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	RESOLUTION

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

	2
	1
	General
	We gratefully acknowledge that most of our comments on the previous draft version 6 have been accepted and the current version of DS427 has been further upgraded and aligned with the related Safety Guides DS432 and DS432. 
Germany also appreciates that new paragraphs inserted into the current version of DS427 are highlighted. This approach considerably facilitates the task of the reviewers. 
The remaining need for corrections in the text is addressed in our comments below.
	Comment only.
	
	
	
	

	3
	2
	General
	The footnotes No. 2, 15, 22 and 23 are missing in the document. A rearrangement of footnotes is required, in order to follow a consecutive numbering throughout the Safety Guide.
	Editorial.
	
	
	
	

	3
	3
	3.13
	“Requirement 13 of GSR Part 3, paragraphs 3.31 [1] states …”
	Grammar.
	
	
	
	

	3
	4
	4.14
	Last sentence: 

“However, for most of the activities and facilities, typically no-releases no releases or potential exposures are involved after decommissioning …”
	Editorial.
	
	
	
	

	2
	5
	5.5
	2nd sentence: 
“For example, for an installation with low levels of discharges, resulting in doses close to the exception exemption criteria, and low potential for accidents with consequences to the public and the environment, the use of detailed methods would not generally be necessary.”
	Clarification.
	
	
	
	

	2
	6
	5.9
	Last sentence: 

“The different components of the assessment presented in Figure 2 are discussed in the following paragraphs 5.9 to 5.38 5.10 to 5.40.”
	Wrong paragraphs are referred to.
	
	
	
	

	2
	7
	5.43
	“The following paragraphs 5.42 to 5.71 5.44 to 5.73 provide guidance which should be used to conduct the assessments of the potential exposures to members of the public, …”
	Wrong paragraphs are referred to.
	
	
	
	

	2
	8
	5.53
	2nd sentence: 

“The meteorological and hydrological data are discussed in more detail in paragraphs 5.12 to 5.24 5.13 to 5.26 in the considerations of the dispersion and environmental transfer for normal operation.”
	Wrong paragraphs are referred to.
	
	
	
	

	2
	9
	5.70
	1st sentence: 
“The regulatory body should establish a risk constraint [1, 6] for the consideration of potential exposures; this could be based on INSAG [51] or ICRP [50] guidance discussed in paragraph 5.69 above (5.66).”
	Wrong paragraph is referred to in brackets.
	
	
	
	

	3
	10
	6.4
	2nd sentence: 
“The level of uncertainty should be considered when making a decision.”
	Grammar.
	
	
	
	

	3
	11
	Ref. [6]
	“INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY, Radiation Protection of the Public and Protection of the Environment, IAEA, Vienna (Draft DS 432).”
	Citation of the correct working title of DS432.
	
	
	
	

	3
	12
	Annex I, Footnote No. 43 to I-20
	“Ref. [I-4] provides an equivalent different set of reference organisms.”
	Grammar.
	
	
	
	

	3
	13
	Annex II, II-1
	“This aAnnex refers to the assessment of potential exposures for protection of the public …”
	Editorial (harmonization of spelling).
	
	
	
	


Relevance: 1 – Essentials  2 – Clarification  3 – Wording/Editorial
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