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Dear Mr. Dallaire:
OPG Comments on Stakeholder Workshop Report on CNSC Discussion Paper DIS
12-02 "Process for Establishing Release Limits and Action Levels at Nuclear
Facilities"
References: 1. "Invitation to Comment on Stakeholder Workshop Report: Process for
Establishing Release Limits and Action Levels at Nuclear Facilities,"
December 3, 2013.
2. OPG Letter, Richard MacEacheron to Mark Dallaire, "OPG Comments on
CNSC Discussion Paper DIS-12-02, Process for Establishing Release
Limits and Action Levels at Nuclear Facilities," June 29, 2012, CD# N
CORR-00531-05757.
The purpose of this letter is to provide Ontario Power Generation's (OPG) comments on the
Stakeholder Workshop Report on CNSC Discussion Paper DIS-12-02, "Process for
Establishing Release Limits and Action Levels at Nuclear Facilities, " as requested in
Reference 1.
OPG provided comments on the Discussion Paper in 2012 (Reference 2) and then
participated in the Stakeholder Workshop in 2013. We appreciate the opportunity to
provide further comments on the Stakeholder Workshop Report in order to assist the CNSC
in developing an effective and appropriate regime for regulating releases from nuclear
facilities.
Introduction
OPG is proud of its environmental record. Over the past number of years, OPG has been
focused on reducing its environmental footprint, particularly as it relates to emissions and
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public dose. As noted in OPG's report "2012 Results of Radiological Environmental
Monitoring Programs", N-REP-03481-1 0011-ROOO, the public dose from our Pickering and
Darlington Facilities were 1.1 and 0.6 IJSV, respectively. This dose represents a negligible
contribution to the average radiation exposure of about 3000 IJSV per year that individuals
receive in Canada. OPG's performance demonstrates that the nuclear industry's policy of
continual improvement in all areas of safety including environmental safety is effective, and
that the current regulatory framework for nuclear substances which seeks to keep
exposures As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA) is working.
In this context, OPG understands that the intent of the approaches developed in the
Discussion Paper, and discussed during the Stakeholder Workshop and through comments
received, are "to improve the consistency and transparency of the regulatory oversight of
releases to the environment" (p. 7, DIS-12-02) and "to provide greater clarity to licensees
and the public on how release limits are determined, and to demonstrate that licensees are
aware of and responsive to emerging situations where there may be a loss of control in
systems or processes" (p. 2, DIS-12-02). OPG's comments are provided with these
objectives in mind.
Derived Release Limits and Dose Constraints

It is OPG's opinion that Derived Release Limits (DRLs) should be exposure-based and
based on the 1 mSv/y regulatory public dose limit and should not be established through
the use of dose constraints. The application of dose constraints resulting in lower Release
Limits for radioactive effluents, along with lower Action Levels will increase reporting and
inevitably result in significant negative impact on public perception. Exceedances will be
perceived as regulatory limit violations even though the levels are set much lower than any
expectation of harm to the public and the environment.
An assessment of impact based on OPG's historical effluent releases for the period 2007 
2011, while applying dose constraints of 0.05, 0.1 and 0.3 mSv/y, revealed instances where
the hypothetical Authorized Release Limits prorated to the usual weekly/monthly monitoring
period would have been exceeded. These exceedances would erode public confidence in
the industry's ability to effectively manage emissions even though these values would not
pose any harm to the public or the environment. While OPG understands the CNSC's
concerns with respect to authorized releases and actual releases differing by orders of
magnitude, a significant reduction in these limits may result in the licensee breaching an
authorized discharge rate when carrying out reasonable and necessary activities resulting
in negligible radiological impact.
In looking at international experience (IAEA-TECDOC-1638, Setting Authorized Limits for
Radioactive Discharges: Practical Issues to Consider) it appears that countries with dose
constraints and related Authorized Release Limits do not have Action Levels. The goals
and objectives of the application of "authorized release limits" seem to be parallel to
Canadian Action Levels - exceeding them would require reporting, initiate a regulatory
investigation and under certain circumstances lead to penalties.
The setting of Authorized Release Limits should be based on an assessment of risk and
not on whether the levels could only be exceeded under major accident scenarios. The
current framework and the safeguards in place to respond to Action Level exceedances, to
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address potential loss of control of part of a radiation protection program, keeps the
regulator adequately informed of upsets in controlling emissions during normal operations
and the public and the environment safe. OPG is supportive of a review of Authorized
Release Limits by the regulator in instances where the current limit does not address risk
and exceeds the facilities entire inventory of the radionuclide.
The current CNSC framework already has controls to minimize emissions through the use
of Action Levels which if exceeded require investigation, process changes if necessary, and
reporting to the CNSC. In addition each of our stations is required to conduct a Public
Exposure - As Low As Reasonably Achievable (pE-ALARA) review. Operation to ALARA
is a requirement of the CNSC's Radiation Protection Regulations and the stations
Operating Licences, and is conducted in accordance with regulatory document G-129,
"Keeping Radiation Exposures and Doses As Low As Reasonably Achievable". The intent
of the review, which is conducted every two years, is to evaluate the effectiveness of
operations in keeping radiation exposures to the public and the environment ALARA and
assess our effectiveness at pollution prevention.

