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Foreword 

The international missions of the Safety 

Authority were recognised as early as 

upon its creation in 1973. Because nuclear 

safety is a national responsibility, it is of 

the utmost importance that the knowl-

edge and practices in each country be 

submitted to in-depth peer exchanges so 

as to reach everywhere the best level of 

safety. The dossier of Contrôle 124 was 

devoted to international bilateral rela-

tions. I felt it necessary to supplement it 

with a dossier devoted to international 

multilateral relations. 

Large international multilateral organisa-

tions, created at the end of the 50's to 

promote the peaceful use of nuclear 

energy, progressively developed struc-

tures in charge of promoting exchanges 

in the field of nuclear safety. The Safety 

Authority takes part in numerous activi-

ties of these organisations with both 

objectives of being informed of the prac-

tices abroad and of making its own prac-

tices known. However, its limited 

resources lead to select some activities 

among all those which are proposed, tak-

ing into account the specific features of 

each organisation and paying particular 

attention not to be involved in activities 

promoting nuclear energy. 

Following the Chernobyl accident, the 

international community felt the need to 

conclude incentive international conven-

tions recalling the responsibilities borne 

by the States in the field of nuclear safety. 

The meeting of the contracting parties to 

the Convention on nuclear safety in April 

1999 showed the high degree of open-

ness with which a large number of coun-

tries considered their obligations. Let us 

hope that this spirit is maintained in the 

future meetings of this Convention and 

also prevails for those of the Joint 

Convention on the safety of spent fuel 

management and of the safety of 

radioactive waste management which 

should soon enter into force. 

Recently, associations of nuclear Safety 

Authorities emerged — should we say they 

abound ? Less formal than multilateral 

organisations and allowing exchanges as 

open and fruitful as those during bilater-

al meetings, I am convinced they have a 

future. 

The dossier hereafter highlights these 

three aspects with particular emphasis on 

those which are of particular importance 

to the Safety Authority. 

André-Claude Lacoste 
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The different types of international 
multilateral relations 
of the Safety Authority 

by Michel Asty, Head, International Relations Department - DSIN 

In a simplified manner, the Safety Authority 

is involved in three types of international 

multilateral relations highlighted by the 

three chapters of this dossier. 

First, there are international conventions in 

the field of nuclear safety of which France is 

— or will soon be — a contracting party. These 

are the Convention on nuclear safety and the 

Joint Convention on the safety of spent fuel 

management and on the safety of radioac-

tive waste management. 

The Convention on nuclear safety entered 

into force at the end of 1996. An article by 

André-Claude Lacoste draws the lessons 

learnt on the French report and its presenta-

tion at the first review meeting of the con-

tracting parties which took place in April 

1999. Then Jean Scherrer relates his experi-

ence as "rapporteur" of the country group to 

which France was assigned during this 

meeting. 

The second convention did not yet enter into 

force for want of the appropriate number of 

nuclear and non-nuclear contracting parties. 

Alec Jean Baer, who was the patient and 

effective Chairman of the group of legal and 

technical experts in charge of proposing a 

text for the convention, kindly accepted to 

give an account of its history. 

The second framework for international mul-

tilateral relations is that of institutional 

organisations dealing with nuclear matters. 

These are the International Atomic Energy 

Agency (IAEA), the Nuclear Energy Agency of 

the OECD (Organisation for Economic Co-

operation and Development) and the 

European Union. 

Five articles present the activities of the IAEA. 

Its missions are described by Philippe 

Thiébaud, French Governor to the IAEA. 

Then, Zygmund Domaratzki, Deputy Director 

General of the IAEA, presents the organisa-

tion put in place to propose to the Director 

General recommendations in the fields of 

nuclear safety, radiation protection, waste 

management and transport safety. Two arti-

cles present some of the "services" proposed 

by the IAEA : Serge Prêtre, former Head of 

the Swiss nuclear Safety Authority, gives his 

opinion on the IRRT mission (International 

Regulatory Review Team) which took place 

in his country in December 1998, and 

Georges Servière from EDF summarises the 

contributions of OSART missions (Operational 

Safety Assessment Review Team) for the 

French operator. Finally, an engineer of the 

Safety Authority, seconded to the IAEA since 

April 1998 where he joined the team in 

charge of radioactive waste safety, presents 

his vision of the work of the IAEA seen from 

inside. 

The activities of the NEA are described in an 

article by its Director General Luis Echâvarri 

who presents the strategic plan which was 

recently adopted and its consequences in 

terms of activities connected with nuclear 

safety. Then Jean Gauvain, senior executive 

in DSIN's international relations department, 

summarises the contribution of NEA working 

groups to the Safety Authority's activities. 

In the European Union, nuclear safety 

remains a national competency. Neverthe-

less, the European Commission develops sev-

eral activities connected with nuclear safety 

through informal groups for information 

exchange. The Commission's policy in this 

field is described in an article by James 
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Currie, European Commission's Director 

General for the Environment. The contribu-

tion, from a multilateral relations perspec-

tive, of the actions funded by the Com-

mission to improve regulatory nuclear safety 

in Eastern Europe is presented in a joint arti-

cle by Anibal Martin, Chairman of the CON-

CERT Group, and Richard Bye, Chairman of 

RAMG. 

The last framework for international multi-

lateral relations is that of informal Safety 

Authorities associations. 

DSIN takes part in INRA (International Nuclear 

Regulators' Association) whose members are  

the Heads of the regulatory bodies of 

Canada, France, Germany, Japan, Spain, 

Sweden, the United Kingdom and the United 

States of America. Its Chairman, Laurence 

Williams, presents its objectives and achieve-

ments. 

DSIN also takes part in WENRA (Western 

European Nuclear Regulators' Association) 

which brings together the Heads of the 

Safety Authorities of Belgium, Finland, 

France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, 

Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United 

Kingdom. André-Claude Lacoste, its first 

Chairman, is the author of an article describ-

ing its objectives and achievements. 
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THE INTERNATIONAL CONVENTIONS 

The international conventions dealing with nuclear safety 
by Michel Asty, Head, International Relations Department — DSIN 

Shortly after the Chernobyl accident, the idea was put forward that a dialogue "between peers" 

could contribute to increase the consciousness for nuclear safety and hence nuclear safety it-

self. Under the auspices of the largest possible forum, that of the AIEA, all countries wishing to 

take part met to draft the text of a convention on nuclear safety. 

The discussions started at the end of 1991 and led to the Convention on nuclear safety which 

was opened for signature and ratification on 20 September 1994 and entered into force on 

24 October 1996. As of 31 January 2000, 53 countries had become contracting parties. Its scope, 

restricted to land-based civil nuclear power plants, reflects the difficulties encountered during 

the negotiations which ended with a commitment to negotiate a second convention initially 

to cover nuclear wastes, but extended to spent fuel : the Joint Convention on the safety of spent 

fuel management and on the safety of radioactive waste management, often referred to as 

the Joint Convention, was opened for signature and ratification on 29 September 1997. As of 

5 May 2000, 41 countries had become signatories and 19 of these (among which 13 "nuclear" 

countries) were contracting parties. On 2 March 2000, France adopted the necessary ratifica-

tion law and transmitted its ratification instruments on 27 April 2000. The IAEA is the deposi-

tory of both conventions and provides the secretariat for the meetings of the parties. 

The texts of these conventions, the lists of contracting parties together with other documents 

can be found on the web site of the AIEA : http://www.iaea.org/worldatom 

And I'm sure we'll have no 
d~ 

 
fei cu lty agreei nya on the 

basic format of our report.. • 

With kind permission of Carl Stoiber 
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The Convention on nuclear safety : 
lessons for France 
from the first review meeting 
of the contracting parties 

by André-Claude Lacoste, Director, Nuclear Installation Safety 
Directorate 

The Convention on nuclear safety, which 
entered into force on 24 October 1996, states 
at Article 20 that the contracting parties shall 
present at each review meeting — every three 
years — a report on the way they satisfy its 
obligations. The first review meeting, which 
took place in Vienna from 12 to 23 April 
1999, was for France rich with lessons. 

The French report 

The first lessons drawn are on the report 
France, when becoming a contracting party, 
obliged itself to present at each review meet-
ing. As stated in one of the documents 
annexed to the Convention, the contracting 
parties are invited to produce their report 
along its articles. Besides, the DSIN, which was 
in charge of co-ordinating the production of 
the French report, did not want to present a 
report suited to the occasion which could 
easily show how France fulfilled the obliga-
tions along the Convention, but decided to 
draw from existing documents produced for 
other reasons than the Convention by the 
regulatory bodies and also by Electricité de 
France, operator of the reactors in the scope 
of the Convention. Another advantage of 
such a report is that each entity takes the 
responsibility for its commitments under the 
Convention : for instance, it is the Safety 
Authority's responsibility to explain how its 
independence from nuclear promoters is 
ensured, and that of the operator to justify 
how it gives the prime priority to safety. 

As a consequence, the French report consist-
ed of a short "chapeau" report along the 
Convention's articles. It summarised the 
French position vis-à-vis each article and 
referred the reader for more detail to the 
appropriate parts of annexes among which 
were the annual report of the Safety 
Authority, an excerpt of OPRI's (Office for 
protection against ionising radiation) activity 
report and documents originating from EDF 

such as the Nuclear Power Plant Operating 
Safety Handbook initially intended for its 
personnel. As this report had to be submitted 
before September 1998, only the 1997 ver- 
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sions of the Safety Authority and OPRI's 
annual reports could be used. 

The end result was a report which was criti-
cised for its thickness, but especially because 
of the difficulties encountered by the readers 
to find their way in the annexes : as an exam-
ple, the annual report of the Safety 
Authority also covered installations outside 
the scope of the Convention. 

Finally, without it being a criticism, many 
contracting parties asked whether the 
French report was available on Internet, and 
this was excluded because of its structure. 

Its presentation 

For the presentation of their national 
reports, the contracting parties were 
assigned to country groups, each one having 
«nuclear» and «non-nuclear» countries, the 
former having a full day to present their 
report, the latter half a day or even less. 
France was assigned to country group 1 
together with Bulgaria, Slovakia, the 
Netherlands, Brazil, Croatia, Greece, 
Denmark and Belarus. Being the country 
with the largest number of reactors, France 
was to «open fire» and was the first country 
in its group to present its report. 

In the same way as the report, the oral pre-
sentation was made in the order of the arti-
cles, alternately describing the French situa-
tion and having answers being provided by 
those they commit to the questions put in 
advance by the contracting parties. 

During the oral presentation, a particular 
technical item had to be developed, namely 
periodic safety reviews. The 1997 version of 
the Safety Authority annual report did pre- 

sent the situation with the periodic safety 
reviews for the different reactors but said 
nothing of the general philosophy in this 

field. 

Which lessons ? 

The main lesson is about the report. For the 
second review meeting, already planned in 
April 2002 (that is to say that each contract-
ing party will have to deliver its report before 
September 2001), France will have to find 
ways to conciliate the objectives it identified 
and the criticisms expressed on the first ver-
sion : a concise report but sufficiently 
detailed to give all necessary pieces of infor-
mation on installations in the scope of the 
Convention, a report leaving to the operator 
the responsibility of its assertions concerning 
the way he implements the obligations of 
the Convention, a report which can be trans-
ferred on the Safety Authority's web site. 

The presentation in itself does not give rise 
to particular lessons, except that it really was 
a physical test over a full day, even if the dis-
cussions took place in a very open and 
relaxed atmosphere. 

Considering the review meeting as a whole, 
the exercise was more productive than 
expected. With very few exceptions, the con-
tracting parties "accepted the game" of 
openness and transparency, often recognis-
ing the weaknesses of their regulatory sys-
tem or of their installations. From this point 
of view, the important effort the Convention 
implied is crowned with success. How this 
dynamic effect can be made to last over the 
successive review meetings is the problem 
now to be solved. 
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The experience of a "rapporteur" 
at the first review meeting 
of the contracting parties 
to the Convention on nuclear safety 

by Jean Scherrer, Ingénieur Général des Mines 

In April 1997, I was offered to serve as a "rap-
porteur" during the first review meeting of 

the contracting parties to the Convention on 

nuclear safety. As I had in the past taken part 

in the work to discuss and finalise this con-

vention, my interest was aroused and I 
accepted. 

Long months then elapsed and, in 

September 1998, I learned that, on a propos-

al by the French delegation during a 

preparatory meeting, my name had been 

accepted. I was to be the rapporteur of 
Group 1 of the contracting parties which 

included France, Bulgaria, Slovakia, the 

Netherlands, Brazil, Greece, Croatia, Belarus 
and Denmark. 

In view of the meeting of the contracting 

parties to the Convention, the national 

reports had been circulated six months in 

advance and each contracting party had 

been invited to send written questions. Co-

ordinators had been appointed to collect the 

questions and produce a synthesis. The role 

of the co-ordinators ended in principle when 

the meeting strictly speaking started. 

Much to my surprise, only the co-ordinators 
and rapporteurs had been selected by the 

delegations of the contracting parties during 

the preparatory meetings. The Chairmen of 

the country groups, although they had been 

identified six months in advance, were not to 

be appointed before the opening plenary 

session. Indeed it was important to prepare 

the organisation of the debates. The rappor-
teurs were expected to adopt a neutral posi-

tion during the debates so as to report in ple-

nary session on their spirit and substance in 

each group as much as the presidents were 

expected to channel the discussions to  

ensure a minimum homogeneity in the 

debates without being too authoritative. 

In fact, the President of the review meeting 

and one of the two Vice-Presidents, although 

only identified at that time and supposed to 

be appointed during the first plenary session, 

attended informally the 4-day preparatory 

meeting which took place in Vienna at the 

beginning of March with the co-ordinators 
and rapporteurs. 

