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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
	The new version of this draft has significantly improved compared to the previous version. There is however still issues to address (see following comments)
	
	
	
	

	2. 
	General
	Too many repetition of requirements, with excessive focus on GSR Part 3 (and not enough on GSR Part 4)
	
	
	
	

	3. 
	General
	Need to stress the role of the (future) licensee, not the regulator
	
	
	
	

	4. 
	General
	Introducing “decision process” and “authorization/licensing process” brings additional complexity. Simplification would be beneficial by keeping one or the other…
	
	
	
	

	5. 
	General
	Trying to stress the differences between small and large facilities/activities as well as preliminary and final assessment across the document brings confusion.

Why not changing the structure :

1) Generalities

· Introduction

· Concepts

· Safety requirements

2) Radiological impact assessment related to the normal operation of small scale activities and facilities

3) Radiological impact assessment related to the normal operation of nuclear installations

· Preliminary assessment

· Final assessment

4) Radiological impact assessment related to potential accidents (potential exposure)

5) Appendixes and annexes
	
	
	
	

	6. 
	General
	On several occasions, the guide does not give recommendations but describes different possibilities (physical person vs theoretical person, conservative vs realistic, taking account of protective measure vs not taking account, worst case vs more realistic scenario…). This is acknowledged in 1.7 : “It is recognized and discussed in this guidance that, for some aspects of the assessments, different States may have different approaches. This is due to the complexity and diversity of the options for management of environmental issues, which will depend on national circumstances.”

A Safety Guide listing options is of less use than one giving a consensual recommendation. Options would be more relevant to a TecDoc. Consensus on a recommended approach should be reached in the Safety Guide or corresponding parts deleted.
	
	
	
	

	7. 
	General
	Potential exposure chapter is to be significantly changed. A worst case scenario or simple assessment can be made for an NPP : just postulate that the full core and spent fuel inventory is released… 

This is however not the current practice as engineered features and emergency operating procedures are taken into account to define the release and that several accidents conditions are assessed as the type of release may differ….
	
	
	
	

	8. 
	General
	For potential exposure, the draft gives, as example, metrics of acceptable doses/risk (e.g. 5.102 and following), this is not the purpose of the guide and this should deleted.
	
	
	
	

	9. 
	General
	In Annex III, it should be systematically made clear if descriptions covers all kind of facilities and activities (hospital, research lab, NPPs…) and information related to normal exposure should be removed.
	
	
	
	

	10. 
	1.2
	(e.g. due to releases during normal operation) and potential exposures (e.g. exposures due to conceivable2 incidents and accidents)
2 In the context of the Safety Guide, the term ‘conceivable’ means that the incidents and accidents to be considered are the result of a safety analysis, which includes the definition not only of the characteristic of the incident or accident but its probability.
	Incidents and accidents are to be considered.
True, but it has to be kept in mind that internal/external hazards do include malevolent act, which are postulated to occur (no probability). Is it consistent with footnote 6 of GSR Part 4 ?
	
	
	
	

	11. 
	1.4
	The approaches and methods given in this Safety Guide are to be considered adequate to carry out a prospective assessment of the level of public and environmental protection, as required in the BSS for planned exposure situation.
	As this guide provides sometimes conflicting recommendations (physical vs theoretical person…), it is better to delete this sentence.
	
	
	
	

	12. 
	1.5
	This Safety Guide is related to other guidance and reports published in the IAEA Safety Standards Series, Safety Reports Series, and Technical Reports Series: these are the Safety Requirements on Safety Assessment [29], Safety Guides on criteria for protection of the public and protection of the environment against radiation exposure [5, 6] and on regulatory control of radioactive releases to the environment [7], the Safety Report on methods and models to assess the impact of releases to the environment [8, 9] and Technical Reports relevant to environmental transfer parameter values [10, 11]. This Safety Guide provide a general framework that is consistent with and can be applied as a complement to other Safety Guides where radiological impact assessment is included, but discussed with less level of details, for example, in the frameworks of safety assessment for predisposal management of radioactive waste [Ref. to be added IAEA GSG-3] and safety assessment for the decommissioning of facilities using radioactive material [Ref. to be added IAEA WS-G-5.2].
This Safety Guide is also related to other documents published in the IAEA Safety Reports Series and Technical Reports Series such the Safety Report on methods and models to assess the impact of releases to the environment [8, 9] and Technical Reports relevant to environmental transfer parameter values [10, 11].
	GSR Part 4 has a significant interface as it deals with identification of incidents/accidents to be dealt with.

It is better to address first interface with Safety Standards, then mention supporting documents from other series.
	
	
	
	

	13. 
	1.6
	This Safety Guide provides recommendations and guidance on a general framework for performing prospective radiological impact assessments of facilities and activities, as identified under Scope, to estimate and control, using criteria, the radiological effects on public and effects on the environment.
	Clarification.

It is not the impact assessment that enables to define controls, it is the safety assessment…
	
	
	
	

	14. 
	1.7
	“It is recognized and discussed in this guidance that, for some aspects of the assessments, different States may have different approaches. This is due to the complexity and diversity of the options for management of environmental issues, which will depend on national circumstances.”
	See general comment.
	
