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Kincardine, Ontario / Kincardine (Ontario) 

--- Upon resuming on Tuesday, May 29, 2018 

at 8:29 a.m. / L’audience publique reprend 

le mardi 29 mai 2018 à 8 h 29 

Opening Remarks 

M. LEBLANC : Bonjour, Mesdames et 

Messieurs. Good morning. Bonjour, Madame Lloyd. 

Welcome to the continuation of the Part 2 

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. 

Mon nom est Marc Leblanc. Je suis le 

Secrétaire de la Commission et je vais aborder certains 

aspects touchant le déroulement de l’audience. 

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 
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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. 

The transcripts will be available on the 

CNSC 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. 

Monsieur Binder, président et premier 

dirigeant de la CCSN, présidera 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 of you who are 

joining us via webcast and via teleconference. 

Mon nom est Michael Binder. Je suis le 

président de la Commission canadienne de sûreté nucléaire. 

For those who were not here yesterday, I 

will begin by reintroducing the Commission Members that are 

with us here today. 
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On my right are Dr. Sandor Demeter and 

Ms Kathy Penney; on my left are Mr. Timothy Berube and 

Ms Rumina Velshi. 

We have heard from the Secretary Marc 

Leblanc. We also have Ms Lisa Thiele, Senior General 

Counsel, with us here on the podium. 

Marc...? 

MR. LEBLANC: Yesterday we heard the 

presentations by Bruce Power and CNSC staff, as well as 

three oral interventions. 

We also discussed some of the written 

submissions that have been filed by the public. 

Nineteen interveners are scheduled to 

present orally today. 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 

when there is 1 minute left and turn red at the 10-minute 

mark. 

We have in attendance, available for 

questions from the Commission, representatives from various 

departments, including Environment and Climate Change 

Canada, the Ontario Ministry of Natural Resources and 

Forestry, Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and the Office of 
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the Fire Marshal and Emergency Management. Also available 

by teleconference are two representatives from Health 

Canada. 

I don't know if they are online at the 

moment. Health Canada, can you hear us? If not, we will 

join them a bit later on a need-to basis. 

Also joining us a little later this 

morning is a representative from the Ontario Ministry of 

Environment and Climate Change. 

Your key contact persons will be Ms Louise 

Levert and Ms Johanne Villeneuve from the Secretariat 

staff. If you have not already seen them they are at the 

reception desk at the back and if you need information 

regarding the timing of presentations or any other 

logistical considerations, please go and see them. 

We anticipate approximately a break for 

lunch from 12:30 to 1:30 and a break for dinner from 5:30 

to 6:30, and with some health breaks in between at 

mid-morning and in the afternoon. So that is the setup for 

today. So it's a big, long day, but certainly very 

interesting. 

Mr. President...? 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, Marc. 

So the first presentation today is from 

Northwatch, as outlined in CMDs 18-H4.103 and 18-H4.103A. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

         

      

 

  

    

 

         

          

       

            

          

         

          

          

    

         

        

          

         

         

    

         

          

         

      

5 

I understand that Ms Lloyd will make the 

presentation. The floor is yours. 

CMD 18-H4.103/18-H4.103A 

Oral presentation by Northwatch 

MS LLOYD: Thank you and good morning. 

My name is Brennain Lloyd. I work with 

Northwatch for our regional coalition in Northeastern 

Ontario. We are a generalist organization. We work on a 

variety of issues of a regional nature: mining, forestry, 

waste management, and also energy issues and the nuclear 

chain, and particularly the nuclear chain as it impacts or 

could potentially impact the lands and water and people of 

Northeastern Ontario. 

I want to begin first by expressing our 

respect and our appreciation to Saugeen Ojibway Nation 

whose territories we are meeting on and our respect and 

appreciation for their leadership and the wisdom they bring 

to these discussions and for their inherent authority over 

these lands. 

I also want to thank the Commission for 

the opportunity to share our assessment of the Bruce Power 

application and welcome the new Commission Members and the 

returning Commission Members to today's proceedings. 
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Our submission can generally be divided 

into two questions: Has Bruce Power provided adequate 

information about radioactive waste in its management and 

what is the condition and quality of the irradiated fuel 

and its management in its various management states? 

So has Bruce Power provided adequate 

information? 

Clearly, as we outlined in our submission, 

it is Northwatch's view that they have not. The licensing 

requirement is to provide information that includes the 

name, quantity, form, origin, volume of radioactive waste. 

We discussed this in Chalk River with respect to CNL's 

application and the same issue reappears here. 

The regulatory requirement is not to 

provide a list of documents that may include the 

information, the requirement is to provide the information 

in the application. So in the Bruce application only 

minimal information is provided. It provides a very 

generalized description of only one year of operation. 

It's insufficient, the information. No information is 

provided about high level waste or irradiated fuel waste. 

The CNSC accepted Northwatch's assessment 

that the volume provided by Bruce Power for intermediate 

level waste generated in refurbishment was not credible and 

they went on then to correct Northwatch's -- identified 
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that they had found inaccuracies in Northwatch's 

calculation and they provided information that supported 

that, information that was not available in the source 

documents that were available to Northwatch. So the issue, 

as you might recall, was that one of the volumes included 

containers, the others did not. That information is not 

available. It's not clarified in the source documents 

whether containers are included or not. I think it 

illustrates really well some of the challenges that are 

there for the public and I think for you as Commissioners 

in understanding exactly what these numbers mean, how do we 

compare, what is the inventory, what are the 

characteristics, what is the hazard that we are actually 

dealing with. 

I found it -- I appreciated CNSC staff 

providing that clarification. I regretted that they didn't 

provide the same level of clarification around Bruce 

Power's errors. I didn't find the resubmitted information 

in Bruce Power's documentation, I found it only in CNSC's 

and I wasn't able to understand that what was the basis of 

CNSC's error, how did the 421 move from the second column 

to the third column -- from the second line to the third 

line, what was the fate of the 334 metres, why was that --

you know, what was the basis of the error. That would have 

been helpful because we still don't have that background 
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information about these waste quantities and their 

qualities. 

In the course of this I will just say that 

we identified an additional error in CNSC's submission and 

it may have just been a -- not a typo because it was an 

entire word, but they stated quite unequivocally that 

decommissioning wastes are included in the calculations for 

OPG's proposed deep geological repository. It is very 

definitely not and I think CNSC staff knows that, so I 

think it's just an error on their part, but I did want to 

flag that decommissioning wastes are not included in the 

original 203 volume number for the OPG DGR, the 203,000. 

So in Bruce's supporting documents in 

Bruce's defence, CNSC put forward the view that Bruce Power 

had met the requirement because they had provided a number 

of supporting documentations which potentially included 

that information and I just want to note that the 

regulation doesn't say include the information scattered 

throughout a long list of supporting documents, it says, 

"included in the application". 

Potentially the middle ground there is 

that there be a list of reference documents with the 

specific locations included in the application. I don't 

think that meets the regulatory requirement, but it might 

at least meet our and potentially your information needs, 
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but that is not what has been happening. 

I just wanted to go back to 2015 and the 

Commission's concerns and our concerns at that time about 

information not being available. Bruce Power identified a 

number of documents that they described as including that 

information and we did go back and check online, we checked 

those documents that Bruce Power had referred to and we did 

not find the information as described. 

So as I was indicating, the middle ground 

might be there for a list of documents to be included, but 

it still doesn't resolve the issue that reporting on 

volumes at a single unit when the planned term encompasses 

multiple units and other concerns related to the 

information that was absent. 

I also wanted to comment just briefly, 

because I see my time is going by, that CNSC staff charged 

that Northwatch inaccurately described the purpose of NRC's 

ADAMS registry. We did not. We word for word described it 

in the same way as the NRC does. Perhaps CNSC was wishing 

to comment on our using the registry for obtaining 

information that was not available through Canadian 

sources. That is not a description. We described how we 

used it, not the purpose of the NRC. Again, we say that 

there should be a detailed inventory of waste transfers on 

and off site and more broadly a Canadian registry. 
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The condition and quality of irradiated 

fuel in Bruce operations is a concern. One absence from 

this document was any discussion, any follow-up discussion 

on the fuel defects, or sufficient follow-up discussion on 

the fuel defects from 2015. The CNSC does say that the 

rate of fuel defects is around industry average. Not 

comforting given some of the problems in other parts of the 

industry, i.e. Pickering. And we note that the discussion 

that is included ties the fuel defect issues with 

refurbishment. Fuel defect issues have not been resolved, 

Bruce wants to launch into another refurbishment campaign, 

and I think that that is unacceptable given that those 

issues remain unresolved. 

We also have concern about the integrity 

of the irradiated fuel bays. Throughout the documents we 

didn't find one comprehensive discussion of this, but we 

did find a number of references that indicated there was a 

loss of integrity with the irradiated fuel bays. It's 

unclear whether there is sufficient capacity in the 

irradiated fuel bays and it's unclear the degree to which 

the aging related degradation has actually been rigorously 

evaluated and we think that that needs much more attention. 

In terms of the rate of transfer of the 

fuel from the bays to dry storage, it has proceeded but it 

has not kept the pace. And the table, the chart available 
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to you now shows -- compares just the 10-year-old waste and 

we should have -- theoretically, conceptually, we should 

have no 10-year-old waste still in wet storage, or very 

little, but we can see that most of the 10-year-old -- or 

much of the 10-year-old waste is still in wet storage. 

So we have a number of recommendations 

around addressing those issues. 

If I could just conclude by saying that we 

would urge the Commission to move forward in reconciliation 

with the Saugeen Ojibway Nation. We were concerned both by 

the way that Bruce Power characterizes Saugeen Ojibway 

Nation and we have concern that the rejection of the 

Saugeen Ojibway Nation's request for an adjournment of the 

hearing did not embody and, you know, did not carry out the 

honour of the Crown, did not. 

And we will conclude just by saying in 

terms of the licence term we think that the reasons 

provided are not supported and that the Commission should 

at most provide a five-year term for this licensee. Thank 

you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

So let's jump into questions. 

Ms Velshi...? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

A question for staff. So I did try to see 
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where I could find a detailed inventory of waste resulting 

from the MCR of the six units. Tell me where could I find 

it and where could the members of the public find it, just 

predicted from the refurbishment. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. I would ask Karine Glenn who is in Ottawa, so if 

you give us a second for the technology to work. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Glenn, can you hear us? 

MS GLENN: Yes. Good morning. My name is 

Karine Glenn, I am the Director of Waste and 

Decommissioning Division at the CNSC. 

With respect to the inventories, they are 

found in a number of documents. NWMO on an annual basis 

estimates the volumes of wastes that are to be in place and 

that is what they use for planning purposes. So in terms 

of fuel waste those inventories are found there. As well, 

Natural Resources Canada also publishes inventories which 

include projections on a triannual basis and that's also 

with respect to fuel. 

With respect to the amount of waste that 

will be generated by the MCR, some of the information was 

found both in the application by Bruce Power and is also 

found in the decommissioning plans submitted by Ontario 

Power Generation, who is responsible for the 

decommissioning of the facility. That decommissioning plan 
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is available on OPG's website and it formed the basis for 

the financial guarantee that we presented to the Commission 

in October of 2017 and that included the assumptions of the 

major component replacement, so those estimates were also 

found in there. But also the predictive environmental risk 

assessment did contain volumes of low, intermediate and 

high level waste that would be generated through the 

lifetime of the facility. So it's a collection of 

different documents where that information is found. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So, again, I think it kind 

of echoes what we have heard from the intervener, there’s 

references to lots of documents, but if I wanted just low 

level and intermediate level waste arising from MCR, you're 

saying probably the best place for that information that 

identifies this specifically would be in the environmental 

risk assessment; correct, not the preliminary 

decommissioning plan because that would give you the 

aggregate volume. 

And so if that is the case, can you direct 

me to exactly where that information is? 

I want to make sure that it's readily 

available and accessible. 

MS GLENN: Karine Glenn. 

It is definitely in the PERA, and we can 

find you the exact location within the PERA, but it is 
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within the PERA. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And just to confirm, it 

would show for these six units that Bruce Power's planning 

on refurbishing the volume of intermediate and low level 

waste and whatever other characteristics that goes along 

with that? 

Is that information -- is that the 

information that you're going to direct me to? 

MS GLENN: Karine Glenn, for the record. 

Yes, I believe it is for all six units, 

and we -- and that is in the PERA. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And so my follow-up 

question to staff, given what we heard about what the 

requirements are in order for the application to be 

complete rather than referencing a whole myriad documents, 

you think this is sufficient, then? 

MS GLENN: Karine Glenn, for the record. 

While the requirements in the regulations 

prescribe what information needs to be contained, it 

doesn't prescribe how the licensee has to provide it. And 

as long as we have that information, then they meet the 

intent of the regulations. Yes, that's correct. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MS LLOYD: Yes, thank you. Brennain 
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Lloyd.  

 So  the  information  is  in  the  predictive  

environmental  risk  assessment,  PDF  page  714.   It  does  not  

describe  the  characteristics,  the  hazard,  the  qualities.   

It  provides  very  global  numbers  which  were  incorrect  for  

only  unit  6.  

 And  I  believe  this  was  one  of  the  

documents  -- I'm  not  sure,  so  I  shouldn't  say,  but  I'm  

going  to  risk  saying  there  were  a  number  of  Bruce  Power  

documents  which  were  not  searchable.   And  so  that's  really  

a  problem  if  you're  looking  for  -- it's  also  a  problem  

that  -- you  know,  that  the  terms  change.  

 So  I  would  have  searched  for  

"refurbishment  waste",  and  this  would  have  been  major  

component  replacement  activities  waste  for  unit  6  with  no  

description  of  the  -- the  characteristics.  

 So  I  don't  think  it  meets  the  regulation.   

The  regulation  says  include  -- if  CNSC  Staff  can  really  

convince  you  that  including  a  reference  means  that  it's  

being  -- the  regulation  is  being  met.   Well,  that's  your  

determination.   But  this  information  doesn't  meet  that  

requirement.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   Thank  you.  

 Let  me  just  ask  Bruce  Power,  is  there  any  

other  information  that  you  would  direct  us  to?  

 



 
 
 
 
 

 MR.  SCONGACK:   Yeah.   James  Scongack,  for  

the  record.  

 So  maybe  I  can  just  provide  a  bit  of  

context.  

 So  as  has  been  previously  noted,  there  is  

no  shortage  of  documentation  available  in  the  public  domain  

that  characterizes  waste  volumes.   What  we  seek  to  do  

through  our  public  engagement  process,  both  in  -- during  

the  licence  renewal  process  and  as  a  matter  of  normal  

course  is  when  a  member  of  the  public  or  a  group  like  

Northwatch  wants  to  consolidate  this  information  in  a  way  

that  is  helpful  to  them,  right.  

 We  -- you  know,  there's  people  that  want  

to  go  in  to  read  the  700-page  documents  and  there's  people  

that  want  answers  to  very  specific  questions.  

 Northwatch,  in  fact,  did  participate  in  

one  of  our  licence  renewal  webinars  that  we  had.   We  

appreciate  their  participation.  

 Unfortunately,  we  didn't  receive  any  

requests  for  information  from  Northwatch  that  are  alluded  

to.   We'd  be  delighted  to  consolidate  information  in  any  

way  that  they  would  like.  

 Fundamentally,  when  we're  dealing  with  the  

public  and  we're  dealing  with  groups  and  answering  

questions,  what  people  tend  to  want  to  understand  is  when  
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you put all these pieces together, what do the volumes of 

waste look like. 

As has been noted, the -- the PEA does 

aggregate those waste volumes on a unit 6 MCR basis. As 

outlined in the PEA, the unit 6 MCR, we would characterize 

as a bounding MCR. 

So the waste volumes you would generate in 

a unit 6 MCR would be a bounding volume for the 

remaining -- for the remaining replacements. 

As was noted, and I do want to clarify for 

the record, there isn't an inaccuracy with the volumes 

reported between the licence application and the PEA. What 

we had was it was really when we filed the PEA which 

followed the licence application was really -- it was a way 

of characterizing MCR waste. 

And how I can explain that is, if -- when 

you think about it, when we detube the reactor and we have 

a volume reduction system which compresses and cuts up all 

the reactor components, in fact, that, in itself, is a 

volume reduction task which reduces the volume of waste by 

about 450 percent. 

That waste goes in a sealed container. 

That sealed container, once the container is sealed, is 

below the standard for low level waste. It's less than one 

REM an hour at one foot. 
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So when the licence application was 

getting put together, the view was we'll characterize these 

retubed waste containers as low level waste because when 

the waste is in the container, it's below that threshold. 

In the PEA, we decided to -- to position 

that as intermediate level waste, but the total waste 

volumes for the MCR and the overall site are the same. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you, Mr. Scongack. 

So coming back to where can we find the 

total volume of waste generated from the MCR of the six 

units, you haven't told me that there is a single place 

where all those numbers are aggregated. You've got a 

bounding case for unit 6 in the PEA. 

And so is it multiply that by six and is 

that -- how does the Commission know what the total volume 

is that [indiscernible]? 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 

record. 

That's correct. So what the PEA does is 

identifies the total volume of waste for the unit 6 MCR and 

said that that is a representation of what will be seen in 

all of the -- all of the MCRs. That's very clear in the 

PEA. 

THE PRESIDENT: So let me jump in. So you 

do an annual report, and we do annual report on waste. Is 
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it not reasonable for you, particularly now since if you --

if you get approval for refurbishment, to report on an 

ongoing basis? 

I assume Darlington reports on an ongoing 

basis the kind of waste that are being generated and where 

it's going to go in one place where you do your annual 

report. Is that -- is that what's going to happen? 

MR. SCONGACK: Yes. So James Scongack, 

for the record. 

So I don't want to leave the impression 

that we don't report on this on a regular basis. 

So in addition to what is before the 

Commission today, it is in our annual environmental 

protection report, which is public. It is in our quarterly 

safety performance report. 

If we go and look back at all of our 

public inquiries dating back to when we started this 

engagement process, we had no requests to slice or dice 

that data differently. We'd be delighted to do that. 

Where we did receive some requests through 

a previous webinar we had as a follow-up from a member of 

the public was about looking at this -- looking at waste on 

the basis of what does it mean to an individual in terms of 

their electricity consumption. 

So if I got 100 percent of my electricity 



 
 
 
 
 

for  an  entire  year  from  nuclear  power,  what  would  that  

waste  look  like?  

 And  so  that  was  why  we  produced  this  cube  

which  I  showed  you  in  Part  1.   If  you  got  100  percent  of  

your  electricity  from  Bruce  Power  for  one  year,  all  of  your  

waste  would  fit  in  this  cube.   And  that  was  actually  why  we  

produced  this.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Staff?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.    

 I  think  a  couple  of  things  I'd  like  to  

point  out.  

 One  is  it's  certainly  a  bit  of  a  confusing  

set  of  paperwork,  and  I  think  that  there's  no  doubt  that  

the  waste  -- there's  different  waste  streams,  there's  

different  categorizations.   It's  made  even  a  bit  more  

complicated  by  the  fact  that  OPG  owns  the  waste.   Bruce  

Power's  generating  it.  

 And  so  for  a  member  of  the  public  to  

navigate  through  that,  I  think,  is  challenging,  and  I'm  not  

sure  that  we'll  ever  have  enough  documents  that  answers  the  

question  exactly  that  one  person  might  have.  

 But  the  regulation's  about  whether  the  

Commission  has  enough  information  to  make  a  decision,  and  

on  that  basis  we  should  be  -- there  should  be  no  confusion.  
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Staff knows how much waste is being 

generated, how much waste is going to be generated, where 

it's going to go. We understand the OPG plan vis à vis the 

Bruce Power plan. 

And while the documents might be 

referenced -- we do that a lot. We're already up to 

thousands of pages of application here. So that there's, 

by necessity, a pragmatic requirement to reference, not 

just put everything in place. 

So -- but if you want, we can certainly --

Karine Glenn can explain how we know or why we know exactly 

how much waste there is and why we can make those 

recommendations to the Commission, if that's helpful. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Jammal. 

MR. JAMMAL: Thank you, Mr. President. 

Ramzi Jammal, for the record. 

It's very important to note the fact that 

the information is spread because of two separate 

licensees. 

I'd like to go back to the fact that in 

2017 the Commission heard about the Western Waste 

Management Facility. It was an extensive hearing that, I 

believe, Northwatch was an intervenor in that. No? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: [Indiscernible - no 

mic] 
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MR. JAMMAL: Okay. Thanks for correcting 

me. 

So it's very important to recognize the 

fact that the Commission, before it was the licence renewal 

for WMF, which took into consideration all of the waste 

generation that that site is going to receive regardless 

where it was generated from. 

I fully understand that the values here is 

probably of interest, but what is really of interest from 

safety perspective, proper characterization of the waste. 

It doesn't matter if it's coming from refurbishment or 

whatever Bruce Power calls it, the MCR, or operational 

waste. Low level is low level, intermediate level is 

intermediate level. 

