further. 
	The assumption that adequate financial arrangements for all facilities are already in place may be imprecise. Therefore, the guide should consider situations where immediate adequate funding for decommissioning is inadequate and how it can be addressed.   
	X
Several other comments suggested revisions (Canada, ENISS, Sweden). Please see the revised text(now 5.8).
	
	
	

	10
	Para 5.34
	This Para implicitly recommends the performance of periodic safety reviews. There appear to be no other references to PSRs in the document. If PSR is an important aspect of decommissioning it should be elaborated on in the text. 
	Completeness: 

Need an explicit statement regarding periodic safety reviews.

	X
	
	
	

	11
	5.40


	Delete the second sentence, and replace with:  An example of this might be a change in the population surrounding the facility, such that accident analyses involving transportation of decommissioning waste products would have to be reconsidered.
	This is a more appropriate example.
	X
Example changed.
	
	
	

	12
	Para 6.2
	Consider adding text to prompt updating cost estimate due to spills, leaks, etc.  This is mentioned in Section 7, but not discussed in Section 6.
	Completeness:

Depending on extent of spills and leaks the cost to remediate could be high.
	X
Text added in para 6.9
	
	
	

	13
	Para 6.12
	Section 6.12 should also include a statement about long-term spent fuel management.


	Completeness
	X
	
	
	

	14
	7.3/Figure 1
	Resize/enlarge Figure 1 and the text. The small boxes and vertical text are illegible and difficult to read.
	Correctness/Editorial
	X
	
	
	

	15
	7.6(l)
	“Consider providing defense-in-depth measures to reduce the risk of inadvertent releases.”
	Ensure coverage of potential accidents.
	X
	
	
	

	16
	7.31
	Resize text. 
	Editorial & Presentation: This section appears to be in a larger font than the rest of the guide.
	X
	
	
	

	17
	Footnote #10 (Pg,42)
	The final decommissioning plan is that version of the decommissioning plan submitted for approval to the regulatory body prior to conduct of decommissioning actions.  
	Words more consistent with Requirement #11
	X
Now footnote 11
	
	
	

	18
	7.46/line 4
	“..restricted reuse, the financial management of the decommissioning fund, and on the socio-economic impacts.”
	Certain stakeholders raised  concerns that money held for radiological decontamination purposes may have been  used  for other purposes, casting doubt on the financial capability of the licensee to successfully complete decommissioning.
	X
	
	
	

	19
	8.26


	“If an emergency plan does not exist, consider developing one appropriate for the potential risks posed by the facility.”


	Ensure existence of an emergency plan.
	X
Text added, now para 8.29.
	
	
	

	20
	8.27/line 4
	Add the standard that is being referenced.  “In accordance with IAEA GSR Part 7 [24].”
	Completeness
	X
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