	
	
	

	15. 
	1.8
	The exposures considered include those which are expected to occur as a result of normal operation (i.e. due to the authorized discharges) and also those which can be conceived, by mean of a safety analysis, as a result of an event or a sequence of events that might be an incident or accident (i.e. potential exposures).
	Incidents and accidents are to be considered.
	
	
	
	

	16. 
	1.9
	
	Why such exception ?
Further on in the guide, it is stated that prospective assessment could be performed with an unknown site (4.11, 4.18, 5.11)
	
	
	
	

	17. 
	1.11
	The assessment for protection described in this Safety Guide is not intended to assess retrospectively the radiological impact from discharges during operations or the consequences resulting from an actual accident. Nevertheless, the prospective assessment of potential exposures could provide preliminary information to be used in assessing the hazards and the related consequences for the purpose of establishing adequate level of emergency preparedness and response [14].
	The safety assessment, as defined in GSR Part 4, purpose includes to “address all radiation risks that arise from normal operation (that is, when the facility is operating normally or the activity is being carried out normally) and from anticipated operational occurrences and accident conditions” and to “address all the radiation risks to individuals and population groups that arise from operation of the facility or conduct of the activity.”
	
	
	
	

	18. 
	1.12
	The prospective assessment of potential exposures for facilities and activities, as described in this Safety Guide, may require that accidents with very low probabilities of occurrence leading to consequences for the public and the environment are considered and criteria for potential exposures are fulfilled. However, even if a facility or activity meets these criteria, it does not preclude the need for an assessment of hazards in relation to preparedness and response for a nuclear or radiological emergency, in line with requirements in Ref. [14]. Other aspects of the consequences of large accidental releases to the environment such as social and economic effects and other effects on the environment and on ecosystems are out of the scope of this Safety Guide.
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	19. 
	1.13
	This Safety Guide does not discuss in detail the specifications and characteristics of the events and incidents or accidents to be considered during the assessment of potential exposures, nor the methodology for their selection and analysis. The safety assessment of the facility or activity should provide for them  [29]. Such specifications and processes for analysis for nuclear installations are discussed in detail, for example, in the Safety Guide [45] and in other related publications in the IAEA Safety Standards Series.
	A more general sentence and reference to IAEA safety requirements is better
	
	
	
	

	20. 
	1.14
	This Safety Guide is focused on defining a general framework and discussing the general aspects of the methodologies for the assessments, and does not discuss in detail the models or the use of data. In particular, the Safety Guide does not discuss the use of data from radiological environmental monitoring programmes, which are normally undertaken at pre-operational stages (for instance, to establish baselines of activity concentrations in environmental media and to provide information and data for dose assessment purposes [16]) or during the operation of the facility and activity (i.e. to verify compliance, check the conditions of operation, provide warning of unusual or unforeseen conditions and check the predictions of environmental models [16]). For the purpose of this Safety Guide, it is assumed that monitoring programmes at the pre-operational and operational stages exist (or will exist) and provided (or will provide) the necessary information for adequate dose estimations and to verify that the models and assumptions used in prospective assessments are correct. The prospective assessment as described in this Safety Guide should also be used to inform the definition of the site specific environmental monitoring programme. The IAEA provides guidance for source and environmental monitoring programmes in Ref. [16] and [17].
	Superfluous
Stay focus to what the guide addresses.
	
	
	
	

	21. 
	1.17
	The possible non-radiological impacts of facilities and activities, which are generally included in an EIA, such as the impacts on the environment from discharges of other hazardous substances (i.e. chemicals) and heated water, and of the construction of a facility, impacts on features of the environment such as historic monuments and cultural places or impacts on the landscape, as well as social and economic impacts, are not considered in the present Safety Guide. States are subject to the nationally and internationally relevant treaties, conventions, codes of conduct and regulations. States also have an obligation of diligence and duty of care and are expected to fulfil their national and international undertakings and obligations. International safety standards provide support for States in meeting their obligations under general principles of international law, such as those relating to environmental protection [2].
	Superfluous as obvious. A national legally binding requirement (even a regional induced requirement, like EU regulations) will override any IAEA guidance...
	
	
	
	

	22. 
	2.1
	Unless otherwise mentioned, terms are to be understood as defined in the IAEA Safety Glossary [4]. Section 2 provides an explanation of some of the concepts and terms used in this Safety Guide. While approaches may be in principle consistent with these concepts and terminology, the use of the terms defined in this section could differ from those used in States.
	Add a reference to the Safety Glossary
Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	23. 
	2.3
	In the context of this Safety Guide the term ‘decision process’ refers to the procedures carried out by the government, or governmental agencies or the regulatory body to decide whether an activity or a facility will may be undertaken, continued, or changed4 or even stopped and where a radiological impact assessment is required to inform the decision. It could also apply to areas of national policy such as whether to embark on a nuclear power programme [19]. A formal decision process is normally conducted at the early stages of a programme of development and, mainly, for activities or facilities that are foreseen to need a thorough assessment of their potential impact to the environment. The decision process may occur at several stages in the lifecycle of a facility or activity, for example when a new facility or activity is considered, when an authorization to perform a new activity or to construct or operate a new facility is applied for, when a significant modification to an activity or facility is to be authorized, when the decommissioning of a nuclear installation is to be authorized…
For some nuclear installations or other hazardous installations, national or international regulations identify this decision process with the term ‘environmental impact assessment’, which is explained later.
	Regulator has to be included.
Permanent shutdown is to be included

Clarification

Suggestion to use “decision process” throughout the document, making link to authorization process.

