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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
	DS474 document significantly overlaps with IAEA Safety Guides GS-G-2.1 “Arrangement for Preparedness for Nuclear Radiological Emergency;” and GSG-2 “Criteria for Use in Preparedness and Response for a Nuclear or Radiological Emergency.”  For example, DS474 stated under Para 1.5 “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….” Which is similar to GS-G-2.1. Therefore, we recommend GS-G-2.1 (issued in 2007) be revised for consistency with GSR Part 7 (issued in 2015) and subsequently harmonized or merged into DS474.  In addition, DS474 needs to be consistent and harmonized with IAEA document DS468 (Remediation Process for Areas with Residual Radioactive Material) which is under development; and DS475 (Arrangement for Communication with the Public in EPR).  
	Minimize repetition and redundancies; update GS-G-2.1 and establish harmony with other IAEA key safety guides under development.  
	
	
	
	

	2
	General
	DS474 listings of the different emergency phases is confusing  and unclear in the following aspects:

a. The “transition phase” appears to be a phase which is outside of the “emergency phase,” as shown in Figure 2.1.

b. The urgent phase (hours to days) should be linked to characterization and containment/control of the sources, as well as to actions for evacuation and use of KI tablets. In addition, as evident in the example given for Fukushima Daiichi accident (see Figure I-3, page 70), this phase could last month(s) depending on severity of the accident, and emergency actions to be undertaken to control public and worker doses below emergency dose limits  .

c. The designation of emergency phases could be better designated as: early phase, intermediate phase, and late phase.  The current designation of “early phase” contemplates to the reader that there will be “intermediate” and “late phase.”  The transition phase in fact could overlap on the late phase (e.g.; ending of emergency) and on the planned/existing exposure situations near the end of emergency. 

d. The relationships between the protective action guidelines (PAGs) and these phases are unclear.     
	The emergency phases presented in DS474 are ambiguous and unclear regarding the temporal sequence, overlaps, and linkages to emergency and protective actions and safety limits.
	
	
	
	

	3
	3. paragraphs 3.11, 3.12, 3.15, 3.16 and others


	The additional requirement for moving to the transition phase in these paragraphs should be reference in paragraph 2.9 as well as the general requirement in paragraph 2.7


	
	
	
	
	

	4
	General
	The guidance is unclear regarding conditions and recommendations for selection either one of the exposure situations “planned” or “existing.”  We note that public dose and remediation levels are quite different.  This is an important topic that this guidance should address in detail; particularly if the transition from an existing exposure situation to a planned exposure situation could be part of the strategy to end the emergency. This may be appropriate to consider during a late emergency phase through optimization to reach planned exposure dose limits. 
	The guidance is vague regarding strategy, planning for, and selection of an exposure situation at the end of the transition phase. We recommend the guidance present more discussion and elaboration in this regard. The guidance should provide more details regarding optimization process to reach planned exposure dose limits.  
	
	
	
	

	5
	General
	DS474 is mute regarding acceptable levels of radiological contamination in environmental media such as surface water and groundwater or levels in biota. Doses to the public could be reduced through restriction on access to drinking water and food consumptions.  However, it is unclear of acceptable radiological levels in environmental media to terminate emergency and to stop remedial actions.    
	Clarification of acceptable levels of radiological contamination to environmental media before termination of emergency and transition into existing or planned exposure situation. 
	
	
	
	

	6
	General
	DS474 refers to mitigation actions accompanied by protective actions and other response actions.  The guidance should provide more detailed examples of PAGs during the different emergency phases.
	Clarity and completeness.
	
	
	
	

	7
	1.9 & 1.15
	DS474 stated under Para 1.15; “

This Safety Guide does not provide recommendations on communication with the public in preparedness for and response to a nuclear or radiological emergency in relation to the termination of the emergency including the transition phase. On the other hand DS474 stated under Para 1.9: “this Safety Guide anticipates that the decision making processes will not only include emergency planners and radiological protection specialists, but will also involve consultation with the public and other interested parties.”  Therefore, relevant guides and other documents focused on communication should be referenced.
  
	Completeness to address aspects of communication with the public. 
	
	
	
	

	8
	3.16
	Modify Para 3.16 to read:

3.16 Proper characterization and survey of radiological contaminations and assessment of radioactive waste categories and volumes considering exposure situation release levels should be evaluated.  A strategy for the management of radioactive waste arising from the emergency, should be developed prior to the termination of the emergency. 


	Characterization and survey to assess waste generated in consideration of  exposure release limits are necessary actions to develop a proper strategy for radioactive waste management
	
	
	
	

	9
	4.89/23
	Modify Para 4.89 to read:

4.89. The implementation or lifting of restrictions on the international trade of food, milk and drinking water as well as commodities and animal feed should take into account specific country acceptable limits as well as considering the guideline values contained in Ref. [31], ensuring consistency with GSR Part 7 [2] and GSR Part 3 [3]. 


	
	
	
	
	

	10
	4.202
	The dots reflecting communication with interested parties in Figure 4.2, should be explained. 

	
	
	
	
	

	11
	1.12/28


	…public exposures, such as emergencies should will not result in…”


	“should not” is the appropriate as we do not know if it will or not result in a exposure situation that is different before the decision is made. 


	
	
	
	

	12
	4. paragraphs 4.6, 4.10 and others


	The term “relieved of its (or their) duties” has a potentially negative tone.  Consider using a different phrase, such as “returned to normal non-emergency duties”


	Editorial
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