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	RESOLUTION



	Comment No.
	Para/Line No.
	Proposed new text
	Reason
	Accepted
	Accepted, but modified as follows
	Rejected
	Reason for modification/rejection

	1. 
	
	
	Several para in DS427 show that Member State practices are differents. The purpose of a safety guide is not to show the panorama of existing practices but to provide recommendations. A tecdoc might be more appropriate for several aspects…
	NO
	
	
	Protection of the public and the environment is indeed covered differently by States. There are valid technical reasons to endorse these differences in the assessment if (a) all the different approaches are consistent with the IAEA safety standards and (b) if all the different approaches are comprehensive.
 DS427 is trying to provide a general and comprehensive framework, consistent with the IAEA Standards, for considering public and environment protection, giving the necessary flexibility where acceptable. 

This was discussed at last RASCC/ WASSC (lead) meeting and they prefer the current style.

	2. 
	
	
	Is it pragmatic to mix in a single document assessment of impact:

· from normal operation and from accident

· for large facilities (NPP…) and smaller facilities (hospital, universities)

It seems the current result is not so positive…
	NO
	
	
	The guide cover expected (normal) exposures and potential exposures. These 2 types of exposures shall be considered when discussing planned exposures situations (potential exposures in included as a topic of planned exposure situations, not as an emergency exposure situation). If you need to assess the risk, for example, in order to grant an authorization you must consider these 2 sources of risk. If not, the assessment is incomplete.

In addition the objective of the document is to give a general framework applicable to all type of activities and facilities but explaining the differences (graded approach).

	3. 
	4,3
	At the beginning of the paragraph, add“in order to review the assessment…..
	The level of  complexity to provide is under the responsibility of the operator.
The regulatory body must then establish if this level is adequate
	YES
	
	
	

	4. 
	5.8
	Replace “minor amount” by  “releases”
	The notion of minor amount is subjective
	YES
	
	
	

	5. 
	5.37
	Replace “and the technology available” by “, the technology available, and the level of the dose estimation in comparison with the dose limit”. 
	If the dose limit is very low, a dose constraint is not necessary”
	YES
	Paragraph was deleted but previous paragraph 5.36 was reworded as follows:

“The BSS [1] defines an annual effective dose limit of 1 mSv for members of the public. Dose constraints should fall within the range of 0.1 – 1 mSv [DS432]. The government or the regulatory body could define a generic upper value for dose constraint for different activities or facilities [DS442]. The effective dose estimated using the sum of the doses from external exposure in the specified period and the relevant committed
 doses from intakes in the same period should be used to compare with the constraint;
	
	

	6. 
	Assessment of protection for the public against potential exposures
	Delete section and keep the guide on normal operation and AOO.
	Delete this section (see 5.78 and 5.79 showing various MS practices). If not, significant changes are needed
	NO
	The section was redrafted
	
	The need to include potential exposures is presented in response to comment No. 2 above.

This was discussed during last NUSCC, and RASSC/ WASSC(lead) meetings.

RASSC and WASSC (lead) agreed to keep in potential exposures in DS427. 
Nevertheless The section Assessment of protection for the public against potential exposures was modified in order to consider the comments received (including those from France) and the discussions at NUSSC meeting. The new approach (in DS427 ver Sept 2104) is to discuss only the aspects of the radiological assessment of the potential exposures and avoid discussions on the selection of the types of accidents (this was left to national approaches).

	7. 
	5.72
	Accidents, with low and very low probability, leading to releases to the environment could occur. In order to assess, during the initial licensing process planning phase of an activity or facility or later review (for example within the frame of a periodic safety review), the potential exposures to members of the public, as required in the IAEA safety standards [1, 2, 48], those accidents, with their probabilities, should be considered.
	Clarification.

	YES
	Paragraph was modified: “During the safety assessments carried out in the authorization process, various types of accident analysis may be carried out to determine theoretical source terms and the frequencies or probabilities of these events. The types of accidents to be considered depend on the characteristics of the activities and facilities under consideration. In order to assess prospectively the potential exposures to members of the public, as required in the IAEA safety standards [1, 2, 48], those accidents, with their probabilities, should be considered.” 