In EU, EIA is not limited to nuclear installations…
	
	
	
	

	24. 
	2.4
	Delete 2.4
	Defined in the safety glossary
	
	
	
	

	25. 
	2.5
	Delete 2.5
	Defined in the safety glossary
	
	
	
	

	26. 
	2.6
	In the context of this Safety Guide, an EIA refers to a national decision process for identifying, describing and assessing prospectively the effects and the risk of effects of a proposed activity or facility on the environment.
	Using EIA in the guide should be avoided as it has more than often, a legal definition (for example in EU)
	
	
	
	

	27. 
	2.8
	Delete 2.8
	Superfluous.
	
	
	
	

	28. 
	2.10
	Delete 2.10
	Superfluous. Weakens the need for recommendation on protection of non-human species
	
	
	
	

	29. 
	2.14
	The requirement to assess radiological environmental impacts is identified in the BSS, but the term ‘radiological environmental impact assessment’ is not formally defined. For the purpose of this Safety Guide, radiological environmental impact assessment is taken to be a form of prospective assessment that identifies the target(s), assesses the expected (e.g exposures due to normal releases) and conceivable for purposes of authorization (e.g. potential exposures due to postulated incident scenarios) radiological impacts, and compares the results with predefined criteria. Within this Safety Guide radiological impact is taken to mean the estimated effects of radiation dose that may be caused by releases from a proposed facility or activity on human health and, if deemed necessary, other elements in the environment, for example flora and fauna. A radiological environmental impact assessment may be seen as one component of an EIA in the context of planning for nuclear facilities. The numerical criteria presented in this safety guide are in the form of dose criteria or risk criteria related to a level of dose.
	Simplification

Criteria may not be established at the beginning of the process…
	
	
	
	

	30. 
	2.15
	Delete 2.15
	Defined in IAEA safety glossary
	
	
	
	

	31. 
	2.16
	Delete 2.16
	3.15 and 3.18 are enough
	
	
	
	

	32. 
	3.1 to 3.12
	Delete 3.1 to 3.12 and replace 3.1 by:
Principles 2 and 7 of the IAEA Fundamental Safety Principles [2] establishes the general objective to protect people and the environment against radiation risks.

IAEA Safety Requirements establish detailed requirements to support this general objective. In relation to the scope of this guide, they are in particular:

· overarching requirements 7, 9, 12, 13, 29, 31, of the GSR Part 3 [1],

· overaching requirement  6 of the GSR Part 4 [29]

establish the requirements to conduct an assessment of the protection of the public and protection of the environment for planned and potential exposure situations. 
	No need to recopy all these requirements. Reference is enough
	
	
	
	

	33. 
	3.15 to 3.16
	Delete 3.15 to 3.16 an replace by:
The purpose and general framework for a graded approach are established by Principle 5 of the Fundamental Safety Principles [5], Requirement 1 of GSR part 4 [29] and Requirement 6 of the GSR Part 3 [1].
	No need to recopy all these requirements. Reference is enough
	
	
	
	

	34. 
	3.19
	Delete 3.19
	Already addressed by modification suggested to 3.1
	
	
	
	

	35. 
	4.1
	Delete first part of 4.1 and locate the second part of 4.1 before 3.15

As discussed in Section 3, a number of different formal processes, such as a decision process and authorization process, may require an assessment of the facility or activity for protection of the public and protection of the environment. The need of a radiological environmental impact assessment and the level of complexity required for a decision or an authorization process may vary depending on the type of facility, the framework of the process, and its stage in the process.
	Superfluous

Deals with graded approach
	
	
	
	

	36. 
	4.2
	The need of a radiological impact assessment should be defined by the government or the regulatory body State, considering the characteristics of the activity or facility, based on the consideration of the risk due to the expected and potential exposures. Activities and facilities which are can be exempted from regulatory control should not require a radiological environmental impact assessment8 even if a generic radiological environmental impact assessment may have been performed to support the conclusion on exemption.
	Clarifications

A radiological impact assessment may have been developed as part of the justification of exemption
	
	
	
	

	37. 
	4.4
	
	Consider deletion
	
	
	
	

	38. 
	4.5
	The national regulatory body should establish the general requirements and criteria for the assessment taking into account the likelihood and expected magnitude of exposures, the characteristics of the facility and a number of additional factors. Examples of these factors and different elements are given in Table 1. Factors which are important to define the complexity of the assessment are: the source term9, the level of doses, the safety characteristics of the activity or facility and the characteristics of the location. The scope and level of detail of the assessment may also vary depending on the national regulations for each type of activity and facility and the stage of the facility/activity lifecycle where the decision process occur in the authorization process. The applicant should define the level of detail of the assessment for a specific facility or activity considering the requirements and criteria established and present a proposal to the regulatory body for review and agreement. States may consider that, for certain facilities or activities, the level of detail of the assessment could be defined a priori by the regulatory body.
	Superfluous
Obvious and redundant with initial sentence

Clarification

Superfluous

Already covered by the initial sentence

	
	
	
	

	39. 
	4.6
	Transform 4.6 as a footnote to title of table 7
	
	
	
	
	