With respect to the calculation, the 

bounding element of the licence renewal for the Western 

Waste Management Facility is what's going to drive the 

capacity of that site to receive the waste arising from MCR 

or operation. 

So if you look at the staff supplemental 

CMD described the bounding element and the provisional --

again, it's all provisional -- production of the waste 

arising from the MCR or refurbishment. 

I, myself, don't like MCR, but hey, I'm 

bound by what the licensee is proposing for refurbishment 
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activity. 

With respect to Northwatch comments on the 

PERA, that's only unit 6 has been provided, she's accurate 

unit 6 has been provided. However, unit 6 was provided as 

a proxy because if you continue to read the document, we 

describe the flow of the waste generation from -- not just 

from pressure tubes, steam generators and other activities 

that will be authorized by the Commission in order for 

Bruce Power to do their MCR or the -- whatever major 

components replacement value. 

So we have multiple areas but, at the same 

time, they're readily available so that under -- everything 

referenced in the CMD is publicly available, and everything 

that is requested by anybody we'll provide, of course 

taking into consideration any sensitive information that's 

been produced. But we have multiple documents. We are 

consolidating it together. 

But for your information, this licence 

renewal was over 3,000 pages, just alone from the licence 

application. So we do make reference to other documents. 

We'll be more than happy to work with Northwatch if they 

really want a -- what is the volume, but it is all 

provisional. As it was mentioned, on an annual basis, we 

verify and we produce to the Commission and the licensee 

must keep the actual waste volume that's being produced. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

   

 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   Questions?   Mr.  

Berube?  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   Thank  you  very  much  for  

your  presentation.   I've  got  a  high  level  question  for  you,  

because  you're  independent  and  you're  looking  at  all  of  

this  as  an  independent  set  of  eyes.   And  I  hear  a  lot  of  

themes  in  what  you're  talking  about.    

 And  specifically  I'm  going  to  ask  you  

something  more  of  an  opinion  on,  as  you  go  through  this  

information  as  someone  independent,  where  do  you  think  that  

really  the  information  needs  work?   Is  it  in  transparency?   

Is  it  in  accuracy?   Is  it  in  completeness?   Is  it  in  

consolidation?   Is  it  in  language  consistency?  

 Because  we're  inside,  we  tend  to  review  

this  as  insiders,  and  of  course  we  kind  of  know  where  we  

put  stuff.   But  when  you're  looking  at  it  from  an  external  

standpoint,  what  do  you  see  as  the  biggest  thing  that  seems  

to  be  a  problem?  

 MS  LLOYD:   Brennain  Lloyd  from  Northwatch.  

 I  would  say  yes  to  your  list.   Yes.   It  

needs  all  of  those  things.    

 I  would  hope  that  you're  also  looking  at  

it  with  external  eyes,  that  as  the  Commission,  you  are  

providing  independent  oversight.   That's  our  expectation  of  

you.    
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So I think that the information -- in some 

areas there needs to be more rigour. The irradiated fuel 

bays is an example of that. We found some passing 

references, I think it was in the safety reports, which are 

reports to reports to reports. We had to really go looking 

for that. I think that the condition of the irradiated 

fuel bays is a pretty fundamental question around how well 

is this operation running. So I think that the information 

generally is it's difficult to trace from one document to 

another. 

I'm encouraged that Mr. Jammal says that 

all the information is publicly available. That's not been 

our experience. For example, the waste management 

program -- Bruce Power's Bruce [sic] management program is 

stated by CNSC in their day 2 CMD to be protected. Why is 

that protected information? I don't know. But it is 

fundamental to understanding their -- I believe it's 

fundamental to understanding their waste management 

program. And it's protected. It's not available. The 

same is true of OPG's operation, the waste management 

program documents are not available. 

So I think that what is required for the 

public, but I think also for you as Commissioners, is to 

have the information available in a way that is consistent, 

that is, you know, we can follow the links through the 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

            

        

           

            

           

           

       

         

         

         

        

        

            

           

           

          

       

           

          

          

         

    

    

          

      

26 

documents. If there's a reference in a CMD, I think that 

the application should provide the information required by 

the regulation. If CNSC staff and you as the Commission 

are going to accept that being by reference, so be it, but 

there should be a clear reference, and you should be able 

to find that information via the reference. And that is 

simply not the case at this point. 

And I think that it's important for public 

interveners because we can have no confidence in an 

operation if we can't examine and assess fundamentals like 

what waste is being generated, what are its 

characteristics, how is it being managed, i.e., contained 

and isolated from the environment. If we can't do that, we 

can have no confidence. I don't think that you as 

Commissioners can have confidence if you can't do that. 

And it's never been clear to me how much 

additional information Commissioners get outside of these 

hearings. We hear that you're independent from the staff. 

It's not clear. We don't know how much additional 

information you have access, how much time staff spends, if 

any, going through the documents with you. That's 

completely opaque for us. 

So perhaps --

THE PRESIDENT: I wish to tell you right 

now, don't leave it hanging --
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MS LLOYD: Okay. 

THE PRESIDENT: We don't. 

MS LLOYD: Okay. 

THE PRESIDENT: We -- all the stuff that 

we read is the stuff we read. Nobody's coaching us about 

what it says, et cetera. 

MS LLOYD: Okay. 

THE PRESIDENT: So we are independent from 

staff. 

MS LLOYD: All right, then. I think, 

then, my assumption that information we would need is also 

information you would need is correct. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Questions? 

Ms Penney? 

MEMBER PENNEY: Yeah, thank you, Ms Lloyd. 

So going to your second issue, which is 

around the fuel defects. And I'm trying to understand the 

issue. And I'm looking at your document and the written 

words around it. Is it because you're concerned that these 

fuel defects could lead to a serious failure? Is it about 

additional waste? Is it -- I think I heard you say about 

operational concerns. And so I just want you to comment a 

little bit on that, and then I'm going to ask staff and 

Bruce Power. 

MS LLOYD: Thank you. Brennain Lloyd from 
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Northwatch. 

Just to back up, Northwatch's entry into 

this discussion is that our region has been repeatedly the 

subject of siting investigations for both high level waste 

burial and low level waste transfer and now again for high 

level waste burial. 

So that's how we enter into the discussion 

around reactors. We follow the chain backwards to where 

the waste comes from. It's the reactors. And then we 

began looking at the condition of that waste and what are 

the ramifications of how that waste is managed in the 

operating phase for the longer term. 

And I think it was CNSC staff, and I think 

it might've been Pickering 2013 -- it was around that time 

that CNSC staff made a statement that fuel defects or fuel 

failures -- I don't have it word for word -- is a precursor 

to dose. And that really -- you know, that was of 

influence in our thinking, and in our thinking about how we 

have to look at the condition of the fuel. Because in the 

longer term, that waste has to remain isolated. 

And fuel defects, as we understand it, 

could be an indicator of potential failure of the fuel 

can -- not the canister -- the bundle, the rod, which is 

additional release. Also, fuel defects mean that there is 

an additional release of radionuclides into the irradiated 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 29 

fuel  bay,  which  means  that  there  is  a  -- that  means  that  

the  intermediate  level  waste  which  is  to  a  certain  degree  

comprised  of  the  resins  from  cleaning  and  catching  those  

radionuclides  in  the  irradiated  fuel  bay,  that  there's  a  

higher  volume  or  a  higher  level  of  radioactivity.   CNSC  

staff  or  Bruce  Power  might  be  able  to  clarify  that  in  more  

detail  than  I  can,  but  it  means  that  there's  more  waste,  

more  of  that  waste  being  generated.    

 It  also  -- the  fuel  -- defective  fuel  is  

sort  of  set  aside  in  the  fuel  bay.   We  have  still  not  been  

able  to  get  a  full  understanding  of  how  that  defective  fuel  

continues  to  be  managed  over  medium- and  long-term  periods  

and  what  the  consequences  of  that  are  for  dose.  

 In  the  end,  it's  about  dose.   It's  about  

release  to  the  environment.   It's  about  fuel  defects  make  

the  job  of  isolating  this  waste  even  more  challenging.   

That's  our  understanding.   That's  the  root  of  our  concern.   

And  it's  dose  at  the  short  term  at  the  operational  stage  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Can  we  let  Bruce  maybe  -- 

 MS  LLOYD:   Yes,  I  was  done.   Thank  you.  

 THE  PRESIUDENT:   -- deal  with  some  of  

those  issues.    

 Go  ahead,  please.  

 MR.  SAUNDERS:   Frank  Saunders,  for  the  

record.  
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Yeah, some fuel defects do occur in the 

core, and but very rarely. You know, if you look at a 

core, it's 5,000-plus bundles, and it's got 37 pencils for 

each bundle, so a lot of pencils. We will detect a single 

pinhole in a single pencil when it occurs. And we take 

that out of the reactor so that it doesn't continue to 

leak. 

The reference in the intervention is 

referring mostly to the unit 1-2 fuel defects which 

occurred after we restarted unit 1-2. Those defects were 

primarily related to some very small debris in the heat 

transport system, partially I think caused by the 

refurbishment and partially caused by the fact that these 

reactors were laid up for 10 years ahead of time, and so 

they're -- most of the small stuff comes from some form of 

corrosion that comes free as you operate. 

So we do actually have a commitment and a 

requirement from CNSC staff to show how we're going to deal 

with that on future refurbishments, and we are looking at a 

number of options. Traditionally we would use filters at 

the inlet of the channels to filter that out. So that's 

still an issue that we were -- that we're working through 

our restart, but it will prevent that from happening again 

because it's not in anyone's interest. 

But even through that, the iodine levels, 
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which is how we measure whether there's fuel defects, are 

well below the operating requirements. In fact, Ms Velshi 

asked me a question yesterday for Bruce A which I hadn't 

got back to her on but I can now. Normally we use 3 -- 2 

microcuries per kg as the limit for iodine in the heat 

transfer system. We are currently 10 times less than that 

because of the primary pump issue. We have no problem with 

unit 1-2, even at 10 times less. So that problem is 

essentially going away in unit 1-2, and we're certainly 

very determined not to have it happen again on subsequent 

units, because it's an issue. 

The safety case and the relation to dose 

is twofold. If there's too much iodine in the heat 

transport system, if leakage should occur, whether it's 

normal leakage or some other kind of leakage, it presents 

some risk to staff from radiation exposure. 

And in our accident scenarios, the limit 

on the iodine in the heat transport system is to reduce the 

amount of exposure to the public. So, we can't operate if 

we're above the iodine limit, and the primary reason for 

that is if we had a major failure at that point, dose to 

the public would exceed the limits that we're allowed. 

The storage of these fuel pencils that 

have maybe a pinhole leak in them is not really a challenge 

once the fuel cools off and there's no longer any 
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reactivity, certainly after the 10-year period, and we 

store it in the dry fuel flasks. This is not a challenge, 

but we do know where they all are. We examine them all, we 

know where the defects are, they're all stored and tracked. 

There is, as CNSC knows, a very comprehensive tracking 

program, every bundle, when it was radiated, where it was, 

where it is now, where it's going. So, those things are 

all well tracked. 

I do appreciate the intervenor's comments 

about trying to make sense of this from a third-party point 

of view. It is a kind of big, complicated kind of issue. 

All I can say is, you know, we create 

reports that are primarily technical in nature because 

we're providing them to staff to meet our licence 

requirements. We try to make them as readable for the 

public as we can. We're certainly open to discussion. So, 

we're open to have people come see how we do it, we're open 

to talk people through the process and what it looks like 

and that way we can put it into terminology that people 

understand. 

Very difficult, as I think you would 

understand, for us to write several reports on everything 

we do. There are literally thousands of reports every year 

that go back and forth between us and CNSC depending on the 

issue you want to talk about. 
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So, the public, you know, the 

participation piece is difficult, but we're certainly open 

to discussion. 

There are some pieces of these inventory 

questions which are, indeed, protected, they're protected 

by both IEA requirements and our requirements, and so those 

ones we won't release to the public, but it is still 

material that we look after the same way and CNSC and staff 

is well aware of all that detail. 

MEMBER PENNEY: I had just another 

question for Bruce. So, if I understand correctly, in your 

non-destructive testing and inspections that you do on a 

regular basis, that's how you detected these fuel defects? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Sorry, Frank Saunders, for 

the record. 

Not quite. We have an iodine monitoring 

program that monitors the iodine in the heat transport 

system on both -- on all units and that's normally where we 

detect the actual failures. 

When we discharge the fuel to the bay we 

have equipment that allows us to examine those bundles 

under water very carefully, so we can actually see where 

the defect is and what caused the defect. I'd like to say 

most defects are because of some kind of fretting. 

Occasionally there may be a manufacturing issue, a weld on 
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an end cap or something, but mostly it's fretting. 

MEMBER PENNEY: And Ms Lloyd said she was 

uncertain how you managed this defective fuel. 

Do I understand what you said is that it's 

managed the way you manage the other waste? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Essentially, we do set it 

aside and if we feel that the defect is of an issue that we 

might not be able to maintain the inventory, for example, 

if you had an actual broken pencil, which really doesn't 

occur, then you might put it in what we call a can or in a 

secondary container to make sure it doesn't actually, you 

know, become free. But if it's a tiny pinhole, then we 

treat it much like any other fuel element, but we do record 

it and we do store it separately just so we know where it 

is. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Staff, do you want to 

comment on the defective fuel? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. I'll ask Wade Grant who's back in Ottawa to 

comment on our view with respect to defective fuel at 

Bruce. 

MR. GRANT: For the record, this is Wade 

Grant, Technical Specialist with Physics and Fuel. 

One thing that I wanted to point out just 

to add on to what Mr. Saunders is saying was that in terms 



 
 
 
 
 

of  actually  retention  of  the  fission  products  within  the  

fuel,  the  fuel  pellet  is  actually  your  most  effective  

method  of  keeping  the  fission  products  inside,  it  keeps  

about  99.9  per  cent  of  all  the  fission  products  within  it,  

and  the  only  fission  products  that  can  get  out  are  water  

soluble  ones  such  as  iodine,  I  in  this  case.  

 So,  with  respect  to  retention  for  long  

periods  of  time  in  the  fuel  bay,  40  years  of  industry  

experience  has  pretty  much  shown  that  under  the  cool,  calm  

conditions  of  the  fuel  bay  that  the  fuel  pellet  is  not  

stressed  and  that  it  retains  the  vast  majority  of  the  

fission  products.  

 So,  we're  not  seeing  any  issue  with  

respect  to  the  actual  release  of  radioactive  products  into  

the  fuel  bay  water.   It  has  a  purification  system  and  it  

keeps  the  water  pretty  clean  with  respect  to  its  mission.  

 So,  we're  not  seeing  that  as  a  long-term  

risk  to  the  public  or  to  workers.  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.  

 I  think  Mr.  Jammal  would  like  to  also  add  

to  that,  please.   

 MR.  JAMMAL:   It's  Ramzi  Jammal,  for  the  

record.  

 What  you  hear,  Ms  Penney,  is  the  fact  that  
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this is a non-phenomenon. I agree with the principles 

raised by Northwatch with respect to potential exposures 

and failures of the defect itself. 

So, this is not a new phenomenon, this is 

a very well-known phenomenon that's been addressed for many 

years, that's why the CNSC has really stringent 

requirements in place that the licensee must comply with, 

they have no option. 

So, you've heard the description of what 

is the process, but the Commission and Northwatch should 

know that there is defence in depth with respect to the 

findings of the defect and, again, it's a known-phenomenon. 

So, the safety at no time has been 

compromised because, they have monitoring in place with 

respect to the pool itself, to the defected fuel, how it's 

packaged, how it's segregated and if there is a need to 

transport, it's transported properly. That's one element. 

With respect to the findings. At any time 

there is a finding of fuel defect, this is a very 

reportable event that we provide you, the Commission, in 

our status report. Whenever the event occurred, we have 

come before you multiple times reporting to the Commission 

on the status report, the failure of the fuel and that's 

been -- it is our regular routine, but it is a requirement 

as reportable event, that we inform you, the Commission. 
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Mr. President, if you allow me, with 

respect to the presentation made that there is an 

incomplete licence application. 

Under the general Nuclear Safety and 

Control Regulation, Section 7 -- and this is for the 

record -- it allows the applicant and staff to review by 

reference information that has been previously submitted to 

the Commission to include revoked or suspended licences. 

In other words, whatever the licensee or the applicant 

provide us by reference information that we already have at 

the CNSC, we will use it with respect to provide you with a 

recommendation with respect to the application itself. And 

this has been applied in this case to Bruce Power. 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't think that's 

what's being discussed. I think what's being discussed is 

the clarity of the information for non-technical people 

like us in terms of finding out what the quantum of, let's 

say, waste generated by the refurbishment business. And 

this is a long-term project, you'll have to keep updating 

it as you go along. 

I don't think that's too much to ask for 

one place to find this quantum for the six units on an 

ongoing basis. I think that's what's being discussed, 

rather than try to find it throughout multiple documents. 

So, it's really the clarity that the 
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intervenor is asking. 

Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. Some of my 

questions have been answered quite well, so I'll go to the 

one question I have. 

The intervenor's written submission, as 

was discussed in previous interventions in different 

licensees, talks about transporter shipping of radioactive 

products as a fuel document through Adams and the NRC 

process. 

Perhaps it would be good for Bruce to walk 

us through what the logistics are for transport of --

cross-border transport of radioactive material, when you do 

it, why you do it, what comes back, what stays, sort of a 

big picture of what that means. 

We had this discussion at Chalk River I 

know, but this is for Bruce, so specifically for Bruce. 

MR. SCONGACK: Sure. James Scongack, for 

the record. 

So, maybe I'll just step through our 

various waste forms. So, the overwhelming majority of the 

site -- of the waste that is generated on the site remains 

on the site. So, all intermediate level waste products, 

resins, retube waste from the refurbishment program, steam 

generators removed from the refurbishment program all 
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remain and, of course, spent fuel transfers which we do --

actually OPG carries out about over a hundred per year on 

average. So, all of that waste is contained in the site. 

As an option, Bruce Power chooses to carry 

out what I would characterize as a very comprehensive 

volume reduction program for low-level waste in particular. 

And so, we have low-level waste generated 

in the station, we have segregation practices in the plant 

to segregate the waste, but we also have a method that is 

well established through a partnership with Energy 

Solutions where we ship low-level waste to their 

incineration facility in Tennessee. There's approximately 

50 of those shipments on an annual basis. 

Bruce Power itself does not ship any 

waste. We contract with a licensed shipping provider that 

is secured through Energy Solutions. 

So, essentially, the process would be, 

within the plant low-level waste products would be 

generated. We would seek to sort, separate out those 

products, minimizing the volume. 

Through an arrangement with Energy 

Solutions, these low-level waste products would be picked 

up by a third-party shipping company meeting all regulatory 

requirements. That third-party company would transport 

these to Energy Solutions who has a facility in Brampton, 
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Ontario. The waste is then sent from Brampton to 

Tennessee. An incineration process occurs in Tennessee. 

And what we are returned is what we often refer to as 

bottom ash. So, a smaller volume of that waste product. 

And that full stream of waste, we estimate 

on average, diverts from what we do with the worker right 

at the site to the volume of waste that comes back is about 

a 95 per cent diversion. 

So, the way I always like to have people 

imagine that is, 30 years ago if you produced a hundred 

bags of low-level waste in a nuclear plant, through this 

process we have -- we're actually only returning five final 

bags of waste to be stored at OPG. 

So, that's all done through a third-party 

provider. Of course, they are required to meet all of the 

various regulatory requirements associated with that, as is 

the incineration facility under licence from the NRC in 

Tennessee. 

One of the other processes that I think is 

important that we talk about here as well is Bruce Power 

has to receive OPG’s approval on all waste forms that are 

sent to Ontario Power Generation through the form of a 

waste acceptance criteria. 

So if Bruce Power wants to do anything 

different, if we want to, for example, when we advance 
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this, the volume reduction program with Energy Solutions, 

we’d actually go through a process with OPG for that final 

form of waste. 

So that would be the bulk of any kind of 

shipments you would see. The only other area that I would 

also note that is an area we continue to advance and 

explore is during the major component replacement outside 

of the reactor internals and steam generators, which we’ve 

talked about in the form of special form waste. 

There’ll be a series of pumps and valves 

and motors through not only MCR, but a range of other 

ongoing investment programs that we have in the site. 

Where appropriate, we do work with third-party service 

providers to see if there is an option to actually metal 

melt down those components. Again, that is through a 

defined process. Often cases, that metal melt does not 

return back to site, it is free released back into the 

industry. 

But, you know, one of the things we’re 

very fortunate at Bruce Power is having everything 

contained on one site. Means, from a transportation 

perspective, the overwhelming majority is contained within 

the site. 

I hope that answers your question. 

By the way, I would like to raise another 
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point that was raised earlier, Mr. Saunders alluded to it. 

But, you know, to the extent -- there’s certainly no 

question that the information is available. I don’t 

anybody would dispute that. You know, I think it’s a 

really good takeaway for us to think about maybe 

consolidating a short annual report, a briefing note, that 

consolidates all this into one place. 

