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Kincardine, Ontario / Kincardine (Ontario) 

--- Upon resuming on Thursday, May 31, 2018 

at 8:33 a.m. / L'audience publique reprend 

le jeudi 31 mai 2018 à 8 h 33 

Opening Remarks 

M. LEBLANC : Bonjour, Mesdames et 

Messieurs. Good morning. Welcome to the continuation of 

Part 2 of the public hearing on the application by Bruce 

Power for the renewal of the Nuclear Power Reactor 

Operating Licence for the Bruce A and B Nuclear Generating 

Stations. 

During today's business we have 

simultaneous interpretation. 

Des appareils d’interprétation sont 

disponibles à la réception. La version française est au 

poste 2 and the English version is on channel 1. 

We would ask that you please keep the pace 

of your speech relatively slow so that the interpreters 

have a chance to keep up. 

I would also like to note that this 

hearing is being video webcast live and that the hearing is 

also archived on our website for a three-month period after 

the closure of the hearing. 
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Les transcriptions seront disponibles sur 

le site web de la Commission dans environ deux semaines. 

So the transcripts will be available on our website in 

about two weeks. 

To make the transcripts as meaningful as 

possible, we would ask everyone to identify themselves 

before speaking. 

And as a courtesy to others in the room, 

please silence your cell phones and other electronic 

devices. 

I should have noted and recognized that we 

are today in traditional indigenous territory. 

Monsieur Binder, président et premier 

dirigeant de la Commission canadienne de sûreté nucléaire 

va présider l’audience publique d'aujourd'hui. 

Mr. President...? 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Merci, Marc. 

Good morning and welcome to the 

continuation of the public hearing of the Canadian Nuclear 

Safety Commission. Welcome also to those joining us via 

webcast and teleconference. 

Mon nom est Michael Binder, je suis le 

président de la Commission canadienne de sûreté nucléaire. 

And for those who were not here -- how 

many days was it, three days now --
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--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: -- I will begin by 

introducing the Members. 

To my right are Dr. Sandor Demeter and 

Ms Kathy Penney. To my left are Mr. Timothy Berube and 

Ms Rumina Velshi. 

We already heard from our Secretary Marc 

Leblanc and we also have with us Ms Lisa Thiele, Senior 

General Counsel to the Commission. 

Marc...? 

MR. LEBLANC: As President Binder has 

alluded to, this is the 4th day of hearing. We have heard 

so far the presentations from Bruce Power, CNSC staff, 48 

interveners that asked to make oral presentations, and we 

addressed all written submissions that had been filed with 

the Commission. 

Ten interveners are scheduled to present 

orally today. We are down to nine. One person has asked 

that his intervention, Mr. Norm Gurr, be treated as a 

written submission. 

Ten minutes are allocated for each 

presentation, with the Commission Members having the 

opportunity to ask questions after each presentation. 

To help you in managing your time, a timer 

system is being used today. The light will turn yellow 
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when there is one minute left and turn red at the 10-minute 

mark. 

We have in attendance, available for 

questions from the Commission, representatives from 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada. I will use this opportunity 

to thank them because they were here from day one and are 

still with us, I have noticed. So thank you for this. 

Your key contact persons will be Ms Louise 

Levert and Ms Johanne Villeneuve from the Secretariat staff 

and you will see them going around or at the back of the 

room if you need information regarding the timing of 

presentations and any other logistical considerations. 

We plan to break for lunch around 12:30 

and then once all interventions have been addressed, the 

afternoon will be dedicated to the final round of questions 

from Commission Members to Bruce Power and CNSC staff. 

I was reminded this morning that we should 

indicate if there are any emergencies that there are some 

doors all around this room that are available. Also, to go 

outside, however, the door that is outside this premise is 

locked, so you would have to go through the stairwell and 

then there are doors that go outside or to the lobby should 

there be an emergency. The bathrooms are -- there are 

dedicated bathrooms for staff and Members and others at the 

side, and for the public the bathrooms are when you go 
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outside the door on your left. 

Mr. President...? 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. 

So the first presentation for today is 

from the Historic Saugeen Métis, as outlined in CMD 

18-H4.55. 

I understand that Ms McArthur will make 

the presentation. Please proceed. 

CMD 18-H4.55 

Oral presentation by the Historic Saugeen Métis 

MS McARTHUR: Thank you. 

Dr. Binder and Panel Members, I am Patsy 

McArthur, Secretary-Treasurer of the Historic Saugeen 

Métis. 

Attending with me are George Govier, to my 

back, Chris Hachey, Ross Lamont. And in the audience we 

have Jenna McGuire, Councillor, and Carolyn Myers Boone, 

Executive Assistant. 

HSM appreciates this opportunity to 

appear. 

HSM's long-term vision and objective is 

focused on promoting and protecting the sustainability of 

the environment within the traditional Saugeen territory as 

http:18-H4.55
http:18-H4.55
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it relates to local Métis interests, rights and way of 

life. 

HSM's intention with regard to the 

environment is long-term preservation of natural features 

and resources. HSM supports development that meets the 

needs of the present without compromising the ability of 

future generations to meet their needs, specifically where 

it relates to HSM's ability to continue their traditional 

harvesting practices, rights and interests. 

HSM's main goal when looking at 

environmental protection is maintaining the integrity of 

the local environment so that it can support a healthy 

harvest now and into the future. HSM is committed to 

providing an environmental legacy to future generations of 

HSM citizens that they can be proud of and be confident 

will continue to support at least the next seven 

generations of HSM citizens. The involvement of local 

Métis decision-makers is essential to these goals. 

Ross Lamont...? 

MR. LAMONT: For the record, Ross Lamont. 

Our concerns are for safe operation of the 

nuclear generating stations with minimal imprint on the 

water and lands that support our community's asserted 

aboriginal rights. They are communal aboriginal rights 

affirmed by section 35 of the Constitution Act of 1982 and 
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relate to the sustenance and harvesting on the land and in 

the waters surrounding the Bruce nuclear site. 

The HSM-Bruce Power Amended and Restated 

Participation Agreement, December 6, 2017, continues a 

working group to work together to achieve the objectives 

and commitments of the agreement. This agreement is 

effective and remains in place throughout the duration of 

the Bruce Power operating the generating stations. The 

agreement does not prejudice, limit, affect or constrain 

the positions either party may take in relation to the 

regulatory approvals and discussions with the Crown. 

MR. HACHEY: Chris Hachey, for the record. 

HSM has been engaged with Bruce Power on 

the proposed licence renewal since early 2016. HSM met 

with Bruce Power on February 5th, 2016, to discuss the 

licence renewal for Bruce A and B. Working group meetings 

have been held since 2015. Over this period, in 2016 we 

had three meetings, in 2017 we had four group meetings, and 

in 2018 we had to group meetings. 

The discussions with Bruce Power have been 

positive to date. Bruce Power has made timely and 

effective efforts in addressing HSM's concerns related to 

licence renewal. HSM looks forward to continuing to be 

informed, consulted and engaged, and to maintaining the 

good relationship with Bruce Power. 
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MR. GOVIER: For the record, George Govier 

is my name. I want to speak about the HSM support for 

Bruce Power. 

An HSM letter of support for Bruce Power's 

application for licence renewal for Bruce A and B Nuclear 

Generating Stations dated April 11th, 2018, has been 

provided in our written submission at Appendix B. 

MS McCARTHUR: Patsy McArthur speaking. 

Bruce Power Inc. continues to provide 

countless opportunities for employment, high-skilled jobs 

for local Métis. Local Métis families have realized a 

standard of living and opportunities that were unlikely in 

the past. HSM believes nuclear generation is the safest, 

cleanest, most reliable source of energy available. It 

leaves a clean environment for harvesting and has the added 

benefit of steady well-paid jobs that support the province 

and local economies. 

MR. GOVIER: Again, for the record, George 

Govier speaking. 

The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 

engagement activities with historic Saugeen Métis. 

CNSC ensures that all its licensing 

decisions under the Nuclear Safety and Control Act uphold 

the honour of the Crown and consider aboriginal peoples' 

potential or established aboriginal and/or treaty rights 
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pursuant to section 35 of the Constitution Act, 1982. 

On August the 1st, 2017, CNSC staff met 

with HSM representatives to discuss licence renewal for 

Bruce A and Bruce B. CNSC staff provided an overview of 

CNSC's licensing renewal process and information on the 

status of the proposed Bruce Power licence renewal 

application, which includes major component replacement 

activities. 

CNSC and HSM held a biannual meeting on 

February 27th, 2018, to further discuss issues related to 

the Bruce Power licence renewal and the scheduled CNSC 

public hearings. Discussions included impingement and 

entrainment, thermal effluent and the recent Commission 

Member Document report. 

CNSC also outlined the Independent 

Environmental Monitoring Program, discussing opportunities 

for HSM to participate in the program. HSM staff outlined 

the formal process for engagement and support where Métis 

interests and/or rights may be affected by proposed 

developments on land or water within our traditional 

territory. 

CNSC staff also provided public 

information materials for an HSM community meeting 

regarding the Bruce Power 2018 licence renewal. No 

specific concerns with regard or with respect to the 
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proposed Bruce Power licence renewal applications were 

raised at that time. 

MS McARTHUR: Patsy McArthur speaking. 

HSM has a substantial interest in many 

decisions related to the management of nuclear activities 

at the site operated by Bruce Power and supports Bruce 

Power's application for licence renewal of Bruce A and B. 

We are now open for questions. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions...? Who wants to start? 

MEMBER BERUBE: There is feedback on this 

obviously. That's a little better. 

Good morning. Thank you for your 

presentation. Welcome to the hearings. 

THE PRESIDENT: Wait a second. 

MEMBER BERUBE: There is some feedback. 

I'm not sure of this microphone. You have to turn the gain 

down on this a bit. We have to live with it just for the 

moment. 

--- Pause 

MEMBER BERUBE: Any better? Good. I have 

to lean here, so forgive me. 

Just out of curiosity, you know, I would 

think that your primary concern here is protection of the 

environment is what I'm hearing in your presentation; is 
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that correct? 

--- No audible response 

MEMBER BERUBE: Good. And are the four of 

you the ones that are actually in active participation with 

Bruce? 

--- No audible response 

MEMBER BERUBE: Yes, okay. 

So I would like to ask you if you could 

talk a little bit about your interaction with Bruce and 

what specifically are you satisfied with in terms of the 

environmental protection that we would be concerned about? 

MR. GOVIER: Through the chairperson, 

Members of the Panel, for the record, George Govier 

speaking. 

One of the important steps in our 

engagement process where a project is operating over a 

longer period of time is a letter of support. We have 

referred to that letter of support in our remarks. The 

letter of support was included as an appendix to our 

written submission. 

The letter of support also enumerates the 

important documents that were provided to our staff and to 

our Council members for review and we then take those 

documents and we make notes for follow-up questions that 

can occur at any time, but most prominently they occur 
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during  our  quarterly  meetings.   One  of  my  colleagues  

referred  to  the  number  of  quarterly  meetings  we  have  had  

through  2016,  2017,  2018,  and  I  should  hasten  to  add  that  

in  addition  to  those  quarterly  meetings  where  staff  and  

Council  members  meet  with  staff  and  people  from  Bruce  

Power,  we  have  also  had  other  meetings.    

 Mr.  Rencheck,  our  Council  and  staff  

members  have  met  on  formal  and  informal  occasions.   We  have  

had  other  meetings  related  to  opportunities  for  

participating  in  economic  development  and  we  have  been  

asked  to  participate  and  develop  ideas  about  a  Memorandum  

of  Understanding  regarding  economic  development  that  may  

accrue  to  Historic  Métis  community.   

 Thank  you.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Question...?   

Ms  Penney...?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you  for  your  

presentation.   Looking  at  your  submission  on  page  -- and  

you  don't  need  to  look  at  it,  but  page  14-15  you  talk  about  

your  -- I  think  you  mean  your  environmental  department  

being  involved  in  some  way  in  the  planning  and  the  

independent  monitoring.   Am  I  understanding  that  correctly?  

 MR.  GOVIER:   For  the  record,  George  

Govier.    

 That's  true.   Our  staff  are  involved  with  

 



 

 

 

 

 

Bruce  Power  staff  in  discussing  ways  that  monitoring  during  

the  licence  period  can  involve  our  staff  and  our  Council  

members.   I  should  add  as  one  specific  point,  we  did  have  

an  opportunity  to  be  hosted  by  Bruce  Power  and  have  a  site  

tour,  largely  addressing  Fisheries  Act  and  fish  

authorization  -- 

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Yes.  

 MR.  GOVIER:   -- and  we  found  that  to  be  

very  helpful  to  understand  the  equipment,  the  process  and  

the  rigour  taken  to  prevent  entrainment  -- 

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Right.  

 MR.  GOVIER:   -- and  we  therefore  have  a  

better  understanding  of  what  to  anticipate  as  we  are  

involved  in  the  formal  application  for  Fisheries  Act  

authorization.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Okay.   So  what  I  hear  you  

saying  is  you  are  satisfied  in  the  way  you  are  involved  in  

the  DFO  authorization  process  and  you  also  had  some  

conversations  on  the  go  with  the  CNSC  around  monitoring;  is  

that  correct?  

 MR.  GOVIER:   Again,  George  Govier,  for  the  

record.    

 I  should  add  that  in  our  presentation  we  

mentioned  meetings  with  CNSC  staff.   We  have  now  an  

arrangement  for  what  I  will  refer  to  as  semi-annual  
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meetings. Our next one will be in July. Our previous one 

I believe was February 27th of this year. We are delighted 

that we are able to hear the issues and get offers to 

assist us from CNSC as well as in this case the proponent 

Bruce Power. So we have a very -- we discuss setting the 

agenda for these meetings. They are always set out as a 

tentative agenda to be added to or to be adjusted and we 

help each other by saying, oh, for future reference for the 

upcoming agenda could you list this or could you list that, 

and we have been careful to do that. 

One of the undertakings we have right now, 

which I guess was only last week, that I have added to the 

tentative agenda for July is opportunities for 

collaboration with CNSC. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thanks. I'm going to ask 

CNSC staff to give their view on the collaboration 

opportunities and then maybe Bruce Power. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. So I will ask Clare Cattrysse to maybe talk about 

the framework that we are working to and perhaps Jeff 

Stevenson could add the Local Coordinator's view. 

MS CATTRYSSE: Clare Cattryse, Director of 

the Policy Aboriginal International Relations Division. 

In terms of collaboration we have a number 

of things for the July meeting that we will be talking 
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about that were presented in the CMD with respect to 

looking for other opportunities for the study and analysis 

program, environmental monitoring, looking at some of the 

environmental mitigation measures at the site. 

I will pass this over to Kiza Francis 

(sic), she can talk about the independent monitoring 

program -- sorry, Kiza Sauvé. Sorry. 

MS SAUVÉ: Kiza Sauvé, I am the Director 

of the Health Science and Environmental Compliance 

Division. 

So in 2016 when we met with the Historic 

Saugeen Métis to discuss the independent environmental 

monitoring program, which was a meeting that was supported 

by Participant Funding Program, it was an excellent meeting 

in that when we arrived the HSM let us know that they had 

opened it up to the community, so we walked into a meeting 

room that was full of community members and we were able to 

describe the environmental monitoring program to the whole 

community, which was excellent for us. And in that meeting 

it was more of a description of the program and now we are 

looking forward to in our next meeting talking about what 

we can sample and where we can sample that will provide 

meaningful results to the HSM as we are doing sampling in 

their area and so we are hoping to provide more meaningful 

results to them. So we are looking forward to that meeting 



 

 

 

 

 

in  July.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you.   Bruce  

Power...?  

 MR.  CHUA:   Francis  Chua,  for  the  record.    

 It's  our  pleasure  to  confirm,  validate  the  

words  that  the  HSM  has  provided  to  us  today.   Our  quarterly  

meetings  have  been  very  productive.   As  George  has  

mentioned,  a  draft  agenda  is  always  sent  out  ahead  of  time  

and  that  is  standard  practice  and  we  are  able  to  talk  to  

each  other  and  figure  out  what  topics  of  discussions  are  

relevant  for  the  quarter.    

 In  the  lead-up  to  the  licence  renewal  

process  we  had  shared  all  our  material  with  the  HSM,  

including  the  application,  but  even  prior  to  that  we  had  

invited  the  HSM  to  various  open  houses  and  webinars  and  the  

participation  from  HSM  has  been  much  appreciated.    

 In  terms  of  environmental  protection,  the  

Fisheries  Act  authorization  is  definitely  something  that  we  

have  consulted  with  and  engaged  with  quite  a  bit,  quarterly  

updates  at  the  very  least,  site  tour,  as  George  has  

mentioned,  and  more  recently  we  did  a  Truax  Dam  site  tour  

with  the  HSM.    

 And  going  forward  as  we  progress  through  

the  application  and  into  actually  implementing  the  project,  

there  will  be  more  opportunities  to  get  out  into  the  field  
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to view the productivity gains and the successes that we 

are projecting to have. 

MR. RENCHECK: If I may add -- Mike 

Rencheck, for the record -- we very much value HSM's 

participation and input into helping us in our ever 

continuous process of improvement. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Just to conclude, it 

sounds to me like everything is working. It's not very 

often that we get this kind of discussion. So I assume you 

have the structure, the governance model and the discussion 

with the proponent and with the regulator. Well, thank you 

for sharing that. 

Any other particular question, different 

question? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. 

We have covered the bases on involvement 

and environment and you had sort of spoken briefly about 

traditional ways of life and aboriginal rights and your 

rights. My sense from what you are saying is that your 

traditional activities within the region are not hampered 

by the presence and activities within Bruce Power. I just 

wanted to confirm that you have been able to maintain and 

continue your traditional activities. 

MR. LAMONT: Ross Lamont, for the record. 
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The operations at Bruce Power are not 

inhibiting the rights of HSM members to exercise their 

traditional harvesting. Other issues may be there but they 

have nothing to do with the operator or the operations of 

the current site. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you very much. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. If I may add. 

HSM has also published several books on 

their history, which from an operator's perspective makes 

it very easy to read and understand and start to become 

more familiar with those traditions. It's much 

appreciated. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Question...? Question...? 

So thank you. Thank you very much. Any 

final thoughts you want to share with us? 

MR. LAMONT: For the record, Ross Lamont. 

I think there are two recognitions by 

Bruce Power that make the relationship work and the first 

is Bruce Power recognizes that support is only good when 

it's informed support and so they make a very strong effort 

to ensure that we have the information necessary to make 

the decisions that HSM has made in terms of the support, 

but it's having that informed support and the capability 
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within HSM, which has been that development of that 

capability has been supported by Bruce Power to do that. 

And the second recognition is that Bruce Power has 

recognized that HSM is an independent Métis community 

within their territory and as an independent Métis 

community has section 35 rights that are independent of any 

other organizations that exist within the province. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MS McARTHUR: HSM really appreciates the 

opportunity to attend here today and to provide input and 

we very much appreciate being able to contribute to the 

various activities that happen at the Bruce site and have 

respect from the proponents. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. 

I'd like to move on now to the next 

presentation by the Canadian Nuclear Association as 

outlined in CMD 18-H4.63. 

And I understand that Dr. Barrett will 

make the presentation. 

http:18-H4.63
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CMD 18-H4.63 

Oral presentation by the 

Canadian Nuclear Association 

MR. SCONGACK: Dr. Binder, James Scongack 

from Bruce Power. 

Just while the CNA is getting situated, 

there was a question from last night that I thought we 

could just briefly answer and put on the record. It was a 

simple number that we didn't have. 

During the City of Owen Sound's 

intervention yesterday, we received a question from one of 

the Commissioners on the number of hospital beds in Owen 

Sound, the Owen Sound Regional Health Centre. So, there's 

171 beds in total and across their entire network there's 

242 beds. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

DR. BARRETT: Well, thank you, and good 

morning, Mr. Chair and Commissioners. 

My name is John Barrett, I'm President and 

CEO of the Canadian Nuclear Association. 

I appreciate the opportunity to say a few 

words in support of Bruce Power's application for a 10-year 

operating licence renewal for Bruce A and B generating 

stations. 

http:18-H4.63
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You will already have received written 

comments on behalf of the CNA and its members and I would 

like, for the record, to briefly expand on some of the key 

points addressed in the letter, in particular, Bruce 

Power's commitment and diligence in the areas of safety and 

the environment. And I would also like to comment on the 

strong public support that Bruce Power enjoys. 

Let me begin by addressing the suggestion 

of some intervenors that Bruce Power is seeking approval to 

run its reactors until 2064. As the Commission fully 

knows, this simply isn't the case. The company is seeking 

a 10-year licence, not one to 2064, and this is consistent 

with what we've seen in other circumstances. 

Like all licensees, Bruce Power is 

required to come before the Commission to renew its licence 

and is held accountable before this Commission. In 

addition, CNSC has staff on site and they hold Bruce Power 

to account daily. 

It's important to note that the public and 

all stakeholders have the opportunity on an annual basis to 

review performance of all plants through the annual Nuclear 

Power Plant Report. 

Like all members of the Canadian nuclear 

industry, Bruce Power is committed to the safe, clean and 

reliable operation of its facilities. This means not 
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accepting the status quo, but continually working towards 

improvement in safety programs and environmental 

stewardship. And CNA believes that the best indicator of 

future performance is past performance. And on that score, 

Bruce Power has an outstanding record. 

Since 2001, Bruce Power has generated 

safe, reliable and carbon-free electricity for the people 

and businesses of Ontario. And this strong performance is 

rooted in an equally strong nuclear safety culture and an 

ongoing commitment to continuous improvement. 

Now, this morning I was reflecting on the 

term safety culture because, like many people perhaps in 

this room or who may be watching on the webcast, we do not 

work and we have not spent our careers in the nuclear 

industry and sometimes I think it requires a little more 

detail to know what a safety culture is. So, let me just 

give you three little, let's say, anecdotes that I have 

experienced that give me the impression that there is such 

a thing as a very strong safety culture at Bruce Power. 

One of the things that you encounter, not 

so much when you go onto the site, but certainly when you 

leave is this strange machine that documents whether you've 

had any exposure of radiation and the doses. And when you 

encounter that the first time you think that this is 

something a little bit from outer space when you grip a 
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machine and you wait for it to say those very important 

words, "all clear" after four or five seconds of being 

scanned. 

But I think that to those who are not 

doing this every day, it is an impressive bit of experience 

and it does give you that confidence that, yes, this is a 

safety culture, it is watching and monitoring every aspect 

of radiation possibility and doses for every individual on 

site. 

The second one is one where you're walking 

along and you're talking to a colleague from outside the 

site and you're going down a flight of steps that maybe has 

about six or seven steps. Someone walking by, not the 

people you're with from the company, but one of the 

employees tells you the motions that you should be holding 

the handrail and even if it's a few flights, and we got 

that a couple of times until we finally learned, you hold 

onto those things. But this came from just people walking 

by. They stopped us and said -- just motions, you better 

do that. 

And we went through a site, then there was 

a CNO who was taking us through and closed the doors after 

us and made sure that the fire doors were closed, like 

stopped and just looked. Again, this builds this 

experience that you haven't seen in daily life that you 
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realize, we're into a different culture here and it's very 

profound. 

And the third one is, is one that's almost 

counterintuitive. I was looking at a video that was 

presented by Bruce Power, getting ready for the major 

component replacement, it's reviewing and, as always, it's 

constantly improving its safety record and its safety 

procedures. 

And this one I say counterintuitive 

because it showed how in certain situations you see 

something on the site, or something on the plant that's not 

quite right. First instinct, and you think of this in 

other walks of life or in other companies, you train people 

to be proactive, take measures. Look, there's something 

that's not dangling over here or needs to be corrected over 

there. Just do it. 

And in this case they say, don't do it, 

stop, think about it, call someone because it could have 

safety implications that you haven't thought about. Maybe 

you're adjusting a ladder or something and you realize that 

you don't have the right equipment, but you're going to do 

it anyway. They don't want you to do it. 

And so, again, the counterintuitive about 

being proactive is more in this case about stop, think, get 

it right and don't make a mistake. 
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So, I just offer those up because to me 

they give a very sort of profound and, as you can see, 

memorable impact on what a safety culture is. 

The licence application and supporting 

documentation presented before the Commission testifies to 

that unrelenting safety commitment and performance record. 

Bruce Power meets all CNSC regulatory requirements. 

Radiation doses are well below the regulatory limits. And 

Bruce Power received its strongest overall report card from 

the CNSC in 2016, including top ratings for operating 

performance, conventional health and safety and waste 

management and security. 

Some of the means by which Bruce Power 

ensures continuous improvement of its safety performance 

includes effective safety communication, which I've 

mentioned, clear accountabilities and a continuous learning 

approach. 

In addition, Bruce Power relies on outside 

audits, including those conducted by the Canadian Nuclear 

Safety Commission to benchmark its performance. 

Bruce Power supports an Indigenous 

employees' network and has created an Indigenous community 

investment fund. In 2018, Bruce Power created Indigenous 

relations suppliers' network. 

These efforts have been recognized with a 
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gold level recertification for progressive Aboriginal 

relations or PAR by the Canadian Council for Aboriginal 

Relations, as we heard in the -- well, from one of the 

intervenors yesterday. 

Bruce Power is the largest employer in the 

region supporting 22,000 direct and indirect jobs, as well 

as an annual additional 5,000 direct and indirect jobs 

during asset management and major component replacement. 

Bruce Power's employees, including the 

executive team, live in the community. The company 

actively encourages its employees to give back to the 

community through volunteering and participating in 

community activities. 

CNA would like to comment on the view of 

Ontarians regarding the activities contemplated in the 

licence application over the next 10 years. 

In order to independently identify and 

quantify this view, CNA retained an independent and highly 

respected public opinion firm to carry out a poll across 

the province. 

Between May 11th and May 15th, Innovative 

Research Group completed a telephone survey consisting of a 

total of 578 telephone interviews, land line and cellphone 

samples among Ontario residents aged 18 and older. 

The data was weighted by age, gender and 
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region using the most recent census data, to a final sample 

size of 500. A sample size of this -- a sample of this 

size has an associated margin of error of plus or minus 4.4 

per cent 19 times out of 20. 

CNA has released the key findings of this 

report to the public generally and is pleased to share the 

findings as part of this oral presentation. 

While we recognize that this licence 

application is seeking approval for 10 years of operation, 

the poll found that approximately eight in 10 Ontarians 

support the refurbishment of the Bruce Power reactors which 

will allow them to operate for an additional 30 years. 

This support was generally consistent 

across all regions of the province, ages and gender. 

The top reasons for support include 

nuclear as being the best option, the strong safety and 

operational record and the fact that nuclear generation is 

clean with minimal environmental impact. 

Among the 20 per cent who oppose 

refurbishment, the top reason given was a preference for 

alternative generating sources. Only three of that 20 per 

cent opposing cited safety concerns. 

We also asked Ontarians for their 

impression of Bruce Power. Forty-six per cent had a good 

or better impression, while 17 per cent had a fair 
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impression and only four per cent had a poor view. 

It is clear that Bruce Power has built a 

strong, positive reputation, with nuclear energy being 

viewed as a viable option that is safe and environmentally 

friendly. 

By a margin of six to one, Ontarians 

agreed that the facility operates safely and that the 

company is responsibly managed and a good corporate 

citizen. 

And by a margin of five to one, Ontarians 

believe that adequate security measures are in place. 

There was also overwhelming support for 

the role that Bruce Power plays in providing medical 

isotopes for sterilization and medical use, including 

cancer diagnosis and treatment. 

These quantified and independent results 

clearly reinforce the conclusion that Bruce Power's 

operational safety and environmental protection have 

provided a high degree of confidence among the people of 

Ontario. 

In conclusion, Bruce Power has safely 

operated the Bruce nuclear generating site for 17 years. 

It has safely generated clean and reliable electricity 

without significant accident or radioactive release. Bruce 

Power is a world class operator in the global nuclear 
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industry, and I have had personal experience of that 

international reputation. 

Due to Bruce Power's strong safety 

culture, equally strong commitment to all aspects of safety 

throughout the organization, the Canadian public can have 

the highest confidence that this unblemished and impressive 

record will continue. The Canadian Nuclear Association 

supports this application for a 10-year licence for the 

continued operation of Bruce generating stations A and B. 

And I would like to close by thanking the 

Commission for the opportunity to provide our views on this 

licence application. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Question? Ms Penney. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you for that, and 

especially for the description of what a good safety 

culture looks like. It's helpful. 

My question. So you're the industry 

association for the nuclear industry. What kind of 

communications policy do you have with respect to 

misinformation in the media? Do you have like a zero 

tolerance policy where if something's in the press that's 

incorrect that you respond, or a more passive policy? 

DR. BARRETT: I think the answer is 

probably somewhere in between. I think it is generally 
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agreed -- and of course, we consult with our members who 

have their own abilities, capabilities, and reasons for 

reacting to, you know, adverse opinions, and particularly 

when there are a misuse of facts or there are myths that 

are just perpetuated with no basis. 

And when we see that, sometimes one takes 

a decision that it is the views of a person in the public 

who has the right to those views, and that can go by. But 

when it's more systematic, and there are some groups that 

do -- try not to miss any opportunity to try to oppose the 

nuclear industry, largely from one would say ideological 

position, we do try to oppose, and do that kind of 

judiciously, surgically, again, and dispassionately. It's 

always on facts. We just correct the facts and we keep 

that going. 

That ties into something that I think we 

would all in the industry share from our own experience and 

observation is that the greater the awareness of the public 

and individuals about our industry, the greater the 

acceptance. I think we can say that's almost a rule. And 

so the CNA -- I can tell you more about our communications, 

but I just at this moment mention that we produce annually 

an update fact book. And the fact book is serving to 

correct that. So we distribute that widely to libraries, 

to as many -- to schools and many places as possible. And 
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that relies on third party affirmation-confirmation of the 

facts. So it's not, you know, CNA just saying, this is the 

fact. We're utilizing that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 

record. 

If I could just add, obviously, as an 

industry association, really the delineation is, is where 

there are issues that are broad to the industry that need 

to be responded to, the CNA obviously plays that role. 

Just to provide some colour, I know 

John -- Dr. Barrett mentioned they work with the utilities 

from a licensee -- our policy is zero tolerance for 

infactual -- or for information that is not accurate. And 

our policy is essential for -- and our principle that we 

apply is everybody's entitled to their own opinion, not 

their own facts. 

So as a licensee, if there are "facts" 

that are not correct, we will aggressively, proactively, 

and immediately correct those. Unfortunately, sometimes 

the initial coverage that we may get that has 

misinformation is not commensurate with the response we get 

on the fact correction, but we try our best. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Ms Velshi. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

         

          

          

        

       

          

            

          

           

      

          

         

          

            

           

 

          

          

         

           

            

           

         

          

           

32 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you for sharing your 

polling results with us. Bruce Power had shared their 

results, the Ipsos survey, which was closer to home here 

and not surprisingly, you know, stronger support, though 

very strong support across Ontario. 

And as you said, support is tied in with 

how well informed the population is. So when it comes to 

nuclear safety or safety of the nuclear power plants, how 

well informed do you think Ontarians are on that, and where 

are there opportunities to improve that? 

DR. BARRETT: I think one of things that 

I've heard mostly is the reference to Chernobyl accident 

and Fukushima. And there's sort of implied in that, 

raising that as if it can happen in Canada or in our 

nuclear sites here, mainly in Ontario and of course in New 

Brunswick. 

And that one is one where I think it's 

almost like an indication that these were accidents. They 

are often very much exaggerated in the imagination because 

it's not based on knowledge about how severe they were. 

But they're used as, well, you know, what about this? And 

that's the kind of question. You come from the nuclear 

industry? What about Fukushima? What about Chernobyl? 

And the answer to that, I've found, has to 

be rather sharp and factual. One way -- the first 
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instance, is to -- if, hopefully, people will listen long 

enough -- is to be able to explain that both of those 

accidents had peculiar and specialized circumstances around 

them, not only in the extent of the accident and the 

fatalities -- which is always exaggerated far beyond what 

is the record that has been established by international 

bodies such as UNSCEAR from the United Nations and -- over 

the years. But that it is somehow -- so you have to 

correct that misperception. 

And then comes the one about whether it 

can happen here. And amongst the items you cite to say no, 

it can't, that kind of accident, is that the preparations 

and the detailed defences that -- in depth -- for safety 

that have been undertaken by our industry; the kind of 

technology that we have, which is different; the kind of 

reactor that it has, which is different -- it's far more 

safe in many dimensions. 

The way that the operations I point out to 

those -- you know, you have operators that -- I've seen the 

control rooms where you're not leaving one or two people 

standing there on their own. There's a whole phalanx of 

people who are highly, highly trained who are watching 

every aspect, you know, 24/7 of the operations. 

You have the conditions of whether 

seismicity and tsunamis that, you know, may not obtain. 
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And here's what I really stress, and I 

think it's a compliment to you and the Commission, is that 

we have the CNSC. And the idea that some of the operations 

that were conducted in the old Soviet Union at Chernobyl, 

the very idea that these things could have been underway in 

a Canadian plant with the CNSC watching and monitoring and 

being on top of that is just, to me, beyond -- you know, 

beyond reason. 

And in the case of Fukushima, there was 

some lapses in the safety culture. And as I mentioned --

tried to refer to, I think we've got a very, very strong 

and powerful safety culture. So it's those sort of ... 

Now, you can see I've taken far too long 

to explain. I have yet to find that 30-second, you know, 

clip. But I need the audience, if we're having this kind 

of discussion, to be able to just last this long to be able 

to get those facts on the table. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Berube. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Just a quick question. 

You mentioned you've got a hundred members in your 

organization. In terms of a subjective evaluation, where 

would you rank Bruce Power in terms of safety overall? 

DR. BARRETT: Well, I guess it's a 

different -- first of all, it's a different type of safety 

operations where they bear the brunt of the full reactor 
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operating on a daily basis, and therefore the higher levels 

of radioactivity, if you want to say that may be the kernel 

of the safety issue. 

Some of our members are -- it ranges from 

the university labs and research reactors there through to 

uranium mining in Cameco, a lot of engineering services 

that are highly qualified, and consultancies and others who 

form the supply chain. So they are held to their own 

safety standards, but largely by the operator itself. So 

every -- all paths seem to lead back to the operators. 

And in this case, from what I see, you 

know, ranking, I have to say the top three, because I'm 

impressed by New Brunswick Power, I'm impressed by OPG, and 

I'm certainly impressed by Bruce. 