We could inform the President that it would 

be appropriate to provide prior information 

to the Chairmen. This could occur in the 

afternoon of Sunday 11 April, on the day 

before the start of the contracting parties 
meeting. 

5incewe have a formal 
decree from the 
government that oor 
nuclear pants will be 
Safe, there's no 
problem! 

With kind permission of Carl Stoiber 
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The first review meeting of the contracting 

parties to the Convention on nuclear safety 

started on 12 April 1999 with an opening ple-

nary session. This first day was devoted, as it 

is usual, to several formal activities such as 

electing the President and Vice-Presidents, 

controlling the credentials of the delega-

tions, defining the work programme for the 

next two weeks, etc. 

Also, a diplomatic problem had to be solved 

on this very first day. It concerned the partic-

ipation of the United States of America to 

the work of the contracting parties. For inter-

nal reasons, they had only ratified the 

Convention on 9 April 1999, i.e. three days 

before the first review meeting and as a con-

sequence were not a contracting party. They 

could not attend any country group meeting 

but it was decided to welcome their ratifica-

tion and let them attend the final plenary 

session, notably in view of their future par-

ticipation as a full contracting party in the 

second review meeting foreseen in April 

2002. 

My job as a rapporteur really started on 

13 April with the review of the French report. 

From this very instant, an anomaly was obvi-

ous. The rules of procedure stated that «each 

group should elect its rapporteur», which 

meant that a rapporteur necessarily came 

from a country of the group and would have 

to report on his own country. Personally, as 

one of my duties in France is to inspect the 

regional teams of the Safety Authority, I was 

used to staying at a distance from its actions. 

For instance, I felt no difficulty in reporting 

on the questions put by other members in 

the country group on the structure of the 

French report which did not comply with the 

recommendations adopted at the preparato-

ry meetings. 

I felt the position of another rapporteur 

rather uncomfortable. Being in charge of 

regulating nuclear reactors in his national 

Safety Authority, he also ensured the presen-

tation of his national report before coming 

back to his role as a rapporteur. Even more 

critical was the situation of a rapporteur 

who, as director of a research institute on 

With kind permission of Carl Stoiber 
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power reactors, was a member of a delega-

tion strongly dominated by its national 

nuclear industry. It was thus decided that, at 

future meetings of the contracting parties, 
the rapporteur in a country group should as 

a rule come from a country not represented 
in the group. 

From Tuesday 13 to Friday 16 April and on 

Monday 19 April, a kind of pace of work pre-
vailed : 

— presentation and discussion of a national 

report during the morning and the first half 
of the afternoon, 

— preparation of the conclusions of the day 
by the rapporteur together with the 
Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the group 
during the coffee break, 

— presentation to, and discussion with, the 

group of the conclusions proposed by the 
rapporteur, 

—typing of the rapporteur's notes, 

— at the end of the day, meeting with the 

President, the Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen, 
the co-ordinators and rapporteurs of all 
groups to assess the day's work (end at about 
7 to 7:30pm). 

Besides the work itself of the rapporteurs, 
the meetings at the end of each day were of 

the utmost importance to harmonise our 

positions and also to prepare the final con-

clusions. As an example, we could define the 

general format of a rapporteur's final report 

and, more important, realise that there was 

no space in the time schedule for preparing 

the report. The time schedule on Tuesday 

20 April afternoon was accordingly modified. 

On the other hand, we never could exchange 

our notes and, although our reports were 

based on a single format, they differed to a 

large extent in their presentation style. 

Personally, I was surprised to note the open 

character of the group discussions. 

Embarrassing questions were sometimes 

asked; each country took it as its duty to 

answer in the most open way and the repre-

sentatives from the most anti-nuclear coun-
tries succeeded in avoiding useless controver-

sies. In fact, clearly such discussions could 

take place because they were not public; the 

strong and weak points of each organisation 
could be examined calmly and without exces-
sive passion.  

On 20 April morning, Group 1 examined in 

sequence the reports presented by the four 

countries (Belarus, Croatia, Denmark and 

Greece) having no reactors on their territory. 

The national organisations for radiation pro-

tection and emergency preparedness and 

planning fully justified their participation in 

the meeting of the contracting parties. 

The afternoon on the same day was devoted 

to the preparation of the final and oral 
report by the rapporteur, again with the 
Chairman and the Vice-Chairman. At the end 
of the day, each rapporteur could submit to 
the President his draft report. 

The 21st of April was devoted to the presen-

tations in plenary session of the rapporteurs' 
reports. Again, we could note a very good 

discussion spirit, but the tone and style of the 
reports differed widely from one rapporteur 
to another. 

On 22 April, while the plenary session, 
chaired by one of the Vice-Presidents, dealt 

with the amendments to the rules of proce-

dure for future meetings, the President, the 

Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the country 
groups, the rapporteurs and co-ordinators 
prepared together the final report of the 

contracting parties' meeting. Harsh discus-

sions were necessary to come to a report 

highlighting as clearly as possible the main 

conclusions reached. Items as important as 
the formal or de facto independence of the 
Regulatory Body or the effectiveness of a 

reactor's confinement function could be 

openly discussed and identified as necessitat-
ing further follow-up. 

Finally, on Friday 23 April, the final report of 

the meeting, the President's report and the 

report on the rules of procedure for future 

meetings could be adopted in plenary ses-
sion. 

In short, these two weeks were exhausting 
for the rapporteurs (except the 17-18 April 
week-end which was free) but I found them 
of high interest. The principle according to 

which each country presents its organisation 

and way to regulate nuclear safety in front 
of other countries did work well with a few 

exceptions; real discussions could take place, 

sometimes they were harsh but never 
polemic. 
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With kind permission of Carl Stoiber 

My impression for the future meetings is that, 

besides the matter of a rapporteur who 

should no longer be requested to report on 

his own country, appointing at an earlier 

stage the Chairmen and Vice-Chairmen of the 

country groups should allow a better organi-

sation and harmonisation of the debates. 

To conclude, it is my personal pleasure to 

thank all those who helped me in my duty as 

rapporteur and particularly the secretaries of 

the IAEA who efficiently ensured the typing 

under difficult conditions. Without their 

assistance, my work would not have been 

possible. 
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The Joint Convention on the Safety 
of Spent Fuel Management 
and on the Safety of Radioactive 
Waste Management 

by Alec Jean Baer, Switzerland, Chairman of the International 
Group in charge of preparing the Convention 

More than two years after the events, it is 
interesting to recount the progression which 
led in September 1997 to the convention in 
question. Before coming to the real topic, a 
preliminary remark should be made to high-
light the quality of the debates and the gen-
eral working atmosphere. Even when the 
negotiations were most difficult, even when 
some obstacles seemed insuperable, the tone 
of the debates always remained courteous 
and everyone showed great respect for the 
others' opinion. Without this positive atmo-
sphere, without the continuous efforts to 
better understand the arguments of one and 
all, the Convention would not have become 
what it is. 

One should also remember that the first for-
mal session of the legal and technical experts 
group in charge of proposing a text for the 
convention included 128 delegates from 
more than 50 IAEA Member States. Their only 
common feature was their function of dele-
gates, with among them internationally 
recognised experts as well as representatives 
from diplomatic missions in charge of all 
United Nations institutions having their seat 
in Vienna. As and when the debates pro-
ceeded, one could see this heterogeneous 
group identify itself with "its" Convention 
and do all it could to complete the work 
within the prescribed time limits. This fasci-
nating evolution has been due to a large 
extent to the excellent working climate. 

Genesis of the Convention 

Its origin can be dated back to 17 June 1994 
when a Diplomatic Conference finally 
approved the text of the Convention on 
Nuclear Safety. Indeed, in its preamble, the  

Convention recommended to promptly initi-
ate the work for a further convention on 
radioactive waste. This first conception peri-
od was to end in February 1995 with the so-
called preliminary meeting organised by the 
IAEA to examine the possible content of a 
future convention on radioactive waste. 

The legal and technical experts group held its 
first session in June 1995, thus opening a new 
era of work. From June 1995 to March 1996, 
the group defined the framework of the 
new Convention and was able to draft the 
whole text with the exception of the "deli-
cate" topics mentioned below. 

From its fourth meeting in June 1996 to the 
seventh and last one in March 1997, the 
group succeeded in settling all pending 
problems. 

The Diplomatic Conference from 1 to 5 
September 1997 represented the ultimate 
step of the work. It grappled without much 
success with two essentially political prob-
lems (see below) that legal and technical 
experts had been unable to solve, and the 
Convention was formally opened for signa-
ture on 27 September 1997. 

The difficulties which were overcome 

As early as the first meeting of the experts 
group, it became clear that four problems 
would be difficult to solve : 

—the inclusion of spent fuel, 

— radioactive waste transboundary move- 
ments, 
—the situation with waste from military or 
defence activities, 
— the connection with the Convention on 
Nuclear Safety. 
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In fact, many thought, after this first meet-
ing, that these problems would be impossi-
ble to solve in the framework of the conven-
tion. 

In addition to these four major difficulties, 
two additional and less serious ones were 
identified : 

—the question of disused sealed sources, 

—the directives for the reports to be pro-
duced. 

Spent fuel 

This was without a doubt the most difficult 
problem that the experts group had to solve. 
The difficulty came from the fact that, for the 
countries which reprocess spent fuel, it is 
considered as a resource and not as waste, 
and thus could not fit in the convention as it 
was envisaged, whereas for those countries 
which do not reprocess it, spent fuel indeed 
is considered as waste. In addition, some 
were of the opinion that the mandate of the 
experts group only mentioned waste and, as 
a consequence, it could not address the spent 
fuel issue and the delegation of a country 
having important reprocessing facilities 

thought it would protect its national inter-
ests by strictly refusing to open discussions on 
spent fuel. 

In a first phase, the delegates progressively 
became convinced that the only important 
issue in the Convention was to ensure the 
safety of spent fuel as it could present a real 
danger. The Gordian knot was cut in 
November 1996 when, following a proposal 
by France, a vast majority of delegates recog-
nised as an acceptable compromise the con-
cept of a Convention with two facets, one 
covering spent fuel and the other devoted to 
waste. From that time on, only details had to 

be settled ! 

Transboundary movements 
of radioactive waste 

Whereas it had been easy to reach an agree-
ment in principle on the necessity to ensure 
waste safety during transboundary move-
ments and on the need to avoid at any cost 
their "dumping" in countries not having the 
infrastructure for their adequate manage-
ment, finding an acceptable language for an  

article of the Convention proved extremely 
delicate. The experts group, which did not 
want to create new international law, had to 
recognise the fact that ground, air and sea 
transports are regulated through three dif-

ferent legal systems. Similarly, the issue of 
movements through "transit" states is set-
tled in different ways for sea and terrestrial 
transports. To make things even more com-
plicated, the political geography of straits, 
passages and internal seas created situations 
that had to be taken into account (see 
below, Diplomatic Conference). The final text 
of Article 27 in the Convention obtained a 
large consensus but was not unanimously 
adopted. 

Military wastes 

After long debates, the expert group con-
cluded that the civil or military origin of 
wastes was of little importance when ensur-
ing their safety was at stake. As a conse-
quence, it entrusted the representatives of 
nuclear weapon States with the task of 
proposing an acceptable language. These 
agreed on the fact that military or defence 
wastes would only fall under the scope of the 
Convention if they were voluntarily submit-
ted to its provisions or if they had been per-
manently transferred to civil programmes. 
One can regret that the Convention does not 
provide for a compulsory inclusion of these 
wastes, with possible exemptions, but the 
final text still represents a substantive step in 
the right direction. 

The connection with the Convention 
on Nuclear Safety 

From the start, it had been recognised that 
the best possible continuity should be 
ensured between both conventions while 
avoiding gaps as well as overlaps. After 
agreeing on eliminating gaps at all cost even 
if some overlaps would inevitably remain, 
the experts group solved this problem of an 
essentially legal nature on the one hand by 
ensuring that waste management would 
cover, by definition, the decommissioning of 
nuclear installations and on the other hand 
by adopting a definition of these installa-
tions such as to avoid gaps between the 
scopes of the two Conventions. 
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Problems of lesser importance 

Strictly speaking, disused sealed sources are 
not waste as they often are recycled but they 
represent by far the most frequent cause of 

radioactive accidents. For this reason, the 
expert group decided to devote a specific 
article of the convention to them (Art. 28). 

As for the directives for the reports to be sub-
mitted, they include preparing national 
inventories of waste management installa-
tions of the wastes themselves and of instal-
lations being decommissioned. This require-
ment upset many delegations until they 
recognised that they simply would have to 
report, in a transparent manner, on what 
was already known. 

The Diplomatic Conference 

Diplomatic Conference convened to adopt the Joint Convention 
from 1 to 5 September 1997 

The role of such a conference is to review the 
text produced by the legal and technical 
experts, to adapt it if necessary and to give to 
it a political blessing. In this particular case, 
the Conference dealt with two political 
issues, on the one hand the need to obtain 
the agreement of a transit State before a  

movement by sea (case of the Bosphorus and 
Dardanelles) and on the other hand the 
nature of the relations with political entities 
which are not recognised as States (case of 
Taiwan). In both cases, the Diplomatic 
Conference could not or did not want to 
amend the text proposed by the experts 
group. 

Conclusions 

One will have noted that virtually all the dif-
ficulties encountered were provoked less by 
the principle at stake (the "what") than by 
the way to transcribe this principle in practi-
cal terms (the "how"). Even in the case of 

spenf fuel, the disagreement was not so 
much on the need to ensure its safe man-
agement than on the way to transcribe this 
requirement with due consideration for 
national political contexts. 