	40. 
	Table 1
	Geometry (size, shape, height of release)
	Too detailed for a grading process
	
	
	
	

	41. 
	Table 1
	Existence of other nuclear installations in the vicinity of the facilities or activities in question
	Redundant with question on man-made hazards
	
	
	
	

	42. 
	Table 1
	Characteristics of authorization decision process for the particular activity or facility 
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	43. 
	Table 1
	Stage of the authorization decision process with regard to facility/activity lifecycle
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	44. 
	4.7
	Factors and elements in Table 1 are not ranked in order of importance and should be used as general guidance as to whether a simple or complex assessment might be appropriate. 
4.8 In principle an assessment for the authorization of a nuclear power plant requires a high degree of complexity, while for a hospital facility operating with a small nuclear medicine department of radionuclide, a very detailed simpler analysis may be not justified.
	Clarification
Avoid pointing on a specific practice.
	
	
	
	

	45. 
	4.8
	Merge 4.8 with suggested new 4.8 (see previous comment).
	
	
	
	
	

	46. 
	4.8
	For some types of facilities, for example small laboratories using small sealed sources like radioimmunoassay kits, there may be no requirement for a radiological assessment because, due to the characteristic of the sources in use, a significant impact to the public and the environment is not expected, even following an accident. In some cases a radiological assessment based on relatively simple models using some generic data and cautious assumptions may be sufficient for the authorization process. The regulatory body should define the types of facilities not needing an environmental assessment. For some installation, the regulatory body may define a simple generic methodology. The IAEA includes generic guidance for different types activities and facilities in [ad ref: IAEA-TECDOC Guidance on Generic Radiological Environmental Impact Assessment (in preparation)].
	Superfluous (already addressed in 4.7)

Superfluous (see 4.5)
	
	
	
	

	47. 
	4.9
	For facilities nuclear installations like nuclear power plants and reprocessing facilities, there are likely to be a number of stages with a decision in the authorization process. During those stages the assessment should normally may be updated as when more specific data is obtained.
	Clarifications
	
	
	
	

	48. 
	4.10
	Delete 4.10
	No need to get into that level of explanations
	
	
	
	

	49. 
	Figure 1
	Delete Figure 1
	See comment on 4.10
	
	
	
	

	50. 
	4.11
	Delete 4.11
	Superfluous (4.9 is enough)
	
	
	
	

	51. 
	4.12
	Delete 4.12
	Superfluous (4.9 is enough)
Furthermore, make it consistent with 1.8.
	
	
	
	

	52. 
	4.13
	Although a preliminary radiological impact assessment may have been performed earlier, for example at the siting stage of a new facility or activity, before starting the operation of a facility or conducting an activity an assessment is normally performed may have to be updated before starting the operation of a facility or conducting an activity to determine, for instance, the authorized discharge limits. Guidance on establishment of discharge limits is presented in [7].
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	53. 
	4.14
	Once the authorization or license has been granted or for facilities and activities already in operation, a periodic safety assessment review will be is required [29] and may result in the update ; this should include the review of the radiological impact assessment for protection of public and protection of the environment. The radiological impact assessment should may also have to be re-evaluated if there are significant changes in the facility or activity or to its environment source term, including in the total amount and the spectrum of radionuclides and in the location characteristics (see Table 1).
	Changes introduced to give flexibility while keeping link to periodic review or modifications.
	
	
	
	

	54. 
	4.15
	Delete 4.15
	
	
	
	
	

	55. 
	4.16
	Delete 4.16
	Redundant with 2.14
	
	
	
	

	56. 
	4.17
	Delete 4.17
	Redundant with 4.7
	
	
	
	

	57. 
	4.18
	Subject to national requirements, an assessment during a decision process could have a single or multiple phase(s). The initial assessment may be relatively descriptive in nature and based on generic data and conservative assumptions, whilst further assessment may include more realistic and site-specific information. However, an assessment for a decision process is normally conducted at early stages when considering a proposed activity or facility and the information at that stage would be of a more general character. Generic assessments for similar facilities already in operation in equivalent sites can provide useful information. This is discussed further in Section 5.
	Superfluous (4.9 and 4.13 are enough)
	
	
	
	

	58. 
	4.19
	Operators outside a decision or an authorization processes can conduct a radiological environmental impact assessment for an activity or a facility. For example, as part of a process to evaluate the safety performance of and activity or facility, an operator can evaluate the the systems to reduce radioactive releases to the environment (i.e. normal operation filters or decay tanks) or systems to mitigate releases during accidental conditions (i.e. emergency filters). This is normally done during the operation of facilities with the objective of introducing improvements in the safety systems. When performing such assessments, the same approaches as described in this safety guide should be applied to ensure that all the aspects of public and environmental protection are considered, including the expected exposures and the potential exposures.
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	59. 
	4.20
	Requirement 36 of GSR Part 1 [28] requires that the regulatory body, either directly or through the applicant of a facility or activity, shall establish mechanism of communication to interested parties about the possible radiation risks and the processes and decisions of the regulatory body, in accordance with a graded approach. The factors in Table 1 of this Safety Guide should be considered when establishing the contents and the level of detail in the reports for information provision to the relevant interested parties. Depending on the importance of the enterprise, the regulatory body should involve governmental authorities when such communication is considered necessary for effectively performing the public informational functions of the regulatory body.
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	60. 
	4.22
	Delete 4.22
	Out of the scope of the guide.
	
