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This session, which consisted of five oral presentations followed by a Panel Discussion, was mainly concerned with existing international and national safety standards for environmental remediation. 
In the first presentation, the ongoing process to update the International Basic Safety Standards (BSS) was described. Particular emphasis was given to the incorporation of the new standards on environmental remediation (i.e., IAEA Safety Standards No WS-R-3 of 2003) within the new BSS and the adaptation of the BSS to the new recommendations of the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) (Publication 103). In the new BSS, the remediation of land contaminated by radioactive residues will be considered as an ‘existing’ exposure situation, following the new ICRP classification of ‘planned’, ‘emergency’ and ‘existing’ exposure situations. However, it was pointed out in discussion that remediation may be considered at the planning stage of some operations such as mining; in this case, it would be treated as a ‘planned’ exposure situation. Moreover, it was also pointed out that although remediation is usually necessary after an emergency, such a need would normally materialize in the aftermath of the emergency and the situation therefore may be considered a ‘de facto’ existing exposure situation.
The second presentation was concerned with the regulatory framework for environmental remediation in the Russian Federation. There are many situations requiring environmental remediation in Russia; they include areas affected by nuclear accidents, those due to poorly controlled practices and those that are a legacy of past military activities. At the present time, there are no comprehensive regulatory instruments for dealing with existing exposure situations in Russia but the revision of the relevant regulatory documents is under way and is taking account of the recent and ongoing international developments, including the recommendations in ICRP Publication103 and the requirements of the new BSS. 
The standards used by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) for environmental remediation were the subject of the third presentation. These are the CERCLA or ‘Superfund’ regulations and apply to abandoned sites at which activities such as uranium mining and milling, thorium gas mantle production and nuclear weapons production were previously carried out. The regulations are very detailed with specific numerical criteria for application to environmental materials, surfaces and aquatic media. The criteria are based on the associated risk of cancer – unlike those in international recommendations and standards that are used by other US Federal Agencies which are based on weighted radiation dose criteria. Because the criteria are different, ‘ad hoc’ agreements have been reached between the agencies to cover situations where their jurisdictions overlap.
In the fourth presentation, the new guidance from the World Nuclear Association on principles for the decommissioning and remediation of uranium mining and milling facilities was presented. The guidance stresses the need for proper planning at the design stage to anticipate all of the issues which will arise - including the provision of sufficient financial resources for decommissioning and the arrangements for the long term management of waste.
In the fifth and final presentation, a plan to assist in the regulatory supervision of legacy sites in the Central Asian Republics proposed by the Norwegian Radiation Protection Authority (NRPA) was described. The extensive disused uranium mining and milling sites in these countries are in need of remediation. Based on the previous experience of the NRPA in Russia, the plan envisages assisting the countries by improving regulatory infrastructures and, in particular, providing training to the regulatory body in procedures and regulatory supervision. It was also suggested that IAEA might become involved, for example, by promoting forums of regulators to discuss common problems.

In the Panel Discussion, some of the questions related to criteria for remediation that remained unanswered at the Arlington Conference were addressed, namely:

· Have consistent criteria been established that provide guidelines for the remediation of contaminated sites?

· Can a single criterion be applied to the remediation of all forms of contaminated site, be they nuclear test sites, areas resulting from accidents, the termination of practices, mining and milling activities or legacy discharges?

· Should areas contaminated with manmade versus natural radioactive material have different criteria? Can the same criteria be used for both?

· Should the public being involved during the decision making process?

· How can it be ensured that overly conservative and unrealistic modeling is not being used which could lead to an overestimation of the risks?

· Have the cleanup levels and goals for sites that are contaminated with chemical and radioactive material been harmonized?

· How can the removal of material from one site to another versus stabilizing the material in place be justified?

The Panel, composed of the presenters of the papers in this session, responded to the questions arising from the Arlington Conference, as follows: 

a. In response to the question concerning the global unification of criteria for remediation, it was concluded that the international recommendations of ICRP and the intergovernmental safety standards issued by the IAEA provide a framework within which optimized criteria can be developed taking into account country and site specific features. 
The USEPA risk based approach differs from the radiation-dose based approach recommended by the international organizations and used in most countries. In the context of the subject of the conference, it was noted that the risk based approach has the merit of allowing radiation risks to be compared on the same basis as risks from chemical hazards. However, it was observed that there are some problems with the approach and these have been discussed by the ICRP.
The aims of any approach used should be the same, namely protecting people adequately from the health hazards attributable to radiation exposure. However, it is noted that a comprehensive approach that takes account of both radiation and other hazards in a coherent and consistent manner is currently missing in international guidance. 
b. It was recognized that decisions on remediating areas contaminated with artificial radionuclides are usually different from those for areas affected by naturally occurring radionuclides even though the ‘natural’ doses to exposed persons might be the same and, in some cases, many times higher than the ‘artificial’ doses. The international system does not differentiate between the health hazards of natural and those due to artificial radiation. A dichotomous approach for remediating artificially versus naturally contaminated land is therefore scientifically unjustifiable. Nevertheless, such separate approaches are used in practice, perhaps due to a perceived public reluctance to remediate areas in which enhanced radiation levels occur naturally. 
c. The public should be involved in decisions on remediation - but when, and to what extent, may vary. In some countries, the public is more empowered than in others and in those countries it will insist on having its views heard at all stages of the remediation process. 
The time available did not allow the Panel to address all of the questions arising from the Arlington Conference.

