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Executive summary of the meeting

The Informal Meeting of European Union
Regulatory Organizations was held in
Toledo from 16th to 19th November 1995
by invitation of the Consejo de Seguridad
Nuclear (CSN), the nuclear regulatory
agency of Spain. '

Twelve out of the fifteen Member States of
the European Union were represented:
Belgium, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Ireland, Italy, Netherlands, Portugal, Spain,
Sweden and the United Kingdom. Austria,
Denmark and Owere not able to send repre-
sentatives of their respective national regula-

tory agencies.

The main idea behind the decision for
calling the meeting was to offer an informal
forum for exchanging impressions on diff-

erent issues currently faced by the internation-

al community from the standpoint of nucle-

ar regulators. Due to the informal nature of

the meeting, it was not forseen to reach final

conclusions on the subjects discussed.

Instead, it was agreed to have a printed
report reflecting the personal views openly
expressed during the meeting, which would
not necessarily represent the national
authorities’ official position on those

subjects.

The meeting was divided into five sessions,

each of them dedicated to one specific topic.

The first one was the descriptive present-
ation of each national regulatory organiz-
ation and the exchange of experiencies on
different subjects. Two out of the other four
topics corresponded to the sphere of the
European Union - the eventual revision of
the Euratom Treaty discussed in Session II,
and the desirability and feasibility of harm-
onizing requirements established by
national regulatory organizations of EU
countries , discussed in Session V. The two
remaining topics covered the worldwide
international field - the impact of the
Nuclear Safety Convention analyzed in
Session III, and the views concerning the
ongoing Convention on the Safe
Management of Radioactive Waste discus-

sed in Session IV.

The comparison among national regulatory
organizations as presented in Session I
showed the great differences to be expected
between countries with nuclear power gener-
ation and those having decided to be non-
nuclear. But it also showed big organization-
al structure differences even among the
former, due to various factors such as diff-
erent amounts of electric power installed,
territorial structures, legal systems, national
ideosyncracies, government organization
and parliamentary involvement. Such diff-
erences not only appear in emergency prep-
aredness, a topic in which the influence of the

above-mentioned factors seems to be more



evident, but also in licensing procedures,
operational control of nuclear facilities,
and the assignment of the various specific
responsibilities in the whole organization.
As an example of divergencies, in three cases
the national regulatory authority is under
the Ministry for the Environment, and in
one case each it is under the Ministry for
Health and Social Affaires, Industry,
Energy, Interior or Housing. In one country,
the regulatory body reports to the
Ministries for Industry and for the
Environment simultaneously, and in anoth-
er, the regulatory body is split among three
agencies under the Ministries for Economic
Affairs, Environment and Social Affairs.
Two countries have “independent” agencies,
in one case directly reporting to Parliament,
and in the other assuming the responsibility
delegated by the Secretary of State for the

Environment.

During the discussion in Session II, general
consensus was reached on the view that
nuclear safety matters are outside the
Euratom Treaty scope. Nevertheless, in spite
of some countries considering such a fact as
a reason for the Treaty’s revision, most
governments have not put a high priority or
seem to be reluctant to revise the text. Views
were expressed in the sense that most rel-
evant issues may be covered through the
Nuclear Safety Convention and the ongoing

Convention on Radioactive Waste.

It was considered that the Treaty, when est-
ablished in 1957, reflected a situation for
nuclear energy which in now historical. A
number of provisions in the Treaty ( for ins-
tance, the fissile material being the
Community’s property and the creation of
the Community’s own safeguard system)
and the eventual lack of coverage of other
items reflect political, economical and social
facts at that time which are not the same

today.

Interrelation of this subject with the last
item of the Agenda, i.e. harmonization of
requirements, was underlined for which rea-
son some participants postponed their opi-

nions until the last session.

Various interventions were made in favor
of, against or just reminding of different
issues such as the accession of the EU to
the Nuclear Safety Convention, the even-
tual increasing power of the European
Parliament, the harmonization of emer-
gency planning and preparedness, the crea-
tion of a kind of European Nuclear Safety
Inspectorate under the Commission, the
need for the EU to give some kind of
example to Eastern countries, the military
uses of nuclear enetrgy, excluding weapon

testing, etc.

Consensus was reached on the fact that an

eventual modification of the Treaty cannot



be discussed only on technical grounds but

closely linked to political will.

The impact of the Nuclear Safety

Convention was discussed in Session III.

Concern on the effectiveness of the peer
review process, as the only way provided for
in the Convention for persuading people to
ensure safety, and on a few provisions where
there is some kind of difficulty to explain
how to meet obligations were highlighted
and discussed from different standpoints

and differential nuances.

Various speakers made reference to different
behaviours and safety cultures between
Western and Eastern European countries,
attributable to historical, political and eco-
nomical aspects and to the great dependen-
ce of the latter on Western financial aid to
cope with their own nuclear safety situat-
ions. In this respect, it was underlined that
financial and technical cooperation is not
mentioned in the operative paragraphs
of the Convention. Finland and Sweden
reported on their cooperation with Russia
and Lithuania respectively. There was a
general consensus that the improvement in
nuclear safety in the East will require big
financial resources and long technical dis-
cussions. Western financial aid is essential,
and its amount is so big that the necessary

increments in national budgets for such an

aim would only be acceptable to taxpayers if
protracted in a way as to reach the expected

goal in 20-25 years.

The ongoing process in preparation of the
first Plenary of the Convention was analyzed.
The initiative of the UK and France regar-
ding the review process of national reports
was supported. A long discussion took place
about the real meaning of “consensus” regar-
ding the rapporteur’s report to the Plenary
summarizing the discussions in each country
groups’ peer review meeting. The essence of
the matter is whether the opinion of a
country whose safety situation would even-
tually be criticized during the peer review
might or might not condition the final word-
ing of the rapporteut’s report to the Plenary.
It appeared that a sort of agreement was rea-
ched by interpreting that consensus will
exist should the text of the report be accep-
ted by all relevant participants without

voting or request for modification.

Concern was expressed regarding the burden
which the preparation of reports to relatively
small national regulatory agencies may
represent and on the need to avoid the process
of the Convention becoming a permanent,

continous task for national regulators.

The ongoing Convention on the Safe
Management of Radiactive Waste was dis-

cussed in Session IV.



|

The rapporteurs highlighted several aspects
of the Working Draft - coverage of waste
from mining of uranium ores respecting
exemption levels; the extent to which cover-
age of waste produced during military uses
could be restricted to radioactive material
which no longer has a military usefulness;
the international legal framework to man-
age radioactive material including spent fuel
material arising from dismantling nuclear
weapons; the need to avoid conflicts with
the established regime governing safe
transport; the need of ensuring the independen-
ce of regulatory people against those who
manage radioactive waste, and the con-

venience that the Convention neither commit

signatories to work towards regional solut-

ions for waste repositories nor exclude such

a possibility.

It was agreed that the Waste Convention
should follow the lines of the Nuclear Safety
Convention. Nevertheless, some differences
were pointed out during the discussion, par-
ticularly in the sense that, regarding tech-
nological criteria and safety evaluation meth-
odology, there is not an international con-
sensus for high level waste repositories similar
to the one existing for other nuclear faci-

lities.

The need to reach a good interhational con-
sensus on criteria and methods to demon-

strate and verify safety of repositories, espe-

cially in long term perspectives, was under-
lined after recognizing the paramount
importance of political and social problems
surrounding the waste management issue.
Consensus on technical aspects can be reach-
ed in a not too distant future, but getting
over the political problem arising from the
lack of public acceptance is very difficult.
To use every endeavour to gain such a con-
sensus will favour social acceptance, which

is essential.

Concern was expressed in the sense that,
before such a consensus will be reached, the
Convention could either include require-
ments which nobody would know how to
solve afterwards or become just a wishful
political document meaning nothing from a

technical standpoint.

Difficulties for countries having a small
number of nuclear power plants were poin-
ted out and discussed in relation to eventual
regional or international repositories of

radiactive waste.

Session V was dedicated to the exchange of
opinions on the desirability and feasibility
of harmonizing nuclear safety require-
ments among EU Members States national

regulations.

The issue arises from the fact that the

Euratom Treaty has no provisions related to



nuclear safety (as discussed in Session II)
and gain momentum due to the Council of
Ministers’ 1975 and 1992 Resolutions
calling for the progressive harmonization of
safety requirements and criteria for ensuring
coherence within the EU and its program-
me of cooperation with non-Member States

(e.g. the Eastern countries).

The main topic of discussion was focused on
“what does harmonization of requirements
mean?” Several countries believe that it just
means harmonization of general safety goals
or objectives as opposed to harmonization of
detailed requirements and, in such a case,
consider that harmonization is not only
desirable but necessary. Other countries (in
general, those being qualified importers of
nuclear technology or having decided to be
non-nuclear) consider that not only the har-
monization of safety goals is needed but also
the harmonization of standards and app-
roaches on how to evaluate safety. Among
the latter’s positions there are some differential
nuances regarding the feasibility of such a
level of harmonization being reached com-

pletely.

It was argued that the lack of harmonized,
detailed safety requirements in the EU is
weakening the Western preach at Eastern
countries concerning the need to improve

their nuclear safety situation.

It was also mentioned that even harmoniz-
ation of standards and requirements among
European countries does not ensure harmon-
ization with American, Japanese, Korean
and Chinese reactor designs. In this respect,
the NEA/OCDE tasks on safety matters

were recalled.

Different legal systems and ideosyncracies in
countries were mentioned as main issues for
approaches to evaluate a given acceptable
level of safety resulting as different. The
first group of countries mentioned, mainly
consider that working together through
bilateral or multilateral agreements on real
engineering projects (e.g. the EPR project),
rather than trying to harmonize just ideas at
international level, is the main path to be
followed to improve harmonization,
supplemented by the temporary exchange
of staff members among national authorities.
Views were expressed on the suitability of
involving industrial organizations in the
endeavour to develop harmonization rather
than circumscribing the discussion among

regulatory agencies only.

Differences of opinion from the standpoint of
countries with or without small developed
nuclear programmes and those having many

nuclear power stations became evident.

The importance of the third party liability

issue was pointed out.



Differences in emergency preparedness in
EU countries were repeatedly mentioned
and discussed, and the importance of good
public and inter-agencies communication

was highlighted.

At the end of the meeting, almost all par-
ticipants visited El Cabril low- and medium-
level waste repository in Cérdoba province,
where they also had the opportunity to
discuss technical aspects with senior staff of
ENRESA, the national company responsible

for radioactive waste management in Spain.
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Programme

Thursday, 16 November
14:00 - 16:00 Lunch (optional)
16:00 - 19:30 Session I.
1 Welcoming remarks (J.M. Kindeldn, President of the CSN).
2 Approval of the agenda.
3 Presentation of each regulatory organization and exchange of experiences.
17:30 - 18:00 Coffee break
20:30 Reception (offered by Regional Authorities).
21:30 Evening tour in Toledo (includes Buffet-Dinner).
Friday, 17 November
9:30 - 11:30 Session II.
4 Discussion of the Euratom Treaty - content and limitations.
Rapporteurs: Germany - Italy - Ireland.
11:30 - 12:00 Coffee break.
12:00 - 13:30 Session III.
5 Impact of the Nuclear Safety Convention: peer review mechanisms.
Rapporteurs: United Kingdom - Netherland.
14:30 - 16:30 Lunch (with Spanish Government Authorities hosted by H.E.St.D. José
Manuel Eguiagaray, Minister of Industry and Energy).
16:30 - 18:00 Session IV.
6 Exchange of impressions about the convention on radioactive waste.
Rapporteurs: Sweden - Belgium.
18:00 - 18:30 Session V. _
7 Harmonization of requirements. Is this desirable? Is this possible?

Rapporteurs: France - Finland - Portugal.

Saturday, 18 November

S Visit to the nuclear waste repository at El Cabril (Cordoba).
18:00 Arrival in Toledo.
21:30 Dinner.
Sunday, 19 November
10:00 - 13:00 Guided tour of Toledo.
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Presentation of each
regulatory organization and
exchange of experiences




Session |

Welcoming remarks by the president of CSN, Juan
Manuel Kindelan

Distinguished colleagues and friends.

Allow me first to welcome you to this infor-
mal meeting of the European Regulatory
Agencies and also to thank you for the effort
of coming here today. The idea behind this
meeting is very simple. We just thought of
the possibility of exchanging impressions
on particularly relevant matters currently
faced by the international community on

issues for which we are all responsible.

We consider that the timing of this meeting
is particularly interesting in Toledo because
of the Spanish Presidency of the European
Union. Although these proceedings are not
included in any official meeting of the
Presidency, to a certain extent they could

also represent a contribution to it.

We chose Toledo as the meeting place for a
number of reasons. The artistic and mon-
umental treasures it possesses, which I hope
you will be able to see at least tonight and
Sunday in the event there were an opportu-
nity to go outside for a little while. You will
remember that Toledo was once the capital
of the Spanish monarchy and is a particular

meeting point for cultures; Arabs, Jews and

Christians. For this evening, we have an
invitation from the  Autonomous
Government of Castilla-La Mancha, of
which Toledo is the capital, in the
Fuensalida Palace and we are going to be
welcomed there by the Regional Minister of

Industry Energy and Tourism.

I would remind you, as you saw in the small
leaflet that we sent to you, that we have ear-
marked this afternoon to a brief present-
ation for each country to summarize what
the functions and activities of each Body
are, in order to have an overall rough idea of
the different and particular situations of

every one of us.

Tomorrow, we have divided the day into
four sessions in which, as you already know,
we have asked two or three of our colleagues
to give us a short briefing on two subjects
for an informal discussion afterwards. On
the one hand, we shall be referring to the
Nuclear Safety Convention, mainly concen-
trating on its application and the criteria to
be adopted for the future Convention on
Radioactive Waste Management which has
already started being discussed this year in
Vienna. On the other hand, we shall briefly
address the European Treaty and efforts
involved in harmonizing the objectives and
criteria for radiological protection of people

in the European Union.



Apart from the technical meeting, I hope you
will enjoy your short visit to Spain, and as
you know, the intention was to visit El Cabril
facility for low and medium level waste on
Saturday. However, the problem is the weath-
er. This place is located in quite a mountain-
ous part of the north of Andalusia, not far
from here, but it is very, very unlikely that
the weather will allow helicopters to reach it
on Saturday morning. It will be much easier
coming back on Saturday afternoon because
clouds will be a little higher, but we have
prepared a better solution, as somebody told
me before, a little more complicated but not
so much, because we will take three quarters
of an hour to go to the railway station in
Madrid and a very quick and comfortable
train to Cordoba and then we shall be sleep-
ing overnight in Cordoba and taking a car to
this facility in the morning. We can have
dinner on the train so, whilst it may be more
complicated, it will not be more tiring. We
hope we will be able to return here by heli-
copter, otherwise we shall come by train
again and then you can stay here and do what-
ever you feel like doing, to see Toledo city on

Sunday morning.

Before starting our meeting, I should like to
introduce you to all the Nuclear Safety
Council Board Members who are sitting
here in the front row. Mr. Caro is the longest
serving Council Board Member. He has

been a Board Member for eight years now.

The other four are very young Board
Members. Mr. Alonso, who is a professor in
a High Technical University in Madrid, Mr.
Azuara who was appointed two weeks ago
and Mr. Martin who has been a Member
already for one year like Mr. Alonso and
myself. Mr. Arias is our General Secretary
in charge of day to day management of the
office and then Mr. Durruti, who is in my
Adpvisory Office in charge of special protocol
relations, Mrs. Carmen Martinez Ten is the
Head of my Advisory Office and Mr. Farifia
who is in this Office in charge of
International Relations. I thank you again

for your presence here.



Presentation of each regulatory
organization and exchange of
experiences

address the problem of the number of spec-
ial agents, people in the field of nuclear
safety and radiological protection, and the
new organization, this so-called pre-Agency,

1.1. The Belgian organization presented by Mr. gives an opportunity to put a limited num-

Samain

“I will try to explain a rather complicated
situation for the moment. As some of you
already know, we have a new Nuclear Law
in Belgium. It is a Law of ‘94, but this Law
is not yet in force because we need some grease
to implement it. I will try to give a picture
of, indeed, 2 moving situation. For the
moment, we had two services, one in charge
of Nuclear Safety, and this service depended
on the Minister of Labour and Employment,
and another service in charge of
Radiological Protection and this service
depended on the Ministry of Public Health
and Environment. This was the situation
until July this year. Since July this year,
both these services depend on the Ministry
of Interior and it’s a sort of prefiguration of
the Agency which shall come into existence,
we hope, as from the beginning of next year
and we are preparing the decree to create
this Agency. For the moment, the situation
is that both services are being headed by one
civil servant and I am in charge of this prob-
lem. I have to coordinate the activities of
the two services. It gives some advantage in
practice. It will give an opportunity to do
some economy with personnel because I

guess that every organization has to first

ber of people in charge of all the problems
with respect to their personal conveniences.
You know that, in the technical field, we
have the support of an organization, known
as “Association Vingotte”. Vincotte is a
technical body. We are also in charge of ins-
pection in nuclear power stations and we are
given judgement on problems they have to
manage for the improvement and enforce-
ment of legislation and regulation. But the
final decision is always taken by the
Ministerial Office’s of, for the moment,

both the services of which I am in charge.

Vingotte is agreed by the Ministries to act as
support for the Ministries. Vingotte is in the
field of management independent, but
receives instructions from the Ministry. It’s,
I don’t know the exact English translation,
but in French, we said, “C’est le bras armé
du Departement”. The two services before
mentioned involve sixty persons for the
moment, technical and administrative people,
and Vingotte is also about sixty persons, but
it has ninety percent of engineers. Vingotte
is a real technical body. We have taken some
regulatory precaution to ensure that
Vingotte is really independent of the

operator. First, we, the Board of



Management of Vincotte, are free of all
industrial people from the electricity sector.
The Board of Management is composed of
scientific people from Universities, repre-
sentatives of the General Federation of
Industry and also of Trade Unions, and one
representative of the Ministry is nominated
as observer on the Board of Management.
That’s the first step. The second step is that
there is also a Control Commission. It’s
chaired by a representative of the Ministry
of Labour and Employment. That’s the
situation up to date, but it will be changing
in a very short time. The Chairman will be
a representative of the Agency in the near
future. And this Commission will be watch-
ing over all the activities of Vingotte. First
precaution, all experts who are active in
Vingotte are agreed, personally agreed, by
the Ministeries, on a scientific basis. They
first have to have some University grades
and some experience in the field, and, there
is also a judgement by what we call the
Special  Commission. The  Special
Commission is a Government Advisory
Board from the two Ministeries until last
July and from the Ministry of the Interior
after July and this Advisory Board is com-
posed of, first civil servants of all Ministries
involved in the field, the Ministry of
Employment, + Public  Health and
Environment, Economy, Justice, Interior,
Internal Affairs, and also an equivalent

number of scientific people from the

Universities. Its a Scientific Advisory
Board. And this Scientific Board gives ad-
vice on the capabilities of each expert from
their side. And the last stage is maybe
sometimes the most important but it’s an
informal one, it’s a knowledge that civil ser-
vants have the capabilities of expert advisors
and I can personally say I am fully convin-
ced of their capabilities. So we also have a
technical judgement on it and it’s by the
relations we have from day to day with peo-
ple from Vingotte that we can gain the con-
viction that they work very good and when
we have to discuss some reports we are fully
aware that they are very good. It’s also a per-

sonal conviction you'll see.

I didn’t mention it before but it’s very
important to say that Vingotte is a non-prof-
it organization. That’s by Law. Until now,
Vingotte directly paid by the operator and
the new Law that will come into force next
year, I hope, provides that it be paid by the
Agency and the Agency be paid by the
Electric Utility. There will no longer be a
relation between operator and investigator,
it’s also a question of principle, and it’s the
reason this new regulation will be issued, to
avoid any suspicion that there will be pres-
sure from the operator of the nuclear power
station on Vingotte to avoid problems and
so on. This is very important. I have to say
thar for the last few years, and I can speak of

the last fifteen years, and somebody else can



maybe go further back in the past, that
Vingotte has always acted very indepen-
dently from the operators and we have very

factual reasons to say it.

In Belgium, Vingotte only acts as a Control
Board. It has never done calculations, it is
not a study bureau, for the operator it is
only a Control Board for the Authorities
and it is not allowed to do calculations and
studies for the operator, this is also in our
regulation. Then it has been a long debate
upon the independency of the Control
Board and it’s what’s very important. The
regulation has been growing for more than
twenty years to ensure that the independ-

ency is very real.

One of the reasons when creating an Agency
is indeed to face the difficulty to have a line
between radiological protection and nuclear
safety and I have to admit that until very
soon, we have some problem with having
this line. And it will be easier to have a
decision on the fact in one organization. It’s
easier than to decide between two services at
two different ministerial departments with
two different Ministers. It’s one of the rea-
sons we will try to have the Agency.
Another reason is that I have some contacts
with colleagues from European countries in
all of the fields and we know that it’s rather
difficult in the financial context of today to

engage more civil servants. One of the dif-

ficulties we met during the last fifteen years
was to have new people in our services, in
our offices, and one of the major reasons to
create an Agency which is just not a pure
civil servant office, but what we call in
Belgium “parastatal”. It’s not a State office,
it’s just “parastatal” with all the regulation
allowing to engage new people and so on,
with a Board of Management designated by
Ministers but this Board also has great
power to decide by itself. I have to do some
comparison. I can compare it with some
new European Agency, like the European
Environment Agency or another Agency
created by the Commission as an independ-

ent body. It’s something like that Agency.

In Belgium, for the moment, the
Department responsible for safeguards is
Foreign Affairs, with the support of a spec-
ial service from the Ministry of Justice. But
the new Law provides for support to be
given by the Agency, the technical support
and the collaboration with the inspectors
from TAEA or from Euratom will be given
by the Agency. Also I have to say that the
environmental protection was the respons-
ibility of the Ministry of Public Health and
Environment through the service in charge
of radiological protection which is also in
charge of all environmental problems re-

lated to the nuclear field.”



1.2. The Finnish organization presented by

Mr. Vuorinen

“I have distributed a short brochure giving
a main streamline of our Regulatory
Organization. Let me first say a few words
about the history. The Governmental
Regulatory Control of Radiation and
Nuclear Business commenced by
Parliament issuing laws on radiation protect-
ion and nuclear energy in 1957 which was
followed by the establishment of a
Regulatory Organization in ‘58, so my
Organization was started in 1958. It began
working solely with radiation protection
businesses because just a couple of years
later nuclear affairs started in Finland. The
legislation has been renovated a couple of
times but the latest versions are, let’s say, a
very modern nuclear law which was issued,
I think, in 1988, and new radiation protect-
ion legislation issued in 1992. So we have
rather modern legislation. The Finnish
Centre for Radiation and Nuclear Safety
Control is established in law. So there is a
law dictating obligations and our rights and
we are administratively under the Ministry
of Health and Social Affairs. But, the
Ministry responsible for nuclear energy in
Finland is the Ministry of Industry and
Commerce, so we work for that Ministry
and there is the Ministry of Interior, which
is responsible for emergency preparedness,
so we work also for that Ministry. The

Ministry of Agriculture is responsible for

most areas of foodstuff purity and we work
for that Ministry of course. And we practic-
ally work for all the Ministries. At the
moment we have a staff of two hundred and
fifty people and our budget is about ninety
million Finnish marks, that is about twenty
million dollars. And our work has been dis-
tributed, and organized mainly into three
departments, nuclear safety department,
radiation safety department and research
department. In addition to that, we have
administration, of course, and we are
directly connected with the Director’s off-
ice, a small group for emergency prepare-
dness secretariat and also information serv-
ices. If you look into more detail of the
duties of a nuclear safety department, we
will see that their work is mainly divided
into four offices. Safety of nuclear power
plant operations, that’s operational control,
and then we have a nuclear power plant
safety analysis office, a fuel cycle safety off-
ice and finally an office for radiation safety
and emergency planning. This fuel cycle
safety includes also safeguards and physical
protection matters, so that everything
which needs regulatory control is included.
The radiation safety department is the
department taking care of regular radiation
protection control in Finland, all kinds of
use of radiations, ionizing radiations and
even non-ionizing radiations is under our
control. We also have a metallurgy labor-

atory so we are obliged to keep secondary



standards for measuring, let’s say, that is
important especially for checking the ther-
apy units for hospitals. Non-ionizing radia-
tion includes well all kinds of radiation,
sunshine, ultra-violet, lasers, the low and
high frequency. For medical applications of
magnetic resonance, at the moment there
are some, let’s say, safety rules for those
which use these machines but not so much
for patients, so that there are some safety
concern about those who operate these
things with extremely high magnetic fields,
but I mean that is an area where the real
scientific knowledge of health effects is very
uncertain. On this subject we have a certain
regulatory control. The operators are re-
sponsible for safety, but we have a certain
regulatory control as far as there are regul-
atory requirements. If some elements, some
instruments are produced in Finland, so we
may check them and the operational con-
trol, let’s say Governmental regulatory con-
trol, is done from our organization. We also
have a research department. I would say
that, with reference to the nuclear safety
department, there are about seventy people;
in the radiation protection department,
about forty, and in the research department
about seventy or seventy five and they have
ten different laboratories, mainly on radia-
tion biology and then environmental prob-
lems related, so that we do not do nuclear
safety research, technical nuclear safety re-

search. Since the beginning in Finland, we

have divided responsibilities so that we have
a governmental research organization which
we call VI'T which carries out this technical
safety research and we use famous consult-
ants in many cases, in many areas related to
health effects and environmental problems.
Let me say a few words about licensing our
nuclear facilities in Finland. Our legislation
assumes that if somebody wants to build a
nuclear power plant he needs, at first stage,
a so called decision in principle so he’s ob-
liged to show that his plan is for the benefit
of the country and of course we will do the
technical safety evaluation.

Government will decide if it agrees with the
proposal and if it says yes, that goes to the
Parliament and Parliament will says yes or
no. That is a new feature in our legislation
and that concerns also, let’s say, when we are
preparing to construct waste storages so the
decision in principle has to pass Parliament
approval also and, after getting that de-
cision, there is a normal construction licence
application and an operation licence applic-
ation and we act as a technical control body
and perform the technical evaluation and
follow up of construction and operation, so
that we will make the technical decisions
but the, let’s say, the important political
policy related decisions are made by the
Government. So, the construction permis-
sion is issued by Government and the oper-
ation licence is also issued by Government.

But, Government can issue these licences



only if we propose issuing these licences.
We are a regulatory authority, we are a re-
search organization and we act as an emer-
gency preparedness organization. Let me say
emergency preparedness, what is our duty
there? We have to know what the threat
condition is, what the radiological con-
dition is. We are obliged to prepare recom-
mendations for those organizations which
have responsibility to take counter effect
actions. And we can also provide some ser-
vices, let’s say for example, we have central-
ized the dosimetry service in the country so
we have the obligation to keep the central
dose registry and, we have special project
groups. For example, over the last four years,
we have been working to improve Russian
nuclear power plants, Russian safety culture
and so on, so we get our money through a
budget from Parliament but we can get
additional money from various Ministries
like let’s say, for this Russian assistance,
from the Foreign Ministry. Our regulatory
services are paid by utilities and those
which we control but we do not get money
directly, it goes to Government so we get
that back sometime but it is not earmarked

money.

Regarding emergency preparedness, we
have rather good relations between Nordic
countries. For example, we now see our
emergency centre operating gamma dose-

rate meters located in Sweden and in

Norway and in Denmark. We can read them
from our system directly, and they can read
ours and we have installed round SOSKE-
VITBORE on Russian side close to Saint
Petersburg area, seven monitors and to
cover Denmark we are installing twenty
more round SOSKEVITBORE and next
year we will be reading all these dose rates.
We have already installed eight. We have a
bilateral agreement with Minatom and the
power plants, and we have installed eight
stations, monitoring places in Kola penin-
sula, where there is a nuclear plant and there
are two hundred reactors in Murmansk area,
submarines I mean, and a lot of spent fuel
storage centres. We have installed a monitor-
ing network there together with
Norwegian colleagues so that we can read
and if something happened we agree to be
with many European countries. We send
messages to other countries so that we have
Germany for example, we have cooperation
with France (your colleagues visited
recently Finland for that purpose) and
regarding Estonia for example, there is a
further development going on. I will men-
tion one thing with which I am not satis-
fied, and that is this so called ECURIE sys-
tem working from Luxembourg. That is
working with a very complicated language
systems, that is old-fashioned and should be
thrown out, and we should agree to work
with one single language, like in aviation

and at sea, as emergency organizations have



been working for hundreds of years already
with one single language, but using a coded
language! Our experience from emergency
exercises is that if we send an urgent mess-
age according to rules they should answer
that they have received it. Because of this
coded language, they answer maybe next

day or maybe one week later or so on....

The regulatory responsibility like for the
other nuclear safety radiation protection
related matters, the primary responsibility
for waste relies on the waste producer and
well according to our legislation when it is
agreed that waste has been safely disposed
then let’s say this very very long term res-
ponsibility turns to our Government, but
even then the financial responsibility still
lies on the waste producer. We are a regul-
atory body seeing that adequate safety
requirements are fulfilled. We control and

we develop the requirements.

Finland is not as big as France but it is not
so small either, but fortunately nuclear
power plants are not located so far from
Helsinki. We have site inspectors but they
work let’s say mainly for contract persons
and they do some routine inspections but
most of the inspections are done from our
headquarters in Helsinki, so that the mean
is that they have five inspectots on sites burt

only one resident inspector.

In relation to safeguards before Finland join-
ed the European Union last year, it was very
very clear that our role was different from
now in the sense that we had a responsibi-
lity to report to Vienna. The utilities of
course take care of many things with regard
to safeguards and we follow what they are
doing. They report to us and we will do in-
spections, safeguard inspections. And as I
said according to the Vienna Agency rules,
we had centralized the responsibility to
report to Vienna but according to Euratom
rules, utilities report directly to Euratom.
Our role is different then in the sense that
we have not responsibility to report to
Euratom, we have what concerns our nation-
al safeguards control responsibility which
is exactly the same as it was previously so
that we have a full responsibility to see that
safeguard applications are followed by the
utility in all cases and we have a national
book-keeping system and so on. In that
sense there is practically no change but util-
ities now have the responsibility to report to
Euratom. Of course there is a turnover

period when there is a mixed system.”

On this subject, Mr. Hégberg said:

“When we looked at it, my Agency also had
the responsibility for safeguards or, in the
more general term, the supervisory auth-
ority for Swedish compliance, Swedish

industry compliance with the various non-



proliferation agreements that Sweden has
entered into and with that I mean we of
course entered the non-proliferation treaty
and had the safeguard agreements with
IAEA but we also have a number of bilatet-
al agreements which are older than that
with the United States, Australia and
Canada. These are now being replaced step
by step by agreements with Euratom. But
our Government strongly feels that the res-
ponsibility, the commitments, under the
non-proliferation treaty are national so if
anything happens, if Swedish fissile mat-
erial under Swedish jurisdiction goes astray
somewhere, then it’s a national responsib-
ility. I mean, the Euratom system is an
accounting system and in Sweden we have
taken approximately the same steps as
Professor Vuorinen talked about. The report-
ing from industry goes directly to
Euratom, it’s computerized every day, but
they also update our files so we have up-
dated files on all fissile materials in Sweden.
Secondly, Sweden has been active for many
years in developing the non-proliferation
regime and of course this is a cooperation
with the IJAEA on developments of this
safeguard schedule. Thirdly, export-import
control of sensitive materials is totally out-
side Euratom control. This is wholly nation-

al responsibility.”

