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1.0 OVERVIEW 

As a result of additional review, New Clear Free Solutions is happy to provide the commission 

with this supplemental information relating to our earlier submission. 

2.0 COMPLIANCE VS ALIGN 

After further review of the CNSC staff CMD we noticed that it is mentioned twice that OPG’s 

PSAs “Align” with regulatory document S-294 Probabilistic Safety Analysis for Nuclear Power 

Plants. At the March 27 2014 public meeting when CNSC staff made a last minute change from 

“Comply” with the fundamental safety objectives to “Align”, Chris Rouse informed you that: 

“The change from comply to align is a significant weakening and would not be very 

enforceable. Comply is legally well defined. After consultations with the Canadian 

Environmental Law Association they did a search and could not find any judicial 

interpretation of the term "align" or "alignment" in a statutory or regulatory context in 

Canada. Why are CNSC staff accepting wording suggestions from the licensees that have 

no legal meaning?” 

It seems to us that CNSC staff might be jumping the gun and using the newer revision of a 

regulatory document that has not yet been accepted by the commission.  

We would like a very simple yes or no from the CNSC staff if OPG’s Pickering PSAs are 

compliant with S-294. Compliance with S-294 is a requirement for release of the hold point and 

a condition of their PROL. The requirement in Pickering’s LCH states: 

“OPG currently meets some of the S-294 requirements regarding Pickering A PSA. As 

per Commission direction in the Record of Proceedings (e-Doc 4177096), OPG is to 

submit the requested information in order to be in compliance with S-294 before the 

release of the hold point. OPG is to submit all PSA elements by December 31, 2013, with 

the following exceptions:  

• Level 1 Internal Events Outage PRA, 

• Level 1 and Level 2 internal fire PRAs for both At-Power and Outage, and 

• Level 1 and Level 2 internal flood PRAs for both At-Power and Outage. 

In order to comply with the Commission directions in the Record of Proceedings, these 

three elements are to be submitted no later than 60 days prior to the Commission 

Hearing to release the hold point.” 

 

If the PSAs are not compliant with S-294 then OPG is not compliant with the Commission’s 

direction, and their PROL, and the hold point should not be removed and regulatory action 

should be taken. 
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A very smart lawyer told us that words matter. We find it odd that two very qualified nuclear 

experts, Dr. Greening and Dr. Nijhawan, have both used the word doublespeak recently when 

referring to the CNSC Staff’s dissemination of information. It is our opinion that “Align” is 

nothing more than doublespeak for not compliant.  

 

3.0 PICKERING A FIRE PSA 

In our original submission we contended that the bounding analysis should be included in the 

PSA results, making specific mention of the outage fire PSA being marked as N\A. After review 

of the LCH we find that the fire outage PSA is a requirement for removal of the hold point, as 

pointed out in the above underlined excerpt from the LCH. Maybe this is why CNSC staff state 

that OPG`s PSAs only align with the requirements of S-294 rather than being compliant with 

them? 

If the fire outage PSA bounding analysis is not aggregated, we contend that OPG did not comply 

with the Commissioner’s directions or its PROL and the hold point should not be released and 

regulatory action be taken.  

Although we strongly disagree with OPG, they contend that comparisons of each individual 

external event be compared to the safety goals. If the required fire outage PSA is included in the 

individual fire external event PSA, Pickering A does not meet the safety limits. See results: 

S-294 Compliant Results and Revised Fukushima Enhancement Result are the same. 

CDF= 1 in 10,638 Ry (Just barely below the limit of 1 in 10,000 Ry) 

LRF= 1 in 59,523 (Substantially above the limit of 1 in 100,000 Ry) 

In the licencee’s presentation on PSAs at the March 27th public meeting, they stated that PSAs 

can cost anywhere from 5 to 10 million dollars. How much money has OPG saved by doing a 

simple bounding analysis fire outage PSA? If OPG is not going to spend the money on analysis 

so the results can be aggregated, they should spend it on upgrades like an additional filtered vent 

or enough PARS for a severe accident instead of just a design basis accident. Maybe they could 

spend some of the money they saved on analysis and upgrade the pressure relief on the primary 

heat transport system so that it is adequate for severe accidents. We would rather see physical 

upgrades than money spent on sharpening the pencil on analysis. 

Not only did OPG not provide an Action plan for not meeting their safety limits, there was no 

attempt to give any practicable options to reduce risk to the safety targets. Seems that OPG is 

trying to push the CNSC around and dictate the rules to the regulator. It appears to have worked 

on the CNSC staff, but we hope that the Commissioners will not let OPG push them around and 

demand what they asked for.     
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4.0 RISK AGGREGATION 

We would like to point out that the March 27th 2014 public meeting licencee`s presentation on 

PSAs, in which OPG was a participant, states: 

``Sequences of events that lead to similar consequences are grouped together and their 

frequencies of occurrence are summed to obtain risk results`` 

The consequences referred to above are core damage and a large release of radiation- and they 

should be summed as stated.  

None of the documentation that we have reviewed have any examples that PSA results should 

not be aggregated when being compared to safety goals. Some of the many examples that we 

have found state that they should be aggregated: 

 Draft RD-152 

 RD-337 

 NB Power Licence application and hearings 

 IAEA Guidance 

 NRC Guidance 

 CNSC Staff Presentation on PSA`s at March 27th 2014 public meeting 

 Licencee Presentation on PSA`s at March 27th 2014 public meeting 

It appears OPG may be confused between whole site PSA aggregation and single unit PSA 

aggregation. While the former might not have accepted methodology, the latter is very well 

defined.  

It is our opinion that OPG`s refusal to aggregate all the PSAs is a ploy to save money by not 

making upgrades. It is also our opinion that CNSC Staff are complicit in this by making this 

recommendation. This speaks very loud to the state of OPG’s and CNSC Staff’s safety culture, 

which aligns with the safety culture that caused the Fukushima accident.  

5.0 UNCERTAINTY  

The safety case for removal of the hold point is based on unspecified amounts of uncertainty. If 

more analysis is required to aggregate the PSAs, then OPG should be required to do it before 

they are considered compliant with S-294 and the hold point removed.  

We disagree that uncertainty should be used in the licencee`s favor. We ask the Commissioners 

to side with the people they are mandated to protect, the Canadian citizens, when faced with 

unknown amounts of uncertainty and not achieving safety limits. 