If that request had been made, we’d be 

delighted to do that. But I’m hearing it today, and 

delighted to take that back. I mean, as Mr. Saunders 

noted, we try our best anytime folks have a question, 

groups have a question, to give them the answers they’re 

looking for, and I’ll take that as feedback today. 

Certainly, the information is there, but 

can we put it in a shorter more concise form? I think 

that’s a fair comment, and we’ll take that away and 

appreciate the feedback. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Just to clarify. For the 

MCR route that you’re talking about where it’s melted down, 

and then you said free release. I’m trying to understand 

what that means. Are these components still radioactive or 

are these components below threshold levels? 

MR. SCONGACK: Yeah, they'd be below 

threshold levels. Essentially, what they will do, and this 

comes from facilities, and I know the Commission’s 
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well-versed in the topic of metal melt from previous 

dialogues, these will be metal melted down and used in 

things like shielding blocks and material like that. 

So it’s a really effective way, frankly, 

of volume reducing. I mean, at the end of the day, you 

know, I can hold up my cube and say it’s a low amount of 

waste we produce, but we have to do everything we can to 

continue to minimize that further. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay. Just one 

clarification from Staff. The company that takes the 

low-level waste to Tennessee, there are separate licensed 

applicants who have authority to possess and transport and 

they’re regulated through the CNSC? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. That's correct. 

THE PRESIDENT: Questions? Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. This is a 

question for Bruce Power. One of the recommendations the 

intervenor makes is around doing an assessment of the 

integrity of the irradiated fuel bay. Was this done as 

part of your periodic safety review? If so, I think one of 

the other comments made was that that information wasn’t 

readily accessible either. If you can comment on that too? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Frank Saunders, for the 

record. The periodic safety review looks at fuel bays and 
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that, but in a different way. It looks at new standards 

and whether there’s an appropriate standard to change, and 

it includes some information on the status of the bay. But 

its primary purpose is not the status of the equipment, 

it’s about whether you should update to something newer or 

whether it’s a new requirement. 

We do have a very comprehensive asset 

management program, which we use for all the things, all 

the equipment and systems on site, including the irradiated 

fuel bays. We know their condition very well, they’re 

built into the program, we maintain and look after them. 

So, yes, we have all that, like we have it 

for thousands of other pieces of equipment. So it is 

really, quite frankly, impossible for us to put all of that 

in the public domain. We can share with people when they 

ask but there is, as you can imagine on the site, there’s 

an awful lot of information on what the condition of any 

particular system is. 

When we do our application, it’s another 

case where we refer to all of these reports, CNSC Staff 

inspects them all the time, inspects our programs as far as 

asset management so they know and understand it and can 

look at any of this information anytime. But just 

literally impossible for us to put all that in a submission 

and to put it all in the public domain. It would just be 
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so much information it’d be overwhelming. 

THE PRESIDENT: But on this particular 

item, I thought post-Fukushima there was one of the major 

verifications that you had to do. Wasn’t that part of the 

requirement? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. It's correct, that with respect to analysis there 

was a requirement to take a look at fuel bays with respect 

to augmenting the probabilistic safety assessment. I think 

in this particular case we’re looking at integrity of the 

fuel bay, I think is the intervenor’s primary concern. 

With respect to the integrity of the fuel 

bays, if allowed, I’d as Mr. Chris Cole to provide us with 

some information on how we are assuring ourselves that the 

integrity is appropriate. 

MR. COLE: For the record, my name’s 

Christopher Cole, I’m the Director of the Engineering 

Design and Assessment Division. I just need to put a bit 

of clarity on this question, because it does refer to the 

fuel bays’ structural integrity, and the issue is really 

with respect to its water type integrity. 

I’d like to first start by indicating that 

Bruce Power has a comprehensive aging management program 

which meets all of the CNSC requirements, in particular 

REGDOC-2.6.3. 
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There are four fuel bays at Bruce, there’s 

a primary and secondary for Bruce A and a primary and 

secondary for Bruce B. Bruce B, primary and secondary fuel 

bays are lined with steel and they do not have a leak 

issue. 

The leak issue is with Bruce A primary 

fuel bay, because the epoxy liner has created or developed 

a few cracks with which the water is leaking through. That 

water is collected by Bruce and then it is stored or 

reused, as appropriate, by Bruce Power. 

We don’t believe this creates a safety 

issue, this is more of an economic or a programmatic 

problem, and Bruce Power is taking effective means to find 

solutions to the cracks in the fuel bays. 

So therefore, with respect to the 

structural integrity of the fuel bays, they are not in 

question and the fuel bays continue to serve as required. 

CNSC Staff continues to monitor the state of the fuel bays 

through our regulatory oversight inspection program. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Questions? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Again, a question for 

Bruce Power. One of the other concerns raised by the 

intervenor is old irradiated fuel that’s still in wet 

storage as opposed to being moved to dry storage. Any 

comments on that? Then maybe Staff can add to your 
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response.  

 MR.  SAUNDERS:   Frank  Saunders,  for  the  

record.  

 Yes,  we  do  move  the  fuel  from  wet  to  dry  

storage  as  soon  as  practical.   We  generally  allow  at  least  

10  years  before  we  do  that.   There  is  a  licence  requirement  

for  us  to  keep  a  certain  amount  of  that  fuel  bay  available,  

and  we  always  stay  well-below  that  requirement.  

 You  know,  it’s  just  a  matter  of  

scheduling.   We  do  many  many  shipments  every  year  of  

irradiated  dry  fuel,  and  we’ll  continue  to  do  that.   We  

don’t  anticipate  any  difficulty  in  staying  ahead  of  the  

flow,  that  the  fuel  is  every  bit  as  safe  in  the  pool  as  it  

is  in  the  dry  storage  container.  

 Probably  the  primary  point  here  is  the  

fuel  doesn’t  degrade  because  it’s  sitting  in  the  fuel  bays.   

The  chemistry  is  controlled  in  those  and  the  fuel  is  

designed  to  be  in  that  environment.   It  doesn’t  corrode  or  

deteriorate  in  the  fuel  bay,  so  it’s  completely  safe  there,  

just  like  it  would  be  in  a  dry  storage  container.  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:    Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.   So  we’re  certainly  interested  in  making  sure  the  

fuel  is  always  in  a  safe  state,  both  in  wet  storage  or  dry  

storage,  is  considered  a  safe  area  for  the  fuel  with  

respect  to  -- as  long  as  it’s  been  in  the  pool  long  enough  
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to cool down, to meet the parameters of the dry storage. 

Our main interest that we’re looking at is 

to ensure that at all times there’s enough room in the wet 

storage if there was, for whatever reason, a need to remove 

fuel from the core. So that’s something that we monitor 

and Bruce Power fully meets all the requirements there. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. We’re going to move 

on. Final words to you. 

MS LLOYD: Thank you, President Binder. 

Brennain Lloyd from Northwatch. 

Just a couple of quick comments in 

closing. I think one obvious question that I think has not 

been touched on is -- and it flows from Bruce Power’s 

response about their transfer offsite to Tennessee. 

I think there’s an obvious question around 

why Bruce Power is transferring to Tennessee for 

incineration when incineration capacity is available at the 

Western Waste Management Facility. Whatever kind of issues 

and questions there may be about that operation, it is 

available and it’s not clear why Bruce Power makes that 

decision. 

It’s also not clear why OPG is absent from 

this discussion. OPG went and intervened at Chalk River, 

Bruce Power has put in a written submission on Pickering. 

But OPG, who is an operator on this site, is absent from 
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this discussion. It just seems curious to me. Otherwise, 

you might want to pose that question to OPG and Bruce 

jointly as to why they are shipping volumes of low-level 

waste to Tennessee for incineration and then the ash 

returned. 

So that’s one question that, for me, was 

an obvious out of Bruce Power’s responses to some of your 

questions. 

I think there are also questions around 

Bruce Power’s free release. When is free release? How 

free is this? We heard in their documentation that when 

they contribute products to a metal recycling program it’s 

for release for reuse within the industry. Today, this 

morning, we heard Bruce Power say free release. 

So it raises questions as to how free that 

free is. 

I think we would recommend to the 

Commission that you require Bruce Power, perhaps jointly 

with Staff, to explore these questions in more detail and 

report back to you and to the public through us. I 

certainly took a number of tasks in my hard to read notes 

for follow-up with Bruce Power, given their commitments to 

make information available on request and to provide us 

with access to the site and be able to see their operations 

up close and personal because there are a number of areas 



 
 
 
 
 

that  are  still,  I  think,  quite  problematic.  

 I  won’t  take  more  of  your  time  at  this  

point,  but  I  think  that  we  will  be  following  up  on  some  of  

these  questions  with  comments  on  the  annual  report  on  

nuclear  power  plants  and  waste  management.  

 So  thank  you  for  your  time  and  your  

consideration.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you  for  your  

intervention.  

 The  next  presentation  is  by  the  Saugeen  

Valley  Conservation  Authority,  as  outlined  in  CMD  

18-H4.120.  

 I  understand  that  Mr.  Brohman  will  make  

the  presentation.  

 The  floor  is  yours.  

 

CMD  18-H4.120  

Oral  presentation  by  the  

Saugeen  Valley  Conservation  Authority  

 

 MR.  BROHMAN:   Thank  you.  

 I  provided  a  support  letter  dated  March  

28th,  so  I’m  just  going  to  do  a  little  brief  summary  of  that  

and  certainly  allow  lots  of  time  for  questions.  

 My  support  letter  summarizes  the  valuable  
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relationship between Saugeen Conservation and Bruce Power. 

In my five years as the General Manager at Saugeen 

Conservation, Bruce Power has been a strong supporter, 

particularly in the following three areas. 

We have a youth education program that 

Bruce has been very supportive of, where thousands of 

students each year receive hands-on experience of the 

benefits of a healthy environment. They get involved in 

the Forest Festival, in our Water Festival and a number of 

other programs, some of which are done right at the Bruce 

Visitor Site. 

We do at Saugeen Conservation a 

significant amount of tree planting each year. Everyone 

recognizes the environmental benefit of trees, especially 

as a counter to climate change. And Bruce Power supports 

us in providing funds to plant those trees. 

They are also very supportive with respect 

to fish habitat. We have a number of programs that we do 

to try to protect fish habitat. Some of those relate to 

livestock exclusion fencing, where we try to keep the 

livestock out of the creeks and streams. 

Dam removal is another area where Bruce 

Power has helped us. Dam removal is a benefit to fish 

habitat because the dams tend to warm the water. The 

ponding behind the dam gets warm. Dams stop the migration 
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of fish upriver and they also destroy habitat by the silt 

being built up. So the more dams you can get out of a 

watershed, the healthier the watershed will be. 

So in summary, I have been impressed by 

Bruce Power mostly because they don’t simply cut us a 

cheque and forget about us. They follow up. They ask us 

for updates and they hold us accountable. 

I am sure that Bruce Power is genuinely 

supportive of the various programs and projects that we do. 

That concludes my presentation part. I 

was only two and a half minutes, so that was pretty quick. 

THE PRESIDENT: That gives us more time to 

ask questions. 

MR. BROHMAN: Yes, that’s what I was 

hoping for. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Ms Penney? 

MEMBER PENNEY: Yes. Thank you for that. 

I am interested in your surface water 

monitoring on Bruce Power’s site. Can you give us a little 

detail about that? 

MR. BROHMAN: Sure. We started that last 

year. We have a fulltime staff. He’s called our Water 

Quality Technician. He goes out and does surface sampling 

on various streams and rivers throughout the watershed. 

Bruce Power approached us and asked if we would make him 
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available, at their cost, to sample water, mostly storm 

water runoff, on their site. 

So he goes out there about four or five 

times a year, takes samples, scoops them up in little 

containers, sends them into a lab and gets them back. He 

also looks for bugs and vertebrates in the water, which are 

determinants of the health of the water. 

So we are going to have a baseline 

established and basically the goal is to see if it’s 

getting worse or getting better or there are any issues 

with it. 

MEMBER PENNEY: And the data, do you 

submit the data to Bruce Power? 

MR. BROHMAN: Yes. We do a summary each 

year and send it on. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

MR. BROHMAN: Okay. 

THE PRESIDENT: Questions? 

Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for your 

presentation. 

I was reading through your submission and 

I was trying to get a sense of your organization, because 

it’s under the Conservation Authorities Act. 

Are you an independent body? Do you 
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report to the Government of Ontario? 

Who sets your mandate? Who funds you and 

who looks at the accountability for your deliverables? 

MR. BROHMAN: Okay. There’s a few points 

to that question. 

We are authorized, formed under the 

Conservation Authorities Act. That’s provincial 

legislation. There are 36 conservation authorities in the 

Province of Ontario and we are one of the 36. We are one 

of the larger ones geographically but not one of the larger 

ones population-wise. 

We have a geography based on watersheds. 

There are no political boundaries. It’s based on what 

areas drain into the Saugeen River and some other 

tributaries and flow to Lake Huron. 

We are funded by -– partially about half 

of our funding comes from municipalities. 

Our Board of Directors – we call them 

Authority Members -– is made up of 15 representatives from 

the 15 municipalities that are either entirely or partially 

in our watershed. 

So each municipality appoints a member 

from their municipality, usually a Council member. In 

fact, in our case they are all Council members: mayors, 

deputy mayors and councillors. 
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We have board meetings eight times a year, 

sometimes more. So I and my staff are accountable to them. 

They provide about half our funding. 

The Ontario government provides some 

funding, some grant funding. It has stayed constant for 

about the last 20 years. I’ll put that in there, I think. 

We like to remind them of that fairly regularly. 

And then we also have user fees. We do 

permitting. For instance, if somebody wants to build in or 

near a flood plain or on a steep slope or on the lakeshore, 

they would apply to us for a permit so that we would make 

sure it was in a safe area. And there are some user fees 

for that. So that also funds part of us. 

And then we get donations from 

organizations such as Bruce Power. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Just for clarification, 

Bruce Power isn’t part of your governance or your Board. 

MR. BROHMAN: Oh, no. 

MEMBER DEMETER: They are an industry that 

makes donations and are a partner that way. 

MR. BROHMAN: Yes. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay, thank you very 

much. 

THE PRESIDENT: Questions? 

MEMBER BERUBE: Thanks for your 
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presentation and your presence here. It’s good to have 

people come and ask questions about their impressions about 

the people that are actually applying for licences. 

Under that ilk I would like to ask you 

your general impression, opinion if you will, on what you 

believe Bruce Power is as a corporate citizen within this 

region. 

How do you feel about their presence here? 

Are you feeling that there is value in their presence here? 

Are they actually an integral part of what you are doing? 

MR. BROHMAN: Okay. Well, I would say 

clearly they are an integral part in not only what we are 

doing but of the communities in and around Bruce Power, 

both economically –- they are a big economic driver, no 

question –- but also they have a lot of community 

involvement. There’s a lot of fairs and just activities in 

the community. 

I was at a cheque presentation a few years 

back at Bruce Power where they presented a million-dollar 

cheque to each of two hospitals. Those are things that the 

community -– I don’t want to sound like I’m speaking for 

the community, but my opinion anyways is that the community 

really finds a value from Bruce Power because they are out 

there and they are helping. They are helping in a lot of 

different ways. 
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MEMBER BERUBE: Just one other question. 

I am curious about your tree planting 

here. 

Do you track that as carbon offsets at 

all? Or do you just plant so many trees a year based on 

funding? 

MR. BROHMAN: We haven’t quite got that 

sophisticated yet. We plant anywhere from 60,000 to 

100,000 trees a year, some landowners, some on our own 

property. We haven’t tracked the carbon offsets yet, but 

that I’m pretty sure is coming. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

So a question for Bruce Power, and I don’t 

know whether you can answer this. 

We have seen and we have just heard from 

the intervenor here, and we have seen a number of 

interventions about your great corporate social 

responsibility. As I was reading these interventions, it 

wasn’t clear to me: Are you a really, really good 

corporate citizen or is that what all good corporations do 

to get the level of community support that they desire? 

So how much of an investment do you make? 

And as a percentage, how do you rate amongst the best 
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corporations  when  it  comes  to  this  area?   Is  there  a  

measure?  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   James  Scongack,  for  the  

record.  

 This  is  an  area  that  we  have  tried  to  

“benchmark”  in  the  past.   And  to  be  honest,  it’s  very  

difficult  to  find  an  appropriate  benchmark.  

 In  terms  of  answering  –- I  think  you  had  a  

number  of  questions  in  there.   The  first  is:   Is  this  just  

what  companies  do?   How  great  of  a  corporate  citizen  are  

we?  

 I  can’t  answer  that.   I  think  you  can  ask  

the  intervenors  throughout  the  next  few  days  and  they  will  

share  with  you  their  perspective.   I  think  the  number  of  

interventions,  the  polling  that  you  saw  is  one  indication,  

but  certainly  hearing  from  folks  in  the  community  is,  you  

know,  I  think  the  most  telling  tale.    

 But  fundamentally  if  we  take  a  step  back,  

look,  this  is  a  small  world  region  that  we  have  the  

privilege  of  operating  our  facility  in  and  one  of  the  

things  I  often  like  to  say  when  we  go  to  various  events,  

whether  it  was  for  example  the  million  dollars  to  each  of  

the  two  hospitals,  in  small  rural  communities  everybody  

does  their  part.   So,  you  know,  Bruce  Power  may  have  a  

million-dollar  cheque  for  the  Southhampton  Emergency  Room.   
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There’s small businesses that do what they can and do a 

$5,000 cheque. So this is really about being part of the 

community. It's not about having the biggest cheque. It's 

about, you know, what are the things that the community 

needs to be successful, where are the areas that as a 

community we see there is need, whether that's in 

healthcare or physician recruitment. 

So, you know, we don't look at this as a 

corporate social responsibility program, to be frank. We 

look at this as we are all part of this community, we are 

all in it together and if there is a shared challenge or 

opportunity in the community it is something that we all 

share and that's really how we drive our business. You 

know, our employees live here. You know, we talk about 

these range of environmental items. You know, these hit 

home for people. Their kids go to the beach, they swim in 

the water, and so it's really personal for us and I think 

you will see that come through in the interventions this 

week. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question...? Question...? 

So I have a last question. You talked 

about tree planting. What do you do about the fish 

habitat? In your area, what is your assessment of the 

health of the fish habitat? 

MR. BROHMAN: Well, we do what's called a 
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watershed report card every five years. We just completed 

one, it came out a month ago, and it measures sort of 

overall health of the watershed. So it measures forest 

coverage, it measures wetland, wetland coverage and surface 

water, and well water or below surface water. So that 

report card, you give it an A, B, C or D and it's in 

different areas of the watershed. So that's sort of our 

benchmark I guess, is the watershed improving or also we 

use that to isolate specific areas that need help. 

For instance, the Pine River is a small 

watershed that flows directly into Lake Huron. It was 

identified several years ago as being what was termed a 

priority watershed because it ranked low in a lot of those. 

So we have helped -- the Pine River Watershed Group has 

formed their own committee and we have helped them, Bruce 

Power has helped them with tree planting, with, as I said 

before, exclusion livestock, exclusion fencing, a lot of 

the erosion control projects to keep the farm fertilizer 

and just basically the farm soil on the farms rather than 

flowing into the rivers and streams and then into Lake 

Huron. So those are the sorts of activities that we do 

that benefit the fish. The healthier the water, the better 

habitat it is for fish. 

THE PRESIDENT: So did you answer whether 

it's improving or not? 
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MR. BROHMAN: It is improving in some 

areas, but there is a lot of pressure out there to, you 

know, drain or build into wetlands, so it's a constant 

battle, but the Province of Ontario has a mandate or a goal 

really to have zero deterioration, zero loss of wetlands 

and to at least maintain what we have now and that's 

probably one of their most important initiatives, is the 

wetlands. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

Any final thoughts to share with us? 

MR. BROHMAN: No. Just again, it's always 

a true pleasure to deal with the staff at Bruce Power and 

they are just genuine people and they want to help us in 

our projects and help the community and I want to just be 

very clear that that is the case. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MR. BROHMAN: Okay. 

--- Pause 

THE PRESIDENT: So the next presentation 

is by the Township of Huron-Kinloss, as outlined in CMDs 

18-H4.67 and 18-H4.67A. 

I understand that Mayor Twolan will make 

this presentation. Over to you, sir. 

http:18-H4.67
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CMD 18-H4.67/18-H4.67A 

Oral presentation by the 

Corporation of the Township of Huron-Kinloss 

MAYOR TWOLAN: Good morning. For the 

record, my name is Mitch Twolan, the Mayor of 

Huron-Kinloss. 

I too would like to recognize the 

traditional territories of SON this morning as well. 

I have been asked by the Council here in 

Kinloss to come and make this presentation in support of 

the 10-year licence renewal of Bruce Power. 

So just a bit of geography for the group 

here that are maybe not familiar with where we are. 

We are adjacent south of the municipality 

of Kincardine and Bruce Power. So Bruce Power is an 

important part of our community, providing high-paying 

secure jobs for residents, allowing us to grow in an 

economically sustainable manner and creating an attractive 

place to live and raise families. 