And Mr. Vourinen finnished by saying:

“Let me add something. You now see
Euratom inspectors also coming into the
picture and we have some problems just
now under consideration. Some of our ins-
pectors have been agreed to by the Vienna
Agency and Euratom has directly accepted
our utilities, and we hesitate somewhat to
agree with some inspectors from some
nationalities, some wargoing nationalities
or some other nationalities which we know
there are terrorist groups being educated, so
we have some problems at the moment to
accept some safeguards inspectors who have
been accepted by other countries in Europe.
I don’t know what our State Department
will do in that respect because they will
take final political decisions in this case, but
our technical evaluation after consulting
also our police organizations has been that
we do not recommend acceptance of certain

inspectors, so that might be a problem.”

o



1.3. The French organization presented by Mr.

Hulst

“I have the pleasure to present, as briefly as
I can, the safety organization in France. It’s
some kind of a challenge. I promise to stay
within ten minutes. First, do we need a
safety authority? Our feeling was that the
first responsibility was to the operator and
that we have built up a system in which res-
ponsibility for the project is probably great-
er than the one of the DSIN. As a safety
authority we set a general safety objective
requirement. The operators come with their
solutions. We check that these solutions fit
our objectives, then they implement the
approved measures and we then check that
what they do is in compliance with what
they are set to do. I think that is the main
score of the French system. Now, I shall
come to the board to go into details on the
organization. It’s somewhat complicated
after that first simple chart to implement
what we said. Above, on top, are the
Government bodies and below the technical
support bodies. DSIN as a member of the
Ministry of Industry also reports to the
Ministry of the Environment. Decisions are
taken jointly by the two Ministers on the
proposal of Mr. Lacoste. Of course, some
decisions are taken by Mr. Lacoste on behalf
of the two Ministers but when he takes
these decisions he can act on the behalf of
the Minister for Industry and at the same

time on behalf of the Minister of the

Environment. At the Parliament level,
there is a Scientific and Technical Office for
the Assessment of Choices whichever the
choices are. Are we going to get involved in
France in space technology development or
are we going to go to development of semi-
conductors and so on?. It’s not only nuclear,
it’s a parliamentary office composed of
Senators and Deputies to assess the choices
we make in several technical fields. We also
have a High Council for Nuclear Safety and
Information. It’s a body composed of off-
icials, journalists, trade unions, opponents
to the nuclear (we have some anti-nuclear
organizations there) and they say their word
on what we are trying to do in the nuclear
safety field and we have a strong inter-
ministerial commission for basic nuclear
installations which is particularly targeted
to the main facilities. The DSIN is a very
small entity with another one hundred and
fifty persons in Paris and the Paris vicinity
and one hundred and fifty persons in what
we call the DRIRE, the Regional
Directorate for Industry, Research and
Environment spread over the country. So, over-
all, three hundred persons. But, with three
hundred persons, we cannot manage fifty
five plants plus about fifty other facilities
which makes about one hundred and ten
nuclear facilities, reactors, fuel cycle install-
ations, waste repositories and so on. So we
need support and this support is provided
by first the IPSN, Institute for Nuclear



Safety and Protection in the CEA and some
standing expert groups on nuclear reactors,
iong term waste disposal and other nuclear
facilities. And, there’s a specific standing
group for pressure vessels which in fact is a
historical section deriving from the past
development of pressure vessels in the
industry. Recommendations come from the
technical field up to the decision making
level and if needed we ask the Government
and the Parliament to assess and to support
our decisions. How are we organized? We
have four technical divisions: plants, other
reactors, nine hundred megawatt series,
thirteen hundred and fourteen hundred
megawatt series and the BCCN (Bureau de
Contrdle des Chaudiere§ Nucléaires) for the
main components of the primary and second-
ary circuits; plus three horizontal divis-
ions, one dedicated to inspection of the
emergency preparedness, my division in
charge of international relations plus the
financial and administration. In the regions,
we have the dislocation of the task through
nine DRIRE’s nuclear divisions, mainly on
inspection assessment of incidents on site
but without any resident inspector. We have
no resident inspectors at all. Of course, if
needed, we bring inspectors from the head-
quarters to make a dedicated inspection
with the team. Now, about the regulation.
Regulation has three levels in a quality
regulatory pyramid. There is a very small

group of laws. We are thinking about a new

law but we are not so much convinced that
a new law would bring more than what we
have already achieved without many details.
Second, the regulatory field, that is decrees,
ministerial orders, letters of options, what
we call basic safety rules. So, it’s the second
level which is the executive body and, as I
said, first we rely to a large extent on
industry responsibility and design and con-
struction rules, codes and standards which
are known as RCC, for those who know the
French industry, which are built up by the
industry and approved by us. Our approach
is not to be prescriptive, but to give a lot of
responsibilities to the operator and let him
come back with solutions which we think
might be better than the one we should
have imagined ourselves. The RCC refer to
design and construction rules, processes,
materials, civil works, fuel, electric equip-
ment, fires and so on, and also maintenance.
Some are similar to the ASME codes but
they are more, let’s say, genuine for the
French industry. The operator, of course,
complements these documents with the
safety analysis report at the various levels of
the licensing process. There are also general
operating rules which are very important,
specific provisions in case of options which
are taken on site emergency response plan
which is the responsibility of the operator
too, general procedures and licence docum-
ents for effluent release, etc. DSIN is the

port of entry of every document, even if



these documents have to be dealt with by
other Ministries, so we assume coherency. So
when the operator wants to obtain a cons-
truction licence, he makes an application.
This application is sent to us, and then de-

rived to the Ministry of Industry, the

Ministry of the Environment and IPSN.

Then we send it to the prefect and we’ll answer
public enquiry and consult with other
Ministries concerned, Health, Interior and
so on. IPSN is the key element in our assess-
ment. From IPSN come recommendations
and also come recommendations from the
standing groups of experts and then all the
information from public enquiry and tech-
nical evaluations come back to DSIN. We
prepare our decree if we approve. We can
say we don’t agree with previous assess-
ments or recommendations and they have to
go back and do more homework and come
back with a better solution. So DSIN pre-
pares a draft decree which is then passed to
the Interministerial Commission on Basic
Nuclear Installations. If there is an approval
for releases then the Minister for Health
gives his approval and then the construction
licence is given. The licence has no lengths.
Now let me speak a little about emergency
procedures. It becomes a little more complic-
ated because in the case of an emergency we
have several ministries involved. The
Ministry of Industry and Environment
mainly for safety aspects with IPSN sup-
port; the Ministry of Health with the

General Directorate of Health, DGS, and
it’s support body, OPRI, formerly SCPRI
tormerly directed by Professor Bernard and
now by Mr. Mas; and the Ministry of
Interior and the DSC, Direction Generale de
la Securité Civile with CODISC which is
the Centre of Security and Support. They
are, for instance, in chatge of emergency
firemen and all the support in case of any
accident of any kind. Regarding the balance
between decision making in emergency pre-
paredness, we have the national level and
the local level. There are technical teams
which support the decision makers to take
decisions, and the decision makers have to
coordinate together. It’s not easy. The man-
agement decision makers are DSIN, EDF
Paris but also EDF on the site and one very
important actor who is the Prefect in the
region or in the department. That Prefect
has the power of the Government in the
region so he has to take decisions to mobil-
ize the army, the firemen, the hospitals, to
decide whether we are going to evacuate or
shelter the population at once or not. So he
has a paramount role, but he has no technic-
al competence so he has to be supported by
decision makers and these decision makers
are in Paris, the head of DSIN and the head
of EDF (if it’s a plant of EDF) and the head
of the plant in the region he is in. They are
supported by technical centres which are
either in EDF in Paris or in Fontenay-aux-

Roses in the IPSN. An important action we



have in DSIN is information. For informat-
ion of the public in France and abroad, we
have a system on a few data servers called
MAGNUC which can be called from France
or from abroad by dialling our number on
your phone and you get information on all
the sites which are in operation regarding
radiological hazards or information in gen-
eral, the operation, the incidents. There’s also
a summary of each incident if it occurs and
so on. We publish several documents, a bi-
monthly document which is called
“Control”, of which issues are sometimes
published in English or even in German.
Recently we published one on EPR with
German colleagues and it was published
then in German, French and English. It
deals with the issues which we face or
during a period of two months and we mail
it to more than three thousand persons now
in the world. And we also have our annual

report.

Regarding the link between IPSN and CEA
from the very beginning we have seen that
the technical support should not be too
much isolated from the technical field. In
other words, it can be supported itself by
research and development which is perform-
ed not only in the safety field but also in
other fields which are the ones of interest.
So that was a choice which was made on
purpose to have the technical support, the

main technical support, inside an organiz-

ation which is not closed but which can
exchange and be fruitfully enriched by
exchanges with other colleagues. It makes a
flow of exchange of personnel easier than if
it were separated. But, after a certain time,
this organization was criticised and it was
true that the criticisms were real, and were
good criticisms, because IPSN was also
doing work for the industry in anticipation
of decisions which were then taken by us.
So, we could be accused of, let’s say, pushing
a decision through preliminary work done
with the industry. Therefore, what we have
now installed is the separation between the
people who work for us in IPSN and the
others which are in IPSN but don’t work
directly for us. IPSN is fifteen hundred per-
sons and about three hundred and fifty work
for us in the safety assessment division of
IPSN and they only work for us through a
contract which is annually negotiated, and
which is then paid by DSIN. Second, IPSN
has now a committee, a steering committee
of some kind, or a Board, and the Chairman
of the Technical Board of IPSN is my boss,
Mr. Lacoste. In other words, Mr. Lacoste can
drive IPSN in the way he likes to drive
them for its own purposes, and no longer
IPSN, or much less I should say, IPSN
would be driven by the Atomic Energy

Commission aims or targets.”

On this subject, Mrs. Feltin added that the
budget of IPSN is voted in Parliament and



is independent of the budget of the Atomic
Energy Commission. During the discussion
following Mr. Hulst’s presentation, the
dialogue which is quoted added important

information.

Q: Let’s say if there were an accident in a
nuclear facility and fire and a release of
radioactive material, who would be in charge

of protection measures in France?

Mr. Hulst: As I showed very briefly on the
sketch of emergency preparedness organiz-
ation, the boss is in the region. So he has all
the means to cover an accident with or with-
out release. He is supported by local means
which, as I said, are firemen, hospitals,
army, transportation. He can mobilize, in
his region, all the means which could be
used in that emergency case. For taking
decisions in the field of nuclear safety or
consequences, he is supported by the tech-
nical entities or the one who have compet-
ence, in our case, DSIN supported itself by
IPSN and also the Protection Division of

the Ministry of Health.

Q: Could you still say whether the Prefect is

also deciding what to do on plant?

Mrs. Feltin: No, but in case of conflict be-
tween the plant operator and the authori-
ties, the Prefect may receive orders from the

Government, in case we deem the decision

isn’t correct, but mostly the operator is res-

ponsible for his activity.

Q: Just to get a clear picture, what exactly

is the role of the Ministry for Industry?

Mr. Hulst: Your question is addressing the
separation of power between DSIN and the
lobby of energy promotion. OK, this is a
good question also. Historically, DSIN, pre-
viously SCSIN, was created in 1973. Before
that, the regulator was a department inside
the Atomic Energy Commission, so the
decision was taken to create SCSIN, now
called DSIN, in 1973 so we are not so old
and the separation is not so old either.
SCSIN was not an independent Directorate
of the Ministry itself. SCSIN was not in the
Division or Directorate of the Ministry in
charge of energy in general, which we called
the Directorate for Energy and Raw
Materials. It was put under another

called the

Directorate of Industrial Strategy, just to

Directorate which was
make it a separation. That separation was
not enough and when SCSIN became a
Directorate itself, with the full power of a
Directorate, it was then created as a
Directorate independent of the other two, so
we now have three Directorates in the
Ministry: one for energy, one for industry,
different from energy, and the third is safety
DSIN. And we also thought it was not quite

enough to make a clear counterbalance of



the power of the Ministry of Industry and 1.4. The German organization presented by Mr.

that’s why DSIN now reports also to the
Ministry of Environment and their decis-

ions have to be taken jointly.

Q: Can these Ministers decide against
recommendations of DSIN or not? If the
safety evaluation says no, then can the
Ministries decide to overrule the opinion of

this technical evaluation?

Mr. Hulst: Well, for instance, the two
Ministers can disagree together on the pro-
posal from Mzt. Lacoste or one may not be in
agreement with the other Minister and if he
doesn’t agree, there is no decision. In such a
case we can call on the Prime Minister. In
other words, there have been cases in which
we have, say, a “court of appeal” to call on
the Prime Minister to arbitrate, if we think
the case could be arbitrated, because some
decisions can be taken or could have been
taken on political issues. You can have a
Minister who says I don’t take that decision
because it is not politically oriented on the
other decisions or proposals so it’s no longer
a question of technique but it could be a
political decision and the Prime Minister
should then perceive this discrepancy be-

tween the two.

Hennenhdfer

“The German system is also quite complicat-
ed, because we are a Federal State and I shall
try to explain the system to you on one
slide. Our Atomic Law is a Federal Law but
the licensing authority is the State auth-
ority, always. And, the Federal Minister for
the Environment supervises the State auth-
ority, not the utility directly, and this is a big
difference. Therefore we carry out our job in
the Federal Ministry for the Environment,
Nature Conservation and Nuclear Safety
(BMU) by constitution, supervising the
State authority, not super-vising the plant
directly. The political problem is that most
of the German States operating nuclear
power plants are governed by the Social
Democrats who are opponents of nuclear
utilities and therefore try to get out of the
nuclear through the licensing and super-
vising process. And now we are trying in the
Federal Ministry to bring them let me say
onto the right path. We have the right to
give them directives, special directives, and
therefore we have always discussions on a
legal basis, on a constitution basis, between
the State authorities and my Minister. The
technical work is, this is a tradition in
Germany, done by expert organizations. You
see them on the left hand side, the TOV and
at the Federal level it’s the GRS and we have
the Advisory Committees, very important

for us, especially the Reactor Safety



Commission. GRS is independent because
it is a private institution but the share-
holders are on the one hand the Federal
Government and on the other the TGV. It’s
a non profit organization and financed by
public money, only by public money. The
problem is that on the Federal level, we
can’t get any money from the utilities
because we are supervising the State, not the
utility, therefore we need taxpayers money
for this work and we sometimes have prob-
lems with the budget. I'm General
Director of the Directorate for Reactor
Safety. I have three Sub-Directorates, one for
reactor safety, one for radiation protection
and one for the fuel cycle and waste man-
agement. I'm not responsible for safeguards.
Safeguards are up to the Ministry of
Research. This Minister should be respons-
ible for the promotion of nuclear
energy. They are interested to move out of
the safeguards. My Directorate at BMU has
up to one hundred civil servants but we only
do the work on the legal side; the main
work is done by our technical advisory body
GRS with about six hundred members. So

what, I think that’s enough for our structure.”

During the discussion following Mr.
Hennenhofer’s presentation, the dialogue

which is quoted added important information.

Q: In Germany, licensing and inspection

activities are handled at the State level. Can

you mention some figures for how many
people are involved on the State level in

regulatory activities?

Mr. Hennenhofer: We are not very well
informed but I think in a State like Bavaria,
where they have about three or five power
plants, I think they will have round about,
I think, fifty or so civil servants and they
have their TUYV, the Bavarian one which has
I think one hundred for nuclear matters.
And in the whole system, one State has up
to one hundred in the State authority, anoth-
er one or two hundred in its TUV and then

you have the Federal level.

Q: How do you consolidate the experience

you have of the various inspections?

Mr. Hennenhofer: It’s a good question. In
the Federal system, we try to do this with
our GRS. GRS has the job to compare spec-
ial events in the plants and to give infor-
mation about events in German utilities

and from abroad.

Q: I think it will be useful to know someth-
ing about how you deal with emergency
ptreparedness and also the surveillance of the

territory at national level.

Mr. Hennenhofer: It’s also done by the
States and they have systems, technical sys-

tems, for measurement of radiation figures. I



have no special experience now. Sorry I can’t 1.5. The Greek organization presented by Mr.

explain to you exactly what they are doing.

Q: But is the coordination of emergency

preparedness at a national level?

Mr. Hennenhéfer: Emergency prepared-
ness on site is done by the supervisory
bodies. Outside the plants, by the radiation
protection authorities and the normal auth-

orities for the Interior.

Q: Of the Lander?

Mr. Hennenhofer: Yes, of the States, of the

Lander.

Q: Do you have a Federal emergency centre

in Salzgitter?

Mr. Hennenhofer: But it supports us, they

have no own responsibility.

Q: Referring to RSK and SSK as Advisory
Committees, could you elaborate a little bit
more, how large are they, what structure is
supporting these committees, how large are

these organizations?

Mr. Hennenhofer: Members of these
Committees are independent persons, norm-
ally professors from the Universities and
they are supported specially by GRS and by

other scientific institutions.

Katsanos

“I will be very brief since Greece is one of
the few countries which has no- nuclear
power plants and no plans for the near future
to install such plants. However, we do have
other installations like a small experimental
reactor, a five-megawatt reactor, and we
have an organization for controlling other
uses of nuclear power and ionizing radiation
in general. The Greek Atomic Energy
Commission which I represent was introdu-
ced in 1954 for peaceful uses of nuclear
energy, and it was developed in connection
with the Demokritos Nuclear Research
Centre from which it was separated
seven years ago and therefore it is now an
independent organization. However, technic-
ally it relies very strongly on the technical
support of the Demokritos Nuclear Research
Centre. We belong to the Ministry of
Industry, Research and Technology and we
are responsible for representing Greece with
international organizations for nuclear
applications. We are responsible for the
relative legislation in Greece, we have the
authority to licence nuclear installations
other than nuclear power plants, which is a
decision of the Government, if any such decis-
ion will be taken in the future. We are auth-
orized to inspect installations and we also
have a programme for teaching people
involved with radiation devices. We have

the responsibility of monitoring radiation



all over Greece. We represent Greece in
bilateral agreements of early notification in
case of nuclear accidents and we have such
bilateral agreements with neighbouring
countries mainly, like Bulgaria and
Romania. And of course also we have the
responsibility for the dosimetry of all people
working in radiation in Greece. There are
about seven thousand people. A big prob-
lem is the collection of the not-in-use
radiation sources spread all over Greece, and
there are quite a few of them, and we have
now proposed a programme of collection
and temporary storage at the Demokritos
Nuclear Research Centre and that’s about it
about my organization. I'm ready to answer

any questions that you may have.”

Mr. Hulst: You said that you had agree-
ments with neighbours, .in particular for
emergency preparedness. Could you elabor-
ate a little more? Do you have a decision
making, even not together, or have you
exchanges of technicians to deal with these
topics, early warning, information about the

incidents which occur, and so on?

Mr. Katsanos: We rely for nuclear accident
preparedness on the international systems,
the ECURIE and EURATOM, as well as on
the bilateral agreements which are agree-
ments for early notification, nothing else.
And we have our own system, our own organ-

ization, which starts with a notice of a

nuclear accident and I am authorized to call
the technical committees and then all the
Ministers, the Committee of Ministers, who
are responsible for taking measures accord-
ing to the technical advisers or the technical
committees. I don’t know if I've answered

your question.

Mr. Hulst: In the Demokritos Nuclear
Research Centre, do you produce radioactive
isotopes to be used in the country and if this
is the case, are you responsible for the licen-

sing of that production and distribution?

Mr. Katsanos: I should make a correction
to what I said before. It is no longer called a
Nuclear Research Centre. It is simply called
a Research Centre, after we separated, but
still it remains about sixty to seventy per-
cent nuclear in research. Yes, isotopes are
produced for medical applications and we
licence Demokritos to produce and distrib-
ute them and we renew this licence every
year according to inspections and regulat-
ions. Also we have given to Demokritos the
licence for transportation and distribution
of the isotopes introduced from other coun-

tries to Greece.

Mr. Kindeldn: What are you doing in
Greece with radioactive waste manage-
ment? Are you in charge of controlling

waste management?



Mr. Katsanos: We don’t have waste from
nuclear power plants, we have, let me dis-
tinguish, three categories. We have waste
from the research reactor for which we have
an agreement with the United States to give
back the spent fuel, which we have done
recently, and then we have the used com-
mon radioactive sources for which we are
responsible to give permission for their
movement and storage but we have nobody
to collect and temporarily store them. We
have recently proposed a scheme for collect-
ion and temporary storage at the
Demokritos National Research Center, with
the financial support of the Ministry of the

Environment.

I.6. The Irish organization presented by

Mr. G’Flaherty

I will briefly describe the work of the
Radiological Protection Institute of Ireland,
which was established on 1st. April 1992
under the Radiological Protection Act of
1991. The Institute is governed by its own
Board, under the juridsdiction of the
Minister for Transport, Enefgy and
Communications. The Institute’s principal
functions are: providing advice and inform-
ation to the Government and to the public,
regulating activities involving ionizing
radiation, assisting in planning in relation
to radiological emergencies and monitoring

radioactivity in the environment.

Advice to the Government relates to pro-
posals for legislation, and to the implications
for Ireland of installations abroad, which is
a particularly strong concern because there
is a high level of political sensitivity in
Ireland to the risks from installations in
other countries, whether nearby or farther
away. The Institute also advises
Government in relation to cooperation with
authorities in other States and representat-
ion on international bodies. Regarding
information to the public, this is provided
through a library and information service,
public meetings, seminars, training courses

and response to individual queries.



There are no nuclear power plants in

Ireland, but the Institute has the regulatory
responsability for all uses of ionizing radia-
tion in medicine, industry and research. A
licence is required for custody, use, trans-
portation, distribution, etc. of ionizing
radiation in all forms. There are about 1000
licensees, the biggest numerical category
being dental users of X-ray apparatus who
account for about 500. About 100 hospitals
are licensed, while others include
industrial radiographers and three process
irradiation plants. All these licensees are
routinely inspected. Codes of practice are
prepared and issued as required. The
Institute also provides a dosimetry service
for workers occupationally exposed to ionizing
radiation, as well as an instrument calibration

service.

The Institute has the responsibility for pro-
viding technical support to emergency plan-
ning. The ultimate responsibility for the
National Emergency Plan lies with the
Minister for Transport, Energy and
Communications but the Institute provides
the main technical advice, which would re-
late to both the evaluation of hazard and the
measurement of radioactivity in the event of
an accident, and advice as to any counter-
measure which might be appropiate. In this
connection the Institute operates a nation
wide radioactivity monitoring network linked

to its headquarters which provides meas-

urement of radioactivity in a number of loc-

ations throughout the country.

The other major area of the Institute’s work
is the monitoring of radioactivity in the
environment, whether from artificial or
natural sources of radioactivity. It relates in
particular to the emissions from nuclear in-
stallations. Monitoring of the marine environ-
ment receives particular attention due to
the concern which exists about the discharg-
es from the nuclear reprocessing plant of
Sellafield into the Irish Sea. Monitoring also
relates to the effects of the Chernobyl acci-
dent, which are still quite measurable in
Ireland and require a programme of monit-
oring the radioactivity in sheep, general
foodstuff monitoring and certification of
foodstuffs for export. In the area of natural
radioactivity, a substantial programme of
measurement of radon in buildings is
carried out. Finally the Institute also partic-
ipates in a variety of research projects including

collaborative projects under EU programmes”.

During the discussion following Mr.
O’Flaherty’s presentation, the dialogue

quoted added important information.

Q: Have you had joint programmes or free
access to take samples from the Irish Sea or
UK waters, for example, sediment samples
close to Sellafield? Have you any kind of

programmes?



Mr. O’Flaherty: Well, we confine our
monitoring programmes to our own coastal
areas. As far as conditions close to the
British coast are concerned, we receive the

results of the UK monitoring programmes.

Q: You mention that your environmental
programme on the Chernobyl impact was
rather substantial and you are very well
known for having published a lot of good
theories on that. Could you explain what
the situation is now? Are you still monitor-
ing for Chernobyl isotopes? What are you
finding?

Mr. O’Flaherty: Yes, we are still finding
levels of radioactivity in sheep of more than
one' thousand becquerels per kilogramme,
in relatively small numbers, but there are
still sheep in mountain areas with such
levels and of course that is due to the exist-
ence of elevated levels in the soil and veget-
ation on mountain areas. Therefore, it is
necessary to continue a monitorfing pro-
gramme to ensure that such sheep are graz-
ed on lowland pastures before slaughter, so
that meat reaching the consumer does not

have anything like such levels.
Q: How many persons have you in your
organization? And which are your financial

resources? Where do they come from?

Mr. O’Flaherty: We have approximately

forty five staff and a budget of about just
under two million Sterling pounds, about
two thirds from Government and about one

third income earned from services.

Q: What is the reason for the storage of

waste on the premises?

Mzr. O’Flaherty: That is a very real pro-
blem. At the present time the long lived
waste is stored on the premises of the users,
and the Institute licences the facilities for
storage but we would prefer if there were a
central facility, where used sources could be

stored and more closely monitored.

Q: And if so, would that facility be owned
by an Agency or the Ministry itself?

Mr. O’Flaherty: That is a decision the
Government will have to make when they
decide to establish such a store, but so far
they have not reached that decision and they
will have difficulty, it is clear, in finding a
location where the local people will be pre-

pared to accept it.



I.7. The ltalian organization presented by Mr.

Naschi

“In Italy, since January of last year, the
Italian regulatory organization has become
the National Agency for Environmental
Protection (ANPA). The previous regulat-
ory authority was the ENEA-DISP which
was an independent Directorate of ENEA.
ENEA is an organization like the
Commissariat a I'Energier Atomique in
France but ENEA-DISP was by law an
independent Directorate. This now is the
National Agency for Environmental
Protection. It is no longer under the survei-
llance of the Ministry of Industry but it is
now under the surveillance of the Ministry
of the Environment. Nevertheless, the
Ministry of Industry is still the licensing
authority in the sense that the key of auchor-
ization is, like in France, up to the Ministry
of Industry. The law foresees a very wide
field of activities for the new Agency. I must
say, that the Agency has no competence on
the territory, that means that we study, sug-
gest, advise, make suggestions for recovery
programmes, give the level of the acceptable
limits and so on, but we, the Agency, are
not obeyed on the territory, because the
monitoring and control on the territory is
up to the Regional Agency for
Environmental Protection. This is true for
everything but the nuclear activity, because
for nuclear activity, the Agency holds the

full power that was held by the previous

regulatory authority. As you know, in Italy,
the regulatory authority is all enveloping.
Everything with a nuclear involvement is
under the control of the regulatory author-
ity. Also safeguards. It’s up to us, emer-
gency preparedness, from the technical
point of view. Otherwise it is the prefect’s
responsibility, as in France, of the organizat-
ion, but all the technical work is up to the
regulatory organization. Nowadays, the
Agency is made up exclusively of ENEA-
DISP personnel, that means about less than
three hundred people, but it is foreseen that
a further three hundred people should be
transferred by other organizations, one hun-
dred and fifty from ENEA, one hundred and
fifty from other public organizations like
the Workers Health Institute and so on. In
principle, a total staff of seven/eight hun-"
dred people is planned. The financing up to
now is completely I can say on the public
budget from the Government. We have
some income from licencing of transportat-
ion or something like that, because they
pay for this. We don’t have now a program-
me for construction of new power reactors
because as you know, a moratorium is still
in force. But at the moment when the
Government should decide on the construct-
ion of power reactors, it is already stated
that 0.8% of the total cost of construction
should be given to the regulatory organizat-
ion for its own expenses. Nowadays, activ-

ities earmarked to the Commission are the



activity for dismantling plants and non
energetic nuclear activities, that is, isotopes,
transportation, waste and so on. We have a
lot of activity on new reactors. We have per-
formed analyses of many kinds of new con-
cepts of reactors and we are engaged as well
in assistance to Eastern countries. I am not
giving the internal organization of ANPA
because it is still the ENEA-DISP organizat-
ion but this will be changing in a few
months. So, neither am I giving the licen-
sing procedure because it is still the old pro-
cedure, but it is already foreseen that at the
moment when it should be a new program-
me for construction of power reactors, the
procedure will be revised because the old
procedure was quite complicated for the
utilities. So, it is planned to simplify the

procedure to a certain extent.”

During the discussion following Mr.
Naschi’s presentation, the dialogue quoted

added important information.

Mr. Caro: What's the Italian philosophy for
dismantling old facilities, old nuclear power

plants?

Mr. Naschi: I don’t know if it is the right
way to define it, a philosophy, but for the
moment we have agreed a procedure with
the utility which is to put the plants as soon
as possible in a so called “quiet controlled

situation”, which should be the first step of

decommissioning, with any kind of radio-
activity on the plant and wait for dismantling
a certain number of years, not yet well de-
fined, to avoid problems of exposure of work-
ers, which is not necessary because at the
moment when the plant is without any kind
of radioactivity, it is not necessary to pro-

ceed to dismantling in the short term.

Mr. Kindelan: I don’t understand where you

are going to put the spent fuel. Excuse me.

Mr. Naschi: This is a big problem, because
in Italy up to now, we have not solved the
problem of waste disposal. Up to now, the
fuel is concentrated on the Caorso site, and
on the Saluggia site. There is no more fuel

in Carigliano, in Latina and in Trino.

The decision is to arrive to the expiration of
the present contract that ENEL has subscri-
bed with British Nuclear Fuel but, after
this, not to reprocess any more, because this
does not solve the problem. We will have, in
fact, the problem in a couple of years, to dis-
pose somewhere high level waste, medium
level waste, and low level waste, coming
back from the United Kingdom. For this
and for the fuel of Caorso, ENEL is design-

ing an intermediate storage facility.

Mr. Kindeldn: Dry?

Mr. Naschi: The solution dry or wet is not



yet decided because this is just a very recent
decision and the study for the solution is

just at the beginning, at the early stage.

Mr. Martin: What about non-ionizing
radiation, like electromagnetic applications,
magnetic resonance, all this type of things,
have you clearly established your respons-
ibilities in this respect, and how do you see

yourselves.

Mr. Naschi: Under our control is just ion-
izing radiation and everything is under the
regime of licensing. Non-ionizing radiation
is not under the control of ANPA, it is under

the control of the National Health Institute.

Mr. Samain: I just heard Mr. Naschi speak-
ing about transportation of radioactive
material. I have maybe a marginal question
for the other parties response. Around the
table are other organizations which are also
responsible for licensing transportation of
radioactive material as we are in Belgium

for instance.

Mr. Vuorinen: Yes, in Finland we are res-
ponsible for licencing and also controlling
transportation. There are several organiz-
ations which are in a way concerned because
depending on what kind of transportation,
if it is air transportation, marine or railway
or road, there are different organisations,

and we cooperate with all of them.

Mrs. Feltin: We are not responsible for
licencing transportation, it’s the Ministry of

Transport.

Mr. Hennenhoffer : We are responsible for
transports coming from one State to anoth-
er, also on the Federal level. This is our own

responsibility.

Mr. Katsanos: We are also responsible for
licensing and inspecting transportation to
and/or from the country or within the

country.

Mr. Martin: We are also in charge of licen-
sing and transportation and control. We are
in charge of licensing and controlling trans-
portation of nuclear material in Spain
usually alone but for what is called dange-
rous or the nuclear part of the transport-
ation, the ruling of dangerous transport-
ation is the competence of the Ministry of

Transport also.

Mr. O’Flaherty: We too have the respons-
ibility for licensing all transportation of

radioactive substances.

Mr. Naschi: I have said that we are respon-
sible for transportation but I must add that
the issuance of the official licensing, like in
France, is up to the Ministry of
Transportation. What we perform is all the

technical work up to the moment we send



to the Ministry the package of the work
done with the technical prescriptions that
they should make in the licences. Once the
Ministry sign the authorization, everything
comes back to us and the control of every

single transportation is made by us.

Mr. Versteeg: In our case, the Ministry for
Social Affairs together with the Ministry of
the Environment are both responsible but it

does not belong to my Directorate.

Mr. Marqués de Carvalho: Transportation
is the responsibility of the Ministry of
Public Works and Transport, but the regul-
ation was considered jointly by a number of
Ministries, so the Ministry of the
Environment, the Ministry of Industry and
so on, have a say in regulations but not on
the licencing or the inspection. And inspect-
ion of transportation mainly is the responsi-
bility of the Armed Forces and policemen
and so on. They check that the transport-
ation has the proper documents and so on. Of
course, technicalities like measuring if the
radiation levels and so on are reading reg-
ulations is something done by the technical
Body of the Ministry of the Environment,
the sole authority able to perform such
checks. But this is a technical advice called
for by other authorities. We separate technic-
al advice of inspection from authority which
belongs to the Ministry of Transpore, the

police and the Ministry of the Interior.

Mr. Hogberg: We and our sister authority
regulate transportation of fuel whereas the
Radiation Protection Institute have most all
other transport of radioactive materials as
they regulate its part of, we say sub-regula-
te, under a general law of transportation of
dangerous goods and usually it’s police and
to some extent Customs that perform day-

to-day inspections.

Mr. Willby: In the UK, the Department of
Transport is responsible for the transport
itself, but our licensing process on the
nuclear sites ensures the proper process and
making sure that what is on that transport
is known both on the place where the mat-

erial leaves and where it arrives.



