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	RESOLUTION



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

	General Comments

	1.
	General
	The current DS427 version has been improved substantially from previous draft revisions. The US provided 22 comments on the previous document version; all were accepted except for two.
We believe safety requirements for protection of human should be adequate for protection of non-human species through development of exposure scenarios based on the assumption that human is living and interacting with such environments surrounding facilities or activities. This recommended approach was inserted in the document as it is quite adequate for planned exposure situations. Nevertheless, we do recognize that under certain circumstances, (e.g.; particularly under existing exposure or emergency exposure situations) restrictions on human access from living in, or interacting with, such environment can be imposed.  Therefore, there could be a need for ecological risk assessment using ICRP dose assessment methodology to non-human species in order to support decision-making for legacy sites remediation or after severe accident. We also recognize that uncertainties in dose assessment of non-human species are so large that need to be taken into consideration for any decision-making. Social, financial, and economic aspects need also to be considered when considering extensive remedial actions, or restrictive decisions, based on ecological risk assessment.  
	Clarity

	X
	
	
	

	Specific Comments & Editorials

	1.
	4.12
	For facilities already in operation and activities being conducted, a subsequent update of the safety assessment –e.g. a periodic safety assessment review – is required the safety assessment –should be periodically reviewed and updated at predefined intervals in accordance with regulatory requirements [5];…
	The recommended change brings the sentence more in line with the recommendations of GSR 4 (Ref 5) paragraph 5.10.
	X
	
	
	

	2.
	5.18
	Current text:  The models used to estimate activity concentrations in environmental media (e.g., in

the air, in the aquatic media, on the ground and through the soil) should take account of the

physicochemical properties of the radionuclides being released necessary to assess, for

example, ….
	Improves readability
	X


	
	
	

	3.
	5.51
	5.51. [New para.] The accidental conditions in a facility or an activity could result in the

loss of shielding and, in some cases, the accumulation of radioactive waste and contaminated

debris on-site that could impact the public significantly with external radiation, in the case

they are living in or occupying the close vicinity of the premises. In general, for large facilities there is some considerable distance from the plant to the public preventing or minimizing the possibility of direct irradiation, even during accidental scenarios. In installations like hospitals or industries, despite the radiation sources involved are relatively smaller, public can be found closer. ….
	The sentence describes accident scenarios that are beyond the scope of this document
	
	
	X
	“Direct irradiation” contributing to public exposures was found as missing by other reviewers (and this include during the assessment of exposures due to normal operation and during the assessment of the potential exposures)

	4.
	4.12
	For facilities already in operation and activities being conducted, a subsequent update of the safety assessment - e.g. a periodic safety assessment review (or alternative arrangements as established in SSG-25, Paragraph 2.8) - is required [5]; this review should include the consideration of the possible changes in the assumptions used to perform the prospective radiological environmental impact assessment and the results of source and environmental monitoring programmes conducted during the operation. …..
	Words added to maintain consistency with SSG-25
	
	
	X
	The wording in 4.12 was changed following suggestion in Specific Comment No. 1 (above). The main ideas that ‘a) a periodically review is necessary following regulatory requirements’ and ‘b) the inclusion in that review of the radiological impact assessment, when necessary, is recommended’ are already in para. 4.12.. We think that the additional text proposed here is not necessary because is a detail which may lead to confusions (e.g. “ or alternative arrangements”) and, nevertheless,. Reference SSG-25 is mentioned (i.e.. ref [5])

	5.

	Page 68, paragraph III-11
	Replace 10 CFR Part 51” with 

“Title 10 of the Code of Federal Regulations (10 CFR) Part 51, Environmental Protection Regulations for Domestic Licensing and Related Regulatory Functions”
	editorial


	X
	
	
	

	6.
	Page 68, paragraph III-12
	Add a closed parenthesis at the end of the first sentence;
	editorial


	X
	
	
	

	7. 
	Page 68, paragraph III-13
	Add a period at the end of the paragraph. 
	editorial


	X
	
	
	


3