I can always add some extra things into 

the mix that -- I was going to say tangential, but I don't 

think they are tangential. I think they're illustrative of 

how strong that safety perspective is ingrained and what a 

reputation there is for a company like Bruce Power. 

I mentioned the international side. So 

when I was the Canadian ambassador to the Atomic Energy 

Agency, and Canada sits on the board of governors 

permanently. And I had an opportunity to chair the board 

of governors during my last year at the -- in Vienna. I 

also covered the period of the Fukushima accident. 
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And what I saw were something that I 

hadn't quite realized before, and it's really after the 

accident and the efforts by Canada. And it was by our 

operators, but it was also by the CNSC and the staff and 

the president, sitting right in front of us, who went 

internationally to use the opportunity to raise 

international standards far above what they really existed. 

And the key to it, this thing that I began 

to realize, was the peer review and transparency. And it 

sounds maybe to people -- you know, peer review? Does that 

mean you just get your cronies in and they sort of mark up 

a few boxes and -- no, this is the goalkeeper's fear of the 

penalty shot, I think, for any operator. 

It's conducted through the World 

Association of Nuclear Operators, that's one body, where 

all of the operators, as the name suggests, are part of 

this. They have their own internal peer reviews. From 

what I understand, this is very -- I was going to say it's 

not quite -- it's scary to the operators when they get a 

peer review, because it is their own professional 

counterparts who are looking at their operation, saying, 

Hmm, not good enough here, or not good enough there, so. 

There's also the International Atomic 

Energy Agency that holds its own peer reviews. 

And what the Canadian regulator and the 
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Canadian delegation and the Canadian industry was trying to 

do in that period -- 2012, '13, and '14 -- and through the 

Convention on Nuclear Safety, which was chaired by Mr. 

Jammal, was to increase worldwide these peer reviews so 

they become virtually obligatory for all power plants 

around the world, not just Canadian ones. And that there 

would be there peer reviews, and these peer reviews would 

be -- the results would be published, and the operators 

would be held to account. 

So I'm coming back to your question 

because it's this kind of international reputation where 

Bruce Power's right at the forefront. They've accepted 

reviews from abroad. They have published the results. 

They've said this is -- you know, we're open and we will 

undertake these counterpart, very severe reviews and 

improve if we need to, but we're open for that. And 

whatever the result is, they've published it. And 

similarly the Commission. 

I wanted to get that on the record, 

because this is something that we don't really talk about 

much, and therefore the reputation of our utilities and 

especially Bruce Power on safety and security 

internationally is one of the top -- you know, I'd put it 

in the top five. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 
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Dr. Demeter? Question? Any other 

questions? 

Okay, thank you. Thank you very much. 

The next presentation is by the Grey Bruce 

Health Unit as outlined in CMD 18-H4.70. 

I understand that Dr. Lynn will make the 

presentation. 

CMD 18-H4.70 

Oral presentation by the 

Grey Bruce Health Unit 

DR. LYNN: There we are. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to 

be here today. My submission is in the support of the 

application for the 10-year operating licence at Bruce 

Power. There we are. 

It is the mandate of the Grey Bruce Health 

Unit to support a shared effort with our local partners to 

foster healthy communities, that is, to encourage those 

conditions in which people can be healthy. The 

determinants of good health are shaped by a variety of 

factors, including the social and economic and physical 

environments, and each of these factors have to be nurtured 

in a positive way to play a significant role in allowing 

http:18-H4.70
http:18-H4.70
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us to have healthy choices and actions. 

Bruce Power has and continues to play a 

very important role in contributing to our healthy 

communities and to the overall betterment of public 

health -- and that's the health of all the public, the herd 

health -- in Grey and Bruce counties. As the area's 

largest employer, their positive influence on our overall 

well-being of the region is seen through improved income 

levels, healthy workplaces, educational opportunities, and 

strengthened community support networks. 

The final report of the World Health 

Organization Commission on the Social Determinants of 

Health states that fair employment, decent working 

conditions will: 

"... eradicate poverty, alleviate 

social inequities, [and] reduce the 

exposure to physical and psychosocial 

hazards ... [They will] enhance the 

opportunities for health and 

well-being." 

Bruce Power has many programs, and I'm 

just going to give you an idea of some of the things we 

have worked with them over the last couple of years. 

The Bruce Power Sponsorship Program 

reflects the organization's commitment as an active partner 
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to support initiatives that generate the communities in 

areas of health and wellness, youth, environment, and 

citizenship. And what happens is we apply for a grant from 

Bruce Power for a project in one of these areas, and they 

are very generous to help us. 

They also have the Indigenous Community 

Investment Fund, which is really quite unique, demonstrates 

a concern for those high-risk communities and support for 

the local community wellness initiatives in the areas of 

education, the environment, training, and youth development 

in our local First Nations and Métis communities. 

Their contributions to many of our public 

health programs are significant, and Bruce Power helps to 

sustain this path towards good health for all of our 

residents. 

Another example is in our opioid group, 

Bruce Power is an engaged member of the local Opioid 

Working Group, which is a -- communities get together and 

put these together on drug and alcohol strategies. They 

work together and have formed a local response to the 

current opioid crisis. 

Bruce Power has long been a partner in our 

youth and child safety initiatives. And we've remarked 

about the safety here, but they're really concerned about 

our community as well. They have in the past participated 
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in the support of car seat programs, bike helmet promotion, 

smart risk injury prevention programming in all of our 

schools, and in the Children's Safety Village at Saugeen 

Valley Conservation Authority. 

The area of youth dental health, Bruce 

Power has funded the oral health awareness programs in all 

of our schools and in a promotion encouraging children to 

drink water rather than sweetened beverages. 

Bruce Power assists the 

recreation-physical activity needs of our communities. 

They contribute to the Longest Day of Play, in fact, they 

totally support that, and which is in every county and 

every municipality. This event raises aware of the 

importance of daily physical activity and encourages the 

residents to get more active. The Longest Day of Play has 

proven so popular locally that it's been adopted by 

Participaction as a national event. 

Bruce Power has also provided significant 

financial assistance for community recreation facilities in 

Owen Sound and Hanover and in Port Elgin. 

In the area of youth, Bruce Power has 

designated funds to support a youth summit which annually 

trains peer leaders on the topics of mental health and 

substance use. Following that summit, the peer leaders 

will then facilitate a variety of campaigns, also supported 
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through Bruce Power, and activities and events in their 

schools to help promote positive mental health in the 

school setting and educating their peers about the harms of 

substance use. 

In the area of emergency planning, the 

development and publication of the booklet "Be Prepared 

Grey Bruce Huron: Your Personal Guide for Community Safety" 

is an extremely valuable resource. We use it constantly to 

assist the residents in our area to prepare for and respond 

to a broad range of emergencies. 

Bruce Power's commitment to emergency 

planning is demonstrated in the rigour of their annual 

testing of their plans and procedures in responding to 

nuclear emergencies. And it also includes our public 

health responsibility in that response plan. 

So Grey Bruce Health Unit relies on all of 

our partners working together at every level to build a 

healthier community, and we recognize Bruce Power for their 

role as a good corporate citizen and a very important and 

dedicated partner in our efforts. And together we can 

build a healthy community. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you, Dr. Lynn. And 
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I truly acknowledge the benefits of socio-economic status 

as a social determinant of health. 

I wanted to touch on another issue that 

may be raised or is raised in a written submission from an 

upcoming intervener dealing with health status and get a 

sense from you on health status reports or surveillance 

within your region, specifically with chronic diseases. 

And how do you deal with very small pockets of population 

relative to surveillance? How do you deal with clusters or 

manage diverse populations over a geography and doing it 

with regards to chronic disease surveillance? 

DR. LYNN: It is certainly a challenge. 

And our epidemiology often points this out is we don't have 

enough numbers to get really good epidemiology. 

In general, though, we lump things 

together to get enough people that we can compare to like 

areas. And areas where the income is higher, there is much 

less chronic disease. And this is quite predictable. We 

are in a farming community, so there's certainly areas that 

don't have that advantage. 

MEMBER DEMETER: So taking into account 

the problems with sample size and smaller clusters, as a 

region, do you have a benchmark on how the health status of 

your community is compared to other regions in the 

province? 



 

 

 

 

 

 DR.  LYNN:   Yeah,  Public  Health  Ontario  now  

has  a  very  interesting  way  of  putting  this  together  for  us.   

So  we  put  our  data  into  that  organization,  and  we'll  be  

compared  with  other  rural  areas.   And  we're  certainly  not  

at  the  bottom  of  the  pile,  nor  are  we  at  the  top.   It  

depends  a  bit  on  the  diseases.   We  are  very  high  in  

certain  -- we  were  heavy  smokers  for  many  years,  so  lung  

cancer,  bowel  cancer  is  higher  in  our  area.   But  that  

hopefully  will  be  reducing  itself  over  the  next  few  years.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   So  taking  into  account  

other  lifestyle  issues  that  might  influence  those  diseases,  

it's  not  an  outlier  either  way.   It's  you  said  sort  of  -- 

 DR.  LYNN:   No.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   Okay.  

 DR.  LYNN:   One  thing  we're  positive  on,  

though,  which  is  interesting,  is  that  people  like  to  live  

here.   So  people  are  happy  about  their  community,  which  is  

good  for  all  of  us.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   Thank  you  very  much.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   So  as  a  layman  listening  

to  two  doctors  talk  ...  

--- Laughter  /  Rires  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Let  me  ask  you  the  bottom  

line.   Is  there  anything  in  your  oversight  of  the  health  of  

the  community  that  can  be  attributed  to  the  operation  of  a  
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nuclear  power  plant?  

 DR.  LYNN:   No.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   That's  

straightforward.   Because  you  know  -- you  know  -- 

 DR.  LYNN:   Smoking,  yes,  but  not  Bruce  

Power.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay,  thank  you.  

 Mr.  Berube.  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   I  have  a  very  dedicated  

interest  to  health,  obviously,  on  the  acute  side  in  

particular.   But  I  still  see  public  health  as  being  

fundamentally  important  to  preventing  disease  in  the  first  

place  and  protecting  the  public  from  things  they  may  not  be  

aware  of  even  coming  or  are  present.   So  fundamentally  

that's  your  role,  and  I  think  that's  incredibly  important  

and,  you  know,  in  my  opinion,  we  need  to  emphasize  that  

much  more  in  future  than  what  we  have  in  the  past.  

 So  with  that  regard,  my  question  here  

specifically  is  I'd  like  you  to  describe  your  interaction  

with  Bruce  Power  with  regard  to  emergency  planning  and,  you  

know,  what  you're  looking  at  in  terms  of  your  response  

would  be  if  there  was  some  kind  of  an  event.  

 DR.  LYNN:   Basically  we  have  always  been  

part  of  the  emergency  planning  at  Bruce  Power,  at  least  for  

evacuations,  KI  pill  distribution,  and  sort  of  who  looks  

 

 

   

 45 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

         

         

              

          

         

         

            

 

          

             

    

         

         

       

          

             

            

          

           

       

        

       

          

  

      

46 

after people in a centre, because our public health 

inspectors would be looking after food, water safety, and 

so on. So that we've always been part of their plan. In 

fact, we actually had a headquarters on the last big 

four-county, I believe it was, emergency exercise in our 

public health building in Owen Sound because it's far 

enough away and it has the electronics to be able to do 

that. 

So we’ve been involved, at least as far as 

I have been here at the health unit, pretty well in most of 

the planning. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Do you have any concerns, 

in your professional opinion, with what’s been planned to 

date? Are you satisfied with that? 

DR. LYNN: I think we always need to 

upgrade it. I remember the first few. I started almost 20 

years ago with the health unit and some of the first ones 

were pretty simplistic compared to the kind of things we 

can do now, and we have to continue that. The 

communications system, the notification system and all 

that, it always constantly needs to be renewed. 

THE PRESIDENT: Questions? 

Well, thank you. Thank you very much for 

your presentation. 

MR. DELOV: Thank you. 
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THE PRESIDENT: The next presentation is 

by the Provincial Building and Construction Trades Council 

of Ontario as outlined in CMD18-H4.96. 

I understand that Mr. Delov will make the 

presentation. Over to you. 

CMD 18-H4.96 

Oral presentation by the 

Provincial Building and 

Construction Trades Council of Ontario 

MR. DELOV: Thank you very much, Dr. 

Binder. Good morning everyone. My name is Igor Delov and 

I am the Executive Assistant at the Provincial Building and 

Construction Trades Council of Ontario. 

To my right is my colleague Carmine Tiano, 

who is Director of Safety and Occupational Services. 

We bring greetings on behalf of our 

Executive Board and our Business Manager, Patrick Dillon, 

who couldn’t be here today. 

Thank you for the opportunity to address 

you and offer our perspective. We believe in ongoing 

dialogue between the applicant, contractors, workers, 

regulators, and the community at large. 

We want to work towards helping to safely 

http:18-H4.96
http:CMD18-H4.96
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deliver clean, reliable, low-cost, nuclear power to 

Ontario, and we are therefore supportive of Bruce Power’s 

licence renewal application. 

The Provincial Building Trades is an 

umbrella organization representing 150,000 construction 

workers across the following trades, which are listed on 

the slide. 

We rely on a collective bargaining model 

where we bargain in good faith with our employer 

counterparts to secure collective agreements or project 

labour agreements, as the case may be. 

Construction bargaining at Bruce Power is 

conducted with the Electrical Power Systems Construction 

Association (EPSCA) which is 

one of seven construction bargaining sectors, as per the 

Ontario Labour Relations Act. 

A little bit about the upcoming labour 

market picture in Ontario. Over the next decade we have 

some statistics from BuildForce that project that Ontario 

will lose 87,000 construction workers to retirement over 

the next decade. If we were to break this down, 22 per 

cent of Ontario’s residential construction workforce 

(23,850 workers) would be lost while 22 per cent of its 

non-residential construction workforce (15,700 workers) 

would be lost by 
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2027. 

When we factor-in the great employment 

opportunities that Bruce Power’s nuclear refurbishments 

will offer, we are confident that we can introduce new 

career 

opportunities with a view to diversifying the 

workforce, which is a very important priority for our 

affiliates. 

Part of the effort is to recognize that 

there is a need to expand career opportunities to 

traditionally under-represented groups in that regard. 

The Building Trades unions will work with 

Bruce Power, the contractors, and the local municipalities, 

to ensure inclusivity of career opportunities for local 

youth. 

As we do so, we will do it using the model 

of strong apprenticeship programs which our Building Trades 

unions have developed over the years based on an 

earn-while-you-learn model that provides training and 

mentorship for registered apprentices. 

Just on that, we want to emphasize that we 

are bug supporters of the Ontario College of Trades, and do 

see that as an important institution with respect to 

tracking the apprenticeship registration and completion 

rates in the Province of Ontario. 
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We are committed to the notion that the 

labour market should reflect the face of the community 

where projects are performed and we also want to see strong 

apprenticeship completion rates, which would enhance the 

middleclass. We believe that the upcoming refurbishment 

work at Bruce Power is an excellent opportunity in that 

regard. 

Our Building Trades throughout Ontario, 

our affiliates, have outreach programs that help various 

demographic groups, helping them to access careers in the 

construction trades and some of them are 

listed there, and I’ll just go through them quickly. 

We have: the IBEW Work-Ready Aboriginal 

Program (WRAP); the Build TogetHER program, which helps to 

attract and retain women in the building trades; 

HammerHeads program, helping at-risk youth in Greater 

Toronto and Hamilton area; the Helmets to Hardhats Canada 

program, which helps returning veterans and reservists 

transition into civilian life after they’ve left the 

military service; and, we have the Carpenters’ CHOICE 

Program, which focuses on helping youth. 

So I’ll turn it over to my colleague, 

Carmine Tiano, who will talk to you about safety. 

Thank you. 

MR. TIANO: For the record, Carmine Tiano. 
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One of the biggest emphasis at the 

Building Trades, and which is shared by Bruce Power, is for 

the safety of workers. Bruce Power has been a proactive 

partner in developing our safety culture with the Building 

Trades and the safety culture which they have on site. 

Now, safety, all of us at the trades and 

at Bruce Power, believe that it’s best achieved through 

training and a clear structure for reporting unsafe 

conditions. 

Now, one thing that is obvious if you look 

at the literature, just because there isn’t -- the mere 

absence of a safety infraction does not mean that the 

workplace is safe. 

Now, we believe that there needs to be 

protocols and practices that are followed, but at the same 

time there needs to be a supportive environment that allows 

for workers, and anybody on a site, to be able to follow 

those practices. 

Now, one thing that all health and safety 

is predicated on is the participation of workers. In 

Ontario, the Occupational Health and Safety Act has been 

created on that. One thing we are sure of, that with Bruce 

Power there is this proactive approach not only on 

accident, but on their radiation protection program. 

Now, in 2009 there was the Alpha incident 
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and, well, there was a lot of chatter of what happened. 

The reality is when that did happen, Bruce Power and the 

Building Trades worked together to deal with it. 

Regardless of what was said in the public, there was a 

collaborative approach to deal with that problem. 

Now, the changes that were put in place as 

a result of the Alpha give us great confidence that our 

workers, and anybody else that goes on site, is adequately 

protected. 

Some of the things that happened after 

that, it wasn’t only what I’m going to quickly go through, 

it was more that when it happened, instead of walking away 

from it Bruce Power was at the forefront to work with us to 

get the problem. That doesn’t always happen when it comes 

to incidents on the work site when it comes to safety. 

So some of the things that were put in 

collaboratively were, just the equipment, we had the 

Canberra iCam system put in, there was large volume air 

samplers, personal air samplers, zinc-sulfide -- but more 

importantly, it was the collaboration with the workers, the 

individual trades, and outside third parties. That is 

really really hard to find in most workplaces. 

Another thing that’s very important. On 

September 9th Bruce Power entered into collaborative 

agreement with our council and the bargaining agents. 
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Basically, this agreement outlined shared goals and how to 

work towards the realization. That’s another important 

thing when it comes to creating a culture, especially on 

safety. The very fact that we have a collaboration 

agreement that actually allows us to work together with a 

partner is very important. 

A major goal, not only with safety, is 

what Igor talked about, creating a diverse workforce. 

That’s very very important. This collaboration agreement 

allows the Building Trades and its labour partners to 

change the nature of the workforce. 

Another important thing that I think that 

is important, to me anyway, anything that’s done there’s 

always an economic impact or what I would like to call the 

multiplier effect. 

If you look at the multiplier effect at 

what’s happening in the Bruce, let’s just look at the 

labour income from the expected refurbishment, it’s 

expected to be $980 million to $1.2 billion. It’s a 

massive multiplier effect. 

Total investments will create and sustain 

over 22,000 direct and indirect jobs annually. $751 

million to a billion in annual economic benefit throughout 

equipment supplies, materials both directly and indirectly, 

another multiplier effect. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 Also  investment  in  nuclear  refurbishment  

contributes  to  reducing  our  carbon  footprint,  helping  drive  

action  on  climate  change.   These  are  interesting  numbers.   

When  you  look  at  the  effect  that  nuclear  refurbishment  has  

had,  it’s  helped  avoid  25,000  emergency  room  visits,  helped  

prevent  20,000  hospital  admissions,  helped  prevent  8.1  

million  minor  illness  cases,  helped  take  away  30  megatonnes  

of  annual  greenhouse  gas  emissions.   Again,  that’s  a  

positive  multiplier  effect.  

 The  Provincial  Building  Trades  supports  

the  refurbishment  of  A  and  B.   The  total  impact  on  the  

community  benefits  the  environment,  training,  creates  

meaningful  careers,  and  also  helps  those  who  want  to  enter  

the  construction  grades.  

 Thank  you.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   Questions?   Ms  

Penney?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thanks.   Thank  you  for  

that.   Interested  in  your  BuildForce  statistics  where  you  

say  that  Ontario’s  going  to  lose  87,000  construction  

workers  over  the  next  decade,  22  per  cent  of  

non-residential.    

 Was  there  any  projection  in  that  report  

about  -- can  it  be  replaced?   Then  a  question  for  Bruce  

Power.   Do  you  anticipate  any,  you  know,  deficit  of  
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qualified people to do your major component replacement 

work? 

MR. DELOV: I don’t recall any specific 

statistics from that source citing the replacement of those 

workers. But I think if we work together with our owner, 

clients and contractors we will be and can be in a good 

position to fill those vacated jobs or trades positions. 

The Ontario construction labour market 

probably has between 25 and 30 per cent market share being 

building trades, and the rest of the workers are 

unrepresented workers or building trades workers to be. 

So we want to work hard and ensure that we 

have our maximum efforts, you know, mobilized to ensure we 

meet those needs while taking care to ensure that the jobs 

that do come are good-paying middleclass jobs that offer 

training opportunities for the workers. 

Thank you. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. As we look at this from a Bruce Power perspective, 

we work hand-in-hand with the Building Trades in 

determining the workforce requirements. Pat Dillon and I 

co-spoke at a panel at the Canadian National Convention of 

Building Trades last month, and we talked about the 

abilities to diversify the workforce by creating new 

apprentice opportunities through refurbishments. 
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In doing that, subsequent to that meeting, 

we’ve had a number of discussions with the various business 

agents from the different trades on creating training 

opportunities that are both here locally as well as broader 

throughout Ontario. 

As part of our announced Ontario Nuclear 

Innovation Institute, that the Skilled Trades and Training 

Secretariat will work hand-in-hand to ensure that local 

communities have an opportunity to enter the trades, either 

through the college routes or through the Building Trades 

training programs. 

So we see a near-term good supply, but we 

also have provisions in place to build the long-term 

supply, as we’ll be in a construction program for nearly 20 

years, and that will create a career opportunity for people 

throughout Ontario. 

MEMBER PENNEY: I had one follow-up 

question, Mr. President. So one thing I’m not sure I saw 

anywhere in your documents. I think you said 1,000 to 

2,000 people at the height of your construction. Are you 

ever going to need a camp or are you hoping you can access 

them all locally and have them housed locally? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. We’re working hand-in-hand with the local 

communities to expand facilities in the area. We think 
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that  provides  good  business  opportunities  and  business  

development  opportunities  for  any  and  all  of  the  

communities,  including  Indigenous  peoples.  

 I’ll  just  note,  in  Saugeen  Shores  there  

are  two  new  hotels  now  scheduled  to  be  built  and  literally  

thousands  of  home  units  on  the  docket,  including  two  

apartment  complexes,  roughly  400  units.  

 So  you’re  starting  to  see  the  signs  that  

the  communities  are  now  embracing  entrepreneurship,  it’s  

starting  to  take  advantage  and  build  in  front  of  us,  but  we  

look  forward  to  that.  

 In  the  past  refurbishments  there  were  also  

no  issue  with  housing.   

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   Mr.  Berube?  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   Thank  you  for  your  

presentation,  it’s  interesting.  

 So  let  me  get  this  correct  here.   Some  of  

your  members  are  working  full-time  at  the  Bruce  already  and  

then,  of  course,  contractors  will  be  coming  and  going  all  

the  time,  is  that  correct?  

 MR.  DELOV:   That’s  correct.  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   Could  you,  in  your  own  

words,  quickly  describe  to  me  the  process  of  a  new  worker  

arriving  at  the  Bruce  and  what  training  they  would  get  in  

terms  of  safety  and  security,  if  you’re  familiar  with  that?   
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Bruce, please, if you could augment that. 

Also, I’d like to hear from the Staff on 

the adequacy of that training, because we’re going to be 

moving a lot of people in and out of there underneath the 

terms of this licence, and I need to understand that 

they’re going to be well-trained and well-protected. 

MR. TIANO: Sure. I can speak to what 

happens when the call is out, that the workers are 

required. First thing, all our individual locals, 

especially when they’re dispatching someone to the Bruce, 

have -- those workers are already trained specifically --

sorry, on the general, what they need. 

Once they arrive on the Bruce, there is a 

more detailed program that goes in place, not only on the 

safety, on different types of work that they will be doing 

on the facility. 

Now, when it comes to the specifics of 

what happens on the Bruce, I know our Health and Safety 

Committees are actively involved. 

But when they actually get on site, 

depending on where they’re going to be working, I’m sure 

there are different protocols in place. Maybe James or 

someone else could actually go through that a little bit 

more in detail than I’m aware of. But I know that they’re 

there because our Building Trades has actually been 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

     

         

           

           

       

          

       

     

         

          

       

 

           

        

          

            

         

         

         

           

       

        

          

          

           

59 

involved in helping craft those. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. One aspect that we thoroughly enjoy when we work 

with the building trades unions is that each trade has a 

very profound technical training program for their 

personnel. Not only is it through classroom training and 

instruction, but it’s also through apprenticeship programs 

where they hone their skills. 

Now, that gives us a basic worker that’s 

technical, and then we have to make sure they understand 

the different characteristics and attributes of nuclear 

power. 

I’ll turn it over to Len Clewett who will 

talk about how we bring that indoctrination in. 

MR. CLEWETT: Len Clewett, for the record. 

So when a person new to nuclear comes on site they receive 

approximately four or five days of training, that’s general 

training, radiation training, which includes a plant tour. 

Then specific training like working in confined space or 

whatnot and any work of performing a task has t be 

qualified to work safely on that task. 

So some might need even some more 

training. For example, we recently had a large electrical 

campaign. Not only did the craft receive that training, 

but they received five days of training for over a 100 
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electricians that came to our site so they thoroughly 

understood the work they were doing and the system 

alignments before the work. So that’s initial training. 

But then we also have a continuous 

training program for workers, whether it’s a yearly or two 

yearly, to keep them, their skills and their safety 

performance, at a very high level. 

About collaboration. So we also work very 

closely with OPG with our training programs, to align on 

the standards, and we leverage each other’s training 

programs to continuously improve. 

Also working with the Building Trades, 

some of the training that I spoke about is also performed 

at Building Trades’ halls with approved programs and 

instructors from OPG or Bruce Power. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER BERUBE: I was going to try get 

some feedback from Staff, if that’s possible? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. So certainly with all the influx of new people 

coming to the site the training programs onboarding is of a 

great interest to the CNSC Staff. 

So I was going to ask Mr. Jeff Stevenson 

to talk a little bit about what we’ve done lately right 

here on site and, if needed, we can go back to Ottawa with 
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the overall framework for the compliance program. 

MR. STEVENSON: Jeff Stevenson, for the 

record. So CNSC sets out requirements for personnel 

training in REGDOC-2.2.2, and it’s incorporated in the 

proposed LCH that you have before you. 

Last year CNSC Staff conducted an 

inspection on contractor management, which incorporated 

aspects of training. So we are looking at this stuff 

already, and we had identified no major issues in our 

inspection last year. 

In addition to that, going forward, we’re 

also going to be continually looking at the contractor 

training because of the importance that that plays in 

maintaining safety on the site and we will report back, if 

there are any issues, to the Commission. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: So just a quick question 

then. Do you see continuity of employment for these 

construction workers to last the outage, or will they sort 

of come in and go? 

MR. CLEWETT: We see a lot of continuity, 

besides the major component replacement program which we’ve 

talked a lot about. We have an extensive outage program on 

the other seven units. So, typically -- when you look back 

at the last MCR; Units 1 and 2 refurb, and the outage 
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program, we typically have about 70 per cent of returnees, 

outage-to-outage, mostly from the tri-county area. 

So a lot of these, when they talk about 

these training programs, it’s more of a continuing program. 

For the new people, then we go through the initial. But a 

very high rate of return, and we see that probably 

increasing with the workload that’s commencing in 2020. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. I’d just like to add, it’s not inconceivable where 

an individual in the trades could work their entire career 

here at the Bruce site. 

THE PRESIDENT: But there will be a period 

where Darlington and you are, at the same time, 

refurbishing. Are you going to compete with each other for 

skilled labour? How is that going to work? 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. Not only then, we’ll also have potentially two 

units at the same time. The answer is we will be bringing 

those opportunities to the communities and being able to 

develop more apprentices and more workers. That will take 

place both here and at Darlington. 

It is a career opportunity for many people 

in Ontario. As we get out and spread that word, we’re 

looking for additional recruitment. 

As I stated, here locally we’re working 
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with the Building Trades to work with our new institute to 

set-up localized training centres for certain skill sets 

that we’re going to need here to be able to provide those 

job opportunities broadly through the Indigenous 

communities as well as the local communities, and keep 

those numbers in play for 20 years. 

It’s not a short-term view that we have on 

what we’re trying to do here at Bruce Power. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. I picked up 

your comments -- thank you for your presentation -- on 

managing the aftermath of the alpha incident. 

So with your constituents now -– and I 

know you talked a bit about changes. But what do you say 

or what do you see that would reassure them that that event 

wouldn’t happen again? 

MR. TIANO: Do you mean to our workers? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Yes, to your workers. 

How do you frame it for them that yes, it happened. It’s 

safe. What has changed to make you confident that it 

wouldn’t happen again? 

MR. TIANO: Well, to answer that, I think 

to get our workers to accept what happened is every time it 

comes up with me I go through how it was dealt with when it 

happened; that it wasn’t hidden. It was out there. 
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Bruce brought us up, brought a third party 

in, had meetings. As they were doing the investigation, 

the trades, the workers that were affected were all part of 

it. 

When the report was being done, the draft 

report was provided. After the final report was given, 

there was more community involvement with our workers. Our 

building trades, locals that were specifically involved did 

presentations. The presentations were done to the members 

and then it went on to the apprentices. When the 

apprentices came on we explained what happened at the Bruce 

and what has been put in place. 

Our health and safety committees, our 

green men, are all part of it. So that created that. 

There wasn’t anything hidden. Everything was out in the 

open. So it built this belief that yes, it happened. Here 

are the protocols. 

And the good thing is that it’s not that 

it’s just written on paper and just put in a binder 

somewhere; it’s continuously reviewed. It’s continuously 

looked at. And we take it and we bring it back to our 

membership. 

So to me it’s how it happened in the 

beginning and how it continues to actually be reviewed, 

quality assured given to our Executive Board, the health 
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and safety people. And I think that’s what has really 

created that trust now; that if it does happen, there’s a 

protocol in place. 

MEMBER DEMETER: I understand your 

reassurances from the transparency of the process and the 

involvement. 

MR. TIANO: Yes. 

MEMBER DEMETER: What I’m trying to get at 

is to get a sense of assurance from your end that there was 

sufficient changes made to prevent the next time. 

The management sounds like you were very 

satisfied with how they managed the incident. 

MR. TIANO: Yes. 

MEMBER DEMETER: So how are they going to 

prevent the next incident from your point of view? Has 

that safety case been made that it ain’t gonna happen 

again? 

MR. TIANO: Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, he just listed a 

whole list of equipment. 

MR. TIANO: Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: You didn’t mention trying 

to assure or reassure. You said only about a set of 

equipment. Is that correct? 

MR. TIANO: No. Most everybody knows that 
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the equipment has been put in place. We’ve given that 

information out to the locals that are involved. 

So yes, everybody knows the specifics of 

what has been put in place; the equipment, the protocols, 

yes. We have actually brought that to the attention of all 

the locals that were involved. 

THE PRESIDENT: But Staff, remind us 

again, the health impacts were monitored for years, I 

think. 

I thought at the end of the day, at least 

as far as I understand, there were no health significant 

outcomes. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

That is correct. It’s obviously been a 

bit of a high profile and we’ve been following it both 

while Bruce was investigating it and in the follow-up. 

Perhaps I can ask Caroline Purvis to give 

us a bit of discussion around the follow-up, I think is 

what you are really looking at, after the event. 

MS PURVIS: Good morning. Caroline 

Purvis. I’m the Director of the Radiation Protection 

Division, for the record. 

So to recap, from a worker dose and a 

worker impact perspective the incident that happened in 
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2009 resulted in 557 workers being affected. Collectively 

the total dose received by all those workers was 

approximately 512 millisieverts, with the maximum 

individual dose received by a single worker of 6.9 or 

approximately seven millisieverts. 

From that point of view, the impact on a 

worker’s health is not of a concern. 

However, the CNSC and the licensee took 

this incident very seriously. Bruce Power took many, many 

steps, as our colleagues here expressed, to respond to the 

incident, to put in corrective measures, to communicate 

with their workers about the potential health effects. 

They brought in a third party to discuss that with workers 

on a group basis and individually. 

To follow on that, Bruce Power also 

undertook a retrospective assessment, so in essence a 

review of historical doses that may have been received by 

workers due to intakes of alpha contaminants. 

In that regard they looked at both the 

population of workers during the refurbishment activities 

in Units 1 and 2 and also on the operation side. 

Having discovered some historical intakes, 

although not of significance from a health point of view, 

this also indicated to both the licensee and the CNSC that 

corrective measures and enhancements to radiation 
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protection programs were necessary. 

The CNSC sent a 12-2 request, so a formal 

request to all relevant licensees to revisit their 

radiation protection programs, to look at 17 areas where we 

felt that there was an opportunity for licensees to 

potentially improve their programs for the ultimate goal of 

protection of workers. 

Bruce Power, amongst other licensees in 

the nuclear power plant industry and other licensees that 

have alpha contaminants, reviewed their programs, made 

successful implementations and enhancements to their 

programs. 

I think what we can say –- and I just 

would like to reflect a little bit on the speaker. 

What he said was that it is now part of 

their terminology. It’s part of how they think about work. 

Alpha contamination is a reality in a nuclear power plant 

and that the protective measures are important and it’s 

part of their day-to-day discussions. 

I would say that’s very fair and it’s also 

the case for the CNSC. The Radiation Protection Division, 

our site inspectors, we also talk about it on a day-to-day 

basis. We think about it when we look at program reviews, 

when we go out and do inspections, when we look at event 

reviews. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

         

           

   

         

           

   

   

       

       

          

            

        

       

         

          

         

      

         

          

             

         

           

           

    

      

69 

So I think there is an overall broad 

appreciation for this hazard, and we are looking at it on 

an ongoing basis. 

And frankly when we look at the MCR 

project coming forward this will be an area where we will 

have enhanced oversight. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

I would like to move on. 

MR. DELOV: If I could just add, Mr. 

Chair, at the time of the incident in 2009 Bruce Power and 

the building trades engaged the Radiation Safety Institute 

of Canada, which is an independent not-for-profit 

organization, and the findings of the report that was 

written by the RSIC helped inspire the confidence among our 

members and workers in terms of understanding the alpha 

risk and how it was managed. 

