
To:  

Andrew McAllister 

Environmental Assessment Specialist 

Environmental Assessment Division 

Directorate of Environmental and Radiation Protection and Assessment 

Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 

P.O. Box 1046, Station B 

Ottawa, ON 

K1P 5S9 

RE: Public Comment on Draft Environmental Assessment Follow-up Program - 
Refurbishment and Continued Operation of the Darlington Nuclear Generating 
Station 

Dear Mr. McAllister 

Please accept this document as CCNB Action’s comments on the Draft 
Environmental Assessment Follow-up Program - Refurbishment and Continued 
Operation of the Darlington Nuclear Generating Station. 

The main deficiency found in OPG’s draft follow up program was that it did not 
address the inappropriate screening out of a large release of radiation (RC-1 and 
or RC-2 and or RC-3) due to seismic events. The LRF for seismic events is only 
3.7E-06 (A return frequency of 1 in 270,270 years), and is well above the 1E-6 
(A return frequency of 1 in 1,000,000 years) cutoff frequency stipulated in the 
scoping document. As a result, the conclusion that RC-7 is the bounding accident 
scenario is not accurate. 

Of all the external events, seismic PSA methodology is the most mature and 
advanced. As such, there is no appropriate reasoning for excluding seismic events 
from the 10E-6 cutoff frequency. Neither the CNSC nor OPG, post Fukushima, 
have a social license to screen out external events as not credible, unless they do 
so following recommended guidance and international best practice. The 
recommended guidance1 and best practice was not followed to screen out a large 
release of radiation due to seismic events.  

                                                             
1 ASME/ANS RA-Sa-2009, “Addenda to ASME/ANS RA-S-2008 Standard for Level 1/Large Early 
Release Frequency Probabilistic Risk Assessment for Nuclear Power Plant Applications” 



There is also a conflict between the screening out of a large release of radiation 
due to seismic events in the EA, and OPG’s licensing requirement to do cost 
benefit analysis. They are required to implement anything that is practicable up to 
10E-6.  

CCNB Action demands that one of the two following remedies be added to the 
follow up program. 

1. Revise the EIS to include as appropriate RC-1, RC-2, or RC-3 from seismic 
events. or 

2. Determine and implement any measures that can be taken to reduce the 
likelihood of a large release of radiation from seismic events to 10E-6, so 
that the conclusion, that RC-7 is the bounding accident scenario, is 
accurate. 

Either of these two remedies will satisfy the objectives of the follow up program 
which are: 

1. To verify the accuracy of the EA 

2. To determine the effectiveness of any measures taken to mitigate the adverse 

environmental effects of a project.  

CCNB Action’s preferred remedy is number 2. One of the reasons for this is that 
the scoping document states that “accident identification and discussion of any 
past abnormal operations, accidents and spills to the extent that they are relevant 
to the current assessment for the purpose of identifying accident and malfunction 
scenarios during the refurbishment and continued operations phases.” Since 
there have been several large release accidents in the past, a large release should 
be considered as the bounding accident scenario. 

If remedy 1 is not chosen remedy 2 will be a requirement of the ISR so that work 
will already have to be done for refurbishment licensing. The results of the ISR 
should be part of the follow up program to verify that a large release of radiation 
due to seismic events can be reduced to below 10E-6.  

The second deficiency of the follow up program is Emergency Planning. The 
effectiveness of Emergency Planning needs to be included in the follow up 
program. Both the external advisory committee and the IAEA IRRS follow up 



mission had recommendations for improving Emergency Planning. The IRRS 
follow up mission had 3 emergency planning recommendations. They are: 

 

R F7 The Government of Canada should assure that the review and assessment of off-site emergency 

plans for nuclear power plants include all relevant authorities and are comprehensive, and that the 

relevant organizations which implement those plans are capable of performing the assigned duties.  

 

R F8 The Government of Canada should assure that full-scale exercises of off-site emergency 

preparedness plans be held on a periodic basis, including participation of the licensee and the 

municipal, provincial, and federal organizations.  

 

R F9 The Government of Canada should consider inviting an international peer review mission for 

emergency preparedness and response.  

The follow up program needs to consider the effectiveness of Emergency Planning 
until these three recommendations have been fully implemented. As well there is 
currently a new CSA standard for Emergency Planning that is being developed. 
The follow up program should also include a gap analysis of the current 
emergency planning and the requirements of the new standards once published.  

Regards 

Chris Rouse 

CCNB Action 