The Township of Huron-Kinloss expresses 

its strong support for Bruce Power's 10--year power reactor 

operating licence extension for its eight-unit site, which 

will allow it to operate through 2028. We are confident 

that Bruce Power will continue to maintain safe and 
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reliable operations and support our community socially and 

economically. 

The Township of Huron-Kinloss commends 

Bruce Power for their occupational health and safety policy 

which states their number one value is safety first. Their 

efforts to minimize risk to the public visitors, 

contractors and employees by integrating robust and 

effective hazard management into their business planning 

and work activities are critical in protecting our 

community and the environment. 

The Township of Huron-Kinloss is confident 

in Bruce Power's multifaceted emergency response program. 

In the wake of the tsunami and nuclear incident at the 

nuclear facility in Fukushima Japan in 2011, the 

effectiveness of the response program is paramount in 

safeguarding our residents. 

The 10-year licence extension is vital to 

support economic growth to the local area. The 

collaboration of Bruce Power and the County of Bruce on the 

economic development innovation initiative has recently 

seen over 12 suppliers -- which is actually 30 now since 

the writing of this report, so I just wanted to clarify 

that -- opening offices along Lake Huron shoreline, 

creating hundreds of direct and indirect job opportunities 

for our current residents and encouraging newcomers to our 
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community. 

Huron-Kinloss is an active participant in 

the Nuclear Industry Regional Advisory Committee, 

co-chaired by Bruce Power, to support local economic 

development. Bruce Power is working closely with our 

realtors and development community to find suitable 

opportunities for our existing underutilized facilities in 

the region. 

Bruce Power has worked hard to build 

strong roots in Bruce County and is committed to protecting 

the environment and supporting our communities. Bruce 

Power donates approximately $2 million yearly to many local 

non-profit community groups. Without this support, many 

groups and events would cease to exist, leaving large gaps 

in our services to our community. 

We agree with nine of 10 residents in 

Bruce, Grey and Huron counties that believe Bruce Power 

operates a safe facility, is a good community citizen and 

contributes to the community in a positive way. Bruce 

Power has consistently engaged our community in the 

licensing process and day-to-day activities, which is key 

in the public confidence the residents of Huron-Kinloss 

share. 

So that's it. Thank you and I'm open to 

some questions. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions...? 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you for that. I had 

a question about the makeup of the Nuclear Industry 

Regional Advisory Committee. Who is on it? What's its 

role? 

MAYOR TWOLAN: So I was actually signatory 

to the Memorandum of Understanding as Warden back in 2015 

or ‘16, I just can't recall, and what it was all about is 

bringing the three counties -- Bruce, Grey and Huron 

counties -- together to form an economic advisory group to 

help promote the nuclear industry in bringing in businesses 

and entrepreneurs into our communities. Obviously -- I 

know we were at a meeting a couple of weeks ago up at the 

Bruce County Museum and Cultural Centre -- with the 

announcement of Bruce Power and Bruce County and the 

regional innovation hub which is going to bring basically a 

MaRS North type facility into our communities, that's going 

to open up innovation and technology, which I know at Bruce 

County for instance we want to be the nuclear hub of not 

only Ontario and Canada but North America. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So is it all municipal 

governments but also business on the advisory committee? 

MAYOR TWOLAN: It is. It's actually a 

cross-section of some councillors, some economic 
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development persons and some Chambers of Commerce and 

basically anybody that would like to get involved in it. 

It really is a collaborative committee because you are 

bringing in three different counties into this process. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Demeter...? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for your 

presentation and I know there will be a lot of discussion 

on PNERP through the days. As I understand it from the 

PNERP diagrams, you are on the edge between the contingency 

planning zone and the two ingestion planning zones. I want 

to get a sense from you and your community whether you feel 

that the provisions in the zone are adequate to meet the 

emergency needs of your community. Are there any safety 

concerns? There is a tiny little bit of the north end of 

you that might be in a contingency planning zone, but most 

of it is just beyond it. So is that adequate from your 

point -- from a safety point or are their concerns that you 

have? 

MAYOR TWOLAN: No, not at all. Obviously, 

being so close to the Bruce Power facility, our staff 

and -- and to give a good point is on our volunteer fire 

department we have many volunteer firefighters that 

actually work in emergency services at Bruce Power, so that 

gives council and our community a little more comfort in 

the safety issues. And of course we get involved with some 
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of the training exercises, not only at the municipal level 

but at the County level with our EMS services as well. So 

I feel -- and the reason I can say that is I don't get 

concerns from my public with regards to safety concerns and 

the safety aspect of Bruce Power and their operations. 

THE PRESIDENT: So are you -- you know 

there's the new PNERP, the new provincial plan. Do you 

need to update your own plan and are you engaged in 

updating it? 

MAYOR TWOLAN: We are not engaged at this 

point at that, but it's something that, you know, I would 

like to have Bruce Power reach out and have some more 

discussions about that. 

THE PRESIDENT: I was under the impression 

that PNERP would be -- it's like a framework that was set 

up by the province that required all the local 

municipalities to update their implementation plan. So did 

I get it right or not? Maybe you can help us on this. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yes, there is a specific 

requirement for host communities in particular, but I was 

just going to mention I think there is a rep from the OFMEM 

office right in the audience there. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. The Office of the 

Fire Marshal rep, do you want to help us on this? I'm 

going to ask every mayor who appears in front of us what 
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are they doing about the implementation plans. 

MR. NODWELL: Good morning. That's why we 

are here. 

Good morning. Dave Nodwell with the 

Office of the Fire Marshal and Emergency Management. 

If I may, I will get to the question but I 

may just preface my comments with some opening comments, if 

I may. 

First of all, I am joined here with a 

number of staff from the Office of the Fire Marshal and 

Emergency Management. We have Jonathan Stone, Lorie 

Whitcombe and Emma Fuchs who report to me at OFMEM. We 

also have representatives of two ministries in particular: 

Ministry of Transportation, Ministry of Energy and Climate 

Change. 

One piece before I address the question 

that needs to be addressed, we are under the writ. As you 

may be aware, we are in the middle of a provincial 

election. When that occurs, as a civil servant in the 

province, our activities are severely constrained. We are 

basically in maintenance mode, keeping the lights on with 

government and so forth. So we need to restrict ourselves 

from comments related to the future or anything that might 

bind a future government. I know oftentimes there would be 

questions in terms of when is something going to be 
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happening, will you be doing this in the future. We are 

not able to respond to that until there is a new government 

in place and we have had those briefings and the agenda 

established. So I just wanted to clarify that for the 

purposes of the questions that we will be looking at over 

the course of the next couple of days. 

Having said that, getting back to the 

question, it had to do with the engagement of community 

organizations and so forth that are beyond the detailed 

planning zone, so in the contingency planning zone, in the 

ingestion planning zone. As you know from our briefing 

probably six weeks ago regarding the new PNERP, the 

contingency planning zone is a new zone. It was 

established in the PNERP Master Plan which was published in 

December of 2017, further clarified in the implementing 

plans, in particular for Bruce Power, which were published 

just recently in April. So there is work that needs to be 

done in terms of engaging contingency planning zone 

communities and so forth in that planning process. So 

there is an awareness piece in terms of the new PNERP. 

There is also the localized planning that would take place. 

So that is work that needs to be done at this particular 

point. 

Traditionally the vast majority of the 

planning took place within what we called the primary zone. 
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It is now called the detailed planning zone, so that area 

within a nominal 10-kilometre figure. So in this 

particular case it would be the Town of Kincardine that we 

have worked very, very closely with over many years to 

establish those detailed plans. That of course will 

continue, but we do have the contingency planning zone to 

implement those procedures. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any other questions? Okay, thank you. 

Thank you very much. 

I think it's time for us to take a break. 

How long? About 15 minutes and we will resume in 15 

minutes. 

--- Upon recessing at 10:06 a.m. / 

Suspension à 10 h 06 

--- Upon resuming at 10:30 a.m. / 

Reprise à 10 h 30 

THE PRESIDENT: The next presentation is 

by the Saugeen Ojibway Nation, as outlined in CMD 18-H4.146 

and 18-H4.146A. 

I understand that Elder Miptoon will make 

the opening presentation. 

Elder, the floor is yours. 
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CMD 18-H4.146/18-H4.146A 

Oral presentation by the Saugeen Ojibway Nation 

ELDER MIPTOON: Thank you very much. 

I would like to welcome you to the SON 

traditional territory. It's very important that we 

understand that right from the beginning because ever since 

time immemorial we have been here. I just want to make it 

perfectly clear that this has always been our territory and 

in future generations it will always be the territory of 

SON. 

If I was to give anything what I am to say 

today, it has to be our oneness with nature and our 

responsibility as human beings. I'm not speaking for the 

human beings today, but I will be speaking for the 

non-human beings who at times don't have a voice in any 

environmental studies or any other material that I have 

heard to date. I appreciate this opportunity to share on 

everything that we do. Since time immemorial we have 

walked together in oneness. Oneness to us as aboriginal 

people, we are Anishinaabe people, is very important to us. 

This morning as the birds woke up and 

started to sing for us as human beings, they have never 

forgotten their role that the Creator has given to them. 
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They greet the sun first thing in the morning and totally 

if we were in tune with nature we would recognize that's 

what we are supposed to do also. If I was to take a quick 

poll of what woke you up this morning, it would probably be 

your alarm clock on your phone or the hotel room or 

wherever you stayed last night. That's not how it was from 

the beginning. The birds still know their position and 

they need a voice here at these hearings. Oneness with 

nature begins first thing in the morning and as we learn to 

walk throughout the day it's very important that we do our 

prayers during that time. 

One of the prayers that many of the elders 

pray is we ask for forgiveness for polluting the water, we 

ask for forgiveness for littering Mother Earth, we ask for 

forgiveness for driving our vehicles to hearings and 

different things like this, for putting smog in the air 

from our vehicles. This is a task for us as human beings, 

that we have to learn to walk together in oneness in 

everything that we do. Once we do this we can learn to 

walk together in everything that we do. We have to learn 

to recognize each and everyone's science. When we do this 

we begin to realize who we are. I believe if we can learn 

to walk together that Western science shouldn't be way up 

here and aboriginal traditional knowledge down here. 

Almost from the beginning when we greeted 
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the first people to come across and when we said “Aaniin”, 

we were welcoming you as the ancestors have told us to do. 

“Aaniin”, loosely translated, means “I see your light.” 

That's what we should see in each and every individual that 

we meet on the streets, that we should be able to recognize 

their lights. 

Oneness is very important to me as an 

Elder, oneness with nature. We only have one world, we 

only have one set of human beings that must be preserved, 

and all the actions that we do from here at the Commission, 

that you do it for the safety of the non-human beings also. 

They should have a voice and many of the groups that do the 

presentations should acknowledge that we wouldn't be here 

if it wasn't for the non-human beings, from the smallest to 

the elephants, to the whales and everything else here it's 

very important for us to recognize. 

I look at how things have changed over the 

last six years. I always wondered how this area looked. 

This is something that we have to leave the legacy of all 

human beings. In the forefront of our minds we should 

think of seven generations to come and what it's going to 

be. 

The wisdom that is placed upon you as 

Commissioners is very important and it's that wisdom that 

we as Anishinaabe people will be praying for in the days to 
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come, that everything that you do -- I was looking outside 

and it says that safety is the premier concern of 

everything that you put forward for all human beings. Put 

one more line in there and put the non-human beings in 

there also because without them, we're only a small portion 

of what the Creator has asked us to keep track of. 

When I look at is it possible for us to 

change things that have already been damaged, I look at the 

Species at Risk Act and everything gets put onto it daily 

because of us as human beings and our -- and we forget to 

recognize who we are. 

We take -- and many times we talk on 

benefits, beneficial uses. It's a beneficial relationship 

that we all gotta learn to work again with nature and not 

exclude. It's very important that you realize that as 

Commissioners in everything that you do. 

When we learn to walk together again, all 

people, all beings will be created equal and must have a 

voice here. 

All the fish, birds, wildlife need that 

voice. And when I look at that, it's very important that 

we look at many things. 

I'm an analytical person. Analogies are 

very important to us as Anishinaabe people. 

Listen to this little story that happened 
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to  me  a  few  years  ago.  

 A  little  bird  had  fallen  out  of  its  nest.   

I  had  two  university  students  walking  with  me,  and  I  asked  

them,  "What  should  we  do?"  

 The  one  stood  and  said,  "Let  nature  take  

its  course".   The  other  stood  and  said,  "Put  it  back  in  its  

nest".  

 I  was  at  a  dilemma  what  to  do.   I  picked  

the  little  bird  up,  pulled  down  the  branch,  and  put  it  back  

into  its  nest.   Nature  was  telling  me  to  do  that.  

 And  as  I  was  walking  away  -- excuse  me.   

As  I  was  walking  away,  the  little  bird  started  to  cheep,  

looking.   And  I  could  see  it  peaking  over  the  nest.  

 And  in  my  spirit  as  I  made  that  connection  

with  that  bird,  it  said  because  of  your  kindness  I  will  

sing  for  you.   Because  of  your  kindness  my  grandchildren  

will  sing  for  you.   Because  of  your  kindness  my  

great-grandchildren  will  sing  for  you.  

 It's  been  years,  and  those  birds  sing  to  

me  all  the  time  when  we  walk  -- when  I  walk  down  that  road.  

 So  it's  how  we  make  that  connection  with  

nature,  that  they're  just  not  something  that  we  displace.   

It's  something  that  we've  got  to  learn  to  walk  with  

everything  that  we  do.  

 I  ask  that  you  ask  us  for  wisdom,  to  teach  
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you wisdom. And when we walk down that journey, everything 

will be important to us, the fish. Wherever there's a site 

and we displaced them, we gotta do it with an open heart 

that should we be doing this. 

All of nature speaks for each and every 

one of us, and when you walk here, you got to see the 

purity of what this area is and can be, and continue to be 

with that fresh air that people talk about so much that 

come from the city. 

Humankind has not woven the web of life. 

We are but one thread within it. Whatever we do to the 

web, we do to ourselves. And things are bound together, 

all things connected. 

Chief Seattle said that in 1854. He left 

us something that we could look forward to. 

That is my challenge to the Commission. 

This is my challenge to any company that want to continue 

to change the environment in small ways. 

We have an awesome responsibility to keep 

Mother Earth as plain, as pure as we can, and that we can 

walk with the comfort that in our heart, mind that we are 

still one with nature and that the decisions that we make, 

we do it together for the existence of all human beings and 

all non-human beings. 

Migwetch. 



 
 
 
 
 

 CHIEF  NADJIWON:   I  wish  to  thank  Elder  

Miptoon  for  sharing  his  thoughts  and  wisdom.   Let  us  keep  

those  thoughts  in  our  hearts  and  minds  as  we  consider  the  

many  important  issues  being  discussed  this  day.  

 I  am  Greg  Nadjiwon  of  the  Chippewas  of  

Nawash  Unceded  First  Nation.   With  me  is  Chief  Ogema(phon)  

Anoquot  of  the  Chippewa  Saugeen  First  Nation.  

 Together,  our  First  Nations  are  the  

Saugeen  Ojibway  Nation,  often  referred  to  as  SON.  

 We  are  also  joined  by  Kathleen  Ryan  of  our  

environment  office,  and  our  legal  counsel,  Alex  Monem.    

 I  would  also  like  to  acknowledge  the  

members  of  both  Saugeen  and  Nawash  Council  who  are  in  

attendance,  as  well  as  the  many  members  from  the  SON  

territory.   We  welcome  you  to  the  Saugeen  Ojibway  Nation  

territory.  

 Our  people,  our  ancestors  have  been  on  

these  lands  and  waters  since  time  immemorial,  for  countless  

generations.   Our  people  rely  on  our  territory  today  for  

our  sustenance  and  well-being,  and  for  our  cultural,  

spiritual  and  economic  survival,  just  as  our  ancestors  did  

for  those  thousands  of  years.  

 And  our  territory  must  continue  to  sustain  

our  people  far  into  the  future,  often  referred  to  as  for  

seven  generations.  
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Our relationship to the territory is 

unique. It may be difficult for others to fully 

understand. Our territory is not just the place where we 

live; it is part of us. It is woven into our identity as a 

people. 

It is where stories were born and where 

our ancestors are buried. 

Our territory is also where our rights as 

First Nation people are situated. We have Aboriginal and 

treaty rights throughout our territory, and continue to 

exercise and continue to fight to protect, now and as we 

have done throughout our history. 

An example of this history in particular 

being relevant for the last few decades is their fight to 

assert our rights to our fishery and have it recognized and 

protected. This fight came at a considerable cost to our 

members and our leadership, but it was a fight that we 

ultimately won. 

Now this right to our sustenance and 

commercial fishery throughout the waters of our traditional 

territory has been recognized by the courts and through 

agreement with the Crown. Waters that include those rights 

are those that surround the Bruce facility. 

Our territory, our lands, our waters. 

This is who we are and who we will always be as a people. 
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It is for this reason that we take our 

responsibility as protectors and stewards of the territory 

so seriously and as a sacred duty. 

We have been centrally involved in every 

major review relating to the Bruce site over the last two 

decades. We have spent enormous resources and time to 

ensure that this facility and site are operated and 

developed in a way that will ensure that our lands, our 

waters will be safe and our territory will be able to 

sustain our people, the future generations. 

The current application is no exception. 

It is no exaggeration to say that the proposal to refurbish 

the Bruce facility so that it can operate for another 40 

years is the most significant project that has faced our 

territory since the early sixties when nuclear first came 

to the territory. 

We must be sure that plans for the 

continued operation of the Bruce facility for many more 

decades only proceeds in a way that does not harm our 

territory and respects and protects our rights and 

interests as the SON people. 

I would now like to invite Ogema(phon) 

Anoquot to address the forum. 

CHIEF ANOQUOT: Good morning. Ogema(phon) 

Anoquot. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

       

   

         

          

    

       

         

           

         

      

        

         

          

          

      

         

           

           

          

         

    

          

           

        

        

80 

Welcome, everyone. Chief Lester Anoquot, 

Chippewas of Saugeen. 

As -- I'd also like to acknowledge the 

opening words of Elder Miptoon, all of our members and 

leadership in attendance today. 

As Chief Nadjiwon explained, for our 

people decisions about the Bruce facility are of utmost 

importance. The facility lies at the very heart of our 

territory, our shores of our waters, waters that have 

sustained our people since our existence. 

Our people have totally -- were totally 

excluded from the original decisions to bring the nuclear 

industry to our territory, decisions that have been -- that 

have had a profound and irreversible impact on our lands, 

waters and connection to our territory. 

Still today, we struggle to make sure that 

our voices are heard, that the wishes of our people are 

respected. We are still required to fight for every inch, 

fight to ensure that our place within the territory is 

respected and acknowledged, and that our future within our 

own territory is protected. 

We have had some successes. In the past 

five years, we have had -- we have secured commitments from 

Ontario Power Generation and the Nuclear Waste Management 

Organization that projects and plans for nuclear waste 
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disposal in our territory will only proceed with the 

consent of our communities. 

These are critical victories for our 

people, and we acknowledge OPG and NWMO for their good 

faith and courage in joining our communities in these 

commitments. 

Still, our people have -- should not need 

to struggle to have their rights respected. We should not 

need to fight for the right to be stewards of our lands and 

waters or have a say in how major developments will take 

place within our territory. 

These rights are enshrined in the 

Constitution. They are the backbone of the United Nations' 

Declaration on Rights of Indigenous Peoples, to which 

Canada is a full signatory. It is time to simply accept 

that SON must have a central role in determining the future 

of our territory, including major decisions respecting the 

Bruce facility and site. 

We have long had concerns about the 

facility. We know it interacts in significant ways with 

our lands and waters. We know that it has brought changes 

to our territory and poses real risks and harms. But these 

impacts are not acknowledged. We do not yet have 

sufficient protections in place. Our perspective about 

these impacts, risks, and harms are minimized and our 
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people are still not meaningfully involved as 

decision-makers. This must change, and we will continue to 

work with government and Bruce Power to bring about these 

changes. 

Later today you will hear from two of our 

members, Jessica Keeshig Martin and Edward George. They're 

strong leaders of a new generation of our people. They 

have come here today to bring you the voice of our 

communities, continuing our struggle to have our place in 

the territory acknowledged and our decision-making role 

within the territory respected. They are here speaking 

from a deep and principled place with the fundamental 

knowledge that long after all others have left the 

territory, we will remain and all of our future generations 

will remain, and our territory must continue to be healthy 

and able to support us. 

We acknowledge the words and efforts of 

our people and echo their strong commitment to ensuring 

that our role as decision-makers within our territory is 

respected and put into action. 

With that I say [aboriginal language / 

langue autochtone] and I would like to introduce Alex Monem 

to speak briefly with our written submissions. [aboriginal 

language / langue autochtone] 

MR. MONEM: Good morning, President 
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Binder, members of the Commission. 