I would just reiterate for the record that 

the exposures I believe were within the legal limits but 

they were higher than normal. So when the RSIC came in to 

explain what had happened and to make the recommendations 

moving forward, that was a great source of relief for our 

workers at the time and continues to be in guiding the 

safety protocols moving forward. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 
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MR. DELOV: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Any final thoughts you 

want to share with us? 

Okay, thank you very much. 

The next presentation is by Nordion, as 

outlined in CMD 18-H4.90. 

I understand Mr. Wiens, you will make the 

presentation. 

CMD 18-H4.90 

Oral presentation by Nordion 

MR. WIENS: Good morning, President Binder 

and Members of the Commission. 

My name is Richard Wiens. I am the 

Director of Strategic Supply at Nordion. 

I would like to thank you for the 

opportunity to appear before you this morning, and I would 

like to talk a little about how Bruce Power contributes to 

the health and wellbeing of people beyond providing low 

emission, low cost electricity. 

Nordion is a global provider of radio 

isotopes for the prevention, diagnosis and treatment of 

disease. One of our primary products is Cobalt-60 which is 

produced in power reactors. 

http:18-H4.90
http:18-H4.90
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I understand that Cobalt-60 has been a 

popular topic of discussion already at these proceedings, 

so hopefully I can provide a little bit more direct insight 

into that. 

In Ontario, both Pickering B and Bruce B 

reactors produce Cobalt-60. Today Bruce Power is the 

largest producer of Cobalt-60 in the world, currently 

accounting for approximately 30 per cent of the global 

supply of Cobalt-60. 

When the Pickering B reactors are shut 

down permanently in the 2024 timeframe there will be an 

even greater reliance on Bruce Power. 

Cobalt-60 is used primarily for the 

sterilization of single-use medical devices such as drapes, 

gowns, syringes, catheters, sutures, gloves, IV equipment, 

orthopaedic implants, wound care products, endoscopic 

devices and many, many more. 

More than 40 per cent of single-use 

medical devices produced globally use Cobalt-60 as a method 

of sterilization. 

If you or someone you know has spent any 

time in a doctor’s office, a clinic, a hospital or 

undergone any kind of diagnostic or surgical procedure or 

medical treatment, chances are very good that you have been 

touched quite literally by products that were sterilized 
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with Cobalt-60. 

In fact, some products can only be 

sterilized with Cobalt-60 due to their design or the 

materials that are used. 

Sterilization with Cobalt-60 is known as 

gamma processing. It is a simple, safe, reliable and cost 

effective method that has more than 50 years of history. 

The Bruce Nuclear Generating Station and subsequently Bruce 

Power has been a significant contributor to that history 

since 1983. In fact, Cobalt-60 produced at Bruce Power 

makes up almost half of the installed base globally. So 

all the cobalt that is installed in the world today, about 

half of it has come from Bruce Power. 

That is enough cobalt to sterilize roughly 

200 million cubic feet, or almost 7 million cubic metres, 

of medical devices on an annual basis. To put that in 

perspective, that would be roughly equivalent to 100 

billion syringes or 10 billion pairs of surgical gloves 

sterilized every year. 

As you can imagine, this has had and 

continues to have a profound positive impact on the lives 

of many millions of people around the world. 

So whenever I quote all of those ginormous 

figures in the billions and millions and hundreds of 

millions, I like to sort of roll that back and get people 
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to think about the fact that if you go anywhere in the 

world -– so Kincardine or Kansas City or Katmandu –- one in 

two of the medical devices that you see in any medical 

setting will have been sterilized with Cobalt-60, and half 

of that Cobalt-60 will have come from the Province of 

Ontario. 

So I would challenge you to find a supply 

chain, especially a Canadian supply chain, that has a 

global reach that is as pervasive as that. I think frankly 

it’s quite remarkable. 

Gamma processing is also used to reduce 

pathogens such as e-coli and salmonella in meat, poultry, 

shellfish and spices in a growing number of countries. 

Potatoes, onions and grains can be treated with gamma to 

inhibit sprouting, eliminate spoilage organisms and extend 

shelf life, substantially reducing post-harvest losses and 

ensuring that more food makes its way from field to fork. 

Continuing on the subject of food, 

Cobalt-60 is used to control insect populations and improve 

crop yields through something called sterile insect 

technique, which has recently been applied to the outbreak 

of Zika virus. 

It is also used to eliminate pests in 

fruits and vegetables prior to export, reducing the 

possibility of infestation in the importing country. In 
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some cases, such as the Indian mangoes being exported to 

the U.S., irradiation is the only approved treatment. 

All of my comments to this point about 

Bruce Power’s role in global healthcare have been in the 

context of preventing disease. 

In 2014 Bruce Power and Nordion embarked 

on an ambitious project to produce a different kind of 

Cobalt-60 that actually treats disease. High specific 

activity or medical grade cobalt is used primarily for the 

treatment of cancer through external beam therapy. 

You may have heard of a piece of equipment 

called a gamma knife, which is a particular kind of 

external beam therapy device that uses an array of 

Cobalt-60 sources to treat head and neck cancers and other 

diseases, particularly inoperable ones. 

There are five gamma knives in Canada, 

three of them in Toronto. The global installed base of 

those machines is about 300, particularly from the original 

manufacturer Leksell, and then there are another 300 from 

other manufacturers. So it’s a growing technology. 

Back to 2014, when we understood that NRU 

was going to close, which was previously the source of most 

of the world supply of medical cobalt, we took that 

opportunity to Bruce Power, the challenge really, and said 

we need to find a replacement source. 



 

 

 

 

 

 Bruce  Power  immediately  committed  the  

resources  to  find  a  solution.  

 So  Nordion  and  Bruce  Power  worked  together  

closely,  very  closely,  for  the  next  two  years  to  develop  a  

new  target  design  and  proceed  through  all  the  engineering,  

safety  and  regulatory  gates.  

 And  I’m  proud  to  say  that  the  first  of  

those  new  high  specific  activity  cobalt  targets  went  into  

the  reactors  at  the  end  of  2016,  and  the  first  harvest  will  

come  out  at  the  beginning  of  2019  and  it  will  fill  the  gap  

left  by  NRU  quite  nicely.  

 Today  Cobalt-60  from  Bruce  Power  is  

processed  by  Nordion  into  sealed  sources  at  our  facility  in  

Ottawa  and  then  shipped  to  more  than  120  gamma  processing  

facilities  in  over  40  countries  around  the  world.   Not  only  

does  this  directly  support  more  than  300  high-skilled  jobs,  

including  scientists,  engineers  and  technicians,  in  

Ontario,  it  drives  significant  exports.   So  virtually  

everything  that  Nordion  produces  is  exported  outside  the  

country.   There  are  only  two  gamma  processing  facilities  in  

Canada.  

 The  unique  combination  of  capabilities  and  

capacities  positions  Canada  as  a  global  leader  in  the  gamma  

processing  industry.   Bruce  Power  and  the  Bruce  Nuclear  

Generating  Station  have  been  and  continue  to  be  critical  to  
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maintaining this leadership. 

There are a limited number of reactors 

around the world that can produce Cobalt- 60. Moreover, 

development of a new source of Cobalt-60 production takes 

many years, is capital intensive and can involve foreign 

governments and reactor operators whose commercial and 

operational philosophies are not as well aligned as those 

of a Canadian partner. 

Furthermore, having a partner like Bruce 

Power, who is geographically close to our production 

facility and can produce Cobalt-60 in multiple units, 

drives efficiencies that can be found in few other places. 

Transportation of radioactive materials 

is, as you know, costly and complex. Having a Canadian 

reactor operating under the same world-class regulatory 

regime as we do provides confidence in safety and security, 

as evidenced by an impeccable transportation record. 

On the subject of safety, one of the 

reasons the partnership between Nordion and Bruce Power has 

been so successful is our shared safety culture. Although 

routine harvest and shipment operations have been occurring 

for decades, both organizations continuously seek 

enhancements and improvements to the process and in the 

instances where safety issues are raised by either Nordion 

or Bruce Power, both parties have engaged swiftly and 
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effectively to address them. 

Recently Bruce Power has also participated 

in collaboration with Ontario Power Generation, who also 

produces cobalt at Pickering, and Nordion to share best 

practices in safety and operations as they relate to the 

production of Cobalt-60. 

This ongoing exchange of information and 

experience will ultimately improve the processes at both 

Bruce and Pickering and provide important guidance for 

eventual production at other CANDUs. 

In closing, we fully support Bruce Power’s 

application for a ten-year licence renewal. I hope I have 

impressed upon you the important contribution that Bruce 

Power and the Bruce Nuclear Generation Station have made to 

the health and wellbeing of people in the community, 

province, country and around the world every day through 

the safe production of Cobalt-60 and that you give the 

ongoing need for this critical resource due consideration. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

A question for Bruce Power. 

How long does the cobalt need to be 

cooking before it gets harvested? 
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MR. CLEWETT: Len Clewett, for the record. 

Thirty months is our typical time period. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So it lines up with your 

outage schedule or do you need to have a special outage to 

remove it? 

MR. CLEWETT: It aligns with our planned 

outage schedule at Bruce B. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

And a quick question for you. Where does 

the other 50 per cent of the cobalt come from? 

MR. WIENS: There are CANDU 6’s, the 

Changjiang CANDU 6’s in China produce and Embalse in 

Argentina produces, although it’s shut down for retube at 

the moment. 

India produces some in their CANDU 

derivatives, shall we call them, and Russia produces as 

well. 

So it’s a very small handful of countries 

that produce. 

THE PRESIDENT: So you mean you can go and 

capture the rest of the 50? Is there room for growth here? 

Let me ask it that way. 

MR. WIENS: Yes, there is room for growth. 

So my job on a daily basis is to hunt 

isotopes, to go look for other sources of supply. And of 
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course we knock on the doors of all the other CANDU 

reactors around the world and we also make investments in 

new platform technology development. 

So CANDUs have a sweet spot for activating 

things in the core that no other reactor has. So that’s 

the first choice for making cobalt. But in the absence of 

that, you can do it other places. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Mr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you very much for 

your presentation. 

A question to Staff. 

As I understand the presentation, the 

production of high specific activity cobalt is a new 

activity. 

Is there any additional radiation safety 

issues from a worker point of view in production, 

management, handling of this high specific activity cobalt? 

And what measures have been taken to mitigate those 

potential issues? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

I will ask Caroline Purvis in a minute to 

talk about the radiation protection. 

Just to make sure it’s clear, all of this 
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has to be done within the regulatory framework that we have 

in place. When the licensee is looking to make changes to 

their reactor or any of their operations of this nature, 

there is a requirement for it to be reviewed by our 

technical staff, both from the design perspective and 

certainly from the procedural perspective. 

With respect to radiation protection 

concerns itself around this, I would ask Caroline Purvis to 

provide some information. 

MR. STEVENSON: Jeff Stevenson, CNSC site 

inspector, for the record. 

From a radiation protection standpoint 

there is no real difference between the Cobalt-60 that was 

produced before and the high specific activity cobalt that 

is being produced now. Bruce Power has a robust radiation 

protection program in place that adequately protects 

workers, and we do compliance inspections on this program 

on a regular basis and have no major issues. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Just to clarify the 

activity in terabecquerels or becquerels, or wherever you 

are going to put that activity, it’s no different from the 

previous cobalt production and the current high specific 

activity? 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal, for the 

record. 
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As a matter of fact, there is an HSA, or 

high specific activity, cobalt. Even though it’s new from 

a production perspective to Bruce, it’s not new for it to 

be produced in Canada. 

So the NRU, before it did shut down, it 

produces HSA. 

So the encapsulation and the work that 

takes place is at the site where the encapsulation is 

taking place. 

I’ve got to be careful now. They change 

their names so many times. 

Okay, it’s still Nordion. 

So that’s where the manipulation takes 

place. The harvesting takes place at the reactor, 

transported over to Nordion, and then the work is being 

done at Nordion. 

So HSA is not new to Canada. We have been 

regulating HSA for years now. And the Bruce Power RP 

program has been put in place. So the practices, it 

doesn’t matter if it’s in cobalt or not, it has to have a 

proper radiation production program. 

But the encapsulation and the 

manufacturing by Nordion has been done for a while. 

MEMBER DEMETER: I'm happy with that. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 
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record. 

I would just like to add some clarity to 

this from an operational perspective in that the cobalt 

absorber rods that are used to control the reactor would 

have been at the end of their useful life disposed of as 

waste previously. What we do now is send them off for use 

in the medical community. So it's also a waste avoidance 

and it really offers no additional complexity to our 

operational characteristics. 

THE PRESIDENT: But the harvesting of this 

particular cobalt, packaging it and sending it to Nordion, 

that's new. 

MR. BURTON: Maury Burton, for the record. 

We use the exact same processes, the same 

shipping containers, everything as we do for the currently 

produced cobalt for the HSA. The manipulation at Nordion 

is what is actually different. 

MR. WIENS: Richard Wiens, for the record. 

So a simple answer to the question about 

the activity is it's essentially the same activity per 

discharge, but we have taken a portion of the adjusters and 

basically taken that activity and put it -- used a smaller 

mass of cobalt, so you just get a higher specific activity. 

But to Mr. Burton's point, the design is 

almost transparent. So we have changed the outer 
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appearance of the target capsule so that you can 

differentiate, mostly from an inventory management 

perspective, but in terms of all of the handling process, 

everything else, it's essentially the same. So it comes to 

us in the same containers, we do something very different 

with it at the other end, but... 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. 

This is one of these high-tech innovations 

that happen in our industry that go fairly unnoticed, but 

it is quite the achievement by the design teams of Nordion 

and Bruce Power. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay. So as I understand 

it, this activity happened before, you would take it out, 

you would package it, it would go to waste, now instead of 

going to waste its going to Nordion. So there's not any 

real change, you are still having the probably cobalt 59 

rods, I'm not sure which ones you use. Okay, so I'm 

comfortable with that, thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Ms Velshi...? 

MEMBER VELSHI: How big a deal would it be 

for Bruce A to get converted to produce cobalt-60, or is 

that a nonstarter? 

MR. SCONGACK: So James Scongack, for the 
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record. 

We currently have a joint MOU between 

Nordion, Bruce Power and OPG that is looking at, in 

anticipation of the Pickering closure in 2024, what are 

some of the options to fill that supply gap. Obviously as 

to your question, Bruce A is an option, as is Darlington. 

We have some proprietary discussions underway on what some 

of the options could be at Bruce A. We are not in a 

position to talk about those, but what I can say is that I 

think it's a very important message to leave with the 

Commission, in particular as it relates to the safety of 

the execution of this work. 

There is full transparency between Bruce 

Power, OPG and Nordion. So to the extent all of the work 

that we did, that Mr. Rencheck alluded to, on the Bruce 

BHSA program, that is totally made available to OPG. We 

are very excited about the option of potential cobalt 

production at Darlington and also happy to support OPG in 

that. 

I think one important point to the 

previous Commissioner's question, I just want to underscore 

the trading of OPEX between Bruce Power and OPG here from a 

worker execution point of view is a real important item to 

underscore, which I think will be recognized next week at 

the CNS Conference in Saskatoon with a special award. The 
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sharing of OPEX between Pickering and Bruce Power, keeping 

in mind there's not a lot of reactors around the world that 

harvest cobalt, so the OPEX pool for this is not as deep as 

other things we have talked about. And recently we have 

seen through the sharing of that OPEX, you know, very high 

standards and event-free execution right down to executing 

this evolution within a planned outage window of zero 

personal contamination events. I think that's an important 

message to leave with the Commission that, you know, Mr. 

Burton mentioned, this is all done in a bounding envelope, 

but the workers executing this work, the sharing between 

Bruce and Pickering is exceptional. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. 

Question...? Question...? 

So just an observation. Talking about 

innovation going unnoticed, nobody talks about all the work 

on Zika and all your billion numbers. Who are your 

communication people here? 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MR. WIENS: Richard Wiens, for the record. 

So have actually been super impressed with 

the amount of communication that our partners at Bruce 

Power have done on our behalf in this regard. So we have 

done some amount of outreach ourselves. We have done some 

amount of outreach with Bruce Power. The CNA has done some 
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amount of outreach in terms of the contribution. We talk 

about it. Honestly, we talk about it every opportunity we 

get to do that. Our customers really are the gamma 

processing folks, so we have a relatively small customer 

base in which to communicate and most of those messages, 

they understand all of that message. So I would say that, 

you know, opportunities like this to tell our story are 

good ones. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think this is such a 

great Canadian story to tell, I don't know why it doesn't 

get picked up, press, political level. You don't hear 

politicians making speeches about our contribution to 

dealing with the Zika virus. 

MR. WIENS: So I would argue that in the 

last couple of years you have seen -- so you don't see it 

every day by any stretch of the imagination, but we have 

seen much more of that. So I have listened to any number 

of speeches by Parliamentary Secretary Kim Rudd, for 

instance, who has mentioned -- who is a great nuclear 

proponent and has understood the cobalt story and has 

talked about that in places like China on trade 

conferences, those kind of things. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. 

MEMBER DEMETER: I think the story goes 

way back to my hometown of Saskatoon with Sylvia Fedoruk as 
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one of the first cobalt treatment locations in Canada, and 

in my hometown of Winnipeg now we also have the gamma 

knife, so I understand the impact of that on patients. So 

the story goes back a long way relative to cobalt and 

cancer treatment in Canada. 

THE PRESIDENT: Any final thoughts? 

MR. WIENS: No. Again, thank you for the 

opportunity. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

We are going to break. We will be back in 

15 minutes. Thank you. 

--- Upon recessing at 10:31 a.m. / 

Suspension à 10 h 31 

--- Upon resuming at 10:52 a.m. / 

Reprise à 10 h 52 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, the next 

presentation is by Ms Tilman and by Mr. Bourgeois, as 

outlined in CMDs 18-H4.54 and 18-H4.54A. 

Over to you. 

http:18-H4.54
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CMD 18-H4.54/18-H4.54A 

Oral presentation by 

Eugene Bourgeois and Anna Tilman 

MS TILMAN: Good morning, good afternoon. 

At this point I just want to mention to 

you that we will be flipping the slides, so it won't 

necessarily be in order. I was told to warn you ahead of 

time that this is going to happen. 

I would like to now turn it over to 

Eugene. 

MR. BOURGEOIS: Does this turn it on? 

MS TILMAN: Yes. 

MR. BOURGEOIS: Okay, I'm on. Thank you. 

I forgot to comb my hair this morning, I'm sorry. 

On April 13th, 2018, CNSC posted an email 

release that clearly states its responsibility to people 

and the environment. It says: 

"The CNSC regulates the use of nuclear 

energy and materials to protect health, 

safety, security and the environment; to 

implement Canada's international 

commitments on the peaceful use of nuclear 

energy; and to disseminate objective 

scientific, technical and regulatory 
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information to the public." 

Safety is our number one priority. Our 

analysis of Bruce Power's emergency planning, which CNSC 

reviewed in 2009, places Inverhuron residents at severe 

health risks in the event of a nuclear emergency. 

Similarly, our analysis of Bruce Power's radionuclide 

releases to air and water shows it fails to take into 

account cumulative effects, in spite of claiming to 

consider them. 

CNSC permits this, with the result that 

its commitment to the protection of residents, stakeholders 

and the environment is not in accordance with this stated 

goal. CNSC also permits Bruce Power to evacuate workers 

from the site before evacuating these vulnerable members of 

the community. The Bruce stations do offer safe shelter, 

while the cottages and trailers in Inverhuron do not. 

Bruce Power responded in an email that a 

rupture of just two of the pressure tubes at the same time 

will result in a whole body dose of 250 mSv of 

radioactivity when the vacuum building must release to 

atmosphere. It is known that the vast majority of cottages 

and trailers in Inverhuron will provide neither shielding 

nor adequate air control in the event of a nuclear 

accident. 

PNERP 2017 requires that the CNSC attend 
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to any such deficiencies. The three largest age cohorts in 

Inverhuron are retired people, people about to retire and 

children. Each of these groups is identified under PNERP 

as a vulnerable population whose needs and requirements 

must be met. 

The advisory board created to review 

submissions to the province's discussion paper advised that 

meteorology and geographic topology be considered when 

determining the arbitrary boundaries for action zones. 

Logic alone would suggest that if one group in a confined 

geography is at highest risk, then all groups within that 

geography would be at equal risk. 

While Inverhuron residents, who are by far 

the most numerous and closest residents to the Bruce site, 

are arbitrarily placed in the detailed planning zone and 

will be advised to shelter in place, all other residents, 

including Bruce Power work personnel, are advised to 

evacuate immediately. 

Our submission demonstrates that shelter 

for a significant portion of the population of Inverhuron 

is inadequate as PNERP defines it. 

As is to be seen from our submission, 

Bruce Power's language and that of CNSC is peppered with 

words such as "likely", "unlikely" and other vague terms 

that have no definitive scientific meaning in the context 
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in which they are used. In the event of a nuclear 

accident, however, all such linguistic tools are useless. 

At this stage it is certain that one has occurred. 

The question that must then be asked is: 

How prepared are we for such an event? 

As our submission demonstrates, there is 

virtually no hope that events will follow the Pollyannic 

narrative developed by Bruce Power and its consulting 

experts, KLD engineering. 

Before Inverhuron residents will be 

advised to evacuate, such as in the event of a dual 

rupture, it will be after more than 7,100 cars have 

evacuated to the Davidson Centre on Durham Street in 

Kincardine. There these will turn right at a stoplight and 

travel along a quiet suburban street to the Davidson 

Centre, where they will find that there are only 279 

parking spaces for 7,100 vehicles. 

While KLD uses passenger cars in its 

estimate, it assumes that there will be 480 evacuee 

vehicles from Inverhuron Provincial Park included in this 

evacuation. These are almost all trucks with trailers, 

equivalent to three or more passenger cars. No allowance 

is made for this. 

Nor is there an allowance made for the 

disruption that some 39 horse and buggies from the Amish 
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community will cause to traffic flow. Instead, KLD assumes 

that traffic will flow throughout as if on a freeway. 

There is no accommodation made for stoplights or sharp 

right-hand turns such as that at Durham Street where, 

coincidentally, these hearings are held. 

Automobiles do not provide adequate 

shielding or air control for evacuees. Any evacuees 

arriving late to the game and who are stuck in the queue 

will experience the highest doses of radiation, which Bruce 

Power has acknowledged will be as much as 250 mSv. It 

states in the same email that 100 mSv is the lowest dose 

known to cause solid cancer growth. 

It is equally certain that Inverhuron 

residents will need shelter. It is obvious that the 

Davidson Centre cannot accommodate the population that will 

need to be accommodated in such an emergency. Roads will 

become clogged early in the process, with the result that 

innocent residents will be at risk of receiving very 

dangerous doses of radioactivity if they should be in 

transit when steam pressure must be released. Because of 

this, adequate shelter must be built for Inverhuron 

residents. 

It is not just a nuclear accident that 

puts residents at risk. While CNSC subscribes to the 

nuclear no-threshold model as advocated by the U.S National 
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Academy of Sciences, at the same time it is permitting both 

Bruce Power and OPG to emit inordinately high levels of 

radionuclides in particulate as well as gaseous form to air 

and water by setting limits that are highly questionable. 

Instead of requiring Bruce Power and OPG 

to identify the cumulative doses to people and the 

environment received, CNSC only requires annual doses to be 

reported. Our slide 6 shows clearly that when cumulative 

effects are taken into consideration for just one 

radionuclide over a period of just 10 years, the graphical 

representation looks very much like an exponential curve 

rather than the flat line images CNSC and Bruce Power show 

in their documents. These are based on average and annual 

releases. As residents, we simply do not know whether 

there have been adverse health effects from these 

cumulative exposures because CNSC does not require Bruce 

Power to provide scientifically verifiable data that would 

show that there have been no adverse effects. 

In 2015, Anna Tilman and I presented 

before you with a request that a community health survey be 

established, one which will acquire the health data that is 

missing to be able to make such an assessment and 

determination. This would allow CNSC to "disseminate 

objective scientific information" to the public, something 

it cannot do now. 
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In 2015, Hazel Lynn, the Grey Bruce 

Medical Officer of Health, stated that the population base 

in Inverhuron is too small to conduct an epidemiological 

study. This entirely misses the point. A community health 

survey is not an epidemiological study, it merely gathers 

data about the state of health of this community. Once 

that data has been acquired, however, authentic scientific 

analysis can be conducted because researchers will be able 

to work with actual rather than modelled data. With a 

project as significant and extensive as Bruce Power's 

relicensing application, there is simply no excuse not to 

demand that such a survey be completed. 

"Our region has a 50-year history of safe 

nuclear operations and the distribution of potassium iodide 

tablets have been part of our ongoing emergency 

preparedness for years", said James Scongack at Bruce Power 

in March 31st of 2015. This year, at the March 28th 

meeting of contractors and stakeholders, he describes the 

power stations as in many ways similar to an old car, parts 

wear out and need to be replaced. However, nuclear power 

stations are unlike an old car in at least one critically 

important way. When a car becomes disabled it is unlikely 

to be life-threatening. 

I have a few more lines. 

Were there to be a dual rupture as 
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described by Bruce Power, residents could be exposed to 

life-threatening doses of radioactivity. While he extolled 

50 years of safe operation, this is just a professional 

opinion because there is inadequate data to make this a 

scientifically valid assertion. A community health survey 

such as the one we described in 2015 will allow both the 

CNSC and Bruce Power access to the community-owned data 

that will demonstrate their case in a scientifically valid 

way. 

Even though Bruce Power severely 

restricted the material we were allowed to review, we have 

nonetheless been able to demonstrate any number of 

operational issues which show a facility that is in a 

precarious state. In fact, how can it be otherwise when 

Mr. Scongack describes it as like an old car in need of 

repair? 

Thank you. 

MS TILMAN: We have done quite a bit on 

the technical aspects of the refurbishment which we will 

save until question period if you have questions on this. 

It's a case of time. 

Our conclusion is that a 10-year licence 

period as it presently stands is not justified, it doesn't 

allow for public scrutiny of a particular plan that is so 

intensive it requires it. 



 

 

 

 

 

 We  have  some  recommendations  for  

consideration,  for  example,  having  a  maximum  period  of  five  

to  seven  years  to  allow  for  a  full  review  of  the  MCR  work  

to  date,  the  hydrogen  equivalent  concentration  of  the  

pressure  tubes  which  is  critical  and  a  reassessment  of  any  

future  work  that  should  be  done,  and  a  decommissioning  plan  

be  developed,  a  full  one.   Furthermore,  it  is  also  

contingent  -- the  licence  should  be  contingent  on  being  

able  to  demonstrate  conclusively  that  it's  concerned  about  

the  impacts  on  public  health  from  its  operations.  

 The  plan  that  Bruce  has  is  intensive,  it  

is  relatively  short  for  refurbishing  six  units,  and  we  

question  that  one  needs  to  consider  the  level,  the  

ramifications  of  the  detailed  work  that  is  involved  in  that  

short  period  without  the  ability  to  scrutinize,  make  a  

decision  as  to  whether  a  unit  should  or  should  not  undergo  

refurbishment  either  for  costs  or  danger.   So  the  public  

has  no  input  into  this  if  CNSC  goes  ahead  with  the  10-year  

licence  and  doesn't  allow  for  that.  

 In  conclusion,  thank  you  very  much  for  the  

opportunity  to  present  and  we  welcome  any  questions  on  our  

presentation.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   Thank  you.   Thank  

you  very  much.    

 Questions...?   Ms  Velshi...?  
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MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. Thank you for 

your presentation. I have some questions on areas that we 

have not covered in the last few days. 

The first one is around the CNSC's 

Independent Environmental Monitoring Program and the 

submission today that the food contains radioactivity --

that invariably it contains radioactivity. So staff, could 

you please comment on that statement? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

As the Commission knows, we undertake 

independent environmental monitoring which is completely 

independent of Bruce Power and for results and how that's 

done I would ask Kiza Sauvé, please. 

MS SAUVÉ: Kiza Sauvé, I am the Director 

of the Health, Science and Environmental Compliance 

Division. I'm going to start with the IEMP and I might 

come back to Commissioner Velshi to confirm your question. 

During our Independent Environmental 

Monitoring Program we do have three sampling locations at 

Inverhuron and in 2016 -- so those sampling locations 

include water and air and soil and sediment, and all of the 

results were almost non-detectable. There were a few that 

were above detection limits, but otherwise the results for 

all the contaminants that we sampled were very low. 
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So can you help me maybe confirm -- or can 

you confirm the exact question? And then I'm also going to 

pass it to Mr. Rinker to add some information. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So I think it's on page --

in the written submission -- iii and iv, and the comment 

is -- it just says food contains radioactivity, I should 

find out exactly what it says, but it implies that it's 

more than just over detection limit, that the food is 

indeed contaminated. 

MS SAUVÉ: Kiza Sauvé, for the record. 

In the results of the Independent 

Environmental Monitoring Program, the food results do have 

some contaminants in them, but if we look at the guidelines 

that we are comparing them to, those results are extremely 

small and stuff that you would expect to find probably 

anywhere in the province. 

I am going to pass it to Mr. Rinker to 

talk about regional monitoring activities. 

THE PRESIDENT: While you are talking 

about it, also I want you to explain what is it you are 

measuring and how often you are measuring it, because there 

is an allegation here there is no cumulative measurement. 

So when you measure the thing, what are you measuring? 

Aren't you measuring the accumulation over the years? 

Please deal with that. 
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MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

I am the Director General for the Directorate of 

Environmental and Radiation Protection and Assessment. 

So there are a number of surveillance 

programs that are conducted independently of the licensee. 

The CNSC has its Independent Environmental Monitoring 

Program where we sample some vegetation and we pay 

particular attention to areas which the public has access 

to, like beaches, parks and areas like that. And we look 

at water as well as other foodstuffs. 

In addition, there is an Ontario Ministry 

of Environment and Climate Change who has a Drinking Water 

Surveillance Program. So they measure tritium in the 

drinking water supply plants. 

Thirdly, there is Labour Ontario who has 

an active program specifically around nuclear power plants 

and they measure tritium in air and other radionuclides on 

filter paper. They have a milk -- they also look at 

tritium in milk samples and other foodstuffs. 

And then there's Health Canada's Fixed 

Point Surveillance Program which is more nationwide that 

has a -- they do a similar program like Labour Ontario 

would. 

So in all these cases, near the facilities 

there is more emphasis on nuclear power plants around 
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tritium, because tritium is the radionuclide that would 

pose, amongst radionuclides, the greatest dose to members 

of the public. And there are measurable values of tritium 

around every nuclear power plant. They are very low. 

The dose consequences of living near a 

nuclear power plant and drinking water from local sources, 

from only eating food and vegetables from your back garden 

and drinking local milk supplies would have a dose in the 

order of 2 to 4 microsieverts per year, where background is 

on the order of -- in microsieverts per year it would be 

1800, right. So you are contributing something that's 

very, very low, but measurable, compared to what you would 

be exposed to naturally. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. So I'm going 

to -- I found the quote, I will read that and then maybe 

you can comment on where you are getting your data from. 

So this is on page iii and it says: 

"Since field testing began, there has 

never been an instance when unwanted 

radiological chemicals were not found 

in abundance in our vegetables, soil 

and agricultural products ... and ... 

our flock..." 

It sounds quite different from what you 

have just told us, so maybe you can comment on where you 
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are getting this information. 

MR. BOURGEOIS: Yes, thank you. 

I got my information from Bruce Power's 

and Ontario Hydro's and OPG's REMP program. They measured 

radioactivity in our garden vegetables, in our apples, in 

our soil, in our sheep's milk, in our sheep, in our 

chicken, and at no point -- at no point was there ever a 

case where radioactivity was at zero, except in our 

drinking water. 

The University of Waterloo measured the 

radioactivity in our urine and our sheep's urine and found 

that my wife's urine was highest, I think with 780 Bq per 

litre. I am not a scientist, I am a philosopher -- before 

I was a farmer. I am now retired of course. But those 

were what the University of Waterloo found. I collect wild 

mushrooms for the table. I sent samples of wild mushrooms 

to the University of Waterloo to be analyzed and those came 

back with becquerels per litre of radioactivity. 

The question is not so much what happens 

on an annual basis. On an annual basis it's always found. 

In 2009 our leafy garden vegetables had 65 times more 

radioactivity than any other sample anywhere, including 

right beside Bruce Power, sources right beside Bruce Power. 

It's the cumulative effect. Comparing to background 

radiation, we don't drink background radiation into 



 

 

 

 

 

ourselves,  we  don't  eat  it  into  ourselves.   We  are  dealing  

with  internal  emitters  rather  than  external  emitters.   They  

may  be  very  different.   We  know  they  are  very  different.   

We  know  from  the  ladies  who  were  painting  radon  on  dials  

during  the  Second  World  War  that  those  who  were  licking  

their  brushes  ended  up  dying.   Those  who  didn't,  didn't.   

When  you  take  the  stuff  internally  it  has  a  different  

effect.    

 Our  concern  is  that  the  cumulative  effects  

are  not  really  accounted  for,  so  that  was  why  I  asked  Anna  

to  create  the  chart  that  we  did.   You  know,  we  have  limited  

resources,  so  I  could  only  ask  her  for  one  radionuclide,  10  

years,  to  create  a  chart  for  what  that  looks  like  and  it's  

so  very  different  when  you  compare  that  to  Bruce  Power's  

and  CNSC's  charts,  which  are  virtually  flatlined.   And  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   We  are  talking  

about  two  different  things  -- 

 MR.  BOURGEOIS:   Okay.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   -- about  what  you  measure  

and  the  health  effect.  

 MR.  BOURGEOIS:   Right.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   So  can  we  maybe  talk  about  

the  health  effects  that  I  think  the  intervener  is  concerned  

with.   Why  don't  we  start  with  staff  here  and  then  maybe  

Bruce  you  want  to  talk  about  that.  
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MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. So I will ask Dr. Rachel Lane to begin the 

discussion on this. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

And I will pass it to Dr. Lane. I just wanted to give one 

update. 

There is a report that the CNSC recently 

published several months ago and it talked about the health 

of the Great Lakes in general from a radionuclide 

perspective and since tritium is really important for the 

nuclear power plants there is data provided in that report 

that looked at concentrations of tritium in the Great Lakes 

over time. 

The peak concentration for tritium 

occurred in around 1965, and that was as a result of 

nuclear bomb testing above ground, so aerial bomb testing. 

And including a peak in Lake Superior as an example, which 

does not have a nuclear power plant on it. You know, Lake 

Erie, Lake Ontario was in the order of 20 to 40 Bq per 

litre lakewide. Lake Huron was on the order of 15 to 18 Bq 

per litre lakewide. 

