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	RESOLUTION

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

	3
	1
	1.3
	2nd sentence: 

“Most Member States pay particular attention to ensuring adequate preparedness to respond effectively to a nuclear or radiological emergency in order to protect human life, health, property and the environment early in the response.”
	Harmonization of terminology and its usage in the IAEA Safety Standards Series publications. In other Safety Standards, solely the term ‘States’ is used. Usage of ‘Member States’ in the context of Para 1.1, however, is appropriate.
	
	
	
	

	3
	2
	1.5
	1st sentence: 
“The objective of this Safety Guide is to provide guidance and recommendations to Member States on developing arrangements, at the preparedness stage, for responding to a nuclear or radiological emergency for the transition to …”
	See the related comment on Para 1.3.
	
	
	
	

	2
	3
	after Para 1.16
	Please include a new paragraph after 1.16 with the following text: 

“This Safety Guide does not provide recommendations for meeting the requirements for accident management set forth in Section 3 of Ref. [2]; relevant guidance is provided in the Draft Specific Safety Guide DS483 [48].”
Please add the IAEA Draft Safety Guide DS483 to the list of references: 

“[48]   DS483: Severe Accident Management Programmes for Nuclear Power Plants (under development).”
	To provide further clarification on the scope of the General Safety Guide DS474.
	
	
	
	

	2
	4
	1.18, Lines 37–41
	“… The Appendix provides considerations for adjusting or lifting protective actions and other response actions during the transition phase. The Annexes Annex I provides case studies of several past nuclear or radiological emergencies that support the guidance and recommendations provided in this Safety Guide. Annex II and presents factors that need to be considered when justifying and optimizing the protection strategy at the national level.”
	In the interest of pro​viding clarity in the structure of this Safety Guide, the contents of each Annex should be addressed in a separate sentence.
	
	
	
	

	3
	5
	Footnote No. 15 to 2.28
	Delete this footnote.
	The term ‘precautionary urgent protective action’ is already defined in Footnote No. 10 to Para 2.6. Duplication should be avoided.
	
	
	
	

	2
	6
	Footnote No. 17 to 3.8
	“Effective dose, equivalent dose to an organ or tissue and RBE (relative biological effectiveness) weighted absorbed dose in an organ or tissue, as appropriate. See Ref. [5] for further details.”
	The abbreviation ‘RBE’ should be defined at first usage.
	
	
	
	

	3
	7
	3.18
	5th bullet: 

“The need for continued environmental, source and individual monitoring following the termination to of the emergency;”
	Editorial.
	
	
	
	

	3
	8
	4.2
	Last bullet: 

“Arrangements for delegation and/or transfer of authority be are specified in the relevant emergency plans, together with arrangements for notifying all appropriate parties of the transfer.”
	Grammar.
	
	
	
	

	3
	9
	4.4
	“As part of the review referred to in para. 4.3, the need for (a) recruitment of new staff to deal with the necessary activities during the transition phase and, in the longer term, under an existing exposure situation;, (b) provision of ‘just-in-time’ training;, and (c) resource mobilization among relevant organizations should be identified, and arrangements to implement them when needed should be pre-planned.”
	Please include consecutive numbering to support readability.
	
	
	
	

	3
	10
	4.37
	“The process of reassessment and adaptation of the protection strategy during the transition phase should allow for iterative application of the processes of justification and optimization (see paras 4.40–4.524.53 and Fig. 4.1).”

	Wrong paragraph is referred to.
	
	
	
	

	3
	11
	4.45
	2nd sentence: 

“Examples of such impacts include: (a) possible reduced life expectancy due to stress associated with resettlement; (b) costs associated with the loss of critical infrastructures; (c) loss of productivity of industrial facilities; (d) the need for compensation payments to those impacted; (e) societal impact owing to the loss of places of great cultural or historical importance; and (f) the costs to society and its economy associated with the management of the radioactive waste produced.”
	Please include consecutive numbering to support structuring of the examples provided, with the aim to improve the readability of the entire sentence.
	