	
	

	8. 
	5.74
	Accidents can be classified into two broad categories: those which were considered when the activity of facility was first authorized and then considered later on, for example as a result of new operating experience, development of science and technology or within the frame of periodic safety review. for which the safety features of the facility or the activity prevent the escalation or mitigate significantly the consequences to the public; and those which, for different reasons, including lack of knowledge, are not encompassed in the design basis. Those two categories have historically been are normally called design basis accidents (DBA) and beyond design basis accidents (BDBA)15 respectively. Within the BDBA category, some accidental situations would not result in significant releases to the environment and the radioactivity will remain confined within the installation. For example hospitals and small laboratories — installations needing simple assessment — BDBA cannot lead to large releases, simply because they do not have large enough inventories of radioactive materials.
It should be acknowledged that, for new facilities, accident which might have been earlier considered as BDBA are now considered in the initial design, for example as design extension conditions (DEC) for NPPs.
	Clarification.

Need to introduce the DEC for NPPs.
This would better fit in a separate paragraph
	YES

	All the descriptions of types of accidents were removed. The current approach in DS 427 is to discuss only the aspects of the radiological assessments of the potential exposures (without going into details on the accident analysis/selection). 
	
	

	9. 
	5.74
	Make the end of 5.74 a separate paragraph:
5.## Within the BDBA category, some accidental situations would not result in significant releases to the environment and the radioactivity will remain confined within the installation. For example hospitals and small laboratories — installations needing simple assessment — BDBA cannot lead to large releases, simply because they do not have large enough inventories of radioactive materials.
	
	
	
	
	

	10. 
	5.75
	5.75. Other types of BDBA accidents or DEC are those that can release significant amounts of radioactivity to the environment. These types of accidents are of very low probability and can only be postulated for facilities with large radionuclide inventories and the potential to be released, identified in this Safety Guide as needing complex assessment, for instance: nuclear power plants, large research reactors, radioisotopes production facilities and reprocessing plants. These types of accidents can be referred as severe accidents16. Severe accidents in nuclear installations are very low probability17 plant states, that are beyond design basis accident conditions arising from multiple failures of safety systems with the integrity of many or all of the barriers to the release of radioactive material threatened. In the case of nuclear power plants this includes the degradation of the core of the reactor [50].
	DEC have to be introduced

Severe accidents are considered at the initial design stage for new NPPs. They are not therefore BDBA but DEC for new NPPs…
	YES 
	See previous resolution.
	
	

	11. 
	Footnote 17
	Delete footnote 17
	Current operating experience shows that the frequency suggested are not achieved…
	YES
	See previous resolution.
	
	

	12. 
	5.76
	5.76. DBA, DEC and BDBA with no significant releases can be more easily characterized because the low level releases would be determined by the design characteristics of the safety features in the activity or facility
	DEC have to be introduced
	See previous
	See previous resolution.
	
	

	13. 
	5.77
	For installations needing complex assessment the definition and characterization of the severe accidents to be included in the assessment should be based on detailed safety analysis, combining deterministic and probabilistic analytical methods [29, 48] as well as expert judgement.
	Clarification
	YES
	See previous resolution.
	
	

	14. 
	5.78
	Delete 5.78
	Does not provide recommendation as every option is possible
	YES
	See previous resolution.
	
	RASSC/WASCC (Lead) decided to keep a non-prescriptive style)

	15. 
	5.79
	Delete 5.79
	Does not provide recommendation as every option is possible
	YES
	See previous resolution.
	
	idem

	16. 
	5.81
	Delete 5.80
	This raise question on why other accidents are studied in a different way
	YES
	See previous resolution.
	
	idem

	17. 
	5.82
	Delete 5.82
	Can accident which already occurred be understood as “hypothetical accidents” ?
Conservative assumptions may not be applied to every step of the calculations (conservative source term, conservative leak, conservative exposure scenario…).
Is it consistent with 5.92 for example (realistic source term…)? See also 5.97 or 5.125…
	YES
	With the implications of the previous resolution, now 5.82 parag. is very simple: 5.82. : “For the purposes of this Safety Guide, the expression ‘potential exposure scenarios’ is used to include the characteristics of all the incidents, events or sequences of events that are taken into account  to assess the potential exposures.”