These are data that were collected by the 

Canadian Centre for Inland Waters, a subset of Environment 

Canada. It was collected independently by a government 

institution. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

        

        

          

          

            

           

          

   

         

          

           

          

           

        

            

           

           

        

       

        

        

         

           

        

         

104 

Since that time, since the mid-1960s, the 

tritium concentrations in the Great Lakes have decreased 

and have continued to decrease, despite the fact that the 

nuclear power plants were constructed in the early 70s and 

80s and operated. So we do not see the cumulation of 

tritium going up year after year as was explained by the 

intervener. What we are seeing is it is actually 

decreasing over time. 

Rainwater for example in the 60s was in 

the several hundred becquerels per litre for tritium. So 

it has been decreasing over time despite the fact that the 

industry has come about and I think that that's really 

important. There will be a natural level of tritium that 

occurs because of cosmic rays interacting with atmospheric 

water which rains down tritium on the order of a couple of 

becquerels per litre. So we are continually -- it doesn't 

matter where you are in the world, you will be consuming 

some tritium when you drink water. 

And there are many other radionuclides, 

naturally occurring radionuclides in our foodstuff that we 

do consume. Bananas for example have radioactive 

potassium. Many other types of foodstuff have naturally 

occurring levels of radiation in them. And we have heard 

some discussion from other interveners who presented their 

research on health effects in the complete absence of 



 

 

 

 

 

radiation  versus,  you  know,  higher  exposed  radiation.    

 So  I  think  it's  important  to  realize  that  

there  has  not  been  observed  an  accumulation  of  radiation  in  

the  Great  Lakes  that  is  going  up  year  after  year.   And  it's  

also  important  to  know  that  when  you  do  consume  naturally  

food  close  to  a  nuclear  power  plant  or  farther  away  you  are  

consuming  certain  levels  of  radiation.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   You  wanted  to  add  

something  to  this,  because  we  still  -- I  think  the  

intervener's  concern  is  if  you  keep  on  consuming  food  that  

has  some  radioactive  material  it  has  a  cumulative  effect  on  

your  health.   Somebody  please  deal  with  that.   Go  ahead.  

 DR.  LANE:   Dr.  Rachel  Lane,  for  the  

record.    

 First  of  all,  Commissioners,  I  think  it's  

important  to  indicate  that  the  intervener's  intervention  is  

identical  or  very  similar  to  the  intervention  that  was  

submitted  to  the  Commission  in  March  2015  for  Bruce  Power's  

application  for  their  five-year  licence.   There  is  nothing  

new  in  this  intervention  from  2015  and  we  obviously  

addressed  any  questions  from  the  Commission  at  that  time.   

Nonetheless,  we  are  obviously  here  for  answering  questions.    

 With  me  is  Dr.  Lydia  Zablotska,  she  is  

from  the  University  of  California  San  Francisco.   Dr.  

Zablotska  has  done  work  on  the  Canadian  Nuclear  Energy  
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Workers. She also is the principal investigator for the 

United States National Cancer Institute, the NCI, for the 

work that has been done on Chernobyl. She has looked at 

both workers and members of the public, so if you have 

questions related to nuclear accidents, she is obviously a 

perfect person to ask. 

Now, the question with respect to 

cumulative exposures. We of course are able to look at the 

cumulative effects just by doing regular disease 

surveillance of the community and, as Dr. Lynn spoke to 

today, she indicated that there is no indication from her 

20 years of working that there is any indication of adverse 

health effects in the community as a result of the nuclear 

reactors in the area. 

We have done studies, the RADICON study, 

that followed the -- that had provided information on 

cancer incidence on the community over a prolonged period 

of time within a 25-kilometre radius of the nuclear 

facility and we found nothing unusual. The most important 

finding of that study was we found no indication of 

childhood leukemia among people within -- children between 

the ages of 0 to 14 around the nuclear power plant. We 

found nothing within 25 kilometres, nothing within 10 

kilometres and nothing within 5 kilometres for children, 

and of course they are the most vulnerable people and if 
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there is anything important you would be seeing leukemia 

showing up early. But, as I said, there is nothing really 

to indicate that there is any reason of concern. 

In addition -- Dr. Lynn didn't speak to it 

today, but she did obviously previously -- there is a 

wealth of national databases in Canada from congenital 

abnormalities to mortality, cancer incidence, all kinds of 

disease surveillance information going back to the 1950s. 

So you can do long-term follow-up via looking at the trends 

of the community, the health of the community. There is 

nothing indicating that the health of the Grey Bruce County 

is anything different than what you would find in the 

normal variation of disease in Ontario. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Are you going to let your 

expert talk? 

DR. LANE: No. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: Oh! I would like to hear, 

you know, this whole ongoing debate about whether there is 

any impact about living beside a nuclear power plant. 

DR. ZABLOTSKA: Thank you. Dr. Zablotska, 

for the record. 

There have been a number of studies done 

around the world and, as Dr. Lane mentioned, also around 

here to look at the mortality and incidence in children and 
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the general population and the general consensus supported 

by the UNSCEAR Report, which is the report of the United 

Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic 

Radiation, is there is no identifiable risks to the 

communities living around nuclear power plant 

installations. 

There were individual studies published 

about the risk of leukemia and myself and other people 

looked into these studies and analyzed them in detail. In 

particular the study that was mentioned is the KiKK Study 

in Germany and in that study it was explained and 

reanalyzed that there was a very small cluster effect not 

related to radiation effects. Otherwise there is no study 

that I know, peer-reviewed studies that have been published 

that supports the claims that there is an increased risk to 

children and to the general population living. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. 

Some questions? Dr. Demeter...? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. 

I think we may have the Office of the Fire 

Marshal available. The question I have is this community, 

which is within the detailed planning zone sort of B8 by 

the -- letter "B", number "8" on the PNERP map, and this is 

Inverhuron. I would like to hear from the Office of the 

Fire Marshal. There were suggestions made that this 
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community in particular would be told to shelter in place 

versus evacuate differently from the onsite individuals or 

neighbouring communities. Help me understand how this 

community is being managed if there was an emergency plan 

activated versus other communities. 

THE PRESIDENT: Office of the Fire 

Marshal, can you hear us? 

MR. NODWELL: Hello. Good morning. Are 

you able to hear me? 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead, please. 

MR. NODWELL: Okay, thank you. 

So the question as I under -- I'm sorry, 

Dave Nodwell, for the record. The question as I understand 

it relates to how the Inverhuron area is treated in terms 

of an actual response. So a couple of points to make on 

that. 

If there was the notification made to the 

Provincial Emergency Operations Centre that there was a 

declaration of a general emergency, we would automatically 

be ordering an evacuation of the automatic action zone, 

which is the 3-kilometre zone surrounding the plant and is 

just on the edge of the area in question. Those 

communities, including Inverhuron, that would be -- they 

would be directed to shelter in place as an automatic 

action until such time that other protective actions were 
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warranted. 

Now, these are default actions and it's 

important to note that these are automatically done based 

on the categorization of the event by the facility and 

implemented as the Provincial Emergency Operations Centre 

is being stood up, the scientific section is being stood up 

to do the analysis. If it was warranted that that 

evacuation would go beyond the 3-kilometre zone, that would 

certainly be conducted, but this is a default action. So 

once the scientific section is operational, they are 

getting the plan parameters, they are getting all of the 

data from the plant, it is being analyzed and assessed in 

terms of the magnitude of the release and the extent of the 

release, then the appropriate protective actions would be 

implemented that would include of course KI consumption, 

evacuation or sheltering in place as appropriate and based 

on the operational intervention levels provided from Health 

Canada. 

I would mention as well that the normal 

unfolding of a nuclear event at a CANDU facility generally 

is taking time. It takes time to lose the cooling water, 

it takes time for the fuel to melt, it takes time for it to 

work its way out of the facility in the form of a release, 

and under worst-case scenarios we are looking at probably 

12 to 14 hours, absolute worst-case facilities, and there 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

          

         

         

          

        

      

         

           

         

        

       

          

           

       

          

     

       

             

           

         

           

        

         

           

           

111 

will certainly be different opinions on that. However, we 

are very confident that there would be an appropriate 

amount of time to implement the necessary and appropriate 

protective action so that we would be protecting those in 

the vicinity of the reactor certainly from deterministic 

effects and any long-term stochastic effects. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay. Thank you for 

that. The other side of that question was concerns were 

raised about the capacity of the transportation, the roads 

for evacuation given the volume and perhaps some 

slower-moving traffic from the neighbouring Amish with 

buggies and horses that might clog up or slow down 

evacuation if it was recommended. Can you make any comment 

on modelling for evacuation given these parameters? 

MR. NODWELL: Yes, I can. Dave Nodwell, 

for the record. 

There was an evacuation time estimate 

study conducted by KLD in May of 2016. This study is very 

detailed. It's based on guidelines provided by the NRC in 

terms of evacuation time estimate modelling. The results 

of this study -- and this is reflecting all different forms 

of weather, different road conditions, different time of 

day, weekend versus weekday -- indicated that there would 

be an evacuation up to the 90th percentile within one to 

two hours. For the remaining 10 percent, there would be 
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100 percent evacuation of the detailed planning zone 

between three hours and 15 minutes and three hours and 55 

minutes. So based on that, that's a very realistic 

timeframe. It provides and accounts for the time that it 

would take to collect family members, to pack up vehicles, 

all that kind of thing that would be necessary in order to 

evacuate successfully. 

Unfortunately, we don't have the Ministry 

of Transportation available, they were there for the last 

two days, but they would be a very -- be able to speak very 

effectively in terms of the capacity of the highways and 

the road systems leading out of that area. 

MEMBER DEMETER: And just so that we are 

clear from -- and I know the Ministry of Transport is not 

here, but the modelling, did it take into account 

non-motorized transportation like the buggies with horses 

as well as all the large seasonal vehicles that might be in 

the park that would have to have an egress? I just want to 

see if the model took into account those factors. 

THE PRESIDENT: I'm sorry to interrupt, 

but I would like to piggyback on this. And whether the new 

PNERP suggests that you need to update the study? 

MR. NODWELL: Dave Nodwell, for the 

record. 

The PNERP does reference evacuation time 
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estimates being required. I believe, and correct me if I'm 

wrong, it is also a licensing condition that facilities 

undertake that particular work. Certainly, in terms of 

park populations, transient populations, the seasonal 

impact, that will have been taken fully into account by 

KLD. I would have to confirm that the study took into 

account the Amish population leaving in horses and buggies 

and the impact that that might have. I know that the 

studies are very detailed in nature, they look at every 

intersection, every node, a number of local unique factors 

and considerations. So I would be surprised if it didn't, 

but I can't speak to that with certainty, so we would have 

to check on that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Can Bruce shed light on 

this? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yes. Frank Saunders, for 

the record. 

Yes, the study looked at a number of 

things, including the Amish, including the park, including 

people who would not be able to transport themselves. It 

looked at the various facilities such as schools, 

retirement homes and those things. They are all included 

in that. It also estimated the amount of public transport 

that's available and whether that would be sufficient if 

you had to move everybody on a bus rather than that. So it 
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looked at all of those aspects. 

I think you have to keep in mind certain 

things. You can't think of the roads kind of like you 

would normally if you are talking about emergency 

evacuation. The buggies really have no impact because 

there would be no cars coming the other way, right. This 

whole thing is blocked off, all the traffic is leaving, 

it's monitored by the police, so the buggies would really 

have no impact on the flow of traffic leaving the site. Of 

course there is also consideration that you would offer 

buses or other things to the Amish, but if they should 

choose to use their buggy then I guess they would. 

The study I thought was really very 

detailed. There are a lot of exits. It assumes -- it 

chooses certain routes and makes some assumptions that 

challenge the study, but in truth the vehicles might not go 

to Kincardine at all, they might go to Southampton, they 

might go to Owen Sound, they might go somewhere else. 

Those are decisions that the province and the 

municipalities will make at the time depending on the 

circumstances of the event. So it makes assumptions and it 

looks at limiting bounds about where you could send people. 

They won't necessarily all go to the same place. Really, 

you have to adjust for that as you look at the 

circumstance. 
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A couple of other factors I should 

clarify. 

You know, we rely on the plume modelling 

and that to give us advance notice of this, but we don't 

just rely on the modelling. We do have the 44 radiation 

detectors around the site, including 16 below the 

escarpment where the Philosopher's Stone is located. So 

even if there was an issue with modelling or an error, we 

would actually detect the radiation and know it was there. 

And I do want to correct the 250 mSv or 

the 25 REM. There is a misunderstanding there. When these 

plants were designed we had what we called dual and single 

failure dose levels to the public, it was a design 

parameter. It's a deterministic methodology and it assumed 

that if you had to design a plant so that if everything 

failed in a certain circumstance the dose would be no more 

than that. And that is what the 25 REM is, it's a dual 

failure criteria design of the plant. It is not the actual 

dose that you would get, it's a design limit. 

In fact, in a pressure tube failure we 

would not expect any evacuation from the plant. Even 

before our Fukushima upgrades and since those, we would 

certainly not expect an evacuation. 

So, those kind of events, you know, just 

won't generate that kind of radiation, but you know, design 
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limits have to be set in some fashion and that's the way 

they were set back in the 70s. 

THE PRESIDENT: I still didn't get the 

idea. I know that because of the new PNERP all the local 

emergency plans have to be updated. 

Does that mean that the transportation 

study needs to be updated, or you think it's still 

applicable? 

MR. SAUNDERS: The transportation study 

was just done and, in fact, parts of that study are updated 

all the time. 

So, the municipality is constantly 

monitoring the information to understand how many residents 

are there. 

We're currently involved with a study 

which is looking at how we can get sort of an automatic way 

of knowing people who have restricted movement or tracked 

in some way. There are medical databases that have those 

and we do update annually to make sure that those are 

known, but what we're trying to do is get an automatic 

system that would tell us that so we don't have -- so it's 

kind of always current. 

So, there's that sort of information and 

that's a project that we're currently working on with the 

county. You know, we're kind of an invited -- an 



 

 

 

 

 

interested  party,  it's  really  a  county  project,  but  we're  

certainly  happy  and  willing  to  help  on  that  front.  

 Yeah,  the  nature  of  the  transportation  

will  change  a  bit  with  each  event,  but  the  population  does  

not  change  much  here.   So,  inside  that  10-kilometre  zone  is  

about  2,400  people,  allowing  for  expansions  and  

contractions.   So,  you  know,  it  seems  quite  reasonable  to  

look  at.  

 The  study  also  looked  at  weather  

conditions,  winter,  summer,  rain,  storms,  high  winds.   So,  

the  study  took  all  of  that  into  account  and  it's  a  pretty  

reasonable  prediction.  

 As  studies  are  studies,  they're  not  real  

life,  there's  obviously  going  to  be  some  variation  in  real  

life,  but  if  your  timeframe  is  between  two  and  four  hours  

you  have  a  lot  of  margin.  

 Does  that  give  you  any...?  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   More  information?  

 MR.  BOURGEOIS:   Yes,  thank  you.   There  was  

some  misinformation.   The  KLD  study  says  that  the  

evacuation  would  be  at  1,900  passenger  cars  per  hour.  

 Mr.  Saunders  legitimately  says  people  may  

go  elsewhere.   The  study  doesn't  identify  that.   And  if  

we're  dealing  with  an  emergency  plan,  we  have  to  deal  with  

the  documents  that  are  presented  as  if  they  were  valid.   We  
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can't really read between the lines, we have to take -- and 

that's what I did. 

So, KLD says that the traffic will move at 

a maximum rate of 1,900 passenger cars per hour. It says 

that there would be 7,100 cars -- passenger cars in the 

first wave of evacuation. It does say that they would be 

all out of there within a half an hour to three-quarters of 

an hour, or 90 per cent -- or the 90th percentile would be 

that. 

But I fail to see how with movement of 

that 1,900 passenger cars per hour and 7,100 passenger 

cars, that that's a realistic and reasonable model and 

assumption. 

KLD also suggests that there will be times 

when evacuation would not be possible, such as during 

snowstorms. I have been, in the times we've lived in 

Inverhuron, I have been there at a time when for 10 days we 

could not leave Inverhuron. We could get to -- we could 

drive around Inverhuron, but we could not get to the top of 

the escarpment because of the nature of the snow. 

If a nuclear emergency were to occur at 

that time and we were advised to shelter in place, the 

cottages and trailers do not provide adequate shelter. 

Those residents will be at risk. 

As for 250 mSv, I can only go by what the 
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data that Bruce Power provided me with. They provided us 

with precious little date. We would have loved to have had 

more data, but we didn't get it. So --

THE PRESIDENT: So, let's get some answer, 

first of all, from Bruce and then from the Office of the 

Fire Marshal, and if CNSC want to add, by all means. 

So, Bruce, do you want to start? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yeah. This particular data 

is in the safety reports, I know where it came from. 

So, yeah, we were asked for the safety 

report, we provided the parts that we can disseminate. 

There are some parts of the safety report which deal with 

the specifics of accident scenarios and how failures can 

occur at a plant that we do not provide to the public for 

the obvious reasons, we don't want to provide a map for 

those who might like to do us harm. 

So -- and I don't think it's particularly 

helpful to the public to be able to look at those sequence 

anyways, and the numbers are what matter. 

So, we've got lots of data, though, that 

we publish every year about releases and so forth. We do 

lots of information sessions on emergencies, and so, we try 

to keep everybody informed what that looks like. 

Yes, winter could be a challenge, but 

typically the storms aren't that long. But, in reality, if 
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you have to move people, you can. 

So, would you choose to evacuate in a 

winter storm? Probably not unless you really had to, but 

if you really had to... 

I remember the days when I was first at 

the Bruce site in the wintertime, we went to work anyway in 

the snowstorms because we just met at Ralph's which is the 

kind of local point here in Port Elgin -- that's where I 

was living at the time. We all got on the buses, the snow 

plough was in front of the buses and we came to site with a 

plough in front of us and we went back home that night with 

a plough in front of us. 

So, do we have the capability to move 

people in a snowstorm if we had to? Yes, the capability is 

there. Unless there wasn't something really pressing, 

though, you probably wouldn't choose to do that. But in 

those circumstances where it was necessary, you would. 

The other point, as we discussed a little 

earlier in the week, some of the adaptions that we have 

made post-Fukushima aren't yet really accounted for in all 

the analysis and the bits and we're getting there to put --

build them in the numbers. 

But, so things like the containment 

filtered ventilation system and that, really is -- I mean, 

the likelihood of ever evacuating anybody will be very, 



 

 

 

 

 

very  slim.   We've  made  really  significant  advancements  in  

these  things  since  these  plants  were  originally  designed  

and  the  original  models  were  in  place.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   But  I  think  you  do  need  a  

public  document  that  allays  some  of  their  concern  and  fears  

in  case  of  a  Doomsday  scenario.   People  don't  -- people  

always  worry  about  a  Doomsday  scenario  and  you've  got  to  

give  them  some  sort  of  a  comfort  level  about,  that  there  is  

a  plan  and  it  can  be  an  executable  plan  somewhere  along  the  

line.  

 So,  I  was  hoping  that  that  would  be  

articulated  in  the  new  implemented  plan  that  will  follow  up  

from  the  PNERP.  

 So,  Office  of  the  Fire  Marshal,  do  you  

want  to  comment  on  that?  

 MR.  NODWELL:   Thank  you.   Dave  Nodwell,  

for  the  record.  

 I'll  just  confirm  that  you're  able  to  hear  

me  again?  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Yes,  we  can.   Go  ahead,  

please.  

 MR.  NODWELL:   Okay,  good.   Thank  you.   I'm  

dealing  with  a  new  phone  and  I  wasn't  quite  sure  on  the  

mute  button.  

 Just  by  way  of  a  very  quick  update,  the  
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requirement for ETE analysis, it's required with each 

updated census that's conducted. So, every time there is 

new census data the ETE would reflect that. 

I think, you know, we're dealing with a 

situation that the province recognizes could occur in that 

we would have a major snowstorm in that area. This would 

be something that, ultimately, would be a command decision 

and it would have to reflect the fact that the protective 

actions do less harm than the actual hazard. That would be 

a critical part of the decision-making process. 

So, if it was, in fact, very dangerous to 

evacuate people, that decision would have to be weighed 

against the type of radiological exposure that people might 

be receiving and, you know, the risks that are associated 

with both of those being weighed. 

Evacuations are not something to take 

lightly, they are very serious events. And I know that the 

literature, looking at the Fukushima accident the number 

certainly varies, but on average well over a thousand 

people that died, not as a result of the Fukushima 

accident, but the actual evacuation itself. 

So, you know, those kinds of decisions are 

not to be taken lightly. 

IF we were faced with that situation, and 

we are faced actually fairly frequently with very difficult 
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evacuations, and I'm thinking particularly of First Nation 

communities in Northern Ontario that are faced with forest 

fires or, you know, most recently severe flooding along the 

James Bay coast. So, those kinds of decisions need to be 

made in terms of protecting those individuals. 

In the event of a nuclear emergency at 

Bruce Power, it would obviously be taken as an extremely 

serious event and if snow was an obstacle, I could assure 

you -- and if MTO was on the line, that they would confirm 

that as well -- that as many assets as possible would be 

re-deployed to the area in order to ensure a safe 

evacuation. 

So, where there would be the normal assets 

dealing with the, you know, normal conditions up there, it 

would take a certain amount of time to clear roads and so 

on. In a nuclear emergency, the number of assets that are 

going in there to clear roads would certainly be increased. 

As a worst case scenario, additional 

equipment could be sought out through other sources, 

whether it be from contiguous municipalities, Department of 

National Defence, contiguous states as well. 

And I think I would cite as an example, 

several years ago where there was a significant snowstorm 

that closed down the 402 highway and resulted in a couple 

of hundred cars being actually blocked on the road and they 
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needed to be rescued. So, we were able to pull in military 

assets for vehicles that were designed to move in that kind 

of situation and were able to get people out of harm's way 

until the snowstorm ceased and they were able to clear that 

up. 

So, certainly there is the capabilities 

within the provincial government to accommodate those 

really rare weather events that may occur in the vicinity. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. Need to 

move on. 

Other questions? Question? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So, just from staff's perspective we have 

reviewed the study as well. We feel it's a very good 

study. We can confirm that it did take into account horse 

and buggies and, if you want, we can explain the arithmetic 

a little bit that the intervenor was concerned about, and 

for that I would ask Mr. Richard Tennant. 

MR. TENNANT: Richard Tennant, for the 

record, Emergency Management Programs Division. 

Yeah, the plan was submitted by KLD. KLD 

does a lot of evacuation time estimates for U.S. facilities 

as well, so they're very experienced in doing these types 

of plans. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

         

           

         

   

         

          

           

        

 

       

             

           

         

           

         

     

          

 

          

    

         

          

           

             

          

125 

It is a very well-detailed and thought out 

plan. What it does is it provides the emergency response 

organizations with time estimates such that they can model 

their evacuation plans. 

So, as has already been said, a hundred 

per cent of the detailed planning zone could be evacuated 

in up to four hours. It allows the emergency response 

organizations to appropriate their plans based on these 

estimates. 

And evacuation studies are a requirement 

of RD-210.1, so it was completed in 2016. So, OPG have met 

compliance with that. And N-1600 also as well mentions a 

requirement for evacuation time estimates and also in the 

PNERP it references the U.S. standard new Reg CR-7002. So, 

KLD complies with these American standards and is also 

compliant with our regulatory requirements. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Question? Ms 

Penney? 

MEMBER PENNEY: I just had a couple of 

questions for Ms Tilman. 

I'm assuming you did the graph which is 

the Cumulative Water Borne Emissions of Tritium. I just 

wondered, what was the methodology? I think the blue line 

is Bruce Power line data and the red line is yours. I'm 

just wondering, what was the methodology you used to come 
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up with that line? 

MS TILMAN: Going from flat, looking at 

the annual emissions, I took into account the decay, the 

half-life of tritium 12.3 years, and looking at the 

original data that was given, how much would decay over 

that time and then accumulated them per year. 

I've done this before in various other 

elements, not just radioactive. It's not unusual, but 

thanks for asking. 

And what actually surprised me was to see 

actually the difference in looking at it, even though 

taking in the decay over just that 10-year window and 

realizing there's a dispersion in the lake. 

But the issue, too, is this is looking at 

one plant, or Bruce A plus Bruce B, one nuclear facility 

and this goes on over a period of time. 

And I just wanted to address the issue of 

the Great Lakes with the tritium levels going down. The 

60s were a terrible time with all the testing going on and 

all kinds of stuff. Hopefully things decreased since then. 

We're talking about a fair interval of time. 

But the point is, we are still doing this 

periodically. If Bruce A and B plant go on for another 40 

odd years, we should be aware that this is going on and we 

shouldn't dismiss the accumulation in time. 
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MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. Thanks for that. 

So, the blue line is actual data and the red line is --

MS TILMAN: Oh yes, all actual. 

MEMBER PENNEY: -- you've added the Bruce 

Power numbers together --

MS TILMAN: Yeah. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. 

MS TILMAN: Yeah. And took into account 

the half-life and decay --

MEMBER PENNEY: And deterioration. 

MS TILMAN: -- within time. Thank you. 

MEMBER PENNEY: I had a question for CNSC 

staff in terms of, if that methodology and that cumulative 

line and how that would withstand scientific scrutiny? 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

So, I think it would withstand scientific 

scrutiny sort of what in cumulative would be released at 

end of pipe, but it's not representing what is being 

observed at the intake for water supply plant, as an 

example. 

And we've seen data for those supply 

plants over decades, in fact MOE CC and Labour Ontario 

published, you know, the 10-year data and they're pretty 

much constant. 

MR. CHUA: It's Francis Chua for the 
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record. 

I just wanted to add something else, if I 

may? We also see -- we also take measurements at the water 

supply plants and we are also seeing the same levels that 

Mr. Rinker is referring to. 

Every year we have a routine where we 

collect samples, analyze them and consistently through the 

years we do not see that accumulating effect, we do see 

that flat line. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Right. So, to be clear, 

the blue line is the actual data, water borne tritium, not 

the red line? 

MR. CHUA: That is correct. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. Another question 

for CNSC, and it's with respect to Ms Tilman's document 

where she talks about your derived release limits and your 

action levels and rolling averages as useless manipulation 

of data. 

If you could just give me an explanation 

why it's acceptable to the CNSC as the way Bruce Power is 

regulated? 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

So, you know, the rolling average for 

example, is important because the exposure to a person to 

drinking water isn't just what's in your glass today, but 
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it's assuming two litres of water being consumed every day 

for the course of a year. And so, what was the average 

exposure to tritium, as an example, you know, over the 

course of that one year and what's the dose from that? 

So, there is a rolling average for the 

drinking water standard, for tritium in drinking water. 

It's 7,000 becquerels per litre averaged over the course of 

12 months. 

And the drinking water supply plants are 

generally under 20, closer to 10 or 5 becquerels per litre. 

So, well under the drinking water standard. 

MEMBER PENNEY: If you wouldn't mind 

addressing the DRLs and the ALs. And I think one of the 

criticisms is that the difference between the DRLs and 

actual emissions is that the actual emissions are so much 

lower, which in my mind means the DRLs are conservative, I 

think. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

I think that's a fair point that the 

intervenor is making. We have agreed with the notion that, 

you know, there is a derived release limit of 1 mSv per 

annum, and I think that's in our regulation. That's a 

number that's been known internationally to be protective. 

But to really regulate from a pollution 

prevention point of view, the next level that we look at 
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are action levels and that's a reportable level if 

exceeded. 

The nuclear power plants historically have 

just said, well, let's make 10 per cent of that 1 mSv per 

annum the derived release limit, which is fair to say 

that's well above what the actual releases are. The actual 

releases from a nuclear power plant are exceedingly low 

even from the regulating point of view. 

So, industry and staff have worked with 

other departments to come up with a CSA standard for the 

development of action levels that are more performance 

based. So, if the facility is working properly you can 

calculate, what is a proper action level based on data, 

historical data and to set -- to show that, you know, your 

facility isn't operating the way it should be and triggers 

as opposed to something that is 10 per cent of the limit. 

And so, that is being implemented over the 

next couple of years. 

MR. CHUA: It's Francis Chua, for the 

record. 

Again, we have been involved with the 

development of the CSA standard and then, prior to the 

development of the standard, as an internal practice, we've 

also created what we call an administrative level. 

So, Mr. Rinker talked about the DRLs, we 
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talked about the reporting action levels, but within our 

organization we've set our own administrative levels where 

we know what routine emissions look like and we know what 

higher than routine emissions look like and those are our 

triggers to investigate and to perform corrective actions. 

MEMBER PENNEY: And so, a question for Mr. 

Chua. Are those numbers published publicly anywhere? 

MR. CHUA: Those numbers themselves are 

not published publicly anywhere. We do report our 

emissions on a quarterly basis to the CNSC, however, in 

terms of whether they trigger administrative actions or 

not, those are not -- those are not detailed in those 

reports. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So, the emissions or 

discharges that are reported to the CNSC, are they publicly 

available? 

MR. CHUA: I do not know how publicly 

available those are, but we do submit them as quarterly 

reports to the CNSC. I'm sorry, I'd have to defer to the 

CNSC to talk about that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Actually, emission levels 

I thought were posted and available. Please correct me. 

MS TILMAN: Can I intervene? 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MS TILMAN: Okay. I am the intervenor. 
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Okay. Two things about this and they're 

sort of related. In terms of the reporting, the CNSC 

produces the Environmental Monitoring Reports; am I 

correct, Mr. Frappier? 

Am I correct, does the CNSC produce the 

Environmental Management Reports? 

MS SAUVE: Kiza Sauve, for the record. 

MS TILMAN: Monitoring Reports? 

MS SAUVE: Kiza Sauve, for the record. 

So, Bruce Power produces an annual 

Environmental Monitoring Report which is posted on their 

website. 

MS TILMAN: Right. Okay. Now, what is 

happening is there has been a change in the species of 

radionuclides monitored, so when you ask the question, are 

we getting all these reports, what I have noticed in 

reviewing reports from the year 2012 to 2016, they're 

called the EMPR Reports, the number of radionuclides in the 

2016, the most recent report, was reduced significantly and 

that change was made to not report individual 

radionuclides. As a result, as a public user of data, I’m 

unable to get that information, so that may not be 

realized, or there may be a disconnect from there. So 

that’s one point. 

You’ll see that, in 23, I quoted directly 
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from  the  Environmental  Monitoring  Report  that  they  decided  

to  just  accumulate  them  all  and  the  whole  point  of  seeing  

individual  radionuclides  reported  and  monitored  is  to  see  

is  there  an  indication  of  an  incident,  is  there  in  an  

irregularity?   Why  is  this  one  so  high  for  that  particular  

time?    

 So  as  a  public  user,  no.   In  terms  of  -- I  

just  want  to  comment  on  the  responses  of  DRL’s  which  I’m  

still  not  happy  about  because  no  explanation  has  been  given  

for  a  DRL.   For  instance,  for  the  laundry  facility,  which  

is  2.96  ×  1017  Bq  per  year,  which  is  in  the  same  range  as  

all  the  units  in  Bruce  A,  or  all  the  units  in  Bruce  B.   And  

so  when  a  public  person  sees  a  number  like  that,  a  laundry  

facility,  you’re  sort  of  scratching  your  head,  “What’s  

going  on  in  that  laundry  facility”  and,  of  course,  it’s  way  

below  -- the  releases  are  well  above  what  the  -- sorry  are  

well  below  the  derived  release  limit  by  magnitudes  of  

almost  a  million.  

 So  what  confidence  does  that  give  a  public  

user  in  the  data  we’re  getting?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   So  I’d  like  staff  to  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay,  can  we  get  some  

answers  to  some  of  the  questions?   So  first  let’s  hear  

about  the  emissions.   Are  the  emissions  published?   

 MS  LACROIX:   It’s  Danielle  Lacroix,  for  
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the record. So with respect to the reporting of 

radionuclide groups, it is correct. In 2015, we made a 

switch in reporting individual radionuclides for some 

groups where we have low emissions such as the alpha 

emissions, so we report the gross alpha emissions. And 

what we do is we calculate a DRL for all of the 

radionuclides within that group and use the most restricted 

DRL to be our limit; so that’s the smallest DRL. 

So we do report all the gross activity, 

but we do not break it down as it was a change with our 

Licence Condition Handbook. So that’s one question 

answered. 

THE PRESIDENT: So staff, why did we do it 

and, if we did it, did you explain it? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

A couple of things. First of all, the 

limits, as we’ve talked about right now, we have them as 

based on one of the regulatory limits that would be a 

concern from a public health perspective and then 10 

percent, basically, of those, so that it provides a proper 

indication of whether there is any potential health 

concern. 

As Mr. Rinker mentioned, that doesn’t 

necessarily equate to the same thing that is sort of being 
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talked about here which is whether you have control over 

your systems in such a way that there’s no abnormal release 

which might still be very, very far below anything that 

would be a concern from a health perspective. 

So we are transitioning our regulatory 

oversight to also include a measure that would allow for us 

to understand whether all the systems, process systems, are 

in fact acting normally or whether there’s any suggestion 

or evidence that a process control has been lost. None of 

that would be of health concern though, but they might be 

of concern from a safety perspective. 

As Bruce has mentioned, they already have 

that kind of measurement which they call “Administrative 

Levels,” so that they can ensure that they understand the 

operation of the plant. 

Any exceedance of those administrative 

controls that are much, much lower get reported to the 

CNSC, get reported to our site staff so we have a view 

right now. We would be able to see it even as of today, 

but we’re going to change the regulatory framework to make 

it clearer for everybody else. 

With respect to publishing monitoring 

data, again, the CNSC and government as a whole is looking 

at how that should evolve, given that there is a lot of 

public interest as has been shown here, whereas perhaps at 
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this point in time our -- the amount of data that’s being 

made available is our perception of what the public might 

be interested in. 

We have access to all the data and we 

perform our functions with that. So the movement towards 

making more data available is certainly there and you’re 

certainly going to see over the next couple of years and, 

in fact, the government has structured how some of that 

data is going to have to be made available in the open 

government processes and that. 

With respect to where we are today as far 

as what environmental monitoring data is being made 

available at our website and that, I would ask Mike Rinker 

to provide some details on that. 

MR. JAMMAL: It's Ramzi Jammal, for the 

record, before I pass it to Mr. Rinker. 