	
	
	

	2
	12
	4.46
	2nd sentence: 

“Protective actions and other response actions solely justified on the basis of political pressure or public concerns that do not have any technical merit, should be avoided, as they may lead to remediation activities that are not justified considering the associated harm and costs they may cause, particularly in the longer term.”
	The formulation of “actions solely justified on the basis of political pressure or public concerns that do not have any technical merit” seems counterintuitive. If some actions would have technical merit, they should be justified or justifiable. Vice versa, if some actions would solely be justified by e.g. public concerns, they would – by definition – not have any tech​nical merit. Moreover, the emphasis on “technical merit” is questionable (why not radiological or social merit ?). Deleting the proposed sub-clause solves these issues.
	
	
	
	

	2
	13
	4.53
	1st sentence: 

“For emergency exposure situations, Refs [2, 3, 26] recommend that the typical reference level be selected for residual doses in the band of 20 to 100 mSv acute or annual dose, which includes dose contributions via all exposure pathways.”
	In order to fully comply with formulations in Refs [2, 3, 26], the subordinate clause was added.
	
	
	
	

	3
	14
	4.71
	1st sentence: 

“The most commonly considered urgent protective actions within a protection strategy are: (a) evacuation; (b) sheltering; (c) iodine thyroid blocking; (d) restrictions on local produce, milk from grazing animals, rain water or other open sources of drinking water; (e) restrictions on the use of commodities that have the potential of resulting in significant exposures; (f) decontamination of individuals and medical treatment when appropriate; and (g) actions to prevent inadvertent ingestion.”
	Please include consecutive numbering to support structuring of the urgent protective actions most commonly considered.
	
	
	
	

	3
	15
	4.72
	1st sentence: 

“The most commonly considered early protective actions within a protection strategy are: (a) relocation; (b) long-term restrictions on the consumption of food, milk and drinking water; (c) restrictions on the use of commodities that have the potential to result in significant exposures; (d) actions to prevent inadvertent ingestion and to control the spread of contamination; and (e) decontamination of areas or commodities to further reduce the individual doses.”
	Please include consecutive numbering to support structuring of the early protective actions most commonly considered.
	
	
	
	

	2
	16
	4.79
	1st sentence: 

“Iodine thyroid blocking is a short term urgent protective action that provides protection for the thyroid against radioactive iodine; it may be implemented as a precaution, although usually not as a standalone action but combined with e.g. sheltering.”
	For clarification, an example for combined actions should be given. Otherwise, the reasoning remains unclear.
	
	
	
	

	2
	17
	4.82
	1st bullet: 

“In evacuated areas where the monitoring results indicate that the projected doses may exceed the generic criteria for relocation (i.e. OIL2 of Ref. [5]), evacuation should be substituted by relocation to provide better living conditions to evacuees.”
	In the last bullet of para. 4.81, “generic criteria and OILs” are mentioned, which implies that OILs are not necessarily generic criteria. In order to avoid confusion and to be in line with the 2nd and 3rd bullet of para. 4.82, it is proposed to delete some parts.
	
	
	
	

	2
	18
	4.82
	2nd bullet: 

“In evacuated areas where the monitoring results indicate that OIL2 of Ref. [5] is not exceeded, evacuation should be lifted only if no other than limited restrictions (e.g. restriction on locally produced food or limited access to certain recreational areas) would continue to be necessary for those people living normally in the area and if the pre-conditions in para. 4.102 are fulfilled.”
	Clarification to avoid ambiguities in the text.
	
	
	
	

	3
	19
	4.94
	2nd sentence: 

“The methodology given in the Appendix can also be used for this purpose.”
	Editorial.
	
	
	
	

	2
	20
	4.115
	1st bullet: 

“What type of work helpers may be engaged in during the transition phase and what kind of training might be necessary in order to perform designated work;”
	Depending on work assigned to helpers, basic training might be necessary. Although training is mentioned in the last bullet of para. 4.115, this explicitly relates to rights, duties and responsibilities.
	
