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

	1


	General
	activities and facilities ( facilities and activities
	Consistency with the title.
	
	
	
	

	2


	General
	Rearrange footnotes.
	Footnotes No. 2, 15, 22 and 23 are missing. 
	
	
	
	

	3


	1.6/7

(p.5)
	EIA covers not only biophysical environmental but biophysical, social, economic and other relevant effects…
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	4


	1.14/4
(p.7)
	These types of facilities and activities have different and very specific aspects…
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	5


	Line 1

 (p.11)
	AUTHORIZATION PROCESS (OR LICENSING PROCESS)
	In this Safety Guide, the term “licensing process” is not used.
	
	
	
	

	6


	5.4/5 (p.23)
	The national regulatory body should  has to agree that the methodology…
	There is no description on this matter in Section 3 and other Safety Requirements such as GSR Part1 and Part3.
	
	
	
	

	7


	5.5/4 (p.23)
	exception criteria ( exemption criteria
	See para.5.41 of DS442.
	
	
	
	

	8
	5.37/11
(p.31)
	The following underlined word should be inserted.

“… for example 50 years may be taken for intakes by adults and up to age 70 years for intakes by children.”
	The original description before modification is correct.
	
	
	
	

	9
	6.3
(p.41)

	The following last sentence in para.6.3 should be deleted. 

“Alternative methods such as fuzzy numbers or belief functions could be more relevant to represent expert judgment and to propagate such kind of uncertainties.” 
	The methods using “fuzzy numbers or belief functions” are not general in several States.
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	10
	After 6.3
(p.41)
	The following two paragraphs should be revived after 6.3 [New para].

6.5. The level of uncertainty in the assessments of facilities and activities for protection of the public and the environment should still ensure that the actual doses to members of the public do not exceed the dose limits set by the national regulatory body. Ref. [42] suggests that statistical methods and models could be used when assessing doses, noting that the parameter values and other data (habit data and dose coefficients) used in environmental models are usually represented by distributions, and provides examples on how these distributions can be chosen, as well as information on how to carry out calculations using these distributions and also on how to interpret the results. In general, for environmental parameters single recommended values in bibliography [13, 14, 57] or average measured values, when available, should be used.

6.6. For assessments using single values of habit data, high percentiles in some of the habit data distribution could be used (for instance, in particular food consumption rates); for assessments considering the distribution of the habit data, the resulting dose in the 95% percentile should be used to be compared with the established criteria.
	Two paragraphs (deleted 6.5 and 6.6) give us significant optional method for radiological environmental impact assessment according to the ICRP Publication 101.

There is no reason to remove this option.
Confirmation

Why these paragraphs have been deleted from the previous version?
	
	
	
	


1

