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The first session was quite short and contained only four presentations. The topics covered were: a review of the 1999 Arlington Conference, a review of international policies and strategies for remediation, a new UN initiative on Chernobyl and a summary of remediation activities in Kazakhstan.

Ten years ago, the IAEA organized a conference entitled ‘Restoration of Environments with Radioactive Residues’ in Arlington, USA. This Astana conference is seen as a follow-up, however, there are a lot of differences between the two conferences. The Arlington conference focused on the clean-up of nuclear weapons test sites and areas affected by nuclear accidents while this conference is concentrating on uranium mining and milling sites. 

Also, at the time of the Arlington conference, there was quite a controversy surrounding the subject of radiological criteria for remediation and so it was an important topic at the conference. The concept of intervention had been introduced in international recommendations - and criteria had been developed to go with it. However, many countries continued to use criteria developed for normal operations for guiding remediation activities. In the USA, where the conference was being held, there was a separate ongoing controversy because of the different approaches to radiological protection being used by the regulatory agencies.  

This, then, was the background to the Arlington Conference.  An important element in the Arlington Conference was the analysis of a number of test cases covering different remediation situations.  The analysis showed that there was a wide variation in the radiological criteria being used as the basis for decisions on clean-up. The criteria values at the lower end of the range were judged to be due to the influence of social/political factors influencing decision making, that is, the low dose values that were being used were not cost effective. The analysis also raised the question of whether the same criterion should be used in all types of contamination situation, that is, whether a contamination situation is due to an accident or whether it is the result of a poorly controlled practice. 
Other questions raised were, should the same criteria be used for man-made and naturally occurring radiation, how should the public be involved in decision making, and should criteria for the clean-up of radioactive and chemical contamination be harmonized? These issues were addressed in Session 3 at this conference.
The second presentation was a review on International Policies and Strategies for the Remediation of Land Contaminated by Radioactive Residues. It set out the roles of the international organizations UNSCEAR, ICRP and IAEA as, respectively, providing the basic scientific knowledge, the radiological interpretation of that knowledge and the development of international standards.  The presentation drew attention to the problems caused by the technical language used in this area, in particular, the term ’contamination’ is often used in a misleading way; for example, in the context of Chernobyl affected areas, it is used to describe land which, on the basis of the associated risks, is fit for habitation. 

The presentation was concluded by noting that the international recommendations and standards have not yet provided a simple answer to the question “is it safe for me and my family to live here?”. 
Chernobyl continues to cast a shadow over many countries and, in spite of the many studies and international reviews that show radiation doses to persons living in affected areas to be low, many people continue to be adversely affected in the aftermath of the accident. Unexplained physical conditions, anxiety, and mental problems are much more frequent in Chernobyl affected populations and it has been concluded that psychological and social effects now represent the main impact. A new United Nations action plan will seek to resolve the situation by promoting knowledge and understanding in those affected and to relieve their poverty. The third presentation described the plan, organized by UNDP, WHO, IAEA and UNICEF, which will seek to do this by ‘building a bridge between science and people’.

The final presentation described the legacy of past nuclear activities in Kazakhstan; it includes the numerous areas affected by the uranium mining and milling activities, several areas affected by nuclear weapons testing activities, the shut down fast breeder reactor at Aktau, and the many disused sealed sources used in military and civilian activities. 
· In the last ten years, Government remediation programmes for the uranium mining and milling sites have been effective and most sites have been cleaned up. 
· At the nuclear test sites, the underground testing wells and mines have been destroyed but more remains to be done before the sites can be fully opened to the public. 
· The spent fuel has been removed from the fast breeder reactor and a plan has been developed for transporting the packaged fuel for storage at Baikal on the Semipalatinsk Test Site. 
· Disused sealed sources have been collected from all over Kazakhstan and are also being stored at the Baikal waste storage site.
Kazakhstan has had help in its remediation work through its cooperation with other countries and with the international organizations. 