As far as the two political issues dealt with at 
the Diplomatic Conference are concerned, it 
is almost certain that, should the delegates 
have been allowed more time to discuss 
them, they would have come to an agree-
ment. 

On the whole, the negotiations of this con-
vention confirmed what prior negotiations 
have already shown : 

—the most efficient approach is one that 
stays on the rational and constructive side 
and that gives full consideration to the opin-
ion of others, 

— in order to come to an agreement, one 
needs to understand the position of the 
other party, 
— the lack of time often leads to failure, but 
paradoxically, the need to come to an agree-
ment within a prescribed period of time can 
act as a remarkable motivation. 

i 
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THE INTERNATIONAL ORGANISATIONS 

The main tasks of the International 
Atomic Energy Agency 

by Philippe Thiébaud, Governor for France at the IAEA 

The International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA), of which France is a member since the 

beginning, was created on 29 July 1959 by a 

decision of the General Meeting of the 

United Nations Organisation (UNO). It is the 

major international authority in charge of 

civil atomic applications and is open to any 

states wishing to become a member. 

The last General Conference session, which 

was held in its headquarter in Vienna, from 

27th September to 1st October 1999, was an  

opportunity for the 131 Member States to 

confirm, through "resolutions", the general 

orientations to approach the XXIst century 

which were the subject of a review by the 

Board of Governors (see box: operation of the 

Agency). The priority tasks for the IAEA are: 

1) assistance to Member States in the use of 

nuclear techniques; 

2) safeguards for their peaceful use; 

3) promotion of the safety of these tech-

niques. 

Operation of the International Atomic Energy Agency 

The IAEA operates through three entities with different competencies and powers: the 

General Conference, the Board of Governors and the Secretariat (this word is traditionally 

used for Agency's staff) headed by the Director General. 

1) The general Conference, which gathers all the Member States, is the supreme decision 

making entity. It meets once a year in ordinary session — generally upon a recommendation of 

the Board of Governors — in particular to take note of information reports, to define through 

"resolutions" the general orientations of the Agency and to endorse the budget. 

2) The Board of Governors is the major decision making entity. It consists today of 35 mem-

bers (Governors), among which the outgoing Board designates certain members for one year: 

the thirteen most advanced Member States in the nuclear technology field, among which is 

France; these States benefit de facto from a quasi standing member statute. The General 

Conference elects the others for two years. 

The Board of Governors meets once every quarter in ordinary session (extraordinary meeting 

are organised if necessary). The Board takes its decisions, on the one hand, on the basis of rec-

ommendations elaborated by advisory groups or specific committees and, on the other, on doc-

uments and proposals prepared by the Secretariat's Departments. 

3) The Secretariat (involving more than 2200 staffs, among which about 750 executives) and 

the Director General have little power in theory. In practice — and this is essential —their reports 

and proposals provide the basis of information at disposal of the members of the Board of 

Governors and the General Conference for taking their decisions. 

The Director General (DG) is responsible for the administration and the implementation of the 

Agency's programme. The General Conference elects him for a four-year term, upon propos-

al of the Board of Governors. Since 1st December 1997, the position is held by Mohamed 

ElBaradei (Egypt), who succeeded Hans Blix (Sweden, DG from 1981 to 1997). 
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Assistance provided to Member States 
in the use of nuclear techniques 

Assistance provided by the Agency is per-
formed through transfer of technology, in 
particular within technical co-operation pro-
grammes. 

Nuclear energy 

The main objective of the programme for 
promoting the peaceful use of nuclear ener-
gy is to provide a support to Member States 
which have already implemented or which 
envisage implementing a nuclear power pro-
gramme. The work of the Agency relies on 
International Working Groups (IWG) bringing 
together high level scientific and technical 
experts. These actions are mainly oriented 
towards information exchange, database 
implementation and holding international 
Conferences. 

The first objective aims at optimising nuclear 
power plants' lifetime and decommissioning 
techniques and at the backend of the nucle-
ar fuel cycle, especially at spent fuel manage-
ment, plutonium re-use in mixed plutonium-
uranium oxide fuel (MOX). This priority 
applies also to technical solutions for radioac-
tive waste management, whether or not 
they result from nuclear energy production. 

Application of radiation and isotope 
techniques 

The IAEA action gives particular importance 
to help Member States in agriculture and 
food processing (insect pest eradication, radi-
ation immuno-dosimetry, sterilisation, food 
conservation by ionisation...), in medicine 
(diagnosis assistance, radiation therapy) and 
in earth science (application of isotopic 
hydrologic techniques for water resources 
assessment, and for environment monitoring 
and protection). 

These applications of nuclear techniques con-
stitute an important part of the technical co-
operation activities towards the developing 
countries. 

Safeguards for the peaceful use 
of nuclear techniques 

The IAEA safeguards system was the subject 
of a considerable development over the last  

ten years, as new States became part of inter-
national instruments for non-proliferation of 
nuclear weapons. The Agency is the world 
organisation in charge of supervising the 
States' commitment of a peaceful use of 
nuclear energy in the frame of: 
— signatory countries obligations resulting 
from the Non Proliferation Treaty (NPT); 

—treaties establishing nuclear weapon free 
zones; 
— co-operation agreements between States 
requesting the Agency to exert its supervi-
sion; 
—voluntary offers given by nuclear weapon 
States. 

In this framework, the IAEA performed, at 
the request of the Security Council of the 
United Nations Organisation, all the supervi-
sions and interventions needed by the imple-
mentation of the resolutions related to the 
Iraqi nuclear programme following the Gulf 
war. 

Since 1992, it has been confronted with the 
situation created by the failure of North 
Korea to fulfil its obligations related to 
nuclear material supervision. 

Such situations (North Korea, Iraq) have 
emphasised the limits of this system, in par-
ticular due to the difficulty to detect non-
declared activities or installations. Hence the 
adoption of proposals aiming at reinforcing 
it and of the "93 + 2" programme decided in 
1993 so as be established in 1995 (date of the 
opening of the NPT extension conference). 
The Board of Governors completed this pro-
gramme, after long negotiations, in May 
1997 with the adoption of a model for an 
additional Protocol to safeguards agree-
ments concluded in the frame of the NPT. 

Since then, by concluding such a protocol 
with the IAEA, non nuclear weapon countries 
which are signatories of the NPT will have to 
provide the Agency with detailed informa-
tion (status of their research activities in the 
nuclear field, nuclear equipment import and 
export, uranium and thorium mining 
resources...) which will enable it to have a 
better view of their nuclear programme. 
Supervision procedures have been extended 
and, if the Agency were to detect contradic-
tions in provided information, it would be 
able to perform inspection, not only in oper-
ating installations or research centres, but 
also in locations to which it could not have 
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access before such as shutdown reactors or 

plants manufacturing products likely to be 

used in a nuclear programme. 

Moreover, nuclear weapon States, such as 

France, are committed to provide informa-

tion on their commercial and nuclear co-

operation activities. 

For the Agency the future application of 

these new safeguards provisions should at 

least give it high presumptive grounds on the 

existence of secret activities. 

Physical protection and fight against illicit 

trafficking of nuclear materials constitute 

also major fields of action. 

Promotion of nuclear safety 

In March 1985 the IAEA created the 

International Nuclear Safety Advisory Group 

(INSAG), and its first report was devoted to 

the Chernobyl disaster which occurred one 

year later. But it was in 1996 that the IAEA, 

recognising the importance of safety, as deci-

sive factor for nuclear energy acceptance, 

created the Department of Nuclear Safety 

(see box: Organisation of the Agency). 

The activities of the Agency in this domain 

are based on the principle that each Member 

State is fully responsible of the safety for its 

installations. 

The promotion of safety relies on three 

points: 

— reinforcement and implementation of 

international legal instruments; 

— publication of internationally accepted 

standards; 

— assistance to Member States in applying 

these conventions and documents. 

The Agency is depository of international 

conventions. It encourages Member States to 

become Contracting Parties and contributes 

to their application, in particular through 

assistance in the peer review process. 

In addition, the IAEA is central to discuss if 

new international instruments are needed. 

For Instance an action plan related to radia-

tion source safety and radioactive material 

security was initiated. This plan includes pro-

visions for expert services to assist Member 

States in reinforcing their capability in indus-

trial or medical sources supervision, especial-

ly to avoid "orphan" sources (lost or aban-

doned). An initiative is also planned aiming, 

in consultation with the World Health 

Organisation, at improving radiological pro-

tection of patients benefiting from medical 

application of radiation. 

Such programmes are supplementary to 

existing assistance actions to reinforce, or 

even create, radiation protection infrastruc-

ture in some Member States. These actions 

The IAEA organisation and resources 

The IAEA is divided in six Departments each being headed 

The current Deputy Director Generals are as follows: 

Administration: M. Waller (United States of America) 

Nuclear Sciences and Applications: M. Machi (Japan) 

Safeguards: M. Goldschmidt (Belgium) 

Technical Co-operation: M. Qian (China) 

Nuclear Energy: M. Mourogov (Russia) 

Nuclear Safety: M. Domaratzki (Canada) 

The total ordinary budget planned for 2000 is : 	 $ 221,7 M 

In addition to the ordinary budget of the Technical Co-operation Management department, 

the Agency has at its disposal, for its technical co-operation, supplementary funds to an 

amount of US $ 91,8 M. 

The four largest contributions to the IAEA financial resources are USA (25%), Japan (19.7%), 

Germany (9.7%) and France (6.5%). Total contribution of the fifteen States of the European 

Union is about 36.5%. 
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rely on training programmes and are primar-
ily intended for the safe use of radiation 
sources. 

The Agency has set up safety standards, 
which apply to domains such as nuclear 
power plants, radiation protection, radioac-
tive waste management and radioactive 
material transport. Without any mandatory 
nature, they express an international consen-
sus on requirements to be fulfilled. 

In addition, the Agency provides Member 
States at their request with advisory services 
such as: 

— "OSART" (review by Agency contracted 
experts, at the request of a Member State, of 
the operational safety of a nuclear power 
station); 

— "IRRT" (review by Agency contracted 
experts, at the request of a Member State, of 
the organisation of the Safety Authority);  

— "ASSET" (review by Agency contracted 
experts, at the request of a Member State, of 
a post incident management phase). 

Finally, safety related activities are one of the 
major pillars of the technical co-operation 
and assistance mission vested in the Agency, 
with a large number of projects (150), allo-
cated grants (200) and with training courses 
(about ten), each one extending over an 
average period of five weeks. 

Conclusion: IAEA missions 
at dawn of the xxlst century 

The Agency's missions aim at reinforcing the 
capability of its Member States to take full 

benefit from nuclear techniques for their 
development. One of the goals is the estab-
lishment of a real safety culture on a world 
wide scale, allowing the application of equal-
ly rigorous criteria in all countries. 
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The International Atomic Energy 
Agency safety standards 

by Zygmund Domaratzki, Deputy Director General, Head, 
Department of Nuclear Safety, IAEA 

Introduction 

The IAEA was established in 1957 as an inter-
governmental organization within the 
United Nations family, with the objective of 
seeking to accelerate and enlarge the contri-
bution of atomic energy to peace, health and 
prosperity throughout the world. The devel-
opment of nuclear and radiation safety stan-
dards is a statutory function of the IAEA. The 

IAEA Statute expressly authorizes the Agency 

"to establish standards of safety" and "to 
provide for the application of these stan-
dards". Assistance is provided to the Member 
States in the application of the standards 
through a variety of ongoing activities 
including: direct safety-related assistance; 
fostering information exchange; promoting 
education and training; and rendering a 
wide range of safety related services to 
requesting Member States. The IAEA's work 
towards meeting its responsibilities for 
establishing safety standards is the main sub-
ject of this paper. 

History 

The IAEA's safety standards programme is 
rooted in the late 1950s. In 1959, two years 
after the IAEA's creation, the United Nations 
Economic and Social Council asked the IAEA 

to establish recommendations for the safe 
transport of radioactive material. By 
March 1960, the first international measures 
for radiation protection and safety had been 
drawn up and were approved by the IAEA 

Board of Governors. The Regulations for the 
Safe Transport of Radioactive Material were 
established and first issued in 1961 (the latest 
revised edition was published in 1996). 

The Board first approved the Basic Safety 
Standards (BSS) for radiation protection in 
June 1962 (three revised editions have fol-
lowed: 1967, 1982 and 1996). 

As nuclear power expanded globally, the 
need for a comprehensive set of nuclear 
power plant safety standards emerged. The 
IAEA's Nuclear Safety Standards (NUSS) 
programme was established in 1974, which 
resulted in the development of a set of 60 
standards (codes and supporting guides) 
dealing with the principal aspects of 
nuclear power plant safety, from siting to 
operation. 

The involvement of the IAEA in the manage-
ment of radioactive wastes started soon after 
the Agency's creation in 1957. At that time, 
the disposal of radioactive wastes in the sea 
was an option being favoured by countries 
developing nuclear power, and in 1961 the 
IAEA published Safety Series No. 5 which was 
concerned with establishing appropriate 
safety procedures and practices for the dis-
posal of radioactive wastes in the sea. This 
was followed a few years later by interna-
tional guidance on radioactive disposal in the 
ground (Safety Series No. 15, 1965). By the 
late 1970s the issue of radioactive wastes and 
their management was becoming increasing-
ly important. It was seen as one of the tech-
nically unresolved issues of nuclear power. 
The IAEA responded by establishing a set of 
safety standards, the Radioactive Waste 
Safety Standards. 

