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	Comment
Nr
	Para Nr. & Line
	Proposed new text
	Reason
	Accepted
	Accepted
modified as follows
	Rejected
	Reason
if modified/rejected

	1
	P1.15 Line 20
	The emergency including the transition phase. This is, thought,, an important consideration to be taken into account during all phases of the response to an emergency, and further guidance can be found in Ref. 20
	Public perception and communication may be as important a factor as the doses that may be received. Whilst it is not directly part of this document, it should be recognized. 
	
	
	
	

	
2
	P2.2 /line 19
	Propose replacement of 

(e.g. a general emergency at an NPP) 

with

the text from p12 line 24

(e.g. emergencies at nuclear installations resulting in significant off-site contamination).

	Consistency with the rest of the document, including page 12, line 24 

Further, such an event could happen at any nuclear installation, not just an NPP, and a general emergency may not necessarily require a long transition phase.

	
	
	
	

	3
	P2.7/line 10 to 12
	“The period of time from the detection of conditions warranting an emergency response until the completion of all the actions taken in anticipation of or in response to the radiological conditions that might be expected to occur in the first few months following detection of the emergency.
	The original text could be read to mean that the emergency phase itself could last several months, which would not be correct.
	
	
	
	

	4
	P2.8/line 22
	“…actions and when these actions are bing implemented. This  phase may last hours or days.”
	As written, the original text seems to say that the urgent phase will last at least hours and may be longer – i.e. seems to indicate a minimum period of time that may not be appropriate for all emergencie. 
	
	
	
	

	5
	P2.8/line 25
	“…actions are being implemented. This phase may last days or weeks.”
	See previous comment – it may be shorter than this.
	
	
	
	

	6
	P3.10/lines 11 to 14
	On the basis of the hazard assessment, the ways in which the emergency situation could evolve, the associated protective actions and other response actions necessary identified. The review should compare these potential evolutions with those that have been planned to identify any need to review the planned responses or establish new responses.   
	The original text could be read as meaning the (general) arrangements and procedures used to drive the response to all emergencies need to be reviewed.
	
	
	
	

	7
	P3.11/ lines 15 to 16
	An emergency should not be terminated until any revised or new responses to the emergency that are identified as necessary have been formulated and co-ordinated among the relevant response organisations.
	See previous comment.
The original text could be read as saying the emergency cannot be terminated until the general arrangements and procedures used to drive the response to all emergencies need to be produced before the emergency is terminated.
	
	
	
	

	8                                                                                   
	P4.4/line 37
	“The review referred to in para. 4.3 should consider the resources and staff required to deal with the necessary activities during the transition phase and, in the longer term under an existing exposure situation; provision of ‘just-in-time’ training; and resource mobilization among relevant organizations should be identified, and arrangements to implement them when needed should be pre-planned.”

	It is inappropriate for guidance to imply that new staff will be required (although it is sensible to consider what resources are likely to be necessary and whether they would be available.

	
	
	
	

	9
	P4.56/Line 27
	The decision to select a specific numerical value for a reference level, and what that value is, remains the responsibility of the national authorities taking inot account those proposed by IAEA.
	The original text suggests that the values chosen must lie within the 20 to 100 mSv band. This is only a recommendation, and Member States should be able to choose, having taken due note of the IAEA recommended values.
	
	
	
	

	10
	P4.152/ line 38
	To evaluate the external dose, dose rate and deposition measurements should be
	Gamma sources may not be the only contributor to external dose..
	
	
	
	

	11
	P4.218/ line 4
	(not normally exceeding 5 yearly), including the participation of the relevant organisations. Small scale
	The original text is open to wide interpretation, and rehearsal at a frequency sufficient to allow familiarity is necessary.
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