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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

	1

	General
	The connection to ordinary civil protection actions should be elaborated. In many countries, the definition of an emergency exposure situation is similar to the definition of a traditional emergency requiring civil protection actions. In many countries the termination of an emergency exposure situation may therefore be handled in the same way as the termination of normal civil protection actions.
	
	
	
	
	

	2
	3.20/1-2
	Compensation is important, but is it a necessary prerequisite for the transition? Compensation can take a substantial amount of time and it would seem unjustified to delay the transition for that reason. Consider to extend the paragraph explaining what is meant by “considerations” 
	
	
	
	
	

	3
	3.21/6-9
	Individual monitoring in the existing exposure situation could prove to be an important tool to e.g. identify behavioral patterns that contribute significantly to the dose. See e.g. the lecture by Ryugo Hayano (Engaging with Local Stakeholders: Some Lessons from Fukushima for Recovery) at the 2013 ICRP Symposium. Consider to change the paragraph.
	
	
	
	
	

	4
	5.57/40-44
	During an emergency the reference level acts as a benchmark for the optimization where the optimization at first may need to focus on exposures above the reference level and then continue below the reference level until the protection is the best achievable under the given circumstances. Regular review of the expected residual doses as both the emergency situation and the response develop, may result in a progressive lowering of the expected residual doses over time.
Please elaborate on the optimization process as described above and the process described in the paragraph where the reference level instead change with time. How would that work in practice, what time spans should be considered, should earlier exposures be included, etc.    
	
	
	
	
	

	8
	Page 69/13
	It is not clear from the conclusion when the transfer to an existing exposure situation for different geographical areas took place. Even if it was not officially declared, the conclusion could elaborate on when it probably occurred. 

Furthermore, the concept of lowering the reference level as described in the safety guide is not discussed in the conclusions. It is clear that optimization took place until a transition could be made. However, it is not clear how a step wise lowering of the reference level would have worked. It would be helpful if the safety guide could elaborate on how this concept would have worked in this case. 
	
	
	
	
	