Mr. President, you asked the question with 

respect to the changes and did we inform the public? The 

answer is yes. We put in place a regulatory document with 

the title -- the number is 3.11, it’s reporting 

requirement, and this regulatory document went through the 

consultation process, and this reporting requirement 

replaces the S-99 which is the old reporting requirement, 

so the CNSC put in place our regulatory review process and 

the consultation for the RD3.11. 
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I’m pretty sure, Mr. President, you will 

recall the discussions in a public domain with respect to 

3.11 and what’s in it. So the changes were done in a 

transparent manner that included consultation and we 

disposition all of the comments that come to us. So the 

answer is yes, the changes were done according to our 

regulatory process and the information was justified on why 

the reporting has changed, even though the change has not 

taken away, if there is an indication of impact or no 

impact on the environment. 

THE PRESIDENT: But I am just -- I was 

asking you about whether the changes with DRL and the 10 

percent and then the administrative levels and the actual 

kind of a level, all of these have been kind of defined and 

presented to the public somewhere. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker for the record. 

So we have heard from a number of NGO’s, 

Environmental NGO’s and members of the public such as Ms. 

Tilman, who expressed the need to see more data and not 

have to go through the work of finding the data scattered 

throughout a number of reports. So currently, maybe going 

back two years ago, all of the data was provided but it was 

a very thick report so Bruce Power's Radiation 

Environmental Monitoring Program, for example, has been 

published for many years, but it’s a thick report and to 
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pull out the data and what we’ve heard is very difficult. 

And so the first step that we’ve done to 

address this was last year where we made our own data, the 

Independent Environmental Monitoring Data, not just the 

report, but there’s now something called a CSV file, so a 

member of the public can go to our website, click and the 

data comes down in a spreadsheet onto their computer and 

they can use it and manipulate that. 

The next step is to do the same thing with 

the licensee data and there was a request to Environment 

and Climate Change Canada, who are the owners of a database 

called the National Pollutant Registry Index, where many 

licensees report data such as carbon, sulphur emissions, 

but they don’t report radionuclides, so there was a request 

to add radionuclides to that data. 

So as an interim as we work through that 

with Environment Canada is we are going to be appending the 

data to the regulatory oversight reports this year, so for 

nuclear power plants, when the regulatory oversight report 

is provided in the fall of this year, there will be an 

annex to that report that has release data. 

After that we will be working with 

Environment Canada so that the NPRI website can query our 

website and to find that data so that it can be queried and 

searched and downloaded. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Okay, but I'm asking a 

different question. Okay, let me use specifics. So where 

did we explain the DRL for the laundry facility? 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

So, those are values that are found in the 

Licence Condition Handbooks for all facilities. 

THE PRESIDENT: I know, but where are they 

explained as to the calculation that came to that 

particular -- the revision? We know the numbers, I’m not 

worried about the numbers, and it’s important to understand 

that they are not -- we’re going to take a five minute 

break to allow you to find the revision... 

--- Upon recessing at 12:10 p.m. / 

Suspension à 12 h 10 

--- Upon resuming at 12:17 p.m. / 

Reprise à 12 h 17 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. We are back. And 

where were we ... staff? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Yeah, I think where we were was a bit of 

confusion in being able to explain derived limits and where 

they come from, how they're calculated, and what's made 
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available to the public and what's not. So we appreciated 

the little break to huddle a bit and get our explanation 

nice and clear. And to make that clear explanation, I 

would ask Mr. Mike Rinker to discuss this. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

So the determination of how you make --

you come up with the values, the methodology behind that. 

It's published in a standard. And that standard has been 

available since the 1980s. it gets revised every five 

years. It's been revised recently with new science. 

And that standard includes -- really it's 

a model of, from a point of release, how radionuclides 

would transfer through the environment and how people would 

get exposed to a certain level of nuclear substance. 

And that -- you can access that model 

through a CSA webpage. It's a CSA standard called N288.1. 

MS TILMAN: I have gone to look at that. 

And as a mathematician and math professor, I found that the 

most confusing paper ever for somebody from the public to 

understand. Okay? And I am sure that unless you're in the 

detail and that is your job, you would not be able to do 

that. 

I also -- when you say you publish a lot, 

there's a lot of stuff that comes out from the CNSC on a 

regular basis, a lot of reviews. And as a public person, 
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it  is  -- you  can't  spend  all  your  time  going  through  all  

the  documents.   So  yes,  I  do  appreciate  that  you  send  out  

and  some  documents  are  very  useful  to  look  at  them,  but  one  

doesn't  have  all  the  time  to  deal  with  that.  

 I  think  the  issue  with  the  DRL  is  a  lot  of  

hypothesis  and  a  lot  of  modelling  used  into  how  to  come  up  

with  that  DRL.   The  point  is  when  the  DRL  seems  so  out  of  

whack  with  what  the  emissions  are,  then  the  question  is  

what  service  does  it  provide  if  it's  so  conservative  that  

you're  a  million  or  factor  of  10  to  the  fifth  or  10  to  the  

fourth  out  in  your  reported  emissions,  then  it  doesn't  

provide  an  incentive,  a  regulatory  tool  to  see  what  can  be  

done.  

 Now,  even  if  you  argue  that  the  sieverts  

are  relatively  low,  we're  talking  about  repeated  emissions  

over  time.   So  I  can't  accept  that  yet  as  a  public  user.   

I've  tried  to  understand  the  DRL  setting  process  and  I  

fail.   Okay?   I  fail.   So  let's  get  to  the  laundry  

facility.  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   Mr.  Chair?   May  I  -- 

 MS  TILMAN:   Sorry.  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   -- add  a  comment  from  our  

perspective?  

 So  James  Scongack,  for  the  record.  

 So  and  I  really  think  we  have  -- and  

 

 

   



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

          

         

           

           

         

         

   

        

          

           

          

        

        

        

         

            

            

         

           

       

            

     

         

          

          

142 

Danielle Lacroix and Francis Chua may want to add some 

additional context. We really have two issues we're 

talking about here. We have the data that is produced, 

the -- and the confidence that we have reached the right 

conclusion, that we have provision for the safety and 

protection of the public and the environment and neighbours 

around the site. 

The issue that I think requires some 

additional context is I think the concern that we have 

heard from the intervener -- and I think it's important to 

demonstrate how we've responded to it as a licensee --

related to the level of transparency, simplicity, and 

specificity of their concerns, their specific concerns they 

have and how the data relates to that. 

So from our perspective, we think that's a 

very important role for a licensee to play. Broadly, on an 

annual basis every May, we reduce -- not reduce -- we issue 

a radiological environmental monitoring plan. That is a 

very technical document. It's very exhaustive. And to the 

extent people request additional information related to 

that document, we're delighted to provide it. But it is a 

very technical document. 

And the feedback that we have heard from 

the public generally with respect to the REMP report is 

that people would like to see something more digestible and 
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understandable. So we have taken the effort as a licensee 

when we release the REMP report to also carry out a summary 

release of that report in a digestible form so people can 

understand. To the extent that people such as the 

intervener would like to get into additional detail, we are 

delighted to do that. 

Over the course of the last 12 months, 

through our public inquiry program, we've received 66 

public inquiries at large related to these kind of 

technical issues. Fifty-four of those issues are from the 

interveners here today. And I'm not -- I'm not raising 

that as a criticism. People can ask us as many questions 

as they want. And if it was a hundred requests, we're 

delighted to respond to them. So I certainly don't want to 

suggest I'm discouraging that. 

But the point I would like to make is that 

our environment staff, the individuals in our organization 

who have accountability for this really take a lot of 

effort in every one of those responses -- there's a few 

that we're still -- some responses we're still dealing 

with -- make an effort to respond to the questions of the 

public in a way that is customizable as possible to the 

question raised. 

From our perspective, a lot of the issues 

that were raised we have made numerous extensive efforts to 
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respond. So I can tell you personally I've seen many of 

the responses. They've very well thought-out. They're 

very thorough. The staff under Francis Chua and Danielle's 

leadership has done an excellent job of that. 

And so Dr. Binder, I think the issue of 

transparency is really important. Putting this in a form 

that is consumable is critical. But we also have to 

recognize we are dealing with a massive body of data, both 

from the CNSC's independent monitoring program and our 

monitoring program. And so what we continue to do is try 

to find a way to as best deal with the members of the 

public that tell us they want a simple summary to members 

of the public like the interveners who want a lot of depth. 

And from our perspective, in those 54 

requests for information that we've received, we understand 

these particular interveners want that more depth. So our 

team has gone and extensively provided individual answers, 

customized answers to all those things. 

We'd be delighted to make those answers 

available to the Commission, because we think they're very 

comprehensive and thorough. Are there areas we agree to 

disagree on? Yes. But we believe we've answered the 

questions fairly, accurately, and in a comprehensive 

manner. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, but still I'm still 
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trying to button down the disclosure of how you do the 

calculation of DRL. And I thought that CNSC was producing 

a document where that is explained. 

One of the issue that the DRL comes up 

with such a high number is because 1 millisievert is a 

very, very high regulatory kind of number. So if you 

accept the 1 millisievert, then everything else goes 

through a mathematical formula, maybe very technical, but 

this is nuclear. It is technical. 

So but somewhere along the line it has to 

be explained how you get it in a way so everybody can 

understand those calculations. So I thought you were in 

the process of developing documentation about the DRL, in 

particular sending up the units of measurement and all that 

stuff. So am I right? 

MR. RINKER: Yes, you're correct. 

Mike Rinker, for the record. 

And so I'll start with it is -- that 

standard is a complicated type of standard to read. And 

it's -- but it's not written for a public. It's written so 

that licensees understand what exactly our expectations 

are. 

And so if anyone was interested to sit 

with us, especially when we come up in this area to meet 

with Indigenous folks, we can meet with members of the 
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public. We're happy to send -- we have specialists who 

work on this standard -- to meet with anyone to walk 

through how it works. 

And you're right about 1 millisievert per 

annum. The DRL, the amount of nuclear substances that 

would reach 1 millisievert per annum is quite a lot, 

certainly is a lot for a laundry facility. 

There's a big gap between the DRL and what 

is actually released. And for us as a regulator, that 

gives us comfort to just see that they are many, many 

orders of magnitude below the DLR. But I can understand 

that that looks like loose regulation if you see that the 

limit is up here and what the -- actually the release is 

many orders of magnitude below. So there can be many 

different perceptions of what that looks like. 

And finally, we are in the process of 

developing REGDOC 2.9.1 part 2, or 2.9.2, I'm not sure what 

we're going to come up with with the name. But it is the 

next part of an environmental protection regulatory 

document that is specific to effluent. And it will 

describe how release limits, action levels, and 

administration levels, which Bruce Power spoke to, work 

together. It will reference the standards that are 

required to follow to set those limits, and it will give 

guidance and describe how those standards actually work. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay,  thank  you.  

 Who  had  any  other  question?   Questions?  

 MS  TILMAN:   [indiscernible  - speaking  off  

microphone]   

 THE  PRESIDENT:   No  questions?  

 MS  TILMAN:   I  would  have  another.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   But  you  do  have  the  final  

word  here,  so.  

 MS  TILMAN:   So  I  have  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   You  both  can  have  the  

final  words.  

 MS  TILMAN:   Okay.   I  have  one  point  just  

to  clarify  on  that  DRL.   I  won't  let  it  go,  because  as  Mike  

knows,  I'm  on  that  committee  that  is  looking  at  getting  

reporting  done  thoroughly  through  the  MPRI.   However,  it  is  

not  just  a  matter  of  the  1  millisievert.   This  could  be  

confusing  to  the  Commission  members.   There  are  also  dose  

equivalents  between  sieverts  and  becquerels  that  are  

conflicting  -- 

 MR.  LEBLANC:   Madam  Tilman,  please  talk  to  

the  Commission.  

 MS  TILMAN:   I'm  sorry.  

 MR.  LEBLANC:   Yes,  thank  you.  

 MS  TILMAN:   I'm  sorry.   I  got  confused.  

 There  are  other  parameters  that  are  taken  
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into account, like dose conversion factors that go from 

sieverts, becquerels, that can be questionable too. So 

it's not a simple matter of just the 1 millisievert. And I 

wanted to make that clear. I hope that's okay. 

One other issue that hasn't come up, but 

it reminded me when the Contract Workers' Union was there. 

In the licence control handbook, the annual limit of 

exposure to contract workers is double that of nuclear 

energy workers. And that's a concern. I raised it with 

the union people after the intervention. They are 

concerned about that too. 

Why are contract workers allowed to 

receive double the dose? So it goes to 40 millisieverts 

per year, as opposed for the NEW, the nuclear energy 

workers, it's 20 millisieverts I think. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, that's a fair 

question. Let's get an answer. 

And by the way, it's the licensed 

condition handbook. 

MS TILMAN: What did I call it? The 

control? 

THE PRESIDENT: Control. 

MS TILMAN: There you go. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think they may want to 

see it as a licence control, but we call it licence 
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condition.  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.  

 I'd  ask  Dr.  Caroline  Ducros  to  explain  how  

the  contractors  are  dealt  with.   Oh,  sorry,  Caroline  Purvis  

to  describe  how  the  contractors  are  handled  versus  the  

NEWs.  

 MS  PURVIS:   Thank  you.   Caroline  Purvis.   

I'm  the  director  of  the  Radiation  Protection  division,  for  

the  record.  

 The  intervener  is  correct.   There  is  

within  Bruce  Power's  Radiation  Protection  program  what  are  

called  administrative  dose  limits,  and  those  are  analogous  

to  action  levels  or  -- for  dose  for  workers.   So  that's  

effective  dose  over  the  course  of  a  single  dosimetry  year.  

 Within  the  RP  program  for  Bruce  Power  

staff,  their  action  level  for  total  effective  dose  over  the  

course  of  the  year  is  20  millisieverts,  and  for  

contractors,  it's  40  millisieverts.   As  we  understand  it,  

and  we've  confirmed  this  again  recently  with  Bruce  Power  

staff,  this  was  negotiated  with  the  unions  some  time  ago.   

And  if  you  want  to  explore  that  option,  I  would  invite  

Bruce  Power  to  respond.  

 What  I  can  say  is,  from  our  point  of  view,  

the  dose  limits  are  universal  for  workers,  whether  they  be  
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Bruce Power workers, whether they be contractors. Within 

their program, there are also provisions for what are 

called -- we like to term them administrative limits. 

Bruce Power calls them exposure control limits. So every 

worker, whether they be a Bruce Power employee or a 

contractor, is assigned an exposure control limit. And 

their doses are managed within that limit. If they want to 

go above that, there's progressive levels of permission 

that have to be sought for that. 

We look at contractor doses when we do 

inspections. We look at the management of exposures to 

workers when we report to the Commission annually for the 

regulatory oversight report for NPPs, and we look at the 

doses to workers within the nuclear power plant community 

through queries to the National Dose Registry. 

What I say is that doses to workers at 

Bruce Power are managed within the dose limits. They're 

managed within the various levels that I've just described. 

And to our knowledge, there has never been an incidence 

where a contractor has even approached the 40 

millisieverts. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Just so I understand -- I 

actually do not understand. So for the nuclear energy 

worker, it's 20 per year over five years not to exceed 100. 
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Are  you  saying  that  for  the  contractor  it  is  40  per  year  

over  five  years  not  to  exceed  200?   Is  that  what  we  are  

saying?  

 MS  PURVIS:   Caroline  Purvis,  for  the  

record.  

 No,  that's  not  what  I'm  saying.   It's  they  

are  administrative  dose  limits.   And  maybe  Bruce  Power  is  

better  positioned  to  describe  their  program.   It  is  20  

millisieverts  a  year  for  their  nuclear  energy  workers  that  

are  employed  by  Bruce  Power.   They  have  an  administrative  

dose  limit  of  40  millisieverts  per  year,  and  I  believe  it's  

90  over  the  five-year  period.  

 MR.  BURTON:   Maury  Burton,  for  the  record.  

 Just  for  clarification,  the  contractors  

are  nuclear  energy  workers  as  well.   So  we  just  distinguish  

them  slightly  different  for  our  RP  program  and  the  limits.  

 Now,  the  annual  limit  for  a  nuclear  energy  

worker  in  the  regulations  -- radiation  protection  

regulations  is  50  millisieverts  per  year,  and  then  100  over  

a  five-year  period.  

 I'm  going  to  pass  over  to  Len  Clewett  for  

an  explanation  on  the  differences  between  the  nuclear  

energy  worker  and  the  contract  worker  in  our  program.   

 MR.  CLEWETT:   Yeah,  Len  Clewett,  for  the  

record.  
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Just like to add we treat, you know, dose 

to our permanent staff and our contractor staff the same. 

We always are looking to perform each task as low as 

reasonably achievable. And in regards to that, we've 

invested well over a hundred million over the past five 

years to improve tooling, processes, shielding to further 

reduce dose. 

MR. JAMMAL: Mr. President, if you'll 

allow me, sir, we're having the discussion now of a 

bounding limit. It's called -- under RP it's called a 

regulatory limit. No one will be allowed to exceed the 

regulatory limit, that would be for the general public 

based on the work they're doing, or a nuclear energy 

worker. So that's the key point here. Bruce Power is not 

authorized and will not be allowed to exceed the regulatory 

limit that currently exists in our RP regulation. That's 

the limit. 

Within that bounding element, they can 

ascertain the dose to the worker based on the functionality 

that they have to do. So a contractor worker who's going 

to pull a tube will have a different exposure that is 

ascertained based on the functions that's assigned to do. 

So if I am an operator in a room, ascertaining the dose to 

my functionality would be different than a contractor who's 

pulling the tubes out. So that's what Bruce Power has 
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established, the administrative levels and the action 

levels based on the functionality of the worker. 

But I want to make it very clear to the 

Commission no one is allowed to exceed the regulatory 

limit. And the regulatory limit have built in a safety 

factor with respect to the health limits that we know 

about. So that's the key point here. 

So they ascertain the dose; they set up 

the administrative limit based on the functionality of the 

individual, and that's why you see in the RP program for 

the refurbishment activity they have different job 

categories. Let me put it this way. 

THE PRESIDENT: Boy, our ability to 

complicate things is breathtaking here. 

MR. RENCHECK: Let me simplify this, if I 

may, Mr. President? 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MR. RENCHECK: We have a regulatory limit, 

so Bruce Power works to make sure that we do not pass that 

regulatory limit. 

In doing that, we decide to set for 

ourselves something we call an administrative limit. We 

don’t have to have that. We have to comply with the 

regulatory limit to assure safety. 

So we choose to set a number that’s lower, 
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which is common practice in many locations around the 

world, such that as we approach that it drives our internal 

processes so we indentify individuals and we can assure 

their safety. 

But, again, we do not have to have this 

administrative limit. It’s something we choose to do 

ourselves so that we can continue to fully engage in a 

practice of keeping radiation exposure as low as reasonably 

achievable and tracking those individuals that are 

accumulating a dose. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Let me try in my 

language and see if... 

So the regulatory limit is 100 mSv over 

five years? 

--- Off microphone / Hors microphone 

THE PRESIDENT: Sorry? Is that yes or no? 

Over five years --

MS PURVIS: Caroline Purvis, for the 

record. It’s 50 mSv per year for a nuclear energy worker 

and, in addition, it’s 100 mSv per five years for a nuclear 

energy worker. 

MS TILMAN: Yeah, yeah. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. So let’s start with 

an important number, which nobody talks about, it’s 100 

mSv, five years. How you distribute it’s 100 during the 
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five years is a whole different consideration. So you can 

do 40, you can do 20, you can do 100 in the first year --

--- Off microphone / Hors microphone 

THE PRESIDENT: Fifty in the first year? 

Sorry, I remember those little maps, and I remember those 

things that you told almost on a calendar basis. But if 

you want to explain to the public, you’ve got to start with 

the total which is 100. How you disperse this 100 is 

depending on the work. 

You know, that’s why I think we’ve got 

tied up ourselves. So if the union doesn’t understand 

that, then you’ve got a problem here. 

MS TILMAN: Yeah. Specifically, we talked 

about it after their intervention, very briefly, and they 

were aware of the difference in those two numbers on the 

annual, because that’s what the Licence Condition Handbook 

calls it, is the annual, and it --

THE PRESIDENT: But it’s the 100 over five 

years that’s the important --

MS TILMAN: No, they give the table and 

the table is for NEW 20, for contract 40. It’s right 

there, and it’s on an annual basis. 

When I interpret that I know about the 100 

for five years, because what happens is -- THE PRESIDENT: 

No, but it’s also 50 -- can it go up to a maximum 50 per 
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year? 

MS TILMAN: You could go to a maximum of 

50, then you’re kicked off the list if you get another 50, 

right, in that period. 

THE PRESIDENT: You can go over two years, 

as long as you don’t limit the 100. 

MS TILMAN: Yeah, yeah, that’s right. 

THE PRESIDENT: Anyhow, I think we’ve 

exhausted this, I think. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. Just to be really clear, there is no difference in 

the regulatory requirement for a nuclear energy worker 

who’s a contractor or an employee. That’s the same. 

Administratively, they do work very 

differently because obviously the employee is there every 

year all the time, versus a contractor who comes and goes. 

So the licensee has said they’re going to put their own 

administrative limits, which are a bit different depending 

on... 

We’ve incorporated those into the Licence 

Condition Handbook. That doesn’t change that there’s a 

regulatory requirement that cannot be exceeded no matter 

whether you’re a contractor or an employee. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Other questions? 

New question? 
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Okay, you were in the middle of winding it 

up, I thought. So final words? 

MR. BOURGEOIS: Thank you. I would like 

to have final words about two concerns that came about. In 

the first place, I don’t believe there will be a nuclear 

emergency. I wouldn’t live in Inverhuron if I did. I 

mean, that’s a simple fact. I may be a fool, but I’m not 

that stupid. 

But if you’re going to have a plan for a 

nuclear emergency and it will advise residents to shelter 

in place and there is inadequate shelter, as defined by 

that plan, then clearly it seems to me that one ought to 

have and build adequate shelters for those residents that 

do not have adequate shelter. 

The other topic of last words goes back to 

Dr. Lane, and she said that we presented these concerns 

about a community health survey back in 2015. We 

acknowledge that in our report, we said that we put this in 

2015. The fact that no action has happened does not change 

the fact that there still is no community health data for 

the residents of Inverhuron. 

Two days ago Frank Saunders acknowledge 

with respect to climate data during the SON question and 

answer period, and he acknowledged that baseline data is 

needed for climate change in order to understand the 
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present. 

I would argue the same is true for health 

data. The community in Inverhuron is a unique community in 

terms of the population of Ontario. It draws residents who 

have come here for multi generations from all over Canada 

and the United States. They have lived and grown up here. 

Their data will not be reflected in Ontario’s data, their 

health data will not be reflected in Ontario’s health data 

generally. 

We need, in order to make these statements 

that you would like to make and I would like you to be able 

to make, and I would like Bruce Power to be able to make, 

we need to have reliable data. Once that data is present, 

then any numbers of analyses can be conducted. 

But without the data, just as Mr. Saunders 

recognized without the data on climate change and climate 

data, you can’t understand the present. We can’t 

scientifically verify that we understand the present, and 

that is the point of trying to devise and create the 

community health data. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Thank you very 

much for your presentation. 

I’d like to move on now to the Ontario 

Chamber of Commerce as outlined in CMD 18-H4.78. 

http:18-H4.78
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I understand that Mr. Rossi will make the 

presentation. 

CMD 18-H4.78 

Oral presentation by Ontario Chamber of Commerce 

MR. ROSSI: Thank you very much, Mr. 

President, Commissioners. 

C'est un très grand plaisir d'être ici 

parmi vous autres, parlant de choses qui sont tellement 

importantes pour l'avenir de l'Ontario. 

As an aside, building on comments made by 

my friend from Nordion, I spent 10 years running the Heart 

& Stroke Foundation of Ontario and Prostate Cancer Canada 

before coming to the Chamber. 

I can tell you that the medical community, 

researchers and patients and their families facing cancer 

and other diagnoses are well aware of the importance of 

radioisotopes in their lives, but do not understand well 

enough the importance of the Ontario nuclear industry in 

providing them. So you’re right, that they need a better 

PR agent going forward. 

I’d like to first thank the Commission for 

their diligence in conducting a comprehensive and robust 

process. This is absolutely critical to continually update 

http:18-H4.78
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and review oversight when it comes to the nuclear industry, 

and it’s essential to ensure that there is never any 

compromise to safety or the environment. 

The OCC is committed to working with the 

Commission and the federal government to ensure Canada 

remains a leader in nuclear expertise, innovation, and the 

nuclear sector continues to be a key economic driver. 

As Ontario’s business advocate, the 

Ontario Chamber of Commerce and its 135 chamber-strong 

network which represents over 60,000 businesses in every 

corner of this province, including Grey, Bruce, Huron, we 

are an independent non-partisan voice which defends the 

business priorities here and at Queen’s Park. 

The OCC has been a strong advocate and 

long recognize the importance of the nuclear industry to 

our province’s economy, particularly the critical role that 

Bruce Power plays as an economic driver to that economy. 

Nuclear power presents not only a clean 

and reliable source of energy for Ontarians, but is an 

integral driver of our economy. We believe that continued 

investment in the industry not only supports direct and 

indirect job creation, but is also critical in building a 

dependable and cost-effective energy system. 

Our recommendations draw from the 

extensive repertoire or advocacy work from our 135 
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chambers, including the one right here in Kincardine, and 

boards of trade across Ontario, along with original data 

and research from our 60,000 members. 

Our chamber network has advocated for an 

affordable, reliable, clean and innovative energy system 

that supports Ontario’s businesses through our recent 

annual resolution process. 

Those resolutions highlight the need to 

take advantage of Ontario’s nuclear expertise to support 

both our economy and the global transition to a low-carbon 

future. I’m here as the voice of those chambers supporting 

those calls with this submission. 

Bruce Power is Canada’s only private 

sector nuclear generator and is the world’s largest 

operating nuclear facility. The OCC has a longstanding 

partnership with Bruce Power, we work together to support 

our shared vision of a prosperous Ontario, as well as to 

enhance the business community’s understanding of the 

importance of nuclear power to our province’s economy. 

Our work together has boosted both 

business and public confidence. A leading example of this 

is our membership’s broad support of Ontario’s 

refurbishment of the Darlington nuclear station and life 

extension project at the Bruce site, which we’re here to 

discuss today. 
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The nuclear industry is a major driver 

made up of 180 companies that employ about 60,000 people 

per year in this province. The industry plays an integral 

role in medicine, research and innovation, and produces 

more than $6 billion into our GDP. 

With that, I would like to begin by 

highlighting the economic benefits of Bruce Power’s 

relicensing of the facility. 

Currently, Bruce Power supplies 30 per 

cent of Ontario’s electricity at over 30 per cent less than 

the average cost of the rest of the system to generate 

residential power. 

Reducing electricity prices, maintaining 

them, is a top priority for our members and Ontario’s 

business community. We know that the price of electricity 

directly influences the province’s ability to attract and 

retain businesses as well as foster economic growth. Lower 

electricity prices, dependable electricity prices, 

contribute to the province’s competitive advantage. 

With the cost of doing business in the 

province on the rise, continued investment in nuclear power 

will help to alleviate some of the input cost concerns 

currently harming Ontario businesses so as to increase our 

economic competitiveness. 

Bruce Power currently directly employs 
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4,200 employees each year with an additional 1,300 

temporary staff employed as needed based on workload. The 

planned $13 billion to refurbish its station on Lake Huron 

will have a huge positive impact on the Ontario economy, 

particularly since over 90 cents of every dollar that Bruce 

spends is spent right here in Ontario supporting one of the 

world’s leading supply chains in the nuclear energy. 

An economic impact analysis conducted by a 

coalition of organizations found that the life extension 

project at Bruce Power will provide Ontario with an annual 

contribution of 22,000 jobs and $4 billion in economic 

benefit through direct and indirect spending on 

engineering, specialize equipment, materials, and labour 

income. 

This includes supporting those 

aforementioned over 180 companies within the nuclear supply 

chain, many of which are sources of high-tech jobs from a 

diverse range of large to smaller firms. 

Supporting the nuclear industry is 

essential to creating and maintaining a prosperous province 

when Ontario’s relatively high price of electricity is 

undermining businesses’ ability to grow and hire new 

workers. 

Interestingly, at a time when 77 per cent 

of business in Ontario notes that access to talent has the 
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largest impact on their competitiveness, we need to do all 

we can to support these high-skilled jobs, which play a 

critical role in our economy and help keep our province 

competitive. 

Between the Bruce life extension and the 

Darlington refurbishment projects, there’ll be an annual 

demand of 3,000 highly-skilled trades people. In 

particular, Bruce Power has already been recognized as a 

leader in progressive Aboriginal relations by our partners 

at the Canadian Council for Aboriginal Business. 

The OCC supports working with key 

stakeholders to create opportunities in our northern and 

Aboriginal communities through investments in key 

infrastructure projects such as the Bruce facility and the 

Darlington refurbishment. We are lending our support to 

Bruce Power in part due to their economic contributions to 

Ontario, but also due to their string commitment to the 

environment and safety. 

Healthy communities help Ontario, Ontario 

businesses thrive. The Commission’s current review of 

Bruce Power’s 10-year licence application presents an ideal 

opportunity to ensure that the health and safety of our 

local communities and the environment remain of fundamental 

importance and that we build to the highest possible 

standards. 
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Nuclear energy is one of the cleanest 

technologies available and we simply need more of it. With 

a global shift away from greenhouse gas emitting fuels, 

nuclear energy is an integral part in meeting the energy 

and air quality needs of this province as well as the 

province’s larger low-carbon future. 

Bruce Power avoids 31 million tonnes of 

carbon dioxide each year. If we were to produce using 

prior methods of coal, is actually the equivalent of taking 

around 6 million cars off the road each year or equivalent 

to the air pollution that was released by coal plants in 

2001. 

Without Bruce Power the province would 

need to replace 6,400 megawatts of clean, reliable, and 

flexible base load supply. 

The nuclear industry contributes to 

Ontario’s economy by creating jobs, supporting a 

large-scale supply chain, and stabilizing the production of 

power contributing to our energy security. 

The life extension of Bruce Power facility 

will not only provide Ontario with high-quality jobs and 

deliver substantial economic benefit, but reinforce 

Ontario’s position as a global leader in nuclear innovation 

and expertise, and for these reasons the Ontario Chamber of 

Commerce strongly recommends the extension of the licence. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Comments? So 

you represent 135 communities. Not all communities have 

the same view of nuclear. 

MR. ROSSI: That’s correct, but we have an 

annual resolution process with all of our chambers, and the 

vast majority are in support of the extension. So we 

represent the majority view of our membership. 

THE PRESIDENT: Do you represent your 

views to the Ontario Government when they put together 

their Ontario Energy Plan? 

MR. ROSSI: That’s correct, yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. Than you 

for your presentation. 

MR. ROSSIE: My pleasure. 

THE PRESIDENT: The next presentation is 

by Strategic Policy Economics as outlined in CMD 18-H4.77. 

I understand that Mr. Brouillette will 

make the presentation. Over to you. 

CMD 18-H4.77 

Oral presentation by Strategic Policy Economics 

MR. BROUILLETTE: Thank you. Hi, I’m Marc 

Brouillette, I’m the Principal Consultant of Strategic 

Policy Economics and I’m here to support the renewal of the 

http:18-H4.77
http:18-H4.77
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operating licence for the Bruce Power nuclear complex. 

I’m going to talk about three things, 

mainly the three things are how Ontario depends on Bruce 

Power’s low-cost clean power to sustain its economy and to 

achieve our climate mitigation objectives. I want to 

support, from my experience, the strong safety culture of 

Bruce Power, it permeates the entire workforce and it is 

visible in industry benchmarks, and then acknowledge that 

the community around Bruce Power supports the facility. 

I’ll first give a little bit of an over 

view of my experience and then I’ll conclude with the 

reasons why we should be moving forward. 

So my company, we’ve been involved in many 

of the strategic issues affecting the nuclear sector over 

the last 10 years I would say. I have extensively studied 

the contributions of nuclear energy to three things: one 

is Ontario’s low-cost electricity supply mix; the other is 

Ontario’s greenhouse gas reductions; and, also the 

contribution that nuclear science and technology makes to 

Canada’s innovation ecosystem. 

So I’ve managed to work for most of the 

stakeholders in the area, including the federal government, 

and so I think I do bring a perspective that is helpful. 

The first point I want to draw on is how 

Ontario depends on Bruce Power for the low-cost clean power 
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it provides and how that equates to the economy. There are 

two issues of relevance; one is greenhouse gases, the other 

is low cost. On the greenhouse gas front, nuclear is 

absolutely the enabler of the emission reductions and the 

closure of the coal plants. 

I have this chart on the left that I’d 

like to just introduce. What we have there is a red line 

that shows the cumulative reduction in greenhouse gas in 

Ontario from the electricity system since 2003, I believe. 

The blue bars show the coinciding increase 

in output from Ontario’s nuclear fleet. We’ve identified 

along the way the various units that were involved. The 

first bump has a lot to do with Bruce Power, the last bump 

has to do with the restart of the units in, you know, 

2012/2013, and then ongoing improvements in operating 

factors. 

The stuff across the bottom shows the 

changes in hydro, changes in renewables. You can see that 

hydro is pretty flat and the renewables are hardly 

measureable. The coal plants closed in 2014. 

So there’s absolutely no ambiguity around 

how Ontario got off of greenhouse gas, it’s from all that 

nuclear power. 

On the right-hand side, in terms of low 

cost, we’ve heard other speakers talk about the low cost 
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that the nuclear energy provides today. The Financial 

Accountability Office of Ontario came out and supported 

that the future costs for refurbished nuclear is going to 

be around $80. 

I was involved in a study trying to 

examine what would the cost be of trying get that power 

from Quebec and the resulting supply mix that would occur, 

and that’s the bar on the right-hand side, it’s going to 

have a little bit of hydro, a little bit of wind, and a 

little bit of gas, and its cost will be almost double what 

the refurbished cost of nuclear would be. 

Ontarians are very concerned with the cost 

of electricity in the province. I know that the 

manufacturing sector’s particularly concerned with it. I 

know that from the support I provide to the Canadian 

Manufacturers & Exporters Energy Committee. 

Losing nuclear would double the cost of 

electricity in Ontario from the perspective of trying to 

replace that with imports from Quebec. 