	
	
	

	61. 
	4.23
	Despite the objective of the radiological impact assessment in order to grant an authorization is to demonstrate that the radiological effects on public and the environment are evaluated and controlled, e.g. that the radiation risk is acceptable,
	Superfluous. 4.22 is on involvement of foreign States.
	
	
	
	

	62. 
	4.24
	Normally the government in consultation with the national regulatory body and other relevant national organizations should establish which information should be made available publicly. The responsibility to ensure the soundness of the restricted information should remain with the governmental agencies with functions related to safety and security.
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	63. 
	5.1
	Practical advice, in the form of requirements to governments, regulatory bodies and operators, are described in the BSS, and frameworks of application and methods in IAEA technical safety guidance. Amongst the requirements in the BSS, in order to control the radiological impact due to radioactive releases during planned exposure situations, there is a need to conduct assessments that include the prospective estimation of the possible dose to members of the public and the likelihood and magnitude of potential exposures.
	Superfluous (redundant with previous part of the guide)
	
	
	
	

	64. 
	5.2
	This methodology is consistent with similar methods developed and used by some Sates for various purposes,…
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	65. 
	5.5
	Delete 5.5
	Does not bring much to 5.4….
	
	
	
	

	66. 
	5.6
	For these types of installations, regulatory bodies or professional associations may develop generic guidance on simple and cautious assessments that can be used. 
	The regulator is not the only that can help. Associations of users or vendors can also develop guidance that would help end-user assessment
	
	
	
	

	67. 
	5.6
	In addition the uses of additional resources to gather more information for complex methodologies may not be justified by the improvement in the calculated results.
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	68. 
	5.7
	For facilities needing complex assessments, the level of detail in the models and the data used for the assessment may evolve during depends on the stage in the facility or activity lifecycle where the decision process and authorization process. The evolution in the models and data requirements for an assessment during decision and authorization processes is further discussed in the following paragraphs. The following sections describe the characteristics of the assessments for protection of the public and protection of flora and fauna (as an option) in normal operations, and for protection of the public against potential exposure.
	Clarification

Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	69. 
	5.8
	Delete 5.8
	Superfluous.
	
	
	
	

	70. 
	Figures 2, 3, 4
	Add an “optimization” process in figures 2, 3, 4
	Optimization is a fundamental part of the assessment, mentioned in the BSS
	
	
	
	

	71. 
	5.11
	Information on generic source terms for normal operation of nuclear reactors can be found in [34, 35]. Later, when more details are known about the type of facility design and operation has been selected (e.g. the design and detailed characteristics of the nuclear power plant are known) and the possible sites have been identified or decided upon, the source term should be more accurately characterized by means of an appropriate engineering analysis.
	Superfluous
Clarification

Location of the facility does not influence the source term, only the dispersion of radioactivity and people/environment exposed.
	
	
	
	

	72. 
	5.12
	The total estimated releases should be provided over the period required by the regulatory body — this is generally given in terms of activity released per year of operation. An assessment will typically assume that the discharges are continuous and constant over a year. Where this is not the case and there is a significant variation in the discharges over a short time period, e.g. during special maintenance or refuelling of reactors or for typical iodine-131 discharges to sewer from thyroid treatment departments at a hospital, then short term releases will need to be assessed.
	Special maintenance is quite vague. Refueling may generate more effluent but discharge may be made over a longer period…
	
	
	
	

	73. 
	5.13
	Environmental models to assess dispersion and transfers of varying levels of complexity have been developed by several authors and were compiled and adapted by the IAEA [8, 36].
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	74. 
	5.13
	The regulatory body should decide confirm if models and data presented by the applicant are appropriate…
	It first up to the licensee to make such a decision
	
	
	
	

	75. 
	5.14
	and should be defined by the regulatory body considering the factors discussed in Section 4.
	Superfluous (redundant with 5.13)
	
	
	
	

	76. 
	5.16
	Delete 5.16
	Why limiting this paragraph to nuclear installations ? Physico-chemical form of radionuclide is relevant whatever the facility…
	
	
	
	

	77. 
	5.21
	Delete 5.21
	
	
	
	
	

	78. 
	5.23
	If there is a need to refine the assessment, for instance when the initial estimated doses using generic transfer factors are above or close to the dose criteria, transfer factors based on site specific measurements could be necessary. However, this could be difficult in the framework of prospective assessments.
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	79. 
	5.24
	Delete 5.24
	Redundant with 5.11
	
	
	
	

	80. 
	5.30
	The characteristics of the representative person should be defined according to the national regulations and through a systematic process involving the regulator. For example, the regulatory body may require the use of more detailed and site specific habit data for assessments carried out for certain types of facilities or at later stages in the authorization process.
	Superfluous

Why requiring a systematic involvement of the regulatory body ? is the review by the regulator enough?
	
	
	
	

	81. 
	5.32
	
	So what is the IAEA recommendation ?
	
	
	
	

	82. 
	5.38 to 5.39
	Delete 5.38 to 5.39 and replace by
5.38 Once the dose to the representative person or the representative has been determined, a decision on its acceptability should be made first by the operating organization, then by the regulatory body with account of the regulations in force and the ALARA principle..
	The purpose of this guide is not to define dose constraints or acceptable limits.
	
