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Re: Ontario Drinking Water Objective for Tritium and Other Radionuclides
Dear Me. -Vi;tof; .

Hmnk you for the opponumly for meeting with Dr Measures and me. to discuss the
m]plxcmons from a regulatory point of view, of the ACES report entitled “A Standard for
' Frmum a Recommcnd.mon to the Mxmszcr of nvxronmcnt and Encrgy :

AFCB staff havc reviewed the document and owr commcnts on the spccxﬁc
rccommendmons are amched ‘ ’

Ouwr overall concluswn is that the ACES recommcndauon to lower drinkin g water

- guidelines from:the 7000 Bq/L recommended by OMEE, Health Canada and the World

- Health Qrganizatioa, to 100.Bg/L and then to 20 Bg/L is not only unwarmanted on a
sc1ennﬁc basis, but has the potential to 1mposc unnecessary costs on-Ontario taxpayers for
very litdle, if any, net beneﬁt ~ :

We agrcc xhar tririum Icvcls should be keptat as low a level as pdssibl‘c However, we do
not agree that Jocking into an extremely low limit on the grounds that it can be met today

- allows.for making the best use of public funds in the future. As discussed during the
meeting, we believe firmly in setting limits above which conditions are considered to be
-unacceptable and immediate action is required, but below which there remains some - -
flexibility. An annual rsk of 10:6 is approaching a level which we consider to be below
regulatory concern, ie a level where further expenditures would be hard to justify. Our
limits - that is the level which the licensee must meet regardless of cost, or face legal or.
£ConomIC sanclions - are set {0 be consistent with other health-and safety risks faced by the
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genernd publice (ie about S(IO 5 per ”mnum) The ALARA (as low as rcaxonably
achievable, social and economic factors taken into account) requircment caforces the use of
ccriteria that easure that levels are maintained much below the limit. This approach allows

for a review of the situation should circumstances change, without the need for xmmcdntc
.md puhaps drastic, unwarranted, and prumvc action, ' '

We believe that Lhe cost of regulation mué; be’consi-deréd when setting all standards. We -
further believe that using a lifetime risk of 106 as the basis of the standard for tritium in -
drinking water isessentially a “zero risk” policy. We question the wisdom of assuming that -
zero risk can be achieved in any human endeavour. Further, to seta limitatthis level (i.e.
where economic oc legal sanctions could be taken if the limit is exceeded).could, in our -
view, seriously'skew public cxpcndmms setting a very undesirable precedent with no riet
~ bLenefit.. As regulatory authorities, we must ensure that cxpcnd_uures to protect the public

are not considerably higher for one source of risk than for any other. It should also be
noted that at Pickering in 1993, the tritium in drinking water pathway represented only -
0.7% of the total dose to members of the public. Thus to concentrate solely on the dnnkmg
“water pathway and to put all our efforts on this small pomon of the exposure route would
not be the best use ofpubhc resourees.

- Twish to cm‘phasizc that risk esumates for radiaton are based on the compilation of a large

amount of data collected over many years on human exposures to high radiation doses,

. mostly at high dosc rates. The assumption that radiation can cause an effect at low doses, is
“just thar, an assumption which we use to ensure a conservative approach to regulation. In
“its BEIR V report (Health Effects of Exposure to Low Levels of Tonizing Radiation), the

US National Research Council notes that we cannot rule out the possibility that there are no
cffects at doses comparable to background radiation levels. We at the AECB consider that
the source (human) and the large number of data on which the risk estimates from radiation
are based are sufficienty different from data used to estimate risks from exposuresto
~chemicals to warrant a different approach to regulation. We agree that it may be necessary
o impose a high level of conservatism when dealing with chemicals believed to be toxic,
but for which there are few or no human data, but we emphasize that thisis an - |
inappropriate level of conscrvmsm for radiation where risks to humans are, we bchcvc
be:tcr understood : '

- We u’ndcrsmnd that you have received many letters commenting in-support of the proposed
- change. Tt has been our cxpcn’cnc'c that pressure groups are extremely wen organized, and
have been known to conduct write-in campaigns with the end result that the sheer number
“of letters from individuals within these orgamzauons overwhelm the responses from other
groups and individuals. We quesuon whether the view of these groups, whose set agenda
is not aimed at a good comprehensive policy on health and safety, really represents the
vicws of the majority of the general public. We, as regulators, must ensure that any
standards that we set do not resul( in unwarranted sanctions agamst any activity within the
. province.
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8 maﬂy it shOuld be cmph"xsue_d thatic is'our desire o coaperate fully thh the OMEE, as.

we have done for the. past 30 years. However we are.concemed that should a-
recommendation that is unnccessarily restrictive be adopted, we would be unablc 0 in ck:ar

.umsuumc '1dopt iras p:lrt of our rcgm.uory process.

