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Introduction

This paper tries to give an overview of the clearance, or release from regulatory control, on an 

international scale, including some of those countries where clearance has become or is about to 

become vital for D&D. The emphasis lies on the impact of clearance, and in particular of differences 

between clearance levels of various countries, on D&D. 

Relevance of clearance for D&D of nuclear installations 

Clearance is an essential part of waste management (or more general, material management) in 

nuclear installations, and in particular during the decommissioning phase where waste streams 

continues to arise. Of course, the relevance of clearance in a particular country depends on a number 

of factors, like: 

availability of a final repository and its price: If such a repository is available and if the 

costs are acceptable, e.g. because it is of a near surface type, clearance is of less 

importance, while it may be of the utmost importance for countries where no repository is 

available and/or its costs are high e.g. because it is of a deep geological type; 

prevailing decommissioning strategy: If the most common decommissioning strategy will 

be safe enclosure after no or only partly dismantling, the material quantities arising from 

D&D will be comparatively small, so that clearance will have a low importance, while it 

will be of much higher importance for countries where direct dismantling (without 

enclosure periods) is most common; 

number of nuclear installations reaching decommissioning phase: In a country with only a 

small number of nuclear installations, clearance may be of low relevance because the 

overall quantity of waste material from D&D will be small and may even be managed by 

intermediate storage until a final repository will become available, while countries with a 

large number of nuclear installations under direct dismantling will inevitably need 

clearance options. 

This small selection of reasons why clearance may be of varying importance for different 

countries may already suffice to illustrate why up to now clearance has been developed and 

implemented in quite different ways. If one thinks of additional reasons that may influence clearance, 

like politics, the public opinion, availability of funds etc., the situation becomes even more complex. It 

is, however safe to draw the conclusion that countries with a certain number of nuclear installations 

which have been or will soon be shut down or which are already in the decommissioning phase will 

need to implement provisions for clearance. This has indeed been the case with countries like the UK, 

Germany, the USA, Sweden, and a number of others. 
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The Way Forward – recommendations and suggestions for discussion 

Conclusions which can be drawn from the paper are: 

It is not essential for clearance levels to be exactly equal between various countries. They 

may differ as long as the difference is not too large, e.g. the values fall into the same order 

of magnitude. This is the reason why for example Germany has no problems with clearance 

levels which differ from the EU recommendation RP 122 part I (this recommendation has 

been adopted in a number of EU countries (Sweden, Spain, Belgium). 

D&D projects should be aware of the destination of their material and the dose rate levels 

by which it will be monitored there or during its transport, e.g. at borders, in harbors etc. 

Appropriate dose rate monitors need to be installed at the exit gates of the D&D site 

monitoring all material leaving the premises. 

While there are no hard and essential reasons why clearance levels should be made equal 

worldwide (as long as they are harmonized to a sufficient degree), there is, of course, still 

the aspect of credibility and public opinion. Numerical differences in clearance levels 

between countries leave room for malevolent misinterpretation. Without looking to the 

reasons for those differences, anti-nuclear groups can try to present these differences as a 

lack of credibility and reliability of clearance. This has been tried with limited success in 

Germany when clearance was about to be implemented in the Radiation Protection 

Ordinance of 2001, and it has also been undertaken in the USA when differences emerged 

between clearance levels calculated in the earlier versions of the reports. In both countries 

the effort to bring clearance back in line again was considerable. Harmonization of 

clearance levels may therefore be desirable for the sake of public opinion. 

In summary, worldwide harmonization of clearance levels need not be a top-priority goal. Some 

countries with extremely restrictive clearance levels might, however, take a look to their neighbours 

and switch over to the existing international recommendations. This would be a major step in the 

harmonization process. D&D projects will, however, continue to function also if the current situation 

will not change: It is more important for a certain country that clearance is possible at all than that the 

clearance levels are identical to those of the neighbouring countries. However, the worldwide public 

opinion should be carefully monitored to guarantee that clearance will still be viable in the future. 
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