	
	
	

	83. 
	5.41
	
	So what is the IAEA recommendation ?
	
	
	
	

	84. 
	5.42
	
	So what is the IAEA recommendation ?
	
	
	
	

	85. 
	5.43
	
	So what is the IAEA recommendation ?
	
	
	
	

	86. 
	5.44
	The following paragraphs only apply to situations where the explicit assessment of the radiological impact to flora and fauna is required deemed necessary by the regulatory body.
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	87. 
	5.48
	Delete 5.48
	This bring additional questions on why protection of flora and fauna is addressed and on why ICRP approach is sufficient…
	
	
	
	

	88. 
	5.59
	Although ecological characteristics may vary, in general, areas surrounding the effluent release points in the order of 100–400 km2 could be applied for most exposure scenarios relating to normal operation of activities or facilities. This is discussed further in Annex I.
	Redundant with Annex I (where explanation is better introduced)
	
	
	
	

	89. 
	5.65
	Delete 5.65
	Too affirmative….
	
	
	
	

	90. 
	5.66
	During the safety assessments carried out for activities and facilities in the authorization process, various types of incidents and accidents are postulated to identify engineered safety features and operating actions to reduce their likelihood and, should they occur, their consequences. This safety assessment also enables to analyse whether adequate defence in depth has been achieved. 
The safety assessment can also give insights on the probability of various incidents and accidents, the potential source term and timescale for radioactive releases (if any) for such events, considering the safety measures in place and their effectiveness

analysis may be carried out to determine theoretical source terms and the frequencies or probabilities of these events. The types of accidents to be considered depend on the characteristics of the activities and facilities under consideration. In order to assess prospectively the potential exposures to members of the public, as required in the IAEA safety standards [1, 2, 48], those incidents and incidents, with their probabilities, should be considered.
	This paragraph should make a clear link between the  safety assessment and the DID/safety features, so that these features are taken into account when calculating the source term as well as the probability of an event…
	
	
	
	

	91. 
	5.67
	The consideration of potential exposures in the assessment of facilities and activities for protection of the public may vary between States and should be subject to the regulations and guidelines of regulatory bodies. Annex III provides examples from different States of the consideration of potential exposures. The following sections provide guidance to conduct the assessments of the potential exposures to members of the public, once the type and characteristics of the incidents or accidents are defined as a result of a safety assessment, considering the safety measures implemented at the facility or during the activity analysis. The regulatory body should define the characteristics of the events necessary for the assessments of potential exposures to members of the public to be used in an authorization of a decision processes. Guidance on definition and characteristics of the events which may be considered when assessing potential exposures to the public is found in [add IAEA references on Safety Assessment]
	Superfluous.
	
	
	
	

	92. 
	5.68
	For the purposes of this Safety Guide, the expression ‘potential exposure scenarios’ is used to include the characteristics of all the incidents, events or sequences of events that may lead to an incident or accident, including their source term characteristics -and when applicable their frequencies or probabilities as well as the engineered safety features and operating action foreseen for such events -, combined with the selected
	Incidents and accidents are to be considered.
Provision established as part of DiD should be credited.
	
	
	
	

	93. 
	5.70
	In general terms, the first step should be to consider the defined identify the potential exposure scenarios, based on the safety assessment.
	Make a link with the safety assessment.
	
	
	
	

	94. 
	5.71
	Delete 5.71
	There should always be a justified and representative set of scenarios (following paragraphs explains when this representative set could be a single scenario) .
	
	
	
	

	95. 
	5.72
	For facilities having a very small number of engineered safety features, The identification and selection of potential exposure scenarios for facilities and activities needing simple assessments is a straightforward process. It generally involves the consideration of typical industrial accidents or events leading to environmental releases -such as fires and spillage, and other inadvertent unexpected releases- combined with environmental conditions which tend to overestimate the exposures. For example, for hospitals and small research laboratories, a single or a reduced number of industrial accidents involving the sources and conservative dispersion scenarios should be selected.
	A simple assessment is not the criteria to put forward, it is the fact that the facility is simple so there are few barriers and system to consider in the assessment…

Superfluous.
	
	
	
	

	96. 
	5.73
	For facilities having many safety features, thus necessitating complex assessments to determine likelihood of events and potential consequences and to ensure that optimization process has been fulfilled, a greater number and more realistic set of potential exposure scenarios may need to be considered. Since the source terms could be higher and the facilities have more complex technological features, the identification and analysis of potential exposure scenarios may need to be carried out in greater detail. For these assessments, complex safety assessment techniques may be necessary, combining deterministic and probabilistic methods and, in some cases, expert judgement. They will enable the definition of source terms for various accident conditions
	Clarification

Superfluous

Not a very good argument…
	
	
	
	

	97. 
	5.73
	The IAEA has developed extensive guidance to assist in identifying initiating events of various types for potential exposure scenarios for nuclear power plants [55], research reactors [57] and other types of nuclear facilities [63]. 
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	98. 
	5.74
	Delete 5.74
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	99. 
	5.75 and

Footnote 22
	Transfer footnote 22 to 5.75 :
The types and amounts and the physical and chemical characteristics of radionuclides released during an accident may differ considerably from those for discharges in normal operation. Source terms22 should be estimated by after considering the events/sequences leading to an accidents and the safety measures aimed at limiting their consequences range of possible releases and by using simple or complex techniques as dictated by the technological complexity of the facility or activity.
	Clarification


	
	
	
	

	100. 
	5.76 to 5.77
	Delete 5.76 to 5.77
	To be consistent with comments made on 5.71 and  5.73
	
	
	
	

	101. 
	5.79
	In estimating more realistic source terms, consideration should be given to the physical and chemical processes occurring during the accident sequence, the behaviour of any safety systems features or the effects of any mitigation measures, and the behaviour and movement of any radioactive material in the facility before it is released off site. A time profile for the release should be provided if needed.
	Safety system has a very narrow definition in IAEA safety glossary.