	
	
	

	2
	21
	4.115
	3rd bullet: 

“The process of informing and training helpers about their rights (particularly about the voluntariness of their contribution), duties and responsibilities.”
	Work of helpers is voluntary, which should be explicitly mentioned when providing information and training.
	
	
	
	

	3
	22
	4.121
	1st sentence: 

“Paras 5.54 and 5.55 of GSR Part 7 [2] stipulate that the relevant requirements for occupational exposure in planned exposure situations established in GSR Part 3 [3] be applied, on the basis of a graded approach, for emergency workers, except for the following tasks: (a) saving human life or preventing serious injury; (b) actions to prevent severe deterministic effects or actions to prevent the development of catastrophic conditions that could significantly affect people and the environment; and (c) actions to avert a large collective dose.”
	Please include consecutive numbering to support structuring of the emergency workers’ tasks for which the relevant requirements for occupational exposure in planned exposure situations would not apply. 
Missing words have been added under bullet (b); compare with Para 5.55 of GSR Part 7.
	
	
	
	

	2
	23
	after 4.130, Line 13
	Title of subsection: 

“Dose management and measures to protect emergency workers and helpers”
	For completion. 
This subsection (Paras 4.131–4.136) covers emergency workers as well as helpers.
	
	
	
	

	2
	24
	4.149
	Last sentence: 

“To reduce human errors, people involved in radiation monitoring should be periodically trained and monitoring should be automatized as appropriate.”


	Besides training, automatized or half-automa​tized monitoring can also contribute to reduce human errors.
	
	
	
	

	2
	25
	4.171
	1st sentence: 

“Taking into consideration potentially negative psycho-social effects of medical follow-up treat​ment, Rregistered individuals should be provided with the necessary information, including but not limited to: …”
	The psychological effects of being selected for long-term medical follow up treatment should be considered when informing respective individuals.
	
	
	
	

	2
	26
	4.182, 4.183, 4.184
	Note: 

Please use the term ‘classification’ instead of ‘categorization’ of radioactive waste.
	It seems that classification is meant, in which case the usual terminology established in the Safety Guide GSG-1 should be used. If indeed categorization is meant, some explanatory text would be needed to clarify when e.g. a first categorization for the purpose of segregation is referred to.
	
	
	
	

	1
	27
	4.182, Lines 16–18
	“A mechanism should be established to coordinate the development of various arrangements by responsible organizations at the preparedness stage as well as to coordinate, under the unified command and control system, waste management during the emergency response. This would include responsibilities for clearance, segregation and predisposal management of contaminated materials.”
	The term ‘unified command and control system’ is not defined in this Safety Guide. 
Furthermore, it seems to be important to clearly identify responsibilities for the management of contaminated materials.
	
	
	
	

	1
	28
	4.182, Lines 36–37
	“Options for radioactive waste minimization (such as clearance from regulatory control reuse and recycling) that are feasible should be identified.”
	Clearance of materials from regulatory control, after appropriate processing and/or a sufficiently long period of decay storage can be an effective strategy in re​ducing the amount of radioactive waste that needs further processing and/or storage (see also Para 4.187 of this Safety Guide). On the other hand, it is hard to see how recycling could reduce large amounts of contaminated materials.
	
	
	
	

	3
	29
	4.184
	Last sentence: 

“Considerations should include, but are not limited to: (a) the applicability of a set of exemption/clearance and categorization schemes for such waste, if available; (b) the robustness of safety demonstrations and li censing processes; and (c) their impact on the management of radioactive waste in a timely manner following the emergency.”
	Please include consecutive numbering to support structuring of the considerations when reviewing the national framework for the management of radioactive waste with respect to arrangements for waste generated in a nuclear or radiological emergency. 
Missing word has been added under bullet (a).
	
