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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

	Major Comments

	1
	General
	DS427 allotted an extensive Section (pages 29-34) on “Assessment for Protection of Flora and Fauna for Normal Operation.” This Section does not correspond to a specific safety requirement in the BSS (GSR Part 3).  In other words, this Section does not correspond to any required need for demonstration of compliance with certain protection or dose criteria in the BSS (e.g.; dose/risk criteria for fauna and flora)..  
In fact, the BSS (Para 1.34) stated:  “Radiological impacts in a particular environment constitute only one type of impact and, in most cases, may not be the dominant impact of a particular facility or activity. Furthermore, the assessment of impacts on the environment needs to be viewed in an integrated manner with other
features of the system of protection and safety to establish the requirements applicable to a particular source.” Therefore, the Sections on the procedure and exposure pathways, and selection of a representative animal and plant s, though useful, need to be moved to Annex I “Considerations on Assessment for Protection of the Environment.” This action will alleviate concerns regarding comparison of dose rates with reference levels not adopted by IAEA or stated in any safety requirements. In addition, uncertainties for assessment of risk and dose rate impacts to fauna and flora are so large due to severe influence of numerous environmental and ecological parameters, such that the dose rates or reference levels invoked would be a challenge for regulatory implementation.
(See also USA Comments #2, 3,7,11, and #17 on the previous DS427 draft revision pertaining to the scope and dose criteria to fauna and flora).     
[bookmark: _GoBack] 
	For consistency with IAEA safety requirements, the  Section on dose impacts to fauna and flora (Pages 29-34) should be moved to Annex I.  This information though useful, it does not correspond to IAEA specific requirement of establishing reference or risk/dose level to non-human species. Protection of the environment should be dealt with in an integrated and sustainable fashion considering numerous environmental, climate, and ecological factors. 
	
	
	
	

	2
	Paras 5.40, 5.41,and 5.42 
	Move Para 5.40 to Annex I. 
Keep Para 5.41 (Becomes Para 5.40) and 5.42 (Becomes 5.41) 
5.40 States may consider that the assessment of the protection to members of the public is sufficient to demonstrate protection of the environment as well. This position is based on the assumption that the system of protection and safety, which aims to assess, manage and control the exposure to radiation to humans (through assumption that human continuously and directly interacts with non-human species), provides for appropriate protection of the environment from harmful effects of radiation. In that case the assessment may not need to include explicit consideration of the radiation exposures to flora and fauna as described below in this section.

5.41. Other States may require the more explicit and inclusion in the assessments of additional specific components of the environment, for instance, dose impacts to flora and fauna. See Annex I, for detailed information on procedures, pathways, representative animals and dose rates with reference levels.   
	The suggested changes will accommodate the information needed regarding non-human dose assessment for those seeking to adopt reference levels for flora and fauna.    
	
	
	
	

	3
	4.14
	Modify Para 4.14 to read: 
Once the authorization or license has been granted or for facilities already in operation; subsequent update of safety assessment may be necessary to reflect changes in safety features and performance measures, if any.  Therefore; a periodic safety assessment review will be required [29] to ensure  ; this should include the review of the radiological impact assessment for protection of the public and protection of the environment under new safety conditions. The assessment should also be re-evaluated if there are significant changes in the source term, including in the total activities amount and concentrations of and the spectrum radionuclides and in the location and characteristics of contaminated environmental media (see Table 1).
 
	Clarity:
Periodic assessment is typically conducted based on changes in safety functions or features and/or changes in performance measures based on monitoring data and inspections.  Therefore, a qualifying statement should be added to elucidate and link periodic assessment with safety functions  and performance measures.    
	
	
	
	

	4
	5.84
	“For facilities like nuclear power plants, meteorological and hydrological data collected over at least a year should be used to specify characteristic accident dispersion conditions [39, 40].”
	Accuracy and Consistency:
Reliance on data from a single year may not be consistent with longer climatic trends.  Suggest lengthening to rely on data collected over at least 3-5 years.
	
	
	
	

	5
	5.19
	“…  There may also be discharges of radionuclides to the sewerage system.  …”

	These discharges are discussed fully in immediately following paragraph 5.20.

	
	
	
	

	6
	Para 5.53 and Para 5.54, Page 31

	Under sub-section “Selection of Representative Animals and Plants” two paras were left blank with no text.   
	Need to add a text to Paras 5.53 and 5.54 or delete.
	
	
	
	

	7

	5.101













	The concept of using “endpoints” that use a “risk” or “dose” should be elaborated further.   We suggest using the term “end-state” rather than “end point.” The BSS require that the likelihood and magnitude of potential exposures be considered and that restrictions be established by the regulatory body. Restrictions can be related to institutional controls, land uses, or other economic or social factors.   In addition, stakeholders and the public may influence the outcome of the end-state.  Therefore, consideration of potential exposures, or a ‘measure of the risk’ as “endpoints” may indeed be significant factors in the final status decision-making; nevertheless, it might not be the “endpoint.”  In addition, the text used “risk” and “dose” as synonym terms.  The text should explain the relationship between “dose” and “risk” particularly when addressing environmental risk.  

	
Consistency and Clarity:
“Endpoint” for termination of a licensed activity, or a licensed facility, is typically related to several other factors besides “dose” or “risk” criteria. The guidance should use the term “end-state” as more appropriate term. This section should be elaborated further to discuss other factors influencing decision-making for the end-state.     
	
	
	
	

	8
	III-10
	“…source material, by product byproduct material, and special nuclear material…”

	As defined in Atomic Energy Act and NRC regulations.

	
	
	
	

	9
	III-12
	The NRC analyses analyzes radiological consequences under normal conditions against the requirements of 10 CFR Part 20, “Standards for Protection Against Radiation.” and affluent Effluent release limits are specified in 10 CFR (Part 20, Appendix B). as well as “Standards for Protection Against Radiation,” The NRC also has specific criteria under 10 CFR Part 50, Appendix I,  to keep the public dose from radioactive effluents as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA).

	Clarify NRC regulatory requirements.

	
	
	
	

	Editorial Comments

	1
	5.46
	“This Safety Guide presents an assessment for protection of flora and fauna of generic character, consistent with the ICRP approach for protection of the environment [32, .”
	Editorial -  need either additional references or to close the parens.
	
	
	
	

	2
	5.61
	“Ref. [11] and [46] provide environmental media to biota concentration ratios for different flora and fauna.”
	Editorial – deleted comma before final period
	
	
	
	

	3
	5.69
	“As it is explained in the section Scope, this Safety Guide covers only health effects due to radiation doses resulting from hypothetical accidents to members of the public at the individual level.”
	Suggest revising to “credible” accidents, as hypothetical may be mis-understood as not fully based in reality
	
	
	
	

	4
	1.6
	“to estimate and control, using criteria, the radiological effects on the public and effects on the environment.”
	Editorial -  added “the” before “public”
	
	
	
	

	5
	1.10
	“The prospective assessment as described in this Safety Guide can serve multiple purposes including, …”
	Editorial – delete “to” between “serve” and “multiple”
	
	
	
	

	6
	1.10
	“The process to establish discharge limits and optimize the protection of the public is covered in a separate Safety Guide [7].”
	Editorial – replaced “separated” with “separate”
	
	
	
	

	7
	III_13
	The NRC analyses analyzes design basis accident…
	Editorial.
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