The standards today 

Over the years the IAEA safety standards 
were expanded both in scope and number. 
By late 1995 there were over 100 safety stan-
dards covering the four areas of nuclear, 
radiation, radioactive waste and transport 
safety published in the IAEA Safety Series. 
Although there was harmonization of the 
standards within each of the four groups, 
they were developed largely in isolation 
from each other, which resulted in a lack of 
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compatibility among the published safety 

standards. In 1996 an integrated approach 

for the development of safety standards was 

adopted. This set in motion a comprehensive 

review and strengthening of the safety stan-

dards programme. This ongoing process has 

been, and continues to be, influenced by 

interrelated challenges. Safety is a dynamic 

concept which must remain in step with sci-

entific and technical developments. In that 

context, standards are not enough to ensure 

achievement of higher levels of safety. It is 

important that safety standards be kept up 

to date and put into effect at the working 

level as part of an integrated approach and 

commitment to maintaining "safety cul-
ture" worldwide. 

Preparation and review process 

On 1 January 1996, the IAEA modified its 
organizational structure, creating a separate 
Department of Nuclear Safety with inter alia 
the responsibility to organize the prepara-

tion and review of the IAEA's safety standards 
as a high priority objective. A uniform prepa-
ration and review process was introduced, 
covering all areas in which the IAEA estab-
lishes safety standards. 

As part of this process, it created a set of 
advisory bodies with harmonized terms of 

reference to assist the Secretariat in prepar-
ing and reviewing all safety standards. The 
structure of the advisory bodies is illustrated 
in the chart below. 

ACSS 

Advisory Commission on 
Safety Standards 

NUSSAC RASSAC WASSAC TRANSSAC 
Nuclear Safety Radiation Safety Waste Safety Transport Safety 

Standards Advisory Standards Advisory Standards Advisory Standards Advisory 
Committee Committee Committee Committee 

At their first meeting in early 1996, the 

Advisory Committees took note of the pub-

lished Safety Fundamentals (covering safety 

of nuclear installations, radiation protection 

and radioactive waste management) and 

prepared a work plan outlining a list of pro-

posed topics for development of Safety 

Requirements and the topics to be covered 

by Safety Guides supplementing each of the 

Safety Requirements. This included the 

preparation of new safety standards and 

revision of the existing ones, with priorities 

attached for each topic to be developed. At 

its first meeting in March 1996, the 

Commission endorsed the plans for develop-

ment of safety standards submitted by the 

four Advisory Committees. In order to mini-

mize possible duplication of efforts, the 

Commission decided that the preparation of 

material on topics of common interest to all 

Committees (i.e. legal and governmental 

infrastructure, quality assurance, emergency 

preparedness) would fall under a special cat- 

egory of general safety. The standards 
included in this category are reviewed by the 
four Advisory Committees before submission 
to the Commission for final endorsement. 

The initial step in the procedure is develop-

ment of DPP (Document Preparation Profile) 
prepared for each proposed safety standard, 
outlining the need, the interface with the 
other safety standards, the proposed con-

tents and the involvement of the specific 
Advisory Committees in its development and 
review. The approval of the DPP sets in 
motion the preparation of the standard by 

organizing expert group meetings to draft or 
revise standards; submitting drafts to the rel-
evant advisory committees (NUSSAC, RASSAC, 
WASSAC or TRANSSAC) for review; submitting 
draft standards to the IAEA Member States 
for comment; obtaining the (internal) IAEA 

Publications Committee's approval for each 
document in order to ensure compliance 
with the IAEA's editorial policy; and submit-
ting the standards to the Director General or, 
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as appropriate, to the Board of Governors for 
approval after endorsement by the 
Commission. IAEA technical officers are 
responsible for ensuring that documents are 
prepared and reviewed expeditiously and 
that they are technically sound. 

Publication of the IAEA safety standards 

Following the introduction of the prepara-
tion and review process in 1996, the IAEA 
Safety Series was replaced by two new series 
of safety related publications, namely: the 
Safety Standards Series and the Safety 
Reports Series. The purpose of establishing 
these two categories was to separate the 
IAEA safety standards publications which 
spell out safety objectives, concepts, princi-
ples, requirements and guidance — as a basis 
for national regulations, or as an indication 
of how various safety requirements may be 
met, i.e. safety standards — from those publi-
cations which are issued for the purpose of 
fostering information exchange in safety, i.e. 
safety reports. 

The publications in the Safety Standards 
Series are issued pursuant to the IAEA's statu-
tory function to establish safety standards. 
The publications in the Safety Reports Series 
are issued to foster the exchange of informa- 

COLLECTION 
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DE SU RETE 
DE LAIEA 	 AI FA 

Règlement de 
transport des 
matières radioactives 

Edition de 1996 

PRFSCRIPTIONS  
N° ST-1 

'I AGENCE INTERNATIONALE 
,. ,p DE NENERGIE ATOMIQUE 
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IAEA safety standards: Regulations for the safe transport of 
radioactive material 

tion on ways of ensuring safety. The change 
took effect in 1996, with the publication in 
the Safety Standards Series of the latest edi-
tion of the Regulations for the Safe Transport 

of Radioactive Material as Safety Standards 
Series No. ST-1. 

The Safety Standards Series comprises the 
following levels of documents: 

Safety Fundamentals 

Safety Requirements 

Safety Guides 

The Series covers nuclear safety, radiation 
safety, radioactive waste safety, and trans-
port safety. It also covers general topics (such 
as legal and governmental infrastructure, 
quality assurance, and emergency prepared-
ness). All standards at the level of Safety 
Fundamentals and Safety Requirements 
require the approval of the IAEA Board of 
Governors before publication. Safety Guides 
are issued under the authority of the IAEA 
Director General. 

The Safety Fundamentals documents are 
the "policy documents” of the IAEA Safety 
Standards Series. They state the basic objec-
tives, concepts and principles involved in 
ensuring protection and safety in the devel-
opment and application of atomic energy for 
peaceful purposes. They state — without pro-
viding technical details and, as a rule, with-
out going into the application of principles — 
the rationale for actions necessary in meet-
ing Safety Requirements. Three Safety 
Fundamentals publications exist in the Safety 
Series. They address the safety of nuclear 
installations, radiation protection, and 
radioactive waste management. 

The Safety Requirements deal with the 
basic requirements which must be met 
in order to ensure the safety of particu-
lar activities. These requirements are gov-
erned by the basic objectives, concepts and 
principles presented in the Safety 
Fundamentals documents. The written style 
(with 'shall' statements) is that of regulatory 
documents so that the Safety Requirements 
could be adopted by States as national regu-
lations. 
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The Safety Guides contain recommenda-
tions (using 'should' statements), based on 
international experience, regarding mea-
sures to ensure that the Safety Requirements 
are met. 

Outlook 

By late 1995 there were over 100 safety stan-
dards covering the four areas of nuclear, radi-
ation, radioactive waste and transport safety 
published in the IAEA Safety Series. Since the 
establishment of the IAEA Safety Standards 
Series in 1996, seven safety standards (two 
safety requirements and five safety guides) 
have been published. There are currently 72 
safety standards in preparation, (one safety 
fundamentals, nine safety requirements and 
62 safety guides). It is expected that addi-
tional 12 safety standards will be published  

in the year 2000 and 23 in the following year. 
These are primarily revision of safety stan-
dards published prior to 1995. 

The full list and the status of the IAEA 
safety standards is available on the Internet 
under the IAEA/VVorldAtom/Nuclear Safety 
(http://www. i aea. o rg/n s/Coo rd i N et/safety-
pubs/sftypub.htm). 

The Commission, at its meeting in December 
of 1999, initiated the process for develop-
ment of a common Safety Fundamentals cov-
ering nuclear, radiation, transport and 
radioactive waste safety, to replace the three 
existing Safety Fundamentals. The commis-
sion is also looking at the need for safety 
standards for fuel cycle facilities. A decision 
on the type of standards to be prepared and 
types of facilities to be covered will be made 
by the end of this year. 
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Free opinion on the benefit 
of an International Regulatory Review 
Team (IRRT) mission of the IAEA 

by Serge Prêtre, former Director of the Swiss Federal Nuclear 
Safety Inspectorate 

In each nuclear country, a Safety Authority 
was set up at the beginning of the nuclear 
power programme. The way to start the 
supervision, the political climate prevailing at 
that time and the first persons who led that 
activity contributed to the creation of a 
national nuclear safety culture. At that time, 
there were large differences between 
nations, international recommendations 
were scarce and some countries, such as 
Switzerland, did not simply want to copy the 
American system. 

The legal basis also influenced in each coun-
try the development of a nuclear safety 
national philosophy. In Switzerland, the 1959 
Act still in force (two revisions have failed 
and the third one currently does its best not 
to fail) does not say much. It allows under-
standing nuclear safety as one wish provided 
it is successful. 

It is in such a context that the Federal Com-
mission for the Safety of Atomic Installations 
(CSA) was created and fitted with a standing 
secretary. At that time, almost all the nuclear 
intelligentsia used to work at the Federal 
Institute for Reactor Research (currently the 
Paul Scherrer Institute) in Würenlingen. And 
there did the nuclear Safety Authority start 
crystallising. As a consequence it is an ema-
nation of a research institute and it has kept 
for a long time this state of mind. 

As it was growing up, this authority enlarged 
its field of action but it did not abandon its 
nature as a scientific institute, while in other 
countries the evolution was rather towards a 
legal or even police mentality. 

When I took over the direction of this 
authority (which became HSK, the Swiss 
Federal Nuclear Safety Directorate), I realised 
more and more clearly, in contact with my 
peers during IAEA or OECD/NEA meetings,  

that there were important differences from 
one country to another as regards to author-
ity operation. In particular, I felt that interna-
tional development was going towards 
nuclear safety authorities requesting always 
more from operators, becoming more for-
malistic or evolving as inspectorates. 

In Switzerland, safety traditionally focused 
on scientific or technical assessment of the 
design and construction of systems and com-
ponents, on plant modification, on mainte-
nance programmes and on all aspects of radi-
ation protection and emergency response. A 
lot of recommendations having an incentive 
but not a prescriptive nature were issued. 
But the situation was far from being over 
regulated. Traditionally, emphasis had also 
been put on supervising the training of staff 
to whom a licence is given after an examina-
tion. 

But it is in its plant operation, its organisa-
tion's management and the development 
and implementation of its working processes 
that we left a large freedom to the operator. 
To simplify, it can be said that supervision 
focused much more on installations than on 
operators. 

Quite rightly the first Operational Safety 
Assessment Review Teams (OSART) under-
lined this peculiarity. However modifying a 
30-year-old culture requires a long time. The 
December 1998 IRRT confirmed this state of 
affairs and highly insisted upon our lack of 
formalism and our weaknesses in the opera-
tional safety field. Whereas our inspections 
took place in a courteous climate of scientif-
ic dialogue and remained restricted to a pre-
cise technical issue, the IRRT taught us that 
the inspector should not discuss but super-
vise. In performing his duties, he should 
make apparent the formal pedestal which 
separates him from the supervised operator 
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and also expand his observations to opera-
tional aspects such as tidiness, cleanliness, 
procedures awareness and compliance, tech-
nical competence, safety culture, etc. 

Without willing to transform a scientific 
organisation into a police one, I acknowl-
edged that our way of practising operational 
safety — though having led up to now to 
good results — should evolved in view of the 
challenges arising from deregulation and 
electricity market opening. It is with this in 
mind that a reorganisation of HSK was 
achieved during 1999 and that an action plan 
in eight points was launched. The objective is 
roughly to broaden the domain of supervi-
sion, to introduce a quality management sys-
tem and to add watchful inspector culture to 
that of scientific expert. 

But — irony of fate — at the time when we 
were judged on the basis of criteria highly 
influenced by the American system of a near-
ly police nature, the US-NRC prepared itself to 
change its tactics and started a revolution in 
nuclear safety leaving to the operators much 
more freedom in operating their plants. The 
new NRC strategy is more tolerant, less police 
oriented, more re-focused on the bulk of 
safety. Astonishing! Some aspects of this new 
philosophy look like the Swiss system before 
the IRRT! 

Some more words about our independence. 
At the time of the IRRT mission, I had been 
fighting for more than 3 years for HSK to 
become independent from the office in 
charge of energy policy to which we report. 
The IRRT report acknowledges that this situa- 

tion is unsatisfactory and recommends 
among others: 

—that HSK get a more independent statute; 

—that it be endowed with its own legal 
department; 

—that it be more strongly anchored in the 
nuclear energy act; 

—that it receive responsibility to prepare 
itself the wording of ministerial or govern-
mental decisions regarding nuclear installa-
tion safety. 

These recommendations were really wel-
come and arrived at the appropriate time. 
Part of the message was received at the high-
est level and, for a certain while, the impres-
sion was given that something was moving. 
The question was raised to create a National 
Safety Agency gathering all the authorities 
supervising potentially dangerous installa-
tions. This project is still in existence, but has 
unfortunately lost part of its initial momen-
tum and it is somewhat on the wane. In the 
meantime a draft new act on nuclear energy 
has been circulated for comments, but, 
unfortunately, does not (yet) take into 
account the IRRT recommendations. A real 
pity. I hope that the follow-up mission will 
restart the momentum. 

In summary: an IRRT mission has a very stim-
ulating effect, which sometimes is even irri-
tating. It forces to a deeper self-criticism, 
which is finally very useful. It puts in question 
the whole decision system and can, with 
some luck, give the needed external boost to 
exit from a national situation, historically fos-
silised, as there are some in every country. 
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EDF point of view on Operational 
SAfety Review Team (OSART) mission 
of the IAEA 

by Georges Servière, EDF, Director of SEPTEN 

For a good understanding of EDF's point of 
view related to OSART missions, and to a 

large extent this is also valid for the WANO 
(World Association of Nuclear Operators) 
peer reviews, it is useful to have in mind 

some elements of context. 

