
To: CNSC  

RE: Second Round Consultation on Fukushima Omnibus regulations. 

From: Chris Rouse 

I would like to thank the CNSC for granting the additional consultation for the Fukushima Omnibus 

regulations as I had requested during the first round of consultations. This has enabled me to provide 

additional comments based on the CNSC disposition of the comments received during the first round of 

consultation, and recent public hearings and meetings. My comments will be mainly on REGDOC-

2_4_2_Probabilistic Safety Assessment (PSA) for Nuclear Power Plants.  

An overriding comment is that it seems the Regulatory Framework is going in a direction that 

requirements as well as guidance are included in the same document. I support this direction. However 

REGDOC 2.4.2 does not do this. It is my suggestion that a high priority be put on the development of 

guidance for inclusion in this document before it is sent for approval to the commission, and possibly 

one more round of consultations. The licencees are spending a lot of money on PSAs and they should 

not have to suffer regulatory uncertainty that comes by not having proper guidance developed for them. 

Not having proper guidance has caused a lot of confusion at public meetings and licencing hearings, 

which would be solved with the addition of proper guidance.  

Comments 

Section 3a. to provide a systematic analysis, to give confidence that the design will comply with the 

fundamental safety objectives
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This section is very vague and needs to be clarified. I still contend that there is a dire need to either 

implement RD-152 or portions of it included in this document, to eliminate all of the confusion recently 

regarding the application of safety goals. 

“Fundamental safety objectives”, which according to the CNSC’s disposition of comments received, is in 

reference to safety goals, is very unclear.  It is currently very confusing because the term is only defined 

in RD-337 which is only for new builds, and the reference is very loose and the crosswalk is unclear. The 

commissioners at the annual public meeting expressed their desire for all of the crosswalks between 

regulations to be clear, yet I do not see an attempt to do so in this revision of the document. The 

crosswalks for the term “Fundamental safety objectives” to new builds, existing, continued operation, 

and refurbished reactors needs to be added to this document. This was the original intent of my request 

to implement RD-152 and have it referenced in this document, which it seems the commissioners agree 

with me in concept. It seems that there is also a crosswalk between “Fundamental safety objectives” 

and RD-360, and possibly RD-98 which is also unclear.  
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The need for this clarification was evident at the recent Pickering hearings where I requested that OPG 

add the wind LRF to the rest of the PSA models so that the total risk could be compared to the safety 

goal limits and targets. OPG responded that “there is not yet an accepted methodology for calculating 

risk aggregation
2
.” This is somewhat true for existing reactors because the definition of 

“Fundamental safety objectives” is only defined for a “New” reactor in RD-337, but is not defined for 

existing reactors. In RD-337 the accepted methodology for calculating risk aggregation for new 

reactors is simply “The sum of frequencies of all event sequences”, because RD-152 had never 

been published OPG was confused. This put the commissioners into a very precarious position, as 

they had to decide to believe me and the CNSC staff or OPG because the regulatory framework 

was not clear. There are many examples of the risk aggregation being simply the sum of 

frequencies of all event sequences. Below is a list of examples: 

-RD-337 

-Draft RD-152 

-Transcrips and CMD’s for the Point Lepreau licencing hearings. 

-CNSC staff added all of the risks together for the Pickering licencing, including wind for the core 

damage frequency 

Safety goals in general are very confusing within the regulatory framework.  Some are limits, some are 

goals and some are targets, and the terminology does not seem to be consistent between industry and 

the CNSC staff. The terminology has consistently caused confusion at commission meetings and 

hearings. The CNSC should define the terminology they want to use so it is well documented, consistent, 

and not lead to confusion. 

What is also confusing is what amount of radiation constitutes a Large Release. For new reactors it is 

defined in RD-337 as “1014 becquerel of cesium-137” but I am not aware if this is the same for 

existing reactors. This should be clarified in this revision. 

 

4.2 Management systems or quality assurance 

Conduct the PSA under the management system or quality assurance program established 

in the licensing basis.
3
 

In my previous comments I suggested a review section similar to RD-310, and I still contend that there is 

a need for it. I have a lot of experience at quality management. I have helped implement 3 ISO 9001 

quality management systems for engineering firms. Even though the PSA is conducted under a 

management system or quality assurance program, I doubt that it contains the very specific review 

procedures like what is a requirement in RD-310. As well these CSA documents are not available for 

review unless members of the public can afford them, because they cost hundreds of dollars. I would 
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like to suggest that the CNSC set up a program that interested members of the public can be supplied 

with requested CSA standards paid for by either the licencee’s or the CNSC.   