I was involved in two other studies. One 

was looking at the future and the greenhouse gas emissions 

and the electrification that would have to occur. It had a 

set of bars on the left-hand side, and what they referred 

to is -- there’s green bars that refer to a nuclear option 

with a number of innovations that are enabled by it, and 
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the red bar refers to a supply mix construct that was put 

forward by Ontario’s ISO as options to meet in our 2030 

emissions targets. 

The nuclear option again, under this 

context, would be half the cost of electricity of trying to 

do it with renewables and hydro. 

The one underneath talks about the carbon 

price. There has been a lot of dialogue in terms of carbon 

price in this country. With the nuclear option it supports 

the lower cost of electricity. We can get a carbon price 

of 100 bucks instead of 160 bucks to meet our emission 

targets for 2030. 

And the last set of bars at the bottom 

talks about the economic impact to the province in terms of 

GDP contributions. And the nuclear option due to the 

number of trade balance issues and the number of other 

innovations that could be exported can eliminate the cost 

to Ontario of roughly $27 billion a year, to keep our 

emission targets and keep it down to around three. 

Very significant contributions. Nuclear 

is important to our objectives in the economy and 

greenhouse gas. 

On the right-hand side is another study. 

Again this one looked at renewables, energy, distributed 

renewables energy with storage and what the cost of that 
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would be if we tried to supply our future needs that way. 

Again we have a circumstance where a 

nuclear option would be half the cost of doing that. So 

maintaining the nuclear capabilities is extremely important 

to a number of objectives, both low cost and emission 

reductions. 

The final remark I would make around that 

is if Bruce Power were no longer available with its over 

6,000 megawatts and people looked at a hydro option, that 

would be the equivalent of building another James Bay, 

which would entail 13,000 square kilometres of flooded 

land. In this environment we have today of getting large, 

environmentally contested projects off the ground in 

Canada, I suggest that might be very difficult to replace. 

The next point I would like to raise is 

around the strong safety culture. I personally have spent 

some time at the Bruce site several years ago and was 

exposed to the degree to which the safety culture permeates 

the entire organization. I then recently just did some 

research to see if there were any numbers that kind of 

support that. 

I used some CNSC documents so I’m sure you 

are familiar with them. 

The observation I’ve come up with is Bruce 

Power has got the highest rating possible in seven of the 
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15 categories that are rated, and I think that’s the 

highest amongst all nuclear power plants in Canada. 

The second stat that the CNSC published 

has to do with the industrial safety accident rate. We’ve 

got the bars there. The grey ones are WANO. So that’s the 

global average. We have the red bars, which is Canada, and 

then the blue ones which is Bruce Power. 

So Bruce Power is scoring highest in the 

Canadian plants on that regard. 

And a final remark, I just want to note 

that the community around Bruce Power really likes having 

Bruce Power here. And you have heard about that I think 

from several other intervenors. 

So my conclusion is I see no reason to not 

consider renewing Bruce Power’s licence, subject of course 

to the CNSC’s assessment of the technical aspects. And I 

support that because it is the low cost clean power. It’s 

important to the future of our economy, not really 

replaceable. It’s got a strong safety culture that should 

give everybody confidence that it’s in good hands. And the 

community support is kind of a testimony to that reality. 

Thank you very much. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? No questions? 

I like your slide 3, if I understand it. 
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That’s not what we hear about -– this is the Quebec 

imports, on the right-hand side? 

MR. ROSSI: Yes, that is an assessment we 

did of trying to import hydro from Quebec. The challenge 

is they don’t have the supply. 

THE PRESIDENT: I thought at one time the 

Ontario government was seriously considering this, and I 

thought it was on the basis that it would be a lot cheaper 

than nuclear. 

MR. ROSSI: That’s correct. And this kind 

of explored that topic for that reason, to dispel the myths 

around what it would cost to import electricity from 

Quebec. 

So that study established that it would be 

twice as expensive. 

There are some realities around can Quebec 

provide base load to Ontario, and it can’t because they are 

tapped out generation-wise in the winter. They just don’t 

have it. 

THE PRESIDENT: I thought they were 

building three new La Romaine, three big huge –-

MR. ROSSI: Yes, that is including all 

their future plans, including La Romaine out to the 

mid-2020’s. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, interesting. 
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Any questions? No questions. 

Thank you very much. 

The next presentation is by Mr. Sutton, as 

outlined in CMD 18-H4.123. 

Mr. Sutton, the floor is yours. 

CMD 18-H4.123 

Oral presentation by Mr. Sutton 

MR. SUTTON: Welcome to Kincardine, the 

powerhouse of Ontario. I’m appearing today as a private 

individual. I’m a retired former engineer, nuclear 

engineer, of Ontario Hydro. 

My experience was at the nuclear power 

generating station in Rolphton, Ontario, and finally for 

many years at Bruce B. 

After retirement I did contract work at 

both Bruce A and Bruce B. I was also a counsellor-mayor in 

Kincardine for 18 years. 

I’m going to give you highlights from my 

presentation because I have a few more additional comments 

verbally at the end. 

I would like to welcome you here to 

Kincardine. It’s very important that you as a Commission 

come to local communities affected by nuclear power 
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stations. I appreciate that. 

From the submission from Bruce Power and 

Enclosure 1, Section 15.5 specifically, entitled “Licensee 

Public Information Programs”, I am aware of most of these 

activities by Bruce Power. The community update is mailed 

out on a routine basis. The public Visitor Centre is 

always staffed and has new displays on a regular basis. 

Media releases are covered by local newspapers and 

electronic newspapers. 

Bruce Power was also present at local 

media making various sponsorship presentations. Of 

particular note is their annual golf tournament where the 

proceeds are donated to both local hospitals in each of 

Kincardine and South Hampton. 

The Kincardine Kinetic Knights are also 

sponsored. 

And finally each summer a Bruce Power 

beach party is held alternating between Kincardine and Port 

Elgin. 

Moving on to the oral presentation by 

Bruce Power on March the 14th in Ottawa, a few key points 

there. 

Bruce Power had 6,400 megawatts of 

electrical output from the largest nuclear sites in the 

world. A recent regional poll gave Bruce Power a 93 per 
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cent approval rating with respect to safety of their 

facility. 

Bruce Power produces 30 per cent of 

Ontario’s electricity at 30 per cent less than the average 

cost to generate that electricity. 

Cobalt-60, as you heard this morning, is 

produced and used to sterilize medical supplies and treat 

brain tumours. 

From the 2017 Ontario’s Long Term Energy 

Plan the Independent Electricity System Operator made a 

long-term agreement with Bruce Power. This funds the major 

component replacement program and asset management program 

to refurbish six outstanding reactor units. 

The site electrical performance has 

continuously improved during 2013, 2014, 2015 and 2017. 

Chalk River Labs test pressure tube specimens routinely 

after outages. 

Finally one point: Fukushima enhancements 

and fire protection safety projects continue on a regular 

basis. 

From the March 14th oral presentation by 

CNSC staff, one point I would like to point out the fifth 

and sixth bullets in my presentation, written one. 

Current compliance verification activities 

by CNSC staff show that: 
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“CNSC did not identify any 

significant findings as a result of the 

compliance activities that were 

performed at Bruce A and Bruce B.” (As 

read) 

More recently there was an economic 

development and innovative initiative. Quoting from a press 

release from the CANDU Owners Group: 

“Bruce Power and the County of Bruce 

have teamed up to establish a regional 

economic development and innovative 

initiative to maximize opportunities 

for local communities given Bruce 

Power’s multi-year life extension 

program.” (As read) 

Companies so far in the area are ten in 

Kincardine, as per my list, six in Tiverton, seven in Port 

Elgin, one in Paisley, one in Elmwood and one in Teeswater. 

And there’s been five or six in the last three months. 

Moving on to another announcement, one was 

about a Small Modular Reactor working group, SMR. So on 

March 21st the article quotes that they will lead the 

business case for SMRs and specifically one of the main 

objectives of the effort is to build SMRs in northern 

Canadian communities that currently use diesel fuel to 
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produce electricity. 

Another initiative recently was the 

Sustainable Energy Research Group, in April. Quoting from 

that press release: 

“The five-year $1 million agreement 

will create an industrial chairman 

position at Mirarco Mining Innovation 

which will further highlight 

opportunities and sustainable and clean 

energy solutions in Ontario’s north.” 

(As read) 

Another one recently was the Council of 

the Great Lakes Region Climate Change Study. From their 

press releases that were issued in local newspapers: 

“Bruce Power will partner with the 

Council of the Great Lakes Region to 

conduct a climate change study over the 

next three years, providing leadership 

in this emerging area of importance.” 

(As read) 

The first point they look at is the state 

of the climate change science in the Great Lakes Region. 

Another one is the role that Bruce Power and other sectors 

might play in tackling climate change at a local and 

regional level. 
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Last fall Bruce Power announced they were 

going to build a new Kincardine office complex and training 

facility. It consists of 129,000 square-foot building 

located in Kincardine. It will hold offices and unique 

training tools that will be vital to the success of the 

major component replacement programs set to begin in 2020 

with Unit 6 and the current six of Bruce Power’s eight 

reactors through to 2033. 

Another one that is very recent is the 

Ontario Nuclear Innovation Institute in South Hampton 

proposed to be built by 2020. They will look at five 

areas: cyber security, medical and industrial isotopes, 

health and environmental excellence in the Lake Huron 

region, indigenous economic development and nuclear sector 

and operational excellence. 

Summary recommendation. For the reasons 

given above, I support the application by Bruce Power with 

respect to their application to renew the power reactor 

operating licence for Bruce A and B for a period of ten 

years. 

I would also like to point out that there 

is strong local support for the refurbishment of Units 3 

through to Unit 8. 

I therefore agree with the conclusions of 

the CNSC Staff and urge you as a Commission to approve the 
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application by Bruce Power for operation of Bruce A and B 

up to a maximum of 300,000 equivalent full power hours and 

also to accept the scope of the refurbishment program as 

identified in the integrated implementation plan. 

In the remaining three minutes I have, I 

have been monitoring the hearings at home by live streaming 

and also this morning, and I just have four verbal comments 

to make. 

The first one is on emergency procedures. 

I have kept track of the enhancements and 

improvements to the Municipality of Kincardine’s emergency 

nuclear plans. I did take part, as a councillor-mayor, in 

several Province of Ontario exercises and it was from the 

Municipality of Kincardine’s Emergency Operations Centre in 

the south end of Kincardine. We also maintained during 

those exercises –- we were directly linked up to the 

Province of Ontario’s Emergency Operations Centre in 

Toronto, Ontario. 

The second verbal point is the subject of 

pressure tube life. 

The chemical and metallurgical property of 

hydrogen in pressure tubes is very important, but I would 

like to point out that it’s been tracked over many, many 

decades, 30 or 40 years. I know when I worked at NDP in 

the 1970s a team would come from Chalk River looking for 
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specific pressure tubes in the reactor. That’s where it 

all started collecting the data on elongation and hydrogen 

concentration. 

Also another point is that OPG has 

received approval but their licence is up for renewal later 

this fall. The proposal is to operate Pickering until 

2024, based on the hydrogen concentrations, among other 

things. 

And finally I do know when I worked at 

Bruce B that during the Bruce B outages samples were taken 

by specialized equipment and tooling from the pressure 

tubes for ongoing continuous analysis. Then it was shipped 

up to Chalk River and other labs for reporting of the 

results. 

The third verbal comment is that in the 

United States of America the NRC, the Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission, for the last three to five years has routinely 

been extending the operating life of nuclear stations in 

their country for longer than ten-year periods. 

Finally on the subject of environmental 

studies, or epidemiological studies, I was on the Grey 

Bruce Board of Health for a number of years. At that time 

Dr. Hazel Lynn would routinely keep us all up to date on 

the status of studies done across the world and also in 

Ontario and Canada. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

          

           

      

     

        

            

        

           

      

       

 

      

   

          

          

   

         

  

          

            

          

          

  

         

          

182 

So based on those studies, to the best of 

my knowledge there has been no medical issues detected of a 

major impact around nuclear power stations. 

That ends my presentation. 

Bruce Power had a public outreach session 

in Kincardine. This is the one that was given out in 

Kincardine. It’s Bruce Power’s 2018 licensing renewal 

briefing and it contains a summary of all the items they 

hope to achieve in their refurbishment. 

That completes my presentation. Thank 

you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any questions? 

This is three days and we have touched on 

a lot of those issues that you raise with us. 

Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you very much for 

your presentation. 

So you have been in the industry and you 

have been in the community for a while. Perhaps it would 

be nice to hear your reflections on evolution of public 

risk perception in the community, your sense of changes and 

safety culture. 

What are sort of the biggest highlights of 

the evolution of the industry relative to safety to the 
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community that you have noticed? 

MR. SUTTON: Well, first off, the 

establishment of the Emergency Operations Centre in 

Kincardine 12 or 15 years ago was a major step forward. 

I do know that Bruce Power used to have 

one of their own on the second storey of the Municipal 

Building on the Fifth Concession in Kincardine. Recently 

they have one in Port Elgin and they have one in 

Kincardine. So they are increasing the number of emergency 

operation centres, because in this business communications 

is very essential to main prompt communications at that 

time. 

Also I’ve seen evolutions in the graduates 

coming into nuclear science and engineering, the operators, 

the control techs, and so on. There’s been a push in the 

different universities and community colleges to further 

train students in that area. 

The third most important one is the 

concept of safety, nuclear safety, fire safety, public 

safety, emergency safety. All those are always emphasized 

in the operations of nuclear stations. 

And the final point I guess is that a lot 

of the people living in Kincardine and Port Elgin, about a 

third of the people work at the Bruce site. They are 

familiar with it. 
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But apart from that, Bruce Power has an 

extensive outreach program and also OPG at the same time to 

further enhance and communicate the benefits of nuclear 

power. 

I fully realize that the CNSC Commission 

is neutral and that’s the way it should be. But based on 

the track record of nuclear, it has a very successful track 

record in the world and specifically in Ontario. 

We used to have the lowest electrical 

rates when I started in 1970. It’s a different state now. 

But we won’t go there because it’s political. 

I enjoyed working in the nuclear industry 

and I was really heartened to see, when I walked through 

the entrance to the Marriott Hotel today, three young 

students or graduate engineers from McMaster University 

putting up with a balloon a device to measure the effects 

of cosmic radiation on human cells, a health initiative. 

My professor in fourth year in the project 

I did, he told me when he got his Ph.D in Cal Tech that he 

had to use the balloons but they had a three-foot cube of 

photographic emulsion in California that they released up 

50 to 60 miles till it burst. But then the wind would make 

it drift and they had to track it with a jeep to pick it 

up. But now science has improved where you can get more 

information at less cost and faster. 
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Does that answer your question, hopefully? 

MEMBER DEMETER: It does, thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you for the 

presentation. 

MR. SUTTON: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Marc? 

CMD 18-H4.147 

Written submission from Norm Gurr 

MR. LEBLANC: So we do have another 

submission. That was a presentation that was to be made by 

Mr. Norm Gurr. 

Mr. Gurr has informed us, as I indicated 

this morning, that he is not available to attend and would 

like his intervention to be treated as a written 

submission. 

So any questions from the Commission 

Members on Mr. Gurr’s submission? 

THE PRESIDENT: I will ask one. I know 

it’s a bit out of scope here but I will ask it anyhow. 

“Why is Douglas Point still there and 

being repaired and maintained?” 

That’s what the intervenor says. 

MR. BURTON: Maury Burton, for the record. 
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Actually, Douglas Point facility is owned 

and maintained by Canadian –- well, it’s owned by AECL and 

maintained by the Canadian Nuclear Lab. So Bruce Power 

really does not have control over that facility. I believe 

CNL is maintaining it in safe storage in preparation for 

decommissioning at this point in time. They are 

maintaining the buildings, of course, but it’s really not 

an answer that we can provide as Bruce Power. It is 

another company that maintains that facility. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. I don’t know if you 

had a chance to read this intervention. It talks about the 

geology. 

This is a bit out of scope and I don’t 

know if anybody wants to make a comment. 

But I hear CNSC wants to say something. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Actually, I was just going to comment. As 

Bruce mentioned, Douglas Point is not really their 

responsibility but of course we license Douglas Point from 

the AECL perspective, and there is maintenance going on for 

the building. 

But as far as its overall plan and that, I 

would ask Karine Glenn, who is in Ottawa, if you -– no? 

Okay. 
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I wasn’t sure how much you wanted to go 

into depth on it. Okay, thank you. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

I did want to address one issue that was 

raised throughout the intervention. It mentions the lack 

of science, the lack of published data in terms of the 

geology in the surrounding area. And that’s also important 

for the Bruce Nuclear Power Plant because geologies, 

seismic stabilities, these are all things that are 

important for safety. 

I would emphatically disagree with the 

amount of information and science that is available. The 

CNSC has co-supervised a number of Ph.D students who work 

specifically on the geology in this area. We’ve published 

on our own more than half a dozen scientific papers on 

geology of the area, effects of glaciation. 

These are all available and the breadth of 

research is available on our website. 

The Nuclear Waste Management Organization 

also has done, for example, a CAR(ph) Study, which was 

raised in the intervention. 

So much of this information is published. 

It’s published in the scientific literature. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

We are going for lunch? A late lunch? 



 

 

 

 

 

 MR.  LEBLANC:   Well,  it  depends  really.   

The  next  part  of  the  session  –- how  long  do  Bruce  and  Staff  

need?   Is  45  minutes  okay  for  lunch  or  is  that  too  short?   

Fine.  

 So  we  can  resume  in  45  minutes  with  

question  period  for  Bruce  and  CNSC  Staff.  

 Thank  you.  

 

--- Upon  recessing  at  1:22  p.m.  /  

    Suspension  à  13  h  22  

--- Upon  resuming  at  2:10  p.m.  /  

    Reprise  à  14  h  10  

 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   I  think  we  are  

moving  to  the  final  round  of  questioning  and  let  me  start  

with  Ms  Velshi.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   Thank  you,  Mr.  President.    

 So  my  first  area  of  questioning  is  around  

pressure  tubes,  and  I  don't  want  to  cover  ground  that  we  

already  have  but  there  may  be  a  need  to  duplicate  some  of  

the  stuff  we  have  spoken  about.   I  have  a  number  of  small  

questions  just  to  make  sure  that  I  have  the  story  correct.    

 So  yesterday  we  heard  different  HEQ  

limits,  hydrogen  equivalent  limits.   Besides  120  ppm  we  

heard  70  ppm  at  the  inlet  and  100  ppm  at  the  outlet  and  I  
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know that our proposed Licence Condition Handbook has 

reference to the 120 ppm. So the first question is, one, 

what's the current hydrogen equivalent level in each of the 

units, or whatever the most limiting pressure tube is, and 

what is the relevance of the 70 and the 100 going forward? 

Because the question was or may have been that we may 

actually exceed that before the 120, so I just want some 

clarification around that, please. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. Perhaps I will start and the actual current status 

is maybe something better for Bruce to give some 

information on the hydrogen equivalent today. 

But I think it's important to understand 

where a lot of those numbers come from, and I don't mean 

technically, I just mean where do we find those numbers. 

So as Mr. McDougall went through yesterday and made 

reference to, but just to be clear, so there is a CSA 

standard on what is acceptable fitness for service for 

pressure tubes. The numbers, the 70, the 100, the 120, 

they are all in there in an organized way, the way the 

standard is. The standard is viewed as being authoritative 

and so in our licensing that standard is what we point to 

as to how we verify compliance, it's what industry is 

working to. 

Given all the research that's going on 
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right now, and needs to go on, there is a view that that 

standard is going to be updated to go beyond the 120 parts 

per million that it takes into account right now, and so 

that's part of -- what we are looking for is to see how 

that process is going to evolve with respect to what it is. 

So the 70 is the inlet, the 100 is the outlet, the 120 is 

the limit with respect to the modelling capability right 

now. 

As to what the units are today, as I 

mentioned, perhaps somebody at Bruce Power would be better 

placed to give us those numbers. 

MR. NEWMAN: For the record, Gary Newman. 

So I will take the bounding one, which is 

the 100 ppm limit that you asked about. Right now our 

predictions are -- and these are upper bound predictions, 

deterministic -- that Bruce Units 3, 4 and 6 would not 

reach that limit before their MCR dates and Units 5, 7 and 

8 would at very specific times. 

THE PRESIDENT: I'm sorry to interrupt. 

Can you put Slide 23 from CNSC so we can all look at the 

same kind of data in years and it also indicates what the 

current is. 

Okay. Sorry, go ahead. So now point to 

this and try to explain what you were trying to explain. 

MR. NEWMAN: I believe these are 
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showing -- Gary Newman, for the record -- are showing 

estimated HEQ at refurb and then it's also showing H 

equivalent at inlet and outlet. 

THE PRESIDENT: [Off microphone]. 

MR. NEWMAN: Right. Okay. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier. Since we 

did this, just to be perfectly clear, it's as we know it of 

January 1st, so current being January 1st, 2018, and, as I 

say, those numbers adjust on a continuous basis. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So the 120 ppm limit is 

still the limiting limit, right? I mean --

MR. NEWMAN: Gary Newman, for the record. 

The 120 ppm is what the fracture toughness 

model has been validated to officially. We have actually 

done tests that are well beyond that to date, 140 ppm, even 

200 ppm in the upper operating regime of that model. If 

you recall, there is a two-part model there. What we are 

focusing on now going forward is testing down in the lower 

temperature region where we actually heat up and cool down 

the reactor before we get to full operating temperature. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Right. So my question --

again, just to get confirmation that you would not exceed 

the inlet or the outlet limits before you exceed the 120 

ppm? 

MR. NEWMAN: No. No. What I was trying 
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to articulate earlier was I think you asked when would you 

exceed 100 ppm. If I'm using the probabilistic 

predictions -- I don't for those three units that I quoted 

and I do for the other three that I quoted as well. If I 

do it deterministically, then I get very specific EFPHs for 

varying units. So I have, you know, basically six 

different values there. 

MEMBER VELSHI: But for those three units 

that will exceed the 100, they also exceed the 120? 

MR. NEWMAN: Correct. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Right. I get that. Thank 

you. And so what is the current HEQ? You give it for the 

inlet and outlet. What is it in between? 

MR. NEWMAN: Oh, it would be --

MEMBER VELSHI: What would I compare the 

estimated HEQ to what we are at today? 

MR. NEWMAN: Basically it follows an 

Arrhenius behaviour over the length of the tube. It's very 

temperature dependent and so we have an equation that 

actually predicts what it would be between the inlets and 

the outlet depending on operating temperature. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So the HEQ is not 

measured, it's from the model? 

MR. NEWMAN: Well, what we do is -- that 

model is derived from actual measurements and then what we 



 

 

 

 

 

do  is  we  compare  new  measurements  to  that,  make  sure  that  

that  model  still  represents  it,  and  every  so  often  the  

model  is  updated  to  make  sure  that  it  is  reflective  of  

that.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   But  there  is  no  in  situ  

measurement?  

 MR.  NEWMAN:   Actually  there  is.   We  do  

non-destructive  sampling  of  the  pressure  tubes  -- I  think  

we  talked  about  that  over  the  last  few  days  -- where  we  

will  actually  take  specimens  at  various  axial  locations,  

which  also  is  a  surrogate  if  you  like  for  temperature.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   Thank  you.    

 And  is  the  expectation  that  the  CSA  

standard  would  be  revised  before  Bruce  Power  would  be  

allowed  to  exceed  the  120  ppm?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.    

 So,  as  you  know,  modifying  the  CSA  

standard,  there  is  a  process  involved  in  that  and  so  we  

would  probably  not  expect  that  that  process  will  be  

completed  in  the  time  where  needed,  but  there  would  be  

general  agreement  as  to  how  that  is  going  to  be,  how  that  

standard  would  evolve.  

 With  respect  to  some  of  the  questions  you  

had  there,  if  you  want  I  could  ask  Mr.  McDougall  to  provide  
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a bit more clarity on that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Just to focus, we are now 

talking about a licence. What I want to understand is how 

all of this will get translated into a licence condition 

that everybody can understand and I think -- at one time I 

thought that we said thou shall never go above 120 without 

proving to us that you can go above 120. Is that the kind 

of language that we are looking for? And the moment they 

do this, who approves it? I think those are kind of two 

issues in front of us. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record, just before I hand it to Mr. McDougall. 

So that is correct, that is how we have 

written the licence condition. We are making it very clear 

that they are not to go over 120 ppm until they have 

demonstrated that it is safe to do so. I think what you 

are getting to is how are they going to demonstrate that 

it's safe to do so and for that I will ask Mr. McDougall to 

provide some information. 

MR. McDOUGALL: Glen McDougall, for the 

record. 

I would just like to try and recast the 

issue in terms of three fundamental points that may help 

pull the picture together for you. 

At the base of it all the question is: 
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How does staff satisfy itself that Bruce fuel channels are 

and will remain safe for future operation? 

The answer to the question is that the CSA 

standard requires Bruce Power to do two types of risk 

assessments for uninspected fuel channels. For the 

inspected portion of the core, we already know that they 

are safe to operate because they collect direct data from 

those channels. We assess it and there are precise 

criteria in the CSA standard. So we never even get to the 

point where some of these issues about leak before break 

and other types of risks are involved. Our regulatory 

process stops things well before that and Bruce Power is 

completely in agreement with that, they helped craft the 

CSA standard. 

For the uninspected channels we are in a 

bit of a different situation, in particular when it comes 

to fracture toughness, because, unlike a lot of other 

pressure tube properties, fracture toughness cannot be 

measured in an in-service tube, so you can't pinpoint the 

tube which is likely to be the Achilles heel for your 

reactor. Instead, you have to collect some data and then 

create models, and so much of the emphasis that you have 

been hearing from staff and from Bruce Power about models 

and validating models is because everything hinges on 

whether you believe the models are doing a good job, not 
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just today but predicting into the future, because all the 

risk assessments that Bruce Power provides for us are not 

primarily about today, they are about predicting into the 

future because that is the period they wish to be licensed 

for. 

So the two key issues that this all comes 

down to are the ability to validate and the timeliness of 

validation relative to when there are actually fuel 

channels that have enough hydrogen in them. The validity 

question has to do with the limits of testing that had been 

done and the limits of industry's understanding of what 

affects fracture toughness. So when we speak of the 120 

ppm limit, that's actually what we are talking about, is 

industry did an intense program of four years of R&D and 

they did a lot of testing of actual removed pressure tubes, 

not just little samples of material but pieces of pressure 

tube. They did that for four years. They came up with a 

model that was going to take them to the point where some 

of the licensees believed they were going to be doing 

refurbishment and that level turned out to be 120 ppm. 

So as a regulator we said, well, you need 

to do a risk assessment that will satisfy CSA requirements, 

to do that you need a model, but to have a model you can 

only run up to 120 ppm because beyond that you do not have 

the test data to satisfy CNSC staff that the model remains 
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valid. 

So up until a couple of years from now 

they will have a model. They currently have a model that's 

in the CSA standard and CNSC staff has accepted it for use. 

We call that the 120 ppm model. There's two parts to it, 

as Mr. Newman said. But most of what you are seeing in the 

licence condition is talking about the future land and so 

the way that we have chosen to cast this whole question is 

to say what does the licensee need to do before they get to 

120 ppm? Everyone is in agreement they need a new model. 

Our issue as a regulator is to make sure -- or staff is to 

make sure that the new model is ready and validated and 

accepted before any pressure tube reaches 121 ppm. 

THE PRESIDENT: So that was very precise 

language. Why don't you put it in the licence condition 

that it has to be verified, approved, et cetera? 

MEMBER VELSHI: I think it's there. 

MR. McDOUGALL: The way that we have 

chosen to do that, Mr. President, is we have said: The 

licensee shall demonstrate that their pressure tubes are 

safe beyond that. And that implies that they will have a 

model and they will have applied the model to do the risk 

assessments that I was talking about a minute ago. So we 

are sort of cutting out all the middle steps and just 

cutting to the chase and saying: Before you can operate 
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beyond 120 ppm, you must demonstrate these things to be 

true, you must satisfy us. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. I'm with you. The 

demonstrate and then get approval --

MR. McDOUGALL: Of course. 

THE PRESIDENT: -- so those are two 

different steps. 

MR. McDOUGALL: Oh, sorry. Sorry, Mr. 

President. 

The CSA standard says you have to do two 

things. It says you have to do an assessment -- actually 

three things. You do the assessment. To do the assessment 

you need a model. The model can still -- or the assessment 

can still tell you that your pressure tube is not 

acceptable. So that's the third step. We as staff compare 

the results of the assessment against CSA acceptance 

criteria. And the criteria don't change, just to be clear. 

The finish line, if you will, is not a moving target. The 

criteria would remain the same whether you had 70 ppm on 

the pressure tubes or 140 or beyond that. The acceptance 

criteria don't change. The only question becomes the 

models that are necessary to demonstrate that you haven't 

reached the finish line yet. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And so my question which I 

had raised yesterday or the day before was beyond 120 ppm, 
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is that specific enough? Bruce Power is planning on going 

up to -- I think they may be at 151, and does that need to 

be nailed down? So I know -- you know, you probably have 

language that there is adequate margin and that you are 

satisfied, but is it -- it should be beyond 120 or is it up 

to 160 for instance? 

MR. McDOUGALL: Glen McDougall -- sorry. 

Glen McDougall, for the record. 

To briefly recap the sort of chain of 

logic we go through is the licensee tells us that they 

project a certain hydrogen equivalent level. We return to 

them and say you either have a model in place that can 

handle that or you don't. If the licensee says we are 

working on a model, then we say, okay, then here are the 

rules on how you are going to validate the model. And once 

we accept that model, then you can go to higher hydrogen 

levels. Now, if they choose to develop a model that can 

only take them to 140 ppm, then at some point they will 

come back to us and say, we are projecting going up to 151 

ppm, what do we do? And the answer remains the same, we 

say, revise your model, do new validation tests to show 

that your revised model is not working and when we accept 

it then you can apply it to demonstrate that your pressure 

tubes are safe. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So maybe I need to revisit 



 

 

 

 

 

it.   In  my  mind,  I  think  you  need  to  state  to  what  level  is  

it  that  you  are  going  to  allow  them  to  go  and  beyond  120  

just  sounds  like  it  could  be  anything  above  that.   It's  

beyond  120  but  to  the  level  they  are  planning  on  going  to.  

 MR.  JAMMAL:   It's  Ramzi  Jammal,  for  the  

record.    

 Can  we  go  to  page  105?   I'm  not  sure  if  

you  have  this  page  with  you  in  the  Licence  Condition  

Handbook.   We  take  your  points  -- 

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   I  will  just  get  there.  

--- Pause  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   That's  Part  1.  

 MR.  JAMMAL:   This  is  the  updated  LCH.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Which  we  don't  have.  

 MR.  JAMMAL:   But  can  we  table  that  page  

for  the  Commission  Members  because  the  discussion  is  they  

need  to  see  the  clarity  that  we  are  trying  to  put  in  place  

for  the  LCH.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   Is  it  in  the  

update?   If  it's  in  the  update  I  think  we  can  get  our  

people  here  to  find  it  and  put  it  on  the  screen.  

--- Off  record  discussion  /  Discussion  officieuse  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.   Just  while  we  get  that,  to  talk  a  little  bit  to  Ms  

Velshi's  point.  
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So we know there is going to be a limit as 

to what the -- as they revise the model, the model will 

have within it results that will limit how far they can go 

in two ways. One way will either be because the data that 

they collect shows they shouldn't go beyond a certain 

amount, and that's still part of the research that's coming 

through, that's occurring as we speak. And secondly, there 

will be a limit based on they don't have data beyond a 

certain amount, so they can't go to 160 if they don't have 

any data for that, they need to show that. 

With respect to telling what that's going 

to be today, that's difficult for us to do because they 

haven't got all the results from research and they haven't 

completed their model yet. So we really want them to work 

on the model and it could end up coming in a couple of 

stages. So fairly immediately this year perhaps they will 

get a model that we all agree is good to 140 ppm and then 

over the next couple of years they will continue developing 

that model and they might go to 160 ppm. 

I think, as Mr. McDougall said, in 

whatever way they go the approach to determining whether 

that model is sufficiently validated and demonstrates what 

they say it does will be the same as we have been using all 

along for the current model that's in the CSA standard at 

120 ppm and whatever goes. That tends to be a very 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

         

         

          

         

 

      

          

          

       

     

     

         

            

           

             

           

            

           

         

           

         

        

           

            

            

202 

technical evaluation that has been left to the technical 

people on the Standards Committee and then ourselves, the 

technical group within the regulator, to sort of agree that 

you have now met the requirements for validating that 

model. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

MR. SAUNDERS: I think one more point, the 

licence also limits us to 300 effective full power hours, 

right, which is equivalent to 160 ppm. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Right. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yes. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And so that's exactly what 

I'm getting at. As I look at licence condition 15.3, it 

ends off with "operation beyond 120 ppm" but doesn't say to 

what. So, you know, maybe let me reflect on that and maybe 

it's up to 160 or whatever it is, whatever they are 

planning they are going to. I mean you have given me 

assurance that they will not go until you have approved or 

validated their model and approved it. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: So can I -- I'm trying to 

understand exactly and I think it's missing one action 

here, the licensee should demonstrate the pressure proved 

to us will be sufficient for, say, beyond 120 and get 

formal approval. And we can now debate what is the formal 

approval. Now, if you are suggesting it's going to be by 
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you or by us, that is the thing that is -- we are dancing 

around that particular approval process. So the new 

number, I don't care if it's 130 or 135, or maybe it will 

go, somewhere along the line there has to be a formal 

approval, which doesn't say that. 

MR. SIGOUIN: Luc Sigouin, for the record. 

So there has been a lot of really good 

discussion about the science and the modelling and so on, 

but now we are kind of getting into the compliance space --

MEMBER VELSHI: Right. 

MR. SIGOUIN: -- and how this will be 

enforced. 

So the licence condition is written at the 

threshold of 120 ppm and CNSC staff met with our legal team 

to craft a licence condition that was legally sound and 

this was the recommendation to us and for us. So it can be 

changed and we will consider that for sure, but this means 

anything beyond 120 you need to address. So it doesn't 

matter if you go to 140, 150, 160, it's beyond 120, so this 

applies. The reason we did that is we don't know exactly 

where Bruce Power is going to end up, as Mr. Frappier 

pointed out. 

Now, to answer your question, Mr. 

President, if I could bring your attention to the clause in 

the compliance verification criteria, item 1(a) --
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MEMBER PENNEY: Where are we? 