OSART missions are services designed and 
elaborated by the IAEA to be put at the dis-
posal of Member States in general, i.e. inde-

pendently from the structure and supervision 
mode of the Safety Authority in the country 
under consideration and independently from 
the size, the structure or the practices of the 
operator(s). Their designers aimed in a way 

for a universal product. 

Amongst nuclear operators worldwide, EDF 

presents some peculiar characteristics, which 
we have a tendency to consider as specific. 

The nuclear power plant fleet is highly stan-
dardised, which led to rules, procedures and 
practices themselves highly standardised and 
therefore often defined in a centralised way 

out of the plants, contrary to numerous for-

eign plants. The size of the EDF nuclear plant 

fleet induces that any suggested or request-
ed change as far as behaviour or manage-
ment is concerned must affect roughly 20000 

EDF staffs, and possibly about the same num-
ber of staffs at contractors. As a conse-
quence, there is a quite large inertia, with 
benefits and drawbacks, in terms of reactivi-
ty in front of external analyses or recommen-

dations. 

The size and structure of EDF have led it to 

implement its own safety management and 
supervision structure in this field at several 

levels, which is consistent with French regu-
lations, especially the quality assurance 

order. This is why, for instance, EDF has a 

nuclear inspectorate at the level of the nucle-
ar generation Division (DPN in French) and a  

General Inspector for nuclear safety at the 

level of the chairman and CEO. 

The EDF-DPN nuclear inspectorate performs 

on-site inspections of mainly two kinds: gen-
eral safety assessments (EGS) and inspections 
or audits focused on special issues, generally 

common to several plant sites. 

These EGS are in-depth assessments, which 

review all the issues dealing with plant oper-
ation (Operation, maintenance, fire protec-
tion, radiation protection, management...). 
They are conducted on the basis of assess-
ment guides approved by the Division 
Management, which themselves rely on cur-

rent reference safety requirements and on all 
the objectives, principles and procedures in 

force at EDF. In a way, it can be said that EGS 

are in-depth reviews in the same way as 
OSART missions, WANO peer reviews or INPO 
(Institute for Nuclear Power Operations) 

assessments in USA. 

Obviously, these different kinds of reviews 
have some differences. The EGS are possibly 
more in-depth, due to the good knowledge 

that inspectors have of EDF practices, but also 

due to the time which is spent by them (two 
weeks on site, as much for preparation and 
as much for analysis). On the opposite, 
although EGS are "external" to a site and 
some foreign experts are involved, they are 

an EDF internal process. INPO reviews or 
WANO ones may be of a more independent 
nature. OSART missions are even more of an 

independent nature as they are requested by 
Member States, in fact by the Safety 

Authority. 

For EDF, WANO peer reviews and OSART mis-

sions bring an external view whose impor-
tance and limitations are worth to be under-

lined. 

A large number of these reviews, either EGS, 
OSART or Peer Reviews, have already been 
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performed on EDF installations. Experience 
feedback shows that OSART, as well as Peer 
Reviews, seldom reveal issues which were not 
already known and identified. However, even 
already known, the fact that they are high-
lighted and mentioned by experts from out-
side EDF, and above from foreign countries, 
give them sometimes a higher weight and/or 
credibility, especially at the level of plant 
staff. The instinctive reaction, sometimes 
observed when EDF head office or the French 
Authority expresses reservations or dissatis-
faction, reaction consisting in saying or think-
ing "Again a whim or an additional request 
in an already overabundant flood", does not  

stand anymore in the case of an internation-
al review. This nature is clearer for Peer 
Reviews than for OSART missions, possibly 
because operators have a tendency to better 
trust their peers. On the contrary, the more 
official nature of an OSART mission is per se a 
mobilisation and a commitment factor. 

Moreover, even on known issues, discussion 
if not confrontation of points of view opens 
different prospects to involved parties as 
much in terms of understanding the reasons 
for which it can be done otherwise as in 
terms of feasibility and efficiency of different 
solutions or practices. These reviews are then 
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an opportunity to acknowledge that one can 
have sometimes clearly more ambitious, 

however achievable, objectives but some-
times also it is needed to somewhat shake up 
the ambient culture. Especially in this respect, 

these reviews are very rewarding and very 
favourably perceived, and all the more as 
they are conducted by experienced profes-
sionals in each of the field of investigation. 

Also, EDF finds a certain interest to send some 

staff, necessarily in a limited number of occa-
sions for various reasons, to take part in 
international teams such as OSART missions in 

other countries. 

Taking into account all these elements, EDF 

considers that OSART type reviews bring a  

positive contribution which has to be under-
lined, but at the same time they should not 
be too large a burden for the plants. With 

this in mind, EDF has decided to incorporate 

altogether EGS, Peer Reviews and OSART mis-
sions in its supervision programme on the 
basis of 6 or 7 EGS, 1 or 2 Peer Reviews and 1 
OSART mission each year. In addition, OSART 
missions and Peer Reviews include follow-up 
reviews. This represents an overall dense pro-
cess, enabling however in its principle to rec-

oncile the advantages of each process as 

much for plant's as for EDF head office's ben-

efit, but also for external benefit (Authority, 

public...), without imposing to each plant 
too heavy a load, which might be counter-

productive. 
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The difficult elaboration 
of international consensus 

by Dominique Delattre, former DSIN inspector seconded 
to the IAEA, 

programme co-ordinator for development of radioactive WAste Safety 
Standards and secretary of the WASSAC Committee 

During the first years of implementation of 
what has become the International Atomic 
Energy Agency, it was for a while envisaged 
to set up an international Authority. The idea 
was rapidly abandoned and, since 1946, the 
golden rule is that of international consen-
sus. This applies to any Agency's activity and 
in particular for establishing Safety 
Standards. Therefore all the issues related to 
the adoption of these Standards come to the 
level of consensus the Member States wish. 
This consensus can be very general and may 
be a "soft consensus". It can be more 
detailed aiming at a consensus on minimal 
requirements — that is to say on the current 
level of safety. It can also be at a higher level 
aiming at an incentive consensus. 

Soft consensus is obviously useless. A consen-
sus on minimum requirements is needed for 
providing a sound technical basis to interna-
tional Conventions or European directives 
and to meet the needs of countries where 
improving the efficiency of, or even estab-
lishing, the regulatory control system must 
be a priority. Its elaboration is presented 
hereafter. If so wished by Member States, the 
method can be extended towards setting an 
incentive consensus upon the level of safety 
to be reached in the future. 

When Safety Standards on well-developed 
technical domains are being prepared, it is 
generally not too difficult to reach a minimal 
technical consensus. The current general pro-
cedure is essentially based on this idea. All 
that has to be done is to gather a minimum 
number of experienced consultants to pre-
pare the first draft documents, and to have it 
assessed and approved by a validation com-
mittee prior to its publication. 

When dealing with new subjects — this is 
often the case in the radioactive waste  

domain — where consensus does not exist a 
priori, this procedure is not optimum. 
Generally consultants can only represent 
their own views and, if the assessment com-
mittee works as a "registration Chamber", 
only downstream of the process, no suffi-
cient warranty can be obtained on the level 
of the consensus reached. It was therefore 
necessary to modify the procedure, not to 
change it. And so, on the occasion of a 
change in the mandate of the Waste Safety 
Standards Advisory Committee (WASSAC), a 
modified procedure was implemented. It 
relies on: 

— a review of the whole programme, with a 
view to identify needs, to optimise the num-
ber of documents and to manage interface 
with other programmes. This also prevents 
the Committee from examining documents 
one at a time at the end of the process, 
which could then consist only in a registra-
tion; 

— the a priori adoption, for each document, 
of a "Document Preparation Profile" defin-
ing its objectives and technical content on 
the main items. A stronger implication of the 
WASSAC members was needed to identify at 
the Committee level, not at the consultants' 
one, the technical consensus existing or to be 
set up; 

— the re-appropriation of a tool, the WASSAC 
Subgroup, to carry on investigations needed 
to consensus elaboration when it does not 
exist a priori; 

— a detailed review by the Committee of the 
draft documents, before they are sent to 
Member States. For this review to be effi-
cient, the responsibility of Committee's mem-
bers had to be improved. The adopted 
approach was to avoid transmission of draft 
documents at the last moment, as it was 
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often the case in the past, to leave sufficient 

time to Committee's members for an in-
depth review, including consideration of the 
comments from the concerned organisations 

in their countries, to ask them to prepare a 
synthesis of their most important comments 
and to organise the discussion on the basis of 
this synthesis at the plenary meeting of the 
Committee. Bearing this responsibility also 
implies an actual implication of the 
Committee in the documents, to ensure that 
they are of good quality and useful for the 
international community. It is important to 
prevent an approval only based on the fact 
that members have no problem with the 

draft in their country — that would be the 
case for a document involving a soft consen-
sus, or even a void content! The better 

involvement of the WASSAC members also 

improves the sense of responsibility of the 
staff in charge of drafting the documents. 

This new method of work has been now set 

up for more than one year for the WASSAC 

Committee. It starts bearing fruits. 
Particularly the Committee has worked 
towards merging documents and has reori-
ented some projects, which had been sub-
mitted to it. It is an efficient first step if, for 
the whole programme and for each docu-
ment, the Committee issues an advice and 
concrete proposals on orientation to be 
taken, which then become a mandate for 
consultants engaged in the draft's revision. 

Much remains to be done: 

—to have an overall approach on issues relat-
ed to safety and to decrease the barriers 
between nuclear safety, radiation safety, 
waste safety and transport safety. This 
implies first an improvement of the internal 
coordination process. Moreover an annual  

common meeting of RASSAC and WASSAC 

Committees is now set up. The first one 
occurred in April 2000. Such an approach 

could be extended in the future to NUSSAC 

and TRANSSAC; 

— to improve the exchange between Member 
States on items where consensus remains to 
be set up. For this purpose, meetings at the 
level of "Technical Committee Meetings" 
and Committee meetings are places where 
exchange can take place. Member States can 
use this opportunity to explain their position 
and exchange their experience, at the multi-

lateral level and then as a complement to 
numerous bilateral exchanges This exchange 
is a key step to come to a consensus and to 
give a momentum for future changes. The 

WASSAC Subgroup should also actually build 

a new consensus; 

—to have at one's disposal a tool to measure 
interest and efficiency of published Safety 
Standards. In this respect, the use of these 
Standards during the setting of international 
Conventions, European directives or during 
regulatory system peer reviews performed at 
the request of Member States (International 
Regulatory Review Team) provides an oppor-
tunity to compare publications and their 
actual implementation and to identify issues 

being worth improving. 

I am convinced that international Standards 
will play a more and more important role in 
the exchange globalisation context. Their 
quality shall then always be improved for 
implementing and updating the consensus 
on minimum requirements, before envisag-
ing, if it is a Member States wish, to extent it 
to the elaboration of a more incentive con-

sensus. 
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NEA - Towards a stronger 
strategic vision 

by Luis E. Echdvarri, Director-General of the OECD Nuclear Energy 
Agency 

The NEA, which recently celebrated its forti-
eth anniversary, came into being at practical-
ly the same time as the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) and EURATOM. This 
provides some measure of the extent to 
which the international community, in the 
wake of the Second World War, felt the need, 
through the peaceful use of the atom, to put 
in place the energy resources which would be 
capable of ensuring not only the economic 
recovery of the industrialised nations affected 
by the war but also the advancement of less 
developed countries. The OEEC (the forerun-
ner of the OECD) held the view that nuclear 
energy had a crucial role to play in the suc-
cessful implementation of the Marshall Plan. 

The changing role of governments 

At present, against a background of econom-
ic globalisation and sustainable develop-
ment, the role that nuclear energy can play in 
helping OECD Member countries meet their 
primary objectives is still as important as ever, 
and the NEA, whose members account for 
some 85% of total installed nuclear electrici-
ty capacity world-wide, has a duty to under-
take a lucid review of its goals and strategy. 

The NEA Strategic Plan, adopted barely a year 
ago, is based on the perceived need to main-
tain and strengthen, through co-operation 
at the international level, the scientific, tech-
nological and legal bases needed to ensure 
that nuclear energy is used in a manner that 
is at once safe, economically competitive and 
environmentally friendly. 

The deregulation of the electricity market 
and privatisation of production capacity will 
both have a major impact on the nuclear 
energy sector. However, governments will 
continue to have a vital role to play in creat-
ing a stable working environment in which 
long-term issues relating to electricity supply 
can be addressed effectively.  

Governments have traditionally played a 
major role in the organisation of research 
and development in the energy sector, and 
particularly so in the case of nuclear energy. 
In addition to their close involvement in the 
licensing and inspection of nuclear installa-
tions, governments will continue to have a 
part to play in ensuring, either directly or 
indirectly, the continued existence and devel-
opment of a robust scientific, technological 
and legal infrastructure in the nuclear sector. 

Safety and regulation — 
A more focused strategic vision 

In view of the fact that many problems in the 
nuclear domain, for example safety, liability, 
waste management and public support;  have 
an international dimension, governments 
have much to gain from authoritative inter-
national assessments and converging points 
of view. They can also draw upon enhanced 
international co-operation to support their 
efforts to safeguard nuclear expertise and a 
sound scientific and technological infrastruc-
ture by pooling ever-scarcer national 
resources. 

Many nuclear power plants and associated 
nuclear fuel cycle facilities are currently in 
operation and will remain in service in NEA 
Member countries. Maintaining a high level 
of nuclear safety and improving the quality 
and effectiveness of nuclear regulations are 
two closely linked objectives that the Agency 
will continue to pursue, since they are the 
prerequisites for ensuring the viability of 
nuclear energy alongside the other energy 
sources chosen by OECD Member countries. 