1.8. The Dutch organization presented by Mr.

Versteeg

“In the Netherlands, the regulatory body is
split up into a number of separate entities.
That’s where a small country can be great.
We have a constitutional arrangement div-
iding the responsibilities and powers to the
various Ministries. In principle, it would be
possible to delegate the responsibility to
one Body but that has never been done so
far, so there are three Ministries involved for
nuclear installations, that is the Ministry of
Economic Affairs, the Ministry of Housing,
Physical Planning and Environment, and
the Ministry of Social Affairs. Of course,
there are other ministries involved as well,
like Interior for emergency planning, and
Finance for things like nuclear liability
questions. Now all these responsibilities are
laid down in a Nuclear Energy Law which is
already rather old, the text dates from more
than thirty years ago, and the thoughts
behind it are even older than that, but we
are still working with that same law al-
though some ammendments have been made
in the meantime. Now in the old law there
is a double role. It still has the promotional
part and the controlling part in it and that’s
also the reason that the Minister of
Economic Affairs is in there. He is actually
the coordinator and the first signee of the
law and he is also the first signee of all the
licences for the installations. From the con-

trolling side, as you can imagine, we are not

entirely happy with it. I think chings will
change in the future, although in principle
he cannot act against our advice. He could
in practice delay things quite a bit, if he
wanted to. Under the Ministry of Economic
Affairs, there are two Directorates that are
pertinent to the nuclear area. The first one is
the Directorate for Electricity. They are con-
cerned with energy planning policy, which
is in the Electricity Law, which says what
should be done in terms of general electri-
city planning and energy planning. Also
they have the, let’s say, the promotional side,
or at least the utilization side of nuclear
energy and they control the legal side of the
licensing procedutes. Then there is a
Department of Economic Control, sep-
arately. They have a Bureau of Imports and
Exports and they are responsible for keeping
the stock of fissile material, just as a support
to anyone who wants to be responsible for
fissile material and, in our case, in principle
this would be the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. They are also concerned with the
physical security of nuclear materials and
installations. And that responsibility still
stems from the time that they were concern-
ed about protecting the centrifuge technol-
ogy. That’s the Ministry of Economic
Affairs. The other Ministry is the Ministry
of Housing, Physical Planning and
Environment. Specifically within the area of
Environment, there are two Directorates

involved. The first one is the Directorate of



Chemicals, External Safety and Radiation
Protection. One of their main responsibilit-
ies is the general risk management policy.
You might know that in the Netherlands
we have general criteria for risk, both indiv-
idual and societal risk, which apply to all
kinds of hazardous activities. They started
originally with liquified petrol gas but
these criteria are applicable to all kinds of
activities, also in the transportation area,
airports, train switching yards and also for
nuclear installations. Under that same
Directorate is also the policy on general
radiation protection for the public which
would generally be derived from the
Euratom guidelines. Another responsibility
is rad-waste management policy. We at pres-
ent have the policy of interim storage of all
the waste. There is a waste facility available
and the ultimate disposal option mostly
studied, so far only studied, is disposal in
salt domes. Then there is an Environmental
Inspectorate. They are concerned with the
inspection of the environmental radiation
and radioactive substances. My own
Directorate is under the Ministry of Social
Affairs and called the Nuclear Safety
Department. We are responsible for nuclear
safety and radiation protection in all nucle-
ar installations and deal with standards
development, with safety assessments, and
with the inspections. Also within the
Ministry of Social Affairs, there is a very

small policy unit concerned with the policy

on radiation protection for workers which
follows the Euratom guidelines, in this case
for the workers. All the inspections of radia-
tion sources and so on are done by regional
inspectorates, labour inspectorates. Our
nuclear programme in the Netherlands is
quite small. We have two nuclear power
plants, three research reactors, one of which
is the Euratom high-flux reactor which is a
material testing reactor but mainly used
these days for isotope production. There’s an
uranium enrichment facility and an inter-
mediate waste storage facility. At present,
we have some political conditions in the use
of nuclear energy. We foresee no need for
more electricity capacity for the coming ten
to fifteen years. There is still expansion elec-
tricity consumption; but the large consum-
ers build their own cogeneration power and
heat plants and they’re all gas fired, so at
present there’s hardly any need for more
electricity, base load electricity. That means
no need for nuclear capacity either. Also our
present political conditions are that nuclear
power plant life as specified in the Energy
Plan should stop at 2004. That will be the
end of the nuclear energy production of
these plants. We already are living with a
very old nuclear law. As I said in the begin-
ning, we have been postponing a complete
overhaul of that law ever since the early
seventies when we visualized expanding our
nuclear power programme and we thought

we would do that as soon as decisions were



made to expand nuclear capacity. That decis-
ion was never reached and our Ministers are
very difficult to convince to overhaul a law.
“There is no political gain nor any benefit in
terms of a future nuclear programme. So,
the conclusion is that we have to live with
an old law with many deficiencies and
drawbacks. We use mainly international
standards, not only the Euratom guidelines
on radiation protection, but we follow close-
ly IAEA nuclear safety standards which we
adopted after amending some of them. We
have been quite busy updating individual
plant licences over the last few years, old
licences of the research reactors, and we also
completed the re-licensing of our two
power plants in connection with the major
upgrading programme of these plants. Our
main challenge for the coming years with
the possibility of the end of the nuclear era
for the Netherlands is to maintain our
nuclear manpower and expertise at the level
which is commensurate with a safety cultu-
re. Our energy needs are determined right
now mainly by our own gas reserves, coal
and that’s about it. We have still plenty of
gas to burn. It’'s a question whether that’s
wise or not but, that’s it. Most of the decentral-
ized generation is done by cogeneration

plants and they use gas as a source.”

During the discussion following Mr.
Versteeg’s presentation the dialogue quoted

added important information.

Q: You mentioned that you are following
the new series of codes from the Agency.
Apart from that, do you make an effort in

producing your own standards?

Mr. Versteeg: No, we found that the NUSS
codes and guides structure is rather compre-
hensive and we did not see any need to devel-
op our own standards. We have some specif-
ic guidelines attached to them, but they are
rather limited. Most of them, at least for the
nuclear installations, just follow the NUSS
codes and guides. For instance, one standard
that we have developed is how to apply a
PSA, what sort of guidelines do you use,
because you won'’t find any guidance in the
NUSS codes or guides.

Q: What assessments have been introduced

for these two plants?

Mr. Versteeg: Part of the re-assessment of
the old plants, which are twenty five, thirty
years old, was a deterministic assessment and
also a PSA assessment at levels I, II and III
and they have been completed all the way to
individual and societal risk. And one of the
reasons we had to do that is because this
general risk policy requires all hazardous

activities to show what the risk levels are.

Q: Has the PSA up to level III created any

public opinion or social problems?



Mr. Versteeg: No, not more than what we
had. I think that’s maybe a consolation. For
the nuclear installations we could show that
we could live with the risk criteria that are
promulgated by the Ministry of the
Environment. Further hazardous activities
have much more difficulties with showing
compliance. For instance, if you look at the
risk studies done for Schippol airport in
Amsterdam, it’s impossible. And that’s true
for many chemical activities in the
Rotterdam area, and railway switch yards,
they cannot comply with it and the only
exception to the rule are the nuclear install-
ations, so from that point of view we did not

have any problems.

Q: You said you are relying upon, at least

partially, upon cogeneration with gas. So

presumibly, it’s going to be a solid part of

your electricity production in a number of
facilities. I wonder, then, if this is going to
produce or do you expect to produce, or do
you have any kind of solution for instability
in the national electric grid? Or difficulties,
with having so many different sources of

electricity?

Mr. Versteeg: So far not, but the expansion
of individual producers poses maybe some
problems in the future. The cogeneration
has been such a success that the base load
generator who has to control the grid made

quite a bit of objections against the growth

of the own generators and, until last year,
they had a moratorium both of building
base load and decentralized generators in
order to solve such problems of how can we
control the grid. But, well what is a grid in
the Netherlands? We are tied up to the
whole European network so it’s not only a

local problem.

Q: You have this generalized risk criteria.
Does this criteria include the Rio agree-
ment? Have you bound yourself with this

Rio agreement on CO2 release limits?

Mr. Versteeg: They apply to hazardous
activities. First they were stationary activ-
ities and other, but also transport activities.

But so far they have not looked into the

CO2 aspects as yet. They might find prob-

lems as well.



1.9. The Portuguese organization presented by Mr.

Marques de Carvalho

“As far as Portugal is concerned, you will
probably know that we do not have any
nuclear power plant, we have a small re-
search reactor and we don’t have any plans
to build nuclear power plants at least in the
next decade. Our electricity consumption is
increasing, maybe at a faster rate than any
other country around the table, but the new
additional capacity will be met by hydro
power and natural gas fired stations. In our
case, the regulatory organizations started to
be very simple some thirty five years ago
and there was only one authority. Then
twenty years ago, it started to be in a mess
and nowadays the main regulatory aspects
are under two or three different Ministries
that come into the picture if we take all the
spectrum of activities that have to be regula-
ted. So, we started by having maybe a
hundred experts per ministry and now we
have maybe at least one ministry per expert.
And we are going to have more ministries
than experts in the nuclear field. This puts
the thing into perspective. As anybody will
expect, the Ministry of Housing is the res-
ponsible ministry for radiation protection
standards and also for radiation protection
inspecting activities for any radioactive facil-
ity or activity or practice. But, the Ministry
of Housing has only a very limited
number of people that can take care directly

of technical activities. And it relies mainly

on the technical advice of a technical unit
under the Ministry of the Environment,
which is called DPSR. It’s a former unit of
the research laboratory dealing with radia-
tion protection since the beginning of the
sixties. And it’s the unit where most people
are still working. The Ministry of the
Environment has the responsibility, of
course, for the external impact of any inst-
allation, nuclear or not, radioactive or not,
and also responsibility for rad-waste. The
Ministry of Economy, now the Ministry of
Economy but formerly there were
Ministries of Trade, of Industry and so on, is
responsible for overall licensing activities
for the industrial activity and also for miner-
al mining. In Portugal, in the fuel cycle,
we have mining activities and they come
under the Ministry of Economy. Power
plant licensing is under a theoretical licen-
sing authority now but the law exists and if
some day in the future we will build nuclear
power plants, they will be licensed by the
Energy Directorate with advice, formal
advice, from other Ministries under their
respective authority. So, the Ministry of the
Environment will have to produce an eval-
uation of the impact of the power plant and
also of the emergency preparedness plan
from the technical point of view. Apart from
those three ministries, emergency prepared-
ness is also under the responsibility of the
Civil Protection Agency, which is under the

Ministry of Interior Affairs. Safeguards are



under the Ministry of Foreign Affairs, of

course, because we belong to the European

Union, and then the responsibility is more

on a political level. Transportation I told
you already, is mainly on the Ministry of
Public Works and Transportation, but the
licencing for transboundary movement of
materials, not the transportation aspect, the
transboundary authorization is under the
Ministry of Health. Monitoring is of course
under the Ministry of the Environment and
comes in the Environment Directorate and
it's performed technically by two units. The
DPSR performs monitoring that needs
laboratory radiochemical methods. And
GTE, the technical unit connected with
emergency preparedness performs monitor-
ing with automatic stations, remote sensing
and things like that. The question of the
licencing or the supervision of the research
reactor is a very old, not well solved
problem. The research reactor belongs to
the State and so in the past it was not sub-
mitted to a formal licencing procedure,
neither to a formal inspection procedure. So,
it remains unsolved. There is some kind of
inspection by the Environment Ministry
but it does not have the formal authority as
required for commercial operations or
industrial operations under the law that is
written for industrial or energy producing
facilities. So, it is as long as the research
laboratory belongs to the State, which is

now the case, there will probably be no prob-

lems, but we fear it’s some tendency now to
try to separate research activities from the
Government umbrella and this could be a
problem in the future if this tendency per-
sists. On the question of emergency res-
ponse, we have a very good agreement with
the Spaniards, it’s not just a question of
courtesy, I think it’s really a good bilateral
agreement and we are now displaying a
cross over of the two networks. The
Spaniards will put some probes on our territ-
ory and we will introduce also some of our
stations, one station for the time being, in
Spanish territory. I think that for most of
the subjects that come under the regulatory
authority, that’s all. The question of the
people involved, they're very few, as I told
you before, the technical unit for emergen-
cies has three University graduates and five
other people. The Department for Radiation
Protection, the DPSR, twenty five
University graduates and fifty other people,
technical and administrative, and the
Housing Directorate only has two
University graduates, the other people is the
normal people from the Directorate. The
same happens with the Energy Directorate.
They have two University people and rely
on the other support technical people from
the Directorate for their needs. On the
international  scene, the different
Directorates represent the country depend-
ing on committees and so on. So, even if the

Energy Ditrectorate does not have any



objective for the time being, they represent
the Ministry of Economy on all the steering
committees that deal with prospects and
technical aspects of nuclear power. Apart
from the Body represented, there is a re-
search establishment with about a hundred
and fifty people, but since we left the nuclear
option about fifteen years ago, research
has been directed towards University sub-
jects, mainly accelerator physics, transform-
ation of materials and use of accelerators,
and the research reactor as neutron sour-
ces for studies mainly. We do not produce
radioisotopes in our research reactor for the
time being, anid we do not have plans to do
that because we need rising power. The re-
search rector has one megawatt thermal
power, a very small flux, so we decided not
to continue to do some radioisotopes.
Historically, we had produced some radio-
isotopes, but it’s not worth the effort now.
We are now thinking about what to do with
this research establishment and that’s why I
was involved and will still be for about two
weeks but then I will change, trying to find
new ways of using these research resources.
They are very limited, of course, but they
could be used mainly as a University instrum-
ent for the formation of people, for train-
ing of people because we face probably a
lack of trained people in the future. Most
of our nuclear experts are now more or less
55 years of age and so maybe in ten years

time most of the people will be retired.

There are a number of things that have to be
dealt with anyway. For instance, the re-
search reactor, even if we decide to shut it
down, will cause problems for some decades
and we are not so happy like our Greek
colleagues, we don’t know exactly what to
do with the fuel. The spent fuel remains
there, and as long as the Americans do not
change their position, it will be difficult for
us to know what to do with the fuel. I think

that’s all for the time being.”

1.10.The Spanish organization presented by Mr.

Kindelan

The Spanish Nuclear Safety Council was
created fifteen years ago and is the only
Agency in Spain able to deal with all nuclear
safety and radiation protection matters. I
should say that our duties are maybe the
most extensive in the whole of Europe.
Everything related to radiation safety is
under our responsibilty except for safe-
guards, which, as in other countries, is the
responsibility of the Ministry of Foreign
Affairs. This very important fact, which I
want to underline before starting my brief
speech, is that we are not an executive
power; so, every licence, every positive decis-
ion is being taken by the Ministry of
Industry after receiving our report, but on
the contrary, the Ministry cannot make a
positive decision against the advice of our
Body. So a negative advice from our Council

must be enforced by the Government. Our



State Institute is a peculiar one in the
Spanish political system. We are an entity
absolutely independent of the State Central
Administration, with our own statutes and
assets independent of the State. We are only
controlled by Parliament and the other con-
trol we are subject to is an advisory one. Our
resources come one hundred percent from
dues and fees paid by the licencees, but our
budgetary expenses must be approved with
the budget of the State so there is a positive
intervention of the Government in our
work. For the rest, we are asbolutely in-
dependent. As a matter of fact, we always say,
like a joke, that the Body has no bosses. Our
only boss is the Spanish Parliament. The
Council Board has five members plus the
General Secretary. The technical people are
divided into different departments, which
are the Radiological Protecfion, Assessment,
Nuclear Fuel, Nuclear Plants and Research
departments and also the Legal and
Administrative sub-directorates. The evolu-
tion of the personnel of the Council, started
in 1982, has now stabilized at around 433
people. The technical people with a
University degree are 197. The 1994 budget
was of 4.7 billion pesetas (about 35 million
dollars). The income comes from fees and
other revenues and there are financial assets
because we have had at the beginning a
grant from the Government and then we
now take resources from the Government

for financial assets. More than half of the

budget is being spent on personnel. As I
said before, I must underline, almost any
competence in everything related to radia-
tion protection is under our responsibility.
Not for implementing it but for making
rules for inspection, commissioning and so
on. Emergency is in fact the responsibility
of the Civil Governor from the executive
point of view as in other countries. He is
like the Prefect in France, in every province,
but we have the total responsibility for
technical coordination of anything related
to radiological affairs in an emergency. The
SALEM is the emergency centre which is a
sophisticated centre in Madrid, with many
sophisticated communications, in direct
touch with every power plant, every Civil
Government in the provinces and all the
entities concerned: CIEMAT the research
body, ENRESA the radioactive waste, and
other bodies, and the Ministry of the
Interior through which it is connected to
the police and so on. We are quite happy
with the performance of this physical
facility which now has four years experience.
Regarding our relations with different ins-
titutions, as I said before, the Nuclear
Safety Council is only controlled by
Parliament and of course has a lot of relations
with Courts of Justice. For legal problems
related to radiation safety they consult us
before giving a decision. And there are six
Ministries with affairs which are related to

us and they need our report before taking a



decision. As I said before, any negative
radiation safety decision by the Council
cannot be overruled by the Government. As
in this country there is a quasi federal
situation, the Autonomous Regions have
some competencies which are also supervised
in everything related to radiation safety by
our Body which allows the Autonomous

Bodies to act always under our supervision.”

During the discussion following Mr.
Kindeldn’s presentation, the dialogue quot-

ed added important information.

Mr. Hulst: Did you take decisions by major-

ity vote?

Mr. Kindeldn: We didn’t use the majority
vote up to the moment. In my short exper-
ience, there has always been a unanimous

~

vote, I don’t know before.

Mr. Caro: We always reached a kind of con-
sensus to decide what to do and what not to
do, it is rather a system based upon a con-

SE€Nsus.

Mr. Kindeldn: There must be three for
having a quorum. And for us to be appointed,
there must be an agreement of three fifths of

the Parliament.

Mr. Hogberg: 1 have a question related to

the SALEM communications room. I do not

see any link to the public news media from
SALEM.

Mr. Kindeldn: The SALEM has a duty to

inform the Council.

Mr. Hogberg: Who is responsible to

inform the public news media?

Mr. Kindeldn: The Council must inform
the Civil Protection Directorate, not the
SALEM, which is just an operative technical
installation to get information between the
actors. It is the Council who informs the
Civil Protection, in the Ministry of the
Interior. Our Body is just an Advisory Body,
so the important thing here is to have the
right information at all times and to pass
this information on to the responsible exec-
utive and these are the Civil Governors and
the Ministry of the Interior acting for the
population. In every Civil Government
there is an information office to inform the

people, radio and television, etc.

Mr. Hogberg: Yes, but I ask this question
on the basis of some earlier experience
when, let’s say, you have, for example oblig-
ations to inform your international coll-
eagues, directly from SALEM. And there are
different methods to be discussed. Public
news media is interested in other things.
Apart from radiological conditions, coll-

eagues are interested in the technical threat



and I have some doubts about the ability of
this Civil Protection Directorate to discuss
this. I would mention that in Nordic count-
ries, we have very fast communications be-
tween, regulators and in the early years we
communicated quickly to our neighbour
countries, but not so quickly to our news
media. Unfortunately some of our neigh-
bouring countries immediately communicat-
ed with the news media and so the news
came from neighbouring countries and so
you started to hide this, how we got this
information from abroad and so on, I mean

this is a very tricky business.

Mr. Caro : Let me say that as Mr. Kindeldn
stated, the SALEM is specifically for the
technical part of an emergency. But, in para-
llel with that, there is a group in his
Department for informing the media and it
works immediately. This is our experience
so far. It gets immediately in contact with
the media, with at least the national papers

and TV networks and all that.

Mr. Naschi : Do you have responsibilities

relating to non-ionizing radiation?

Mr. Martin: The first thing is that we have
a clear frontier with non-ionizing. We have
a very clear definition and non-ionizing
radiation is not included in our responsib-

ilities.

Mr. Naschi: And who is responsible?

Mr. Martin: Well, generally speaking, the
Ministry of Health, but probably in the near
future, more detailed regulation covering
the new aspects of this new technology
coming up should be addressed in more

detail. This is my personal opinion.



1.11.The Swedish organization presented by Mr.

Hégherg

First, a few words about the energy situat-
ion in Sweden. Our total consumption of
energy is about four hundred terawatc.hours
per year. We consume a lot of electricity, one
hundred and forty terawatts per year, which
is about fifteen megawatt-hours per year
and capita. This is the next highest in
Europe, I believe, Norway being higher.
" Fifty percent is nuclear, almost all the rest is
hydro power, a little is other fuels, and this
shows how nuclear dependent we are. In
fact, we consume even more nuclear electri-
city per capita than France. As you know,
there is an energy policy debate going on in
Sweden. The present energy policy decision
which is not legally binding in any way, says
that we should phase out all nuclear power
by the year 2010, provided that there are no
adverse effects on welfare and occupation in
industry nor on the environment, for ex-
ample in carbon dioxide emissions. I think
it is easy to see that these goals are in conflict
with each other. Government and
Parliament have realized that. They set up
an Energy Commission a year ago. It’s due
to report on future energy options in mid
December. I think it’s a good guess to say
we will have at least some nuclear power
even after the year 2010. Our nuclear install-
ations are twelve reactors being erected
from 1971 up to 1985; and one nuclear fuel

factory. There are a few things I would like

to point out. First, we have had an inter-
mediate spent fuel storage facility in operation
for many years. It's a wet storage facility in
a rock cavern at the Oskarshamn nuclear
site. Originally, we entered into the repro-
cessing option but abandoned it, and we
now go for direct storage of spent fuel. In all
probability, there will be an encapsulation
facility located near in direct connection
with the interim storage facility. It’s pres-
ently in the pre-design stage. We expect
the licensing application, say, in three to
five years. A site selection process is going
on for disposal in crystalline rock at about
four to five hundred metre depth somewhere
in Sweden. So far, attempts to gain local
acceptance have not been very successful,
but it is still an incipient process. For low
and intermediate level waste, we have final
storage facilities at the Forsmark nuclear
site. This is also a system of rock caverns
which has been in operation for several years
too. In addition to operational waste from
reactors, such as ion exchange resins and
things like that, it also takes all waste from
hospitals and research facilities, and it can
be extended to take decommissioning waste
also. Very low level waste is disposed of by
burying in shallow land at several of the
nuclear sites. I think most of you have heard
about the Studsvik research facility. As with
all facilicies, which seems to be a common
problem, Government lost interest in its

financing. Now they have sold it to a group



of private investors so it’s a privately owned
company with a small minority interest of
the Government. Finally, I think most of
you know we are deeply involved in nuclear
safety in Lithuania, helping the Government
both as owner of the plant, responsible for
legislation and for the regulatory body. The
money there comes from the Swedish
foreign aid budget and we actually spend
about as much in Lithuania as we spend on
regulating our own facilities. The legal basis
for regulation is the Law on Nuclear
Activities. It actually dates back to 1956
but it has been revised very recently. The
regulatory authority under that is the
Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate, the
SKI, to which I shall return shortly in
detail. Then we have a law on financing of
future costs for spent fuel and nuclear waste
which regulates the financial responsibilit-
ies of nuclear utilities with regard to future
spent fuel costs. They have to pay about two
Swedish OREs, one point five French centi-
mes per kilowatt-hour into Government
managed funds. And then their jointly
owned spent fuel and waste management
company can draw on these funds for
approved activities. We also have the
regulatory responsibility under that law.
Finally, we have a radiation protection law,
which also is old and the regulatory
authority there is the Swedish Radiation
Protection Institute. Basically, we divide

our responsibilities so that we regulate the

technical and organizational safety of the
plants to see that nothing comes out, essen-
tially. The Radiation Protection Institute
regulates what may come out in normal
operation and what should be done if
something more comes out. They have all
the, should we say, advisory responsibility
for emergency planning outside the plant.
The executive emergency management res-
ponsibility outside the plant rests, as in
several other countries we’ve heard about,
with the County Administrator who here is
the Prefect in the French system. We will
advise them on the technical threat if we
enter into some type of accident sequence.
Of course, they can get primary information
from the plant but we would provide them
with a secondary opinion on the technical
threat, preferably in terms of estimated
source terms and the Radiation Protection
Institute will advise them as to the con-
sequences and the appropriate actions to be
taken in the prevailing weather conditions.
The law on nuclear activities defines what
needs licensing. For major nuclear install-
ations, the final first licensing decision is
taken by the Swedish Government. It’s a
Government decision but then the rest of
the supervision and decisions on all modif-
ications and so on are delegated to the
Inspectorate. It designs the full responsib-
ility of the licensee for the safety of nuclear
activities including safe handling and final

disposal of spent fuel and nuclear waste. It



establishes the legal basis for control of
nuclear materials as components under non-
proliferation treaties we have entered into. It
defines public information and obligations
of the utilities at each reactor site. The law
prescribes that there should be a safety com-
mittee in the local municipality to which
the plant is required to give all information
on safety matters. And we are frequently
requested to inform them too. And as I said,
it establishes the legal authority of SKI. The
Swedish regulatory strategy is not based on
detailed prescriptive regulations. It’s more
what we call a safety case, similar to some
other countries. A licence to build and op-
erate a nuclear installation is based on a safety
case presented by the licensee in the safety
analysis report which is reviewed by SKI.
And, in doing so, the criteria used are, of
course, international and well established
criteria, mainly those in the US 10 CFR
regulations. We have a few regulations of
our own but it’s up to the utilities if they
prefer to use, for example, German regulat-
ions. The safety case should demonstrate not
only that the minimum acceptable safety
level is achieved but that safety is as high as
reasonably achievable. And, when the licence
is granted, the safety case is regarded as
the safety level the licensee has contracted to
at least maintain, as a condition for permis-
sion to operate the installation. We have a
programme for recurrent safety reviews so

the safety case is reviewed about every ten

years based on deterministic methods and
now we have planned specific probabilistic
assessment at. least to level I and to level II,
for a few plants. We are now proceeding to
have level II for all plants whilst at the same
time making level I much more detailed in
the second round. As we said, the licensee
has full responsibility for his nuclear inst-
allations and we shall review and monitor
how the licensees live up to this responsib-
ility by making our own independent and
well founded assessment of the technical
safety status on nuclear installations, and on
the quality of their internal safety work. We
shall promote and initiate measures to
improve safety and we shall promote main-
tenance and development of a higher level of
scientific and technical competence in safety
related areas. And as I said, we shall actively
inform the public on safety related matters.
I will not go into details of our organizations
but look at our resources instead. We have
three main regulatory programmes. Reactor
Safety is the biggest. And the administrat-
ive budget for that is about twenty seven
million Swedish Crowns. Divide it by about
1.4, and you’ll have it in French Francs;
divide by ten and you get it in ECUs, I
think. And in that area we also contract our
research for about the same amount. Nuclear
waste safety is quite a substantial part too.
The staff of SKI is about one hundred people.
On the reactor side we have about one

inspector per reactor or other installation



and that makes about fifteen in the whole of
the Department of Inspection. They are not
resident. They work from our office but trav-
el frequently to sites. But the rest of the
Department, of the Office of Reactor Safety,
is made up of about twenty people divided
into Departments for the main technical
areas: Reactor Technology, which means
Reactor Physics and Thermo-hydraulics;
Safety Assessment including both probabil-
istic and deterministic assessments;
Structural Integrity and Interaction between
Man, Technology and Organization. I will
just end with saying that, first, we are a very
small organization. We have about one
expert in each area, which makes us vulne-
rable and we have to depend on consultants
and occasionally turn to organizations such
as GRS o help us with major assessments. A
few words about our budget. Sweden is a bit
unique. In all areas, we have very small
Ministries and very independent agencies.
This goes back to the seventeenth century
really, and the Ministries are mainly involv-
ed in new legislation, budgeting, setting
general goals but not in day-to-day decisions
except on very major ones such as licensing
of major plants. Our budget is determined
by Parliament on a proposal from
Government and that is our scope of work in
very broad terms, and once determined, they
also determine the fees that the utilities pay,
so our budget doesn’t come from taxpayers

money but from their electricity bills and

basically the Ministry of Finance treats us as
every other agency when the time comes to
cutting down in the present budgetary
situation in Sweden. The basic approach to
our safety is that to achieve a high level of
safety is a matter of in-depth understanding
of control and two sets of processes. Physical
and thermal processes in the reactor and pro-
cesses in organization, especially with a
small staff, as we have to focus on the quality
of the safety work, the safety culture of the
organizations. At present, we are seeing
more positive things here and there espec-
ially with our oldest reactor, Oscarshamn I,
which we are in the final stages of licensing
or should I say, re-licensing, after a three year
outage and we have found more than we
should in safety deficiencies at the reactor.
And, finally, to make a point. I'll give a final
figure to all of us who came here by air.
There are actually empirical quantitative
data on the importance ofa safety culture in
airlines. A factor of 42 between national air-
lines in accident frequency. You can discount
the former Soviet Union, but it’s still more
than a factor of 10 and they operate the same
type of airplanes built to the same type of
international technical safety rules, operated
under the same type of internationally

agreed safety rules.”

During the discussion of Mr. Hogberg’s
presentation, the dialogue quoted added

important information.



Q: If a utility does not agree with your decis-
ion, does it have the right to appeal and how?
Mr. Hogberg: As in all decisions of
Government Agencies, if it goes against the
applicant, he can appeal in our case to
Government. It has never occurred for
power reactors. We have had one appeal on
storage of foreign nuclear waste at Studsvik
where Studsvik appealed and won. We were
more restrictive than the Government on
allowing foreign nuclear waste into the

country for extended periods.

Q: I have recently heard that your old
MARBEEKEN plant is going to be re-used
for thermo-hydraulic investigations and

research. Is that correct?

Mr. Hogberg: Yes, the Studsvik Company
is at present working on that proposal to see
if they can get financing for an additional
MARBEEKEN international project.

Q: The question on the interface between
the Radiation Protection Institute and the
SKI, is it correct also that the Radiation
Protection Institute is the authority as far as
the radiation of workers is concerned?. Is
that correct? How do you balance or trade

off inspection and workers protection?

Mr. Hogberg: Correct, I should imagine

then they deal with all occupational health

and safety and radiation protection for the
general public including all kinds of harm-
ful agents including ultra-violet and radia-
tion from the sun. We have to cooperate close-
ly. Basically we work in that, we inform
them early when we want to require increas-
ed inspection activities and then they go to
the utilities and ask them how do you mini-
mise the dose for that. But, the basic agree-
ment is that they will never challenge our
judgement, it is really needed. It’s more a
matter of finding the best technology to do

that.