MR. SIGOUIN: On page 105. 

MEMBER PENNEY: In the new? 

MR. SIGOUIN: In the new, yes. Page 105 

in the new. 

MEMBER PENNEY: We have pages 65 to 108. 

MR. SIGOUIN: Okay. So page 105, 

compliance verification --

MEMBER PENNEY: The page is 65. 

--- Off record discussion / Discussion officieuse 

MR. SIGOUIN: To page 105. Okay, so 

paragraph 1 in the compliance verification criteria at the 

bottom of page 105, clause (a) says that: 

"Bruce Power shall obtain prior 

written approval from CNSC before 

operating any pressure tube with an 

HEQ above 120, either measured or 

predicted to become above 120." (As 

read) 

So they need prior written approval from 

CNSC staff before exceeding operating any pressure tube 

above 120. 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal, for the record. 

That's where we want to bind them, to the 

120, so to obtain prior approval before they go, because 
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the uncertainty between 120 -- sorry, the uncertainty for 

higher than 120 ppm has not been demonstrated yet. So the 

cutoff is 120 and they must obtain a written approval prior 

to that. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So, Ramzi, I -- I'm sorry, 

Mr. President. So there could be a scenario where they 

will come and say, look, we can demonstrate 130 to your 

satisfaction; then they will come back and say, now we can 

demonstrate to 150 because we have done more testing and 

whatever, more refining; and they will come back again. So 

it could be an iterative process and is that what is 

contemplated? 

MR. McDOUGALL: Commissioner Velshi, that 

is indeed the approach that has been taken, not just on 

this file, but there have been many files in the past where 

the licensee has the intention to try and do it all in one 

step if they can with a single model that does not require 

revision, but in some cases there can be issues with R&D 

facilities, there can be issues with tests that give 

unexplained results that the industry has to go away and 

consider further, but our position as the regulator is 

whatever hydrogen equivalent level you can validate the 

model to, that version of the model is now valid for use in 

licensing purposes, and if you want to go beyond that then 

that becomes another question. 
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MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. And I think I 

will talk to Lisa about it after just to make sure I get 

the legal aspect of that. 

THE PRESIDENT: So I am comfortable with 

this, but I have two other questions. So, first of all, is 

that exactly the same condition that you are going to --

even though Pickering may never reach it, are they going to 

get the same kind of licence condition? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Yes, they will have the same licence 

condition. However, we don't expect it to be as big an 

item of discussion there because they don't expect that 

they will need it, but it will be clear in the Pickering 

licence as well that 120 is a limit that they cannot go 

beyond at this point in time. 

THE PRESIDENT: So my other one is, there 

were two numbers for the inlet and the outlet. So all the 

things we have spoken about apply for both sides or the 

outlet is the one that determines and the probabilistic 

analysis and the deterministic analysis, they will try to 

use the one that will give us the fastest number; right? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

I will get Glen McDougall to explain this 
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better  than  I  can,  but  I  think  first  it's  important  to  note  

that  what  we  are  talking  about  here  is  not  that  it's  -- 

what  we  are  talking  about  is  the  model  handles  the  pressure  

tube  fracture  toughness  up  to  these  parts  per  million.   It  

doesn't  say  that  it's  going  to  indicate  that  they  are  good  

or  not;  right?   So  the  modelling  is  going  to  be  such  that  

it  can  handle  parts  per  million  up  to  let's  say  160,  and  

then  there  will  be  certain  parameters  that  will  apply  at  

the  inlet  versus  the  outlet  and  they  may  end  up  being  a  

little  bit  different,  but  the  model  has  to  take  all  that  

into  consideration  to  determine  whether  there  is  acceptable  

risk  or  not.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   But  my  concern  -- what  I  

don't  understand  is  there  are  two  limits  -- 

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Yes.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   -- one  for  one,  et  cetera.   

Why  are  there  two  limits  and  we  ended  up  with  one  limit?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   So  for  that  I  think  Glen  

McDougall  can  explain  it  better  than  I  can.  

 MR.  McDOUGALL:   Glen  McDougall,  for  the  

record.    

 I'm  going  to  have  to  take  part  of  the  

blame  for  this.   I  was  given  an  opportunity  by  the  

Commission  to  try  and  present  the  hydrogen  equivalent  

situation  at  your  January  meeting  in  Pembroke.   In  
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hindsight, it appears I needed to do a much better job, but 

instead of going on for 15 minutes like I did yesterday, 

I'm going to try and stick very closely to the question you 

are asking. 

The inlet versus outlet question I believe 

has two parts to it. The first is what is currently in the 

CSA standard and I want to clarify this for the Commission 

because you will be hearing about it again from interveners 

in a month's time at the Pickering hearings. 

There was a time before industry had 

detailed fracture toughness models and before they had 

either the testing capability or even any pressure tube 

material that they could test to find out what would happen 

to fracture toughness near the end of life for their tubes. 

And you will remember, end of life at that time was 

supposed to be 30 years and we are now beyond that. 

Experts at the time, including Mr. Newman, they said, well, 

what is the best that we can do using engineering judgment? 

So they took their current idea of conditions under which 

the properties of the pressure tube would start to change 

and they doubled that and they said, we will set those as 

thresholds where the licensee must go to the regulator with 

a plan, whether it was a plan to monitor, a plan to create 

models, a plan to pull the plug and say these pressure 

tubes are no longer fit for service, but the licensee is 
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obliged to come to the regulator and explain what they are 

doing. Those limits turned out to be 70 ppm hydrogen at 

the inlet and 100 ppm hydrogen at the outlet. 

Fifteen years went by, industry continued 

using their existing fracture toughness curves and no one 

had any pressure tubes that had reached those hydrogen 

levels. But in 2013 industry realized that they were going 

to want to extend life beyond the 30-year limit, so they 

said we have to be able to do better than the engineering 

judgment that we used in the early 1990s, now we need hard 

data, we need carefully devised models and we need them 

validated using actual pressure tube material because now 

we are into serious territory and so we need to be serious 

about how we are going to treat fracture toughness. 

So skip forward to the present, that's 

exactly what industry did. They developed two models for 

fracture toughness that predict exactly what the impact is 

of having growing levels of hydrogen so they could reliably 

predict the effect of aging of pressure tubes on things 

like leak before break, which is the key regulatory 

concern. We talk a lot about models, we talk a lot about 

hydrogen, but at the end of the day the focal point is can 

they operate one more day with the pressure tubes that they 

have. 

So that's the source of the 70 and the 100 



 

 

 

 

 

ppm.   They  are  still  in  the  CSA  standard  because  the  

judgment  of  CNSC  staff  and  industry  staff  is  still  it  is  a  

useful  trigger  to  make  licensees  come  back  to  us  and  talk  

about  a  whole  range  of  issues,  not  just  fracture  toughness  

but  other  issues,  and  Bruce  Power  plans  to  come  to  us  this  

summer  and  talk  about  that  as  an  example.    

 In  the  meantime,  the  most  risk  significant  

degradation  that  goes  on  in  pressure  tubes  is  fracture  

toughness  and  so  staff  is  arguing  that  industry  has  now  

gone  beyond  the  70  and  100  ppm  limit,  the  original  intent  

of  them  anyway.   So  now  they  have  actual  models  which  have  

been  reviewed  by  staff,  they  have  been  accepted  by  the  CNSC  

and  they  are  being  used  to  make  the  leak  before  break  

projections  that  we  speak  of.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   But  does  that  mean  that  

there  is  no  real  different  rate  of  deterioration  between  

the  inlet  and  the  outlet?  

 MR.  McDOUGALL:   Oh,  no,  it  doesn't  mean  

that  at  all,  sir.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Because  I  looked  at  two  

numbers,  70  and  100,  I  thought  the  wisdom  was  that  there's  

different  rates  here.  

 MR.  McDOUGALL:   There  is  a  whole  range  of  

things  that  can  go  on,  but  industry  has  recognized  this  and  

so  if  you  took  a  careful  look  at  the  two  fracture  toughness  
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models that they have, they don't distinguish. They say 

any part of the tube anytime. If you reach this hydrogen 

level, then the part of the tube at which the hydrogen is 

situated, you take into account the temperature, you take 

into account the hydrogen level and the model will tell you 

what the fracture toughness is predicted now, in five 

years, in 10 years. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. 

Any other questions on toughness? 

MEMBER VELSHI: A couple more. 

So what percentage of the pressure tubes 

have been inspected at the Bruce facility? 

MR. McDOUGALL: Our current best numbers 

right now, we took a look, on average Bruce does an 

inspection of some pressure tubes on an annual basis. I 

took an 11-year sum of all of the channels that they have 

inspected, it worked out to about 396 pressure tubes over 

an 11-year period. That's not necessarily 11 independent 

inspections but a series over an 11-year period. It turns 

out to about 36 pressure tubes per calendar year. 

MEMBER VELSHI: But of the core, what 

percentage have been inspected? 

MR. McDOUGALL: The number we use is 30 

percent. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thirty percent. 



 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 And  my  last  one.   What  role  do  you  see  the  

Commission  playing  in  reviewing,  approving,  being  updated,  

informed  around  the  new  model  and  acceptance  of  the  licence  

condition?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.  

 At  this  point  in  time  what  we  would  see  

is,  like  has  been  done  before  and  is  done  in  general  for  

all  the  computer  models  -- we  talked  about  them  the  other  

day,  there  is  an  Industry  Standard  Toolset,  if  you  like.   

Those  models  are  always  being  updated.   There  are  things  

that  are  being  modified,  improvements  being  made  to  them.   

This  we  viewed  in  a  similar  way,  if  you  like.   It's  an  

industry  model  that  is  either  acceptable  for  use  or  not  and  

that  decision  on  whether  it's  acceptable  for  use  or  not  we  

tend  to  leave  with  the  technical  staff  because  it  ends  up  

being  quite  a  technical  review  of  the  validation  process.    

 With  respect  to  the  Commission,  we  have  

certainly  said  that  we  were  going  to  be  bringing  it  forward  

to  the  Commission  on  at  least  an  annual  basis  with  the  

annual  report  as  to  where  we  are  with  pressure  tubes  and  

whatever  else  the  Commission  would  deem  needed.  

 MR.  JAMMAL:   It's  Ramzi  Jammal,  for  the  

record.    

 Commissioner  Velshi,  the  question  is  how  
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often  are  we  going  to  come  before  you.   To  complement  Mr.  

Frappier,  at  minimum  once  a  year  and  we  are  going  to  use  

the  same  principle  as  we  did  for  the  updates  we  gave  you  

with  respect  to  the  fitness  for  service  for  the  NRU.   So  as  

we  -- during  the  status  report  we  will  commit  and  say  to  

you  here  is  what  has  been  proposed  to  us  and  if  we  propose  

an  acceptance,  staff  will  inform  you  of  the  value  and  the  

acceptance.   So  we  will  commit  to  do  this  at  minimum  once  a  

year  if  there  are  no  changes  or  during  the  status  updates  

to  the  Commission  on  a  monthly  basis.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   Thank  you.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   In  every  meeting,  in  

every  -- every  hearing  you  give  us  a  status  report  of  NPPs.  

 MR.  JAMMAL:   That's  my  point.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   If  there  is  -- it  will  be  

very  useful  when  you  accept  a  new  number  that  you  inform  us  

at  that  particular  meeting.  

 MR.  JAMMAL:   Yes,  we  will  commit  to  that  

and  we  will  do  that.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   So  on  toughness,  

you  are  still  on  toughness?  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   Yes,  the  last  question.  

 So  I  know  we  are  chasing  this  one  pretty  

hard,  but  it's  really,  really  important  to  get  it  right.   

So  bottom  line  is  if  CNSC  basically  can't  get  to  a  model  
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that they are comfortable with, we have 120 ppm, the units 

get shut down, they sit there until such a time that we do 

have something that we are comfortable with; correct? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

I would be a little bit more precise I 

think. They certainly can't operate beyond 120 the way 

they are right now. Whether they have other strategies 

they would go to, for instance pull the tube if it was just 

one. There may be other strategies that they could use as 

well. 

MR. JAMMAL: It's Ramzi Jammal, for the 

record. 

To answer your question as yes or no, the 

answer is no, they cannot go beyond 120. But as was 

mentioned yesterday by Mr. McDougall, so what Mr. Frappier 

is saying with respect to the strategy, so if there is a 

degradation in one pressure tube, within the operation 

envelope they can plug that tube and defuel it. So that's 

what he meant. But the key point here is no-go beyond 120. 

MEMBER BERUBE: It's really important to 

understand this because for public awareness and as safety 

and security we need to know where that limit is until we 

have a validated model to go forward; right? Okay, thank 

you. 
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MEMBER PENNEY: May I ask a question? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, go ahead. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So I'm trying to 

understand. So you have your equivalent full power hours, 

and that's not in here in the Licence Condition Handbook. 

Is that because it doesn't need to be because the HEQ, if 

you control that, you have your full power hours under 

control? And that may not be a clear question, but --

MR. FRAPPIER: No, it's a very clear 

question, yes. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Oh, is it? 

MR. FRAPPIER: So there's two limits, one 

being the 120 that we have just been talking about quite a 

bit and it's handled, as we discussed, with the licence 

condition 15.3. There's also the 300,000 effective full 

power hours and that is also included in there and I'm 

going to hear in a second as to exactly where that is at, 

but it is a separate, independent if you like -- there is a 

dependency to them technically, but legally that's a 

separate sort of item that they cannot go beyond. And Luc 

is going to give you the details. 

MEMBER PENNEY: [Off microphone] 

MR. FRAPPIER: It will be in the Licence 

Condition Handbook. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Is it in the Licence 
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Condition Handbook? 

MR. SIGOUIN: Luc Sigouin, for the record. 

So yes, on page 70 --

MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. So we are looking 

at...? 

MR. SIGOUIN: At the Licence Condition 

Handbook, the handout that you just received. 

MEMBER PENNEY: The one you just gave us, 

yes. 

MR. SIGOUIN: So staff has essentially put 

a placeholder in there pending the Commission's decision, 

where we will document the Commission's decision --

MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. 

MR. SIGOUIN: -- on the limit of 

equivalent full power hours. So it will be specified in 

the Licence Condition Handbook what the limit is on 

equivalent full power hours. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So how do you get to that? 

Is there another model for that that gives you that number? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So the effective full power hours, there 

is a calculation that goes for that. I don't know how it 

works, but I know somebody here -- do you know or does 

Frank know? 



 

 

 

 

 

 MR.  SAUNDERS:   I  would  just  say  that's  

pretty  straightforward.   It's  just  how  many  hours  you  

operate  at  full  power,  so  it's  just  really  an  operating  

history.   There's  no  fancy  calculation  there,  no  model  of  

any  complexity,  it's  very  -- 

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Right.  

 MR.  SAUNDERS:   That's  why  there  is  no  

explanation  -- 

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Right.  

 MR.  SAUNDERS:   -- it's  really  easy,  yes.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   So  I  guess  the  question  

I'm  asking  staff  is  what  are  you  recommending?   Right  now  

they  are  regulated  at  240;  is  that  right?   And  they  are  

asking  to  go  to  300;  right?   Is  that  right?  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Without  exceeding  the  120.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Without  exceeding  the  120.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   So  as  long  as  they  can  go  

without  exceeding  the  120,  if  I  understand  -- somebody  jump  

in  -- then  they  are  allowed  to  go  up  to  300.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   That  is  what  you  are  

recommending?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.    

 That's  correct.   We  are  recommending  that  

there  would  be  300,000  effective  full  power  hours  that  they  
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cannot  go  beyond  and  there  would  be  this  120  that  we  talked  

about  independent  of  that.   We  expect  the  modelling  is  

going  to  be  updated  so  that  that  120  will  evolve  a  little  

bit.   The  300,000  would  not  evolve,  it  is  a  firm  line.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Okay.   Can  I  ask  one  more  

question?   So  I  am  actually  looking  at  the  original  

submission  from  Bruce  Power  and  it's  the  major  component  

replacement  schedule  and  it  shows  Unit  6  starting  2020.   So  

that's  18  months  from  now.   What  are  your  expectations?   Do  

you  think  they  will  actually  get  the  model  in  place?   

Because  then  when  I  look  at  the  next  figure  in  their  

presentation  it  says  they  are  going  to  be  at  121.   So  they  

are  going  to  exceed  that  120  by  2020,  right?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.   That's  probably  something  that  would  be  more  

appropriate  for  Bruce  to  answer.  

 MR.  McDOUGALL:   Commissioner  Penney,  

currently  we  have  separate  correspondence  from  Bruce  Power  

confirming  that  they  will  have  a  revised  version  of  their  

fracture  toughness  model  by  December  of  this  year  and  staff  

has  already  estimated  it  will  take  us  six  months  to  

complete  a  review  and  have  an  answer  for  our  regulatory  

colleagues,  so  that's  the  middle  of  2019.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   But  again,  I  just  want  

to  -- so  we  understand,  for  my  understanding.   That's  all  
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very nice if they do it. If they don't they will have to 

stop. They will stop earlier than that and the 

refurbishment will have to be delayed or they are not going 

to go -- just start earlier. Okay. 

MEMBER PENNEY: But I heard Ramzi say that 

they could go beyond with other mitigation. I thought 

that's what I heard you say. 

MR. JAMMAL: It's Ramzi Jammal, for the 

record. Let me set it straight. 

I'm just talking about the single tube. 

So they have options to do. If they have 120, again, it 

becomes a business decision. From a safety perspective 

they cannot go beyond 120. If they want to replace one 

tube at a time they can do it. If they want to plug a 

tube, they can do it. So our aim is to maintain the safety 

case, but they cannot exceed 120 ppm. 

So I'm trying to clarify what Mr. Frappier 

said where they might have alternatives. What I'm trying 

to say is the alternative is within the bounding element of 

the safety case we have approved, which is 120 ppm. So as 

the President mentioned, by that time they have to make a 

decision, either they will shut down or start refurbishment 

earlier. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Let's -- another 

subject, please. 
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MEMBER DEMETER: Sure. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think we have beaten 

this down. 

Who wants to go? Dr. Demeter...? 

MEMBER DEMETER: I'm referring to Slide 16 

of staff's -- it's in a number of places, but this is where 

I have it open, H4-C presentation. And this is a PSA 

question and it's a question for Bruce actually. Here we 

go, it's up. So it's hard not to notice the relative 

difference in internal fire risk between A and B and that 

even after the planned improvements the internal fire risk 

for A doesn't go below the safety target whereas everything 

else is well below, or below. And also the seismic 

differences between A and B before improvement. So help me 

understand why there is such a significant relative 

difference in internal fire risk between A and B and 

seismic risk between A and B pre-plant improvement and 

post-plant improvement for fire. 

MR. RENCHECK: It's Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. 

It's due to the conservative nature in 

which fire risk is calculated. Mr. Saunders covered that 

in our opening remarks and I will ask him to review that 

again. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yes. Frank Saunders here. 
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Essentially we did talk about it as that 

PSA these days is a bit of a moving target as we try to 

incorporate all of the, you know, emergency equipment we 

have added post-Fukushima, plus we are into a number of 

areas here. Traditionally we haven't done a fire PRA and 

there is kind of a reason for it, it is very difficult to 

do. PSA is a mechanistic type of thing, fires are not 

mechanistic, so you end up making very conservative 

decisions. So the number you get in a fire PSA ends up 

being driven a lot more by how much money you spend on the 

model and actually what goes on in the plant. 

So we have been updating these two models, 

so you see them coming down. We have done one plant, we 

haven't done the other yet, and there is no single big 

thing in the fire PSA that if I fix that it would change 

the fire risk by a substantial amount. So it's a bunch of 

little things over time. And we're working towards next 

year when we will submit the formal PSA update to the 

Commission and this will kind of keep moving until we get 

to that final point when we nail it all down. So you are 

seeing a thing that has moved along, it's not complete yet, 

but it has moved in the right direction. And yes, fire is 

a stick out. 

The other part of the fire is at the 

moment we take no credit in the fire PSA for our response 
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capability which we spent a lot of time and money enhancing 

and we have to figure out how to do that. I mean I should 

word that differently. We can figure out how to do it, we 

have to figure out how to do it and have CNSC staff agree 

with our methodology, which takes a little bit of time. So 

these factors will continue to move those PSA numbers down. 

They are conservative numbers, but even as conservative 

numbers they are still very good numbers. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. 

To clarify, we have a full fire department 

staffed and manned 24 hours a day, seven days a week, but 

in this methodology we credit as if they don't exist and do 

not respond. That's why it's an outlier. 

THE PRESIDENT: Just so I understand, also 

you have adopted a policy that even though you are within 

the safety goal limit you will take measures to try to meet 

the safety goal target? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yes, that's correct. And 

we have been doing that. So we did reflect one of them in 

the presentation --

THE PRESIDENT: Right. 

ME. SAUNDERS: -- the very early fire 

detection --

THE PRESIDENT: Right. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

           

           

             

   

        

      

        

   

       

           

        

      

         

           

          

              

          

            

         

         

         

       

        

          

         

223 

MR. SAUNDERS: -- but there are 10 or 12 

other projects within the IAP that we are also working on 

here to take pieces out of this and we keep moving it in 

the right direction. 

THE PRESIDENT: And, staff, you will 

monitor and report on those improvements? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

That's correct and, as you mentioned, 

there is a policy that they have now made that approach 

very explicit and we have reviewed that policy. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MEMBER DEMETER: So maybe it's a bit 

simplistic here, but you have one model which I -- to 

compare apples to apples, I'm trying to make sure that 

these two bars are the -- you have a model that has a bunch 

of inputs that calculates the probability of risk for these 

two sites on a parameter of fire, so there must be some 

significant difference in the input between the two sites 

to create that relative difference in risk estimate, unless 

two different models are used, therefore then it's not 

apples to apples, it's apples to oranges. 

MR. SAUNDERS: The models are slightly 

different at the time and the reason the models are 

slightly different is they are very dependent on the 
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specific station. So when you are modelling the individual 

event sequences, which is what you do in the PSA, you model 

them very specifically on the station that you are in and 

the amount of time and effort you put into creating those 

sequences is what gets them more accurate. So we are 

working through the two stations to do that, we haven't 

done both stations at this point in time. So the models 

are slightly different. It's the same methodology, but the 

detail and the refinement in the model is better in one 

than it is in the other. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Perhaps if you are interested we can 

certainly -- there are some differences in the plant layout 

and of course that has all got to end up being modelled in 

the PSA. 

Perhaps Chris Cole, who is back in Ottawa, 

has some comments around the fire itself as a hazard, if 

that is of interest to you. 

MEMBER DEMETER: No, I'm comfortable. 

It's just the way the graph is laid out it looks like you 

can make a direct comparison between the red bar and the 

blue bar, but you can't make a direct comparison between 

the red bar and the blue bar because they have different 

models to predict those risks. So there's a lot of moving 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

            

           

           

        

           

           

           

          

    

          

           

           

        

       

          

           

           

           

           

            

            

            

              

          

          

225 

elements here between the two bars. Looking at this as a 

lay person you would say, well, you would compare the two 

because they are in the same graph, but they are not 

directly comparable because they are derived from different 

processes. I'm comfortable with that now. I just --

MR. SAUNDERS: Yes. And I guess that's a 

little mistake on our part. We were trying to conveniently 

show both stations, we weren't trying to imply that they 

are the same exactly. 

THE PRESIDENT: But we know that even the 

structure of A and B is different. Actually, people think 

it's just CANDU. They were built in different eras, et 

cetera, and they will behave differently. 

Okay, next question. Ms Penney...? 

MEMBER BERUBE: One of the things that we 

haven't had an adequate chance to talk about, in my opinion 

anyhow, is that of site security. Especially as we are 

looking at the MCR coming forward, we are going to be 

talking a lot about a lot of people going, coming and 

going, going and coming, and my concern of course is now we 

live in a world where we have to be sensitive to other 

people taking actions in an overt way to trump up the work, 

so to speak, and what I would like to do is have a quick 

discussion on what Bruce intends to do to actually increase 

security to ensure that we don't have to concern ourselves 
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too much with these kind of activities during the MCR 

timeframe. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Frank Saunders, for the 

record. I will start and then maybe Mr. Clewett will want 

to tie in a little bit, but --

--- Pause 

MR. SAUNDERS: I'm sorry, yes. Mr. 

Rencheck was just reminding me there is a level of detail I 

can't go to, but... 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MEMBER BERUBE: Please share what you can. 

I realize there's some sensitivity in this. So, if you 

could focus on what you intend to do, not how you intend to 

do it, I think is probably a good way to look at it. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yeah. So, generally 

contractors, whether they're coming for the MCR or for 

anything else, will be treated no differently. 

So, what we have to do is increase our 

capacity actually to deal with contractors so they don't 

get any slide on the checks or the balances, they go 

through the same in-clearance processes and go through the 

same scanning and everything as every other employee in the 

place. 

So, in reality they don't get any breaks. 

There's more of them, so we have to create more laneways. 
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You know, if it looks -- I'm not sure if you've been to a 

nuclear plant, but it looks a lot like an airport, although 

there's more equipment than the airport has. So, you have 

to do things like create extra laneways to handle the 

volume. You may need more security staff posted there to 

deal with those people that set off alarms or whatever. 

So -- but in general it changes nothing. 

We have to do the same clearance processes we always have 

done. So, employees have to be cleared before they can 

come, unless they're escorted continuously. And all the 

stuff they bring in is checked, all the trucks that go in 

are checked, all those -- it's exactly the same routine, 

it's no different. 

The issue is really just a staffing 

challenge. We may need additional security staff to do it, 

in recorded years we did do it at Bruce 1, 2 and 3, 4, so 

we kind of got the technique down now. We got the extra 

equipment that we can set up the extra lines. 

And, indeed, that is part of the 

preparation at Bruce B, is to set up extra security lines 

so that we can handle the volume. 

MR. RENCHECK: And just to add some 

context to that. Mike Rencheck, for the record. 

We've actually done the logistics models 

time motion studies in different facilities to make sure 
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that we can process and access and egress into different 

areas, including traffic patterns. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Do you step up your access 

control mechanisms, because I would think that would be a 

necessary thing to do here? 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. 

We actually went through an optimization 

process and looked at how we actually handle applications 

and are managing that, and I'll ask Len Clewett to add a 

little more detail on that. 

MR. CLEWETT: Yeah. I guess what I was 

going to add, Len Clewett for the record, is that we 

continuously look at industry world forums for security, 

not only nuclear, but outside of nuclear. So, make sure 

we're up to date with best practices around the world and 

also, you know, any new threats, whether it's nuclear or 

non-nuclear around the world. So, we're continuously 

reviewing that. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. 

I would also add that aspects of 

cybersecurity is part of our planning and part of our, I'll 

say, contractor controls. 

MEMBER BERUBE: CNSC, if you could comment 



 

 

 

 

 

on  this.   I'm  curious.   We  stepped  down  from  fully  

satisfactory  to  satisfactory  in  the  last  little  while  in  

security  at  the  Bruce  plant,  and  maybe  you  could  explain  

how  you  feel  about  their  current  security  provisions  and  

whether  or  not  we  have  to  concern  ourselves  in  this  area?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.  

 Bruce  Power  has  a  fully  developed  security  

program.   We  inspect  it  regularly,  we  have  a  good  

understanding  of  how  it  works,  we  have  a  good  understanding  

of  how  they  work.  

 I  think  the  challenge,  as  Mr.  Saunders  was  

mentioning,  is  one  of  volume,  the  volume  is  going  to  go  way  

up,  both  in  people  and  in  material,  and  that  will  be  a  

challenge  for  them  to  ramp  that  up,  but  it  won't  change  the  

requirements  we  have  on  them  as  to  what  has  to  be  -- how  

background  checks  have  to  be  done,  how  people  and  materials  

have  to  be  monitored.  

 The  satisfactory  rating  is  a  very  good  

rating,  it  shows  that  they're  fully  meeting  all  the  

requirements  of  the  licence.  

 There  was  some  extra  amazing  stuff  they  

were  doing  in  the  past  that  allowed  them  to  be  fully  

satisfactory.   A  couple  of  question  marks  that  were  fully  

resolved,  but  resulted  in  fully  satisfactory  going  down  to  
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satisfactory. 

And if you wanted details on that, we'd 

probably have to go in-camera or something like that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Ms. Penney? 

MEMBER PENNEY: So, I want to talk about 

the MCR and I'm looking for CNSC staff comment. 

So, I'm looking at the Condition Handbook 

and I'm looking at licence condition 15.4, which is 

basically about the return to service for MCR and the hold 

points. 

And my first question is a pretty simple 

one. So, this is after they've done the MCR work, say, on 

unit 6 and they're bringing the plant back up to full 

power. 

My question is really, is there a need for 

any kind of regulatory hold point when they take the unit 

down, or is shutdown already considered and licensed and 

controlled by some other part of the Licence Condition 

Handbook? Just point me in the direction of that 

condition. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So, the current operating licence that 

they're under now, and the aspect of it that is going to 

continue, provides them -- allows them to operate the 
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plant, but also allows them to shut down the plant. 

So, there's many procedures depending on 

the urgency of shutting down, some of which is totally 

automatic. All of those have been reviewed by the staff 

over many years, it's exactly as it's going to operate 

right now. 

So, from our perspective, we view the 

shutdown -- certainly the actual shutdown as being normal 

practice. Once it's shut down, they're going to be doing a 

whole bunch of work to remove tubes and all that, which 

although we are interested in for a whole bunch of 

conventional safety and radiation protection perspective, 

as an overall sort of control mechanism, other than making 

sure they follow their programs, we don't need anything 

additional. 

Having said that, when they now start 

bringing the units back online that's when we believe we 

need to ensure there's appropriate hold points, so that 

there's tremendous pressure on them from a business 

perspective to get rolling again and we want to ensure that 

the regulator can, beforehand, here's a list of everything 

that needs to be done before you'd cross that point and 

that that, in fact, is in place and has been done. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So, I'm looking at the 

four hold points, and what I'd really like is for you to 
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walk me through kind of the timeframe in which they would 

happen and what you would be looking for, so I can kind of 

visualize what this would look like. 

Because you're asking us to delegate it to 

you. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Understood. With respect 

to the actual scheduling, perhaps Bruce would be even 

better than us. But, we do have, just so you know -- so, 

we've seen this coming for a long time, so we have put 

together a compliance program, what we call a generic 

compliance program associated with refurb and return to 

service that highlights the different inspection points we 

want to be at, some of which happened years before the 

actual request for a removal of a hold point. So those are 

in place. 

We also have the process by which we will 

accumulate the data we need so that we can end up making a 

recommendation to the Executive Vice-President with respect 

to removing those hold points. 

For a bit more detail around what the 

inspectors and that, what they're going to do, I would ask 

Jeff Stevenson who's here. 

But all that to say that it's generally 

the same as what we're doing at Darlington right now, but 

perhaps over to Jeff. 
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MR. STEVENSON: Jeff Stevenson, for the 

record. 

So, yes, just to further elaborate on what 

Mr. Frappier said. All of the prerequisites for releasing 

the hold points are in the Licence Condition Handbook. 

So, basically there's three sort of 

high-level aspects that we're looking at. We want to make 

sure that the plant is ready to respond, that the people 

are trained in the systems returning to service and that 

the procedures or the processes are in place to manage the 

operations. 

So, at each level different systems are 

required depending on, like for fuel load you need to have 

your Class 3 systems and your moderator systems available 

for service, but when you release reactor shutdown 

guarantees, you now need to have your heat transport system 

available and a few other things. 

So, the hold points have been set in a 

staged approach to make sure that we have our oversight as 

the unit is returning to service. 

And then tied in with all those systems 

returning to service, is all the procedures to manage those 

and that the people have been adequately trained in those. 

So, the prerequisites are in the Licence 

Condition Handbook and, as Mr. Frappier was explaining, we 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 234 

have  our  compliance  program  that  looks  at  very  detailed  

checks  for  each  one  of  those  items.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   So,  just  simply  for  

someone  who's  not  a  nuclear  engineer,  so  fuel  load,  you're  

loading  the  fuel  back  into  the  reactor.   Guaranteed  

shutdown  state?  

 MR.  STEVENSON:   So  -- Jeff  Stevenson,  for  

the  record.  

 So,  the  guaranteed  shutdown  state  is  a  

plant  configuration  which  prevents  the  reactor  from  going  

critical  and  coming  back  online.  

 So,  it's  a  matter  of  either  keeping  the  

fuel  out  of  the  reactor,  that  would  clearly  prevent  it  from  

going  online,  yeah.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   You've  already  loaded  the  

fuel  in  because  that  came  first?  

 MR.  STEVENSON:   Correct.   So,  in  this  case  

you  would  have  excess  poison  or  gadolinium  in  the  moderator  

which,  again,  would  prevent  the  reactor  from  going  

critical.  

 So,  before  the  valves  were  opened  and  the  

pumps  were  turned  back  on,  to  take  the  poison  out  and  allow  

the  reactor  to  go  back  critical  for  the  first  time  

following  the  refurbishment,  we  would  want  to  do  checks  to  

make  sure  that  everything  was  ready  to  go.  



 

 

 

 

 

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   And  one  per  cent  full  

power,  that  seems  really  low.   Is  that  important?  

 MR.  STEVENSON:   The  one  per  cent  full  

power  falls  at  a  point  in  the  safety  analysis  where  certain  

shutdown's  system  trip  parameters  are  taken  out  of  service  

at  the  low  power,  and  there  are  a  lot  of  reactor  physics  

tests  that  you  can  do  actually  below  one  per  cent.  

 And  so,  again,  this  is  all  about  having  a  

staged  controlled  increase  in  the  return  to  service  of  the  

unit.   So,  that's  the  level  that  we  want  to  see  those  hold  

points  at.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Is  it  because  there  would  

be  so  little  power  going  into  the  reactor  that  some  of  the  

emergency  response  wouldn't  react,  or  like  one  per  cent...?  

 MR.  STEVENSON:   Again,  Jeff  Stevenson,  for  

the  record.  

 So,  it  does  come  back  down  to  the  safety  

analysis  and  the  trip  coverage  for  a  reactor  core.   At  a  

low  power  there's  additional  trips  that  are  in  place  to  

manage  different  design  basis  accidents  that  are  analyzed  

in  the  safety  report.   And  so,  that  one  per  cent  is  really  

tied  into  the  safety  analysis  piece.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   And  then  the  last  one  is,  

35  per  cent.  