A standardized method to establish Action Levels is the best approach for
consistency with international practices
OPG supports and would participate in the development of a standardized method to
establish and report on Action Levels and believes this would be best developed through
the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) process, given that the CSA has been a
successful venue to develop standards related to environmental protection at nuclear
facilities such as CSA N288.1, .4, .5 and .6. The CSA process considers international
experience when developing new standards. Currently, Action Levels are established by
either assigning a percentage of the DRLs or derived using statistical methods. By
standardizing the process for establishing and reporting on Action Levels, adequate control
would be built into the existing framework, thus maintaining releases well below licence
limits.

Emission of hazardous substances are already adequately regulated
Regulation of emissions of hazardous substances are well managed through existing
federal and provincial regulatory instruments, e.g., Environmental Compliance Approvals,
Municipal Industrial Strategy for Abatement (MISA) Effluent Monitoring and Effluent Limits
regulations, Canadian Council of Minister of the Environment, (CCME) Guidelines, etc.
Harmonization of existing requirements and reporting would be an effective approach
where there is a need to establish consistency. Establishing a new framework for
hazardous substances would lead to duplication andlor overlap while the federal
government is striving (and industry is asking) for a more streamlined regulatory system.

Proposed concepts for strengthening the existing framework
OPG proposes the following in order to strengthen the existing regulatory framework and
meet the need for transparency. An approach based on the concepts below would better
conform to the accepted convention of using risk-based limits together with management
processes (e.g., ALARA and pollution prevention) to further reduce emissions.
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•

Set Release Limits to protect humans and the environment and achieve
acceptable risk levels. Appropriate methodologies and risk assessments for
determining protection are found in GSA N288.6 Environmental Risk Assessment,
Project Environmental Assessments, and facility Environmental Risk Assessments.
For nuclear substances the value of 1 mSv/y should be maintained as the safe
limit for setting Derived Release Limits as defined by GSA N288.1.

•

Manage nuclear substances and hazardous substances separately. The
benefit of a consistent framework for releases of nuclear and hazardous
substances is not established in the discussion paper and could drive increased
costs. This is particularly true in light of the existing regulatory frameworks already
in place for hazardous substances. Layering an additional framework will increase
costs and lead to a more complicated and confusing system of requirements rather
than increasing transparency. Provincial requirements for releases of hazardous
substances should be adopted where they exist, and harmonization achieved over
time, ensuring there are no conflicting or duplicative monitoring and reporting
req uirements.

•

Develop a standardized method to establish Action Levels. Action Levels
should be used to identify serious adverse conditions requiring immediate action
and reporting to the regulator. OPG supports the proposed approach to use
statistical process control to inform licensees of emission trends and as an
effective tool for predicting potential loss of control of part of a radiation protection
program, and the need for proactive actions to be taken to avoid a loss of control.
However regulatory notification should only be required in instances where Action
Levels have been exceeded. Action Levels should be set at levels to avoid
frequent reporting of inconsequential events, which may be perceived as a risk to
the public or the environment when no such risk exists. The GSA venue would be
best for developing the methodology.

•

Implement Optimization through Programs to drive ongoing performance
improvement commensurate with the risk presented by the facility in question.
Such programs include ALARA and pollution prevention. Regular optimization
program performance reviews would ensure the programs remain effective.

•

Develop and/or participate in Public Information Programs to clearly explain
regulatory limits and actual performance, provide information that allows a
reasoned judgment of the overall performance of environmental programs, and
provide the information on an ongoing basis rather than just as a result of an
event.

•

Effluent/Emission Design Objectives for New Build (dose constraint of 0.01
mSv/y and 100 Bq/L tritium in groundwater) do not belong in this document.
They are related to the Environmental Assessment process (planning and
technical assessment), and would be set for the purpose of design optimization
through the EA process. The Darlington new build assessment indicated that it
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could meet a hypothetical Authorized Release Limit based on a dose constraint of
0.01 mSv/y as calculated from environmental monitoring results. The issue
however is being able to consistently meet the weekly/monthly pro-rated release
limits based on effluent monitoring to ensure that the annual limit is met.
OPG has a well defined groundwater monitoring program. Historical performance
indicates that groundwater tritium levels are below the safe drinking water level of
7000 Bq/L. Establishing such a very low level of tritium in groundwater of 100
Bq/L, even as a design objective, is a concern because of the public's tendency to
expect this to apply to existing facilities as well. An analysis of historical data
against the hypothetical value of 100 Bq/L shows that OPG could not meet this
value at all site boundary locations, although the public dose due to facility
operation remains well below the limit.
OPG would like to thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Stakeholder
Workshop Report. Should you or your staff require additional information on any of the
above, please do not hesitate to contact me at 905-839-6746 extension 5264.

Sincerely,

/ q;/

i/

~~

.p;Robin Manley
Director Nuclear Regulatory Affairs
Ontario Power Generation
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