	
	
	

	2
	30
	4.187, Line 39
	Please include new sentence: 

“The identification and classification of radioactive waste generated in an emergency should consider the exemption/clearance levels given in Schedule I of GSR Part 3 [3] or relevant national criteria established for the same purpose, in accordance with the national policy and strategy for radioactive waste management. Further guid​ance on the application of exemption/clearance levels is provided in the Safety Guide RS-G-1.7 [48]. For the waste below these levels, arrangements should be made to manage it within conventional waste management practices, where possible, and thus to minimize the amount of material declared unduly as radioactive waste.”

Please add the Safety Guide RS-G-1.7 to the list of references: 

“[48]   INTERNATIONAL ATOMIC ENERGY AGENCY, Application of the Concepts of Exclusion, Exemption and Clearance, IAEA Safety Standards Series No. RS-G-1.7, IAEA, Vienna (2004).”
	With regard to the concepts of exemption and clearance, RS-G-1.7 is the relevant IAEA Safety Guide. Therefore, a reference to this publication should be added.
	
	
	
	

	3
	31
	after 4.191, Line 28
	Title of subsection: 

“Disposal management”
	Entirely uncommon terminology, in contrast to ‘predisposal (waste) management’, which is a well-established term in IAEA Safety Standards Series publications. However, if this heading intends to emphasize differences between planned disposal of radioactive waste and dis​posal in an emergency, an alternative could be “Managing disposal”.
	
	
	
	

	3
	32
	4.192
	2nd sentence: 

“Thus, identifying final disposal options should not delay the timely decision for terminating a nuclear or radiological emergency and the subsequent transition to the new normality.”
	Consistency with the terminology used in other Safety Standards as well as in the IAEA Safety Glossary. The word ‘final’ should be deleted because a contrast between interim disposal and final disposal does not exist.
	
	
	
	

	2
	33
	4.194
	1st bullet: 

“Identification of common religious practices and cultural practices within the State;”
	The terms of religious and cultural practices should be restricted as otherwise the identification process would be too excessive.
	
	
	
	

	1
	34
	Appendix, I.7
	Note: 

Is it correct that the same default OILT values (4.8 μSv/h ambient dose equivalent rate above gamma background at 1 m above ground level) are given for a radionuclide mix from a LWR release and for a single radionuclide (Cs-137) ? 
	Please check the values.
	
	
	
	

	3
	35
	Ref. [40]
	Note: 

The hyperlink does not work due to line break.
	Editorial.
	
	
	
	

	3
	36
	Ref. [45]
	Protocol to Amend the Paris Convention (2004), https://www.oecd-nea.org/law/brussels_supplementary_ paris_convention.pdf.
	Hyperlink target seems to be wrong. Moreover, the hyperlink does not work due to line break.
	
	
	
	

	3
	37
	Ref. [46]
	“Protocol to Amend the Brussels Supplementary Convention (2004), …”
Note: 
The hyperlink does not work due to line break.
	This is the correct title of Ref. [46]; see also https://www.oecd-nea.org/law/brussels-supplementary-convention.html.
	
	
	
	

	2
	38
	Annex I, I.1, 

Page 63, Line 14
	“On 17 April 2011, TEPCO issued a roadmap [I-6] [I-7] that outlined the steps towards recovery on the site.”
	Wrong reference is cited here.
	
	
	
	

	2
	39
	Annex I, I.1, 

Page 63, Lines 17–19
	“With regard to off-site recovery, the ‘Policy for Immediate Actions for the Assistance of Nuclear Sufferers’ was issued and a roadmap was established by the NERHQ on 17 May 2011 [I-6] [I-7] defining the objectives and conditions to be met for returning to normality. …”
	Wrong reference is cited here. For distinction from the roadmap issued by TEPCO (Ref. [I-7]), a link to the ‘Roadmap for Immediate Actions for the Assistance of Nuclear Sufferers’ established by NERHQ (available under http://www.meti.go.jp/english/earthquake/nuclear/roadmap/pdf/110517roadmap_assistance.pdf) should be added to Ref. [I-6].
	