Yours sincerely,

1.G. Waddington
- Director General

- Attachment
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APPENDIX

“The foHowm" arc the ACLCB spccxﬁc colnrnuns on cach of the rccommcnd'mons proposcd
by the ACES. The numbers correspond to the - sequence of the recommendations in the

- ACES report.
_{ccomm‘cnd‘atiovns'

1. The AECB alrcady uses a p1thways approach to caIcu]atc dosés to the general public
~ from all radionuclides released from NGS". This approach is a multimedia and
multiradionuclide approach Therefore the AECB approach goes beyond that
recommended by ACES .

- 2. The AECB currcntly uses the. mcthodologxcs for risk cstxmauon developed by ICRP,
NEA, UNSCEAR, and BEIR. The methods established by, these agencies have been
developed after due consideration of all available data (mostly human) and are
intemationally recognized as acceptable for use in regulation of the nuclear industry.
Risk estimates are under continual review at both the national and mternauonal levels.

3. Before including radionuclides on the priority pollutant list, the concepts of
persistence, toxicity, and bioaccumulation should be defined. However it must be
noted that tritium does not bioaccumulate, rather the organisms in contact with this

radionuclide equilibrate with the ambient concentration in the environment.

4. We agree that a cost analysis of different methods to achieve the recommiended .
drinking water objective must be undertaken, as part of the considerations before
~ implementation. However we believe strongly that there must be some reasonable cut-
off poirit below which further reducuons in risk are riot reasonable. The errors
associated with such calculations must be recogmzed Rxsk esnmates must not be
'conSIdercd as absolute numbers '

5. Although thc AECB always wclcomcs inigatves to improve emission control
' technologies, the AECB does not espouse the phzlosophy of best available technology
regardless of cost as a means of regulation. We consxdcr our present approach to the
regulation of radionuclide releases and current cmxssxon control xcchnology adcquatc to
meec our dose limits and operating targets, and we would not xmposc ‘additional,
unnecessary condmons on the’ hccnscc

6. Iicensces are rcqixircd‘t'o monitOr !hc efflucnts before release from their facilities, and
to report the results to the AECB. The results are tabulated and submitted to the AECB
every quarter. These are available to the public-at the AECB offices. Each licensee
has established administrative target levels which are well below the limits (typxca]ly
1% of the Derived Emission Limit). Excecdances of these targcts are reported .

~ immediately to the AECB. The licensee monitors levels at the water treatment plants
- as does Health C‘m'{dq and OMEE/OML. :
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The AECB has no concem over Jn, mcd o ducct a pulse ofmnum at thesc low levels

because a pulse will not result in any Chdnbc to the statistical risk, even to the fetus.

We consider it a waste of regulatory resources to zutempt to measure such shon term

pulses at.the source of drmkmg water,

A\

E fﬂucm samplcs are taken and armlyzcd by the nuclear power plants bcforc thc
effluentis rcleased During rclc'lsc thc effluent is SUbjCCt to.on line momtormg

"ﬂ,lc AECB cncoumgcs all licensees who’rclczisc tritium to the environment to cxplore
- the feasibility of measures to reduce tritium emissions. However such studics should
include the cost of implementing these measurés, since cost-bcncﬁt con51dcmt10ns ’

must bc mcluded at these vef)' low doses.

Acmc,

The AECB carries out a research program on many aspccts of radnmon mcludmg

" some studies on the effects of low leve! radiation. The program is reviewed on an

11.
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‘undertaken is appropnaxe

annual basis by the five member Board and i its ‘advisers, to ensure that thc research

k4

The /\FCB Regulatory Suppori Rcscnrch Progmm is pubhshed 'mnu:dly Comments. |

on [hc program ase alwqys welcome.
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