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RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS

Applicant: Ontario Power Generation (OPG)

Address/Location: Toronto, Ontario

Purpose: Application for a Nuclear Power Reactor Operating Licence for Bruce Nuclear
Generating Station A, in a shutdown state.

Application received: February 22, 2000

Date(s) of hearing: Day 1: May 25, 2000 Day 2: August 16, 2000

Day 1:

Date: May 25, 2000

Location: CNSC Public Hearing Room, 280 Slater St., 14th Fl., Ottawa, Ontario

Members present:   A.J. Bishop, Chair
 C.R. Barnes
 Y.M. Giroux
 A.R. Graham

Counsel: A. Nowack
Secretary: G.C. Jack
Recording Secretary: B. Gerestein

Applicant Represented By Document Number

C G. Preston, Executive Vice President and Chief Nuclear
Officer, OPG

C R. Nixon, Bruce Nuclear Site Vice President, OPG

BMD 00-82.1

CNSC Staff Document Number

C F. De Pasquale
C C. McDermott
C P. Wigfull     

BMD 00-82

Intervenor Document Number

C Citizens for Renewable Energy, represented by
S. Kleinau

BMD 00-82.2

Day 2:
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Date: August 16, 2000

Location: CNSC Public Hearing Room, 280 Slater St., 14th Fl., Ottawa, Ontario

Members present:  A.J. Bishop, Chair
Y.M. Giroux
A.R. Graham

Counsel: A. Nowack
Secretary: G.C. Jack
Recording Secretary: B. Gerestein

Applicant Represented By Document Number

C G. Preston Executive Vice President and Chief Nuclear
Officer, OPG

C R. Nixon, Bruce Nuclear Site Vice President, OPG
C C. Jobe, Vice President of Regulatory Affairs, OPG
C M. Brown, Bruce Layup/Recovery Manager

CMD 00-82.1

CNSC Staff Document Number

C J.D. Harvie
C P. Elder

BMD 00-82.A

Intervenors Document Number

C Municipality of Kincardine, represented by Mayor
G. Thompson  

C South Bruce Impact Advisory Committee, represented by
H. Ribey

C Citizens for Renewable Energy, submission received
from S. Kleinau

C Great Lakes United, submission received from
M. Wooster

BMD 00-82.3

BMD 00-82.4

BMD 00-82.5 and BMD 00-82.5A

BMD 00-82.6

Decision and Reasons:
Application: Approved: X Not approved:

Date of Decision: August 16, 2000

Sent to applicant on: August 28, 2000

Sent to participants on: August 28, 2000

Reasons Issued: Yes: X No:

Licence attached: Yes: No: X

1. Procedural Issue

Prior to considering the substance of the application, the Commission considered the request of an intervenor,
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Citizens for Renewable Energy (CFRE), that the Commission defer its decision on the renewal of the Bruce A
licence since the intervenor did not have sufficient time for review and comment on the revised draft licence.
The licence presented to the Commission on August 16, 2000 was different from the one that was presented to
the Atomic Energy Control Board on May 25, 2000 for initial consideration. CFRE had less than 48 hours to
review the proposed changes.  CFRE also stated that they were unable to receive copies of the OPG
documents referred to in sections 2.1 and 8.1 of Appendix B of the revised proposed licence.

a) Staff
In response to questions from members of the Commission, CNSC staff advised that the licence had been
changed but that the total regulatory requirements on the licensee are essentially the same. The draft licence
presented to the Board on May 25, 2000 was prepared on the basis of the Atomic Energy Control Act and
regulations. With the Nuclear Safety and Control Act (NSCA) and associated regulations coming into force
on May 31, 2000, changes were necessary to reflect the new legislation. Some requirements that were
originally in licence conditions are now contained in the Act or regulations.  Therefore, continuing to
include them in the licence would be redundant and confusing. Some new conditions were added to make
the licence consistent with the new Act and regulations. 

b) Views of the Commission
  This summarizes the Ruling given orally on August 16, 2000. The Commission recognized that CFRE did

not have sufficient time to comment on the proposed changes to the licence.  The Commission decided,
however, to proceed with the hearing on the basis that the overall regulatory requirements had not
essentially changed. In the interest of fairness, the Commission will accept submissions from CFRE up to
October 5 concerning any differences between the proposed licence considered at the Board meeting on
May 25, 2000 and that submitted in BMD 00-82A. Should the Commission consider that any changes to
the licence are appropriate following any CFRE submission, it will initiate the licence amendment process in
accordance with the Act and regulations.  OPG committed to making available to CFRE the documents
listed in 2.1 of Appendix B of the proposed licence.  The document referred in 8.1 is not available for
security reasons.
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2. Summary

The Power Reactor Operating Licence No. 7.4/99 for Bruce Nuclear Generating Station A expires on 
August 31, 2000. Ontario Power Generation Incorporated (OPG) has applied to the Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commission to have this licence renewed for a period of two years.