	
	
	

	2
	40
	Annex I, I.1, 

Page 67, Lines 

24–28
	“On 25 March, 12 April, 26 April and 6 May 2011, based on technical advice from the NSC [I-12], instructions were issued by the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries (MAFF) on how to dispose of vegetables and raw milk in areas subject to food restriction(s). Instructions on what to do with foods that were not to be consumed were issued in the form of ‘Question and Answers’ on the Ministry of Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries MAFF web site on 26 April 2011 [I-13].”
	The abbreviation ‘MAFF’ needs to be explained first and can then be used.
	
	
	
	

	1
	41
	Annex I, I.1, 

Fig. I-3, Page 70
	In Figure I-3, the title of the right column, after the termination of the emergency, has to be changed as follows: “EXISTING PLANNED EXPOSURE SITUATION”. 
Moreover, Figure I-3 is not referred to in Section I.1 of Annex I. A reference to this figure should be inserted into the subsection “Conclusions”.
	In case of the Fukushima Daiichi accident, the decision to terminate the emergency delineated the transition from an emergency exposure situation to an existing exposure situation (see also the corresponding statement on page 61, lines 10–13).
	
	
	
	

	2
	42
	Annex I, I.2, 
Page 79, Line 19
	Concerning the radiological accident in Goiânia, the last sentence in the subsection “Waste management and disposal” states: 
“The total volume of waste stored was about 3150 m3.” 
Please add a suitable reference for the value (3150 m3) given here, as this value differs from the one (3500 m3) provided in two frequently cited IAEA publications on this accident: 
· IAEA Report “The Radiological Accident in Goiânia”, 1988  (Ref. [I-17] in DS474) (http://www-pub.iaea.org/books/IAEABooks/3684/The-Radiological-Accident-in-Goinia) 
· A.S. Paschoa, A. Tranjan Filho, and J.J. Rosenthal: Revisiting Goiânia: Toward a final repository for radioactive waste, IAEA Bulletin 1/1993, pp. 28–31 (https://www.iaea.org/sites/default/files/publications/magazines/bulletin/bull35-1/35105892831.pdf)
	For consistency reasons, please check the value and the origin of data for the total volume of waste generated and stored/disposed of. In Section I.2 of Annex I, only Ref. [I-17] is cited.
	
	
	
	

	1
	43
	Annex I, I.2, 

Fig. I-4, Page 79
	In Figure I-4, the title of the right column, after the termination of the emergency, has to be changed as follows: “EXISTING PLANNED EXPOSURE SITUATION”.
	In case of the radiological accident in Goiânia, the decision to terminate the emergency delin​eated the transition from an emergency exposure situation to an existing exposure situation (see also the corresponding statement on page 61, lines 10–13).
	
	
	
	

	3
	44
	Annex I, I.3, 

Page 83, Line 11
	“… chemical cleaning process [I-18118–I-20].”
	Wrong reference number is used.
	
	
	
	

	2
	45
	Annex I, I.3, 

Page 83, Lines 

14–15
	“The timeline of the different events during the incident is shown in Fig. I-5 [I-15 I-20].”
	Wrong reference is cited here.
	
	
	
	

	3
	46
	Annex I, I.3, 

Page 89, Lines 

34–37
	“A series of independent (national and international) investigations were conducted in order to understand its causes and the circumstances that lead to the incident and to draw conclusions and lessons for improving the operation and emergency arrangements and avoiding a repetition of similar events ([I-18]–[I-20]) [I-18–I-20].”
	Reference style should be used consistently throughout Annex I (compare e.g. with page 83, line 11).
	
	
	
	

	2
	47
	Annex I, I.3, 

Page 90, Line 20
	Concerning the nuclear fuel damage incident at the Paks NPP, the first bullet in the subsection “Revision of emergency arrangements following the incident” states: 
“The emergency classification scheme was revised to ensure that it covers all potential alert events and emergency situations at Paks NPP. The classification scheme included EALs and RALs based on measured parameters. …” 
Please specify what the abbreviation ‘RAL’ stands for.
	For clarification pur​poses, the abbreviation ‘RAL’ should be explained here because it is not introduced elsewhere in this Safety Guide. Ref. [I-19] does not provide clarity on this issue.
	