These are precisely the goals addressed in the 
new Strategic Plan1  setting out the NEA's pri-
orities, the first of which being safety. The 

1. The Strategic Plan can be consulted on the NEA website at 
http://www.nea.fr/html/pub/ 
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Plan establishes the Agency's three major 

objectives in this area: 

—to act as a forum for the exchange and 
sharing of information and experiences, and 
to promote international co-operation; 

—to serve as a centre for nuclear expertise 
capable of helping Member countries safe-

guard their knowledge and know-how; 

—to develop analyses of general policy and 
to seek a consensus, on the basis of technical 

research, in areas of interest to Member gov-

ernments. 

The research that the NEA has conducted in 
the past on safety and regulatory activities 
has led to greater insight into, and an 

improved understanding of, how nuclear 
installations behave, the framing of new pro-
cedures, more effective training, and 
advances in hardware and software, thereby 
enhancing confidence in the operating safe-

ty of plants. As a result of exchanges of 
information and the sharing of experiences, 

future efforts will be directed towards main-
taining, and in time improving, performance 
levels, and towards resolving current and 
future safety and regulatory problems. 

As a centre of nuclear expertise, the NEA will 
be called upon to step up international co-
operation on the new issues with which the 
nuclear community will find itself confronted 
such as extending the life of reactors cur-

rently in service and the safe decommission-
ing of nuclear power plants at the end of 

their useful life. 

To draw technical policy conclusions with 
regard to safety and regulation, to reach 
consensus and to provide summary reports 
and recommendations to national authori-
ties on the basis of analyses of practices and 
the lessons drawn from shared experiences, 
these are the ambitious goals the NEA 

intends to pursue by drawing on the wealth 
and diversity of the work carried out jointly 

by its members. 

The instruments of international 

co-operation 

The specific responsibilities of the NEA in the 
area of safety and regulation are shared 
between two large standing technical com-
mittees composed of leading specialists from 
Member countries, namely the Committee 
on the Safety of Nuclear Installations (CSNI)  

and the Committee on Nuclear Regulatory 

Activities (CNRA)2. The originality and value 

of these committees lie in the international 
networks of experts they have set up in the 

various areas they cover. 

The remit given to the CSNI is to assist NEA 
Member countries in maintaining and fur-
ther developing the scientific, technical and 
regulatory knowledge base required to 
assess the safety of designing, constructing, 
operating and decommissioning nuclear 
reactors and other civilian nuclear installa-

tions. 

The CNRA is responsible for the programme 
of the Agency concerning the regulation, 
licensing and inspection of nuclear installa-
tions with regard to safety. The Committee 
primarily addresses regulatory issues that 
concern power reactors and other nuclear 

installations currently under construction or 
in service; it also studies the impacts at the 
regulatory level of new design concepts for 
power reactors and other types of nuclear 

installation. 

The Committee provides an international 
forum in which regulatory bodies can 

exchange information and data they have 
gained through experience, and also helps 
Member countries forge links between regu-
latory authorities, carry out critical reviews 
and implement quality assurance pro-

grammes. 

The NEA and the IAEA — A necessary 

complementarity 

From the very onset, the NEA and the IAEA (a 
specialised UN agency) were destined to 
work together, given their membership base, 
requirements and respective know-how. An 
agreement to this effect was signed by the 
two agencies as early as 1960 and a new pro-
tocol is currently being drawn up with a view 
to strengthening synergies between their 
programmes while at the same time avoid-

ing duplication. 

In the area of safety and regulation, the NEA 
focuses in particular on operating experi-
ence, research and co-operation between 
nuclear regulatory authorities. Because the 
NEA is a small organisation with a relatively 

2. See the article on NEA Committees in this issue. 
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uniform membership base in terms of the 
ability of Member countries to work togeth-
er on in-depth research projects, the NEA, 

despite its limited budget, can devote itself 
to advanced research activities and the 
organisation of joint research projects. 

The international Incident Reporting System (IRS) 
jointly operated by the NEA and the IAEA 

The work of the IAEA in the area of nuclear 
safety, on the other hand, consists in devel-
oping international legal instruments — such 
as the Convention on Nuclear Safety — which 
play an increasingly important role in 
improving safety in the international com-
munity at the global level. 

The IAEA helps to ensure that high safety lev-
els are established and maintained for nucle-
ar installations, both in the design stage and 
during construction and operation, by devel-
oping safety standards and guidelines and by 
providing advice and safety assessments of 
nuclear installations. 

The NEA, in partnership with the IAEA, oper-
ates the international Incident Reporting 
System (IRS) which is used to identify and 
analyse in detail events that are significant to 
safety and to reduce or eliminate the possi-
bility of such incidents occurring in other 
installations. 

Conclusion 

Safety is the most important factor for the 
continued use of nuclear energy. The multi-
lateral co-operation that the NEA has put in 
place in this area, by enabling a better dis-
semination of knowledge and allowing sci-
entific advances to be made on a regular 
basis through jointly funded research pro-
jects, will for the foreseeable future remain 
an essential component of the continued 
development of nuclear technology based 
on shared values and the optimised efficien-
cy of safety practices. 
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The benefit for nuclear regulators 
of NEA's technical committees 

by Jean Gauvain, International Relations Department - DSIN 

The programme of work of the Nuclear 
Energy Agency (NEA) of the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development 
(OECD) is developed and executed by seven 
major international technical committees 
composed of senior experts from member 
countries, with the assistance of an interna-
tional Secretariat. Nuclear safety and regula-
tion is the subject of three of them: the 
Committee on Nuclear Regulatory Activities 
(CNRA), the Committee on the Safety of 
Nuclear Installations (CSNI) and, to some 
extent, the Radioactive Waste Management 
Committee (RWMC). 

Objectives and organisation 
of the committees' work 

As regards nuclear safety and regulation, the 
objectives are to assist member countries to 
cope with nuclear installation safety prob-
lems by ensuring an efficient exchange of 
information on safety problems encoun-
tered, identifying generic issues and trends 
through exchange of data on safety-related 
operating experience and analyses, obtain-
ing a better understanding of national regu-
latory requirements, harmonising regula-
tions, and enhancing the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the regulatory process. 

In addition, regular meetings are organised 
with non-member countries to promote co-
operation with a view to improving their 
regulatory framework, their technology and 
their research programmes in nuclear safety. 

The committees consist of delegates desig-
nated by NEA member countries' govern-
ments. They meet annually to discuss nuclear 
safety and regulatory issues, review the work 
achieved by the expert groups over the past 
year, and decide on future activities. The 
working groups of the committees meet 
once or twice per year, organise specialists 
meetings, workshops and international stan- 

dard problem (ISP) in order to qualify com-
putation methods. 

The working groups consist of designated 
experts and a technical secretary from NEA. 

The basic work relies on documents prepared 
by the experts in the frame and with the 
funding of their own organisation, or, when 
necessary, by specific sub-groups also funded 
by their organisations. This approach limits 
the own contribution of NEA to technical co-
ordination and documentation circulation. 

The reports from the working groups con-
cern state-of-the-art on safety issues and 
enhance the NEA data bank regarding acci-
dents physics, accident management and 
computer codes able to be used to safety 
assessment. The groups propose collects of 
good practices arising from their exchanges. 

Activities of the committees and 
their interest for the Safety Authority 

The main activities of CNRA, which was set up 
in 1989, concern the exchange of informa-
tion and experience among regulatory 
organisations and the review of develop-
ments, current practices and operating expe-
rience, which could affect regulatory require-

ments. The CNRA proceeds to informal 
exchanges on recent nuclear power plant 
events with regulatory significance, on the 
evolution of regulatory requirements in 
member countries, and on regulatory mea-
sures under consideration. The CNRA also dis-
cusses issues, which will present new chal-
lenges to nuclear regulatory bodies over the 
next years (e.g. as a result of ageing of nucle-
ar power plants or as a consequence of 
deregulation of the electricity market). 
Finally, one area that requires continued and 
specialised regulatory attention is that of 
inspection practices. The CNRA has set up a 
Working Group on Inspection Practices to 
exchange information on inspection prac-
tices for nuclear energy facilities in order to 
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maintain and improve the levels of safety in 
the construction, operation and mainte-
nance of those facilities. 

The main tasks of the CSNI which was set up 
in 1973 are to exchange technical and scien-
tific information and to promote collabora-
tion between research, development, engi-
neering and regulatory organisations, to 
review the state of knowledge on selected 
topics of nuclear safety technology and safe-
ty assessments, to collect and review installa-
tion operating experience, to conduct inter-
national research aiming at harmonising 
practices and at giving an added value to 
national programmes of member countries 
by enabling the best international experts to 
work together in their field and to elaborate 
common positions on problems encoun-
tered. The CSNI has set up working groups 
composed of experts in the areas of risk 
assessment, accident analysis and manage-
ment, integrity of components and struc-
tures, operating experience, fuel safety mar-
gins and human and organisational factors. 

The Radioactive Waste Management 
Committee (RWMC) is an international com-
mittee made up of senior representatives 
from regulatory authorities, radioactive 
waste management agencies and research 
and development institutions. Its purpose is 
to foster international co-operation in the 
field of radioactive waste management 
amongst the OECD member countries. The 
newest of its working groups is the Waste 
regulator working group, set up in 1998, 
whose objectives are to exchange informa-
tion and experience among regulatory 
organisations and to review developments 
which could affect regulatory requirements. 
This working group reports also directly to 
CSNI and CNRA. 

On the regulator's management side, the 
committees, through their exchanges of 
views and elaboration of common positions,  

allow the confrontation of advantages and 
drawbacks of methods applied by the differ-
ent regulators and concerning fields as 
diverse as safety culture dissemination, work 
organisation, quality systems, tasks prioritisa-
tion, performance assessment or internal and 
external communication. 

On the scientific and technical side, the com-
mittees, by producing synthetic state-of-the-
art reports, allow the regulatory internation-
al community to take benefit from the latest 
results from research concerning under-
standing, prevention and management of 
incidents and accidental situations. Also, NEA 

put in place the incident reporting system 
occurring at nuclear reactors (IRS) and at fuel 
cycle installations (FINAS), which allow to 
inform quickly and in a standard form each 
country on circumstances, causes and conse-
quences of incidents which have occurred on 
a nuclear installation. At the end of 1999, 
NEA set up on the Internet a live notification 
system, open to regulators of all countries 
operating nuclear installations, for all 
anomalies or events connected to the Y2K 

issue, Due to its broad use, each country was 
able to know the status of each reactor in the 
world as soon as the date was changing in 
the corresponding time zone. 

Conclusion 

If, due to the participation restricted to OECD 

member countries, NEA does not aim at 
establishing internationally recognised rec-
ommendations — which is the role of IAEA -, 

it promotes a quick mutual information 
exchange on the best knowledge and prac-
tices regarding safety. Moreover, the work 
being mainly performed by the experts from 
the different member countries, the topics 
which are covered are always central to their 
concerns and the amount of used resources 
remain at a low level. 
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The activities of the Directorate 
General for the Environment 
in the field of nuclear safety: 
objectives and future developments 

by James Currie,  Director General for the Environment, European 

Commission 

Introduction 

In this article, we restrict ourselves to aspects 

of nuclear safety beyond the scope of the 
European Treaties, i.e. nuclear safety which is 
the responsibility of Member States. As a 
consequence, we exclude such fields as radi-
ation protection covered by the Euratom 
Treaty, and the environmental impact studies 
covered by the Treaty establishing the 

European Community. 

In this respect, the objectives of DG Environ-
ment are to promote a high level of safety and 
environmental protection in Europe, in all our 

fields of activities, in support of, and in close 
co-operation with, Member States. These 
fields of activities include: nuclear installations 
safety, waste management, decommissioning 
of nuclear installations and rehabilitation of 
contaminated areas. In each field, we co-oper-
ate with numerous partners in the European 
Union, in Central and Eastern European coun-
tries and in the Newly Independent States 

(NIS). Nuclear safety is an important element in 
the preparation for the enlargement of the 
European Union, which should be well co-

ordinated at European level. 

The article gives an overview of these activi-

ties and of the future developments current-
ly being envisaged. For further information, 

refer to our web site: 

http://www.europa.eu.int/comm/environ-

ment/nuclear/index.htm 

Fields of activities 

Safety of installations 

The Nuclear Regulators Working Group 

(NRWG) is an advisory group composed of  

representatives of the European Union (EU) 

Member States and, more recently, of repre-
sentatives of candidate countries. Switzer-

land takes part as an observer. The NRWG is a 

discussion forum in which European regula-
tors share their experience on nuclear safety 
matters with the aim of an enhanced har-
monisation. In this context, harmonisation 
consists of striving for a mutual understand-
ing of the different national practices so as to 

reduce unnecessary differences. 

The NRWG has been working for 25 years 

mainly in the framework of two Council res-
olutions on technological problems connect-

ed with nuclear safety. An important collec-
tion of technical reports has been produced 
and they constitute an essential reference in 

this field. The NRWG co-operates with other 

Commission services and international 
organisations with the aim of avoiding possi-

ble duplication of work. 

Another working group (RSWG) concentrat-
ed up to 1998 on different aspects of techni-
cal harmonisation on nuclear safety, with 

participation of Safety Authorities and oper-
ators, the latter bearing the prime responsi-
bility for operational safety. This group was 

replaced by ENIS-G (European Nuclear 

Installation Safety Group) with representa-
tives of all Safety Authorities and operators 
from Member States and candidate coun-

tries. ENIS-G aims at integrating the main 

Eastern European actors in nuclear safety in 

the co-operation structures and working 

methods of the Community. 