1.12 The British organization presented by Mr.

Willby

“In the United Kingdom, responsibility for
the safety of workers and the public from
risks presented by all work activities is,
since July, the responsibility of the
Secretary of State for the Environment.
However, this responsibility is discharged
through an independent Health and Safety
Commission. The Health and Safety
Commission consists of twelve members. It
has three drawn from industry, three drawn
from Trade Unions, one drawn from local
government and then it has five drawn from
independent sources, be they academic, etc.
The trade union ones are nominated by the
Trade Union movement, the industry ones
are nominated by the industrial movement,
the local government one by local govern-
ment and the independents are nominated
by Government. The Health and Safety
Commission is, if you like, the overall
supervisory body, the policy making body,
but its day-to-day activities are carried out
by the Health and Safety Executive. The
Commission is only twelve strong actually.
The Executive, which employs about three
and a half thousand people, is the main
body which carries out the operational
work. I'm sorry, at this point, I'll just intro-
duce an Advisory Committee. In order to
petform its duties, the Health and Safety
Commission is advised by a number of

Committees, be they on construction, be

they on mines, there’s one on ionizing radia-
tion and there’s also an advisory committee
on the safety of nuclear installations, it has
a similar function to the American ACRS,
which is chaired by an eminent independent
chairman and which again has twenty mem-
bers nominated by Trade Unions, industry
and independently nominated by the
Commission. The whole position is complic-
ated in that the only aspect of safety which
the Secretary of State for the Environment
does not answer for is nuclear power. So that
when it comes to Nuclear Safety, the Health
and Safety Commission reports not to the
Secretary of State for the Environment but,
on that one subject, to the Secretary of State
for Industry and thus the Advisory
Committee which normally advises the
Health and Safety Commission, can also
contact the Secretary of State for Industry
directly and do often proffer unsolicited
advice to him. He doesn’t necessarily ask for
it but he does frequently get it. I know this,
I happen to also provide the Secretaryship,
I'm the Secretary to ACSNE, so I try to keep
the organization running. Turning to the
operational side, the Health and Safety
Executive, in having this operational res-
ponsibility for protecting workers and the
public from all risk associated with all work
activities, has a number of discrete divis-
ions. It has one very large division which
looks after all industrial, agricultural safety,

which also has teams of doctors in it, look-



ing at industrial health and disease pro-
blems. It has another Directorate looking at
mines. It has another division looking at
railways, another one looking at off-shore,
and so on. And, of course, the one that we’re
interested in today, is the nuclear one. At
present, it also has three, what we term,
policy divisions. The policy divisions are
responsible for, in our terms, setting stand-
ards, introducing legislation, producing
guidance, basically setting up the system
which the operational Inspectorates then
operate to. Two of those divisions, off-shore
and nuclear, curtrently contain within them
their own policy functions. Within the
nuclear division, we basically split down
into six, it was six areas, now five. We have
one inspection arm looking after the re-
actors within the country. We have another
one looking after chemical plants, proces-
sing fuel, waste, but also looking after the
activities of our defence colleagues. And we
have a further one which carries out technic-
al engineering assessment, and a further
one which, for want of a better word, I call
the science assessment, but this includes
things like fault studies, fault analyses.
Then we also have two policy branches
which I actually head for the moment.
Again, one of them sets policy for the
Health and Safety Executive. We set nation-
al radiological protection policy, we negot-
iate in Europe, we introduce the legislation,

we provide the guidance and then the

detailed inspection against what we have set
up is then carried out by the individual in-
spectors: the off-shore inspectorate if it’s off-
shore, the industrial one if it’s looking in
industry or hospitals, the nuclear one on
nuclear sites. And, of course, on the radia-
tion side, one of our principle advisers is the
National Radiological Protection Board
which is headed by Roger Clark which
many of you will be familiar with. And
that, of course, on that side, is the principal
adviser I have. I also have what we term
Regulatory Policy whereby we look after
things like licensing, emergency arrange-
ments, incidents, incident reporting, anal-
yses etc. We also have nuclear safety research.
Our organization is charged by Government
with ensuring, in the words of the Secretary
of State, that the country has adequate and
balanced nuclear safety research program-
mes. But don’t ask him to pay for it. We
have to then get the money out of industry.
I also have responsibility for the internation-
al side that we have: international relat-
ions, aid to Eastern Europe because again
within aid which the United Kingdom is
giving, our organization takes part in regul-
atory assistance to Eastern Europe: some
work which we have actually been doing in
conjunction with our Belgian colleagues.
And of course we act as the General
Secretariat, carry out all the resource plan-
ning, hiring, firing, all those sort of things

for the inspectors. So, that’s basically how



we’re set up. The part of the paper which is
just covered up, if we remove it, shows what
is going to happen next July when, follow-
ing a comprehensive review, the whole of
the British Senior Civil Service is being
reduced by twenty five percent. Twenty five
percent of the senior managers are disapp-
earing. All in the interests of increased eff-
iciency. I can assure you it’s nothing to do
with saving, of course!. And you will see
that what has happened with us is that the
current policy functions which I had are, in
fact, being stripped out of the Nuclear
Safety Division and are moving into other
parts of HSE where in fact they’re going to
be brigaded with hazardous chemical indus-
tries, gas, pipelines, things like that. And
the nuclear safety division will in fact come
down to three branches, one looking after
strategy and resources, one looking after
inspection and one looking after assessment.
A few words about the size of us. We are
two hundred and ninety strong. In the
Nuclear Safety Division we have 290 people
of whom 162 are professional engineers and
scientists occupying the position of inspect-
or. I say that because being an inspector
gives you special powers which the others
do not have. We have a budget each year of
about nineteen million pounds, excluding
research. Research is extra on top of that.
And we operate largely in a manner which
will be familiar to you from Mr. Hulst and

Mr. Hogberg in that we largely rely upon

)

the licensee too. We set up a framework, we
set up an overall standard and then we
expect the licensee to produce a safety case
to describe to us how their organization is
going to work to set the minimum stand-
ards which they are going to apply. And
then we hold them to that like a contract
and if they fall down against it, then, as
many of you will have seen from the media,
we will often prosecute them. We've had
quite a major prosecution in the last few
weeks of one of our operators. So we do hold
them to what they tell us. But they basically
tell us what they’re going to do, how they
are going to operate. We look at that, we
encourage them to do better if we don’t feel
that they’re doing good enough or we say
“yes, we will accept that” and then we of
course go in, monitor and inspect against it.
I think that’s probably, in view of the time,
all I'd like to say but of course if anyone has
any questions, I can also describe in great
detail what we do in emergency arrange-

ments and how the police take charge.”

During the discussion following Mr.
Willby’s presentation, the dialogue quoted

added important information.

Mr. Vuorinen : I believe that, in all coun-
tries, regulators have to rely very much on
operators. But, well, I have a question for
you. What is your responsibility? I mean,

let’s say, if something goes wrong, do you



believe that you are not responsible at all?.

Please try to explain.

Mr. Willby: Yes, I'm very certain we have a
responsibility. We certainly have a responsib-
ility to the public in the United Kingdom.
That’s what they expect, and, in fact, we’re
not immune. A few years ago we had a
major fire in a football stadium in the
United Kingdom. And our organization
found itself in Court, being prosecuted
because we were c‘harged with not carrying
out our inspection effectively and thus, if
you like, contributed to the harm and the
tire which ensued. The Judge actually said
“no”, we had carried out the inspection
correctly, we had used our discretion. He
thought with hindsight we might have used
the discretion differently but he accepted
that we had acted in good faith at the time.
So, I'm very conscious that if we fall down,
we can in fact be brought before the Courts

ourselves and pay the penalties.

Mr. Vuorinen : I put this question for that
reason, well, even if I said that we all have
to rely on the utility, but I would put my
words in a different way. We do not rely, but
we have to start, we try to learn the areas
where we can rely and we have a responsibil-
ity not to rely too much. Only on the areas
where we are convinced that we can rely,
that they are doing things correctly and

they are working safely. That is my inter-

pretation, so that, exactly what you said, we
may also be caught if we don’t fulfil our res-
ponsibilities properly. Of course, as regards
property damage, that is for people, third
parties and so on. Utilities normally have
complete financial responsibilities and so on
but one must be very careful how much to

rely on utilities.

Mr. Hogberg: I fully agree with what Antti
Vuorinen said. The English language has a
fine distinction between responsible and
accountable which doesn’t exist in all other
languages, certainly not in Swedish. We are
certainly accountable to the public and I'm
not sure how much neglect we have to show
in Sweden before we are brought to Court,
but we are certainly accountable and I will
be fired long before that. But, we've been
called to hearings before Parliament and so
on, so we really feel accountable. But we
have an interesting part in our legislation.
It's not written in the formal law but it is
written in the guidelines that were in the
same Bill as the Law. These guidelines are in
the Swedish legal system, more or less bind-
ing on the Court when they interpret the
Law. And it says very clearly that the licen-
see is obliged to take steps to improve safety
if something has occurred, even if it’s not in
the Regulations of the Safety Authority, so
its responsibility extends beyond mere com-

pliance with the Regulations.



Mr. Kindeldn: Who and how are the people
from the Civil Executive nominated and
also what is your relation with the National

Radiation Protection Board?

Mr. Willby: The Executive are appointed
by Government from the Civil Service, so
that they, our present Director General, for
example, came to us as a Deputy from anoth-
er part of the Civil Service and they control
the three and a half thousand people who
work for them. The National Radiological
Protection Board are basically our principle
advisers when it comes to matters of
Radiological Protection. On some matters
they are statutorily bound to give us their
advice, which they then have to do free of
charge. For example, if there is any
European Directive which has radiological
connections, they then have to proffér their
advice on that Directive free of charge. On
other occasions we pay them, as we do any
other contractor, to give us advice so that
the responsibility, the relationship is quite a
strange one. For much of the time they are
acting as our contractor, on other occasions
they are acting as an unpaid adviser but it is
quite plain to us that we have a special re-
lationship, they are our main adviser on
Radiological Protection. Not the only one, I
mean we also take advice from people
actually working in the field. We have an
advisory group based upon hospitals, look-

ing at the medical aspects, we have also

taken advice from people working in the
industry and there have been occasions
when we have not taken the NRPB'’s advice
because we have decided that, when we
actually came to apply it in a practical way,
it would not necessarily lead to the safety
standards that we were seeking. But, by and
large, we obviously listen very carefully to
them. That is the position, but we have the
statutory responsibility for protecting the
public and workers from ionizing radiation,

and they are our principle advisers.

Mr. Kindeldn: The Nuclear Safety Division

is under the Commission?

Mr. Willby: Yes. So the Nuclear
Installations Inspectorate constitutes that
part of the Nuclear Safety Division which is
not the policy.... I am the part which is not
the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate. All
the policy functions come not in the
Inspectorate, they are part of the Division.
The Inspectorate consists of that part which
carries out the technical assessment and

which carries out the inspection of sites.

Referring to the licensing of final waste
repository ,the formal position is that any
radioactive waste repository will be licensed
by ourselves and currently we have two low
level waste repositories, one in Scotland and
one very close to Sellafield, and those are

licensed installations which we inspect. The



responsibility for granting the actual authot-
ization to dispose of radioactive material is
the responsibility of what will, from next
April, be called the Environment Protection
Agency. That Agency is going to collect
people together who are responsible for
rivers, who are responsible for radioactive
pollution, etcetera. So there are two
Agencies involved. They grant an authoriz-
ation allowing disposal to take place but of
course, they need to look at a safety case
which is looking at the safety of the facility
way into the future. We are licensing the
facility as an operational facility, so we are
interested in the safety of the facility while
it is being operated because during that
period we say the waste is effectively being
stored rather than being disposed, and only
at the time that the repository is closed off
is it then finally decreed to be closed from a
licensing point of view. So the two have to

work together, but we actually licence it.
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General Nuclear Safety in France

Prime Minister

‘Inteljministerial Committee for General Nuclear Safety

Minister for Health ' Minister for Industry Minister for the Environment Minister for the Interior -

Nuclear Safety: What are the responsibilities?

Sets out general safety

Take the approved measures 4 P .

Checks that these measures

0606000 > objectives
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®
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® for achieving these objectives ®
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Inspecting nuclear safety in France

Government bhodies

Parliamentary Office for the assessment
of Scientific and Technological Choices

Minister for Industry ‘ Minister for the Environment

Nuclear reactors

Long term waste
disposal

Other nuclear
instaliations

— Recomendations - - » Reports
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Organisation chart of the DSIN as of 1** January 1995

: Director
6th Sub-Directorate Deputy-Director
International Relations Assistant Director

4th Sub-Directorate

Inspections/Emergencies

® Nuclear steam supply systems

® Organisation of inspections

* Emergency response planning

* Relations with the DRIREs

Inspectors
attached to the DSIN

Assistants

Administrative and
Financial Functions

1st Sub-Directorate
Laboratories and Plants
* Management of radwaste

® Fuel cycle
e Laboratories and plants

2nd Sub-Directorate
900 MWe Series

® 900 MWe series of PWRs

j
BCCN*
RCS and SCS of PWRs

» Safety of PWR main primary
and secundary cooling systems

3rd Sub-Directorate

Other Reactors

® Research reactors

e Gaz-cooled reactors
® The Chooz A reactor
* Phénix

5th Sub-Directorate

1300/1400 MWe Series

© 1300 and 1400 MWe Series
of PWRs
® superphénix

* Bureau de Controle des Chaudiéres
Nucléaires de la DRIRE BOURGOGNE
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The Regulatory Pyramid

Ministerial Orders
Circulars

Letters of Options
Basic Safety Rules

Design and Construction Rules
Codes and Standards

Ministerial Orders

Decrees
Ministerial Orders
Circulars

Letters of Options
Basic Safety Rules

Design and Construction Rules
Codes and Standards
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Basic Safety Rules

Laws

Decrees

Ministerial Orders Reco ndat
. 4 commendations
Circulars 4 issued by the DSIN

Letters of Options Establishing a good

; : ? practice at a given
Basic Safety Rules | moment

Design and Construction Rules
Codes and Standards

Codes and Standards

Drawn up by the French

Nuclear Industry submitted for approval
by the DSIN
Design and
Laws Construction Rules
Processes
Decrees Givl Warks
Ministerial Orders Fuel
Circulars Electrical Equipment
Letters of Options Fires
Basic Safety Rules Rules for Monitoring

Equipment in Service
Design and Construction Rules

Codes and Standards Maintenance
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Construction licensing procedures for basic nuclear installations

!

Construction Licensing application
accompanied by a preliminary
safety analysis report

| :

Consultation with the Ministers

concerned, including the
IPSN Minister for Heatth
DRIRE il
Examination and

recommendations of the standing

. . expert group attached to the DSIN
Public Inquiry
| . «

v

Draft Decree

v

Recommendation of the
interministerial committee on
basic nuclear installations

Approval of the Minister for Health

v

Construction Licensing Decree
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Licensing procedure for operating hasic nuclear installations

Operator

<—I

Operating licence application
accompanied by a pre-service
safety analysis report

IPSN

Examination and
recommendation by the standing
expert group attached to the DSIN

Ministerial Licence for provisional
operating together with provisions

v

Tests and Start-Up

Submittal by the operator of the
final safety analysis report

IPSN

i

Examination and
recommendation by the standing |«
expert group attached to the DSIN

]

Ministerial approval for operating




|
AUTORITE
DE SURETE E
NUCLEAIRE

Licensing procedure for liquid and gaseous effluent release and water intake

Operator

License application for liquid and
gaseous effluent release
and water intake

IPSN

M.I. + M.E.
DSIN

Advice of local < Prefect | I Public Inquiry
Authorities S ¢

A

Recommendation of organizations [€——
concerned (CM, CDH, MDB...)

A 4
M.l. + M.E. + M.S.

y

Interministerial order authorizing liquid and
gaseous effluent release and water intake
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Emergency response planning

3 main functions of the DSIN and the DRIRE

o Assist the Prefect
(local government representative)

Help to disseminate mformatlon
(Press releases,MAGNUC,...)

e Ensure that the measures taken by the operator
are adequate | : o

The DSIN’s Annual Activity Report

Policy and organisational set-up
Regulations and procedures
Installation monitoring

Action by DRIRE

Emergency response plan

Communication

International relations

Operation of nuclear installations
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Emergency response planning for an Electricite de France reactor

National Level

Intervention Intervention
by the by the

Government Operator
Authorities

Decision-Making
(Management Command Post)

Local Level

Analysis and Prognosis v

Main Links

Audio Link-Up
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The Nuclear Safety Bulletin

Every two months since 1978

Operating of nuclear installations,
licensing, incidents...

Inspections
International exchanges on safety

Current affairs

B International
| Co-Operation

_Cross-Border Relations

between.
safety hodies 4

Exporting Know-How

Bilateral Exchanges: 15 countries
Muitilateral exchanges: IAEA, OECD, EU
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Nuclear Licensing and Supervisory Procedures

Advisory Commitees : BMU v BfS.
RSK, SSK Federal Minister
| for the Environment,
SR Nature,Conservation - ' o
GRS ‘ and Nuclear Safety Other State Authorities

' ' I,Z\iceﬁl sing | State and
. uthority @
oo (highest State S:li?]rdl_?_ate
B Authority) uthorities
~ General Public Applicant - Experts for the

‘Conventional Part



An outline of A.N.P.A. Italian National Agency for Environmental Protection

The italian nuclear regulatory authority, well
known by most of you as ENEA-DISP, has
become, since January 1994, the Italian

National Agency for Environmental Protection.

As a matter of fact, law no. 61, approved on
January 21st 1994, established activities and
structures for environmental protection in

Italy that can be summarised as follows:

* Promotion of research on the physical env-
ironment, pollution, industrial risks and

ecosystem protection and conservation.

¢ Building up of a data bank of environmen-

tal and monitoring data.

® Technical advice to public authorities
about pollutant acceptability levels, air,
water and soil quality standards, waste
management strategies and technologies;
methodologies for environmental monitor-
ing and controls, risk factors control,
natural environment and protected area
conservation, reclaiming of polluted areas

and hazardous situations.

® Cooperation with international organiz-
ations, in particular with the European
Environmental Agency and whit the
European Statistics Institute (EUROSTAT).

® Promotion of research and diffusion of
environmental sustainable technologies, of
production systems and products with redu-
ced environmental impact, including activi-
ties related to the labelling of products
(European logo of ecological quality) and
auditing activities in the environmental

field.

® Verification of the efficiency of environ-
mental standards and regulation in produ-

cing expected results.

® Technical and scientific support for the
activities related to risk analysis and env-

ironmental impact assessment procedures.

* Control on the activities related to the pacific

use of nuclear energy and radiations.

¢ Other relevant activities related to environ-

mental protection.

The structure charged with these tasks is the

National Agency for Environmental Protec-
tion (ANPA).

As a parallel rule, the above mentioned law
foresees the creation, for each of the Italian
regions, of a Regional Environmental Protection
Agency (ARPA) charged with monitoring and

control activities in the territory.



ltaly

The new Agency staff is up to now the same
of ENEA-DISP (about 300 persons), that
constitutes the basis of ANPA with its organ-
ization and structures. It is foreseen that
other personnel from ENEA (at least 150
persons) and from other public institutions
that operate in the field of environmental
analysis or controls (about another 150
persons), plus personnel from commissions
and groups that have operated up to now at
the Ministry of the Environment will join the
ENEA-DISP staff to constitute the new
Agency.

By law, ANPA must develop the activities
above listed at the national (and international)
level, with the obvious task of coordinating
regional agencies (from a technical point of
view). Furthermore ANPA must supply the
necessary advisory and support activity for the
Ministry of the Environmmet and for other

governmental and public authorities.

The nuclear regulatory activity in this way has
become a part of much wider activities for
environmental protection but, while in other
fields, the agency has essentially a supporting
and advisoring role, in the nuclear field it has
preserved the full power of the original regu-

latory organization.

As far as nuclear programme are concerned,

it is well known that in Italy the nuclear

moratorium is still in force and, therefore,

there are no programs for the construction of
nuclear power reactors. The regulatory body
activity is now aimed at managins the decom-
missioning activity of shut down plants and to

control the non-energetic nuclear activities.

Of course, an important part of the activity is
devoted to following the development of new
reactors, for which we performe analyses and
evaluations in collaboration with engineering
companies, and to the assistance to the Eastern
Countries essentially in the framework of
TACIS and PHARE EEC programs.



The Netherlands |

The Netherlands. Nuclear Regulatory Body

The Netherlands
Nuclear Regulatory Body

Minister of Housing, Physical Planning
and Environment

Minister of Economic Affairs

Coordinator and first signee .
nuclear law

* Chemicals, external safety and
radiation protection

- general risk management policy

- policy on radiation protection
public and environment

- radwaste management policy

First signee of licenses for
installations

e Electricity

- energy policy (electricity law,
energy plan, regional planning
for electricity production)

- (promotion and) utilization of
nuclear energy

- licensing procedures

* Inspectorate (regional)

- Inspection of environmental
radiation protection for
radioactive substances

* Economic control
- physical security of nuclear
materials and installations

Nuclear Programme

Nuclear Programme in the Netherlands

¢ 2 nuclear power plants (60 MWe bwr and 480
MWe pwr); '

* 3 research reactors (euratom 50 MWth HFR,
iri 2 MWth, ecn 30 KWth LFR);

¢ Uranium enrichment facility (2500 swu/a).
* Intermediate waste storage facility

Political Conditions

* No need for greater (nuclear) electricity - | Rz
capacity :
¢ Nuclear power plant life in energy plan <2004

SEE

(other ministers)

Minister of Social Affairs
and Employment

¢ Nuclear safety department (KFD)
Nuclear safety and radiation
protection in nuclear installations

- standards development

- safety assessments

- inspection

® Labour conditions
- policy on radiation protection of
workers

 Inspectorate (regional)
- inspection and enforcement of
workers radiation protection

Nuciear energy law > 35 years old

ack

Nuclear power plant upgrading programme

Nuclear manpower and expertise



The Nuclear Safety Council

. Created Apr|I 1980 (Act 15/1980)
e Set up: March 1981

o Statute approved June 1982 (R.D. 1 157/1982)
¢ Statute modlfled June 1989 (R D. 643/1989)

* Only agency empowered in nuclear safety and radiological protection matters.

¢ Public law entity, independent of the State’s Central Administration, with its
own legal status and assets independent of the State’s.

¢ Has its own properties and financial resources mainly from fees for services
rendered.

¢ Formed by people fully guaranteed with regard to the specialities of nuclear
safety or radiological protection in which their independence and objectivity of
criteria are particulary valued. Their appointment and dismissal is subject to
the Congress of Deputies’ approval.

¢ Obliged to submit half-yearly reports on its activities to the Congress of
Deputies and the Senate.

Main functions of the C.S.N.

Studies and reports
on each nuclear or radioactive
facility project

> Provides

Informs Public Opinion .
technical supportin: =~

and Parliament

; the event of a nuclear or .
- Proposes radioactive emergency and
- regulations necessary in . participates in drawing up el N

uclear Safety and Radiological
otection matters to the Governmeqt.

Examines and gr
licenses to persons ope
nuclear and radloact

Undertakes and promotes
" research plans

Inspects

and controls the
operation of nuclear and
radioactive facilities and orders-
rectifications of possible -
defects

Monitors
the radiation dose
= that both exposed
workers and the general public
may receive

Monitors and
controls environmental
radiation levels




C.S.N.’s Institutional Relations

— Regulations

— Emergency Plans - -

— - - International Treaties

— 1 Import & Export Licénces

Medical Service
--Authorization

" Nuclear and Rédioactive
Facility Authorization®

Declaration of environmental
impact

‘ Faculty
- Commissioning
. Agreements

Autonomous Regions:




CSN Organization Chart

Board Member

Board Member

: Secretary

Board Member

Board Member

. Council

[l Administrative Body

Technical Body




Evolution of Nuclear Safety Council Staff. Data at 31 December each year

Number of persons

500

433 433

400
340 344

300

200

100

82 83 8 8 8 8 8 8 90 91

Years

Evolution of Nuclear Safety Council Technical Staff. Data at 31 December each year

Number of persons

197 197

200

150

100

50

82 8 8 8 8 87 8 8 90 91 92 93 9%

Years
(Includes advanced and technical scales)



C.S.N. 1994 Budget.' Total 4.681 million pesetas

Expenditure Income

Item 2 25,3%
Item 4 3,4%
item 6 11,3%
item 3 2,4%
ltem 7+8+9 5,5%
ltem 1 52,2%

Fees & other revenues 87,1%
Var. Financial assets 12,9%

Item 1: Personnel expenses

Item 2: Current expenses on goods and services
Item 3: Financial expenses

Item 4: Current transfers

item 6: Fixed assets

Item 7: Capital transfers

Item 8: Financial assets

Item 9: Financial liabilities

SALEM Communications

Nuclear
Facilities

4
. ] Electrical
Civil Protection Automatic b Parks
Directorate Radioactive E (SIRPE)
Alert Network

General and

Civil Governments (RAR)

LAGERHIS
R A

Voice (2-3 ways)

Automatic

Weather

- -~ Information
~ {SIREM)

International
Agencies Automatic Radiology
Monitoring Network

(REVIRA)
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Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate

The energy situation in Sweden

Total consumption about 400 TWh/year
e electrical 140 TWh/year

* nuclear electric 65 TWh/year

Electricity consumption per capita:

¢ Sweden about 15 MWh/year
e USSR about 5 MWh/year
e USA about 10 MWh/year

e Western Europe (typical) 5-7 MWh/year
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Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate

SKI's Activities: Nuclear Installations

Ringhals NPP

Vattenfalt AB
Capacity Operation Since
Ringhals 1 825 MW 1974 < [T .
Ringhals 2 914 MW 1974
Ringhals3 960 MW 1980 :‘"sma":(NiP AB
Ringhals 4 960 MW 1982 orsmarks Kraftgrupp o
Capacity Operation Since
Forsmark 1 1006 MW 1980
Forsmark 2 1006 MW 1981
Forsmark 3 1200 MW 1985
SFR - Final repository for radioactive waste
Swedish Nuclear Fuel and Wasle Management Co. - SKB
R ABB Atom AB - nuclear fuel factory
‘ |
Studsvik AB - research reactor
|
Oskarshamn NPP
OKG AB
Capacity Operation Since
Oskarshamn 1 462 MW 1971
Oskarshamn 2 630 MW 1974
Oskarshamn 3 1205 MW 1985
CLAB - central interim storage facility for spent nuclear fuel
Swedish Nuclear Fuel and Waste Management Co. - SKB
Barsebdck NPP
Sydkraft AB
Capacity Operation Since
Barseback 1 615 MW 1975
Barsebdck 2 615 MW 1977

 Project East

VATESI - (Lithuanian safety authority)
“ Ignalina NPP

Safeguards
m BWR - Boiling water reactor (ABB Atom AB)
m PWR - Pressurized water reactor (Westinghouse)

[_%_] RBMK - Graphite-moderated channel-type reactor (MINATOM, Russia)
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The Law on Nuclear Activities

The Legal Basis

¢ The Law (1984: 3; 1992:1536) on
Nuclear Activities
Regulatory authority: SKI

* The Law (1981:669) on Financing of
Future Costs for Spent Fuel and Nuclear
Waste
Regulatory authority: SKI

¢ The Radiation Protection Law
(1988:220)
Regulatory authority: The Swedish
Radiation Protection Institute (SSI)

Other laws cover nuclear liability and emergency planning

SKI Regulatory Strategy: The Safety Case

¢ A licence to build and operate a nuclear
installation is based on a safety case, pre-
sented by the licensee in safety analysis
reports and reviewed by SKI.

¢ The safety case should demonstrate not
only that a minimum acceptable safety
level is achieved, but that safety is as high
as reasonably achievable.

* When a licence is granted, the safety case
is regarded as the safety level the licensee
has contracted to at least maintain as a
condition for permission to operate the in-
stallation.

® Defines nuclear materials, nuclear waste,
nuclear installations and nuclear activities,
requiring licensing

¢ Assigns the full responsibility to the licen-
see for the safety of nuclear activities,
including safe handling and final disposal

of spent fuel and nuclear waste

¢ Establishes the legal basis for control of
nuclear materials and components

¢ Defines public information obligations

* Establishes the legaf authority of SKI

The role of SKI

The licensee has the full and undivided res-

ponsibility for the safety of his nuclear inst-

allations.

SKI shall review and monitor how the licen-

sees live up to this responsibility by

* making its own, independent and well-founded
assessment of the safety status of the nuclear install-

ations and of the quality of the licensees’ internal
safety work;

* promoting and initiating measures to improve safety,

* promoting maintenance and development of a high
level of scientific and technical competence in safety-

related areas

Moreover SKI shall take active action to
inform the public on safety-related matters.
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Swedish Nuclear Power Inspectorate

SKI Main Programmes

e Reactor Safety 27.3 + 27.8 MSEK
¢ Non-proliferation 88 + 2.1 MSEK
e Nuclear Waste Safety 10.1 + 12.6 MSEK
¢ Information 4.3 + 0.6 MSEK
e R&D, General 8.6 MSEK
* Project East 50.5 ~ MSEK

Achieving a high level of safety is a matter of in-depth

understanding and control of two sets of processes:

! !

Physical and Thermal Processes in the
Processes in the Reactor: | Organisation:
Reactor Physics Management
Thermohydraulics Quality Assurance
Structural Integrity Procedures
Instrumentation and Control Training

Etc. Etc.
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Safety Culture. Commercial airline experience. (“flag carriers”)

* When boarding, the average probability for a
passenger to become involved in an accident
with at least one fatality is about 1: 4.4
million

* Depending on carrier, the probability varies
between 1:260.000 and 1: 11 millions, i.e. a
factor of 42

Source: Flight Safety Foundation, Icarus Committee, cited in SOU 1995:57

Final waste disposal: regulatory assessment approach

s Technical criteria

“for site selection

Performance assessment

" Design basis =
— . ocriteria
... -for canister

g Tolerab'l‘ev risk"profi'l'es .
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Discussion on the Euratom Treaty




Session |l: Discussion on the
Euratom Treaty

Mr. Kindeldn: Let us proceed and discuss
the Euratom Treaty which may be a very
complicated discussion and we would pre-
sume that our German, Italian and Irish
colleagues will have something to say on
their years spent with the subject. So, let us
now leave the word to our German colleag-
ue, if he would care to tell us something

about it.

Mr. Hennenhéffer: Thank you, Mr.
Chairman. As an introduction to our topic,
I want to confine myself to a few words. The
Euratom Treaty establishing the European
Atomic Energy Community is one of the
three European Communities and came into
force in 1958. At that time, a quick expans-
ion of the peaceful use of atomic energy in
the Member States was expected. The
Treaty assigned several competencies to the
Community which are summed up in
Article 2. The obligations and rights of the
Community are described in the following
chapters of the Treaty. I would mention only
chapter 3 concerning Health Protection
against the Dangers of Ionizing Radiation.
In this context, Mr. O’Flaherty will inform
us about the details, I presume. It is true
that the expectations of the year 1958 have
not been completely fulfilled but I believe

that the Euratom Treaty is still sufficient. A

positive balance of the activities of the
Community, especially in the field of
Radiation Protection, can be struck. An
actual question is, should the Euratom
Treaty be on the Agenda of the
Governmental Conference in 1996? The
Member States of the European Union ob-
liged themselves to this Conference in
Maastricht. As you probably know, some
Members of the European Parliament and
some Non-Governmental Organizations
have demanded integration of the Euratom
Treaty into the Treaty of the European
Community. This demand was not taken up
by the Committee which is preparing the
Governmental Conference and which shall
report to the European Council in
December in Madrid. In the opinion of the
Committee, the Governmental Conference
should concentrate on the really important
issues of the European Union. To unify the
Treaties of the European Communities is a
long term task. Thank you for your atten-

tion.

Mr. Kindeldn: Now, Mr. Naschi has the

floor.

Mr. Naschi: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I
was telling my colleague here that unfortun-
ately I remember the Euratom Treaty nego-
tiation phase quite well. Unfortunately
because this means that I am quite old.

Then, as you remember, and as was said by



Mr. Hennenhofer, this Treaty was signed on
March 7, 1957 and reflected the situation of
nuclear energy at that time, unfortunately.
At that time, and this is well described in
article 1 of the Treaty, the Community
essentially had the objective to develop re-
search in the nuclear field and insure the dis-
semination of technical knowledge, to facil-
itate investments and the construction of
large facilities, because at that time this was
the prime object in the nuclear field: to
develop nuclear energy. Another point was
the procurement of nuclear materials and to
prevent diverting from their declared use.
Then, to establish uniform basic standards
for the protection of the population and
workers and establish a common market for
material, special equipment and the free circ-
ulation of capital, investments and human
resources. As I have already said, this object-
ive was a necessity of the time when it con-
centrated on the solution of those problems
that at that moment were considered pre-
eminent for establishing suitable conditions
for the growing of nuclear activities in the
Member Countries. Then, the main task in
those years was to contribute directly to the
activity of research and development and to
facilitate prototypes. As you remember, one
of the main chapters of the Treaty relates to
common enterprises which were started in
order to facilitate the construction of pro-
totypes and large research facilities. But one

of the main problems at that time was also

nuclear fuel procurement. The United
States, which was the only country having
enrichment plants, was very reluctant to
support procurement of this material and
when they gave this material, they submit-
ted it to heavy, detailed controls over its use.
It was usual for the NRC and the State
Department to frequently send inspectors to
see how the different countries were using
the material furnished by them. So, one of
the tasks of the new Community was to
insure the procurement of this material and
to guarantee the end use of the materials
with its own safeguard system. In this re-
spect, in order to enhance the power of the
Community in controlling the material, it
was decided that fission material was the
Community’s property. According to the
Treaty, the Commission is the proprietor,
the owner of fissile material. And the scope
of the safeguards, of the Community, was to
assure that nuclear material was not used for
purposes other than those declared, which is
a different and more broad based task than
was afterwards taken on by the Agency of
Vienna for the Safeguards Convention.
Because it is not diversion to military use
but diversion to other purposes. And in this
regard, the Treaty provided for a specific
Agency, the Agency for Procurement of
Material. And the first commitment of this
Agency was the negotiation of a bi-lateral
agreement with the United States for pro-

curing the necessary materials for all



Community countries. And in the early
years of Euratom, the Agency played a very
important role, it had a very central activity.
But nowadays its functions seem no longer
crucial. Personally, I have not been sure for
a long time about its existence, I don’t
know, I heard nothing more about the
Agency for Procurement. Beside these pro-
moting objectives, the Treaty aimed to create
real Community bases to facilitate the
labour of free exchange, addressed other
problems, specifically the problem of the
harmonization of rules on the protection of
workers and the population from ionizing
radiation. Then the Community was requir-
ed to set up basic standards for protection,
to define maximum permissible doses,
maximum permissible exposures and contam-
ination and fundamental principles about
surveillance for workers. And this was pro-
vided for in Article 31. The Euratom Treaty
does not include, within the scope of the
Community, any reference to nuclear safety,
because at that time this was considered a
problem of the designers, of the project
teams. As in every other industrial field, the
problem of safety was a problem of design-
ers, of the project men. As a consequence of
this lack of scope of the Community, long
term debates and disputes have been on-
going. The last one was for the possible
accession of the Community to the Nuclear
Safety Convention of Vienna. And the sign-

ing of this Convention by Euratom was

possible because the Convention made greater
reference to Health Protection issues. So,
it became a specific task of the Community.
But, then, in my opinion, most of the tasks,
of the initial tasks of the Community, have
lost their up-to-dateness, while some gaps
like, for example, the safety field, are even
more evident than in the past because the
Commission is not in a position to answer
public opinion’s cutrent expectations, espe-
cially in the safety field. And you know perf-
ectly well that the European Parliament
has been in many cases the mouthpiece for
this subject. There are certain resolutions,
the last one in 1992, in which the
Member

Countries to move in an international frame

Parliament encouraged the
work agreement towards a system of more
harmonized criteria and requirements on
nuclear safety. In my opinion, this trend, at
least in the long run, might be inevitable.
We can’t avoid it. For this reason I think a
more intense activity would be advisable to
make the actual harmonization already exist-
ing in regulatory practice among us more
evident. It is not so evident in many cases.
First of all, for example, for emergency plan-
ning. Then, in my opinion, we have the task
to harmonize this practice, to make evident
that actual harmonization in the main criter-
ia already exists. Don’t forget that up to
now, European Parliament resolutions have
no power by law. They are just suggestions,

recommendations. But the moment is not



far away when the European Parliament will
achieve the law-making power. In this case,
what are now recommendations could, or
would be turned into legislative acts and it
is in our interest that at that moment we are
prepared to give a positive answer to this

problem. Thank you Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Kindeldn: Now, Mr. O’Flaherty will

speak to us on the subject.

