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Questions and Answers

on “Licensee and National Reports” and Peer Review Process
1. Licensee and National Reports

· Did all the reports have English version for peer review and individual country language version for domestic stakeholders?
Answer: All. 
· During the preparation of both reports, did licensee or national regulator solicit inputs from stakeholders through public website or public meeting?
A: Some countries did. However, improvement of nuclear safety is considered by all countries a continuous process and thus not bound to single reports. 
· Did the licensee and national regulator revise its own report afterward to reflect the findings from peer review such as errors, discrepancies, clarification?
A: The EU stress test reports were published first as a draft report, later on as final one. The EC analyzed the draft reports of all participating countries and published an EC Communication to Council and Parliament in December 2011 with detailed comments on the quality and completeness of each of the draft national reports. 
· Are you aware of any seminar on National Report before or during Peer review process?
A: In a very few countries. In some countries, however, the National report was an input document for deliberations in existing safety committees, panels or boards as e.g. Reactor Safety committees. 
· Security threat was not included in the Stress Test Specification. However, non-natural events such as airplane crash are included in some National Reports. Did the peer review team review those events?
A: The scope of the stress tests was defined broad enough so that some countries included also non-natural initiating events (as well as nuclear installations other than NPPs) in their national assessments. The peer reviews, however, were limited to the "common set" of events strictly according to the specification. Airplane crash was treated specifically in the form of a topical seminar organized by the European Commission together with US-NRC and Japan. In general, due to strict reservations by some EU Member States, nuclear security was treated by the European Council independent of the Commission and its ENSREG group. 


2. Openness and Transparency

· Did you extend invitation to all the stakeholders in EU to participate in the two Public Meetings in Brussels?
A: The public meetings were announced by internet and it was free to all stakeholders to take part in the meetings. There was active participation by e.g. NGOs in these meetings. In addition, several meetings between the Commission and specific interest groups (NGOs, industry associations, etc.) were held. 
· How did you respond to questions from public and reflect it in the peer review process?
A: The reviewers had access to the questions of the public and used it as an additional information input to their review work of a specific country. 
· Are you aware of any Public Meeting in the National Level? If yes, how did the host country feedback the concerns to EU level?
A: Known for a few countries. Regarding feedback, during the topical meetings in Luxembourg all countries gave a comprehensive report on all issues, including responses to all issues from all participating parties.
· In the two Public Meetings, only Greenpeace and trade groups were present. Any other NGOs registered and requested to make presentation? Did you limit the number of NGOs to make presentation?
A: These were indeed the NGOs which formally registered. However, as said, there was intensive discussion e.g. in the form of bilateral meetings between the Commission and various interest groups. There was no limitation to participation of NGOs or other types of stakeholders. 
· One NGO in Taiwan has made a request asking AEC to provide name of authors of each chapter of both Licensee and National Reports. We all aware that both reports were not a research results. They are collection of results from many sources such as FSAR, PRA Study, etc. Have you encountered similar situations and if yes, how did you respond?
A: The Commission received several such requests (also from Member States regarding "authorships" of Commission Communications on the stress tests), but we made it clear that the responsibility for reports rests with the organizations (national as well as EC) and not with individual authors.
· Does the peer review team intend to make public of Q&A between review team and Licensee or National Regulator?
A: In the case of the EU stress tests, important discussions (and possible reservations that remained) were documented in a generic sense in the final peer review report. It is clear that only the essence of a (key) question or issue can be recorded together with the attempt of resolution. 
