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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
	Please condense the text.


	It contains a lot of repetition.
	
	
	
	

	2
	p. 3, para 1.9
	“These types of facilities and activities have very specific aspects related, for example, to a risk of the long term delayed releases to geosphere e.g. in the case of disposal and,…”
	Disposal has failed if there is a release to geosphere, unless the release is insignificant. Release of radionuclides does not unavoidable happen.
	
	
	
	

	3
	p. 6, para 2.3
	“For some nuclear installations and facilities national or international regulations identify this decision process….”
	E.g. uranium mining and milling facilities
	
	
	
	

	4
	p. 15, para 4.9
	“4.9. For facilities like nuclear power plants and reprocessing facilities, there are likely to be a number of stages in the authorization process. During those stages the assessment should normally be updated when more specific data is obtained.”
	The last sentence is ok, if it means safety assessment. However, when reading the text, the word “assessment” is used in connection of radiological environmental impact assessment. Which one is meant here? REIA might be done only a few times meanwhile the SA needs to be done periodically. See also figure 1.
	
	
	
	

	5
	p. 17, para 4.14
	“Once the authorization or license has been granted or for facilities already in operation, a periodic safety assessment review will be required [29]; this should include the review of the radiological impact assessment for protection of public and protection of the environment.”
	Here the text applies to safety assessments and the word “environmental” is missing although it exists in the title of the guide. 
	
	
	
	

	6
	p. 22, para 5.5
	“Different methodologies, including calculation tools and input data, can be used to carry out an assessment for demonstrating protection [8, 9]. The national regulatory body needs to be satisfied that the methodology adopted is adequate for the purposes of national practice and should decide — possibly in discussion with the applicants of the facility or activity and other interested parties — which methodology is best suited to carry out a particular assessment.”
	Is it a bit too prescriptive from the BR to decide the methodology? The operator should be allowed to choose a more strict and conservative methodology.
	
	
	
	

	7
	p. 25, para 5.19
	“Radionuclides discharged to water bodies are dispersed by general water movements and sedimentation environmental processes.”
	Sedimentation can also cause accumulation of radionuclides. This can be seen e.g. in the Baltic Sea.
	
	
	
	

	8
	p. 31, para 5.53-54
	Paragraphs are missing
	
	
	
	
	

	10
	p. 32, para 5.55
	Add reference information to the table, not only to the text.
	Are there any other relevant references in addition to ICRP?


	
	
	
	

	11
	p. 34, para 5.66
	“…in the IAEA safety standards [1, 2, 48], those incidents and incidents accidents, with their probabilities, should be considered.”
	Typo.
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	