	
	
	

	3
	48
	Annex I, I.3, 

Page 92, Line 41
	“In a retrospective analysis of the event, the spe​cific phases and their timing is are represented in Fig. I-12, …”
	Grammar.
	
	
	
	

	3
	49
	Annex I, I.4, 

Page 96, Lines 

24–25
	“The approximate activity of the source was estimated to 3000 Ci40 be 111 TBq.”
	Source activities were beforehand given in TBq. This unit should be used consistently throughout Annex I.
	
	
	
	

	3
	50
	Annex I, I.4, 

Page 96, Footnote No. 40
	Delete this footnote.
	See our related comment No. 48.
	
	
	
	

	3
	51
	Annex I, I.4, 

Page 97, Lines 

4–5
	“The CNSNS personnel looked for information on the stolen radioactive source in their databases in order to get the actual activity (of 2574 Ci 95.24 TBq) and the serial number of the source and its shielding.”
	See our related comment No. 48.
	
	
	
	

	2
	52
	Annex I, I.4, 

Fig. I-14 to I-16, Pages 99 and 101
	Note: 

Figures I-14, I-15 and I-16 have to be renumbered as I-15, I-16 and I-17, respectively.
	Fig. I-14 is already present on page 97. 
References to Fig. I-15 (page 98, line 41) and Fig. I-16 (page 99, line 2) in the text of Section I.4 are correct.
	
	
	
	

	2
	53
	Annex I, I.4, 

Page 101, Lines 16–17
	“In a retrospective analysis of the event, the specific phases and their timing are represented in Fig. I-16 I-17, …”
	Due to the renumbering of figures in Section I.4 (see our previous comment), reference in the text has to be adjusted accordingly.
	
	
	
	

	3
	54
	Annex I, I.4, 

Fig. I-16, Page 101
	Note: 

The urgent phase of the radiological incident in Hueypoxtla lasted until 4 Dec 2013 (instead of 4 Dec 2014, as given in the legend to Figure I-16) when the location of the radioactive source had been identified, the area cordoned off and access controls put in place.
	Editorial correction.
	
	
	
	

	3
	55
	Ref. 
[I-11]
	Note: 

The hyperlink target does not exist in English language. Please check for available/new source.
	Editorial.
	
	
	
	

	3
	56
	Ref. 
[I-12]
	Note: 

The hyperlink target does not exist. Please check for available/new source.
	Editorial.
	
	
	
	

	3
	57
	Ref. 
[I-18]
	Note: 

The hyperlink does not work due to line break.
	Editorial.
	
	
	
	

	3
	58
	Ref. 
[I-19], Lines 

27–28
	http://www.haea.gov.hu/web/v2/portal.nsf/downdown_en/DA42E209CADCC741C125710B0057E2BF27/$file/osart.pdf
http://www.oah.hu/web/v3/HAEAPortal.nsf/38B3D1CA0878305CC1257C5C00380641/$FILE/iaeaexpertmission2003.pdf
	Original hyperlink does not work due to line break and target does not exist. The report of the expert mission can be found using the new hyperlink.
	
	
	
	

	2
	59
	Annex II, A.2
	1st sentence: 

“Table II.1 builds upon the guidance provided in the Nordic Guidelines and Recommendations42 on the factors affecting the choice of protective measures especially in the intermediate phase43.”

Please add a new footnote No. 43 with the following text: 

“43 The concept of an intermediate phase as used in the Nordic Guidelines and Recommendations (see previous footnote) roughly comprises the transition phase amongst other aspects.”
	Considering the terminology used throughout this document, using the term ‘intermediate phase’ may be confusing although it is used in the Nordic Guidelines. Thus, it is proposed to add a footnote explaining this difference.
	
	
	
	


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