DG Environment provides an important con-
tribution to the accession negotiations 
preparations. Together with the other ser-
vices, we prepare nuclear safety assessments 
in Central and Eastern European countries 
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for the Commission annual reports on the 
accession process. 

We programme the assistance to Safety 
Authorities in Central and Eastern Europe 
countries and Newly Independent States in 
the framework of the Phare and Tacis pro-
grammes. For this programming activity, we 
rely on our expert groups, RAMG (Regulatory 
Assistance Management Group) and TSOG 

(Technical Support Organisations Group), 
whose activities are described below in more 
detail. The CONCERT Group was also created 
by DG Environment; it contributed signifi-
cantly to the development of the co-opera-
tion between all nuclear Safety Authorities in 
Europe. The next article describes the CON-
CERT Group. 

Radioactive wastes 

The European Commission has been active in 
the field of radioactive waste for a long 
time: a Community action plan was initially 
adopted by the Council in 1980 and in 1992, 
and was successively extended up to the end 
of 1999. The plan included at the level of the 
Member States the permanent analysis of 
the technical situation, the development of a 
technical co-operation in the field of long 
term storage or final disposal of radioactive 
wastes, concerted actions in the field of 
management safety and waste storage, con-
sultation on management practices and 
strategies with a view to abolish custom con-
trols within the Community, the continuity 
of interactions between research pro-
grammes and administrative, legal and regu-
latory questions, public information and the 
development of an international consensus. 
All the items of the Community action plan 
have been discussed over the last 20 years in 
the framework of the ACPM (Advisory 
Committee on Programme Management) 
whose secretariat is provided by DG 
Environment. 

The radioactive waste question has today a 
higher political profile than it had in 1980 
when the first plan was approved. Although 
progress has been achieved in numerous 
fields identified in the first action plan, much 
remains to be done. 

As a consequence, a new plan, currently 
under preparation, should notably take into 
consideration the growing evolution of the  

environmental dimension and of the moral 
aspects of waste management as well as the 
necessity for greater public participation in 
the decision process. 

The new plan must take up the challenges 
due to the coming enlargement of the 
Community as several candidate countries 
have nuclear programmes based on Soviet 
technology. The actions should concentrate 
on assessing the situations and the waste 
management practices in these countries, 
evaluating their progression towards 
Western standards and assisting in establish-
ing an advanced regulatory framework. 

Since the end of 1998 DG Environment chairs 
the group of representatives of radioactive 
waste managers in candidate countries. An 
important contribution of this working 
group is the situation report and its executive 
analysis (issued by the European Commission 
under the reference EUR 19154 — available 
through the web site). 

Waste management practices in the former 
Soviet Union still constitute an important 
threat for the European environment. The 
work should thus consist in improving the 
safety culture and encouraging the use of 
better technology in these countries. The 
Commission is particularly active within the 
CEG (Contact Expert Group) in the field of 
radioactive waste in the territory of the 
Russian Federation and chairs the SWG 
(Strategy Working Group) of the CEG. 

Decommissioning 

Nuclear installation decommissioning is a 
growing problem with ageing of nuclear 
installations. Today, more than 110 nuclear 
installations inside the Union are at different 
stages of their decommissioning. It is expect-
ed that another 160 industrial installations 
will be decommissioned over the next 20 
years. The enlargement of the Union to 
Central and Eastern European countries will 
contribute to a rapid increase of the number 
of installations to be decommissioned. 

In the European Union, nuclear techniques 
for decommissioning have been under devel-
opment for more than 20 years. The techno-
logical research and development pro-
grammes of the European Commission have 
been their main reason. Decommissioning is 
becoming an industrially mature technology, 
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but it remains an activity which implies a 
wide spectrum of equally technically com-
plex and expensive activities. Besides the 
technical aspects, it is time to look into the 
specific regulatory aspects of decommission-
ing. The existing co-operation within the 

European Commission R&D programmes on 

decommissioning and radioactive waste 
management gave access to information on 
a large number of international decommis-
sioning and technical development projects. 
General information is available within the 
Community through the different EUR publi-

cations and the European Commission data 

bases on decommissioning. 

Rehabilitation of contaminated territories 

In the former Soviet Union, we will have to 
pursue our co-operation in the field of reha-
bilitation of contaminated territories which 
is still an important issue in some regions. 
Our action is more precisely directed at two 
critical zones located around the industrial 
complex of Mayak and around Chernobyl. 
The Commission is more particularly interest-
ed in the emerging problem of wastes com-
ing from uranium mining industries and in 
the rehabilitation of the adjacent industrial 
sites. The problem is particularly acute in 
some candidate countries where few rehabil-
itation actions have been initiated in the past 
and financial resources are limited. 

Future developments and conclusions 

The objectives for the future remain ambi-
tious and important and they correspond to 
the challenges mentioned earlier: 

• safety culture in Eastern countries: despite 
progress already achieved partly due to the 
Community assistance, much remains to be 
done on safety culture, especially in NIS; 

• progressive integration of candidate coun-
tries (future Member States) having nuclear 
installations in the co-operation structures of 
the European Union; 

• preparation for the decommissioning of 
numerous reactors, more so for Soviet type 
reactors for which closure dates have been 
agreed, in countries which have a limited 
experience with the decommissioning pro-

cesses; 

• promotion of appropriate technical solu-
tions for the disposal of high level radioac-

tive wastes; 

• actions towards the public on the problems 
connected with nuclear installations man-
agement and radioactive wastes. 

Obviously, these objectives will not be met 
without the full co-operation at European 
level between Member States and candidate 
countries, co-ordinated by the European 
Commission, together with the co-operation 
and co-ordination with national and interna-
tional organisations which are, for different 
reasons, active in the nuclear field. 
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The CONCERT and RAM Groups 

by Anibal Martin, Chairman of CONCERT Group 
and Richard Bye, Chairman of RAMG 

Nuclear Safety in Central and Eastern Europe 
and the Community of Independent States 
has been the subject of significant attention 
and international assistance and co-opera-
tion efforts over the last decade. Over the 
coming years the importance of nuclear safe-
ty is expected to be rising, in particular with 
regard to those countries involved in the 
European Union enlargement process. In 
parallel the relative importance of co-opera-
tion is steadily increasing, in particular 
amongst nuclear regulatory authorities. The 
CONCERT Group and the Regulatory 
Assistance Management Group (RAMG) con-
stitute key aspects of this process. 

The CONCERT Group 

In 1992, the European Union countries and 
the European Commission initiated, as part 
of the Phare and Tacis programmes, specific 
programmes to assist the regulatory authori-
ties of the Central and Eastern European 
countries and the Newly Independent States. 
Because these programmes are managed by 
the RAMG (see below a description of its role 
and achievements), they are often referred 
to as the RAMG programmes. The European 
Union countries and the European 
Commission also felt the need to promote a 
dialogue with these regulatory authorities 
and to this end they created the CONCERT 
Group. Its early meetings consisted of set 
presentations and little discussion, since then 
there has been an evolution towards a par-
ticipation of all parties on equal bases in dis-
cussions characterised by openness and a 
willingness to learn from the experience of 
others. 

A significant milestone was the encourage-
ment to these regulatory authorities to pro-
duce their own improvement plans and to 
report in an open manner on progress to 
their peers in the CONCERT Group : this initi-
ated very constructive discussions. 

The activity of the Group is now evolving 
from assistance to co-operation. This change 
led to an improved transparency and under-
standing of different regulatory regimes thus 
contributing to further improve nuclear safe-
ty regulatory regimes across Europe : a new 
and more mature phase is starting in which 
experience can be gained by all parties 
involved, facilitating a two way process as 
compared to the previous one directional 
one. In 1998 the Group approved new terms 
of reference and revised its structure and 
working methods in order to consolidate this 
new stage. 

Senior Regulators represent the member 
countries of the Group which is composed of 
four countries from the New Independent 
States, fifteen from Central and Eastern 
Europe and ten active members of the 
European Union. The Secretariat and 
required services are provided by the 
Commission. The Group is chaired by one 
Senior member of a Western Regulator. It is 
attended by the RAMG Chairman and oper-
ates under the auspices of the European 
Commission. It maintains liaisons with other 
international groups working in this field 
and provides a common forum to discuss 
topics of common interest. The Group meets 
twice a year, the summer meeting usually 
being combined with a technical visit. 
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A living Programme of Work has been devel-
oped which contains topics of particular 

interest identified by the members and rated 
for importance. It is accessible to all members 
and it is reviewed regularly. Topics to be dis-
cussed at a specific meeting are proposed by 
the Bureau who selects them from this 

Programme of Work. 

The Group has interchanged ideas and dis-
cussed topics of particular relevance during 
the most recent meetings, namely the role of 
the regulatory authority in emergency pre-
paredness, its public information policy, the 

regulatory review of plant design modifica-
tions, the impact on nuclear safety of the 

Year 2000 (Y2K) computer problem and fac-
tors affecting regulatory effectiveness. 

With regard to these topics, the Group has 
achieved a set of conclusions. Some examples 

of the main outcomes are : 

• The need for a clear definition of functions 
and responsibilities, good co-ordination 
among the different national organisations 
involved, international co-operation, includ-
ing joint emergency exercises among neigh-
bouring countries, were identified by the 
Group members as being fundamental for 
adequate emergency preparedness. 

• While the responsibility to guarantee that 
plant modifications are performed safely and 
in accordance with regulations rests with the 
plant operator, the regulatory authorities 
need to have in place the regulations and cri-
teria to allow an effective control of those 
modifications. This control is essential to 
ensure that the plant modifications do not 
lead to a reduction of the safety level of the 

plant. 

• A free and proactive approach of the regu-

latory authority to public communication 
was recognised as an indirect but clear indi-
cator of its effective independence. The pub-
lication of regular (e.g. annual) reports and 
frequent press releases is the preferred 
means of dissemination of information, 

together with maintaining a web site. 

• A regulatory system is effective when the 
utilities consistently do all that they should to 
maintain or improve safety. An effective reg-

ulatory body is one that ensures an accept-
able level of safety, acts to prevent degrada-
tion of safety, is timely and cost effective, 
ensures the confidence of operators, general  

public and government, and strives continu-
ously for improved performance. In recent 
years, regulatory authorities are moving 
towards improved management processes. 

The CONCERT Group exhibits specific charac-

teristics aimed at facilitating the improve-
ment of nuclear safety levels and nuclear 
regulatory effectiveness across the entire 
Europe, tackling questions of specific 
European interest. It provides a relevant and 
unique tool for western regulators to sup-
port their common policies and their 
increased attention is expected to support 

the group activity. 

The Regulatory Assistance Management 

Group 

The Regulatory Assistance Management 
Group (RANG) has a completely different but 

complementary mandate to the CONCERT 
Group. It was set up under the Nuclear 
Regulators' Working Group as an advisory 
group to DG Environment for the implemen-
tation of regulatory assistance in the frame 
of the Phare and Tacis programmes. The 
group is composed of representatives from 
the nuclear safety authorities of European 
Union Member States who provide the regu-

latory assistance to the CEEC and NIS. From 
the start Sweden and Finland contributed to 
the work even though they had not yet 
joined the European Union and, following 
contractual difficulties, Ireland and Denmark 
found it necessary to leave the group. 
RAMG's work was formalised in July 1992 in a 

Memorandum of Understanding between 
members, which specifies the type of work to 

be carried out and the basis of contractual 
links with the Community. A chairman is 
elected from the members for a term of two 
years, which can be extended if agreed by 
RAMG members, and DG Environment pro-

vides the secretariat. 

The RAMG's objectives are to define, organise 
and put into effect the assistance to regula-
tory authorities in the CEEC and NIS and to 
advise the Commission on relevant aspects of 

the regional support programmes for these 
countries, to advise on requests from recipi-
ent countries in order to avoid duplication 
and to review the achievements of the pro-
gramme. As all of the members are the des-
ignated nuclear regulators of their respective 
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countries they have a thorough understand-
ing of regulatory practice in their own coun-
tries and have developed a mutual under-
standing of the problems of their 
counterparts. The work has been very suc-
cessful but as it involves trying to change atti-
tudes and to transfer western methodology 
and practices rather than providing equip-

ment or a specific safety assessment it is diffi-
cult to measure the degree of success. It was 
essential to develop a close level of co-oper-
ation with the recipient and continuity of the 
people involved on both sides has proved to 
be an important factor. 

The aim of this work is for Western regulato-
ry authorities to provide expert assistance to 
help develop strong, independent regulatory 
authorities in the countries of the CEEC and 
NIS. Initially a series of exploratory missions 

were carried out with the aim of identifying 
the needs of each country and then projects 
were developed in close co-operation with 
the recipient country to implement the rec-

ommendations. These projects included pro-
viding advice on regulatory body restructur-
ing, organisation and working practices and 
gave assistance and advice on any matters 
connected with putting into effect or 
strengthening licensing regimes. Some of the  

group's projects have included training in 
inspection and assessment methodologies 
and advice on nuclear research on topics 
identified as necessary to support regulatory 
activities. In most cases a substantial part of 
the work has been advice on setting regula-
tory nuclear safety standards within the 
licensing regime and on the regulatory 
approach relating to licensing and regulation 

of nuclear installations at all stages of the 
design, construction, commissioning, opera-
tion and decommissioning. 

