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	RESOLUTION

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

	1
	4) Objective and Scope
	If the term “severe accident” is not defined for these facilities, it needs to be defined.
	 It may not be appropriate to apply the DEC concept to installations other than NPPs.
	
	
	
	

	2
	4) Objective and Scope
	
	Incorporating severe accidents into the design basis could confuse the fact that analyses for DEC can be realistic analyses while analyses for design basis are typically bounding analyses (both deterministic and probabilistic).   
	
	
	
	

	3
	4) Objective and Scope
	The term “design basis” is not well understood, and needs to be defined for these facilities. 
	The design basis for a component may be different than the design basis for a plant safety analysis. For example, the requirements for quality assurance of SSCs are different from traditional design basis information.
	
	
	
	

	4
	4) Objective and Scope
	
	In the context of SSR2/1, there was lengthy discussion of radiological consequences.  There was agreement that “large” and “early” releases should be used as a design criteria vice “avoidance of land contamination.”  This concept needed to be modified for spent fuel pools, since there is no distinction between the releases.  Instead, the design criteria was focused on preventing high radiation doses, primarily through preventing loss of inventory below the top of the fuel.  This thought is not captured in the objectives
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