My name is Alex Monem. I'm legal counsel 

to the Saugeen Ojibway Nation. 

I know our time is tight, and I'll be very 

brief. I'm going to speak only to a few points of 

clarification that arise from the supplementary submissions 

of Bruce Power and the CNSC. 

The first point relates to the duty owed 

to the SON in the context of these hearings, and 

specifically in the context of the refurbishment project. 

CNSC and Bruce Power maintain that the 

duty owed here is on the low end of the spectrum as the 

refurbishment of the reactors will not create any novel 

impacts on the rights of SON. 

I'll preface my comments with an important 

point. Both CNSC staff and Bruce Power, despite their 

position, have made efforts to engage in serious 

consultations with SON, and I believe largely share SON's 

view on a number of the appropriate next steps. 

That said, SON cannot accept the assertion 

that the refurbishment project would attract anything but 

the highest level of consultation requirements. 

As you've heard this morning and as you've 

read in our submissions, the Bruce facility operates in the 

heart of the SON territory, and its impacts on that 
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territory as well as on SON culture, identity, and rights 

are of the highest possible concern to SON leadership and 

its communities. 

The proposed refurbishment will double 

that facility's operational life. Even if we assume that 

the continued operation of the Bruce facility after 

refurbishment will look very much like operations today, 

the impacts it generates have the potential to accumulate 

over the next 40 and 50 years, and those impacts will take 

place in a rapidly changing environment. 

For SON it's beyond debate that these 

impacts must be understood and addressed, and that this 

must be done in the context of their unique effects on SON. 

This can only be done through a robust consultation and 

accommodation process. 

My second point relates to the 

consultation efforts that have taken place here in the 

context of the Bruce facility and more recently in light of 

the current application. 

Again, SON acknowledges that all sides, 

including Bruce Power, CNSC staff, and SON representatives, 

have made serious efforts in consultation to explain their 

positions and concerns. You have in our submissions a 

detailed account of the many years of engagement between 

the parties in an attempt to understand the effects of the 
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facility on SON rights and understand SON concerns about 

those impacts on the territory rights and interests. 

Our position on this is simple. What is 

required now is to translate these good discussions into 

specific accommodations in the form of interim protections 

and concrete commitments. We have set these out in our 

submissions. And very, very briefly, the core measures we 

propose is the design and implementation of a rigorous 

study and monitoring program to reduce the uncertainties 

respecting thermal and entrainment and impingement effects, 

including SON's central participation in the design and 

implementation of those studies. Second, the development 

of a mitigation's plan, which includes not only mitigation 

measures studied, but also agreement on how those measures 

will be assessed and the conditions under which they will 

be implemented. Finally, continued work to ensure 

harmonization between regulatory processes and, in 

particular, the refurbishment decisions and how they relate 

to other regulatory and consultation processes. 

These are not accommodations in the sense 

that they will finally resolve the impacts on SON's rights. 

Rather, they're procedural accommodations that allow the 

parties to build a deeper understanding and will put SON 

and its communities at the centre of critical 

decision-making, and finally that will create a plan of 
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action to avoid harms and risks to SON territory rights and 

interests where those become necessary. 

My last point is on the question of 

timing. Why are these accommodations required now? The 

Commission is being asked to authorize as part of this --

as part of the licence renewal hearing, Bruce Power's 

activities in furtherance of Bruce Power's refurbishment 

project. It is clear law that the duty must be satisfied 

prior to decisions being made. We submit that given the 

uncertainty about future impacts resulting from 

refurbishment and their potentially significant impact on 

SON rights and interests, the duty requires that SON 

concerns be addressed and through the kinds of procedural 

accommodations we have outlined. 

SON acknowledges that the Commission is 

not now being asked to finally authorize the restart of the 

refurbished reactors, and that the Commission will have 

other opportunities to consider the outcomes of additional 

research, analysis, and argument before final 

authorizations are given relating to refurbishment. 

However, we respectfully submit that law 

requires that the accommodation measures we have proposed 

be considered and imposed by the Commission as part of any 

decision that would authorize refurbishment activities. 

And if the Commission decides to authorize those activities 
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on the basis of the current application, SON respectfully 

submits that it must take steps to ensure that 

accommodation measures are fully implemented, and that it 

be prepared to take remedial action in subsequent 

regulatory processes based on the outcomes of these 

accommodation measures, including if necessary to disallow 

further refurbishment-related activities. 

It is for this reason we say the 

Commission must maintain direct and active oversight of the 

development and implementation of the measures we have 

proposed, including retaining authority over the removal of 

regulatory hold points relating to the refurbishment 

project. 

Those are my opening comments, and we are 

all available to answer questions. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. And 

why don't we start; jump right into the question session. 

Who wants to go first? Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for the 

presentations, very much. 

I want to refer -- this is discussion with 

CNSC staff -- page 14 of SON's written submission, not the 

supplement, but the original written submission. And it 

talks about a time in 2006 where 
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"SON engaged in a lengthy 

consultation and accommodation ... 

with the federal Crown to ensure that 

the proposal would be reviewed [in] a 

robust process." 

I want to get a sense from staff's 

position for this application that the duty to consult and 

accommodate is at the low level. I want to know -- compare 

and contrast what was different in 2006 and why the 

position was held at that time, and why the position -- the 

recommendation from staff that the position should be 

different this time. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Thanks for -- can you repeat what page 

that's at, sorry. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Page 14. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Page 14. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Of H4.146, and it's the 

paragraph that starts "In 2006 ... 

MR. FRAPPIER: Uh-huh. 

MEMBER DEMETER: ... when Bruce ... 

applied to build four new nuclear reactors at the Bruce." 

But they -- I don't think they were brand new, they were --

this wasn't a green site. But it was another sort of 
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process  of  an  existing  facility  that  -- not  necessary  

expanding  or  adding.   So  I'm  just  curious  about  the  

differences.  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.    

 Certainly  just  as  a  starting  point,  we  

very  much  value  our  ongoing  relationship  with  the  SON  and  

Indigenous  people  in  general,  and  we  continue  to  engage  

with  them  and  will  continue  to  engage  with  them.  

 With  respect  to  the  decisions  that  were  

looked  at  in  2006,  I  ask  Mr.  Rinker  -- Mike  Rinker,  is  that  

...  yeah.  

 MR.  RINKER:   Mike  Rinker,  for  the  record.  

 So  I  think  we're  going  to  have  to  explore  

this  conversation  a  little  bit  so  I  can  understand  the  

question.  

 That  was  a  federal  environmental  

assessment  that  was  initiated  in  2006  and  I  believe  for  the  

new  build,  a  potential  new  build  reactor  that  would  be  

built  on  the  Bruce  nuclear  site.  

 And  so,  the  magnitude  of  the  project  

certainly  -- I  guess  if  we  made  a  comparison  to  the  

original  construction  of  the  Bruce  nuclear  power  plant,  

there  was  not  an  appropriate  determination  for  a  duty  to  

consult  for  a  brand  new  nuclear  power  plant  to  be  
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constructed in the 1980s and I think if we -- in hindsight, 

if we went back at that time there was some legacy issues 

related to consultation that would have been addressed. 

And I think that the 2006 assessment, by 

comparison, would have been of the same magnitude of a 

brand new nuclear power plant that would be constructed on 

the SON Territory. 

In contrast to this application, which is 

only looking at the continued operation, refurbished to 

extend the life, but the environmental effects related to 

what was before the Commission today is not different than 

what we would see -- or not very different than what we 

would have expected from continued operation --for 

operation of the facility five years ago. 

So, there's a very big difference between 

renewal of an existing nuclear power plant and the 

construction and operation of a brand new non-existing 

nuclear power plant. And weighing those comparisons, 

there's a difference in the level of duty to consult. 

MEMBER DEMETER: So, just so that I 

understand it clearly, there was an anticipated new build 

that triggered the duty to consult and accommodate. 

Although that new build never went through, the duty to 

consult and accommodate was based on the premise of a new 

build? 
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MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

That's correct. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay. 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 

record, from Bruce Power. 

It is helpful to provide a bit of context 

on the timeline here in terms of looking at this issue 

because I really want to make sure it isn't confused with 

the licence application before the Commission. 

Back in 2006 we were in a fundamentally 

different place in the province where there was a view that 

electricity demand was growing and at the time there was 

consideration given beyond the refurbishment of the 

existing fleet at Darlington and Bruce that there may be a 

requirement, either Bruce or Darlington, for the 

construction of new reactors. 

So, at that particular point in 2006 Bruce 

Power launched a planning process to look at a green field 

build of four additional reactors on the Bruce Power site, 

so it would take the size of the site, a green field build, 

from eight units today to 12 units. 

And when commencing that process we 

recognized, as was pointed out by Mr. Rinker, that a green 

field project[sic] has a fundamentally different bar or 

standard than a green field project. 
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And so we proactively, as a licensee, 

actually went to the federal Minister of Environment and 

said that as this -- given the fact this is a new build, we 

are actually requesting a panel review, which is something 

you don't actually hear proponents doing very often. And 

at that point we also approached SON. 

And Bruce Power and SON, again within the 

context of new build, entered into an engagement agreement 

at that point to consult with SON on the construction of 

additional reactors on the site. We engaged with SON, 

there was capacity provided and that process continued. 

In July, 2009 there was a decision made by 

Bruce Power to abandon its plans for new build, primarily 

driven by the drop in electricity demand in the province. 

There just wasn't a need for the construction of new 

reactors and the company made a business decision at that 

time to focus entirely on the refurbishment program of the 

remaining units on the Bruce site. 

Given the company's commitment at that 

point to focus on refurbishment, in subsequent months 

following that Bruce Power began discussions with SON again 

focused on refurbishment, focused on ongoing operations to 

negotiate a protocol agreement that was put in place in 

2011 and that protocol agreement effectively was a 

framework that contemplated ongoing refurbishment of the 
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site, that really outlined how the parties would work 

together, whether that was on -- everything from 

consultation items, capacity to various economic items. 

So, I think it's really important to 

separate out that new build because it was a fundamentally 

different time for the site. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. So, regardless 

of maybe different interpretations on what the duty is to 

consult, engage, participate, what I heard you say is that 

the different parties have met, have discussed the issues 

of SON and seem to have agreement on what the path forward 

should be to address those issues. 

And what you're seeking for is a firmer 

commitment on how are we going to execute those and 

oversight by the Commission to make sure that actually gets 

done and results in the kind of outcomes that are expected. 

Am I correct? 

MR. MONEM: Alex Monem, for the record. 

If we want to short circuit the 

conversation, yes, you're correct. I think there's still 

some fine tuning. I think there is still some daylight 

between the parties about what is actually required, but 

not very much. 

And the more important point, as you've 
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suggested, is to ensure that we know how those mitigation 

measures will be agreed to and implemented and reviewed for 

compliance as the regulatory processes unfold in the coming 

years. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So, just to make sure that 

all parties are on the same page, are there areas where 

there isn't agreement, or that requires further 

clarification, or maybe there is ambiguity? 

MR. MONEM: Alex Monem, for the record. 

If I take us to the last page of our 

submissions, which is the summary of what we -- of our 

positions, I believe this captures in a sense what at least 

CNSC staff has proposed in broad strokes. And from the 

supplementary written submissions and from recent 

conversations we've had with Bruce Power, we believe Bruce 

Power is in agreement on some of these, but I do not wish 

to speak for Bruce Power that they are in full agreement, 

and perhaps that's worth a discussion. 

But where there is a slight difference, 

and we should -- we could perhaps fruitfully discuss is 

one, to get clarity around SON's involvement in the design 

of the appropriate study programs to reduce uncertainties 

around thermal effluent and entrainment impingement, not 

only in a static sense, but as those might propagate. 

We have also -- SON, for a variety of 
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reasons, has taken the position that they'd very much like 

to be involved in the implementations of the studies 

themselves, including the monitoring of the performance of 

those studies. 

This, rightfully CNSC staff point out, is 

not something that they would do, but would rather look to 

Bruce Power to work with SON collaboratively on. We agree 

with that process, but we would like to ensure a structure 

where that all ends up taking place. 

In terms of the mitigation study, perhaps 

this is where there is currently a bit of daylight between 

us, and at least CNSC staff. We see the value in a 

mitigation measure study, but we don't think that's enough. 

We think that mitigation study has to come 

into a framework of an agreement so we understand what to 

do with that study. We have to understand how the cost 

benefit analysis for viable measures is going to be 

undertaken and to ensure that SON values are considered. A 

cost benefit analysis is a value laden assessment. 

And if we believe that the Nuclear Safety 

Control Act and the regulatory processes do double duty 

here, not only to protect -- to ensure the safe operations 

of the facility, but also to protect SON Aboriginal and 

Treaty rights, we have to take those Aboriginal and Treaty 

rights into consideration when we consider things like a 
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cost benefit analysis and possible or viable mitigation 

measures. 

And lastly on that, we should get a sense 

about trigger points. How do we know when enough is 

enough? How do we know when climate change actually 

changes things so our calculation changes? 

We understand and we appreciate the 

concept of adaptive management, but for SON communities 

they need a little bit more on the bones. They'd like to 

know what the trigger points are. How do we know steps 

will be taken when necessary, and when do we know it's 

necessary? We'd like trigger points. 

I don't think this is an easy task, but I 

think we should undertake to pursue that and reduce it into 

an agreement, a mitigations plan. 

The last point is on the involvement. 

There's some other things about harmonization of regulatory 

processes, but I think we're all in agreement on that. 

The last point is on the continued 

involvement of the Commission. The position of SON is that 

it's critical that the Commission retain -- remain 

centrally involved and retain oversight over this process. 

And, in fact, this idea emerges from recent Supreme Court 

case law, very recent case law in Clyde River and the 

Chippewas of the Thames, that regulatory processes, in 
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fact, can aid the Crown in discharging the duty to 

Indigenous people, but those regulatory processes have to 

be capable of doing that. 

And for SON, our position is these 

processes can only be capable of discharging the duty to 

SON if they allow for a full engagement, full participation 

by us, a bringing together of information and history and 

making good decisions, decisions that we can all look at 

and test if they're correct. 

And for this it's very important that we 

have I believe a forum like this one, where we can bring 

information, we can make arguments, we can test ideas. 

So where this comes to ground is in CNSC 

Staff recommendation that authority to remove hold points 

be delegated to CNSC Staff. We respectfully have a 

different view of that and we would ask that the Commission 

retain authority over that. 

It’s really the clearest way we can ensure 

that the refurbishment project goes ahead in a way that 

takes into consideration all of the good work the parties 

will do together in ensuring that appropriate protections 

are in place. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you very much. 

Maybe I'll get Staff to comment first and then come to 

Bruce Power, thank you. 
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MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. So certainly, as the intervener has said, we have 

had a lot of discussions with the SON. We think we’re 

coming very close to a path forward on all the key items 

that they have identified. We agree that scientifically, 

you know, things like triggers and that are something that 

have to be discussed. However, we do have a mechanism, 

because this is not new, this has always been the case, we 

have a mechanism with respect to our environmental risk 

assessment that is required to be updated every five years. 

So within that five-year period is an 

opportunity to look at the science, look at the operations, 

ensure that if there’s anything new there is opportunity to 

come to the Commission and signal that there’s need for 

changes to the licence, if required, or more likely changes 

to monitoring or whatever program element there might be. 

So we believe we have mechanisms to do that. 

With respect to keeping the Commission the 

central figure, we 100 per cent agree with that. We would 

want to ensure that the Commission has an ability, as it 

does right now, to change the licence, to do whatever is 

needed the Commission sees as necessary. 

I think what the SON are proposing with 

respect to that occurring with respect to this particular 

set of discussions around the return to service decision, 
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we do not agree that that is the best spot. 

The reason is because the return to 

service is a very engineering orientated mechanism by which 

we say is the plant ready to receive fuel? A few weeks 

later you say, is the plant ready to go to 1 per cent? A 

few weeks later or a few days later you go through, okay, 

is all the criticality of the...? It’s very focused on the 

safety of the nuclear reactor. 

So our proposal is a little bit different. 

We believe that we should be reporting to the Commission on 

an annual basis independent of return to service as part of 

our annual report. That we believe we can set-up we’ve 

been loosely calling it a steering committee, but that’s 

yet to be discussed, but some co-managed approach between 

ourselves and the SON by which we can govern, if you like, 

these areas of concern, these studies and that. 

That that, you know, we can predict that 

that committee might agree almost all the time and we would 

just do as expected out of that decision, and sometimes we 

would not agree. That if we would not agree, then we 

would -- that would be what we would bring to the 

Commission. 

So then the Commission decisions are 

really based on the issues of primary concern here, which 

is around environmental effects, science, climate change 
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effects. These are not things that are going to come into 

the decision with respect to the removal of the hold point, 

as it is currently configured. Obviously, the Commission 

can make its own decision on that. 

But I would suggest there is a very 

important safety element to how we remove those regulatory 

hold points that are -- we’ve done this many times before, 

they’re very focused on systems and people ready for the 

next phase. They’re very focused on have you done all the 

testing that you’re supposed to do, have you done, all the 

work you were supposed to do associated with plant safety? 

We want to be careful about sort of 

perturbing that too much and taking the attention off of 

the very important thing that says is that reactor ready to 

start up again? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. Bruce Power. 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scognack, for the 

record. 

So a number of items to address. What I’d 

like to start by saying is we respect the fact that the 

facility we are operating is on SON’s traditional 

territory. That’s something that’s meaningful to us. The 

relationship with SON is of utmost importance to everybody 

at Bruce Power, and I think we would all agree there’s more 

we can do together on a range of fronts. Some are relevant 
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to this licence application, some aren’t, but there’s a lot 

more we want to do together. 

The one thing I would say is, in 

particular, the recent discussions in 2018 have been very 

productive and meaningful. Really, from a Bruce Power 

perspective, we’d like to really break my comments up into 

two areas. 

So the first area of some discussion, and 

it’s detailed in the various written materials from Bruce 

Power and CNSC Staff, is on the current licence 

application. 

I don’t need to go through really the 

history of engagement on this front, but I think what I 

would like to leave the Commission with is really I would 

say a principle by which Bruce Power has approached our 

engagement with SON, with other communities throughout this 

licence renewal process. You’ll see that from the various 

interventions over the course of the next few days. 

Bruce Power always engages to the maximum 

degree possible. It’s a principle of openness, of 

transparency, and just dedication we have. You see that in 

everything we do. Where there are opportunities to enhance 

that, we’re open to that feedback on how we want to do 

that. 

So while there is a well-documented 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

          

          

         

      

             

           

         

    

        

          

 

          

          

           

           

          

          

         

           

             

         

  

         

            

           

102 

position and perhaps disagreement about where are you on a 

spectrum of needing to engage, the principal is the person 

accountable in Bruce Power for our engagement, both with 

Indigenous communities and non-Indigenous communities, is 

we do everything we can wherever it is on the spectrum. We 

seek to engage, we seek to provide information, we seek to 

provide capacity, and that’s the principle by which we’ve 

adopted that. 

For that reason, that’s why we believe 

we’ve met the test as it relates to this licence 

application. 

But I do think, and it was mentioned in 

the presentations about SON, it’s really about what do we 

do moving forward? I believe, we believe, from a Bruce 

Power perspective I like to echo that, you know, I do 

believe we have an understanding on moving forward in a 

number of critical areas that SON has brought to Bruce 

Power’s attention in recent meetings in 2018. 

Maybe I can just, and it may be a repeat 

of some of what was raised by SON and CNSC Staff, but I 

think it’s important to reiterate the commitments that we 

have made. 

Firstly, in terms of broadening how we can 

engage. We’ve had a lot of dialogue about how can that 

work better for Bruce Power, how can it work better for 
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SON? 

We know that the capacity is a required 

piece of this, but it’s also about how do we, and remember 

the terminology in the CMD was really around harmonizing, 

but it’s really about, you know, we have a series of 

regulatory approvals, some at the provincial level, 

multiple approvals at the federal level, the licence 

renewal. So when we’re going forward, how can we work 

together to bundle issues? We know, you know, the three 

principal -- not only issues that SON has raised, but three 

principal issues is around impingement and entrainment, 

thermal, and climate change. 

So from our perspective in particular, 

I’ll start with impingement and entrainment and thermal. 

We’ve expressed and had a dialogue about how we can 

carryout joint monitoring, how we can engage on those 

activities. It’s a really good time, in particular, when 

you’re looking at impingement and entrainment to do that 

because we’re entering into the next wave of our 

impingement and entrainment monitoring, and there’s been 

discussion about how can work together to have SON a part 

of that? 

That is, of course, one element related to 

the CNSC regulatory process, but it also spans the DFO 

authorization. It also spans a future approval that we 
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need every 10 years for a permit to take water 

provincially. 

So we’ve had a good dialogue, I think, on 

that front and that really extends also to thermal in terms 

of the work we can do together on thermal monitoring. 

We have heard and share a desire to 

continue to do more in the are of climate change. We 

believe the regulatory process is very robust. Bruce Power 

looks at the regulatory process and its completeness beyond 

the sole CNSC requirements, but what we have at the 

provincial level, what we have elsewhere, which we believe 

provides a regular and frequent mechanism to engage on any 

changes and baseline conditions we would see. 