	
	

	18. 
	5.97
	
	Does it implies that methods are “twisted” to find an acceptable result ?
	YES
	Parag. 5.97. was re-drafted: “If, because of the conservative assumptions which tends to overestimate the doses, the results are above the selected criteria, more realistic representative values for the applicable meteorological and hydrological parameters at the location should be considered. This also applies for more complex assessments. The meteorological and hydrological data are discussed in more detail in paragraphs 5.13 to 5.24 (Note: check paragr, at the end) in the considerations of the dispersion and environmental transfer for normal operation.
	
	

	19. 
	5.102
	
	Is this reasonable for small sacel facilities ?
	YES
	A clarification that this is for complex assessments was added.
	
	

	20. 
	5.111
	
	So what is IAEA recommendations
	YES
	As explained before, there is a level of flexibility which is endorsed by DS 427. Added text to 5.110. 5.111 incorporated to 5.111. 
5.110 now says: “The endpoints of the assessment of the potential exposures could change, depending on the type of the assessment and the criteria defined to consider potential exposures. For instance, instead of the concept of the most exposed persons a specific location (for example the nearest town in the region), fixed distances (for example, 1 km, 5 km or 10 km) or a distance where certain projected dose is exceeded (for example, 10 mSv or 50 mSv) can be used for the consideration of potential exposures. In some States specific individual persons or groups of persons are selected while in others the distribution of doses or risks among larger affected population is taken into account. Though there could be flexibility on the ways to consider potential exposures, and different States can adopt different options, the endpoints and the criteria should be clearly defined and justified to avoid misunderstanding and misinterpretation of the results.”

	
	

	21. 
	5.117
	Delete 5.117
	See comment on appendix 1
	NO
	
	
	IAEA uses INSAG and ICRP recommendations for safety guides.

	22. 
	5.118
	Delete 5.118
	See comment on appendix 1
	
	
	
	

	23. 
	Appendix I
	Delete Appendix I. 


	This describe what INSAG believe is an acceptable impact for a facility.

Such information would have a more appropriate place in the Safety Standard dealing with the siting or design of a facility (or even in the standard dealing with licensing process). They are not in those standards…
	NO
	
	
	DS427 covers authorization (licensing) process at different stages in the life of a facility, whenever a radiological impact assessment is necessary. Radiological impact assessment must include potential exposures consideration and INSAG (and ICRP) provide criteria for potential exposures which could be used as the basis to define national criteria.

	24. 
	Annex I
	
	The EU BSS (December 2013) is more prudent on environment protection. “This Directive applies to any planned, existing or emergency exposure situation which involves a risk from exposure to ionising radiation which cannot be disregarded from a radiation protection point of view or with regard to the environment in view of long-term human health protection.” Or “The competent authority shall where appropriate establish authorised limits as part of the discharge authorisation and conditions for discharging radioactive effluents which shall:

(a) take into account the results of the optimisation of radiation protection;

(b) reflect good practice in the operation of similar facilities.

In addition, these discharge authorisations shall take into account, where appropriate, the results of a generic screening assessment based on internationally recognised scientific guidance, where such an assessment has been required by the Member State, to demonstrate that environmental criteria for long-term human health protection are met.”
Deletion of annex I should be considered
	NO
NO


	The IAEA approach to protection of the environment is very prudent. 
First, if for planned exposure situations a State decide to keep applying the valid assumption “demonstrating only protection of humans is enough to provide implicitly protection to flora and fauna” this is possible. If, on the other hand, a State decide to demonstrate more explicitly the radiation protection to flora and fauna (because of a especial interest or because it is in its national regulations), the IAEA gives guidance based on ICRP (which produced 4 publications on this topic) in a simple generic way (considering that the impact to populations of  flora and fauna in normal exposure situation is always very low or negligible).
Secondly, the IAEA does not promote the consideration of potential exposures on flora and fauna (neither in emergency situations).
An annex is complementary information.
	
	

	25. 
	Annex II
	Delete annex II
	
	NO
	An annex is complementary information.
	
	

	26. 
	Annex III
	Delete annex III
	Such information is more relevant to a TecDoc than a safety guide.
	NO
	An annex is complementary information.
	
	

	27. 
	Annex III
France practices
	
	It should be noted that there are ongoing discussion between the regulator (ASN) and licensee (EDF) with regard to dose for category 4 or DEC.
	YES
	A note was added. If necessary the French example would be amended or removed.
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


� The lifetime dose expected to result from an intake.