In 1997, Ontario Hydro, the predecessor of OPG, developed the Nuclear Asset Optimization Plan (NAOP). A
key element of NAOP called for a time-limited shutdown (lay-up) of the four units at Bruce A to allow
redeployment of staff and resources to support the recovery of other stations. This was intended to be followed
by the phased return to service of the Bruce A units. As a result of this, all four units at Bruce A have been in a
defuelled guaranteed shutdown state since October 1, 1998.  The proposed licence requires that this state be
continued.

In response to the request for renewal of the licence, staff of the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
reviewed the operation of the facility during the last two years and presented a report to our predecessor, the
Atomic Energy Control Board, at its May 25, 2000 meeting (BMD 00-82). This report identified seven areas
of the operation that staff considered as conditionally acceptable. These are discussed below. No areas of
operation were judged to be unacceptable.

In a letter dated July 24, 2000, OPG provided more information on each of the conditionally acceptable items.
This information updated the Commission and Commission staff on the status of the various items but it did
not change staff’s recommendations concerning individual items or the recommendation to renew the licence. 

In response to the Commission’s notice of hearing on the relicensing issue, the Commission received five
submissions from the following intervenors:

Municipality of Kincardine 
South Bruce Impact Advisory Committee
Citizens for Renewable Energy (2 submissions)
Great Lakes United

3. Issues

3.1 Fire Protection 

a) CNSC Staff (BMD 00-82 section 3.5.1)
CNSC staff found the status of this issue to be conditionally acceptable pending complete
implementation of the Integrated Independent Performance Assessment (IIPA) fire protection
upgrade project EN-008, which is presently behind schedule.

With respect to the need for a condition in the licence concerning fire protection, staff explained that
they are currently discussing with OPG, the implementation of CSA standard N293 as it would apply
to a facility in the “lay-up” state. Since progress is being made, licence requirements were not
proposed. If the situation changes in the future, other methods can be used such as orders or licence
amendments.
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b) OPG 
OPG has stated that 10 of the Commission’s 13 action items have been completed and the remainder
are expected to be completed by the end of August 2000. 

c) Citizens For Renewable Energy (CFRE)
CFRE has no confidence that OPG will resolve the issue of fire protection without specific
requirements included in the licence. CFRE proposed six licence conditions that would address their
concerns. 

d) Views of the Commission
Considering all the above information, the Commission has decided not to add additional licence
conditions at this time, recognizing that this can be done during the licence term if warranted. 

3.2 Maintenance Performance  

a) Staff (BMD 00-82 section 4.1.1)
The licensee has yet to complete a preventive maintenance program for the lay-up state of the station.
OPG is presently defining preventive maintenance programs for the systems still in service. CNSC
staff found that the maintenance program at Bruce A is conditionally acceptable, subject to the
licensee completing the implementation of a preventive maintenance program for the lay-up state.

b) OPG
Work on defining the preventive maintenance program for lay-up continues and is on schedule for
completion by the end of 2000. Most of the predefined items for lay-up have been incorporated in the
work management system and a review is in progress to determine if any new predetermined items
are required. Changes have been made to the process to improve the preventive maintenance
completion rate.  

3.3 Technical Surveillance 

a) Staff (BMD 00-82 section 4.1.3.1)
Bruce A has implemented a technical surveillance procedure for the lay-up state of the station.
However, CNSC staff does not believe that the procedure is sufficient for equipment that remains in
service. This particularly applies to the environmental monitoring equipment and equipment
associated with the irradiated fuel bays. CNSC staff therefore finds that the status of technical
surveillance is conditionally acceptable, subject to OPG effectively and fully implementing the new
technical surveillance process used at the other OPG stations.

b) OPG
The technical surveillance procedure recently introduced at other OPG stations is not scheduled for
implementation at laid-up stations until restart but compensatory measures are being taken. A
procedure currently exists but it has been recognized that the same level of surveillance may not be
appropriate for all systems while in the lay-up state. The procedure is therefore being revised. 
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3.4 Corrective Action and Operating Experience Programs

a) Staff (BMD 00-82 section 4.2.2)
CNSC staff inspections have found that OPG has not always identified human performance
deficiencies or completed the necessary root cause determination for specific technical deficiencies.
OPG’s Performance Assurance Department at Bruce A is performing adequately in keeping senior
management informed of outstanding corrective actions, but the actual completion of corrective
actions is still low.  However, the vast majority of these corrective actions are of very low or no
safety importance.

The CNSC staff has concluded that the corrective action program documentation is conditionally
acceptable. The CNSC audit reports indicate, however, that OPG’s implementation of the measures
established to identify, report, review and disposition non-conforming items is unacceptable.
Nevertheless, OPG initiatives to address these deficiencies are progressing at a reasonable rate. 

b) OPG
Work on the initiatives to address the identified program deficiencies are progressing on schedule. To
ensure that CNSC staff is kept up to date, regular meetings are held with the Site Project Officer. 

