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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

	
	General
	The reviewers celebrate that environmental protection has been analyzed in such a broader sense including flora and fauna and potential exposures. We really consider that this document will contribute to enhance the radiation protection assessments in Member States.
	
	Yes
	
	
	

	1
	4.12 

Page  14
	“Once the authorization or license has been granted or for facilities already in operation, a periodic safety assessment review will be required [29]; this could include the review of the assessment of the facility or activity for protection of public and protection of the environment. The assessment should be re-evaluated if there are significant changes in the source term, including in the total amount and the spectrum of radionuclides and/or at the location characteristics. The dashed lines in Figure 1 indicates where an assessment may be submitted if significant changes have occurred.”
	Changes at the locations could be relevant enough as to perform a reassessment, and to be consistent with TABLE 1, page 13
	YES
	
	
	

	2
	4.13 

Page 14
	At the end of a decommissioning stage or before release of a site from regulatory control an assessment for protection is also expected. However, in this case, no releases or potential exposures are involved and the methods and criteria could be different (for example, the estimation of the doses should be based mainly 3on environmental monitoring data and the dose criteria could be below dose limits and constraints used for operation).
	Coherence between this paragraph and Fig 1 should be maintained. The assessment at decommissioning stage or before release doesn’t appear in Figure 1.
	NO
	
	
	In general, after decommissioning a facility no more controllable releases are expected and the assessment of the impact on public and the environment is not prospective (e.g. you don’t assume a source term, you use, for example actual monitoring data). Figure is only showing where prospective assessments of the type to be described in the Guide are made. Nevertheless, some additional text to cover the particular cases of uranium mining and milling was added.


	4
	4.13 

Page 14
	It is suggested to rephrase the last sentence between brackets
	To improve understanding
	YES
	
	
	Sentence in brackets reworded

	5
	5.13 page 20
	“The regulatory body should define which can be considered as the appropriate models and data for the assessment, if the model and data for the assessment are appropriated taking into account the characteristics of the installations and the factors discussed in Section 4”
	
	YES

	
	
	

	6
	5.25 (j)

Page 22
	
	We will highly appreciate if you could provide examples/clarification for this scenario in the context proposed.
	YES 
	
	
	Examples added: (e.g. from spent fuel or radioactive waste storage)

	7
	5.40
	At an early stage of a decision or an authorization process, the dose limit or generic dose constraint, which is to be defined by the national regulatory body, should be used for comparison with the results of the assessment. Later if a lower constraint is established through, for example an optimization process, this constraint should be compared with the assessment results. The process of optimization of the protection11 is discussed further in [41] and [7, 44].


	Dose constraint is an upper bond for the optimization process, and shall be used in this context, and applied at an early stage of a decision or an authorization process. Dose constraint is not established through an optimization process.


	YES


	New version: 5.40 At an early stage of a decision or an authorization process,  a generic dose constraint, which is to be defined by the national authorities, could be used for comparison with the results of the initial assessment. Later the results of the assessment should be compared with the specific constraint for the activity or facility under consideration, as defined by the regulatory body. After the process of optimization of protection of the public is conducted, in accordance with the requirements in the BSS, a dose corresponding to and optimized level of discharge could be used for comparison to the results of the assessment. The process of optimization of the protection is discussed further in [41] and [7, 44]. [DS432 and DS442]


	
	

	8
	III-27
Page 67
	For specific site studies, the exact distance of the fence is used instead of 250 500 m and the exact distance of the first habitations instead of 2 km. In addition, areas where the contamination of foodstuff may exceed maximum permissible levels are assessed. 


	To maintain coherence with III-26
	YES
	
	
	

	9
	1.18


	Erase sentence: “The possible non- radiological impacts…..are not considered in the present Safety Guide”
	Editorial. 

Same paragra.  Join 1.17 and the rest of paragraph 1.18
	YES
	
	
	

	10
	1.19
	Change: “Examples of national approaches… presented in Annex  II” for “ Examples for national approaches …presented in Annex III”
	Editorial. Wrong reference. Annex III corresponds to the examples from the States.
	YES
	
	
	.

	11
	5.21
	Change: “ For example, when a when a facility” for “For example, when a facility”
	Editorial
	YES
	
	
	

	12
	5.31
	Change: “Habit data used an assessment can be obtained” for “ Habit data used in an assessment can be obtained”
	Editorial. Omission of preposition in the sentence
	YES
	
	
	

	13
	5.63
	Change “ This is discussed further in Annex II” for “This is discussed further in Annex I”
	Editorial. Wrong reference. Annex I corresponds to considerations in for protection of the environment
	YES
	
	
	Reference to annex was removed from the parag. for simplicity

	14
	5.64
	Change “larger” for “ large”
	Editorial
	YES
	
	
	Parag. was redrafted.

	15
	5.83 

Page 32
	“As it is explained in the section Scope, this Safety Guide covers only health effects due to radiation doses to members of the public at the individual level, using the concept of reference person and representative person [1]. Exposures to flora and fauna are not taken into account, since those are not amenable to regulatory control under accidental situations Potential exposures to flora and fauna are not taken into account since those are not amenable to regulatory control under accidental situations”
	Editorial
	YES
	
	
	Parag. re-drafted: As it is explained in the section Scope, this Safety Guide covers only health effects due to radiation doses resulting from hypothetical accidents to members of the public at the individual level. Potential exposures to flora and fauna are not taken into account, since those are not amenable to regulatory control under accidental situations. 




