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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.
	All
	The writing style of guidance is inconsistent from the style used in other IAEA Safety Guides and needs to be corrected prior to the next review cycle.  A number of sentences are written in the passive voice style without the use of SHOULD.  Rewriting those sentences has potential to subtly change the technical intent of the sentence.
A number of guidance statements are also written in very awkward language and should be revised for conciseness and clarity.  Examples are provided in the comments below but insufficient time was available to propose new text for all problematic clauses.


	
	
	
	

	1.
	3.10
	Hereafter a list of typical external hazards, and their contribution as appropriate, usually considered is given for guidance but should be supplemented as needed to include the site specific hazards:
Also, delete table of External Hazards
Replace the above with the following:

Identification of external hazards to be considered in a design is described in IAEA NS-R-3 Site Evaluation for Nuclear Installations and supporting Safety Guides.  This information can be used to establish bounding external events for a generic (i.e. non-site specific) facility.

	Instead of providing an incomplete list, the guide should point the reader to the IAEA publications that provide additional information on identification of external hazards.

The identification of potential external hazards to be considered is outlined in IAEA NS-R-3 which can also be used for generic plant design envelopes.
Requirement 17 in SSR2/1 actually provides a footnote that points to NS-R-3 so this is worth identifying in this document.
	
	
	
	

	2.
	3.11
	Please clarify the meaning of this sentence to something along the lines of:
Containment structures and buildings housing systems required to mitigate accident conditions should be designed to withstand the loads caused by the imposed by external hazards. and protected against the effects caused by the neighboring buildings.
	Guidance statement is too vague.

Neighboring buildings don’t cause effects.  In fact, events in neighbouring buildings are considered to be Internal Events and should not be discussed in this section.
	
	
	
	

	3.
	3.13
	Design methodologies should contain measures to confirm that adequate safety margins exist to eliminate or mitigate against external hazard cliff-edge effects.  


	Sentence is awkward as written.  This is a design document but the guidance as written is telling the designer to modify methods, design and construction codes.  

In fact, what should occur is that the designer, using their design processes, evaluates a code, and factors in additional safety margins if necessary to address cliff edge effects. (i.e. “Code-Plus” approach)
	
	
	
	

	4.
	3.23
	Please either expand on the meaning of ‘adequately’ or delete the word. 
	“should be adequately documented”  implies acceptance criteria exists as to what is adequate.  Where can these criteria be found?
	
	
	
	

	5.
	3.34
	Dedicated design provisions to address DECs should be implemented to prevent an early or a late containment failure in case of DEC. These provisions should aim to prevent a significant over pressurization of the containment structure, to stabilize the molten core and to remove the heat from the containment.  
	Existing sentence implies that mid-event timeline containment failure is acceptable.
	
	
	
	

	6.
	3.35
	“Venting of the containment should not be the primary mean to control the pressure build up inside the containment.”

Venting of the containment should be the last resort means to control the pressure build up inside the containment”


	The use of “should not” is inconsistent with IAEA writing style for guidance.  Sentences must be written in “should “ language.
	
	
	
	

	7.
	3.36
	“Venting the containment should not be needed in case of controlled DBAs”

“Containment should be designed such that venting is not needed during DBAs.
	The use of “should not” is inconsistent with IAEA writing style for guidance.  Sentences must be written in “should “ language.
Also the term ‘controlled DBA’ is questionable.  Is there such a thing as an uncontrolled DBA?


	
	
	
	

	8.
	3.51
	The additional safety features should be preferably emergency power supplied by the alternate AC power source.
Emergency power supplies to additional safety features should be supplied from diverse and reliable supplies. 
	Grammar issue.  Needs rewording for clarity.  The use of “preferably” is not appropriate in a guidance document as it does not convey a clear regulatory direction.
Why is the guidance specifying AC power when the principle is about power diversity from a reliable source.
	
	
	
	

	9.
	3.52
	Independence between safety systems and specific safety features necessary to mitigate the consequences of an n accident with core melting should be implemented.  
Safety systems and specific safety features necessary to mitigate the consequences of an accident with core melting should be independent.  
	Awkward sentence structure.
Reworded for clarity but the question remains as to why this is quite generic guidance is only in a containment design document?
	
	
	
	

	10.
	3.56
	CCF = Common Cause Failure: Please spell this out in first use.
	
	
	
	
	

	11.
	3.58
	This clause should be deleted.
	Regarding: “A low probability number for an accident with core melting should not be a reason for not protecting the containment against the conditions generated by such an accident.”:

1.  It is not appropriate to write guidance statements with “Should Not”

2. The whole concept of “Practically eliminated” is based on a probabilistic discussion as risk can never be zero. Generally discussions involve additional of preventive and mitigation measures until there is agreement that enough has been done.  Part of the decision making by default involves a measure of low probability.
	
	
	
	

	12.
	3.10 Safety Classification
	Entire clause should be replaced by a reference to SSG30.  No further guidance is necessary.
	SSG 30 applies to all SSCs in a Nuclear Power Facility.  Further guidance is not necessary in this document and in fact stating any additional guidance implies that SSG-30 is incomplete.
	
	
	
	

	13
	3.71
	Please clarify regulatory meaning o

this clause:  “Components that have been used for qualification testing should generally not be installed in the facility (???) used for construction purposes unless it can be shown that the conditions and methods of testing do not themselves lead to an unacceptable degradation of safety performance.”
	This clause if difficult to interpret because of the way it is written.  Please clarify by reformatting into a SHOULD statement instead of a SHOULD NOT statement.
	
	
	
	

	14.
	3.12 Codes and Standards
	Delete entire section (clauses 3.73 and 3.74)
	1. The definition of “widely accepted” is not clear.

2. The use of acceptable codes and standards does not need to be recommended in a guide… It is abundantly clear in Clause 4.15 of SSR 2/1. 
	
	
	
	

	15.
	3.13
	Delete entire section 3.75-3.78.
	None of this section is specific to containment design but is generic to overall design and safety analysis.  Use of PSA is clearly articulated in Requirement 10 of SSR 2/1.
	
	
	
	

	16.
	4.11
	What does this clause mean?
“Means allowing interconnections between units should be installed to facilitate the management of accidents not considered in the design of the NPP.”
	Please rewrite and clarify the intent of the guidance.  An example of an interconnecting system would be useful.
	
	
	
	

	17.
	4.1.5 Ageing
	Delete section
	This clause is generic to overall plant design which must consider ageing effects.  This is covered by Requirement 30, clause 5.49 in SSR 2/1.
	
	
	
	