Clarification
	
	
	
	

	102. 
	5.81
	Delete 5.81
	Redundant with previous sections on installation lifecycle.
	
	
	
	

	103. 
	5.83
	Delete 5.83
	It is a poor argument : results are bad so we change the calculations…
	
	
	
	

	104. 
	5.84 to 5.88
	Delete 5.84 to 5.88
	Too detailed for a guide covering all kind of facilities…
	
	
	
	

	105. 
	5.91
	Delete 5.91
	So what is the IAEA recommendation ?
	
	
	
	

	106. 
	5.92
	Delete 5.92
	Redundant with previous sections on installation lifecycle.
	
	
	
	

	107. 
	5.95
	Delete 5.95
	For the beginning, redundant with previous sections on installation lifecycle.
End is redundant with 5.91
	
	
	
	

	108. 
	5.96
	(for example, 10 mSv or 50 mSv if such value are threshold for protective measures)
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	109. 
	5.96
	“In some States specific individual persons or groups of persons are selected while in others the distribution of doses or risks among larger affected population is taken into account. Though there could be flexibility on the ways to consider potential exposures, and different States can adopt different options, the endpoints and the criteria should be clearly defined and justified to avoid misunderstanding and misinterpretation of the results.”
	So what is the IAEA recommendation ?
	
	
	
	

	110. 
	5.98
	“The use of an indication of risk should be applied on the basis of national practices and regulations.”
	So what is the IAEA recommendation ?
	
	
	
	

	111. 
	5.101
	The BSS require that the likelihood and magnitude of potential exposures be considered23. and that The BSS also states that restrictions may be established by the regulatory body23 to ensure dose limits are not exceeded owing to possible combinations of exposures due to several authorized practices.
	The initial text is not consistent with the BSS.
	
	
	
	

	112. 
	5.102 to 5.105
	Delete 5.102 to 5.105
	The purpose of the guide is to explain how to perform a prospective environmental assessment, not to define acceptable ranges of exposures.
	
	
	
	

	113. 
	5.106
	If this approach is used, the regulatory body should define the decision criteria for countermeasures to be used for the assessment of the potential exposures in line with the requirements in [14]. Examples of use of those decision criteria for countermeasures are available in [6].
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	114. 
	5.107
	Different criteria may be set for facilities and activities the with varying levels of inventory and technological complexity. The criteria should also reflect the level of conservatism required for the analysis based on the severity of the potential exposures. For instance, the regulatory body may specify one set of criteria for the nuclear fuel cycle and another set of criteria for hospitals or small laboratories.
	Superfluous.
	
	
	
	

	115. 
	5.108
	Delete 5.108
	Superfluous. Consistency between States is furthermore an assumption (for example if one State has NPP and neighboring State no NPP…°
	
	
	
	

	116. 
	5.111
	In general, an assessment provides a single result for each endpoint — for example, the dose to the representative person  - even if there are uncertainties on the hypothesis used for calculation and the modeling enabling the calculation. This type of analysis is called deterministic analysis and is generally being based on reasonable conservative assumptions. For instance the assessment could use conservative assumption with regard to the exposure scenario and mean value for the model parameters. The distribution of the resulting doses can be estimated e.g. by means of statistical methods, as Monte Carlo calculations, using the frequency distributions of the model parameters as input for the dose assessment. Model uncertainties . These should be addressed properly to facilitate the decisions by the governmental agencies and the regulators and the communication with other stakeholders, like the public.
	Simplification

This is not a good example for deterministic analysis….
	
	
	
	

	117. 
	5.112
	Delete 5.112
	Initial sentence not true. Furthermore, it also introduces again, that rough assessment leading to bad results implies to revisit the assessment….
	
	
	
	

	118. 
	5.113
	Delete 5.113
	Not needed
	
	
	
	

	119. 
	5.115
	Delete 5.115
	This paragraph is not relevant for potential exposure (see 5.118)
	
	
	
	

	120. 
	5.116
	If insufficient information or data is available then a conservative estimate should be used but sensitivity studies should be carried out to determine how important an individual assumption is in determining the overall risk. It should be avoided to combine many conservative assumptions and arrive at a result for the impact that is grossly pessimistic.
	OK in principle but the draft should explain why a grossly pessimistic impact is not recommended….
	
	
	
	

	121. 
	5.118
Bullet list
	(a) Selection of potential exposures scenarios: The scenarios selected may not be representative of what might actually happen and the list might not be complete, e.g. some types of scenario may have been overlooked.
	This would warrant using worst case scenario, which is not was is recommended in the guide for complex facilities….
	