 MR.  STEVENSON:   And  so,  for  35  per  cent  
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reactor power, again, there are some additional shutdown 

system trip -- or tests that can be -- that would -- or 

need to be conducted at a higher power in order to 

distinguish the detection capability of some of the neutron 

detectors in the core and those can be done at as high as 

35 per cent power. 

MEMBER PENNEY: And just timing, you said 

for me to ask Bruce. You know, I'm just curious. Is this 

like two weeks apart, are they like four months apart? 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. 

This sequence is typical of how we operate 

all eight reactors for the last 35 years. So it's not any 

new or novel thing that we're approaching. And I'll ask 

Len Clewett to talk about the timing. 

MR. CLEWETT: Len Clewett, for the record. 

I would estimate for our schedule 

approximately six months from that first one loading fuel 

to about 35 percent power. 

MR. SAUNDERS: And I think I'd just add, I 

mean, that the various hold points are really just to give 

you a chance to assess that everything is working the way 

it should to do calibrations, to set -- like say various 

trips and protections are set at different levels. So you 

stop there, you check everything, you calibrate that it's 
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all working the way it's supposed to work. You may even do 

a series of tests to prove it does. And then you go to the 

next level. 

So it is merely a staged increase, as 

they've said, to let you check all the pieces that have 

been out of service for three years and make sure they're 

all performing the way you want them to perform. And the 

lower power you do that at, of course, the less the risk. 

So you start low. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, again, for 

the record. 

We have unit 4 in an outage right now. 

This'll be a very typical sequence when we return the unit 

to service from the outage. 

MR. JAMMAL: So Commissioner Penney, in 

fairness to you, it's very critical what Bruce Power has 

mentioned. This is not a new process for us. This is --

any routine outage, they seek approval of the Commission or 

consent from an individual delegated by the Commission. On 

this case it's just we're making it transparent. It's 

not -- we're always transparent. So. We're just walking 

through the process because it's post-refurbishment. But 

return from an outage always requires an approval by the 

CNSC and our staff. The inspectors do verify the start up 
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to make sure everything is safe. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Another topic? 

MEMBER BERUBE: I just want to ask one 

other question on that, if you don't mind, Mr. President. 

Why don't we have any hold points between 

35 percent and 100 percent? 

MR. STEVENSON: Jeff Stevenson, for the 

record. 

Once you're at about 35 percent reactor 

power, there are additional calibrations and whatnot that 

get conducted as you move up to full operating power. But 

generally speaking, those are more just calibrations rather 

than testing the systems to ensure that they respond as 

designed. So in CNSC staff's view, the appropriate hold 

point is at 35 percent. 

THE PRESIDENT: Not only that, they can 

shut it down any time through the operator. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Just to be clear, the industry have their 

own sort of set of spots where they're checking things and 

ensuring things are correct before they go beyond whatever 

procedure -- the procedures they have for a restart. 

These are the ones that are of interest to 

the regulator. And from our perspective, once you get to 



 

 

 

 

 

35  percent,  where  not  just  the  equipment  but  all  the  

people,  the  procedures,  all  that,  they  have  to  all  be  in  

place,  and  then  operate  at  35  percent  or  operate  at  85  

percent  or  100  percent.   You're  within  normal  operations,  

from  our  perspective.    

 But  industry  themselves  would  have  

whatever  approach  they  deem,  and  a  lot  of  it  is  there  are  

requirements  with  respect  to  how  the  heat-up  would  go  

beyond  the  35  percent.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.    

 Ms  Velshi.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   So  switching  gears,  then,  

something  else  that  Bruce  Power  has  requested  and  that  we  

haven't  spoken  about  much  is  the  consolidation  of  the  

licences,  the  three  licences.   And  I  suspect  you  want  that  

because  it  makes  your  operations  more  efficient,  I  guess.   

And  CNSC  staff,  you've  given  us  reassurance  that  this  is  

not  in  any  way  going  to  reduce  the  amount  of  oversight  done  

by  you.    

 But  we've  heard  from  some  interveners  that  

maybe  there'll  be  less  oversight,  maybe  less  transparency,  

maybe  not  as  much  reporting.   And  I  just  want  to  make  sure  

that  whatever  we  need  to  get  on  the  record  around  this  that  

we  give  both  of  you  an  opportunity  for  doing  so.   So  I'll  

start  with  staff  first.  
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MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

And I'll ask Luc Seguin to talk about the 

compliance program. 

But just to be clear, this is a licence 

they already have. It's a DO-issued licence, so it doesn't 

go in front of the Commission the current way. And while 

it's public that these licences exist, this is actually a 

far more transparent process, actually, to have it as part 

of the operating licence for the overall facility. 

From what's going to occur both in the 

sense of operations or what's going to occur from a 

regulatory oversight, there will be no difference 

whatsoever. Still going to be the same team at CNSC that 

was doing the compliance before is going to do the 

compliance still. 

But maybe for more details on that, I'd 

ask Mr. Sigouin. 

MR. SIGOUIN: Luc Sigouin, for the record. 

So just to enhance what Mr. Frappier was 

saying, as far as the oversight goes, I would propose that 

there would in fact be more oversight, because the 

individuals who are responsible for regulatory oversight 

will continue to be involved, but will be supported by site 

staff. And in addition, we will have site staff who will 
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now be familiar with these files who will be performing 

inspections and will be considering these matters during 

the regular walkdowns of the plant. So from an oversight 

standpoint, I'm quite confident to say that we would have 

at least as much if not more oversight. 

From a transparency standpoint, I think 

you're seeing it already that this -- you know, this is 

being discussed in a public manner, which is different than 

how it's normally treated as a DO-issued licence. So it's 

being discussed here in a public forum. It's in the LCH. 

And Bruce's performance on these nuclear substance 

activities will be covered in the regulatory oversight 

report that you will -- that will be presented to the 

Commission annually. 

MR. JAMMAL: It's Ramzi Jammal, for the 

record. 

I want to set the record straight, even 

though my colleague's calling it transparency. The DO 

licences are delegated to a designated officer because they 

are lower risk licences. 

And from transparency, in fairness to our 

process, the Directorate of Nuclear Substance Regulations 

come before you on a yearly basis. So this type of licence 

and licence activity has been before you on an annual basis 

in the public domain. 
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So the class 2 nuclear facility is --

comes to you on an annual basis, and so is radiography, 

which is a routine. So these functionality are lower risk 

in -- phenomenal lower risk. And as from efficiency 

perspective for both, the CNSC and to the licensee, to 

consolidate is a good thing. And for an old-timer like me, 

these were one licence at one point, and we separated them. 

Now we're putting them back together. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Did you have anything to 

add or is it covered? 

MR. BURTON: Bruce Power [sic], for the 

record. 

Really what we're doing here, like 

Mr. Jammal mentioned is more administrative in nature, in 

our view. Right now, we have about six different licences, 

including some import-export for non-proliferation, and 

we're consolidating that down into the three range by 

moving three of them inside the power reactor licence. 

And this isn't unprecedented. Chalk River 

has a combined licence. And in particular Point Lepreau 

has a very similar licence in this area where their 

consolidated nuclear substances licence is included in 

their power reactor operating licence. 

For us it really makes sense, because most 

of these materials are used actually within the class 1 
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facility. Our class 2 facility is actually within Bruce B 

itself, so for us it -- we were looking at this and saying 

from an administrative point of view it makes sense. 

We did have discussions with CNSC staff, 

and when we were discussing it was decided it was best to 

bring it in front, in front of the public forum during the 

licence renewal for the transparency. You know, we totally 

agree with that path forward. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. And on a 

related matter, is the separate reporting of Bruce A and 

Bruce B in an annual report -- and I can't remember what 

the history of that was, and we tripped on it or I tripped 

on it with the conventional health and safety, which got me 

thinking. So why are we not consolidating the reporting 

like we do for Pickering, right, there's just only one and 

not Pickering A and Pickering B. So remind me why those 

two are separate still. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So certainly there are a lot of programs 

at Bruce that are applicable to the entire site, if you 

like, and certainly to both Bruce A and Bruce B. However, 

there are still -- there is quite a bit of design 

differences between Bruce A and Bruce B. And the staffing 

is done with crews that either apply at Bruce A or Bruce B. 
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The certification of the operators are for Bruce A or for 

Bruce B but not for both. So there are some areas that 

make it such that it would be -- we find it still 

convenient to have them reported on separately. But it's 

not a mandatory thing. We've [indiscernible - multiple 

speakers] 

MEMBER VELSHI: But isn't that the same 

for Pickering A and Pickering B? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Yeah, Pickering's a little 

bit different in the sense that they operate all as one 

program now. And so they don't have a geographic -- you 

know, separation of a few kilometres. And so it's -- but 

it is a judgment call. 

MEMBER VELSHI: But there's --

THE PRESIDENT: It should be on the to-do 

list in the future, because I'm a fan of simplicity. And 

one licensee, one licence, if at all possible. I remember 

the outcry when you put Pickering together. Nobody's 

talking about it anymore. I think Bruce will get used to 

it, if you put it together in one. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: I just have two 

relatively quick questions. One's in the weeds, and one's 

way up in the forest here. 



 

 

 

 

 

 So  we  talked  a  bit  about  waste,  and  you  

talked  about  why  you're  sending  low  level  waste  for  third  

party  incineration  and  volume  reduction.   And  understanding  

that  low  level  waste  is  a  large  bulk  of  your  total,  like  

from  a  volume  point  of  view  if  you  look  at  your  waste  

categories.  

 So  with  the  refurbishment,  you  probably  

will  have  a  significant  increase  in  low  level  waste.   Is  

your  third  party  capable  of  that  increased  volume?   Because  

what  you  said  is  that  your  on-site  party  is  not  capable  of  

burning  it.   Now  you  burn  it  on  site,  so.   And  if  not,  I  

guess  you  would  just  deal  with  those  volume  reduction  in  

your  convention  ways  and  have  to  manage  it  on  site,  but.  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   Yes.   James  Scongack,  for  

the  record.  

 So  two  items.   Firstly,  from  a  capacity  

perspective,  the  facility  that  we  utilize  in  Tennessee  is  

many  orders  of  magnitude  larger  than  the  OPG  facility,  so  

they  would  process  a  bulk  of  waste  from  all  the  nuclear  

plants  or  for  a  large  portion  of  nuclear  plants  in  the  US.   

Capacity  is  no  issue.   In  fact,  it  probably  enhances,  

frankly,  the  productivity  of  the  facility  because  when  you  

ship  waste  to  a  facility  like  EnergySolutions,  there's  a  

requirement  for  that  bottom  ash  product  to  be  brought  back.   

So  they  can  only  carry  out  an  incineration  when  there's  a  
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certain critical volume of Bruce Power waste have built up. 

So for many ways, it'll actually improve the throughput. 

When we look at the MCR from a low level 

waste perspective, so excluding the steam generator risk --

or waste, not risk -- the steam generator waste and the 

retube waste containers, from a plant perspective, we will 

pick up this low level waste no different than a typical 

outage. The only different would be from a financial 

perspective. One will be a coloured bag to be charged to 

the refurb, and another will be a certain coloured bag to 

be charged to the rest of the plant. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you, that helps 

frame that. 

And I mean this may sound like a bit of a 

rhetorical question, but I -- just to sort of frame it for 

me. So from the nuclear power fleet in Canada -- I'm just 

confirming this in my own mind -- there's two unique 

situations with this licence before us. One is there's a 

request to go beyond the initial designed base operating 

hours. So I don't think we're in that -- are we in that 

ballpark with any other nuclear power plant? Is it 

Pickering will be the one but -- and Darlington to come; 

right? And the second one is the issue of the hydrogen 

equivalence is the unique element for this licence that's 

not been -- been in any other licence. 
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So I just confirm that those are -- one is 

pseudo-unique and one is unique. Okay, thank you. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Just a little bit of precision, there. So 

at the last licensing hearing we did agree to allow both --

well, all three, Darlington, Pickering, and Bruce to go 

beyond the original design numbers of around -- which ended 

up being around 210,000 hours, for them to go beyond that. 

So this one here is different in the sense it's adding 

extension beyond that first extension. 

The 120 parts per million, as we've talked 

about a little bit, have always been in the background as 

part of the fitness for service requirement that's in 

place. But it wasn't visible to the Commission because it 

was in the standards. But we thought that because of the 

situation we're in right now it's important enough to make 

it clear to the Commission where we're at. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay, thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Berube? 

MEMBER BERUBE: Not right now. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Penney. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Another MCR question. So 

looking at Bruce Power's figure again that shows the units 

and when they're going to be done, I just -- it's a really 
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simple question. Unit 6 seems to take four years, and unit 

3 takes three and a half, and unit 4 takes three. Are you 

just going to get better at it? 

MR. RENCHECK: Yes. Mike Rencheck, for 

the record. 

Yes. In our contract with the ISO, we 

have both time and cost specificities as we go forward each 

one with each unit. So that we have to do them more 

effectively and more efficiently. Subsequently, for the 

first three units and then the last three are done at the 

same periodicity and cost. That's driving our renovations 

and also for, you know, for the first one we're using 

tooling and techniques that are very traditional. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. The second part to 

the MCR question --

THE PRESIDENT: Just to jump in, it'll be 

nice to see something on time, on budget in the nuclear 

field. 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. 

Darlington to date is on time and on 

budget, and we're sharing that information. And for our 

life extension programs, starting with the asset management 

work, we've been at that since 2016, investing almost a 

billion -- a little more than a billion dollars. It's on 
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time and on budget. And after this year, we'll be close to 

2 billion before we start and we're on time and on budget. 

THE PRESIDENT: Great. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Second part of my MCR 

question, and this is for CNSC staff, because this is --

while it may be all activities you've seen before as part 

of maintenance and ongoing operational plans, they're doing 

quite a bit and they're doing all six units over an 

extended period of time. 

So in terms of the controls that are in 

place for that, I'm looking at the licence condition 

handbook and I'm looking at the integrated implementation 

plan. Is that where I see your ability to see what they're 

planning on doing and when to do it and you signing off on 

kind of the upcoming year? Is that the way the integrated 

implementation plan works? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So partly the case. So there is within 

the integrated implementation plan there is some 

commitments that the licensee has made with respect to 

improvements they're going to do, and there's some 

indication with respect to scheduling, some of them -- some 

real commitments. 

But for us, for our overall compliance 
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program, it'll be much more involved than that. We'll be 

working with Bruce at a much more detailed level of their 

scheduling, much like we're doing right now with 

Darlington. So it'll be very important for us to have a 

more detailed understanding. And that schedule changes 

quite a bit, as you can imagine. It's a big project. And 

so we'll be following that closely and we'll be adjusting 

our compliance program for the time and that is appropriate 

given where the project's at. 

That compliance program is something that 

we work on separately from the IIP because it's really 

internally our direction to our inspectors. And with that 

there's been things like resourcing it appropriately. So 

we've been in front of our management committee to look for 

additional resources and that's been granted. And we're 

going to be getting ready for that piece. And then also 

with respect to then dedicating certain inspectors to 

refurbishments. 

So there is a lot of planning details. 

That is not really a licensing issue but is a sort of 

day-to-day running the business issue. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So do you get a plan from 

them on an annual basis? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Well, we'll be much more 

close to them than that sort of thing. So there --
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certainly we'll get a detailed plan, but then with our site 

staff here, we would expect them to be keeping track of 

things really daily as to if there's any change of the plan 

going on. 

But of course, a lot of the changes are 

not of interest to us. But certain changes or certain 

activities that do all of a sudden move for whatever reason 

in the project, we would expect to be right on top of that 

on a -- really on a daily basis. 

THE PRESIDENT: But just for clarity, 

again, you're monitoring the safety and control improvement 

plans, not the refurbishment plans. Just so we 

differentiate between --

MR. FRAPPIER: Absolutely correct. So a 

couple of things. We'll be monitoring certainly as the 

start of the conversation that the IIP items are being 

implemented as per the licence. 

But we'll also be monitoring -- we'll be 

doing more monitoring on the regular program that they have 

to have in place. So the radiation protection program, if 

we take one, we'll be there. It's going to have to be 

developed and -- for the -- all the staff that's coming on 

for the construction aspects. We'll want to be reviewing 

that. 

And then thirdly, it's very important for 
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us to be there at the right point to get the inspection 

results that we need down the road when it comes time to 

removing those hold points. So some of those hold points 

get removed, you know, the hold points don't get removed, 

but some of the data that we need to be assured that we can 

remove those hold point might occur a year and a half 

beforehand when a certain system was being tested that we 

know is important, and so we want to be there for those 

tests. 

So all of those get combined. And the 

site supervisor and Luc and our staff in Ottawa have an 

important role that's ongoing to make sure that that 

compliance plan is in place appropriately. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. As a Commission 

member, how will I be informed about their progress on the 

MCR, because the MCR is a big project, in addition to 

they're operating a very important piece of infrastructure. 

And I know I hear of that at the meetings. But how will I 

know about the MCR? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So two points. One, if anything 

outstanding happens -- outstanding being maybe in a 

negative way, if there's an event of some sort, you'd hear 

about it immediately through our event initial reporting. 
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Otherwise, as a minimum, you'll get as 

you're getting right now for Darlington in our report the 

NPP report that we give you at each of your meetings, we 

have sort of here's where we are with respect to the 

program. So, you know, the pressure tubes have now all 

been removed. The calandria tubes are now being removed. 

Next one was calandria tubes all removed. So we'll give 

you that kind of short just to stay a bit on top of where 

the program is. 

And of course, at any time, if you want 

more information, either ourselves or, more importantly, 

the licensees will be able to give it to you. 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal, for the record. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

MR. JAMMAL: I would like to clarify one 

thing, though. What you heard is compliance activity by 

staff. But I want to make it very, very clear the IIP is 

what you approve is lock the safety case. The president 

mentioned is it on time, on budget. If the licensee wants 

to modify anything in the IIP, it's not going to be a staff 

function to approve. We will come before you. 

So if the licensee wants to modify the 

IIP, they better think about it way ahead of time for us to 

analyze it; otherwise, we're going to be on their critical 

path, because you are the approval of the IIP, not us. All 
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we do is oversight of implementation as you approved it. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Back to Ms Velshi. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So moving to radiation 

protection, again, we haven't spent much time on it and 

it's actually to give you some air time to talk about the 

great things you've done. 

So you've moved from satisfactory to fully 

satisfactory, so kind of the best of the best now. And the 

couple of areas that have been highlighted in yours or 

staff's submission is around the reduction of personal 

contamination events where you're now much better than the 

industry standard. And I'm not sure if the industry 

standard is a CANDU standard or whether it's a global 

standard. But maybe if you can talk about from where have 

you come to get to point 4, and maybe some key things that 

have brought you there. 

And the second one is around pressure tube 

inspection, the reduction in the dose associated with that. 

And I suspect that's probably a lot to do with automation. 

But again, if you can put that a bit in context and how 

much of your total dose does -- percentage of that does 

that relate to. 

MR. CLEWETT: Len Clewett, for the record. 

So regards to the improvement in rad 

protection, I would probably bucket it in three areas. 
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One, with the personal contaminations, it is a North 

American standard that we use. And we're literally at 20 

percent of that standard, you know, way below that 

standard. And that was a targeted effort with dynamic 

learning, benchmarking went to achieve that standard. And 

we've been really in that level of performance for three or 

four years running now. 

The second area is involved in the 

investment we decided to make when review our capital 

spend, safety first. And in this area we've spent a lot of 

our capital with regards to tooling that drastically 

reduced dose to our workers. 

The third item would probably be shielding 

practices, those reasonably achievable plans, and so it’s 

teamwork with the people that are actually out doing the 

work, the supervision, and the station leadership, 

reviewing plans well ahead of outages. It’s one of these 

things where every, you know, amount of dose matters. 

With those three things we’ve really had a 

step change in protection. 

With regards to pressure tubes, that 

second part of the question, I think I’ll ask Gary Newman 

to comment. 

MR. NEWMAN: In terms of the dose 

reduction. So, for example, we talked about HEQ once or 
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twice throughout these series of meetings or days, and 

that’s an important NDE-related activity. We developed a 

tool or paid to have a tool developed under our oversight 

that Kinectrics did for us called Circumferential Wet 

Scrape Tool. 

What that allows us to do is to sample all 

regions of the pressure tube along the entire length 

necessary to be able to facilitate building models and 

doing the predictions and so forth. But we did so and 

decreased the dose in capturing that very very important 

information. 

Also it created a tool that was more and, 

therefore, we’re sure that we’re going to get all of the 

data that we need in every campaign that we go in. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. What 

percentage of your total annual dose does pressure tube 

inspection make up? Is it significant? 

MR. CLEWETT: Len Clewett, for the record. 

I don’t have that exact number, but I would say in the 

range of 60 per cent when you look at --

MEMBER VELSHI: Sixty? 

MR. CLEWETT: -- 6-0 per cent. You know, 

our online dose is very low in a rage of 2 or 3 per cent 

for the innage work that we do. Most of the dose is during 

inspection campaigns and between the pressure tubes, and I 
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include the feeder inspections we do with that would be 

somewhere in that range. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: I’m conscious of time here 

now. So have we got many more questions? Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: I’m done. 

MEMBER BERUBE: I just have one for CNSC 

Staff. I just want to validate that the financial 

guarantees are still in place from OPG for decommissioning 

and waste management? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. That’s correct. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Penney? 

MEMBER PENNEY: So we heard from a number 

of intervenors or we heard from Greenpeace that we should 

be cognizant of the fact that there may be a government 

change and nuclear power may not exist soon. 

So I just want to confirm my 

understanding, that if such a thing were to happen, the 

Licence Condition Handbook has a section in it about end of 

commercial operations, and that would cover any required 

controls around the shutdown of any nuclear plants? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record --

MEMBER PENNEY: Totally speculative. 
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MR. FRAPPIER: -- totally speculative, 

yes. We have a standard licence condition, 15.7, that 

talks about end of commercial operation, I mentioned it the 

other day. It’s not as elaborate as the one in Pickering 

where we have a whole bunch of things laid out. But in 

Pickering we know they’re planning on going for shutdown, 

so that’s why there’s much more detail there. 

But this licence condition, as it says, 

requires the licensee, if it decides to remove a reactor 

from commercial operation, that it provides us with a plan 

describing that activity and the timeline. 

If it came to that for whatever reason, 

then that plan, we would be requiring -- we know what that 

plan would look like, it would be very much like what we 

have at Pickering, depending on the timeframe. 

So we’re not concerned with that aspect 

and, of course, whether there’s that kind of decision is --

it would seem unlikely, given the Long-Term Energy Plan of 

Ontario. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Velshi. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So one thing that was 

quite different, I found, with this hearing was we didn’t 

hear intervenors express concerns about not having access 

to information, that there was transparency; they may not 

have found it easy, they may not have found the information 
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easy to understand and digest, but the transparency was 

there. 

Except for, I think, the only area I saw 

that got me a little interested was around incidents. That 

when an incident, a reportable incident happens, it gets --

that’s available, but then the follow-up, the learnings, 

the root causes, and whatever the corrective actions are, 

that it’s hard to put that whole story together. 

So maybe I’ll ask you first and then Staff 

can respond. Have you given it any thought, and how do you 

make it easier to allow someone who’s really interested to 

get the full story in one place? 

MR. SCONGACK: Sure. James Scongack, for 

the record. So between all of the utilities across -- all 

the operators or licensees across Canada have a similar 

practice. By and large, you know, I would argue if you go 

back to the first time we had a five-year licence, the 

number of times we received that comment versus now had 

dropped dramatically. Out of 150 interventions I think we 

had two that mentioned that. 

Having said that, we’re always trying to 

find ways of improving. We want to be completely 

transparent. What I would offer as a comment is in any of 

the cases, within reason, where somebody has requested more 

information, we have provided that. 
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There are times where there are, you know, 

confidential internal documentation that we won’t provide 

in its entirety of a 500-page release, but there’s no 

questions we won’t answer. 

I think if you look at, for example, with 

respect to S-99 reporting, which tends to be the point of 

most interest, you know, immediately within 24 hours, if 

there’s a potential S-99, post an update, do a follow-up to 

that update, and anybody who would like further information 

on an S-99 can email us. 

So I would say we’re down now to the very 

specific cases where, frankly, I think there is just a 

fundamental gap in expectation, we’ll continue our best to 

close it. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So my question was very 

specifically about reportable incidents and how can we have 

a one-stop shopping to get all related information with 

that? 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 

record. I maybe should have answered your question more 

directly. We have that, so we have one place on our site, 

it’s a site update page. Whether it’s an S-99 or something 

of interest, it is all itemized there by date. When an 

event takes place we will post immediately and then, as we 

learn more about the event, close that off on that page. 
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MEMBER VELSHI: So if I went to look at a 

report, and incidents happen, is there a kind of hyperlink 

and here is the results of the investigation and here are 

the corrective actions? I mean, is that level of 

sophistication? 

MR. SCONGACK: So I think what you would 

find is you would find the immediate posting of an event 

where the details will be less granular. Then we will do a 

close off or disposition of that. 

Depending on the -- you know, for example, 

if there is media interest and we get asked a specific 

question, we would add that additional specific information 

onto that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Staff? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. So, first of all, to be clear, as a regulator we 

have access to any information we want and we certainly 

don’t have any concerns there. I think what you’re really 

talking about is the public and their ability. 

So, as mentioned, although he’s showing 

his age a bit, it’s not S-99s anymore, but REGOC-3.1.1. --

--- Laughter / Rires 

MR. FRAPPIER: -- has requirements for 

what we call reportable events, and all of those the 

licensee has mentioned is posted. 



 

 

 

 

 

 We  also  have  requirements  on  them  for  them  

to  have  a  communication  plan  and  for  that  plan  to  include  

making  information  like  this  available.  

 Furthermore,  we  have  our  own  with  the  

Commission  any  event  of  note,  we’ll  bring  forward  as  an  EIR  

to  the  Commission,  that  is  also  made  available  to  the  

public.   The  annual  report,  of  course,  will  bring  forward  

all  of  the  different  events  of  significance  that  might  have  

happened  over  the  year.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   One  more?   Go  

ahead.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   I’m  looking  at  the  Licence  

Condition  Handbook  and  I’m  looking  at  the  environmental  

section  of  the  PSAs  -- or  the  SCAs,  9.1,  and  we  heard  this  

morning  that  there  are  a  number  of  new  documents,  guidance  

documents,  that  are  being  brought  into  play.    

 So  my  question  is  about  process.   They’re  

documents  or  agreements  that  are  going  to  allow  people  to  

have  more  access  to  more  data,  a  combination  between  the  

federal  family  and  your  data,  the  pollutant  inventory,  that  

sort  of  thing,   and  that  you’re  thinking  of  developing  

something  that  will  make  it  easier  for  people  to  understand  

how  you  come  up  with  your  derived  limits  and  that  sort  of  

thing.    

 How  does  that  get  incorporated  into  the  
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Licence Condition Handbook after if we were to approve 

this? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. I think there’s two pieces to it. A lot of what 

we’re talking about as far as making data available, our 

monitoring data and all this sort of stuff, in fact doesn’t 

have anything to do with the licence, it has to do with our 

capabilities within the CNSC and our policy, if you like, 

with respect to posting data. 

So I think Mr. Rinker had mentioned about 

how we’re moving forward to have more government scientific 

information on the Environment Canada database. So that 

won’t be anything that has to do with the licence, that’s 

us providing our -- right? 

You also talked about derived limits and 

some change that are happening there. Those will be done 

through incorporation of either a new regulatory document, 

which would have come to the Commission for approval, or a 

new CSA document, depending on where it goes. 

In either case the process by which that 

gets incorporated is that we would be -- if there’s a new 

REGDOC, new requirements, we would be giving the industry 

an opportunity to put together an implementation plan from 

their perspective. 

We would be reviewing that and then there 
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would be an agreement that would be made as to when and 

what date that new requirement, new REGDOC, would be 

effective, then we would put that into the licence 

condition both from the perspective of here’s a plan date, 

which might be a few months or down the road, or here is a 

new requirement and it’ll now be in the... 

We tend to try to align those with the 

PSR, it’s the best time to be doing that. Because that’s 

when we’re looking at all the modern standards anyways. 

But anything that’s of greater importance we can do at 

anytime. 

MEMBER PENNEY: But the PSR happens every 

10 years, right? Something may come in next year and 

you’re not going to wait nine years to ask them to 

implement it, right? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Correct. So we would get 

that implementation plan from them. For instance, drug and 

alcohol testing is a good example. 

But I think Mr. Rinker wanted to add to 

this. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

Just quickly, I wanted to make sure that it’s clear that 

there’s a number of CSA Standards that are going to be 

implemented in the future, and these standards have been 

written over the last few years. 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

 But  I  want  to  make  it  clear  that  Bruce  

Power  has  always  had  a  groundwater  monitoring  program  

that’s  been  acceptable  to  us  and  an  effluent  monitoring  

program,  an  environmental  monitoring  program.   So  we  have  

been  receiving  that  data.    

 There’s  just  been  a  move  to  standardize  

the  approach  amongst  some  of  the  facilities.   That’s  why  

these  CSA  Standards  are  new  and  they’re  to  be  implemented.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   We’re  not  going  to  

have  time  to  deliberate.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   This  is  just  a  very  quick  

question,  short  question,  to  Staff.  

 If  looks  could  kill.   

--- Laughter  /  Rires  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   An  intervenor  raised  a  

concern  about  the  lack  of  Type  1  inspections  done  by  CNSC  

Staff.   Do  you  want  to  comment  on  that  please?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.   So  I’ll  give  you  a  very  short  answer,  and  perhaps  

something  we  should  talk  about  at  a  meeting  as  well.   But  

Type  1  inspections,  when  we  look  at  the  overall  program  and  

see  if  the  program  is  adequate,  we  haven’t  done  as  many  of  

those,  although  I  wouldn’t  say  it’s  zero,  because  the  

licensees  have  fairly  mature  programs.   So  we  tend  to  

emphasize  the  Type  2  inspection,  which  is  are  they  
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compliant  to  the  program?  

 Having  said  that,  I  would  expect  that  we  

will  see  Type  1s,  but  they’ll  never  be  as  often  as  Type  2s.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   Thank  you.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   You  sure?  

--- Laughter  /  Rires  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Last  chance.   

 I  really  would  like  to  give  the  final  word  

to  both  CNSC  and  to  Bruce,  and  we  need  to  have  some  time  to  

then  deliberate.  

 Okay,  who  goes  first  here?   Go  first.  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   I’d  like  to  point  out  that  

you  must  have  really  wanted  to  interrogate  us  this  

afternoon  after  lunch  because  you  turned  the  temperature  up  

in  the  room  here  or  something.   So  I  just  had  to  take  my  

jacket  off.  

 I  think  that  the  CNSC  Staff,  based  on  all  

the  deliberations  that  have  occurred  and  there’s  been  lots  

of  back  and  forth,  lots  of  good  information,  none  of  which  

has  led  to  us  wanting  to  change  any  of  our  recommendations  

to  the  Commission.   We  have  a  CMD,  we  have  a  supplemental  

CMD,  those  we  believe  provide  the  full  picture  from  our  

perspective  as  to  what  we  would  recommend  to  the  

Commission.  

 We’re  always  available  should  there  be  
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additional questions that the Commission might have during 

their deliberations. We would certainly make sure that we 

answer them. 

Other than that, the Staff feels it’s a --

although it doesn’t always feel great, it is a privilege to 

be able to go through this process and give an opportunity 

for us to convince the Commission that we are doing a lot 

of work and that we do have rationale behind the 

recommendations that we’ve made in our CMD. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Bruce? 

MR. RENCHECK: Thank you. We’d like to 

thank the Commission, one, for holding the session hearing 

here within our hometown, it’s good that all of our 

citizens get to see such an open and transparent process. 

I can say I’ve been in a similar process in different parts 

of the world and I have found this to be probably the best 

experience for openness, public participation, from many 

many parts of the community. I think it’s an outstanding 

process. 

With that, I will say Bruce Power has 

operated our plants safely, reliably, and we will continue 

to operate our plants safely and reliably going into the 

future. 

We have adequate provisions to monitor the 

environmental effects, the safety effects and, more 



 

 

 

 

 

importantly,  is  we  value  ourselves  as  an  important  citizen  

in  this  community  as  well  as  we  receive  a  great  amount  of  

support  from  the  community.   Those  two  things  go  

hand-in-hand  and  it’s  a  trust  we  build  by  ensuring  that  

operate  safely  each  and  everyday.  

 So  as  we  go  forward,  we’re  requesting  

approval  for  our  10-year  power  operating  licence  and  we  

hope  -- and  your  considerations  of  that,  we’ve  demonstrated  

today  and  throughout  our  process  that  we  will  be  a  

responsible  citizen  and  operate  our  plant  safely  and  in  

compliance  with  the  regulations.  

 Thank  you  very  much.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you  all  for  your  

patience.   For  those  who  are  travelling  out  of  this,  safe  

travel.    

 Thank  you.  

 MR.  LEBLANC:   But  before  closing  -- 

--- Laughter  /  Rires  

 MR.  LEBLANC:   -- I'd  also  like  to  join  my  

voice  to  thank  a  lot  of  people,  thanking  all  the  

participants  here  and  linked  via  teleconference,  people  

from  Bruce  Power,  CNSC,  various  provincial  and  federal  

departments  and  agencies,  as  well  as  all  the  intervenors,  

for  a  productive  and  constructive  Commission  proceeding.  

 Thank  you  also  to  those  who  are  more  dans  
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l'ombre,  as  we  say  in  French,  the  interpreters,  who  also  

have  to  go  through  those  long  hours  and  working  in  the  back  

of  the  room  and  keeping  everything  going,  the  staff  for  the  

official  transcript,  the  webcast  crew,  the  audiovisual,  and  

the  room  set-up  team,  the  security  personnel,  the  hotel  and  

catering  personnel,  and  the  staff  from  my  team,  the  

Secretariat.   So  thank  you  very  much.  

 So  this  brings  to  a  close  the  public  

hearing  with  respect  to  this  matter.   It  is  proposed  that  

the  Commission  confer  with  regard  to  information  that  it  

has  considered  and  then  determine  if  further  information  is  

needed  or  the  Commission  is  ready  to  proceed  with  a  

decision.   We  will  advise  accordingly.  

 Thank  you  to  all,  and  safe  travels.   

Merci.  

 

--- Whereupon  the  hearing  concluded  at  3:54  p.m.  /  

    L'audience  s'est  terminée  à  15  h  54  
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