 4.7 Methodology and computer codes 

Seek CNSC acceptance of the methodology and computer codes to be used for the PSA, before 

using them for the purposes of this document. The methodology shall be suitable to support 

the objectives of the PSA (set forth in section 3 of this document) and to support the 

intended PSA applications. 

Currently the CNSC staff accepts the PSA methodologies, but for the recent Pickering hearings the 

commissioners set precedence and put that authority back into their hands with only recommendations 

from CNSC staff. I think that the commissioners should always have to accept the methodologies, as 

they form part of the licencing basis and so that they can undergo public scrutiny. After the commission 

has approved them they can delegate the authority to manage them under similar change procedures as 

the LCH. 

Currently the CNSC staff is using Staff review guides to accept PSA methodologies. These review guides 

are not available to the public and licencees. I find this unacceptable, and it gives un-needed regulatory 

uncertainty for the licencees. 

If the methodologies form part of the licencing basis they also need to be made public through the 

licencee’s public information program.  

4.8 Site-specific initiating events and potential hazards 

Include all potential site-specific initiating events and potential hazards, namely: 

a. internal initiating events and internal hazards 

b. external hazards, both natural and human-induced, but non-malevolent 

Also include potential combinations of the external hazards. 

The screening criteria of hazards shall be acceptable to the CNSC. 
The licensee may, with the agreement of “persons authorized” by the Commission, choose an 

alternate analysis method to conduct the assessment of external events (internal hazards and 

external hazards).  

The screening criteria need to also be made public, and subject to the commissioner’s approval and not 

the CNSC staff.  

5. Guidance on public disclosure 
In accordance with licensees' public information programs established under RD/GD-99.3, 

Public Information and Disclosure, a summary of the results and assumptions of PSA should 

be made available to interested stakeholders. It should be noted that any information 

pertaining to the specific fault sequences and vulnerabilities of a facility include security 

sensitive information and is subject to applicable information security provisions.  

It is nice to see an attempt at transparency and addition of proper guidance with this addition. However 

instead of just the summary of the results and assumptions, the methodologies and screening criteria 

also need to be made publicly available, as I had suggested in the first round of consultation and for the 

Darlington hearings. The methodologies and screening criteria can be subject to the same clause of 

security sensitive information as the summary. Methodologies form part of the licencing basis and the 



CNSC is required to provide that regulatory information to the public under the NSCA. Currently only 

guidance documents are referenced for the methodologies in the LCH, but many of these documents 

have similar information that is not exactly the same and contain more than one way to do things. Only 

actually making the methodologies publicly available can the public as well as the commissioners 

understand what was actually committed to in the methodologies and therefore the licencing basis. This 

has led to a lot of confusion recently at Pickering as well as Point Lepreau. Dr. Jammal at the annual 

public meeting also suggested that the methodologies be made public.  

With the addition of this new guidance on public disclosure I would like to recommend as I did in the 

previous consultation that the following section of the NSCA be added as relevant legislation. 

9. The objects of the Commission are 
(b) to disseminate objective scientific, 
technical and regulatory information 
to the public concerning the activities 
of the Commission and the effects, on 
the environment and on the health 
and safety of persons, of the 
development, production, possession 
and use referred to in paragraph (a). 

The crosswalk to RD-99.3 should also be made. 

 

Conclusions 

As the Regulatory document stands in its current form, it is very confusing, lacking detail, lacking 

guidance, and imposes a lot of regulatory uncertainty on the licencees.  I recommend proper guidance 

using the comments already received be added to the document and one more round of consultations. I 

also request to be able to present to the commissioners when they are asked to finalize this document. 

It is not fair or democratic to allow the licencees this opportunity and not the public that also 

participated in the consultation process. Not many members of the public are engaged enough in the 

nuclear industry to comment on regulatory documents, but when people do take their time to help 

improve the regulatory framework based on their experiences you should give them the same 

opportunities as the licencees. I also support the comments made by Shawn-Patrick Stensil from 

Greenpeace. 

 

Regards 

Chris Rouse 

40 Appleby Drive 

Rothesay, New Brunswick 