3.5 Assessment of Quality Assurance 

a) Staff (BMD 00-82 section 4.3.1)
In February 1999, Bruce A management responded to the CNSC quality assurance audit of the
Bruce A lay-up project, conducted in June of 1998. CNSC staff found the OPG response to be
incomplete and inadequate, and that it did not fully satisfy the quality assurance requirements. The
one directive and four action notices issued as a result of this audit remain open. CNSC staff therefore
finds the current status of this issue conditionally acceptable subject to OPG addressing the one
directive and four action notices issued by CNSC staff.

b) OPG
Since BMD 00-82 was produced, the CNSC has completed its review of OPG’s response to the
February 1999 audit. Significant improvements were noted in the area of turnover from operation to
asset preservation, change control and emergency preparedness. A response by OPG to address the
two remaining items, configuration management and lay-up progress, is in preparation. 

3.6 Organizational Effectiveness

a) Staff ( BMD 00-82 section 4.3.2.7)
Within the current licensing period, the Organizational Document and the Operational Program
Requirements (OPR) were reviewed. OPG’s performance with respect to those submissions is
conditionally acceptable, since these two documents require updating.

b) OPG
The Organizational Document was revised but it will continue to evolve as needed to facilitate
operation in the lay-up state. The role documents, expected to be completed by the fourth quarter of
2000, will more closely reflect the requisite organizational principles once the final Bruce A
organization has been achieved. Section 2 of the revised OPR was submitted to the CNSC on June
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15, 2000 as requested. 
 

3.7 Review of Security Program 

a) Staff ( BMD 00-82 section 4.7.1)
In October 1998, Bruce A was assessed as being in general compliance with the Physical Security
Regulations but three action notices and one recommendation were issued. CNSC staff finds the
overall security at Bruce A to be conditionally acceptable, subject to finalizing an update of its
security information. A revised security report has been received and the initial review by staff
indicates that it addresses the major issues.

b) OPG
A revised security report was provided to the CNSC in July 2000.

3.8 Emissions 

a) Citizens For Renewable Energy (CFRE)
CFRE sought assurance that emissions will be closely monitored, that every effort will be made to
contain releases and that mitigation efforts will be in place to avoid contamination outside the plant in
the event of a release.

b) Staff (See BMD 00-82 section 4.5 and 4.6.)
During the current licensing period, releases of radioactive materials from Bruce A and doses to the
public have been well below regulatory limits. Therefore, the CNSC staff finds the environmental
performance of the Bruce A facility in terms of limiting public exposure to radiation to be acceptable.
OPG is currently conducting an Ecological Effects Review for the Bruce site. The information
generated by this review will be used by CNSC staff to further assess the Bruce A environmental
performance.

Licensees must have an emergency plan, an emergency preparedness program, and must be able to
practice and test the response capability through simulated emergencies. With the reactors at Bruce A
in a defuelled guaranteed shutdown state, the risk of a radiological emergency is considerably
reduced. At this time, CNSC staff’s position is that the state of emergency preparedness at Bruce A is
acceptable.

c) Views of the Commission 
The Commission concurs with the staff’s assessment. 
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3.9 Sale of the Facility

a)  CFRE
CFRE proposes an independent panel under Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA) to
assure that in the event of a sale of the facility, the new owners will:

- meet stringent conditions of safety and accountability to workers and the public
- provide proof that the aging components will be fully compliant with all codes and 

certificates applicable to safe operation 

b) Staff
The application before the Commission is for the renewal of the licence held by OPG for the defuelled
guaranteed shutdown state of the station.  As licences are non-transferable, the question of a change
in ownership or operator will be considered if and when an application is received. 

c) Views of the Commission
The Commission concurs with the staff’s assessment. 

3.10 Decommissioning 

a) CFRE
CFRE is of the opinion that the onus for decommissioning must be borne by the new owners and not
from public funds and that OPG or the new owners must be required to present a comprehensive
decommissioning plan and financial guarantees. 

b) Views of the Commission
The Commission noted that at its meeting held May 31,2000,  it had approved a transition plan in
which limited duration exemptions were made from certain provisions of the Nuclear Safety Control
Act (NSCA) and regulations, including one on financial guarantees (reference CMD 00-M19,
Appendix 3).  The Commission also noted that the NSCA provision on financial guarantees is
enabling. This provision did not require such guarantees to be in place on the coming into force of the
Act. Major licensees are being required to submit revised decommissioning plans in accordance with
G-219 Decommissioning Planning for Licensed Activities (June 2000). Once accepted, these revised
plans will be used to establish the required financial guarantees. 
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4. Conclusion

The Commission accepts the information set out in BMD 00-82 and the submissions, conclusions and
recommendations set out in that document, and is satisfied with the progress indicated on the issues identified
as conditionally acceptable.  The Commission is therefore of the opinion, as required by section 24 of the
Nuclear Safety and Control Act, that the applicant is qualified to carry out the activity that the amended licence
will authorize the licensee to carry on and that the applicant will, in carrying on the activity, make adequate
provision for the protection of the environment, the health and safety of persons and the maintenance of
national security, and measures required to implement international obligations to which Canada has agreed.

George C. Jack
Secretary,
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission

Date of decision: August 16, 2000
Date of release of Reasons for Decision: August 28, 2000