But we’re not going to stop there. As I 

mentioned in our presentation last evening, we are really 

excited about a new climate change study that we’ve 

launched with the Council of the Great Lakes Region. We 

have reached out to SON and other Indigenous communities to 

participate in that and we’re really looking forward to 

SON participating in that. 

The other thing I would say is the issue 

of traditional knowledge is also an area of continued 

interest to us. By working together, we want to hear that 

feedback, we want to learn more about that traditional 

knowledge and, where possible, not only build that in from 
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an environmental monitoring perspective, from our 

operational impact on the environment, but also with our 

workforce on site. 

Also with everything we do, if we are --

and we are operating in the traditional territory of SON, 

how do we continue to drive that awareness? How do we 

continue to drive that? That’s something we respect. 

While we believe we have made a tremendous amount of 

progress and while we believe we have more than fulfilled 

the requirements of the licence application, everybody will 

tell you there’s more we want to do and we’re, frankly, 

excited to do. 

The last thing I would say is that we 

believe there is a number of important avenues and forums 

through the annual MPP report that provide an ideal 

framework and opportunity for engagement. That’s something 

that we have discussed with SON and look forward to 

continuing to engage on. 

But, more importantly, we’ve very keen to 

observe and monitor and hear more about the steering 

committee concept proposed to CNSC Staff. We think that’s 

important. Obviously, as proponents, we have a series of 

things that we look forward to do. The work that the CNSC 

does is going to be equally important to that process. 

But by and large, you know, I would say we 
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are looking forward to the days and the weeks and the years 

ahead working together. And, you know, the standard we 

hold ourselves to is continuing to build and continuing to 

grow that relationship with SON. 

Thank you. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. I see we have 

our Ministry of Environment and Climate Change here. 

Did you have anything you wanted to say on 

what we have just heard? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Is that question 

just to me, for Environment and Climate Change Canada? I 

don’t have any particular question to ask. 

THE PRESIDENT: We have some other 

Ministry officials here. 

MR. CHAPPELL: For the record, it’s Rick 

Chappell, Ministry of Environment and Climate Change. We 

are the provincial Ministry of Environment and Climate 

Change. 

So is that question posed to us? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Sure, it includes you too. 

MR. CHAPPELL: Okay. So I can certainly 

speak to approvals that Bruce Power currently has with the 

Ministry. 

There is a duty to consult with those 

approvals. There is a current thermal application that is 
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with the Ministry. The Ministry is continuing to review 

that application, continued ongoing discussions, both with 

Bruce Power, Saugeen Ojibway Nation, Historic Saugeen Métis 

and the Métis Nation of Ontario, just to discuss that 

engagement and consultation. 

The Crown has delegated procedural aspects 

of that duty, but as you are aware the ultimate decision 

about whether that duty to consult has been met rests with 

the Crown. 

So we certainly are encouraging. We 

certainly are aware that Bruce Power has engaged indigenous 

communities and continues to engage those indigenous 

communities, and that would be our expectation going forth; 

that consultation and discussion continues to occur for any 

provincial approvals required. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MS ALI: Okay. I am Nardia Ali, 

Environment and Climate Change Canada. 

My staff and I have been involved closely 

working with the CNSC and Bruce Power, and we have also 

participated recently in some of the teleconferences that 

have involved the SON and do review of reports and other 

matters related to thermal effects. 

I have a few things that I want to sort of 

say or put on the table. 
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Based on our review of many of these 

documents and many discussions and meetings we have had 

with the CNSC and Bruce Power, and more recently in calls 

with the SON, we believe that the potential for risk is 

low. There is a low level of risk in thermal because the 

local habitat around the plant is used by thermally 

sensitive species of fish like whitefish. 

As was mentioned earlier, there are some 

outstanding technical issues that have to be addressed. 

And the SON has asked to be involved in some of the designs 

and studies for that and I think that is a good idea. 

But we overall don’t believe that this 

additional information is important. It will not change 

our conclusion on the level of risk. 

So overall we are satisfied with the work 

that has been done by Bruce Power and the future monitoring 

we have proposed. 

The other thing I wanted to comment on is 

the other thing that has been raised, probably changes that 

are occurring because of climate change. Our department --

we have some of our researchers on the phone –- are 

conducting some studies and we have also tried to link some 

of our people to Bruce for some of the work that they are 

doing for climate change. 

So we are hoping that that work will help 
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in identifying criteria or seeing when there are triggers 

that may require additional mitigation. 

So we acknowledge that there could be 

changes in water temperature going forward, but we are 

comfortable that the ongoing regulatory oversight where the 

environmental risk assessment is done every five years, 

every year there is the Regulatory Oversight Report where 

different topics are brought up in front of the Commission. 

We think that that will be sufficient to 

detect and address any significant changes coming out of 

climate change. And we understand that Bruce Power will be 

asked to look at adaptive management and mitigation 

options. 

So all of that makes us comfortable. 

And the last thing I wanted to say is 

there was also a comment about co-ordination between 

different regulatory processes. We have reviewed the 

Thermal Risk Analysis and the provincial environment 

compliance approval and we have raised some considerations. 

We had raised additional considerations for Bruce Power and 

they have addressed those issues regarding the risk 

characterization with additional detail and analysis, 

including spacial implications, etc. 

So we are satisfied that the thermal 

thresholds there were appropriate and the exceedances 
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predicted as a result of worst case simulation are unlikely 

to result in significant adverse effects because of the 

very limited duration and extent of those exceedances. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you very much. 

THE PRESIDENT: There’s a lot of moving 

parts here and it will continue to be very complicated. 

You did mention, I think I heard from 

Staff and from you, that you need a structure. You need a 

place where you can periodically formally discuss and agree 

on what it is you agree on and what you don’t agree on. 

So what is it you are proposing in terms 

of formal –- remember in 2015 we heard a lot of the same 

issues? And we had some commitment to proceed and study a 

lot of those things. 

I just didn’t see kind of a formal 

structure where if there is disagreement you could come to 

the Commission on a periodic basis, formally. 

So those studies are scientific studies 

involving traditional knowledge, science, etc. 

Where are you going to agree on terms of 

reference and who is going to do it, and timing and 

financing? 

Staff, I think you mentioned a steering 

committee? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 
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record.  

 Yes,  I  think  last  time,  as  you  mentioned,  

we  certainly  had  discussions,  both  here  and  I  would  suggest  

at  Point  Lepreau  as  well,  about  the  importance  of  having  

ongoing  more  orchestrated  organized  engagements.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   I  don’t  like  orchestrated.   

Formal.  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Okay,  sorry.   Formal  is  a  

better  word.  

 So  formal  engagements  with  indigenous  

groups.  

 From  that  we  already  had  quite  an  

established  set  of  discussions  and  relationships,  in  

particular  with  the  Saugeen  but  also  with  the  MNO  and  the  

HSM  here.   So  we  put  more  effort  into  those  and  had  them  

very  much  focused  on  the  environmental  science,  if  you  

like,  and  the  technical  aspects  of  concern.  

 A  lot  of  progress  has  been  made  with  that.   

As  you  mentioned,  we  have  had  university  professors,  we  

have  had  different  workshops.   I  think  we  have  all  come  to  

a  much  better  understanding  of  a  lot  of  the  facts.   But  

there  is  more  work  to  be  done.  

 I  think  as  we  see  this  moving  forward  

there  is  a  need  now,  I  think,  for  establishing  a  more  

formal  governance  structure  of  some  sort  of  that  engagement  
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that we are undertaking. 

So that’s where we have proposed this 

concept of having a steering committee of some sort that 

could step back a little bit. We still need the workshops. 

We still need all the scientists who are working together 

to ask the questions and resolve them. 

But to be able to have a venue where we 

can step back a little bit and say is it going where we 

want it to go, to have formal sort of approval of scope of 

things like the studies that are going on, what are going 

to be some of the criteria for determination, these are all 

areas that are not just technical but are also of a 

governance nature as to what we are trying to accomplish. 

So for that we are certainly thinking at 

this point that we should establish some kinds of terms of 

reference that would be obviously agreed to by all sides. 

And we would see that being somehow or other anchored to 

the Commission being the decision-making point for where 

those terms of reference and that group would come to 

impasses, that we would then be able to have it agreed as 

part of those terms of reference that, as always, the 

Commission can entertain discussions at one of its meetings 

and provide some direction, certainly to Staff. 

So we would have that as being a mechanism 

by which we could come to the Commission and seek further 



 
 
 
 
 

direction  and  guidance.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Mr.  Monem,  how  quickly  can  

you  do  something  like  that?   And  when  would  be  a  good  time  

to  see  some  concrete  action  moving  forward?  

 MR.  MONEM:   Alex  Monem,  for  the  record.  

 I  will  say  that  we  agree  with  the  general  

lines  of  what  Mr.  Frappier  has  just  proposed.   We  think  

that  is  a  productive  way  to  move  forward.   There  are  still  

some  details,  as  you  have  suggested,  to  work  out,  

especially  how  that  gets  brought  back  to  the  Commission  to  

ensure  there  is  a  nexus  between  what  the  Commission  decides  

there  and  the  actual  projects  we  are  talking  about  in  the  

operation  of  the  facility.  

 In  terms  of  next  steps,  having  a  direction  

in  the  decisions  here  will  be  very  helpful.   In  terms  of  

the  terms  of  reference  for  a  steering  committee  and  the  

terms  of  reference  for  the  actual  design  of  the  studies,  I  

think  that  will  realistically  take  a  little  bit  of  time.  

 But  the  pre-framework  in  the  record  of  

decision  and  maybe  licence  conditions  that  you  may  issue  

here  will  be  a  very  helpful  guidance  for  the  parties  to  

begin  their  work  rapidly.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Questions?  

 Ms  Penney?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you.  
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My question is going to go back to the EA, 

so first question to SON and then I do want comment from 

CNSC Staff and from ECCC. 

So in your document, your original 

document, Section 4.2 “No Credible Assessment of Future 

Impacts”, I would like some comment from you on that, 

knowing full well that CEAA 2012, this project would not 

have been on that list so it didn’t require a CEAA 

assessment, so why you felt that the PEA wasn't 

appropriate, and some comment from CNSC staff, because when 

I look at REGDOC-2.9.1 it says an applicant's: 

"...ERA informs an EA under CEAA 2012 

and forms the basis of an EA under 

the NSCA" 

And I heard you say yesterday that the EA 

you did was the same as an EA under CEAA 2012, but I think 

your REGDOC says it's actually not one and the same thing. 

The ERA/PEA would inform your EA. So I will start with 

you, why you didn't think it was adequate, and then move 

on. 

MR. MONEM: Alex Monem, for the record. 

Thank you for the question. 

The first part of that is really a 

question of maybe regulatory formalism and it is important 

to note that CEAA, I think it was 1996, maybe this project 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

         

         

           

           

             

          

        

          

         

           

             

          

         

           

        

          

           

         

          

       

          

         

          

        

             

115 

would have been captured and under the future legislation 

that's being proposed, the Impact Assessment Act, it would 

certainly be captured and in fact the role of SON would 

have been formalized in that process. So SON finds itself 

in an odd position, that we have sort of fallen into a gap, 

a lacunae of regulations for this project. But that 

shouldn't determine the substantive issues, which is, under 

the Nuclear Safety and Control Act it requires that an 

assessment or a decision be made only if adequate 

protection for the environment has been made. So we have 

to be a little bit more first principle about it when we do 

the assessment and look at what is being produced to 

determine whether we can credibly conclude that. 

Our view is that we should look to sort of 

fundamental principles of future effects prediction and we 

had an outside technical person assess that and, as you 

read in the report, the view was that there were certain 

aspects from sort of conventional methodology that were not 

followed. The process that was used, the structure itself 

disregarded for future consideration certain kinds of 

impacts if they were bounded. The problem with that 

obviously was that it assumed a constant environment, which 

we think is a problem for that analysis. 

So there are additional aspects and maybe 

I will just pause here to see if Ms Ryan has anything to 
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add to that part. 

MS RYAN: Kathleen Ryan, for the record. 

I think in addition to largely ignoring 

changing climate and actually predicting effects in that 

way, it in the same way sort of ignored effects on the 

environment, specific aspects of the environment, so it 

didn't go into specific detail like other predictive 

effects assessments do under a CEAA EA in terms of looking 

at the effects on not necessarily individual organisms but 

groups of different organisms in the ecosystem. 

So I think that was another shortfall in 

addition to ignoring the changing climate and the fact that 

we already know that Lake Huron is experiencing a change in 

climate now, so it will necessarily do so not only in the 

life, the proposed life of the refurbished reactors, but 

even within the next 10-year licensing cycle and so I think 

that was an important part that was missed. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

Staff...? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

First of all, I don't think we said 

yesterday that the EA under CEAA and the EA under the NSCA 

are identical, I think we said they use the same base of 

science, but I will let Dr. Caroline Ducros explain that a 
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little bit more and perhaps talk a bit about the 

shortcomings that Ms Ryan has pointed out. 

DR. DUCROS: Dr. Caroline Ducros. I am 

the Director of the Environmental Assessment Division, for 

the record. 

Yes, that is correct what Mr. Frappier has 

said. The premise is that the science, the core scientific 

evidence that we use for our environmental assessment under 

the Nuclear Safety and Control Act is as robust as the 

science that we use in a Canadian Environmental Assessment 

Act environmental assessment. 

And the context is that a Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act EA was conducted at this site 

and in the past part of that information informed also the 

EA under the NSCA. The EA under the NSCA relies heavily on 

the environmental risk assessment. It also relies on 

information that is obtained through regular reporting 

through the Compliance Verification Programs, through the 

Independent Environmental Monitoring Program, and in 

particular in terms of giving a context for the 

interactions with the environment, we look to the data that 

is obtained at a regional level from a number of different 

sources. So we look to Ontario Ministry of Environment and 

Climate Change’s Drinking Water Surveillance Program as 

well as the Ontario Ministry of Labour's Ontario Reactor 
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Surveillance Program, Health Canada's Canadian Radiological 

Monitoring Network and Health Canada's Fixed Point 

Surveillance Program. So together we look to getting a 

larger picture of what is happening between the site-wide 

ERA, that includes more than just the MPP, and what is 

happening offsite. 

In terms of the point that was made in 

terms of the Impact Assessment Act -- and I understand that 

we are in between Acts right now -- at this point in time 

the public comment period is just coming to a close on the 

criteria for what is going to be on the designated projects 

list, so there is no certainty whatsoever that a 

refurbishment project will or will not be and I wouldn't 

like to make any statement to say that that is a certainty. 

But in terms of the other aspects, Ms 

Ryan's points and Mr. Monem's points, I would like to pass 

it to my colleague Mr. McAllister to talk about the 

predictive effects and environmental risk assessment. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Can I ask a quick question 

in between? 

DR. DUCROS: Yes. 

MEMBER PENNEY: You said that there was a 

CEAA assessment done that wasn't for this project, just to 

clarify. 

DR. DUCROS: Yes. It was for the -- yes, 
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that's correct, for the refurbishment of the Bruce A 

reactor units 3 and 4, but the EA itself considered four 

reactors rather than just the refurbishment of --

MEMBER PENNEY: Two. 

DR. DUCROS: Oh, sorry --

MEMBER PENNEY: What was the date? When 

was that undertaken? 

DR. DUCROS: -- 1 and 2, reactors 1 and 2. 

MEMBER PENNEY: When was it undertaken? 

DR. DUCROS: In 2006. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Right. 

MR. McALLISTER: Thank you, Dr. Ducros. 

Andrew McAllister, Director of the 

Environmental Risk Assessment Division. 

I guess we would have a difference of 

opinion. We felt it was a credible assessment of impacts. 

The risk assessment done was in alignment or in accordance 

with CSA Standard 288.6 on environmental risk assessments. 

That's in line with best practices both domestically and 

internationally. And that sort of baseline risk assessment 

was based on years of monitoring information. And when we 

use the term "bounding" we are able to use all eight units 

operating. 

So if we use impingement and entrainment 

as an example, you know, we are looking at it and 
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concluding that the eight units will be bounding based on 

one volume of water being required versus during a major 

component replacement where you have one or more units 

offline and therefore less volume of water. 

So we agree with the logic that Bruce 

Power had presented. It identified some environmental 

areas that there would be a delta, there would be a need to 

for example implicate or implement certain mitigation 

measures. 

So with the basis, though, of these 

environmental assessments, we have been in front of the 

Commission for refurbishments on a number of occasions. 

Dr. Ducros mentioned Bruce A, there was a Pickering 

refurbishment, there was a Darlington refurbishment. The 

same kinds of programs and monitoring information that has 

helped inform the risk assessments that are before you now 

are the same types that helped inform those environmental 

assessments under the Canadian Environmental Assessment 

Act, namely impingement and entrainment monitoring 

programs, thermal monitoring programs, the science, all 

those aspects brought to bear. 

So, you know, we acknowledge that there 

are uncertainties associated with the risk assessment and 

those are -- some of those of which we are going to be 

focusing on moving forward. Some of those will be part of 
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the discussions that we are going to have with the SON and 

others on the matter. 

And the last point I would just like to 

address is Ms Ryan, the concern I guess of specificity in 

the environment. I think it's recognized that it is 

difficult to measure everything, to monitor everything, and 

one needs to take a sort of approach where you can focus in 

on key things. Using valued ecosystem components is one 

means by which you can do that. In doing for example the 

thermal risk assessment, they looked at gills, they looked 

at warm water fish species, cool water and cold water, and 

then selected representative species and carried the 

assessment forward that way. We feel that is a reasonable 

means to go about to assess impacts on non-human biota. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thanks. Any comment from 

ECCC? 

MS ALI: Nardia Ali, Environment and 

Climate Change Canada. 

As far as the EA is used, I think it has 

been fully addressed by Caroline Ducros and Andrew 

McAllister. 

I just wanted to add a quick comment on 

the non-human biota aspect that was raised here by the SON. 

So with respect to lack of consideration 

for non-fish biota, like we understand that the potential 
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impact on the thermal plumes on plankton is likely low 

since plankton abundance emergence is primarily dependent 

on lake-wide conditions, while for whitefish, you know, the 

natural synchronization with respect to food availability 

may be potentially disrupted due to early hatch. Because 

whitefish are so opportunistic, they can eat other things. 

So, again, we feel that effect would be low. 

The other thing is benthic invertebrates 

in the thermally influenced areas are also unlikely to be 

significantly impacted because the thermal plume for the 

most time is buoyant and not likely to affect the sediment 

quality. And it has been generally found that there are no 

significant differences in temperatures at the sediment 

interface between the areas in the thermal plume and the 

reference sites. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack for the 

record. Could I add a few points from our perspective? 

A few very critical items have been 

discussed and I would like to first and foremost -- I tried 

to cover a bit of it last night in our presentation. It's 

mentioned in a number of interventions over the next couple 

of days with respect to this whole issue of process and 

CEAA, whether it's the 1992 CEAA, the 2012 CEAA or maybe we 

will have a 2018-2019 CEAA. 
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From our perspective we would argue that 

as a licensee, if you look at the evolution that has taken 

place, the EA that was referred to by CNSC staff carried 

out under the 1992 CEAA for the restart of Units 1 and 2, 

it's important to keep in mind what that process really 

entailed. So we went out and we carried out consultations 

on valued ecosystem components. Based on the consultation 

of valued ecosystem components, those valued ecosystem 

components were adjusted. We went through an EA process. 

The Commission approved that environmental assessment and 

following the approval of that environmental assessment, 

which again was ongoing operations and refurbishment of 

Units 1 and 2, Bruce Power then commenced an EA follow-up 

program. That EA follow-up program confirmed everything 

and CNSC approved that EA follow-up program in its 

entirety. And from an EA, pure EA perspective, that 

process was complete at that point. 

We are in a new regime now with an ERA, 

where, as a licensee, we really look at that follow-up 

program as now an ongoing process where, yes, in our 

licence application and in our ERA and our PEA we make a 

series of assumptions, but given the fact now that the ERA 

is a new tool under REGDOC-2.9.1 that is updated every five 

years, as a licensee we look at it like you have a 

permanent follow-up program underway. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

           

          

             

         

           

        

           

           

     

          

            

          

        

          

        

        

         

           

          

           

           

           

         

       

           

124 

So, you know, I try not to get too focused 

on what piece of legislation is where because it gets 

confusing. We look at it as what is the work we are 

monitoring and what is the ongoing rigour of that 

monitoring, and I think anybody who is in this field will 

tell you, the rigour of REGDOC-2.9.1 essentially imposes, 

which we welcome, a permanent rigour where you have an EA 

follow-up program forever, as long as you are operating. I 

think that's a healthy development. 

And so the question for Bruce Power, and I 

do like to deal with the issue of structure, you asked as 

it related to CNSC staff, but there are also some 

structural discussions between Bruce Power and SON, but 

it's that ability to engage going forward that, if we 

structure this right, will allow for enhanced engagement 

throughout and I think that's really the goal. 