Over the years of this work the people 
involved on both sides have got to know one 
another well and the dialogue is much more 
open and free than it was at the start. Most 
of the recipient countries have made great 
improvements in the way nuclear installa-
tions are regulated, although some did not 

need to make major changes and others are 
not yet making the progress that had been 
hoped for. The RAMG is made up only of 
members from the European Union, so joint 
lessons learned from this work are discussed 
openly in the CONCERT meetings. It is unfor-
tunate that the work on new projects is cur-
rently being delayed by the European 

Commission but later this year it is hoped 
that it will restart. 
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REGULATORS ASSOCIATIONS 

International Nuclear Regulators' 
Association (INRA) 

by Laurence Williams, HM Chief Inspector of Nuclear 
Installations, UK, Chairman of INRA 

The International Nuclear Regulators' 

Association (INRA) was inaugurated in May 

1997 with the aim of providing a forum for a 

small group of senior regulators from the 

most developed nuclear nations to discuss 

issues of mutual concern and to make rec-

ommendations to strengthen nuclear regula-

tion worldwide. Being free from the influ-

ence of existing international bodies such as 

the International Atomic Energy Agency and 

the OECD's Nuclear Energy Agency and by 

limiting membership to a small group, INRA 

aims to promote a very frank and open 

exchange of information and views. INRA 

does not duplicate the work of the other 

organisations that also promote nuclear safe-

ty and strong regulation but these organisa-

tions usually involve a much larger member-

ship than INRA, are more formal, focus on 

more technically orientated issues and are 

generally attended by less senior officials. 

The creation of INRA has encouraged the for-

mation of several other small groups of reg-

ulators, each with a different mandate. 

The stated aims are to build a global nuclear 

safety culture, to seek international consen-

sus on approaches to nuclear safety issues 

and to facilitate international co-operation 

to implement sound solutions, to co-operate 

with other international and national organ-

isations involved in nuclear safety. 

The membership of INRA currently consists of 

the chief nuclear regulators of Canada, 

France, Germany, Japan, Spain, Sweden, the 

United States and the United Kingdom. 

Dr Shirley Ann Jackson, the former Chairman 

of the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission, 

chaired INRA for the first two years and I have 

been elected as the current chairman. 

Meetings are held approximately twice a  

year over two days, detailed minutes are not 

kept but a summary statement is prepared. 

At the initial meetings, it was realised that 

national meaning of certain key regulatory 

terms was different and that a common 

understanding of key concepts was needed 

before further work could be undertaken. 

Members therefore concentrated on an in-

depth discussion on five fundamental con-

cepts, these being : Independence; the 

Regulatory Process; Regulatory Effectiveness; 

Powers and Sanctions and Internal Quality 

Assurance. INRA members view development 

of these concepts as a mechanism for under-

standing the processes in each others' coun-

tries and sharing best practice. An initial 

draft statement on all five concepts has been 

prepared and is presently being updated for 

discussion at the next INRA meeting. Since 

the value of the group's work is seen to be 

mainly the discussions themselves rather 

than a specific output document members 

will use the concepts initially as an internal 

working document but it will most probably 

be made more widely available when it has 

been refined. 

The INRA members during their firts meeting on 30 May 1997 in Paris. From left to 
right, Dr S.A. Harbison, Mr Lars Hogberg, Dr Shirley Ann Jackson, Mr André-Claude 
Lacoste, Dr Agnes Bishop, Dr Juan-Manuel Kindelan, Pr Yasumasa Togo and 
Mr Tomihiro Taniguchi 
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In addition to the development of the five 
concepts, discussion at recent INRA meetings 
covered other topics of current importance. 
Discussion of the scope and responsibilities of 
the nuclear regulators in each member coun-
try revealed wide differences as well as com-
mon features. An understanding of these 
will be an input to developments in the vari-
ous regulatory regimes. The discussions 
revealed that there were many common fea-
tures in the education, training and experi-
ence each country requires from its inspec-
tors but members are concerned at the 
reductions in the number of nuclear engi-
neering and science courses available today 
in many countries and they discussed mea-
sures to alleviate this situation. Management 
of safety is another important topic dis-
cussed, it is particularly relevant where there 
is pressure on resources either from privatisa-
tion or inadequate funding. 

Members have found INRA a useful way of 
establishing and maintaining personal con-
tacts with their international counterparts 
and of exchanging information and ideas 
about the regulatory issues facing each coun-
try. This is of particular relevance at the pre-
sent time when the chief regulators for USA, 

Sweden, Germany and Japan have changed 
recently and are bringing new ideas to the 
discussions. Although INRA is not presently 
considering expanding its membership, regu-
lators of non member countries will be invit-
ed to attend meetings from time to time to 
help in the discussion of specific topics. 

The INRA network complements other inter-
national information exchange arrange-
ments between regulators in member coun-
tries and has proved useful in helping them 
to learn from recent nuclear incidents in var-
ious countries. Useful information was given 
on the criticality accident at the Tokai Mura 
uranium processing plant in September 1999 
and the subsequent Japanese investigations. 
Valuable insights were also given into the 
flooding incident at the Blayais nuclear 
power station near Bordeaux and over the 
past few months the UK has been able to 
provide information on the falsification of 
Sellafield Mixed Oxide Fuel data. 

The primary function of INRA is to create and 
maintain a network of chief nuclear regula-
tors from the most developed nuclear 
nations. The informal environment of INRA 
meetings encourages uninhibited discussion 
of issues relevant to nuclear regulation with-

in member countries as well as on a more 
global level. Through the development of 
the five fundamental concepts INRA aims to 
understand and share best regulatory prac-
tice between members. Familiarity between 
INRA members assists international collabora-
tion in the event of a nuclear incident. 
Having developed consensus views on best 
practices, INRA members have the influence 
and authority to instigate such practices 
within their own organisations if they con-
sider it appropriate to their regulatory 
framework. 
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Objectives and achievements 
of WENRA 

by André-Claude Lacoste, Chairman of WENRA 

The origins of WENRA 

When the European Community started 
examining the requests by some Central and 
Eastern European countries to join the 
European Union, it stated that nuclear safety 
in the candidate countries would be among 
the accession criteria. As Head of the French 
Safety Authority, I will not regret it as, over 
the last few years, I have expressed my con-
cern on this subject, and more particularly in 

former USSR countries. Nevertheless, taking 

account of nuclear safety as an accession cri-
terion raises a particular problem as nuclear 
safety is not a Community competency : the 
Euratom Treaty confers on the Commission 
competency in the field of radiation protec-
tion as much as each Member State of the 
Union is responsible for the safety of its 

nuclear installations. 

This led the Heads of the regulatory bodies 
of Member States of the Union to become 
conscious it was their responsibility to issue a 
technical opinion on nuclear safety in the 
candidate countries, whereas it is the duty of  

political leaders to draw the corresponding 
consequences. After some informal meet-
ings, they decided to formalise their co-
operation in the Western European Nuclear 
Regulators' Association (WENRA) which 
regroups the highest responsible persons 
from these Authorities in Belgium, Finland, 
France, Germany, Italy, the Netherlands, 
Spain, Sweden and the United Kingdom. The 
association proposed to Switzerland, which 
accepted, to join it. Its statutes were signed 
on 4 February 1999. Its objectives are stated 

as follows : 

• to develop a common approach to nuclear 
safety and regulation, in particular within 

the European Union, 

• to provide European Union with an inde-
pendent capability to examine nuclear safety 
and regulation in applicant countries, 

• to evaluate and achieve a common 
approach to nuclear safety and regulatory 

issues which arise. 

I have been nominated as its first Chairman 

for a period of two years. 

The WENRA members with several experts during their meeting in Cordoba on 9 and 10 March 2000 
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The report on nuclear safety 
in candidate countries 
to the European Union 

WENRA decided this report should consider 
all candidate countries with at least one 
nuclear power reactor, namely Bulgaria, the 

Czech Republic, Hungary, Lithuania, 
Romania, Slovakia and Slovenia, and should 
cover in two separate chapters on the one 
hand the situation in the legal and regulato-
ry fields, and on the other the safety of the 
reactors. 

The countries within WENRA shared the work 

for the different chapters ; it is important to 
stress that Switzerland did not participate in 
the report. 

A first version was published and made avail-
able to the European Institutions in March 
1999. Its main conclusions are presented sep-
arately. 

As a reaction to this report, many were sur-

prised to read that WENRA felt in some cases 
a lack of information to issue an opinion. 

Evidently, the explanations given in the 
introduction were not sufficient. In fact, 
among all the pieces of information avail-
able, WENRA could only accept to consider 
those which its members could verify : the 
seriousness of the subject imposed such an 
attitude. As a consequence, the main sources 
of information were the multilateral assis-

tance programmes, particularly the Phare 
programmes, and the bilateral contacts. The 
choice made by WENRA does not put in ques-
tion the existence of other sources of infor-

mation nor the openness of the Safety 
Authorities and operators in the candidate 
countries.  

In order to fill in the gaps highlighted by the 
first version of the report, WENRA decided to 
initiate a revision process and a second ver-
sion is expected for the end of October 2000. 
In particular, so as to be able to issue an opin-

ion on WER 440-230 reactors (Kozloduy 1-4 
in Bulgaria, Bohunice V1 in Slovakia), WENRA 
created a special Task Force in charge of 
gathering and analysing additional informa-
tion. 

Harmonisation of safety approaches 

The second aspect of WENRA's work is to har-

monise safety approaches. It certainly is the 
most ambitious one but it is absolutely nec-
essary : how to explain to the public that one 

reactor could be given an operating licence 
in one European country and not in another, 
how to explain that one method for the 
interim storage of waste is safe enough in 
one country and not in another one ? 

Being conscious that these are difficult and 
long term subjects, WENRA decided on a 

pragmatic and gradual approach, starting 
with three subjects : nuclear power reactors, 
waste management and transport of 
radioactive substances. After a preliminary 
analysis of the first two subjects, ad-hoc 

groups have been established and have 
defined their working methodologies which 
have been recently approved by WENRA, 

allowing real harmonisation work to start. In 
the field of transport, work is at a less 
advanced stage, an assessment currently 
being carried out to determine whether an 
ad-hoc group should be created taking 
account of the international character of the 
regulations in force. 
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The conclusions of the March 1999 WENRA report 
on nuclear safety in candidate countries 
to the European Union 

by Michel Asty, Head, International Relations Department — DSIN 

Issued in March 1999, this report is only based on information WENRA could verify. 

WENRA noted that progress had been achieved in all candidate countries for their regulatory 
regimes and regulatory bodies, even if all had not yet reached the same development level. 
The report includes recommendations to bring these regulatory regimes and Safety 

Authorities to an internationally recognised level. 

As concerns the nuclear plants, the conclusions drawn by WENRA take into account the types 

of reactors and, within each type, the characteristics of each reactor. 

On the RBMK reactors of the Ignalina power plant in Lithuania, WENRA concludes that, despite 

all modifications which can be envisaged, the lack of an appropriate confinement is a major 
problem which cannot be reasonably solved. As a consequence, the Ignalina power plant can-
not reach a safety level comparable with that required in Western Europe for the oldest 

reactors. 

Slovakia is currently completing the implementation of a "large modernisation programme" 
of the WER 440-230 reactors of Bohunice 1 and 2 : due to a lack of direct information on this 

programme, WENRA could not conclude. 

The Kozloduy 1-4 reactors in Bulgaria, also of the WER 440-230 type, have only received short 
term improvements which are not sufficient to bring them to an acceptable level of safety. 
Bulgaria has announced it intends to implement a large modernisation programme on which 

WENRA had insufficient information to conclude. 

As far as WER 440-213 reactors (second generation) are concerned, if it can be demonstrated 
that the confinement functions are correctly ensured with the modifications being imple-
mented, these reactors should reach the safety level which is required for older reactors : this 

holds for the four reactors of the Paks nuclear power plant. After achievement of the modi-
fications on both reactors at Mochovce (Slovakia), these will reach a safety level equivalent to 
that of Western reactors of the same vintage. On the other hand, WENRA had insufficient 
information to conclude on the Dukovany 1-4 reactors (Czech Republic) and on the Bohunice 

3-4 reactors (Slovakia). 

For VVER 1000 reactors, their design is based on safety requirements similar to those which 
prevailed in the West for reactors of the same vintage. Nevertheless, it is possible that they 
do not reach the same safety level as VVER 440-213 reactors due to their lower intrinsic 
safety characteristics. The main concern is with the quality and reliability of the systems 
(Instrumentation and Control, pressure vessel embrittlement, etc.). After the completion of 
their modernisation programmes, the Kozloduy 5-6 reactors (Bulgaria) should reach a 
safety level in compliance with Western standards. Due to a lack of direct information, 
WENRA could not conclude on the Czech reactors 1-2 at Temelin. Nevertheless, WENRA 

expressed its concern with the ambitious modernisation programme incorporating Western 
equipment to a level never attempted before (fuel and core lay-out, Instrumentation and 

Control). 

Two candidate countries have reactors of Western design, namely Romania with the 

Cernavoda reactor, and Slovenia with the Krgko reactor. 
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The Cernavoda reactor, of the Candu 600 type, was built and commissioned under the respon-

sibility of a Western consortium. WENRA is of the opinion that further safety evaluations are 
necessary, for example on seismic risk. But the main concern remains with the financial situa-
tion of the plant. 

The safety of the Kt- ko plant (pressurised light water reactor of US origin) compares well with 
Western plants. It is submitted to a continuous improvement programme and one of the 
major challenges will be the replacement of the steam generators. But WENRA's main concern 
is with the financial stability of the plant which is co-owned with Croatia. 

The complete WENRA report is available on the web site of the Safety Authority : 
http://www.asn.gouv.fr 

In order to fill in the gaps of its first report, WENRA has taken the appropriate steps to issue 
a revised version in October 2000. 

~ 	 ~ 	 ~ 	 ~ 
, 	~~~ ~~~ 	 ~ 	 , ~ 
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l'État, assure le contrôle 

de la sûreté nucléaire 
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