Mr. O’Flaherty: Chairman, I thought it
may at first be useful for people who have
not read the Treaty very recently to outline
the broad structure. There are five titles.
Number I dealing with the aims of the
Community. Number II, the encourage-
ment of progress in the field of nuclear
energy. Number III, provisions relating to
institutions. Number IV, financial provis-
ions. Number V, general provisions, and
then annexes and protocols. Now I will dis-
cuss numbers I and II in a little more detail.
On Title number I, that is, the first three
articles, the aim it says is of “speedy estab-
lishment and growth of nuclear industries
through research, the establishment of
safety standards, the construction of facil-
ities, the supply of nuclear fuels, safeguards
against diversion of nuclear materials to
non-peaceful purposes, provisions relating
to property rights, to fissionable materials,
the creation of a common market in nuclear

materials and the establishment of appro-

priate international contacts”. Now, to
come to Title IT which is the longest and
most detailed title of the Treaty. This is
divided into ten separate chapters. These
chapters dealing, number 1, with develop-
ment of research; number 2, dissemination
of information; number 3, health protect-
ion; 4, investment; 5, joint enterprises; 6,
supplies; 7, safety control; 8, property
rights; 9, the nuclear common market and
number 10, external relations. And what I
will further have to say will relate mainly to
Chapter number 3, that is the chapter on
Health Protection. I might say at this point
that this is the area in which, in the context
of a possible review of the Treaty, Ireland
would be most interested in seeing provis-
ions for a strengthening of the Treaty. This
Chapter includes ten articles. The first four,
30 to 33, deal with basic standards and I
will return to say a little more in detail
about that. Number 34 deals with the
necessity for Member States to obtain per-
mission for the carrying out of what would
be considered dangerous experiments which
might have consequences for other Member
States. Number 35 requires countries to
have facilities for continuous monitoring of
radioactivity and number 36 imposes a
requirement for reporting levels of radio-
activity. Number 37 imposes a requirement
for advance consideration of proposals for
disposal of radioactive waste which might

have consequences for Member States other



than the country which is proposing to estab-
lish some new facility. And numbers 38 and
39 are more of a procedural nature relating
to the formulation of recommendations to
Member States and a provision of Health
and Safety documentation. Articles 30 to
33, dealing with basic standards, are a very
important part of the Treaty. As Mr. Naschi
has outlined in his presentation, number 30
sets requirements for, or requires that the
basic standards deal with the setting of
maximum doses, of maximum exposure and
contamination and medical supervision of
workers. Then article 31 requires the set-
ting up of a very important group or
Committee of experts to advise the
Commission in relation to matters relevant
to the Treaty. Then number 32 provides for
revision of the standards and number 33
requires compliance by Member States with
the basic standards which have been set.
And, in the final, I would simply mention
some of the particular provisions of the

Health and Safety Provisions of the Treaty

which, in Ireland, we would consider it

would be desirable to address. The Title
incidentally is “Desirable Strengthening of
Health and Safety Provisions of Euratom”
specifically relating to articles 34 to 37.
And, these are summarised rather concisely,
in the wording firstly “to redress the demo-
cratic deficit”. Again this touches on com-
ments made by Mr. Naschi relating to the

role of the European Parliament and the

desirability that there would be a more
effective voice for the European Parliament
in matters relating to Health and Safety in a
nuclear context. Secondly, that there would
also be greater Commission involvement in
Health and Safety matters. Thirdly, the
monitoring of the application of Health and
Safety requirements and, fourthly, prior
consultation regarding transboundary
effects. Both of these in one way or another
touch on aspects of inspection. I think it is
well known that it has long been a view put
forward by Ireland that it would wish to see,
European Union based, inspection provis-
ions for facilities within Member States,
and, this is understood, it's not necessarily
shared by all countries. There is of course
the provision for inspection of monitoring
facilities but the view would be that this
should go further and this would be partic-
ularly held in the context of the expected
further extension of the European Union to
include countries in parts of Eastern Europe
where the provision for inspection or the
standards of safety and of national implem-
entation of safety is less satisfactory than
in the existing Member States. In that con-
text it would be strongly felt that there
would be a requirement for Community
based inspection facilities in relation to
both safety and to the possible transbound-
ary effects of possible accidents and of dis-
posal arrangements for radioactive wastes.

And then finally, also that there would be



strengthening of liability and compensation
measures. So, that concludes my presentat-

ion. Thank you very much, Chairman.

Summary of the discussion

® The Euratom Treaty was established in a situat-
ion for nuclear energy which is now historical.
Therefore, a number of provisions in the Treaty,
and the eventual lack of others in it, reflect

facts that are not the same today.

* The eventual modification of the Treaty cannot

be discussed without touching on political will.

¢ Most governments have not put a high priority
or seem to be reluctant to revise the Treaty.
The basic idea seems to be that, for the
moment, such a revision is impossible be-

cause no consensus could be reached on it.

* Some governments seem to believe that some
open issues can be covered through the
Nuclear Safety Convention and the Convention

on Radioactive Waste.

Individual ideas expressed during the meeting

follow
Mr. Marqués de Carvalho: I think that
one point that was already touched on, but
which I would like to stress, is that the
Euratom Treaty puts a lot of power in the
Commission’s hands and therefore takes
away sovereignty rights of the member

countries more than any other Treaty and

my question is whether this is the type of
thing that we would like to see in a
Community?. Are we not in a process where
other treaties will increase the powers of
some type of Commission or embryonic
Government and maybe the European
Treaty, I mean, a new, a renewed Treaty, will
not give more powers than the others and
will come to the same balance? And this
will also address the problem of the balance
between Parliament, the Commission and
the Council of Ministers. Well, this is a
political problem of course and it’s a bit out-
side our technical capacities but I don’t
think we can discuss these problems with-
out touching on political will. And the
underlying problem is, do we in the nuclear
community feel that more powers to a
Central Government will lead or will tend
to lead to a building up of a kind of nuclear
regulatory Commission in the European
Community? Is it desirable? Is it possible?
It will be connected to our last topic of the
day. But I would like to put it in an institut-
ional framework now. Are we eager to try to
step by step come to a kind of a common

Nuclear Inspectorate?

Mr. Hogberg: During our period of applic-
ation for membership and negotiation on
membership, we had reason of course to
examine the Euratom Treaty in detail and I
shall try to communicate some brief impres-

sions of that examination. First, Mr. Naschi



said the Treaty was established in a situation
for nuclear energy which is now very histor-
ical and a number of provisions in the
Treaty reflect issues that are not the same
today. First, with regard to the Euratom
Procurement Agency, it certainly reflects
the conditions of the day when non-prolif-
eration issues were in their early stage, world
resources of uranium were perhaps not con-
sidered sufficient for the demands of the
Community and so on, and that of course
was the background of these, let’s say pro-
prietary rights of the Commission. Of cour-
se, this is not a safety issue, it has been of
some concern to our industry although the
paragraphs have not been invoked for a long
time, but there were some signals sent when
changes occurred in the former Soviet
Union and a lot of cheap uranium and cheap
enrichment facilities came on the market.
So, it’s not a matter of safety, it’s a matter of
concern, for the industry, this part of the
Treaty not preventing a well functioning
world market of materials and services. As
to safeguard provisions and roles of the
Euratom Safeguards Office, the principal
concern was that when we compared this to
the TAEA, if you look at the IAEA, the
Board of Governors and the Senior Advisory
Group for Safeguard Implementation provi-
de IAEA members with mechanisms to dis-
cuss influence and develop the safeguard
systems of the IAEA. It takes time and it’s

difficult politically but at least looking in

from the outside, we saw a lack of similar
formal mechanisms within the Union with
regard to the operation of the Safeguard
Office. I would be interested to hear, from
long time, Community members with sub-
stantial nuclear programmes of how they
view this. This of course would not involve
more than a mere revision of the Treaty and
the provisions, just the mechanisms for
member country participation and influen-
ce of the activities of one part of the
Commission. As regard health and safety
matters, we, as other countries, are now
deeply involved in the revision of Basic
Safety Standards. It takes a lot of time and
effort. One of our principal concerns is that
they should not be regarded as binding relat-
ions to the extent that individual member
countries may not have some more stringent
requirements in some areas due to national
concerns about environment matters and
health. And I think this will happen if the
Commission enters also into areas like react-
or safety, and waste management safety. I
think it’s important that you don’t establish
binding levels that represent something like
the least common denominator. Of course,
it would perhaps be detrimental to develop-
ment in safety matters. The Swedish
Government has not put a high priority on
revising the Euratom Convention. Looking
at the Agenda for next year’s conference, our
priorities lie in other parts of environmental

matters and, of course, things like unem-



ployment. As was demonstrated during
work on the Safety Convention, we favour
stressing national responsibility in this field
under a regime of international peer
reviews. We think this is the best way to go
and not have new institutions or, say, supra-
national inspections and so on. So, now let
the Nuclear Safety Convention come on
course, which hopefully will cover a lot of
Eastern Europe too. Let us gain experience
in this part before we move into formal
regulations in the European Community
and the same applies to the waste manage-
ment side. This doesn’t exclude, I think, a
very necessary intensive dis- cussion in
bodies like this on how to create common
understanding and especially to create com-
mon understanding on safety criteria, good
methods to demonstrate safety, for example,
repositories for high level waste and spent
fuel with safety concerns very far into the
future. But that will come again under

another item on the Agenda.

Mr. Vuorinen: I would like to address two
items also. First, we have in Finland the most
complicated fuel cycle system in the world.
Uranium comes from many countries.
Enrichment services are bought in several
countries, mainly in Eastern countries, well,
the former Soviet Union. Fuel is made in
several countries and so on, so that we’ve sign-
ed many kinds of agreements and well, after

becoming a member of the European Union,

we have studied and discussed these things
and, if I may say so directly, I feel that this
Treaty, this ownership problem, is like a
dead letter in practice, so I agree with Mr.
Carvalho and Mr. Hégberg that we can live
with that, but with good will, because
Euratom could make life very complicated.
So that is my understanding. But they have
been very flexible up to now, they have not
prevented a practical solution so the Treaty
has been more or less like a dead letter. So,
it's some kind of rudiment in my mind, but
there is a good purpose of course behind that,
and we still like to keep matters relating to
plutonium in mind. It has to be carefully
thought out. The second thing is safety.
Well, there is a historical background as Mr.
Naschi already pointed out. We see the word
safety in this chapter 3 maybe in two places
but always in connection with radiation pro-
tection, so that in fact safety has not been
considered in the whole Treaty. So this also
means to me that this is an old-fashioned
rudimentary Treaty in a sense. So that if
Europe, the European Union were to be
some kind of an example to Eastern coun-
tries, as a newcomer I would say that it is a
disgrace that there is a basic document writ-
ten like that. It does not meet today’s requi-
rements by any means for me. Of course, we
have this in the Nuclear Safety Convention
that is in all likelihood coming and will
cover these needs but that, of course, is anoth-

er matter.



Mr. Willby: I'd just like to say from the
United Kingdom’s point of view, we
“obviously came to Euratom almost twenty
years after it first came into being and I
think that while we had some initial strug-
gles, we have largely learned to work with
Euratom and we certainly at the moment
don’t see any particular need to take up
space on an already crowded Agenda at the
IGC to discuss Euratom and in fact I don't
think we particularly see any revision of
Euratom being a high priority. As I said, we
find the basic system works, we can live
with it. I think an important point was just
made by Professor Vuorinen that, I think
you have to take the Euratom Treaty and
bear in mind that there are other internation-
al treaties which also bear on this. He’s
mentioned the International Safety
Convention, we’re going to have a
Radioactive Waste Convention. From the
point of view of liabilities and compensat-
ion, we already have Paris, Vienna
Conventions. Euratom does not stand alone
in this. It is supported by a number of other
treaties which go wider. Things like that
really need to be broader than just Europe.
Just a comment on a couple of things which
have been said before. A number of speakers
have said it isn’t very democratic. They
seem to assume that the only means of
making it democratic is to somehow have
the European Parliament involved, which is

not necessarily our view. The fact that mem-

ber countries do in fact debate and anyone
who's been involved in European negot-
iations on Directives, whether it be under
Euratom or whether it be under other treat-
ies, no matter who has proposed the
Directive, knows that considerable debate
takes place between member countries.
Before, in general, we almost always seek a
consensus on the matters going forward
and, of course, this takes pléce under
Euratom. The European Parliament can
advise, that is their role under Euratom,
they’re an advisory body, and of course the
Council of Ministers can in fact decide
whether to accept any proposal or not at the
end of the day. So I certainly don’t feel it is
possibly as undemocratic as some of the speak-
ers have suggested. The other one that
gives me some reservations is the call for
greater involvement of the Commission on
health and safety matters. If we go back to
some of the other work the Commission
does, such as research, the Commission can
foster some extremely good work. It can at
other times, be extremely bureaucratic and
some of the work which comes out can be of
doubtful quality. That’s certainly our
impression on the research side. And I don’t
think that greater involvement by the
Commission would necessarily lead to high-
er standards. I think the Commission can do
a lot in facilitating, coordinating and
getting Member States to cooperate with

each other, and in ensuring that basic health



and safety standards which are in place,
which it does by means of the Basic Safety
Standards Directive, but the question of
giving it a greater role, certainly with
regard to monitoring, I think we would be
extremely reluctant to see any move in that

direction.

Mr. Samain: We are against the reform of
the Euratom Treaty. Being pragmatic, 1
fully agree with Lars Hégberg’s suggestion
when he said that we first have to wait for
the new Nuclear Safety Convention. We
have the new system to build up an intell-
igible peer review and we have to get some
experience in it before moving in any direct-
ion as regards increasing the Commission’s
involvement in health and safety to make
some new stipulation in the Euratom
Treaty. It’s not an Agency to fail with for the
moment because when we look at the work
done by the Commission, I fully agree that
we can find the worst and the best in it.
And sometimes a very disagreeable app-
roach in a very bureaucratic way. And we
also have a second reason to be very cautious
in an extension of the Euratom Treaty, and
that is we are looking at the possibility of
exchanging views with other countries and
other regulators. We have a lot of internat-
ional organizations to provide some fora, the
IAEA and also the NEA of OCDE. We
have a lot of opportunities. And, each

country may have many concerns with a lot

of difficulties for European provision and
this is the reason why it’s one of our forum
debates for the present discussion for the
Directive’s basic safety standards. It’s a pos-
sibility for each country to go further than
European standards when there is concern
in this country, and I can demonstrate that
it’s not harmful for the working of the
European Union. And it’s very important. I
will not go any further. I have said what we
feel to be the most important thing of our

position.

Mr. Lacoste: I must say that I fully agree
with what Chris Willby said some minutes
ago. France is quite reluctant about any
kind of revision of the Euratom Treaty
because we think that safety matters are
quite obviously a good scope for internation-
al cooperation, maybe for international har-
monization but, I would say, on a voluntary
basis and we would be quite afraid of any
kind of part that could be given to the
European Commission about nuclear safety

matters.

Mr. Caro: I have some kind of a generic
consideration concerning a possible revision
of the Euratom Treaty. First, I think we
should consider whether it is necessary or
convenient or profitable. It is not quite clear
to me. Maybe it is necessary, maybe it’s con-
venient and maybe it should be profitable.

Anyway, what we can say is that it’s cer-



tainly obsolete. It was made in 1958 when
the general atmosphere towards nuclear
energy was rather pro. Society was rather
pro-nuclear. Now society is not pro-nuclear,
and that’s the kindest thing we can say
about it. And many things have happened.
The inconvenient, transboundary nature, of
the effects of nuclear energy have been prov-
en. This is something strictly connected
with accidents and the Chernobyl affair and
the effect it had upon our nuclear program-
mes. Well, to some extent, this transbound-
ary nature and the need to address it in
drafting a treaty in Europe with the highest
density of population, with a very high dens-
ity of nuclear facilities, is of paramount
importance in this consideration of trans-
boundary effects, which is not included,
which is not mentioned not even in a fleet-
ing way, in the Treaty. In the Treaty,
though, some other considerations like the
need for prototypes as an international
collaboration is included, matter of fact. At
the very beginning, we had some joint
European ventures, you remember, the four
joint research centres in Ispra, Mol, Petten y
Karlsruhe were established and they are
there. But I wonder why, from the point of
view of prototypes, which should be most
convenient for developing nuclear industry,
which is one of the main purposes of the
Euratom Treaty, has never been applied
again since then. I wonder whether, as

regards new projects, and there are many,

we could contemplate or we could mention,
just mention, the new idea of Carlo Rubbia.
New prototypes should be something to
take into consideration. Nuclear energy
facility development, which was originally
included among the aims of Euratom, was
never really taken into account. It was rath-
er a kind of national project. I am not saying
it has been good or bad, but certainly the
current situation does not agree with what
the Euratom Treaty has in its articles. So,
maybe it should be modified in one way or
another. Safety was not sufficiently incorpo-
rated, neither rad-wastes and the environ-
mental issue. Well, there are so many issues
which were not considered as real necessary
topics within that Treaty in 1958 but that
now are considered to be most important!
However, we have other treaties, we have
other conventions which to some extent are
a support or could be considered as support
to a new Treaty which we could emphasize
from the point of view of this very crowded
continent. Anyhow, I think, from the point
of view of what we consider at present most
important in that safety environmental
issue, rad-waste and all that, it is suffi-
ciently taken into account with the collabor-
ation of other wider treaties. So maybe it’s
not necessary. But I should think it over

because I'm not sure.

Mr. Alonso: My approach is going to be

different. I am not going to make any state-



ment on the convenience or not of review-
ing the Treaty, but I certainly will try to
express my concerns with the limitations of
the Euratom Treaty in the way it is drafted
now. You have mentioned before that nuclear
safety is not practically mentioned, the
way we understand nuclear safety, and being
responsible for that now in Spain, I think
that I should express my concern with it.
There is another related limitation and I
want to join the two limitations together
and this is the fact that the Euratom Treaty
does not mention military applications at
all. I want to express my concern on about
how we should deal with the safety of milit-
ary applications during peace-time. And I
am not in the least now thinking of anyth-
ing related to nuclear weapon testing. I am
not referring to that. I will express what I
am thinking of and this is a problem we are
facing now in Spain. I raised this problem
with some of my colleagues during private
conversations last night and I want you to
know what our concerns are and maybe this
is something on which you can express your
views. We are concerned with the control of
radiation sources in military hospitals. We
are concerned with the visits of non-
European military nuclear vessels to
European ports or with the matter of
European military nuclear vessels from one
nationality in ports and harbours of other
nations. We are also concerned with the con-

trol of radiation sources which are normally

used in defence activities of the different
countries for, let’s say, peaceful purposes
which are mainly under the responsibility of
the military organizations. Now you men-
tion the revision of basic standards and the
point is that because the Treaty does not
apply to military applications, there is the
doubt of whether basic standards will apply
or not to these military applications I have
just mentioned. And this of course is a prob-
lem which can be solved by the countries
individually but not on a general basis with-
in the basic standards. And there is also the
problem of our involvement, we regulatory
authorities, in the protection of soldiers, in
this particular case, and also of the general
population because of these activities I have
mentioned. There is another problem which
is also of some concern and this relates to the
physical protection of those installations. Of
course, the military are supposed to protect
these installations physically with great eft-
iciency. But I wonder whether or not we
licensing authorities should also get involv-
ed with that problem. And I believe that the
Treaty is also lacking in any article dealing
with this physical protection of facilities.
Well, these are the concerns I want to
express. I don’t know Mr. Chairman if these

concerns deserve any comments orf not.

Mr. Kindeldan: Now we have a new issue.
Does anyone want to say anything on this

subject?

e



Mr. Versteeg: I was one of the persons talk-
ing to Mr. Alonso last night. I do share
some of his concerns on military applic-
ations which seem beyond our control. We
do not, as a regulatory body, have a formal
role in the control authorization of military
applications especially if they are, for inst-
ance, foreign nuclear powered vessels. It all
falls under the Ministry of Defence.
Sometimes also the Ministry of Foreign
Aftfairs is concerned. But we are often con-
sulted from our technical expertise point of
view. I share his concern that it’s difficult to
pass expert judgement on something on
which you are not really given any informa-
tion comparable to what you would norm-
ally seek from land-based power stations.
The only real statement you get is that they
will, when looking at discharges, follow the
ICRP guidelines, which is not very much
but it’s something. This is the specific ques-
tion Mr. Alonso addressed. On the Euratom
Treaty in general, Chairman, I think its the
position of the Nethetlands that we do not
attach high priority to a revision of the
Treaty. There is no reason that it should be
taken up in next year’s governmental confer-
ence. There are issues of greater importance
to be treated. Although I know that our
country has some reservations on certain
items of the Euratom Treaty. For instance,
we think that the area where the Euratom
Treaty could be exploited a little bit further

would be in the area of transboundary

effects. It’s certainly an item where reinfor-
cement could be made, whether you need to
revise the Euratom Treaty to do that or not.
But, for instance, if you look at article 37
which requires each State to notify the
Commission beforehand on any discharges
of radioactive material that could have
transboundary effects, I find the process of
consulting with experts, if I can put it on
the table, more like a ritual dance then any
real substance. If we are really concerned
about transboundary effects, it’s not the norm-
al discharges or the discharges concerned
with design basis accidents because what
happens in design basis accidents is still
more or less under control. I think what we
really would want in such a case is to have a
common basis of emergency planning, and I
think that is something that we could share
even without revising the Euratom Treaty. I
think that is something that could be done
now if we really have the desire to do so.
There’s one other item that I would like to
mention in connection with the Euratom
Treaty. If you look at the scale of our nuclear
application. I've been asked by, not this
Minister, but by the previous Minister sev-
eral times, “well, if you look at the laws of
scale, do you really need a national regulat-
ory authority?” We’'ve heard discussions
about cuts of twenty five percent of staffing.
Why not, let it all be done by Euratom or
whatever or by some supranational organ-

ization. These are thoughts that are running



around politicians’ minds sometimes,
Chairman, and well, we've been asked these
questions. And I've asked this question
myself, especially for smaller countries. Due
to laws of scale, let me ask you whether you
can still afford the expenditure of a large
European organization and whether it
would just be more efficient to make a com-

bination on a more supranational scale.

Mr. Marqués de Carvalho: I think that
looking at the comments made around this
table, they look very similar to the ones our
fellow citizens will make about our own
organizations in each country. We fear bureau-
cracy, of course. Our fellow citizens fear
the bureaucracy of the federal states, of the
local states, of the municipalities; municip-
alities will fear the central State; regions
will fear the central State. All people are
normally against leaving power to others.
But, that’s a fact of life, we have to share
power. So, this is on the political arena
again. It’s for the politicians to decide if we
have to go onto a more integrated system or
a less integrated system. What I fear is that
we are seeing the life cycle of a product. In
the beginning of the European Community
there was a very strong mission abroad to
build a nuclear sector and there were very
good and altruistic ideas of sharing knowl-
edge and all the five or six States that sign-
ed the Treaty were more or less, or felt

themselves more or less, on the same level of

knowledge and capabilities and so on. Later
on, products developed. And as they develop-
ed, they became a little more regulated.
And now it would seem that some people
are not interested, others are anti-. It would
appear the product is to be finished, ended,
substituted by other products. And, if the
politicians around Europe do not feel eager
to foster nuclear as a whole mission or target
for all Europe, of course we will not find
grounds for having another Treaty or other
institutions or anything else either. There’s
no need for institutions if you don’t need
the product and as long as Europe is not
convinced of the interest of nuclear power, it
will probably not reach consensus on a poli-
tical level. But, it’s up to the ones most
dependent on nuclear power to feel whether
they are strong enough to keep it for ever, or
for some decades, or if they are interested
maybe in building, they have to convince
politicians as regards building a common
interest, a common goal in having nuclear
power sustained in the future. What I see is
some kind of corruption in the Latin sense,
the issue is being pulled apart and there will
be no common grounds for any treaty and
we are left with a corpse. Now the European
Treaty is a corpse because it regulates things
that we don’t do any more very well or we
don’t do convincingly and doesn’t regulate
the main problems we have. So, I think
that’s my message for the politicians but

I'm not saying that politicians in Portugal



will favour any revision. And if they look at
the Treaty, if by any chance they do, they’ll
maybe say “Oh, there’s the Treaty”, and will
probably be pushed into having more uni-
form, stringent rules. But, maybe they
wouldn’t even notice there is a European

Treaty.

Mr. Naschi: Just a few comments on the
discussion under way. First of all, military
applications. Military applications are not
the fault of the Treaty of Euratom. The
whole military problem was outside the
scope of the present Community. There is
no military community, no defence comm-
unity. As you remember, a defence comm-
unity was suggested but not approved in
1958, 1959, something like that, by
Mendes France who was against a Defence
Community. Then the problem of military
applications for the Community must be
taken into consideration at the moment
when at a political level, it will to be deci-
ded to have a defence community. On the
other hand, each of us have the same pro-
blem in our own countries. The regulat-ory
organization has no power over military
applications also in the internal situation.
And each country has found its own solut-
ion to the problem. In Italy for example,
they adopted the same regulation that we
have in the civil field but the military has
its own regulatory organization with the

exception of some problems, research facilit-

ies, waste and so on, which are under civil
control. Then we suggest the military but
the health physics of the soldiers are under
the control of the military organization.
This is the first observation. Now the
second obsetvation. In some way I see that
there’s some confusion about this Treaty.
Someone considered it simply a treaty for
international collaboration, but the
Euratom Treaty is not a treaty for that. It’s a
treaty to establish a European Community.
It is not on the same level as the activity of
the Vienna Agency or OECD Paris. It is to
establish the Community. This means
something which should have the same
regulation, the same rules for industry and
for protection of population and so one. In
this respect, some problems must be consid-
ered from a different point of view. This is
the second observation. A third one. I want
to avoid a misunderstanding with regard to
my considerations on the Euratom Treaty. I
have handed out a summary of my intervent-
ion. I don’t suggest the Euratom Treaty be
revised. I don’t think it’s the time to do it.
There are many other things to do, and it’s
not certainly a priority. Certainly there are a
lot of tasks which are not up to date. There
is certainly a gap as regards safety and these
problem will certainly lead to other probl-
ems in the future. But, we have to solve it
when the time comes to revise the Treaty. I
suggest we prepare ourselves because the

European Parliament with the Maastricht



Treaty will not be in force in 1996, 1998
whenever it will happen, but the European
Parliament will have the power to make
legislation at the European level and we
have already two strong recommendations
to harmonize safety criteria. I have been
working in this field for many years
and I know that in practice we have the
same ideas on most of the problems and we
also do the same things in a different way.
What is my suggestion? Let us present the
harmonization we already have in a more
evident form. Our differences are also
microscopic and are not very important, it’s
just a question of interpretation of a basic
common view of safety problems, a basic
common criteria that we have already. And
my suggestion is that we should prepare
ourselves to avoid to have in three, four
years a European Parliament which, in the
absence of any kind of initiative from our-
selves, will take a decision. And the
European Parliament is outside the power of
Governments. The Council of Ministers
today is under the power of Governments
and we can control this activity in a certain
way. The European Parliament will be out-
side this control by us. Already today, they
somehow take a decision that we don’t
accept, we don’t agree on, but this is an
independent power and we must prepare
ourselves to avoid this independent power
taking decisions which will revolutionize

the situation.

Mr. Kindeldn: Before going on with the
next speakers, I should like to underline one
thing which has been talked about, for these
military applications and I think Mr.
Alonso spoke about military applications, in
relation of the military uses of isotopes and
related things. He spoke, for instance, about
the preference of warships and the use of iso-
topes in hospitals and research facilities. He
didn’t speak at all of military applications
but of uses by the military of related things
which are not under the control of the regul-
atory agencies, the confused field which

could be, I think, is this one.

Mzr. Samain: I will give a short answer, for
instance to Mr. Carvalho when he spoke of
the necessity to have common targets and
maybe a revision of the Euratom Treaty. I
will express it very roughly but I'm quite
sure that for the moment it’s impossible to
revise the Euratom Treaty because we
couldn’t reach any consensus on it. When
you look at some statements in the perspect-
ive of a revision, when you look at these sta-
tements, you are sure its impossible to do
anything with the Euratom Treaty. Second
point. It’s a very interesting topic that Mr.
Alonso put on the table about military uses
of ionizing radiation. First, though, we in
Belgium are prepared to go further than the
existing situation in this field. First we have
a very recent military regulation quite sim-

ilar to the civilian one which applies the



existing guidelines of the Euratom Treaty
and the European guidelines of 1984.
Second point, I said yesterday that we have
a new law on nuclear energy and ionizing
radiation and this new law provides for an
extension of the capacity of the civilian auth-
orities to protect all civilian workers and the
general public involved in the military’s use
of ionizing radiations in the military field.
It’'s a new step that we took two years ago
and it can provide an extension to civili-
an regulations. My friend Versteeg spoke
about the transboundary effect but maybe
it's necessary to remember that the Euratom
Treaty has not been the only source of regul-
ation for the nuclear field for a long time
now. When looking at other European guide-
lines on the basis of the common Treaty,
and I refer about the recent ozone guideli-
nes, it’s touching on the nuclear field and
when looking at the guidelines presently
under discussion about environmental
impact assessment, they are also touching
on all the nuclear field and thirdly, the
enforcement of Export Treaty on the trans-
boundary effect will also affect the manner,

the way we manage problems in the nuclear

field.

Mr. Hogberg: I agree with Mr. Naschi, that
we have to be aware of possible political
developments within the Union, notably
the role of Parliament, and as regards other

things, we have to prepare how to deal with.

Secondly, I would like to comment on my
Dutch colleague’s concerns about small
countries and maintaining the necessary
competence. It’s also part of, should we say,
political developments. Historically, polit-
ical careers were made by interest, by push-
ing nuclear marters. Today politicians stay
away from it, in most countries at least,
because political careers are probably wreck-
ed by too much involvement in such incit-
ing of waste repositories, and political car-
eers are not made on that any more. And
then, in that respect, it might be tempting,
for some at least, to give more power to
something like the Commission because
then the political responsibility is moved,
moved far away. That is one thing, but on
the issue you raised about the possibility for
small countries to keep up the necessary
competence for national regulatory bodies,
this certainly is a concern and I personally
say that the Government must be aware
that having a nuclear programme involves a
sort of minimum responsibility for having a
basic regulatory capacity and this is very
clearly a commitment under the Nuclear
Safety Convention. On the other hand, it’s
evident that greater cooperation, especially
on what is known as technical support organ-
izations, is needed, I think. Of course,
whilst making the most efficient use of
resources and that might be a thing to
explore more on a voluntary basis than

through the Commission.



Mr. Katsanos: I would like to mention
another Euratom activity which has prob-
ably been forgotten up to now. This is the
fusion programme. It is a programme that
was handled by Euratom, it takes a lot of
money from the Community, it was a very
successful programme and its a programme
that doesn’t create objections or anxiety in
the public because it’s a project which people
are not afraid will create problems of safety
as with the fission programme. If, coming
to the point of the discussion, the possible
consideration of the Treaty, I think that it
will be difficult to achieve public acceptance,
unless the discussions are centred on safety

and subjects of this kind.

Mr. Lacoste: I will deal with two items.
The first one, where I will refer to what Mr.
Naschi said. I fully agree with him. We are
reluctant, and I think most of us are reluct-
ant, to the idea of any kind of revision of the
Euratom Treaty. On the other hand, we
must work together towards harmonization
and this work must be quite an obvious one.
I don’t know how it will be the situation in
the year 2020. I don’t know how many
countries will still have nuclear energy after
having chosen between pollution or nuclear
power. But the question is, will any of the
countries having nuclear industry have a
technical safety otganization under the
national safety authority and obviously, the

answer is “no”!. That means that sooner or

later, countries, two, maybe three, will have
to decide whether to have a common tech-
nical support organization or maybe a com-
mon safety body or a safety agency. And I
think this is maybe the core question for us.
Because that means that sooner or later, on
a voluntary basis, there will be a limited
number of safety bodies, a limited number
of technical support, of innovation, and I
think this is the way Europe will be built as
regards nuclear safety. If we think this is the
way things will develop, it means we don’t
need any kind of revision of the Euratom
Treaty but we need quite a lot of work on
harmonization, common understanding and
I think that will be the issue to be addressed
at the end of the day. But what I say is that
it takes quite a lot of time to work seriously
on this topic. I will just say that we have
been working on that kind of topic with
Germany for at least fifteen years. So, it
takes quite a lot of time and that’s the reas-

on why we should start soon.