You asked about structure, I know we are 

short on time, but Bruce Power and SON have also discussed 

structure going forward and how we can better set ourselves 

up, both within Bruce Power and in SON, what capacity is 

associated with that. There are some items SON and Bruce 

Power are working together on that are not relevant to the 

licence application, but on the items relevant to the 

licence application, in particular environment, there has 

been a dialogue about, you know, how do we move forward 
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with  monitoring  and  in  what  table  does  that  go?   So  the  

concept  between  Bruce  Power  and  SON  is  that  we  will  have  a  

subgroup  that  focuses  on  environment  and  regulatory  issues  

that  will  report  up  to  a  main  table  of  Bruce  Power  senior  

leadership  and  SON  elected  officials  that  then  have  

ultimate  accountability  to  both  Chiefs  and  our  Chief  

Executive  Officer.   So  we  wanted  to  develop  a  structured  

and  tiered  approach,  and  really  what  it  is  is  recognizing  

that  as  we  want  to  grow  the  relationship  there  are  so  many  

more  things  we  want  to  do  together,  as  I  mentioned,  some  

related  to  the  licence  application  going  forward,  some  not,  

and  we  have  to  set  ourselves  up  differently.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thanks.   SON,  you  had  a  

last  comment.  

 MS  RYAN:   Yes.   I  just  wanted  to  go  back  

to  some  of  the  comments  that  were  made  more  broadly  about  

the  ERA  and  about  the  thermal  risk  assessment  that  ECCC  was  

commenting  on  and  I  think  it's  obvious  that  we  have  some  

fundamental  differences  of  opinion  about  the  assessment  of  

risk  being  made  by  CNSC  and  Bruce  Power  and  ECCC.  

 And  I  think  -- I  just  wanted  to  point  out  

that  I  think  that  comes  from  not  not  understanding  the  

scientific  information  that's  being  used  or  the  processes  

that  are  being  used  in  the  ERA  but  from  the  fact  that  there  

is  very  little  actual  evidence  from  the  receiving  
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environment, so from the area in the vicinity of Bruce 

Power that is receiving the effects from the thermal plumes 

and from impingement and entrainment. And from my 

perspective, from our perspective, I think the level of 

uncertainty is too great and SON's perception of risk, 

bearing that level of uncertainty, is different from the 

perception of risk from the CNSC and ECCC and Bruce Power. 

I think we still don't understand the 

dynamics of the waters in the vicinity of Bruce Power. 

There are two thermal plumes. There is the cooling water 

intake which creates a different hydrodynamic condition 

which also interacts with the thermal plume. Bruce Power 

is in the preliminary stages of its thermal modelling, but 

we still don't understand the conditions at the plant or in 

the vicinity of the plant in a really thorough and robust 

way. We also don't know what the actual fish or aquatic 

community is in the vicinity of the plant. The values and 

the species that are used in the ERA are not necessarily 

because there have been surveys done and we know that those 

species are utilizing those areas, they are just species 

that are sort of generally known in the area. So we don't 

actually know how fish are being affected, or not even just 

limited to fish, but we actually have no understanding of 

the broader aquatic community, which is not just limited to 

fish. 
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Everything is really on a theoretical 

basis and I think one of the larger issues from our side is 

just because we don't have that evidence, because it is 

difficult evidence to gather, does not mean there is not an 

impact and people in the SON communities, community members 

and community members who are fishermen, have noticed those 

changes since the inception of the plant through time and 

it is entirely reasonable, being a nuclear power plant on a 

Great Lake, that there would be some impact from that plant 

and I think it's just the level of transparency and 

understanding really what those impacts are. So I just 

wanted to make that point based on everything that has been 

said. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thanks for that. 

CNSC staff, do you want to give a comment 

on the amount of research that has been done? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. I would ask Caroline Ducros to comment on that --

Andrew McAllister. 

MR. McALLISTER: Andrew McAllister, 

Director of the Environmental Risk Assessment Division. 

Bruce Power is probably in a better 

position to talk about the research, but I am going to use 

an example of how we always talk about -- we tell you that, 

oh, risk assessments are informed by latest updates in 
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science and monitoring. I'm going to use a tangible 

example for you. 

In 2015 when we were before the Commission 

for these relicensing hearings, we had at that time as well 

looked at the potential risk to round whitefish. At that 

time we were relying on 30-year-old science which had 

derived a thermal benchmark to round whitefish of 3.8 

degrees Celsius and we identified that there was potential 

for elevated risk but there was a lot of uncertainty around 

that given the age of the science and not as much thermal 

monitoring data. 

We fast-forward now to 2018 and there has 

been additional science that has been done that has helped 

inform that thermal benchmark in that round whitefish, yes, 

are still a thermally sensitive species, but that benchmark 

is thought to be more around 6 degrees Celsius now as 

opposed to 3.8 degrees Celsius. 

So that's an example of how the science 

has been sort of brought to bear and helped inform an 

environmental risk assessment. And if you were -- in our 

environmental assessment report that we submitted at the 

Part 1 hearing, we had identified that as well, that we 

recognize that there has been a lot of research that Bruce 

Power has undertaken both in and around the Bruce site to 

look at specific matters. 
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The question is now, how can we take that 

science and bring it into sort of an environmental risk 

assessment framework, how can it help inform those sorts of 

analyses? 

MEMBER PENNEY: One last quick question. 

Is there any incorporation of traditional knowledge from 

the SON into any of those reports? 

MR. McALLISTER: To date, there hasn't 

been. We have gleaned some knowledge through discussions 

with the SON, but in a substantive way the answer would be 

no, but that certainly is a focus moving forward with these 

continued discussions around the impingement and 

entrainment, and thermal monitoring plans for example 

mitigation. 

You heard the term “SON values” and other 

aspects brought to bear. Traditional knowledge I think in 

part -- and I could stand to be corrected -- is reflected 

to a certain degree in the selection of valued ecosystem 

components. Lake whitefish is one of prominence that is 

looked at from both an impingement and entrainment 

perspective, looked at in the radiological environment, the 

monitoring program to ensure that the fish are healthy, the 

fish are safe to eat, as well as from a thermal 

perspective. So there are aspects, but there is still work 

to be done. 
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MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

MEMBER DEMETER: I don't want to overstate 

the obvious, but I want to make sure I understand the 

position. So it has been probably just under five years 

since the last licence and there has been ongoing and 

continued discussions with the SON, which have been 

acknowledged, and we are down to a list of six items which 

are looking for some agreement on and I just want to make 

sure my interpretation is that there is a willingness to 

have the discussions and consultations and that there is a 

sense the degree of uncertainty amongst the SON on the 

mitigation measures for the environment, the test has not 

been made for you to feel comfortable yet for the long term 

and that's where we're at, is that the ability to 

accommodate that level of discomfort for the future risk of 

the environment based on the SON's accommodation. 

So I'm trying to get an understanding of 

after five years and this long discussion why we haven't 

achieved yet an understanding that is comfortable to all 

three parties, to Bruce, to the SON and to CNSC. This is 

not something -- these issues tend to come up at hearings 

last minute, but this has been a long discussion. 

I'm trying to understand why we haven't 

been able to reach a level of comfort for all parties. 

That's what I'm trying to understand. 
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MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. And maybe I'll take a first stab, and I'm sure the 

other parties will also have items. 

One, I think, from a very fundamental 

thing is 'cause we're talking about science. And so 

science does take some time. 

There is some research that has to be 

done. As Mr. McAllister mentioned, some of the science 

that comes out that changes our views of different things 

both from the perspective of risk and for the -- from the 

perspective of things that are important. 

I think that the other thing is there was 

a lot longer list before, and so there's been a lot of 

progress made with respect to engagements and 

communications and items that have been resolved, and so 

there's been some good progress. 

I'd also suggest that, in my experience as 

we go forward, we might have six now and then science is 

going to come in, we're going to have different 

conversations and might go up to 10, might go down to 

three, might go up to 12. 

I mean, this is an ongoing engagement 

process, and we look forward to deepening the relationship 

that we have, which also means that we're going to have 

deepening discussion about things that are -- are 
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fundamental and different points of views. 

I think one of the things that -- from my 

perspective that I'm really monitoring is what Ms Ryan 

mentioned about what's acceptable risk. 

So there could be problems that are viewed 

as being fundamental and important by one party and viewed 

as being less important by the other party even though 

they're all working with the same science, even if that 

science was 100 percent complete. 

So those are a bit more challenging, and 

those are some that -- that I could see down the road 

coming to the Commission for direction. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Frank Saunders, for the 

record. 

Yeah, I think -- I mean, we've talked a 

fair amount about looking forward and the research and what 

we need to support that. We actually began, actually in 

cooperation with the SON, a fairly extensive research 

program back in 2010, and it continues today. And in our 

submissions, you'll see the many papers that have been 

published by independent researchers looking at it. And 

that was primarily about these uncertainties. 

They take some time, and when we did the 

original EAs, you know, as CNSC Staff alluded to, a lot of 
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the information was old and not as precise as you would 

like it to be. So we began a pretty fundamental program 

about understanding (a) the species that are there, the 

impacts that thermal, radiological or chemical impacts 

might have, and we've progressed very significantly along 

that path. 

Do we have an answer to all the questions? 

Not by -- not by any stretch. There will be many more 

years of research. 

But fundamentally, it's our belief that 

the way to understand anything that may change from a 

global warming perspective is to first understand where you 

are today, what that information is and to understand it in 

enough detail that you can actually see the changes should 

global warming progress. 

It is very hard to predict where global 

warming might take us. Any scientist you ask will tell you 

what they think global warming is going to do, but there 

are many, many answers to that question. 

But for sure what we can do is measure it 

and look in the short term and understand the impact, so to 

measure it effectively, baseline has to be clear. You need 

to understand the species and their sensitivities. And 

that's really where we've been focused the last few years 

and where we'll continue to focus for the -- for the next 
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while. 

We certainly look forward to working with 

the SON on that and incorporating knowledge. We seek 

knowledge from everybody when we're doing these studies. 

That won't change. 

We'd be happy to formalize it in a more --

you know, in a more solid relationship, but in our view, 

the way to prepare for the future is to understand the 

present and to monitor the changes. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Berube. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Yeah, I just have -- first 

of all, just a general observation. In a room like this, 

it's really interesting, we see three independent 

stakeholder groups and, in my view, with three very 

different belief systems and focuses. And some of the 

problem we're having here is understanding what each other 

needs in this situation. 

I think that's a fair analysis, isn't it? 

Over here I see business and operations, 

here I see long-term stewardship and sustainability, and 

over here I see safety and compliance. And those are the 

primary focuses of the three groups, right. 

So somewhere in the middle is something 

called cooperation, which we all have to work towards, I 

think, because we all have a stake in this thing, right. 
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There's no doubt that we all have a stake in this thing. 

There's nobody in this room that doesn't 

have a stake in this thing. That's why we're all here. 

So what I want to share with you, and 

probably a question I want to ask, and this might help 

break the ice because I think we're at that point where you 

need an icebreaker, right. 

First of all, science is never perfect. I 

don't think anybody in this room can say that. Even 

learned knowledge, epistemology, which is the focus here, 

is not perfect. We're always learning, we're always 

evolving. It's part of being a human. The human condition 

is to evolve. 

So the question I'm going to ask you is 

very, very simple. It's this. 

What is the primary need of a mitigation 

strategy for each one of your groups? Because if you 

understand what you need in a mitigation strategy, you're 

going to get to a solution. And if you could identify that 

need to the other group, you're going to get to a solution. 

So I'm going to ask first to Bruce, what 

do you need in a mitigation strategy here? What is your 

primary need here? 

MR. SCONGACK: Well, I think -- James 

Scongack, for the record. 
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So from a Bruce -- from a Bruce Power 

perspective, I think we look at it through three 

dimensions. And I would say firstly, from the outset, I 

would add terms of characterizing Bruce Power's interest 

that environmental sustainability and protection to our 

column, too. I think that's something that we all share in 

what we do every day. 

To answer your question, I really think 

there's -- there's three elements to answer your question. 

The first is, really, what is being 

discussed here, which is continuing to demonstrate from a 

regulatory perspective that we have a low to negligible 

impact, and so that's a standard by which we're looking at 

this from a regulatory perspective. So that's the first 

phase. 

The second element is, now that we have 

quantified that, taking impingement and entrainment as an 

example, how do we offset that. And we've had an extensive 

conversation on that. 

But third and most importantly is -- and 

it's consistent with everything we want to do as an 

organization, is that high bar we set for ourselves. 

We always strive to have as low as 

reasonably achievable of an impact, whether that's on waste 

volumes we talked about, whether it's additional 
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environmental stewardship items we have but, more 

importantly, through an open dialogue and a more frequent 

dialogue. 

There may be issues that we're closer 

together on than we realize. That could be a part of 

dialogue as well. 

So you know, I don't want to look backward 

at the -- you know, we feel we've made very extensive 

attempts to engage, but I think we've been able to have a 

strong dialogue over the last few months and I think we're 

very -- we're very much looking forward to a more robust 

dialogue. But I think that is fundamentally the kind of 

scope we look at. 

But you know, I don't want to leave 

anybody with the impression that because from a regulatory 

perspective we look at our impact at low to negligible that 

we don't think there's -- there's more to do or more 

discussions. That's not the kind of organization we are. 

But that is the bar, and we believe we 

are, you know, effectively operating within it. 

MR. MONEM: Alex Monem, for the record. 

Thank you for the question. 

I think you appreciate that we have 

some -- some disagreement about current impacts and the 

completeness of our understanding of those impacts. And as 
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Ms Ryan said, it may not be because we're not trying hard 

enough. It may be because these are very difficult things 

to understand, and you raised that in your opening. 

We believe there, obviously, is effort 

required to continue to reduce uncertainties. But another 

question is that there is always going to be an 

incompleteness to our data and our analysis. There is 

always going to be uncertainty. 

And as Ms Ryan said, the perception of 

that risk may be different for the three groups here. The 

understanding, the significance of that risk may be 

different. 

I'm not suggesting it's unimportant to 

other people. 

One of the questions that was raised is 

about the inclusion of traditional knowledge. And I'm by 

no means an expert, but there is a tendency to look at 

traditional knowledge as obtaining a different kind of data 

on an aspect of the environment. 

That is one -- that is one aspect. 

Another aspect is more process related, 

which is how do you deal with what you don't know. And 

that, fundamentally, is a precautionary approach. 

And so to get to your question what do we 

need out of a mitigation plan is an acknowledgement of 



 
 
 
 
 

this.   We  need  an  acknowledgment  that  perceptions  of  risk  

are  different,  possibly  the  significance  of  the  impacts  are  

different  when  they  occur  on  the  fish  of  a  sport  fisherman  

or  the  fish  of  somebody  who  is  a  rights  holder  and  who  -- 

where  that  fish  is  embedded  in  their  culture  and  their  

identity,  to  appreciate  that  and  to  take  that  into  the  

calculation  of  when  mitigation  measures  are  warranted.  

 We  appreciate  that  there  are  significant  

costs  associated  with  mitigation  measures.   We  appreciate  

there  are  systems  operability  issues  associated  with  

implementing  mitigation  measures.  

 What  we  need  out  of  a  mitigation  plan  is  

to  have  a  full  discussion,  best  information,  about  possible  

measures  and,  as  I  said  in  earlier  comment,  a  plan  about  

how  those  will  be  understood  in  the  context  of  SON  rights  

and  a  plan  that  is  clear  that  we  can  go  back  and  explain  to  

SON  community  members  about  when  those  will  be  triggered,  

how  those  will  be  implemented.  

 So  that's  the  response  in  a  nutshell.  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.   

 Thank  you  for  the  question.  

 I  would  modify  it  a  little  bit  from  what  

you  said.   Certainly  we're  interested  in  safety  and  we're  

interested  in  compliance,  but  we're  also  very  passionate  
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about protecting the environment, both because it's our 

mandate and also because we have a lot of experts that 

that's what they live and breathe every day. 

So we certainly view a key part of our 

role into protecting the environment. 

Having said that, we do not believe there 

is any unreasonable risks at this point in time. We 

believe we have enough information to be making the advice 

that we're giving to the Commission with respect to the 

decision that's in front of you. 

Is there some uncertainties? Yes. And as 

our colleague just mentioned, there will always be 

uncertainties. We believe that those uncertainties should 

be looked at. We believe strongly in our environmental 

risk assessment approach, which is a continuous review of 

what the science is, so that if there is something that is 

missed, or if there is climate change and other things that 

change the environment, we need to be there. We need to 

see that; we need to be able to make adjustments when we're 

there. 

But with respect to where we are right 

now, we believe we have enough information to be making the 

decision, and that's the recommendation we put before you. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Okay, I see a common 

thread here. There's nobody in this room that says we have 
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perfect knowledge, which is perfect; which is wonderful; 

right. And we all agree that going forward there is 

unknown risk. Is that correct; right? 

So at this point, then, does it make 

sense, then, to have a mitigation strategy that looks at 

how do we accommodate that unknown risk? Would anybody 

disagree with that? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Certainly that's I think what we're sort 

of talking about as far as moving forward, what are some of 

the ways that we can understand some of the uncertainties. 

Whether more mitigation is needed or not 

is something that at this point in time we don't see the 

necessity for, but we'll see what the research provides and 

what the studies show down the road. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Okay, well I think that's 

something to ponder, maybe sleep on. 

But I want to thank you all for your 

candid responses. It's really important to understand 

where we're all sitting. And really what I find is knowing 

what we need really identifies very quickly what to focus 

on. Because what I see is we're focusing a lot on minutia, 

a lot of detail, and we're arguing over, you know, small 

things. But in reality, we all have to work together on 
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this. There's just no doubt about that; right. Thank you. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So I do have a detail 

question. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MEMBER VELSHI: And so this is on page 53 

of the submission. And I'd just like to get Bruce Power's 

input on that. 

So one of the comments towards the end of 

the page, the second-last sentence is: 

"CNSC staff have identified that DFO 

has raised similar concerns around 

off-set measures proposed by Bruce 

Power and those not being effective." 

(As read) 

So maybe I'll ask staff first to comment, 

and then maybe Bruce Power. So are there issues with the 

offset measures? 

THE PRESIDENT: We also have DFO people 

here, so I think there's here or online. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So perhaps we'll start with Dr. Caroline 

Ducros with respect to the CNSC staff's view on the current 

offsets. 

DR. DUCROS: Caroline Ducros, for the 
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record. 

At this stage, we are anticipating a full 

application from Bruce Power soon. And we're still in the 

process of reviewing the offsets and the monitoring 

programs that are part of that -- of the application. So 

we don't have a conclusion yet on whether the offsets are 

going to fully counter balance the impingement and 

entrainment losses. 

And I will pass it to my -- to our federal 

colleague from the Fisheries and Oceans, Ms Thomas, to 

elaborate. 

MS THOMAS: Thank you, Caroline. 

Jennifer Thomas with Department of 

Fisheries and Oceans, manager of Regulatory Review, for the 

record. 

Yeah, we're in the early process of 

reviewing the application. And one of the components to 

offset impacts is to develop an offset plan. And some of 

the early discussions around that plan, we did have some 

concerns and we're continuing to work with Bruce Power. 

We'll also be sitting down with the SON to discuss that 

plan as well as CNSC. So it's fairly early times. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

MR. SCONGACK: Yes, James Scongack, for 

the record. 
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So I really think there's three key points 

to this. So we submitted the application to CNSC last 

week. So now that they have that application, they'll be 

able to review that. We've also provided it to SON and 

look forward to continued dialogue on that application. 

I think it's fair to say that this process 

in terms of offset projects is a new process for us. So 

we've been in dialogue with DFO and CNSC since 2016 to get 

some input and feedback into, you know, the best way, 

frankly, to tackle this. 

And effectively where we have landed, and 

it's reflected in the application, is really what I alluded 

to last night with the Truax Dam removal. We believe we 

have found a single project -- of course, the monitoring 

has to demonstrate its benefit to the ecosystem following 

its completion. But we believe we have a project that will 

offset up to 15,000 kilograms a year. That's compared to 

the 2,600 kilograms that we have quantified in our DFO 

application that we impact through impingement and 

entrainment. 

And so from our perspective, we look 

forward to CNSC's feedback, if any, and SON's engagement in 

the DFO application process. 

But in addition to that, and it's 

consistent with what else we have in the DFO application, 
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is we've also identified a single contingency project as 

well. So to the extent that we get a wildly different 

output than we expect with the Truax Dam removal, which we 

think is a very low likelihood probability, we have a 

contingency plan in place with that. 

But what we also have indicated to SON as 

part of the ongoing dialogue is set the DFO application 

aside. And it's in some of the written CMD materials. We 

are quite keen and interested and like we have with a 

number of groups and organizations that you'll see before 

the hearings to talk about additional environmental 

enhancement projects that are important to SON. That 

dialogue is -- we've obviously done some work with 

individual community members who have made suggestions, but 

we're really looking forward to working with Kathleen and 

her team and to try to identify what projects are important 

to SON and really engage in and advance those, separate of 

any kind of DFO authorization. 

