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	RESOLUTION



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

	1. 
	1.8.
	radioactive substances materials

	To be consistent with used in SSR-2/1 (Rev. 1).
	
	
	
	

	2. 
	2.7
	Several methods for performing uncertainty analysis have been published (e.g. in Safety Report Series No. 52 [10] para 6.21-6.29 and 7.43 ). 
	Para 6.24-6.29 and 7.43 do not exist in the referenced document [10].

	
	
	
	

	3. 
	2.15
	... More detailed information regarding modelling assumptions applicable for different options is provided in section 8 section 7 of this Safety Guide.

	Editorial.

	
	
	
	

	4. 
	3.26.
	DBC-2, DBC-3, DBC-4 , PC-2, PC-3 and PC-4 are not defined.
Should be clarified in footnote or somewhere.
	Undefined wording.

	
	
	
	

	5. 
	3.27,
1st bullet
	—Increase in reactor heat removal: inadvertent opening of steam relief valves; secondary pressure control malfunctions leading to an increase in steam flow rate.

	Generalization to include BWR plant.
	
	
	
	

	6. 
	3.27,
3rd bullet
	—Decrease in RCS flow rate: trip of one main coolant pump one or more coolant pump(s); inadvertent isolation of one main coolant system loop (if applicable).

	Generalization to include BWR plant.
	
	
	
	

	7. 
	3.29,
3rd bullet
	—Decrease in RCS flow rate: main coolant pump seizure or shaft break; all coolant pumps trip (for a BWR). 

	Add items (including　BWR)
	
	
	
	

	8. 
	3.29.
4th bullet
	—Reactivity and power distribution anomalies: uncontrolled control rod withdrawal; control rod ejection (for a PWR); rod drop accident (for a BWR); boron dilution due to the startup of an inactive loop (for a PWR).

	Add items
	
	
	
	

	9. 
	3.41,
2nd bullet
	- anticipated transient without scram (ATWS): anticipated operational occurrences combined with the failure of rods to drop or insert (does not apply to PHWRs)

	Generalization to include BWR plant.
	
	
	
	

	10. 
	3.51. /L3 and others
	Analysis of internal and external hazards differs from analysis of postulated initiating events and scenarios originated by a single failure or multiple failures in the nuclear power plant technological systems or by erroneous human actions having direct impact on performance of fundamental main safety functions.

	In accordance with the IAEA Safety Glossary, the functions formerly named ‘fundamental safety functions’ are now named ‘main safety functions’.

	
	
	
	

	11. 
	3.52.
	Please consider making 3.52 more specific guidance.
One idea is to add examples that should be taken into account such as loss of electrical grid, loss of ultimate heat sink, failure of shared equipment.

	There are no specific guide for safety analysis of multiple uniti plant sites.
Just only repeats SSR-2/1 (Rev. 1).
	
	
	
	

	12. 
	3.56
	2) Severe accident phenomena which could lead to early containment failure:
a. Direct containment heating
b. Large steam explosion
c. Hydrogen detonation Large hydrogen explosion

	It is not ensured solely detonation will lead to containment failure.
	
	
	
	

	13. 
	3.56
	3) Severe accident phenomena which could lead to late containment failure:
a. Molten core concrete interaction (MCCI)
b. Loss of containment heat removal
c. Large hydrogen explosion

	Hydrogen explosion is not limited in early phase.

	
	
	
	

	14. 
	5.13-5.15
	(new) 5.13.a. In accordance with GSR Part 4 (Rev. 1), § 4.60 [2] verification of the code should consist with model verification and system code verification. Model verification is the process of determining that a computational model correctly implements the intended conceptual model or mathematical model.  System code verification is the review of source coding in relation to its description in the system code documentation.

(new) 5.13.b. The model verification should be performed  by examining solution characteristics and making comparisons of outputs of the code with reference analytical solutions or outputs of other verified code to assure the fidelity of numerical solutions of the code, e.g., time and space discretization, solution symmetry, and dependencies or robustness on initial conditions and boundary initial conditions, etc.

5.14. The verification of the code system code verification should be performed by means of review, ....

5.15. Verification of the code The system code verification should be performed to review the source coding...
	To be consistent with GSR Part 4 para 4.60, divide verification into model verification and system code verification. And add paragraph related to the model verification.