Mr. Vuorinen: Well, I don’t know how to
express it, but I'm used to working in my
organization without such political press-
ures, political will and political views. My
understanding is that political needs will
change very quickly, depending on who is
the leader. We've been talking very much as
if there is a need for improving the Treaty or
not. Maybe I'm too pro-active by saying

that I feel that it’s a matter for politicians,



not a matter for us. We should look at what
it includes and what not. I am just giving
my opinion as a regulator. And at the
moment I can see that it covers radiation
producing matters very well. But it’s a polit-
ical question which should be covered by
some other forum if they feel that it would
cover nuclear safety matters or not in the
future. Maybe tomorrow, political will shall
prevail in Europe, perhaps it is not a polit-
ical will today. That is why I'm disturbed, on
the basis of most of the other speakers here
this morning. I would give a further reason
for that. In most European countries, the
acceptability of nuclear power is on a razor’s
edge and that very much depends, for exam-
ple, on the credibility of international orga-
nizations. So, at the moment, things are
changing in the area of safeguards and peo-
ple have been used to having a certain
amount of belief in safeguard activities of
the International Atomic Energy Agency
and now there is a shift towards a Euratom
system. I believe that this trust will contin-
ue and even improve but at the same time,
if there is a strong emphasis in Europe that
in European countries we do have better
nuclear safety requirements than in Eastern
countries, it is something which has been
stressed again and again over these years and
if we look at what has been agreed in these
matters, very, very little has actually been
agreed and enforced. If people working

against nuclear power start looking at what

is included here, we should openly say then
that it is not covered at all, and that is what
I wanted to get across, it is not covered in
practice. I agree with Mr. Versteeg when
he stated that at least we should have things
relating to our neighbourship problems,
emergency preparedness, but that is only
one aspect. I mean, emergency preparedness
requirements, principles. In a way, we are
not convinced about the technical safety

requirements of our plants.

Mr. Kindeldn: I am going to take the priv-
ilege of the Chair to take two minutes to
comment on what Mr. Vuorinen said. I
think Mr. Vuorinen, that we all agree that
politics is a little beyond our meeting today,
our everyday duties. But what are politics?.
I think politics are a combination of ideas,
interests and maybe also future wishes. It’s
difficult to take everything concerning
eventual reform of the Euratom Treaty into
account. But I mean, there is no contradict-
ion between the political level of the matter
and the opinion which can be given by
regulatory bodies, just as every other body

in the different countries.

Mr. Willby: I think that I'd just like to
stress that I get the impression that some
people seem to feel that the only way of
making progress is through the European
Commission and of course there are many

ways of making progress and working



together. Going through the European
Commission is but one of them and I think
that a number of us have stressed that we
feel that this is an area ripe for collaboration
between countries, possibly in parallel with
work which the European Commission is
doing on basic safety standards. Leave them
to the health side and the basic safety stand-
ards, but on the nuclear safety side, we feel
that we make more progress by simple bi-
lateral, tri-lateral meetings between us. Just
one comment on the military side. I think
that it’s really in the hands of individual
countries how they regulate the military use
of ionizing radiation. Certainly, within the
United Kingdom, we have a situation where
all civil nuclear law with regard to either
nuclear safety standards or ionizing radia-
tion standards is taken to apply to the milit-
ary side, unless they particularly say “no,
for particular reasons, we wish to exempt
ourselves”. Thus, for example, the military
side fully complies with ionizing radiation
regulations. What we, as a body, don’t do is
we do not inspect against it unless there are
civilian workers involved. We leave the
military to police the regulations themselv-
es or their application, but if there are civi-
lian workers involved, then of course the
civilian authorities, which in the main
means the organization I represent, actually
go in and carry out inspections at military
establishments to see that national laws are

being enforced. Thus, I think, it is largely

up to individual countries. They have the
freedom to decide whether the military will
or will not comply with the same sort of
laws that apply in the civilian sector. It’s a
matter for individual countries rather than

for Europe, I think.

Mr. Caro: I fully agree with Mr. Willby’s
ideas on the subject he mentioned. But you
know, in the Straits of Gibraltar, particul-
arly during the cold war, we had an inten-
se nuclear traffic in a channel which is only
ten to fifteen kilometres wide and very dif-
ficult for navigation. That means that the
probability of a collision, of a nuclear acc-
ident, was very high. Even now, traffic is far
less than it was but, I'm not sure, I suppose
that in the English Channel there will be
the same problem. Maybe, as it is wider, the
probability of collisions will be less. So, this
could well be a typical case of transbound-
ary effects of a nuclear accident affecting
not only the individual country but the
European Community as well. Taking into
account that most of those who might cause
an accident would not be European and
that’s the only case where, I should say,
something should be taken into account in

a possible addition to the Treaty.

Mr. Willby: I would say that if they’re not
European, it becomes very difficult for the
European Community to have any jurisdict-

ion. I happen to know that most of the traf-



fic going through the Straits of Gibraltar is
_probably still not of European origin. And
it means that no matter what the European
Commission or Directives say, it will have
absolutely no effect. It will have a very limit-
ed effect, only upon European countries.
Mr. Caro: May I say that in the case of a
collision in the Straits of Gibraltar, very
probably the countries of Northern Africa,
Spain and Portugal and, to some extent
France in the area of the Gulf of Lyon could
be involved, because sometimes radioactive
clouds travel long distances. In the case of a
collision in the English Channel, Belgium,
Holland and the British Isles could receive
such nasty effects. So, in my opinion, as this
is a phenomenon involving many European
countries, or a few European countries, it is
a matter which should be at least discussed

in one way or another.

Mr. Vuorinen: Excuse me, I would take the
floor once more. First of all I would like to
assure you that I haven’t proposed that the
Euratom Treaty be renewed or not. I was
trying to analyze what it covers and what it
does not cover. If the quality is good or not.
That was my statement. The second thing
refers to this military problem. There are
different theories. For example, one area.
Every now and then military propulsion
ships, perhaps including weapons, are visit-

ing our harbours. And we are asked if they

are safe or not, what kind of safety level they
have. I fully agree, we can’t decide here, and
it is even useless to discuss here whether
there will be a political agreement to do
something. But, we can discuss here wheth-
er there is a real need and what can be done
technically to do something. That’s if there
is any technical interest to do it. That is
how I see it. But it is completely useless to
discuss whether there will be an inspection
possibility or not because that is completely

a political decision.
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Session Ill: Impact of the Nuclear
Safety Convention

Mr. Kindeldn: I should like to ask our
British friend to talk a little about the

impact of the Nuclear Safety Convention.

Mr. Bye: What I would like to do is give a
very quick introduction to the Convention,
just really to remind people of what I consid-
er to be the key points, and then Mr.
Versteeg will follow up with a report on
what happened earlier on this week in
Vienna. So to the Convention. The last fig-
ures I have are that there have been eight ratifi-
cations from nuclear countries and a total
of thirteen ratifications. This is about half
way towards the requirement of the seven-
teen nuclear and twenty two total that are
needed to bring the Convention into force.
We hope that the UK will ratify this year.
The Parliamentary procedure is now com-
plete in the UK so it’s really just a question
of the bureaucracy getting it done now. I've
really just tried to cut what I believe to be
the key elements out of the convention and
just remind us that the purpose of the
Convention is to achieve and maintain a
high level of nuclear safety worldwide, and
also that the scope is limited. In the discus-
sions that led up to the Convention, there
were a lot of proposals from some countries
to have a much wider scope than this and

several other countries wanted to narrow it

down to a much smaller scope. I think a
very sensible compromise was reached just
to restrict it to land-based, civil nuclear
power plants and also the storage, handling
and treatment of fuel that’s on the same site
and directly related to the operation of that
plant. The Convention contains a series of
obligations but they can really be grouped
together into sort of main points and the
first one is perhaps the most important and
that is that the obligation is actually to
report on how progress is being made in
arriving at the position of meeting all the
other obligations. It is a case that it’s not
necessary to say how you have met the oblig-
ations, it is a case of how you are progres-
sing towards meeting them, which allows
countries to ratify it even if they do not, at
the moment, meet all the obligations. So
that’s the reporting side. Then the other
main points are to establish a legal and
regulatory basis, to also provide adequate
resources to both the plant and the regul-
ator to ensure safety. And then also to carry
out a safety evaluation of the site, the
design, the construction and the operation.
How is the Convention going to have an
impact? It’s an incentive convention, not a
coercive one. The aim is to persuade people
through peer pressure, not through sanct-
ions or any other stronger form. It is purely
designed to be peer pressure, to bring people
or other countries up to a common high

standard. So this is why the peer review pro-



cess is going to be extremely important in
actually making this Convention have the
impact that it’s intended to have. What was
the target of the Convention? It’s not writ-
ten explicitly there, but in all the discus-
sions it was very much to bring the coun-
tries of the former Soviet Union, and
Central and Eastern Europe up to a higher
standard than they have at the moment and
to a standard that, I think, most countries
believe they are already achieving. I think
that it hasn’t been difficult for most of us
although I must admit, as we've gone
through the articles of the Convention, we
found one or two places where we would
find it a little bit difficult to explain how we
meet the obligations. And I think therefore
that this has been a very useful exercise for
us. But the main target was really the for-
mer Soviet Union and the countries of East
and Central Europe. But will it work? And
these are sort of personal views now really
rather than UK views. I'm concerned that in
recent weeks peer pressure has not worked
on Kozloduy and that is the most blatant
example. Going back over a slightly longer
scale, in Armenia there was a general reluct-
ance to encourage restarting at Medzamor.
Peer pressure didn’t work then. Is it going
to work now? I raise that question. I don’t
propose any answers to it at the moment.
The cultures in the West and East are very
different and I believe this is where the key

problem lies, that the command economies

of the Eastern countries, the old Eastern
bloc, has engendered a totally difterent cul-
ture, a totally different concept of the role of
safety and the considerations that safety
should be given. I prepared a slide that
really asked the question “does safety or res-
ponsibility equal affluence?” Because if a
country has got spare resources, if a country
has got money, it can afford to shut down an
unsafe nuclear power plant. If a country’s
broke, it’s absolutely totally dependent on a
nuclear power plant for its electricity sup-
plies. Safety will necessarily have a rather
lower priority in its considerations, I would
feel. So we come to “is it peer pressure or
really has that got to be tied in with money
from the West?”. Now, we are still working
with assistance programmes. This will
obviously have to move more towards co-
operation programmes rather than assistan-
ce programmes but, and also, perhaps there
is a role that we’ve got to find some way of
encouraging reinforcement of safety stand-
ards in those countries. We have program-
mes of encouraging their nuclear regulators,
etcetera, but I'm not convinced again,
whether that is actually coming to fruition
in some of the countries. So we come back
to the peer review process. This is what we
are pinning our hopes on and there were two
original methods that were discussed for
carrying out the peer review process. One
was to do it on a subject basis, to address

each of the individual main subjects within



the obligations. And the other way was to
group countries together and I think until
this week there was a certain debate on it.
But now I think this is a convenient time to
hand over to Mr. Versteeg to tell us what

came out of Vienna. Thank you.

Mr. Kindeldn: Now it is the turn for Mr.

Versteeg of the Netherlands.

Mr. Versteeg: I will try to follow on from
where Mr. Bye ended. He started his pre-
sentation by stating that the number of
ratifying countries was already eight nuclear
countries and seventeen are supposed to
be the minimum in order for the
Convention to come into force. It’s expected
that these nine further States will ratify
before the middle of next year. And that
means that a preparatory meeting will be
held before the end of next year. In order for
the preparatory meeting to be a success in
one meeting, as it’s supposed to be, there are
pre-preparatory meetings, informal meet-
ings, in order to prepare for the preparatory
meeting. The first meeting was held in
March of this year. A second meeting was
held the first three days of this week,
Monday through Wednesday. I attended
that meeting as my French colleague, Mr.
Hulst also did, playing a very active role, as
one of the promoters of a working paper
that turned out to be accepted. There were

three main areas. The first one was on how

to submit national reports, what should
they look like. Secondly, is what does the
peer review process look like and the third
item we touched upon were the rules of pro-
cedures. I shall go briefly into each of these
items. On the national report, what report
should be submitted?. There was a com-
bined Japanese-German working paper which
had a mixture for dealing with topics of the
Nuclear Safety Convention and an article-
by-article approach. That was a good start, I
think. During the discussion, the regulatory
bodies of the VVER reactors, with I think
the lead country being Finland, had a pre-
pre-preparatory meeting amongst themselv-
es and also tabled a working paper which
gave the content of the national report on an
article-by-article basis. I think it was good
to see that those Eastern European countries
in the former Soviet Union actually took
what I would say to be a rather positive in-
itiative to think things over and I thought
that was a very positive sign that they were
really cooperative. In the discussion, it turn-
ed out that the majority amongst the con-
tracting parties supported the article-by-
article, approach. But still under the chap-
eau or heading of the chapters of the Nuclear
Safety Convention. Now, the Nuclear Safety
Convention has about four main headings,
the first being General Provisions, which
are general provisions, but one of the ar-
ticles is very important and that is the article

on existing installations and that’s what



gets us all worried, so that is a very pert-
inent article. The second chapter is
Legislation and Regulation, the third is
General Safety Provisions, which are the
conditions that will allow you to site,
design and operate a plant, conditions like
quality assurance, human factors, safety cul-
ture and so on. Then the last substance
chapter is the Safety of Installations. So,
now, all the articles, article-by-article, will
be under these four chapter headings. Some
more discussion will be needed. What
exactly should be common to each of these
articles under the chapeau and what should
be dealt with article-by-article because if

you really do it article-by-article you might

lose track of some of the common features in

design and operation and so on. Now what
are the discussion issues that may not be
completely resolved? One of the issues was
the requirement for a listing of all nuclear
power plants. Should it be a listing of all the
technical and safety features of each individ-
ual power plant or should it be a listing of
types of power plants and only when relev-
ant should it refer to individual plants?
That’s something that still needs further
discussion. There was also an item on wheth-
er or not the area of financial resources avai-
lable for decommissioning belongs to the
Nuclear Safety Convention or belongs to the
Waste Convention. That’s also an item
which needs to be further addressed. I think

there may be minor things that need to be

settled, but these were the main issues. Also
there was one item that our French colleag-
ue has a very straight opinion on. This was
whether radiation protection laws should be
dealt with under the main heading of nuclear
regulation or should be addressed under
the heading of radiation protection under
operation. Well, Chairman, this was the
national reporting. I think we have come
quite a step forward to the final report that
has to be submitted. The second item was
the review process and there was a combin-
ed UK-French working paper as a basis for
discussion. I think that was a very good
start. The basis is a country group approach
rather than splitting up the Plenary meet-
ing into a number of topic meetings. This
country group approach has a number of
nuclear countries as a basis, five, six or seven
nuclear countries and a number of non-
nuclear countties in one group, and will dis-
cuss complete national reports. The altern-
ative, having topical meetings on three or
more topics, was still supported by the US,
Japan, Canada to some extent, also India
would like to have that for the first review
meeting and also Austria wants to support
the approach to do it by topic, but I think
the reason was more that they want to be
present in each group rather than having a
formal approach. Anyway, with the majority
of countries present supporting the UK-
French paper, this was then used as a further

basis for discussion. And I think there were



some minor adjustments. This working
paper really addresses the review process
now quite clearly. All countries having sub-
mitted national reports, these national
reports will be discussed in detail during
the peer review meeting. In group meetings
there will be group rapporteurs who then
report back to the Plenary meeting and then
there will be a time allocated, say a day for
each group of five, six or seven countries, to
have a Plenary discussion on the national
reports for that group of countries. Now,
what were the discussion items during the
meeting? I think the idea has been dropped
that each national report should be present-
ed at the meeting. Instead the rapporteur
will summarise the discussions of the meet-
ing rather than having each country report
its own report. One of the main items, and
that’s still a hot issue, is the report of these
country groups. Should that be a consensus
report? And there it was clear that the
example of Bulgaria was mentioned.
Bulgaria was one of the countries pushing
very hard for a consensus report to be pres-
ented in written form for a country group
reporting. Well, what does consensus
mean? Consensus, that’s people having dif-
ferent views on something that could also
be the consensus and in that sense, like the
Bulgarian example, one could conclude that
Bulgaria did not agree with the report and
that’s the consensus. Well, this is something

that has to be debated further. Also whether

all the names of the countries should be
reported in that country reporting. It is
known that countries should not be identif-
ied by name in the final report which will
be given to the public on the Nuclear Safety
Convention, but whether this will be done
in the country group reporting to the
Plenary is something that I think needs
further discussion. It’s obvious if we want to
discuss national reports, the discussion
items in these national reports should be
identified. So, for me, it’s sort of obvious
that you also then mention the names of
these individual countries. But that is still a
matter of discussion, with Bulgaria and
others against quoting country names in the
group report. That was, I think, one of the
hot issues. One of the other issues is, how
many countries do you need? If we have
about thirty five nuclear countries which
operate nuclear reactors or still have reactors
which are in the process of being decom-
missioned, you could split up those thirty
five countries into five groups or seven
groups. And in the original UK-French
paper, there were seven groups. But if, each
having about five nuclear countries, in a dis-
cussion, it was preferred to have the number
of groups reduced in order, I think, to also
be more efficient. So, I think most countries
now support the five group approach, with
some reluctance on the part of Austria,
Greece, Turkey, Slovenia and Bulgaria, for, I

would say, different reasons. There is one



very hot issue which is still prominent and
that is the right of presence of each individ-
ual country in each of these country
groups. And there Austria is the leading
country. The Nuclear Safety Convention
says that there should be a reasonable
opportunity to discuss and ask for clarifica-
tion on each national report. That’s what the
Nuclear Convention says. Each country has
the right, prior to the preparatory meeting,
to receive, study and submit questions on
each national report. Those questions are
then assembled and taken into discussion in
the group at which the national report is
discussed. Any country may be given the
role of observer in each group, but not that
of participant. That was one suggestion
made. Another suggestion was that a
country could be present in a group when
one of the questions that it submitted in
written form is being dealt with in the
group. That could be another solution.
Another possibility, and I think that refers
to the rules that the Board of Governors of
the IAEA uses, is that any country can speak
up in the Board of Governors on any pertinent
subjects, and therefore they could also
exercise that right in each of the country
group meetings. Well, that is still, I think,
a hot item that needs to be addressed at a
forthcoming pre-preparatory meeting
which will be held in June of next year. Also
during that June meeting we will have to

look at the rules of procedure. They were

tabled by the Chairman in this meeting.
Apparently draft rules of procedures were
already developed during the Convention
negotiation process by a working group but
it was never discussed in detail during the
Plenary session. And, there was a brief dis-
cussion on the rules of procedure. There
were some suggestions about not making
such formal rules of procedure and to do
away with things like credentials, if at all
possible, and also simplify the election of
Presidents and Officers and Chairmen or
Rapporteurs. There was also some discus-
sion on voting. There was quite some dis-
cussion and also confusion on the item
“Closure of the Meeting”. It turned out that
what was meant is a meeting in closed ses-
sion, in camara as the UK translated. That
still is not settled. The Convention itself
says that all meetings are confidential so
then the question is whether you need a spec-
ial provision to have closed sessions in
addition to that. One of the major issues in
the rules of procedure was not tackled this
time because it’s a very difficult one and
that is the languages of the national report
and of the discussions during the peer
review. So that is a hot issue which will be
delayed for further discussion and has to be
tackled in the preparatory meeting. I think
these were the items that I had written
down briefly from the meeting but since
Mzr. Hulst was one of the very active mem-

bers of one of the working papers, Mr.



Chairman, I would suggest that you ask
him whether there’s anything I have forgot-

ten.

Mr. Kindelin: You have the floor, Mr.
Hulst.

Mr. Hulst: Thank you Mr. Chairman. First
of all I would like to thank Mr. Versteeg
very much for his very precise presentation,
which reports about the work we did this
weekend. I'd like to make one statement
and two comments. First, my statement is a
big thank-you to all the European nations
here present who strongly supported the
initiative of the UK and France. This show-
ed the coherence that we are looking for
and that you addressed previously in this
meeting this morning. And I think that,
come back last March, UK and France came
with a proposal which was not certain to be
successful and thanks to your help and also
to the help of other nations, Canada, United
States and Japan, finally rallied to that pro-
posal which is now accepted as a consensus.
So it’s no longer one of the options but the
option of the working group. So, my two
comments. There are still two points to be
discussed, the one on waste by Bulgaria, and
I would say Bulgaria itself, about consensus.
My British colleague in the meeting found
very nice wording as the British are able to,
and finally that guy from Bulgaria, who was

very clever, accepted the wording so we are

going to use that wording: division of con-
sensus. You say one thing, someone else says
another thing, and that’s the report. He
accepted at the finish so. On the other point
which is more difficule, I think, to solve
which is the one of whether or not a nation
is allowed to come as an outsider, an atten-
dee, member, of any other group, the UK
and the French delegations have told that
they needed to come back to their capital to
think about it and come back with answers
but we did not want at that time in the
meeting itself to say any kind of tentative
solution which would not, had it been, let’s
say, balanced or simulated because we can
make simulations. We went through the
paper with, at the beginning seven groups,
and we saw that it did not work. So well,
and now it’s five. First of all it works; second
it’s balanced and third, great consensus or
majority of nations were in favour, but if we
come back with a solution, we like to have
simulation first, we have our own ideas but
it’s, I think, too early to make a real pro-
posal. But again, thank you very much for
all the nations of Europe who supported our

ideas.

Mzr. Versteeg: I think these were very note-
worthy comments by Mr. Hulst. There’s
one thing I should report on. Mr. Bye asked
a question on whether money also was involv-
ed, or should be involved in the discussion.

During discussion in the meeting, I think



the technical cooperation was only very
weakly stated once or twice by India or
Pakistan, but did not really play a major
role in the discussion. Technical cooperation
is not in the operative paragraphs of the
Convention, it played a major role but not
in the discussion this time and I think that’s

something worth noting.

Summary of the discussion
¢ The influence of the relation of the Convention
with the safety problems of Eastern countries

reactors was underlined.

¢ Two main aspects - different safety cultures
and the importance of Western financial aid -

were discussed.

e The peer technical pressure and the consensus
issue in the evaluation of national reports to be

submitted were pointed out and analyzed.

e The initiative of the UK and France regarding
the review process of national reports was sup-
ported.

Individual ideas expressed during the discussion
follow.
Mr. Kindeldn: Mr. Bye underlined the
influence of the relation of the Convention
with the problem of the Eastern countries. One
thing I have to say is that, first of all, I don’t
think there is a different culture between

West and East. It’s important different

money. The problem is the problem of rich
and poor in my view. And that raises the
point of money. Mr. Bye underlined that,
you know. The point is a lot of money is
need-ed to correct the problems in the East
and no-one is prepared to put that money.
There’s no money there to correct the prob-
lems these countries face and they’re not
prepared to spend that money. Now Mr.
Naschi.

Mr. Naschi: In my opinion what is import-

ant is the definition of the consensus.

The consensus is when a final conclusion is
reached without any expressed disagree-
ment about it. It is not unanimity because
unanimity is the public unanimous accep-
tance of the conclusion. These two different
definitions .must be very well explained
because, otherwise, the Convention would
never be applied because in the Convention

everything is subjected to consensus.

Mr. Hogberg: I think it will be possible to
have exactly that meaning of consensus
which is well established in the policy
making organs. Consensus means that the
country will not ask for a formal vote
against. But that doesn’t mean that an
explanation of position could not be added
to the record. That means that you can have
a consensus report but, for example,

Bulgaria may ask to have its position on a



specific issue added to the report and I think
that is something that could reach wide
agreement because it’s used in the General

Conference and the Board.

Mr. Vuorinen: I was asking also what
means consensus. I was answered by our
diplomats that consensus means that there
is 2 common opinion. But if they like to
separate, because they may have a differing
opinion or they like to express that there is
not a common opinion, they use normally
the expression “in consent” and that is very
close to what Mr. Hogberg was explaining.
Then, let me make a question first and then
a small note. Reading this Convention, and
remembering the original discussions, what
is missing in this Convention is transparen-
cy and it is embedded under the nuclear
safety culture. That is reflected very well
but we are not ready for transparency in the
nuclear safety area. Then, I like to comment
a statement about the differences between
East and West. I still believe there is one
basic difference. I agree with you, Mr.
Chairman, that Eastern people, Russian,
Czecks and Bulgarians on these technical
safety problems, they think in very similar
way with us and there are very good people
on both sides. However, there’s one very big
institutional difference and that is reflected
very strongly in the system what is now and
that is a question of understanding who is

responsible for what. And it takes a long

~

time to have a change. It is reflected also on
the difficulties on the process to develop
legislation in those countries, especially in
Russia, so that we don’t know at the
moment when and what kind of regulation
there will be developed. And that is reflect-
ed not only on Directors level and company
level but it is also reflected to a grass root
level, this uncertainty on who is responsible
for what. So, in that respect they have a

completely different culture.

Mr. Hogberg: I add you more things to
reflect on besides the consensus definition
which I think was clear. First I want to sup-
port what Antti Vuorinen said about diffe-
rences in the East. Our experience in
Lithuania say it’s just the institutional diff-
erences. The concept of responsibility, the
definition of responsibility on various levels.
We are trying now to get some development
of the organization there but it’s extremely
difficult, because, as I say, on all levels they
are trained in a totally different system.
Technical things are more easy to change
than people, and on technical things mostly
agree. Secondly, I certainly want to thank
the UK and France for so successfully work-
ing towards this issue of country group
approach which I think is really the only
sensible one to make the real intentions
behind the Convention come true and I'm
really looking forward to the following

steps. When it comes to Procedures, in



Voting Procedures, Article 22 says “At the
preparatory meeting, the contracting part-
ies shall prepare and adopt by consensus,
rules of procedure and financial rules and
the contracting parties shall establish in
particular and in accordance with the rules
of procedure, guidelines for the national
reports and the process for reviewing such
reports.” And then it says in Section II “At
review meetings the contracting parties
may if necessary review the arrangements
established pursuant to sub-paragraphs,
related to the national report review process,
and adopt revisions by consensus unless
otherwise provided for in the rules of pro-
cedure”. And I think it’s very important
that this exemption possibility is used. So
changes, in the review procedures and so on,
cannot be blocked by one signatory country,
for example, Bulgaria at present. It was
some thinking on that when that paragraph

was finally negotiated.

Mr. Hennenhoffer: I want to add someth-
ing to the comments of Mr. Vuorinen and
Mr. Hogberg. My personal impression due
to my work in GRS in Eastern countries for
the last five years perhaps, is they have a
more formal impression of safety. They need
a lot of stamps. As more stamps they have,
the plant is safer and my concern is that our
very stiff process here gives them the next
stamp. They report and we discuss without

consensus or with consensus and therefore I

think we must look more for the technical
basis of this. Procedures are important but
the main point is to have a common technic-
al basis. And therefore I think Mr. Bye show-
ed us that we need pressure and money and
I think technical discussions also. This will
be the future.

Mr. Vuorinen: What Mr. Hennenhofer is
telling is not in contradiction what we said
with Mr. Hogberg. You see there are instit-
utional differences that means that this
problem of who is responsible for what is
reflected - in collecting stamps because if
something goes wrong, somebody is guilty
and that a formal procedure will found who
is guilty, and the guilty will be punished. If
a system has once been accepted by a high-
est level, party level, then it is correct, and
if something goes wrong, somebody has
made a mistake or something like that and
somebody is guilty. So these institutional
differences are reflected in this, and the

whole system.

Mr. Lacoste: I would refer to what was said
by Richard Bye some minutes ago. You said
towards East European countries we need
peer pressure and money. I agree with Mr.
Kindelan, we don’t have the money for
them. This is important. We don’t have the
money. So, I think we need peer pressure,
obviously we need technical support, we

need time, we need to help them to do



energy settings and we need to help them to
get to this form of democracy. That aids us
to think that it will take something be-
tween fifteen, if we are quite optimistic, to
twenty or twenty five years of work to be
done. And if you think like that, that means
that the international intervention of course
is useful but this is only a small part of a
huge issue and you can see we are still back

to the idea of arriving to the year 2020.

Mr. Alonso: I am going to present to you
two reflections. I have to confess that I have
not been deeply involved into the
Convention but, because of my new position
I now have responsibilities on the Spanish
side. The first reflection that I have, is that
you have been mentioning very clearly the
Eastern European countries nuclear activit-
ies and you have not mentioned at all probl-
ems that may appear in other countries,
and I am specifically thinking of China and
India and probably Pakistan, which could
also present similar problems to the Eastern
European countries. The second reflection
that I have is that I was very happy to listen
to Monsieur Lacoste this morning for saying
in the year 2020 there will only be probably
one regulatory agency or at least some coun-
tries will join together, but maybe you're
too optimistic. In our particular case, the
regions in Spain would like to become regula-
tory as well. So, I think your idea is good, I

will support certainly that and maybe you

are a little bit too optimistic but anyway
this is something of interest. And also
Mr.Hulst this morning, earlier, he praised
the very good cooperation between France
and the United Kingdom in the preparatory
work and this is also something that I see
with a great deal of, let’s say, complacency.
Now, the problem is then for us, the people
that are here, how should we act in relation
to discharging our duties in front of the
Convention? And I see three possibilities.
The one which seems to come is to act ind-
ividually. But there are other two possibil-
ities. The one is to act within a certain coor-
dination so that we have a common position
and our reports are similar, probably known
before coming in to the peer review, and
there is a more extreme position and is to let
the European Union to represent all of us.
Well, this is a possibility and certainly will
be of interest to know what of the three pos-
sibilities are the most convenient. Maybe
it’s not only a matter of seeing it now but
we have also to look a little bit into the
future and I would like probably to hear

about that.

Mr. Bye: Professor Alonso has raised some
very interesting topics there. My questions
or comments were really related to the early
bit of the discussion and maybe I could just
mention those first. Taking up what Mr.
Lacoste was saying, I think the Nuclear

Safety Convention is going to be, as long as



it doesn’t get turned into an adversarial
combat, a demonstration of increasing the
cooperation with all these other countries
rather than a way of sitting in judgement
over them, so I can see great advantages in
this cooperation. The other question is, we
are talking about very large numbers of
countries being involved in this but at the
moment we've only got eight ratifications
from nuclear countries. The Convention
comes into force when there are seventeen,
so in fact the groupings could be either
much smaller or much fewer groups, cert-
ainly on the first round of the Convention
meetings. So trying to decide who's in what
group now is, is perhaps a little bit prem-
ature. And also of course only countries who
have actually ratified the Convention would
be entitled to sit in at the meetings anyway.
So we’re looking at the golden age when
everybody is signed onto it. I think. Maybe
at the first time round, they might be rather
fewer. Getting back to what Professor
Alonso said, he very much alarmed me
when he mentioned that should the
European Community represent us, but of
course the role of the international or the
intranational bodies is that they cannot
actually become sort of full ratified mem-
bers of the Convention. Once the
Convention’s in force, they can become sig-
natories, as I understand it, but this doesn’t
really give them the role of representing us

and certainly, as no doubt you've guessed

from the UK point of view, we wouldn’t be

very keen on this.

Mr. Hogberg: I don’t think that there
should be a joint Community representat-
ion there but in the steps go towards the
ECO management on - the review process. I
had the privilege to work with Professor
Birkhoffer on the INSAG report and review
procedures which leads part of the discus-
sions. So, based on this experience, I think
that cooperation in preparing for the review
conferences within the Community member
countries is something that really should be
explored. First I think it’s a good idea that
Community members are spread out in the
different groups, maximizing Community
influence on the review process if we coor-
dinate ourselves a little bit before as we
managed to do when handling the review
process. Secondly, it was a basic idea in the
INSAG report that there is nothing in the
Convention to forbid it, on the contrary it
encourages that maybe groups of countries
go together when the national reports are
there and discuss issues that seem to be the
specially important so perhaps an outcome
of this discussion would be that we would
think about having a European Union prep-
aratory meeting before the review process
started, where we can also perhaps be a little
bit franker with each other than we are in

other fora.