	
	
	

	122. 
	5.118
Bullet list
	(b) The probability or frequency of the scenarios: Conservative analysis seeks to avoid the issue by assuming certain bounding representative initiating events and system failures occur. If, for example, probabilistic safety analysis techniques are used to estimate accident frequencies, these frequencies are determined by combining many other frequencies and failure probabilities all with their own uncertainties and so are usually subject to quite large uncertainties.
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	123. 
	I.2
	Risks of health effects to members of the public may arise from potential exposures related to accidental releases of radioactivity. Annex III presents definitions of measures of risk which can be used in the potential exposures assessment. National authorities should be responsible for setting criteria for potential exposure since the appropriate value may vary according to the prevailing legal, economic and social conditions [61]. International schemes which could be used to define national approaches for criteria for potential exposures are summarized and discussed below and Annex III gives examples of existing practices.
	Simplification
	
	
	
	

	124. 
	I.3
	In 1995, The International Nuclear Safety Advisory Group (INSAG) considered safety goals for potential exposure (INSAG 9) [51] making the following statements for individual risk to a member of the public:
	It is worth highlighting it was nearly 20 years ago…

More generally, is it still useful to make such a reference ?
	
	
	
	

	125. 
	I.4
	Delete  I.4
	Not the purpose of the guide.
	
	
	
	

	126. 
	I.5
	For nuclear power plants, in 1999, Risk targets from INSAG 312 [62] are quoted: a severe core damage frequency…
	Clarification
	
	
	
	

	127. 
	I.2
	In most of the cases related to the operation of facilities and the conduct of activities, and particularly during normal operations, the increment in the radiation levels in the environment to which populations are exposed, is comparable with the variations on the natural radiation background.
	Too affirmative without knowing the facility and its location…
	
	
	
	

	128. 
	I.7
	Dosimetric models of the reference person are applied to the calculation of doses for a representative person and compared to a reference criterion. The habits used to characterize the representative person, including its location, are typical habits of a number of individuals representative of those most highly exposed, and not the extreme habits of a single member of the population [I-2].
	Not relevant to protection of the environment
	
	
	
	

	129. 
	I.9
	Due to the annual distribution of wind directions and, in some cases, the directions of the water flows in rivers, lakes and oceans, the highest activity concentrations could be detected in any direction within a radius of up to 10 km a few kilometers. Therefore, reference area of approximately 100–400 km2 located around the release point is indicated by the IAEA for generic assessments, as described in this safety guide. The location of this area would ensure that highest environmental activity concentrations due to normal releases are found within that area used for the estimation of doses. Consequently, the plants and animals within that area would normally receive the highest radiation doses. The reference animals and plants located in that area around the release point, where the highest environmental activity concentrations are observed, can then be used for a generic assessment of the protection of the environment.
	Better be less precise as facility and its location are unknown.
	
	
	
	

	130. 
	I.10
	An area of 100-400 km2 around the source25, used to consider flora and fauna when performing radiological environmental impact assessments, is sufficiently large to ensure that mixing of the effluents with the environmental media occurs and that the number of individuals considered for the assessment is suitably large to ensure that the estimated doses and representative of those to the fraction of the population most highly exposed. 
	Superfluous
	
	
	
	

	131. 
	II.1
	The Fundamental Safety Principles [II-1] states that “Safety is concerned with both radiation risks under normal circumstances and radiation risks as a consequence of incidents”26. Since it also establishes that ‘safety’ means the protection of people and the environment against radiation risks, there is a clear requirement to assess and control the impact from potential exposures on people and the environment.
	Superfluous (already in the main part of the guide)
	
	
	
	

	132. 
	II.3
	The risk due to potential exposures is controlled starting from the design of facilities and activities, e.g. by adding a multilevel system of sequential, independent by provisions for protection and safety (defence in depth) that is commensurate with the likelihood and the magnitude of the potential exposures [II-3].
	It is not true even for currently operating NPPs…. 
	
	
	
	

	133. 
	II.4
	Delete II.4
	Redundant with previous part or gives options and unsupported affirmations…
	
	
	
	

	134. 
	II.5
	The estimation of potential exposures requires the assessment and quantification of the impact of accidents or events that might happen with very low probability. Generally — and certainly in the case for facilities like nuclear power plants and reprocessing plants — there will be a whole spectrum of possible potential exposure scenarios, ranging from those with little or no impact to those with a very high potential impact, the design and operation of the facility being such that accident with high impact have a lower probability than events with minor impact. Accident scenarios with a high radiological impact could be postulated by, for example, assuming that every single safety feature in the facility fails simultaneously. Since the likelihood of such extreme scenarios is very low, it seems clear that the probability or frequency of occurrence must be taken into account for the postulated accidents with large radiological impacts. Accident scenarios could result also from the interaction of safety failures and the impact of severe external events like tornadoes and earthquakes.
	Simplification

This is probably not so evident to everybody….
No need for such focus.
	
	
	
	

	135. 
	II.9 and II.10
	Delete II.9 and II.10
	Not needed.
	
	
	
	

	136. 
	II.13 to II.17
	Delete II.13 to II.17
	See previous comments on potential exposures
	
	
	
	

	137. 
	II.21
	Delete II.21
	Superfluous (already in the main text of the guide)
	
	
	
	