	
	
	
	

	15. 
	5.19
	... scope of validation might be relaxed for codes used in severe accident analysis, taking into account the limited relevant experimental data. When validation is limited due to above reason, review of model applicability by experts considering experience and the level of knowledge on the model might be encouraged.

	Add recommendation where validation is limited.
	
	
	
	

	16. 
	5.29
	When performing a validation against experimental data, allowance for errors uncertainty in the measurements should be included in the determination of the uncertainty of the computer code.

	Editorial

	
	
	
	

	17. 
	5.35 and 5.36
	Para 5.35 and 5.36 should be moved from “VALIDATION OF COMPUTER CODES” to a new part named “NODALIZATION AND USER EFFECT”.
	The contents of para 5.35 and 5.36 are not limited to the validation of computer codes.
	
	
	
	

	18. 
	Section 7
	In section 7, it is implied that the Option 4 is used in the Realistic AOO and the Option 2 and 3 are used in the rest of analyses. 
There should be explicit guidance on which option should be used in each type of analysis.

	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	19. 
	7.26
	This paragraph should provide specific guidance on analysis assumptions and treatment of  uncertainties for the realistic AOOs.

	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	20. 
	7.32.
	Specific decoupling criteria should be defined in order to prove that the three main safety functions can be ensured
	Clarification.
According to the IAEA glossary, “main safety functions” means “fundamental safety functions”.  Consider deleting “main” to avoid confusion.
	
	
	
	

	21. 
	7.33,
8th bullet

	— Subcriticality of nuclear fuel in reactor after shutdown, in fresh fuel storage and in the spent fuel pool should be maintained. Temporary recriticality* may be acceptable for certain events and plant operating modes, however without exceeding criteria associated with sufficient cooling of the fuel. 
Footnote: In case of steamline break for  PWR.

	Clarification.
If the “Temporary recriticality” in 8th bullet is related to steamline break for a PWR plant, such clarification or limitation is needed.

	
	
	
	

	22. 
	7.37.
	For conservative safety analysis, credit should not be taken for operator diagnosis of the event and starting the actions, typically earlier than in 30 minutes if performed in the control room, or 60 minutes for the field actions. Action to limit the evolution of a design basis accident within a specified time. Exceptionally, the design may take credit for earlier operator action, but in these cases the actuation times should be conservative and should be fully justified. Conservative assumptions should be made with respect to the timing of operator actions. It should be assumed that in most cases post-accident recovery actions would be taken by the operator.

	Take off specific values and keep the original sentence (SSG-2, 4.10) to be more general expression.

	
	
	
	

	23. 
	7.45.
7.55.
	7.45. ... adequate margin to avoid cliff-edge effects.

7.55. ... dequate margin to avoid cliff-edge effects.

	Editorial.

	
	
	
	

	24. 
	7.48
	Special attention should be paid to the frontline systems (e.g., sump screen blockage) and support systems (electrical, ventilation, cooling,) when assessing the independence of safety systems regarding the postulated failures (e.g., internal-flooding).

	Clarification and addition of examples.
Sump screen blockage problem is important for long-term cooling during and after SA condition.

	
	
	
	

	25. 
	7.56
	Delete 7.56.
	Redundant with 7.50.
	
	
	
	

	26. 
	7.51.
	Non-permanent systems and equipment should not be considered for demonstration of adequacy of the nuclear power plant design…
	Editorial.
To be consistent with SSR-2/1 (Rev. 1). “Non-permanent systems” is not used in SSR-2/1 (Rev. 1).

	
	
	
	

	27. 
	7.58
	The safety analysis of severe accidents should demonstrate that compliance with the acceptance criteria is achieved by features implemented in the design and not by combined with implementation of accident management guidelines.
	In case of severe accident, flexible measures which combine design and AMG including using mobile equipment should not be excluded.
	
	
	
	

	28. 
	7.68
	According to Requirements to be met include Req. 20 from SSR-2/1 (Rev. 1), § 5.31 [1], “The design shall be such that the possibility of conditions arising that could lead to an early radioactive release or a large radioactive release is ‘practically eliminated’.”

	Clarification for “practically eliminated”.
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