Mr. Hulst: I would agree with your last
suggestion provided it’s obvious to of all of
us, that what you are thinking about is a
meeting of the countries of the European
Union. But we have to avoid the process of
the Convention being permanent. We have
put milestones, months before, not to have
a permanent mechanism which is then
becoming, very burdensome first, second
inefficient, because, say, people would say,
well that stuff of a Convention process con-
tinues on our shoulders everywhere, and we
cannot do our job. Therefore we have tried
to put some milestones. A meeting could be

a good thing if it is in the milestone.

Mr. Samain: As to add something to what has
been said, I will stress some consent of small
countries with very small regulatory organiz-
ation as said Mr. Versteeg a few moments
ago. What we see with the reporting system
is first that we are against, as Mr. Hulst has
just said, against a permanent system. We
are from a regulatory organization contrary
to have also permanent representation and
permanent work. Secondly, that we have to
ensure that a reporting system will be eff-
icient and in this case will use existing
reports in each country and not make pref-
erence to both new documents with the
only objective to apply the Convention. It's
also a very important thing and I'm quite
sure that this approach will also have the

preference of Eastern countries. We should

not forget that Eastern countries are one of
the main targets of the Convention. They
will have, the same aspect of efficiency and
we should not to be too strong, too time
consuming for these countries when we can

meet this stereotype of concern.

Mr. Kindelan: I have paid attention to your
words because we have by law in force in our
country to present to the Parliament twice
per year a very detailed and very exhaustive
report. It will be very sad for us to make
another report for the Nuclear Safety

Convention reviewing.

Mr. Hulst: The original first proposal was
to have a national report and we still main-
tain that a published national report should
be an annex of the national report. But,
these were the Eastern countries who insist-
ed of having an article-by-article report. So
it was not our proposal. So, how could we
say “no”? So the VVER club came and said
like an article-by-article, and that was the
German and Japanese task to say OK, but
having also “chapeau” so that we clearly
express a summary or comprehensive state-

ment on each of the three major chapters.
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Session 1V: Exchange of impressions
about the Convention on Radioactive
Waste

Mr. Kindeldn: The first rapporteur, Mr.

Samain, has the floor.

Mr. Samain: Since I prepared my presentat-
ion just to come to Toledo, we have more
documents than I expected to have, and we
have the draft of the Chairman, but I would
like to introduce some point. My point of
view was not to review all the possible terms
of the future Convention but to stress some
points, some elements where we can reach
consensus or some very tricky points. From
the point of view of regulators, it's very
important to be conscious that it is not that
we will not reach a world coverage of our
nuclear activities with only two conven-
tions. It’s a concern from some countries
that we have a lot of conventions but I am
sure that it had been recognized that we are
sure two conventions do not cover all nuclear
activities and it’s important to know of
the scope of this Waste Convention. As a
point I want to stress is also that the scope
also will cover the waste from mining of
uranium ores, which will be covered with
respect to exemption levels as determined
for instance by the European guidelines and
the Basic Safety Standards of the IAEA. The
Convention should either not cover natur-

ally occurring radioactive materials or

should allow some flexibility in all our
regulators. Regarding the tricky point of
waste produced during military use of those
materials, well, many countries expressed
interest of the inclusion of those radioactive
wastes within the scope of the Waste
Convention. Taking into account reservat-
ion raised from some countries, it would be
useful to explore the extent to which cover-
age could be restricted to radioactive mater-
ial which no longer has a military useful-
ness. Such an approach generally results in
the coverage of military aids when concern-
ed national department of defence express
the willingness to be no longer involved in
their management. However, like the
Convention of Nuclear Safety, the Waste
Convention should not affect rights and
obligations under national law to protect
classified information from disclosure.
Nevertheless, they will give internationally
legal framework to manage on a safe way
radioactive materials, including spent fuel
material arising from dismantling nuclear
weapons. What about the technical prin-
ciples? It has been agreed that the Safety
Fundamentals for Radioactive Waste
Management will be taken as a basis for the
discussion of the technical content of the
Convention. What about some obligations
in the Convention? We can agree that our
work will be facilitated to anyone who uses
the experience gained in drafting the

Nuclear Safety Convention and particularly



taking into account the reporting on a regular
basis and the peer review arrangements.
In relation to transportation and the Basle
Convention, the waste convention should
not conflict with the well-established re-
gime governing the safe transport of radio-
active material, regardless of whether it is
considered as waste. The Waste Convention
should not weaken the regime by creating a
separate international transportation regime
for radioactive waste. As to covering
imports and exports of radioactive waste,
the Code of Good Practice on the
Transboundary Movement of Radioactive
Waste represents an acceptable internation-
al consensus on their treatment and need
no revision. And it will give the opport-
unity to satisfy the link with the Basle
Convention which does not cover radio-
active waste. Therefore, this Convention
will balance out the Basle Convention as far
as radioactive waste is concerned. The last
point I will stress is regulatory independen-
ce. We must ensure the independence of
regulatory people against people who man-
age radioactive waste. It's very important to
formulate it in the Waste Convention. I will
talk of this last very difficult point. It is also
the possibility of regional, of multilateral
cooperation to handle radioactive wastes.
Why’s this situation? Why the difficulty to
analyze the fact that in some countries the
law doesn’t permit foreign waste? The first

problem is that when it is forbidden to store

it is also forbidden to handle. It’s two
points. It will be interesting to consider
when we can also build a regional centre in
the future to handle radioactive waste,
because we are sure that from the economic-
al point of view, building a very expensive
treatment installation for a small amount of
radioactive waste could not be justified and
it could be satisfactory if a lot of countries
have their waste handled in other countries.
The problem of storage, of processing waste,
is also to be considered. There will be some
solution on the basis of so called swap and
we have a lot of experience with this type of

agreement. Thank you.

Mr. Kindeldn: Now it is the turn of our

second rapporteur, Mr. Hogberg.

Mr. Hégberg: In preparing for this meeting
I hadn’t time to put anything down in writ-
ing but I certainly agree with what Mr.
Samain said about what the main issues are.
Certainly about the national responsibility
of each country having to take care of its own
waste on its own territory and the type of
technical cooperation that the Convention
should encourage will need some further dis-
cussions. Sweden, like France, is amongst
those countries that have laws forbidding
final disposal of foreign waste on our terr-
itory. But it does not exclude Swedish com-
panies processing foreign waste in their facil-

ities as long as it is returned and I believe



France has the same sort of arrangements. I
remember that at that time we had reproces-
sing contracts. Certainly, technical cooperat-
ion should be encouraged in terms of meth-
ods and so on, but I believe that the
Convention should be neutral to the extent
that it shouldn’t commit signatories to work
towards regional solutions. This is wholly a
national part, but it certainly should not
exclude it either. It should, however, encour-
age technical cooperation. Evidently, the
scope of the Convention with regard to
reprocessing also needs some further discus-
sion. Now, we have put some ideas on the
table. I think reprocessing plants at the pres-
ent time is a matter for only a few countries.
On the other hand, I think you know that
Sweden wants as few conventions as possible
but, also apart from the national position, I
think it is important that no country, no sig-
natory of the Convention should be able to
avoid commitments with regard to the safe
long disposal of fission products from repro-
cessing or spent fuel, by just declaring an
intention to reprocess or that it is an open
option. So, the Convention must involve a
clear commitment to solve the problem,
financing whatever in one way or another.
And then some issues are listed that may
arise if not in the Convention text itself,
maybe in its future implementation.
Certainly, separation of regulatory and
implementing functions is an interesting

point where the government is responsible

for both functions and both are State author-
ities. On financing systems, not imposing
undue burdens on future generations, you
could say. Formally, of course, it’s a State res-
ponsibility under the Convention but you
can always discuss whether the polluter-
pays-principle should apply in that context.
I don’t see this as a very crucial one.
Certainly, transboundary considerations are
covered by a number of other international
conventions and they tend to pop up. For
example, the Paris and Oslo Conventions
and a few others. And, especially maybe in
the long term perspective, where you have to
realize that European borders have changed
on very much shorter time scales than the
time scales considered for administrative
control of land use for repositories for some
time, I think that this matter could deserve
an interesting philosophical discussion in
the review process. We'll see how much
public participation in the siting process
arises in the Convention. I believe that for
Community members this is not a crucial
issue because its covered by the
Environmental Impact Statement Directive,
more or less, which will cover waste install-
ations as well. But, as to review procedures, I
think we have to say with the time table pro-
vided for here, that we can follow what is
developing for the Nuclear Safety
Convention. What I would like to focus on
finally is that I think there remains a lot of

work still to be done to reach a good con-



sensus in criteria and methods to demon-
strate and verify safety, especially in long
term perspectives. What are good practi-
ces?... Now, first I think you have what I call
the selection of scenarios and time frames for
safety assessment, performance assessment.
And here I'm talking about high level waste
or spent fuel. How to handle human intrus-
ion?. Those who followed the American
debate on that and the recent report from the
National Academy of Sciences can see that
there is still a lot of discussion on these
issues. Then you have to discuss tolerable
risk profiles in the long term perspective
because you can always envisage some type
of events that could cause doses above
recommended ICRP levels for the most
exposed group. You have issues then about
protection of other living species which
tends to pop up in the various areas. Our
Radiation Protection Institute is now puts-
uing this matter. And then you have the
almost philosophical, or at least theory of
science, problem of how to demonstrate
safety in very long time perspectives. If you
look at spent fuel you are taking several half
lives of plutonium and you are in the region
of a hundred thousand years. And a lot of
work has been done there but I think a lot of
discussion among regulators still remains for
reaching a\\convergence of opinions in this
area, in the same way as we have achieved
convergence of opinions in reactor safety, on

what do we mean as regards good practices

in defence in depth, what can we do with
probabilistic safety assessments and so on.
And, cooperation on validation on models
and data used in the performance assessment
models, to continue with this type of activ-
ities which we see as very important. Some of
this I think can be accommodated within
the present and future framework program-
mes and we were a little bit concerned when
we were told that maybe there would be no
more money set aside for that particular area
where such projects may come up in the IV
Framework Programme. Another matter for
regulatory concern, of course, is how can you
translate assumptions made in the perform-
ance assessment of how geological
surroundings influence canisters and so on,
and the performance of canisters over packs,
etcetera, into strict quality control require-
ments for the design, construction and oper-
ation of the repository so you can make the
general public believe that, even in the long
term perspective, the repository will func-
tion as intended and also have a discussion
on the uncertainties involved. So, I think the
conclusion for us as regulators is that this is
an area where it might be fruitful to step up
discussions and cooperation. Some of you
may be aware that the Nuclear Energy
Agency of the OECD is proposing at least a
starting point for a workshop in the near
future in this area. Thank you. That ends my

introductory remarks.



Summary of the discussion

* The need to reach a good consensus in criteria
and methods to demonstrate and verify safety
of repositories, especially in long term per-

spectives was underlined.

* The political and social problems related to the

waste management issue were analyzed.

¢ Difficulties for countries having a small num-
ber of nuclear power plants were pointed out
and discussed in relation to eventual regional
or international repositories of radioactive

wastes.

Individual ideas expressed during the discussion

follow.
Mr. Vuorinen: There has been some discus-
sion about the problems of small countries
by my colleagues here Mr. Samain and Mr.
Versteeg. I am also from a small country. As
soon as small countries have one single oper-
ating power plant, they face exactly the
same problems as big countries with large
programmes. What I would now say is com-

pletely my personal feelings, not an official

opinion of Finland, but I made an observ-

ation that at least in the case of Finland, as a
result of national and international groups
of anti-nuclear people, politicians have
made decisions which make the threshold
for small countries to effectively use nuclear
energy higher than it was previously. One

thing is the attitude that waste is not allow-

ed to be transported to other countries. So
regional solutions have been forbidden. My
personal judgement is that if I consider the
agreement made twenty six years ago with
the Soviet Union, the best feature in that
agreement was that it was agreed that the
Soviet Union will take care of spent fuel.
And, now our Parliament has forbidden
that. And so it now results that we have to
solve the problem ourselves. At the same
time, it means that the Russians don’t get
any more Western money from our com-
pany and both sides have additional prob-
lems. That will not help the world to solve
the waste problem. Unfortunately, there are
many emotional attitudes which really, at
least partly, originate from anti-nuclear
sources, which increase the level of possib-
ility, the threshold for small countries. But,
of course we can solve that in our case also
in good cooperation with other countries, so
that I do not see from the Finnish stand-
point any special problem but I would say
to my colleagues that if your country can
afford to operate one reactor, you have
resources for a good regulatory organization.
If you haven’t, then please don’t operate,
don’t use nuclear power. That is my attit-
ude. And, that also concerns these Eastern
countries so if they have resources for build-
ing nuclear power plants, they have resour-

ces to have a good regulatory organization.

Mr. Samain: I wish to immediately answer



what Mr. Vuorinen said. I fully agree with
the statement naturally. What I will say is
that the point arises when you have a regul-
atory body adapted to the type and to the
function we have to do with a rather restrict-
ed nuclear power, and additional obligat-
ions arrive (and I stress international oblig-
ations from the US, from also the
Convention) it could be we have to give the
right prioritization. What is the due work
of a regulatory body? It is to control its own
nuclear power station at home. It’s not to
issue a report to every international body.
This may be the problem in such a case. I
fully agree that we have to manage our own
problem at home. But, it could sometimes
be difficult to handle with additional oblig-

ations from outside. It’s a point.

Mr. Naschi: I agree that some obligation
coming from outside can complicate life a
lot. Now, the purpose of my intervention is
to throw something onto the table for
reflection. I have no suggestion, I have no
proposal, just for reflection. And the prob-
lem is that this Convention which will
follow the scheme of the Safety Convention
has a scope which is not satisfying in my
opinion. The problem is that this is a Waste
Management Convention and this is very
clear. But, there is the problem of some kind
of plant, a pure fabrication facility, which is
not covered either by the Safety Convention

or by this one if we were to restrict the scope

of the Convention strictly to waste manage-
ment. On the other hand, we must reflect
on the fact that this Convention’s primary
objective is to give some assurance to the
general public that there is a kind of con-
frontation between East and West, that we
are trying to reach a common understand-
ing over the safety and the common level
of protection of population and so on. And
one of the problems most discussed in
public is the problem of reprocessing plants
in Eastern and also Western countries and I
wonder what we can do about it. To have
another Convention? Is it worthwhile to
have another Convention? Or is it better to
have a Convention for Fuel Cycle and Waste
Management? Just to call it something. I
don’t know, it’s just to look at the problem,
because we cannot forget that this kind of
plant is outside both Conventions. It is

worthwhile to think about it.

Mr. Hogberg: I would like to return briefly
to the issue mentioned by Professor
Vuorinen and Mr. Samain on this, call it
regional cooperation. Based on my own
experience in going out to municipalities,
discussing siting of final repositories, it’s
very clear that it is quite difficult to achieve
local acceptance for national waste. It may
be recognized that this is a national prob-
lem, but at local level you vastly increase
the problems if you say you are going to

build a repository for waste from other

()



countries. The situation may be different in
some countries, but I think this is a basic
reason for the legislation that, for example,
Sweden has introduced. Our legislation
does not prohibit our sending waste abroad
under very stringent conditions and I think
if it's going to work you must first ensure
that the recipient country has a repository
which is licensed with local acceptance for
foreign waste, otherwise you will just con-
tribute to a number of problems in the recip-
ient countries in the long run and you may
even find, a number of years in the future,
that you have a political discussion in the
recipient country as regards sending back
what the previous government accepted
from other countries. So it’s not a technical
problem, it’s a political problem where you
have to realize what you can get acceptance

for.

Mr. Kindeldn: I should like to underline
this last statement which is in agreement
with the others, when facing the political
problem. The fact is that waste manage-
ment is now the focal point of nuclear
energy. At least it looks like being the focal
point of nuclear energy. You must remem-
ber that in all countries, mainly mine, no
anti-nuclear movement speaks any more
about security in power plants. I don’t hear
anything about that. They speak all the
time about nuclear waste. Yesterday morn-

ing I gave a press conference here before

you all arrived. There were twelve journal-
ists. None asked me anything about
European safety. They just asked me about
waste management. They asked me if there
were any preparations being made to site a
repository in this particular region. In Spain
we have 17 Autonomous Regions, “Lande”.
Eight of them have already voted in
Parliament. They refuse to have radioactive
waste in their regions. But I agree with Mr.
Vuorinen that in spite of the size of the
country, there is no hope, in this present clim-
ate, for sending waste anywhere else.
Because the problem’s not technical, the
problem is political so, it will be very diffic-
ult to site a repository in other countries.
Thought should be given though that the
rationality of exporting will be greater than
the non-rationality of rejecting technical
changes. And in that situation, a few
months ago I had to give a speech in Vienna
about the political problems of this subject
and I still think that it is the only problem
which must concern us because there are
still technical problems to be solved, of
course, which we are sure will be solved in
the not too distant future but getting over
the political problem is very difficult. Here
I am optimistic, the international view
helps. It would not be enough, of course,
but it helps. So, to this effect, I agree the
Convention can be good, because it can be a
platform of propaganda. I can see that very

clearly. And of course, at all times, I would



repeat that technical solutions be found,
that countries agree with these solutions
and although it will not be a final solution,
it will help to get the message across, that

something must be done.

Mr. Vuorinen: Just for information. Last
week a representative of Minatom from
Russia reported the plans to build a huge
international nuclear waste storage in the
NOVAYASEMIA area. Well, the truth is
that the Russians have a large amount of
nuclear waste just like the Americans as a
result of military use and they need help.
There is no money as Mr. Lacoste has said.
There is no money but even small countries
need a lot of money to solve their waste prob-
lems. But now it is politically impossible
to participate in this international project
even though it would be in the global inter-
est to participate in this project and try to
help them to solve the problem properly,
because that must be solved. It is a very bad

situation in that sense.

Mr. Lacoste: I must say that I fully agree
with Mr. Kindeldn. I think that in Western
countries there is no hope at all for establish-
ing any kind of regional, international waste
disposal. As soon as we start speaking of
regional international waste disposal, that
would mean the end of our national project.
I think this is the actual situation, saying

this is not the international situation but

this is the real situation. Maybe things are
different on the other side of Europe. If
there is any hope of regional or international
waste disposal in Russia or somewhere like
that, of course, we should give help but I
think that in Western countries there is no
hope at all to establish any kind of internat-
ional or regional waste disposal. But, if we
think on the long term what is regional dis-
posal and then if it could be a national waste
disposal, that, in the end, becomes open to
other countries, so maybe it’s a way to find
a solution, but not a short term one. That
means that each country should have to
make the necessary efforts in order to try to
find a national solution. I see no way to do

anything else.

Mr. Alonso: I really agree that there are
political and social problems related to this
waste management issue. But I would now
like to refer to some of the more technical
difficulties I see in this Convention on
Radioactive Waste which I believe will be
very different from those of the Nuclear
Safety Convention because in the Nuclear
Safety Convention there is a lot of uniform-
ity in the problem to be solved, you are
thinking of nuclear power plants alone. But
in this particular case you have a wide
variety of very extreme problems going
from very simple ones to very complex ones.
So, I don’t know how the people who are

going to write the Convention will manage



this wide spectrum of programmes. I hope
they manage it well but there could be a
great difficulty. First of all, from the social
point of view, I believe that Society should
be more concerned with releases both in gas
and liquid form than in solid waste man-
agement. Certainly, when releases occur, they
will affect the population but we know as
technical people that those releases are very
below the limits so we ourselves know that
there are no great problems. Certainly
Society should be concerned with that much
more than with solid waste. And now with
regard to solid waste. There are at least two
different types. The cemented one, solid
fine waste from nuclear power plant opera-
tion and also from some medical applic-
ations, and spent fuel elements. And there
are certainly big differences between these
two. The spent fuel elements can themselves
be considered as waste, which probably is
not a very ethical position because of the
intrinsic value still remaining in the spent
fuel element. All this can be processed and
then produce other type of waste. And cert-
ainly this is where the problem is. There
are at once sources from civil applications
and from the military and I believe that the
origin of this particular Convention lies
mainly in waste causing concern in some
countries, mainly north European countries,
which were very close to the military waste
produced by the Soviet Union. At least the

main concern and the main push for the

Convention comes or came from this partic-
ular concern. So probably military waste
should come into the picture because of its
importance. Then, there are different tech-
nologies and different problems involved.
It’s a very wide tour in scope for the low and
intermediate waste and I believe that the
technology is already in place. Those of you
who will be visiting El Cabril tomorrow
will see that there is very good technology
and we should be proud of that. You will
find the same thing in other countries and
Society and politicians should not be con-
cerned at all with this intermediate and low
level waste. The problem is practically sol-
ved and the Convention can very easily
cover that. Now, when dealing with waste
from nuclear power plant operation, the
solution and the problem is very different.
It was Mr. Hogberg, when explaining the
difficulties with performance assessment,
who very clearly pointed out that we have
no models for the long term behaviour of
this waste. We have problems with select-
ing the scenarios for our evaluation, prob-
lems with defining tolerable risk profiles.
There is no really good technical criteria for
site selection and there are no basic design
criteria for canisters and for many other
technical aspects. So the conclusion is very
clear for that particular problem. We really
don’t know enough even to have, let’s say,
the most basic regulatory approach. So, it

seems to me that if all this goes into a



Convention, it will be binding on us if we
finally ratify and sign the Convention. It’s a
little bit difficult at this moment and I
believe we should think deeply on having
the Convention deal with this particular
problem for which a lot of research and basic
understanding and definition are still really

necessary.
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Session V: Harmonization of
requirements: Is this desirable? Is
this possible?

Mr. Kindeldn: Let’s move on to the matter
of this fifth session. I should like to ask Mr.

Lacoste to start, as our first rapporteur.

Mr. Lacoste: The topic is harmonization of
requirements. I will try to address three
issues. The first one is, what does harmoniza-
tion of requirements mean?. The second is, is
such harmonization desirable? And the third
issue is, is it possible or is it feasible? So, I
will begin with the first issue, what does harm-
onization of requirements mean? My ans-
wer is this. For me, harmonization of requir-
ements means harmonization of general
goals or of objectives as opposed to harmon-
ized approaches. That means we should not
interfere with a bad question or probabilistic
approach or, better still, deterministic approach.
I think this question is on another level.
And I think this is opposed to harmonization
of detailed requirements. That means we
should not deal at this stage with the ques-
tioh of, for instance, redundancy, twice 100%
redundancy or four times 50% redundancy.
That means that we should remain at the
level of a safety goal objective at the begin-
ning. That’s the first issue. The second issue
for me is, is such harmonization desirable?
And T will answer, such harmonization is not

only desirable but I think that such harm-

onization is needed. And the explanation is

quite clear. It means that public opinion can-

" not understand why something that is said to

be good in one country, is said to be not good
enough in another. It means that public op-
inion is waiting that if a design satisfies
the safety requirements in one country, there
should not be any major difficulty for it to be
different in another country. That means that
safety requirements should not be an argum-
ent for holding back trade. And I think
this is a way of showing what public opinion
is expecting from us. If a reactor is good
enough for one country, it should be good
enough also for another European Union
country. My third issue is, is such harmon-
ization possible? It’'s not obvious to answer
“yes”, because France has experience in inter-
national cooperation and especially bi-lateral
cooperation, and experience has shown us
two things. First, just to understand what is
going on in another country, takes quite a lot
of time in itself. I say that with regard to
such cooperation with Spain, Great Britain,
Germany. It took us something like ten years
or sometimes fifteen years trying to unde-
rstand what was going on in the other country.
I think that to do a good job in harmoniza-
tion needs that we work together on a real
topic, not some kind of literary requirement.
A real topic is to work on a real plant or a real
project and I think that is the only way to
proceed harmonization. Thank you Mr.

Chairman.



Mr. Kindeldn: Our second rapporteur is

Mr. Vuorinen.

Mr. Vuorinen: Well, if you allow me, Mr.
Chairman, a paper has been handed out to
you where you can read, if you have time, a
modified lecture which in fact was prepared
two years ago. I tried to modify it somewhat
to meet today’s requirements. But it’s partly
an old text. First, what is studied there are
previous global efforts towards harmoniza-
tion under the umbrella of the International
Atomic Energy Agency. And then harm-
onization within the European Commission
and some examples of current differences
and similarities are mentioned. There are
similarities in licensing requirements, and
then there is a very short discussion on how
to proceed further forward. But mainly I
understand what Mr. Lacoste says. I think
along the same lines. There are very diff-
erent starting points between different nation-
al systems so that in big countries there is a
long tradition of weapon systems, devel-
opment of nuclear power for military use.
And then we've been talking about small
countries. At least small countries came into
the picture much later and some of us small
countries have to rely on imports, so it’s no
wonder that starting points are very diff-
erent. There have been different technical
cultures so that different standards have
been used. Well, we very recently learnt

that the UK moved over completely to the

metric system and they had already changed
their currency system to a decimal system
earlier so that they and many countries have
taken steps to harmonization! Finally, there
was a statement that there is political pres-
sure for harmonization. It’s quite evident
and that is connected through public opin-
ion as Mr. Lacoste mentioned. The Vienna
Agency has done a lot of things with new
programmes which commenced twenty
years ago. We played certain important
roles in harmonization even if we don't
admit it, but it has a certain effecc. INSAG-
3 perhaps also plays for harmonization, and
in fact there is a new safety document,
Safety Principles for Future Nuclear Power
Plants which is Technical Document num-
ber, I guess, 801 which has just been publish-
ed a couple of months ago. So, I'm sure
that it will also have a harmonizing effect. I
will not talk about the European
Community very much and at the same
time I could say a few words about the
OECD in fact. I personally followed
Nuclear Energy Agency work 20 years with-
in the framework of CSNI and later in the
regulatory FAS Commission and, well,
whether you agree or not, my analysis says
that OECD frames have had certain harm-
onizing effects. What is covering me as a
representative of a small country is that
there is a tendency that representatives of
large countries which really developed

nuclear power, were not in the past very



willing to talk about developing safety
requirements in the early stages. They've
been rather reserved. A couple of times I
heard an explanation that, well, if you start
to talk about a plant tomorrow, in some
countries plants will come as a requirement
so that, I understand this hesitation not to
openly discuss that on paper what is really
going on in several countries. In this con-
nection I would like further development in
openly discussing what is really going on
also in the harmonization process. Well, in
my paper there is some discussion about real
differences and similarities... I do not agree
with Mr. Naschi who said that you have to
look at the real differences in nuclear safety
requirements with a microscope. There are
real differences from country to country.
Without a microscope, they can be seen but
of course it is not so important. Well, on the
one hand they cannot be understood, they
depend on historical developments and cul-
tural differences, on size of network and so
on. There are many things. There are a couple
of things which have just been mentio-
ned. If you study these things you will find
not only microscopic differences but real
differences. How to proceed towards greater
harmony? Well, I agree with Mr. Lacoste in
that I understand there is a need for further
harmonization and there are some prospects,
some possibilities. But one must be very
careful. I do not agree completely that we

can’t do very much with trying to develop

safety objectives. Maybe I'm wrong, but I
have a personal opinion that one of the dif-
ficulties at the moment is that safety object-
ives in most countries are very difficult to
explain to people. One might question if
there is a need for more detailed safety
objectives but when discussing the Safety
Convention and the Waste Management
Convention today for example, there were
no very clear safety objectives in both those
areas, and these can also be provided in
public discussion so that our partners
understand what we mean. Better to
understand than misunderstand. If you
allow Mr. Chairman, I would like to ment-
ion two specific, small aspects which I
think may have some benefit in harmoniz-
ation. I mentioned the language problem in
the ECURIE information system yesterday.
I have a small paper. If you allow I will hand
out this paper. Another area which we were
discussing earlier also with Mr. Lacoste and
some of the members is the INES scale. Mr.
Lacoste once mentioned very nicely that we
have developed a communications scale for
the public but unfortunately this manual
does not show how to use that scale. It’s a
document of seventy pages, so somebody
made that science in a way and I have also a
small paper for your consideration which in
my understanding is worth studying and
thinking about, especially thinking about
the most used part of a scale with level 0, 1,

2, 3. And, well, that includes cerrain diff-



iculties because we are proposing our system
and in fact we are partly using it already
now, assuming that you have a PSA, living
PSA for your plants. We have made a pro-
posal to point this inner scale towards a
living PSA and I argue that our system is
much better than the Agency system. The
weakness, for example, of the Agency sys-
tem is that it doesn’t provide information
about the actual severity of an accident but
it provides information about formal chang-
es in the in-depth defence system which
might be very different to the basic safety

characteristics of a plant.

Mr. Kindeldn: Now our third rapporteur,
Mr. Marqués de Carvalho.

Mr. Marqués de Carvalho: If I may use the
definition of consensus we used this morn-
ing, maybe I don’t oppose the former two
speakers!. Anyway, I think I have some
nuance in the way I understand harmoniz-
ation. Let me start by stating that I think harm-
onization is a must and cannot be avoided.
The problem is how far we go, how deep we
go, what are the fields to be included.
Starting from the political argument, let me
simplify that I would look at Community as
Common Unity, say common standards, and
not only common goals. Even the yardsticks
to measure those goals or how they are achiev-
ed. We don’t have harmonized approaches

on how to evaluate, how to judge. We are

involved in a semantic discussion with oppon-
ents. So, I know that the depth of discussion
is always difficult to define beforehand, a
priori, but we have to go further than just
proposing goals if we wish to be credible.
One thing that crosses my mind is, why
should we have harmonized approaches?
Maybe if we were to live just in an environ-
ment of well educated, nuclear educated
people, we could survive without having
even common approaches to define goals like
Mr. Naschi said this morning. We get the
idea or the feeling that we are closed, at least
in some countries, that the process gives an
assurance of the same quality. But the prob-
lem is that we are not isolated from the
environment, from other people, and one of
the reasons to be pushed into this type of
exercise is to be credible among other people
that challenge the uniformity of the safety of
the different plants, to be credible, to have
the trust of the people. And, if we intend to
be trusted by other people, we have to show
not only the reasons or the reasoning, the
background behind our different technolog-
ical approaches. We have also to show that we
really know what we are saying. And now
comes my psychological argument. If diff-
erent experts show different approaches, they
are perceived as not knowing enough about
the subject. Among the common people,
when an opinion is changed, if people do not
propose the same yardsticks to measure

things, the same type of algorithms to solve
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the problems, they will be perceived as not
being mature enough. This has been historic-
ally seen, I think, in the past, with discus-
sions that faded out but went, when for inst-
ance ICRP changed standards, and this is
also behind recent discussions on again
changing basic radiation protection stand-
ards and is still going on in there. There are
disputes about goals. In this case goals are
doses that shall be targeted and the argum-
ent going on on anti-nuclear groups is that
this is because we don’t know enough. We
know that we are doing even perhaps more
than is needed but we are perceived as being
ignorant. I think that the question of per-
ception is a must also and has to be taken
very carefully. Well, using a simplified
model of human behaviour, I would recall
that people’s behaviour is controlled by pre-
vious, or a priori attitudes which are con-
trolled by beliefs, and beliefs do not change
rationally. Beliefs change emotionally, change
because we fear something or we love
something or someone. Beliefs change by
the primitive searches of our mind, not by
the rational, most recently developed ones.
And this kind of attitude is also feedback on
the way people perceive differences between
their own behaviour and the behaviour of
others. You know those feedback cycles from
the control theory that sometimes work well
if the reality against which they are checked
does not change, if we are trying to see wheth-

er a theory works and the experiment can

be reproduced. But in Social Science or in
social behaviour there is nothing stable, so
people check their behaviour most of the
time against the behaviour of sympathetic
ones or opponents and they are biased. It’s
difficult to break the circles when we move.
Even in the nuclear community, we move
among ourselves and we say sympathetic
things to each other. And we try to improve
or enhance our common beliefs. And the
anti-nuclear people do the same among
themselves. And the common citizen finds
himself also in other citcles of beliefs. And to
break those circles of beliefs is a kind of rel-
1gious conversion. We have to have a flash in
our mind and this does not come by ration-
ally thinking about things. We may
encounter some catastrophe and I don’t
believe catastrophes in the nuclear field will
work on our side. It would probably work
against nuclear people. And, so, I think the
idea that knowledge has to be universal
works against us and against the idea that
we can just have common goals and not
common standards and common tools to
evaluate those things. Everyone here is famil-
iar with benchmark problems, benchmark
calculations and so on, and has had the
opportunity to see that even with a common
tool, results are very different and that’s one
argument against PSAs and so on. And it
takes a lot of time in maybe training and
familiarization, meaning working together

before you get similar results with the same



tools. How can one believe that it will be
credible to people’s minds when they don’t
have the tools, when they ask each other and
find they have a different tool, and different
approaches, and different redundancies. I
know that historically all these things are
something very heavy. We cannot just say
history’s over. We have to cope with that and
also to confess that we cannot change every-
thing overnight, of course, and it’s a lengthy
process, but we have to show motivation,
and will to change, to have common stand-
ards if we wish to be credible. And what is
to be harmonized? Well, I think we are in a
political arena, so the agenda is not our
agenda. It will be the issue of the moment
that has to be taken and it will change
quickly. And probably now, as our Spanish
friends told us, the most important issues are
not about the safety of nuclear power plants,
at least Western ones. The problem is rad-
waste. What we really know but not, per-
haps, enough to make standards. That’s also
a good challenge, and an optimistic one
because if we have not already developed
standards, it’s time for getting together and
trying to have common standards from the
very beginning, dividing these historical
problems we have with technology. But
there are a number of things also that I think
are very frustrating in the international
arena and I've sometimes called up to chall-
enge the maturity of the nuclear industry.

Third party liability, for instance. That’s a

thing that’s far from being harmonized. And
it’s not really a technical problem. The prob-
lems are really very very difficult ones but
they are not technical in nature. But they
can be raised as a way of showing that
nobody is aware of how catastrophic an acci-

dent can be. Because they will say that

everybody has different views of the result of

a very big accident, or a more likely acci-
dent. So I think third party liability would
be a good subject for trying to harmonize.
And, another point is something connected
with what Mr. Vuorinen said before on
informing the public, not only in stress
situations but beforehand. We have a resol-
ution from our Ministers. For me, it’s a very
confusing resolution. It was not from the
Commission. The Commission has many
powers but it was the Ministers that took the
decision of writing a Directive to inform the
public. We have looked at some ways of deal-
ing with this Directive in some of the coun-
tries and we see there are many different
ways of doing it or proposing to do it and, in
our country we don’t know exactly how to
deal with this Directive. Because maybe it
was written too quickly, without much dis-
cussion before, but that’s one thing that
maybe we could try to discuss. And, finally,
I think that there is the question of the mark-
et argument. The market argument, an
argument that has to be a harmonization not
only of goals but all those things that can

make competition fair or unfair. And it play-



ed a role in the past. Let me tell you that
some time in the distant past, when we were
thinking about nuclear power plants, we
were asked in Portugal what standards were
we to use, and this was possibly crucial at
the time because the type of standards we
would use to judge different designs could
be the factor for choosing the supplier. And
for export-import effect they’d done many
different standards. It’s also a market effect.
And o finish my thought-provoking speech,
I would also like to challenge the poss-
ibility of using the Safety Convention and
probably writing the Radwaste Convention

if we don’t agree to common standards that

go deeper than just goals. When the Safety .

Convention was proposed in the beginning,
at least some countries thought it could be
the institutional tool for international in-
spection, remember. It was bettered and we
stick to a different approach and it’s written
differently of course but the idea behind that
Convention was to have an Atomic Energy
Agency headquarters, international over all
the world Inspectorates!. There were some
good Ministers that took that on. Of course,
it’s not feasible and that’s why it was not
implemented that way. But the political reas-
on behind that, was that at that time, the
message to convey to the public was “we use
all the same very good excellent standards”,
“safety is our first priority” and so on. If we
now go to just verification of goals or trying

to verify goals, I think the Convention may

well be thought of as cosmetic, as being a
kind of hidden way of presenting itself to the
world, just trying to put things behind curt-
ains. And if we don’t have common stand-
ards for radwaste, we’ll probably run into
one of the two things that were presented in
the morning. One by Mr. Alonso, the
Radwaste Convention as a trap, where we
put what we don’t know how to solve after-
wards, or just a political wishful convention,
that means nothing technically. I think that
the challenge before us is that. Shall we stick
to our little advantage on the technological
side or shall we be more generous?. And the
problem is that when the political people
wish to have common things, they write
them down and we had it. We have a com-
mon approach to safeguards. It was import-
ant enough to force technical people to
follow, so common things occur sometimes
by force, like introducing linguistics, Latin
in the Roman Empire, or English today. We
try to speak English, even if we don’t do it
correctly. -We never achieve very good
English, but that’s our common standard
and Why? By force, by force, by force. Well,
taking advantage of the last example, I think
we have to be natural in producing harmon-
ization. We took a common language, a
useful language, not an artificial language.
So sometimes, harmonization means taking

one side but keeping it for everybody.



Summary of the discussion

Individual ideas expressed during the meeting

* The main topic of discussion was “what does follow.

harmonization of requirements mean?”.
Several countries believe that it means harmon-
ization of general safety goals or objectives as
opposed to harmonization of detailed require-
ments and, in such a case, harmonization is
not only desirable but needed. Other countries
consider that not only the harmonization of
safety goals is needed but also the harmon-
ization of standards and approaches on how to

evaluate safety.

Different legal systems and ideosyncrasies in
the countries were mentioned as the main
issue for approaches having to be different.
Working together on real engineering projects
rather than trying to harmonize just ideas was
proposed as one of the ways to be followed,
supplemented by the temporary exchange of

people among national authorities.

Differences from the standpoint of countries
with small or very developed nuclear program-

mes were underlined.

The importance of the third partly liability issue

was pointed out.

Differences in emergency preparedness in
Community countries were mentioned and the
importance of public and inter-agency com-

munication was highlighted.

Mr. Hogberg: We agree very much with
the approach proposed by Mr. Lacoste on
this matter. I think the example of safe-
guard standards is a very bad one. We had
very detailed standards on safeguards and
they did not prevent Iraq, they did not prev-
ent North Korea. So, here we stand with
very good international detailed standards,
but we measure what Governments declare
and not what they do, with the former sys-
tem. So, on the other hand I would say when
you go to goals, to objectives, and I would
also include methods of demonstration, you
ensure a good quality of verifying that goals
and objectives are really achieved. But
going to very detailed technical standards,
describing technical solutions and so on, I
think, would only lead to us spending a lot
of time in writing things down on paper
which do not produce actual results. Like
Mr. Lacoste and also Mr. Vuorinen said, I
think you have to look at real projects such
as the new European reactor and I think this
will on its own set a good new standard, not
standards, but a good technical standard if
it succeeds. I share the view that it would
appear that Europe is moving ahead of devel-
opments in the United States and Japan.
We are going farther because we are a dense-
ly populated area with also a lot of concern
as regards what happens in neighbouring

countries and I think this is a good thing.



And I think we should be very clear that
safety goals set for the next generation of
European reactors are more severe than for
the present generation of reactors. But we
should not be too concerned about having
standards that fit all generations because
they will be counter productive to technical
development and safety development. And,
so, for me it’s simply a matter of let’s see if
we can have a very good standard for a new
European reactor and then it may be up to
each and every country to see how far we
should go in trying to reach a comparable
level of safety with the existing reactors if
they are going to operate for another twenty
years or so. This is a concern for myself and
my country at present. If there is a political
decision to go ahead with operation on pres-
ent nuclear power plants, beyond the year
2010 and approaching the magic year 2020,
can we really operate plants with design
solutions in every way dating back to the
sixties and seventies which were designed
on a quite different knowledge basis with
whether it concerns design solutions?. Some
are still good and can remain. They've been
proven. In others, the choice of certain
materials has been less well founded. In
other cases, technology has run away, you
don’t design control systems in the way you
did in the sixties and seventies. But this is
another world. Let’s start with a good tech-

nical standard for the next generation.

Mr. Bye: I'd just really like to add a com-
ment to what Mr. Lacoste said about the
work that DSIN and ourselves have been
doing. We set out sort of to look at harmon-
ization and found really that we didn’t
understand where the French were coming
from and they didn’t understand where we
were coming from and the early meetings
were very much a case of, I think, our peo-
ple saying “no, we’re doing it right and
you're doing it wrong” and the other way
round. And it took a little time to get round
that, but it rapidly became evident that
because of different legal systems in the
countries, very different legal systems, the
approach has to be different. But it’s the end
result that really matters and the only way
that we’ve been able to sort of draw this
together is by actually working on real
engineering projects rather than sort of just
ideas. It had to be on real subjects and that’s
the way we’re concentrating the bit of work

we're doing between us at the moment.

Mr. Vuorinen: I will repeat maybe two or
three points which are very different from
the standpoint of a small country and a large
country. We are facing a problem at the
moment. Whether there is a need to design
the containment to sustain a hydrogen
explosion. We are facing the problem of
whether the containment has to be designed
to survive core melt through the bottom of

the vessel. We face the problem of maybe



requiring a controlled pressure release valve

system in pressurised water reactors. These

are three very technical examples in addit-
ion to the fact that we are facing a problem
of how to draw up an approval process in
considering the acceptance of software in
protection systems. All these examples are
very expensive, very difficult. If there is a
different approach from country to country
either in accepting or not accepting or over-
looking or not overlooking these problems
my personal understanding is that this
creates European problems. Mr. Carvalho
mentioned one matter which I used to also
raise often in a meeting like this where
safety people meet, but this matter very seldom
draws attention and it is the matter of third
party liability. Safety people do not norm-
ally discuss this issue but well, the

Eastern countries. They are carefully examin-

ing whether to join the Paris Convention,

the Vienna Convention and so on. It means
whether these Eastern countries should take
a certain part of responsibility for what’s
going on in Eastern reactors. If there is an
understanding that sooner or later there will
be a large consortia in Europe, like there is
in fact in the United States now, there will
be more interaction between lawyers, who
control the third party liability agreement
development completely, and safety experts.
Whether we like it or not, that’s evident
and that means if there is no harmonization,

there will be interesting discussions, so

that, my strong belief is that if there is to be
a huge development of nuclear power in
Europe within twenty years or so there will
be much more thoroughgoing harmonizat-

ion than there is today.

Mr. Naschi: This morning I gave the defin-
ition of consensus. So, to avoid my accep-
tance being applied by consensus to what
was said, I must say what I think about it. I
agree with Mr. Lacoste’s opinion, that the
licenseability of a plant should be the same
in different countries, at least at European
Community level. But it is a long way to
reach such a real harmonization. It’s not a
problem to agree on safety goals, because
agreement on safety goals is not very diff-
icult. The actual problem is to translate
these safety goals into standards and regul-
ations. This include the interpretation of the
final consequences of an accident. You know
that I usually point out the big difference
we have in Europe in the emergency prep-
aredness. I don’t understand, and I wonder
what public opinion would understand,
why emergency preparedness is so different
in France, in Spain, in Italy, in Germany,
etc. There’s no comparison on emergency
preparedness among Community countries.
Then, what does it mean?. It means that the
interpretation of the final scenario of a sev-
ere accident is different among our countries.
Harmonization is not only to agree on safety

goals. It’s also to interpret this scenario of



different situations in order to avoid these
macroscopic differences among us, which is
also, I am convinced, the base of anti-nuclear
contesting. Then, I agree with what Mr.
Lacoste said. But, the problem must be
dealt with in its whole extension, not only

as safety goals.

Mr. Alonso: In this Session V, the title is
“Harmonization of Requirements” and two
questions appear there: “Is this desirable?”
and “Is this possible?” Well, the answer to
the first question in my opinion is very
clearly “yes”, it is. Marqués de Carvalho was
very strong in saying that it is a “must”.
Some other speakers have been milder. Of
course, it depends on the extent to which
you are going to have harmonization. Do
you want to harmonize all the details? This
may not be good but if you refer only to the
basic requirements, in that case I think it is
a must. The second question is, “is this pos-
sible?” And my answer is simple. I believe
it is everybody’s answer. It is very difficult.
I believe that Mr. Willby and Mr. Bye very
clearly say that there are different legal sys-
tems in the different countries and, of course,
regarding legal systems there is a break
for harmonisation. There are different
idiosyncrasies in our countries, which really
do make a difference also, and we have dif-
ferent cultures too and this also makes a dif-
ference. If you allow, I will tell you the

experience we have faced in Spain on harm-

onization and how difficult it is. We in
Spain may be considered as a qualified
importer of nuclear technology and this
means that we have imported all our nuclear
power plants. But, at the same time, we
have significantly participated in the design
and construction of those plants and we are
certainly fully responsible for their operat-
ion. So we are more than an importer. As
you know, we have imported plants from
France, from the USA and lastly from
Germany. And it is our experience that
when we imported the American plants, it
was very, very easy for us to harmonize our,
at the time, preliminary requirements with
those originating from the United States.
When we imported the Vandellés plant
from France, it was very easy for us to harm-
onize our preliminary requirements with
French requirements. And when we import-
ed the Trillo plant from Germany, the same
thing happened. So harmonization was pos-
sible on an individual basis but this of course
does not mean that the three plants were
harmonized. So, every one was very diff-
erent. We really tried very hard in the French
case to harmonize requirements with the
prior experience we had with American
plants and it was impossible. The solution
was to follow the French way and in the case
of Trillo, we tried even harder and it was
also difficult, so this is an experience of how
difficult it is to harmonize. But, certainly,

we have a certain responsibility within our



countries to at least harmonize as much as
possible. In dealings that the European
Union has with the Eastern European coun-
tries in Vienna, which is the place I know
best, in this particular endeavour, we are
preaching very hard to the Eastern regulat-
ory authorities that construction and oper-
ation of their plants does not comply with
Western standards. And they fight back,
and 1 believe they're right in doing so
because they say, well tell us what the
Western standard is because we don’t see it.
And this is very clear. So, certainly if we are
firm in telling these people that they should
follow our standards, we had better prepare
a set of harmonized standards. You have
mentioned the problem with Kozloduy and
that is a provblem of pressure vessel embrit-
tlement and I don’t believe there is a com-
mon standard in the West on pressure vessel
embrittlement. There are several opinions
on that. But this of course does not mean I
am in favour of what the Bulgarian autho-
rities have decided. No, but certainly they
are right to a certain extent when they ask
us to be more specific. Certainly, Monsieur
Lacoste is right. Harmonisation should
come with a given project and the EPR is a
good project, but this has to be open not
only to regulatory authorities but also to
possible users and buyers of these reactors.
And apart from that, if we reach harmoniz-
ation within, let’s say, that project, what

about the Americans and the Japanese and

the Russians?. They are also suppliers of
nuclear technology and they of course will
create their own circles of opinion and they
will try to harmonize their projects. So harm-
onization is going to be difficult even if we
all adhere to the idea of the EPR. It will be

a partial harmonization anyway.

Mzr. Caro: I think, according to what has
been said about harmonizing requirements
in the last half an hour or so, that we all
basically agree. However, I should like to
try and give you my own points of view in
order to make myself clear. Certainly, Mr.
Marqués de Carvalho said something very
clear. And Commissioner Alonso also said
the same. Harmonization is a must.
Certainly it is. It is a must in all kinds of
international activities. And nuclear energy,
nuclear business, is an international activity.
So, we need a certain amount of harmoniza-
tion. But then Monsieur Lacoste said, “but
what is harmonization?” And this is the key
question in my opinion. Harmonization
does not necessarily mean unification, so to
say. It doesn’t mean that all requirements
have to be the same. Certainly not. And I
think, and this is my opinion on this topic,
that dealing with nuclear power plants,
what is important from our point of view is
safety. I think we have enough harmonized.
Our nuclear power plants are very well harm-
onized from the point of view of safety

and this is the most important point of view



in my opinion as a regulatc;r. And I'm speak-
ing quantitatively. I mean, all our nuclear
power plants in our part of the world have a
global safety figure which could be between
10-5, 10-6 or whatever it is around this
figure. That means they are quantified
enough. I shouldn’t pay too much attention
to the fact that in some intermediate steps,
quantitative evaluation should be different.
Mr. Vuorinen said about some quantitative
evaluation of intermediate steps deferring
by a factor of one hundred. Well, this is
quite a figure indeed. However the point to
which I would pay attention should specific-
ally be the overall quantitative figure. This
is my opinion in this issue. It transpires,
then, that it is in the important issues where
harmonizing is already well fulfilled. What
do we, in our West European countries,
have to do? Well, I should say that it is
necessary to pay attention to the formal
aspects of harmonization because the fund-
amental aspects are already well taken into
account. The formal aspects could be what
has already been said by Commissioner
Alonso. We are having or we had a lot of
difficulties in something which I think is a
formal aspect. And there’s the technical spec-
ifications of our nuclear power plants. I
mean analysis based on the technical specifi-
cations according to the US model, is what
we have developed best. When we tried to
apply that to our Siemens plant, we found

some difficulties because the system was

different. But.it doesn’t mean that one plant
or the other were not harmonic from the
point of view of safety. They definitely are.
So it is on this kind of formal aspect where
I should put some emphasis. Mr. Marqués
de Carvalho, as part of the presentation, said
something about the psychological aspects
and this is very important. And I could
comment on that in another chapter: the
International Nuclear Event Scale. It was
not quite clear what an event was although
it is better now. As simple as that. And it
happened that whilst just analyzing the
plant in operation, we found something that
was not quite all right and we said, this is
an event. But some other countries would
not have qualified this as an event. And so
when we all publish the final results of
every year together in this continent of ours,
they could say that the Spaniards are very
bad at operating nuclear power plants, just
because we were stricter or because we did
not understand the meaning of event in the
same way. This is harmonization for me. I
would lay maximum importance as far as
harmonizing is concerned on issues where
there is a certain interface between coun-
tries. And I'm talking obviously of emer-
gency preparedness. I'm happy to read here
in the communication distributed by Mr.
Vuorinen that in his country communic-
ation, as far as emergency preparedness is
concerned, is receiving maximum attention

or he insists on having maximum attention



to communication. This is quite all right.
We need communication for that. But it is
not only the hardware of communication. It
is, who is going to be communicated?
Who?. And this is what Mr. Naschi said.
It’s absolutely different from country to
country. Emergencies in one country are
looked after by the police, in other countries
by the army; in other countries with a
Federal system, the organization is absol-
utely different. And so on and so forth. Are
we sure that even if we have a very good
communication system between our
European countries, the people who are
communicated are at the same level?. Are
they homogeneous, so to say? Are they harm-
onized? Well, this issue, I think, emer-
gency preparedness, has been given a lot of
attention in Europe. At least in Europe.
And we feel very strongly about that. But it
still happens that the effects of a nuclear
accident are transboundary and this is
something we have to pay attention to. This
is something which is to be harmonized in
my opinion. And returning once more to
the individual example, about what we have
already fulfilled from the point of view of
harmonizing, saying that our nuclear power
plants are harmonized from the essential
standpoint because overall safety is within a
rather small limit, 10-6, so looking at the
Eastern countries, should they have carried
out a PSA analysis a couple of years ago,

four years ago, I shouldn’t say those coun-

tries should get this kind of a quantitative
result. So from that standpoint those nuclear
power plants were not on the same level of

harmony as ours are.

Mr. Lacoste: I would like to address four
issues. The first one is about emergency prep-
aredness. I must say that I don’t agree with
Mr. Naschi. Maybe because I think that the
main differences between countries in
Europe is about emergency preparedness
and that is an in-depth difference. I think
the main differences between us are diff-
erences as far as communication is concerned.
Maybe we do not have the same communi-
cation policy about the nuclear base on
emergency preparedness. This has already
been said but I think that harmonization is
not at all uniformity, is not at all unific-
ation. For me, harmonization of goals or harm-
onization of objectives means that we must
agree on goals, on objectives. If different
means are used in order to achieve these
goals, we must know why we use different
methods or different ways. And I come to
issue number three. If we look at the world-
wide market for nuclear reactors in the year
2010, 2020 or 2050. I think that probably
there will be three, four or five types of re-
actor available on the market, one or two from
Europe, one or two from the United States,
one or two from South East Asia, I don’t
know if they will be Chinese, Japanese,

Korean, or let us say between three or six



then. And then I think that a good question
asked by public opinion will be “Do we
know the different types of reactor?”, a
question to we safety authorities. Do you
know these types of reactors?. What can you
do about them? Can you assure us that they
are on the same level of safety? Can you
assure us that they should be accepted in
any kind of country?. This is a good ques-
tion. And this question is a question that
deals with safety goals, some kind of ass-
urance abour safety goals achieved, even by
different means. My other, fourth issue. I
think we are talking about very serious
issues and I think that there is something, a
topic, on which none of us are good. I think
that as soon as we begin to talk about harm-
onization, about common thinking, about
safety goals and safety issues, we should
be quite sure of understanding each other.
And I do not think this is possible if people
on our staff have not had the opportunity to
spend training periods or working periods
working in another safety authority. I think
we should deal with an important issue,
which is how to organize exchanges of people
between us, for common inspections, for
training periods or for working periods. If I
look at the year two thousand and someth-
ing, I think that a significant proportion of
the staff of DSIN at that time, if DSIN still
exists, a significant proportion of my staff
should have spent three years working in

another nuclear safety authority. And this

could be a topic for more common thinking

between ourselves.

Mr. Gonzilez: I would take this opportun-
ity to address you, even if I am not a regul-
ator any more, but I hope I will contribute
to your discussions. I am very pleased with
the last proposal of Monsieur Lacoste bec-
ause I think that we always need discussion
on a more or less academic level but in the end,
you have to come to real facts. During the
almost thirteen years I have been working
in international regulatory activities, we
have discussed these matters very often and
have organized many working groups to try
to analyze what our activities are, why do
we have differences? What are our achieve-
ments? If we look at the resolution of 1975
in the European Union documents, the
third step to reach some level of proposals
that will be common to all the European
countries in safety regulations are already
mentioned. And from 1975 until 1995 we
have not achieved anything. And, has this
happened? I think we have to understand
that the origin of standards, of require-
ments, is national, has a national objective.
It has a market origin. It has an origin of
applying knowledge in the national basis
and using it for national industry. And
today we are confronted with another type
of market, an international market, internal
to the European Union and even more at the

international level. But at this moment,



maybe for us, the European Union level is
more important. Professor Alonso has talk-
ed about experiences in Spain and it is
funny in some way to see that we have been
able to harmonize with whatever was need-
ed. If we had to use a technology because we
did not have an industry of our own, a scien-
tific knowledge of our own, a standard
system of our own, we harmonized ourselv-
es. We had problems, for example, in solv-
ing the Article 37 report for Trillo and
Vandellés because our model for evaluation
of the doses outside the plant was more the
American model than the European model.
So when we tried to explain our model in
the Committee, they were not very pleased
about how we were doing things. We had to
change our models to adjust to the
European mechanism. We did not need to
change many things in the plants, but we
had to change the mechanisms of showing
what were the results of our analysis. So, I
think we have to realize that to tackle this
problem, in the end we have to tackle real
problems. And, maybe there are several
things that are needed for the future. First
of all, the standards and legal structure we
have in every one of our countries is also a
model of the power of our Administrations,
of the regulatory organization of our
Administrations. So, what we may have to
say is that we freeze this type of power. We
are not going to change the structure of

power. This power is national power. We

don’t think that it will be European power.
It is national power. But whilst we under-
stand that our industry and our activities
need harmonization, we have to go further
in the technical part of standards, of require-
ments, to harmonize technical activities
through a technical analysis of situations. It
has been said today that it is important
maybe to harmonize objectives, but mechan-
isms, differences showing how you comply
with these objectives, have to be accepted.
They have to be accepted not only as nation-
al responsibility but as industrial responsib-
ility. It will be the responsibility of
industry to show that they comply with
objectives. It is not necessarily the responsib-
ility of the regulatory organization to say
how it has to be complied with. It is the res-
ponsibility of industry to show that it com-
plies with objectives. So, I think in this
endeavour of developing harmonization, we
also have to enter into technical aspects
with industry and such. And I think that it
is very important for European activities in
nuclear matters from an industrial point of
view, not only to discuss this among regulat-
ory organizations, but also to become invol-
ved with industrial organizations. And this
is the strength of the EPR, the strength of

such endeavours.

Mr. Hégberg: I would like to comment on
a few issues that were brought up in the lat-

ter part of the discussion. First, I strongly



agree with Mr. Lacoste on the need to
exchange people. We have tried it with the
United States recently and with NII I think,
and our experience is very good. It’s costly
for a small agency, but I think it’s cost-effect-
ive nevertheless. But, this is in order to
achieve better understanding of how things
work in different countries. I have a feeling
it will take a very long time before we have
harmonization of regulatory activities in
member countries. And this is of course also
a concern, it’s not only a harmonization of
technical requirements. Of course we get
questions from the media. “Why do you not
bring utilities to Court when NII does it
twice a year or something like that?. Are
you too lenient?” I mean we have a different
legal system. We have to explain it. Bur, I
think redundancy and diversity and inspect-
ion activities, let’s say, monitoring the qual-
ity of the safety work of the utility is a good
thing because, if we have a good system to
exchange experience, then we may pick up
different things and then we can cooperate
on how best to learn the lessons from that. I
think there are many good examples not
particularly limited to the European Union
that we have on steam generator experience
and things like that, to make it not really
understandable. But experience shows that
it takes about a year or more to get full
understanding on why an approach is chos-
en in one country and another in another. In

addition to an exchange of inspectors, I

would like to return to the previous discus-
sion, more cooperation on technical support
organizations to work jointly on projects to
make us really understand why we accept
certain solutions and why we do not accept
certain solutions. Finally, I want to support
what Mr. Vuorinen and Mr. Lacoste also
brought up about better cooperation in
information in an emergency situation, and
also on incidents that are not really emer-
gencies. Incident information is one thing
and information incidents is another thing
and we need both! And, on the Nordic
scale, I think we have some pretty good
information on having a good network
which is also redundant in the way that we
communicate both on the technical level
and between our Heads of Information on
that level to pick up media response, real-
izing that media response is very quick these
days. The design requirements for such a
system was demonstrated, from practical
experience, a few months ago. You know
that we have a special satellite telex system
for emergency purposes with the plants in
the Kola peninsula, SOSNOVIBOR and
Ignalina. And tests are made now and then,
but about two months ago there came a real
message. Someone had pushed the wrong
button in SOSNOVIBOR and the real
information had to go out. STUK in
Finland was very helpful. They have the res-
ponsibility for contact with SOSNOVIBOR

and we have it with Ignalina to pick up real



information and get it around to all inform-
ation people also in a very short time,
because there were already rumours starting
on the Reuter network that there was an
accident at SOSNOVIBOR. And, less than
one hour turn-around time to kill an
unfounded rumour is a sort of design basis
requirement because the media are faster

than that!.

Mr. Samain: I am quite sure that harmoni-
zation is very desirable, but I am also con-
vinced that harmonization is not an objective
per se. Harmonization should be consid-
ered maybe as a continuous process towards a
general understanding of how we manage
issues related to relevant topics: nuclear
safety, radiological protection, emergency
preparedness and so on. This clearly does
not signify that everything is the same in
each country but that it’s possible to put a
clear link between the different ways to
work. And I will give two small examples.
A country as small as Belgium is maybe
more prepared to cooperate with neighbou-
ring countries. We have good cooperation
with our Netherland neighbours on emer-
gency preparedness and we held an exercise
on both sides of the border in Borselle and
Doel. We begin to understand how our
Dutch colleagues work and I hope that our
Dutch colleagues begin to understand what
we do! And we have a different approach.

It’s not the same approach in the view of the

general public and we try to add a lesson
from the Dutch approach. On the other side
of my country, we have also good cooperat-
ion with France and we first started on what
may appear as a conflictive situation. A
French authority decided to put a new
nuclear power station three or four kilo-
metres from the Belgian border at the very
beginning of the eighties. And we held a lot
of discussions and compared the technical
approach and safety. And it gave us the pos-
sibility to have a more comprehensive
understanding of what we have to do in the
event, for instance, of emergency and we
have a rather different way of organizing
emergency preparedness in France than in
Belgium. But we can put the necessary link
between the French emergency centre and
the Belgian one. It is what we need. We
don’t need to have the same organization in
Belgium and France, but we need to set up
a good link between the two organizations.
And I am convinced that we have to develop
harmonization more in this direction than
in the direction of uniformity, of unificat-
ions as for many of us. Maybe this is a good
direction to consider harmonization. And
maybe we have to push the European
Commission into this type of approach to
harmonization. Once the European
Commission strongly pushed to harmoniz-
ation and we know that we have some reluct-

ance to do it. More than that, I'm sure!



Mr. Marqués de Carvalho: I would like to
underline and stress the proposal by Mr.
Lacoste of exchanging people but I have to
apologise because I forgot to mention this
matter. This was the way we trained our
people, as you may guess. When we had a
larger group of people, our people were train-
ed by spending between one and some-
times two years abroad like in IPSN in France
and then the Consejo here, a body born from
the former Spanish organization, the Junta,
and I myself was on both sites. Some of our
people spent some time in Spanish nuclear
power plants working with the people
there. And it proved to be very very good at
least for one thing. When there were con-
flicts of opinion or doubts in citizens or
politicians about how we evaluate the require-
ments imposed, implemented by other
authorities, like for instance the Spanish
authorities, we could not only tell them that
we knew, we could tell them that we work-
ed inside, we knew things from putting
hands on and we knew the people and the
quality of the people involved. And I
remember once, that was the last argument
to avoid a clash between the two govern-
ments. They asked us a number of questions
and my final answer was “We knew these
from inside, we know how they work.
Either you believe in us or not. If you don’t
believe go and try to find the Prime
Minister of Spain, but if you believe in us

you stop there”. And they stopped.

Mr. Versteeg: As also a small country, we
have quite a bit of interest in having harmon-
ization as far as possible unless there are
reasons not to. For instance, one of the
obvious reasons was already mentioned,
whether harmonization would impede or
slow down the technological development,
and it is a very obvious one. There is no need
to make any harmonization if we were
against it. But we have found thar, like in
Spain, being a customer country and having
different suppliers, it is good to at least
think about what your own rules are and in
that respect having some general rules for
harmonized objectives are a good way to
work. If you go on a very ad hoc level and
develop your own rules, apart from the rest
of the world, you run into difficulties like for
instance we had some, I would call, minor
incidents where we developed some rules on
planning zones in emergency planning. And
crazy enough, where the planning zone in
Belgium stopped, it started in our country.
Well, this is the typical example of where
one should have been talking beforehand to
understand what you’re doing. This was an
example where, apparently, at the begin-
ning, we were not on good terms with one
another. And we should have been able to
understand each othet’s arguments right
from the beginning. Of course things devel-
op. Requirements are usually full of technol-
ogical developments. Now we are trying to

develop the scope of standards and objectives



for future reactors so that we sort of follow at
the same pace as requirements and I think
that’s a good development. We do not wait
till things have technologically developed
already and then follow on with require-
ments but do it in parallel. I think that is a

good way to proceed.

Mr. Willby: I'd just like to say that
obviously I'm all in favour of harmonization
in a certain aspect. I'm certainly all in
favour of a harmonization, everyone getting
together to agree on the initial require-
ments. I’'m also all in favour of harmoniz-
ation of standards. Initially, of course, one’s
thoughts first turn towards new reactors.
But of course, for many operating older
reactors, those who are actually decommis-
sioning reactors and who are heavily involv-
ed into waste management and I'm think-
ing of waste repositories. I think that it
goes considerably further than just new
reactors. But, having said that, I don’t wish
to be critical. We have to start somewhere
and I'm extremely pleased with the work
which is on-going in Europe at the moment
trying to come up with, as I've said, a harm-
onization of requirements and standards for
new designs. Where I start to have more
difficulty is when we move on to subjects
which are rather more closely involved with
the operation of the reactors within the
\
country, fitting those reactors into the cul-

ture within the country and into the other

various systems of local government. I'm
particularly thinking of things like interact-
ion with the media, emergency arrange-
ments, incident reporting and there I start
to have a little more difficulty on harmon-
ization. I certainly would have some diff-
iculty in seeing a role for a rather more pre-
scriptive Directive from the EEC. Within
the Basic Safety Standards Directive, there
will be a more open commitment to a require-
ment for emergency planning for radio-
logical emergencies. But, quite honestly, the
Directive should only set the scene talking
about reasonably foreseeable accidents,
notifying the public and obviously we can
then build on that to ensure that we have
emergency arrangements which would
handle that sort of incident. But I think
that how the arrangement is planned within
the particular country, how the country
gears up, how it arranges to lead that res-
ponse, I think that we would have to tread
very warily in trying to seek standardiz-
ation. Again, I'm all in favour of talking to
each other. Certainly, we have spoken to the
countries in Northern Europe which are
nearest to us and in some instances, I think
most instances, we have negotiated some
form of direct communication link with
them in the event of an incident in either
country that they would get on to us and
give us information and we would get on to
them and give them information. So that,

while it’s extremely unlikely the contries



would ever have to take any precautions, we
certainly hardly envisage any incident
where we would have to take precautions
other than possibly food for any incident
which took place on a northern coast of
Europe, it’s certainly essential that the
countries in northern Europe would be fore-
warned of any incident we had, and that
we'd had arrangements in place to keep people
updated. I'm quite happy that we do
have those in place and of course, I think
that most other countries are then updated,
either via the IAEA, the WANO or the
other direct links. But I think we’re moving
into an area which, while again I encourage
countries to talk to each other, I'd be very
wary of doing anything which encouraged
the standardization-through-Directive route.
That can lead to quite prescriptive require-
ments which certainly we in the United
Kingdom sometimes have difficulty with, I

have to say.