So you know, I think we're on the -- I 

think we're on the right track, and we're very proud of the 

submission. You know, other licensees were able to move 

through this process a little more quickly because for --

because of other projects they were engaged in, they had 

already built up a series of what we would call habitat 

banks. And of course we weren't there, so we had to go and 
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develop these projects, develop partnerships like you're 

seeing at the hearing today. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. And what's 

your timeline to get DFO authorization? 

MR. SCONGACK: So I mean that may be a 

question for CNSC staff. My understanding of the process 

is with the application submitted, CNSC will go through a 

review process. Our hope is to have the application in 

place by the end of the year. But we also want to respect 

that there is an important engagement process with 

Indigenous communities, SON included, so that's not a 

process we want to rush. 

And so what Bruce Power has done, and 

we've decided to advance this with some degree of 

discretion on our part, typically you wouldn't commence an 

offset project until you have an approved authorization. 

And that was a frustration of ours, because we're -- we 

want to get these projects moving and we didn't have the 

authorization. So we've just made the decision to blast 

ahead, get -- start working on some of these offset 

project. Doesn't mean we can't do more, but as opposed to 

talking about the approval itself, get the projects moving. 

And we think that'll give folks more confidence. 

THE PRESIDENT: So you will report on 

progress at the next ROR? When is the next ROR? 
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MR. FRAPPIER: Next ROR this year for 

nuclear power plants will be in November. Normally it 

would be in August, but because of all these hearings and 

that, we just couldn't pull it off. So it's scheduled for 

the November meeting. 

THE PRESIDENT: So November there will be 

an update on that? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Yeah. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. 

MEMBER PENNEY: I had a quick question. 

Sorry, sorry. 

MR. MONEM: If I could make a quick 

comment. Alex Monem, for the record. 

A quick comment on the offset programs and 

the Fisheries Act authorization. I agree with what is 

being said that we're in early days. 

The SON has a particular view about how 

the Fisheries Act authorization ought to be ultimately 

considered and authorized. And in the Act it's -- there's 

a fairly strict hierarchy of the -- or in the regulations, 

a strict hierarchy of what we have to be pursuing. Offsets 

are only to be considered if all mitigation has been 

undertaken. And this is why in our submissions here we've 

said there has to be harmonization, because mitigation 

measures are obviously the subject of these discussions. 
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And that's why we require this harmonization, so that we 

don't prejudge in one regulatory setting what is going to 

be done in another. And for, as you've heard extensively, 

we have views on mitigation measures and we -- if they 

can't be implemented today, we'd like to have a plan to 

understand them and a plan for implementation should it be 

required. 

That said, even when we do look at offset 

programs, from the SON perspective, this is -- it's not a 

simple calculation what offset programs will be effective. 

It's an ecosystem integrity and ecosystem-wide assessment. 

So many of these offset programs need to be discussed with 

SON. And they could have consequences that SON would like 

to consider and talk about because of their understanding 

of the environment and specific species that are of 

significant cultural interest to them. 

And I'll just ask if Ms Ryan has just a 

few words on this point. 

MS RYAN: Yeah, I just wanted to point out 

I've been in some discussions with Bruce Power and CNSC and 

DFO on the Fisheries Act authorization and the offset plan 

specifically. And I think the first points that Alex 

brought up about the hierarchy not being followed in that 

process is kind of the first issue. 

But I think the second issue is the two 
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current offset projects that are in the application, only 

one of which is in the territory, in the traditional 

territory of the SON, and the other project is outside of 

the territory. 

The second is -- or the third is that the 

project that is within the territory is on an inland 

tributary and the biomass or the productivity that's going 

to be replaced in that river is not replacing the species 

that are being lost by the impact from impingement 

entrainment and is actually promoting the productivity of a 

species that SON has raised significant issue with because 

it is a non-native fish species. 

And I've conveyed these concerns to DFO, 

CNSC and Bruce Power as well, but I just wanted to make 

that point in addition to the point Alex made. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MEMBER PENNEY: I had a quick question. 

So, just to clarify. Bruce Power, you've had SON involved 

in some of the offset selection meetings? 

MR. SCONGACK: So, James Scongack, for the 

record. 

There has been some -- there has been 

dialogue on this issue. The way I would characterize it 

is, we have a draft application, SON is reviewing that 

process and we've indicated an interest in working on a 
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series of offset projects, but we don't believe those 

additional environmental stewardship projects are central 

to the specific DFO authorization. 

Ms Ryan's raised some issues and through 

our ongoing dialogue through the DFO process, that's going 

to be an important dialogue to continue in terms of 

ensuring that through the offset process and through the 

mitigation strategies that come before the offset process 

that we demonstrate we've done, we've been reasonable. 

THE PRESIDENT: So, I also have a detail 

question. Page 41, I just couldn't let that go. 

In the middle paragraph, this is the 

increased risk of severe accident and there's a quote of 

one in 600. Where did you get this? I want staff and 

Bruce to comment on that. 

MR. MONEM: Alex Monem, for the record. 

Thankfully I can point to somebody outside of this room for 

generating that statistic. 

We had technical people look at this and 

they did a calculation I think that's contained in the 

report where they add the yearly accident probabilities to 

try to anticipate and project what the increase in risk 

would be. 

CNSC has made comment that this linear 

additive process is not what is done internationally. 
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Just last night we were engaged in an 

email, a dialogue with our technical people and, one, their 

view has been -- and we can get a more detailed answer for 

you if you wish -- their view is that this is statistically 

sound, the calculation they produced is statistically 

sound; and, secondly, they're unaware of any international 

standard for adding this kind of risk that they failed to 

meet. 

Now, what one of our experts, Richard 

Firch, talked about is, perhaps there are international 

standards about how you calculate exposure risk, individual 

exposure risk, but not in this kind of accident or major 

release kind of risk. 

But again, if you would like a more 

detailed backgrounder on this, we're happy to provide it. 

THE PRESIDENT: Staff? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. I'll go to Ottawa on this one. I believe Smain is 

there to talk about how this affects the PSA. 

MR. YALAOUI: Yeah. For the record, my 

name is Smain Yalaoui. Staff considers in general that 

calculating the risk over time proves to be challenging. 

The average annual risk value calculation for core damage 

frequency or large release frequency cannot be simply 

extrapolated to estimate the cumulative risk over time. 
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Why is it challenging? It's because that 

during the operation of a nuclear power plant conditions 

may exist that would alter the risk of operating the 

facility which can result in either an increase or decrease 

of risk. Examples of this conditions that I can list 

include equipment upgrade or equipment degradation, changes 

in maintenance or testing, all this data would change the 

average risk. 

This is why at the CNSC the REGDOC-2.4.2 

requires the licensee to upgrade the PSA every five years 

in case of a major change. 

On another note, the projected number that 

was calculated by the intervenor, 200 reactor years is 

overestimated because it assumes that the four reactors are 

running at full power for the full time; whereas during the 

major component replacement project Bruce B, there will be 

overlapping periods where only two or three units will be 

in operation. 

Moreover, if you assume that the risk is 

constant over time, then we extrapolate, according to the 

intervenor's calculation, the probability calculated by the 

intervenor is one over 600 which is 0.0016 and this 

probability is still very low. 

Just to give you a comparative figure, 

this would be equivalent to the probability of getting nine 



 
 
 
 
 

heads  when  you're  flipping  a  coin,  having  nine  heads  in  a  

row.  

 Just  to  end  my  answer  is  just  to  say  that  

as  per  international  practice,  the  safety  goals  for  

existing  nuclear  power  plants,  they  are  established  on  a  

per  reactor  per  year  basis  and  these  are  designed  for  an  

average  design  life  of  40  to  50  years.   And  then,  if  

long-term  operation  is  granted,  it  should  be  on  a  basis  of  

a  periodic  safety  review  and  generally  the  life  extension  

has  gone  for  20  to  30  years  of  life  extension.   So,  we  -- 

this  is  yet  the  national  practice.  

 So,  at  the  end  I  would  conclude  that  the  

risk  of  the  occurrence  of  a  core  damage  or  a  large  release  

frequency  for  Bruce  A  and  B,  it's  well  below  the  

internationally  accepted  safety  rules.   And  given  all  the  

enhanced  safety  enhancements  and  mitigating  equipment  which  

are  required  as  part  of  the  Fukushima  action  plan.   This  

ends,  yeah,  my  response.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   Bruce?  

 MR.  SAUNDERS:   Yeah.   Frank  Saunders,  for  

the  record.  

 I  guess  I  would  put  this  in  little  more  

simplistic  terms.   The  risks  that  we  provide  to  the  PSA  are  

indeed  through  deterministic  or  other  risk,  is  based  on  the  

way  the  plant  operates.   If  you  maintain  the  plant,  look  
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after it so it operates the way it's supposed to, then the 

risk today is the same as it will be tomorrow or 10 years 

from now or 100 years from now. It doesn't add up. The 

risk only increases if you fail to maintain the plant and 

the systems that are operating. 

So, it's kind of like saying winning the 

lottery, do you think because you played today that you've 

got a better chance tomorrow? Well, no you don't actually. 

You've got the same chance, whatever. However many people 

bought into that lottery, you've got the same chance today 

as you have tomorrow and the next day. 

And plants are designed to run, so as long 

as you maintain them, which is part of what the regulations 

require and what CNSC oversight requires, then the risk 

will be the same. 

We do update the PSA and when we update 

the PSA we actually include current plant performance and 

failure rates and those things so that the PSA reflects the 

actual condition of the plant. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. I think this 

is a classic example why your scientists and their 

scientists and our scientists need the table to sit down 

and how many and how to, and then delete everything you 

read from one side or another. 

So, unless anybody else has any additional 
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questions. 

You have the final words. Anything you 

want to share with us? 

CHIEF ANOQUOT: I'd just like to say --

Chief Lester Anoquot -- that we would certainly welcome a 

forum as such to mitigate those measures, to find some 

common ground. 

I guess the biggest issue that we're faced 

with is just the issue of full participation and full 

recognition of our inherency and our rights within the 

Territory. 

And barring that, I mean, any differences 

that we may have, I'm sure that we can work through those 

and I look forward to engaging in that forum. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Thank you very 

much. 

MR. SAUNDERS: I'm making the assumption 

you're going to adjourn for lunch here. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes, I am. 

MR. SAUNDERS: And I wanted to suggest 

something before we leave, is that we've talked a lot about 

R&D. We have out in the lobby a bunch of students and 

researchers who do this day in and day out with a poster 

showing that, and I just wanted to encourage people to 
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actually  have  a  conversation  with  them  and  see  what  they  

actually  do.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Great.   Thank  you.   Thank  

you  very  much.   We  will  be  back  at  1:30.  

 

---  Upon  recessing  at  12:34  p.m.  /  

    Suspension  à  12  h  34  

--- Upon  resuming  at  1:31  p.m.  /  

    Reprise  à  13  h  31  

 

 MR.  LEBLANC:   If  you  can  please  take  your  

seats,  we're  going  to  resume  in  a  few  seconds.   Thank  you.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay,  we  are  back.  The  

next  submission  is  by  the  Organization  of  Canadian  Nuclear  

Industries  as  outlined  in  CMD18-H4.74  and  H4.74A.   

 I  understand,  Dr.  Oberth,  you’re  going  to  

make  the  presentation?  

 DR.  OBERTH:   That's  correct.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Over  to  you.  

 

CMD  18-H4.74/18-H4.74A  

Oral  Presentation  by  the  

Organization  of  Canadian  Nuclear  Industries  

 

 DR.  OBERTH:   Thank  you.   Dr.  Binder,  
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fellow Commissioners, I appreciate the opportunity to be 

part of this important deliberation and discussion process, 

and I want to add some perspectives from our organization. 

I know you guys have seen this before, but 

it’s kind of worth repeating. We are a non-for-profit 

association that represents 240 suppliers to the nuclear 

industry, 15,000 highly skilled people working in companies 

across the province, from Arnprior in the east out to 

Cambridge in the west. 

So we represent a diverse group of 

companies, small and large. Our main purpose is to help 

our suppliers become better suppliers, to connect them with 

Bruce Power and, at times, also to help them penetrate the 

world nuclear market. 

So we’re quite familiar, because of our 

role in supplying equipment and services to the Bruce 

nuclear plant about the rigorous quality standards that our 

suppliers must meet to satisfy procurement requirements, 

either ISO 9001, or our suppliers are now moving over to a 

newly minted CSA Standard N299. 

Our suppliers also participate in regular 

supplier audits under a NUPIC program or a CANPAC, stands 

for Canadian suppliers committee. 

We’re also proud that Bruce will be 

procuring 90 per cent of the equipment and services for NCR 
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from Ontario, and you can see on the map on the right the 

location of the suppliers that are all supporting MCR as 

well as the Darlington refurbishment project. 

Our suppliers are also very vigilant to 

ensure, through their own supply chains, that there are no 

counterfeit items that ever into the supply chain. So you 

may have heard that’s become somewhat of an issue in our 

industry and we’ve put in particularly strong and stringent 

defences against that kind of penetration. 

I can also talk about, from our 

perspective, what we see as the quality of operations and 

maintenance at the Bruce nuclear station. I’m quite 

enamoured by the you can count on me culture, which says 

that every person in that plant, every day, every step, is 

doing what they have to do to the utmost of their ability 

to ensure that that plant is operated safely and to protect 

the environment and the animals and the people. 

So I think that will contribute or has 

contributed to Bruce Power’s excellent safety record and 

high WANO rating. 

But I think you can count on me, and I’ve 

heard presentations by Bruce people, and it singles out 

every individual from the bottom of the organization to the 

top of the organization, and embraces that. 

We’re also pleased to see that Bruce has 
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implemented an integrated implementation plan that ensures 

that as we move forward, as they move forward on the asset 

management and major component replacement program, that 

all the new components and systems are integrated into 

their periodic safety reviews. 

We also have, from our vantage point and 

participation, understand and know that Bruce undertakes a 

lot of activities to minimize the amount of waste it 

generates in its regular operations, and then specifically 

to this discussion through its MCR program. 

Retube waste and feeder waste, which of 

course is the most high-activity waste coming out of MCR, 

will be volume reduced, stored in rigorously designed and 

constructed leak-tight and shielded containers, ready for 

long-term disposal in a geologic repository when one is 

approved and becomes available. 

Bruce has a strong commitment to the local 

environment, that’s where the employees live. Employees 

share the beaches with various vacationers and Indigenous 

peoples in this area. So their part of the environment. 

I couldn’t help but reflect on James 

Scongack’s comment this morning; that we do the right 

things not because we score points on a social 

responsibility scale, but because we’re part of this 

community, this is our community, we want the best for the 
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community. 

One of the biggest contributions to 

environmental protection and as someone who lives in the 

GTA and exercises rigorously in the mornings, is that the 

air is clean. I mean, we’re the beneficiaries of the fact 

that the return to service of Bruce Units 1 to 4 enabled 

Ontario to become the first jurisdiction in the world to 

shutdown all of its coal units in 2014, just over one year 

ago. 

It’s something that we proudly speak about 

when we travel around the world, and we are to be admired 

and respected and we want to see more countries follow the 

leadership of Ontario. A lot of that contribution has come 

from the fact that those four units came back to service. 

Climate change is an important issue, we 

discussed that this morning. The Ontario Government passed 

legislation that commits Ontario to a very aggressive 

greenhouse gas emission reduction program of 65 mega tons 

by 2030. This reduction can only be achieved with 

increases in electrification of both industry transport and 

home heating. 

The increased demand from electrification 

will only make sense if it’s underpinned by a clean 

electricity system, a low-greenhouse gas system which, in 

this case, will be underpinned in large part by the 



 
 
 
 
 

 161 

continued  operation  of  eight  nuclear  units  at  the  Bruce  

site.  

 We  all  have  friends  and  relatives  who  are  

battle  cancer,  and  this  comes  quite  close  to  home  for  me.   

That’s  a  photo  of  my  nephew,  Doug  Harvey,  with  his  wife  Jan  

ringing  the  bell  after  his  33  radiation  treatments  at  the  

Manitoba  Cancer  Centre.   It’s  ironic  that  he’s  also  chair  

of  the  Manitoba  Cancer  Foundation.  

 So  I  don’t  want  to  be  the  person  who  has  

to  tell  the  Jans  and  Dougs  of  the  world  that  we  may  not  

have  enough  medical  grade  Cobalt-60  in  the  future  because  

the  Bruce  nuclear  units  are  no  longer  operating.   I  think  

this  is  an  important  contribution  that  we  make  through  our  

industry,  to  saving  lives  around  the  world.   I  couldn’t  be  

more  proud  to  be  part  of  the  industry  for  this  

contribution.  

 I’m  also  very  engaged  in  local  economic  

development,  which  is  something  that  Bruce  has  spearheaded.   

We  are  one  of  the  organizations  that’s  moved  into  the  

county.   We  opened  up  our  office  in  Port  Elgin  on  March  

1st.    

 We  are  actively  encouraging  more  of  our  

member  companies  who  are  going  to  be  working  on  MCR  to  

locate  offices.   In  fact,  this  afternoon  we  are  having  a  

networking  event  in  which  all  the  local  suppliers  are  going  
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to come to our office and we’re going to discuss how we can 

innovate and collaborate to make the industry even stronger 

up here and how we can contribute to the local environment. 

I also commend Bruce on its initiative to 

launch Project Innovate and the Applied Research Centre, 

which was announced just a few weeks ago. 

We are also actively involved in 

Indigenous relations. I’m proud to say that our 

organization received a grant of $500,000 from the Ministry 

of Advanced Education and Skills Development to promote and 

encourage young people, young women in particular, and 

Indigenous people, to pursue rewarding and interesting 

careers in our industry. We are actively engaged in a 

number of Indigenous communities across the province. 

We’re also speaking to young women and doing what we can to 

show them the rewards of an exciting career in the skilled 

trades. 

In fact, we share an office with the Bruce 

Power Indigenous Relations Supplier Network, IRSN. So 

there’s a picture of our storefront on the main street of 

Port Elgin. 

So, in conclusion, OCNI strongly supports 

the renewal of the 10-year operating licence for a number 

of reasons. Bruce Power has demonstrated over and over 

again that they are a world class operator with an 
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excellent  safety  record  and  their  You  Can  Count  on  Me  

initiative  is  going  to  sustain  that  world  class  operation.  

 Bruce  Power  and  its  owners  are  committed  

to  investing  in  their  plant  maintenance  to  not  only  

maintain,  but  upgrade  various  plant  systems.   I  mention  

again,  the  safety  culture  is  the  cornerstone  of  Bruce  

operations.   Ontario  needs  clean  power  from  Bruce  to  meet  

its  greenhouse  gas  emissions  and  keep  Toronto  free  in  smog  

days.   The  community  needs  Bruce  Power.   They’re  a  huge  

fabric  here  in  the  community.   There  are  many  cancer  

patients  around  the  world  who  now  rely  on  Cobalt-60  and  

will  increasingly  rely  on  some  of  the  medical-grade  

Cobalt-60  that  comes  from  Bruce  Power.  

 So  thank  you  for  the  time  and  I  look  

forward  to  any  questions  that  you  may  have.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   Questions?   Ms  

Penney?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   A  quick  question,  thank  

you.   What  proportion  of  your  membership  has  offices  in  the  

local  area?  

 DR.  OBERTH:   We're  at  about  20  per  cent  

now  and  growing.   I’ve  committed  some  aggressive  targets  to  

Mike  Rencheck  a  little  while  ago,  so  he  reminds  me  every  

time  I  see  him  that,  well,  who’s  come  this  week?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   The  second  question,  do  
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you in any way track the safety records of your member 

companies? 

DR. OBERTH: I don't track it, but we 

certainly would be aware of any safety awards that they 

receive. We know that they recently came to workshops we 

had on N299, so they are all rigorously getting ready to 

move over to this new safety standard, which also includes 

safety culture as part of its fabric. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: It's kind of a tangential 

question, but given the discussions of the U.S. and Free 

Trade and NAFTA, do any of your suppliers have any risk in 

importing, cost of importing, or east of importing 

materials that they supply in this industry? 

DR. OBERTH: We haven't seen it yet. 

Although, we have been made aware that some states, Texas 

and New York, from which some of our members source raw 

materials, will increase the prices due to some tariffs. 

We’re also seeing the -- this isn’t a 

result of NAFTA, but we’ve seen an influx of companies that 

are looking north of -- American companies that see how 

well our industry is managed, what a cohesive team we have 

of operators, suppliers that has given the province the 

confidence to invest $25 billion in life extension. 
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So we have become the envy of the North 

American nuclear world if not the world nuclear world. So 

that’s something we should be very proud of in this 

province. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Questions? You know, 

people now talk about trying to get more skill to 

Indigenous people. You mentioned in there that you support 

training, et cetera. So everybody’s talking about it, but 

I don’t see too many numbers. 

How many? What’s the uptake? How many 

now do you have? How many Indigenous people are employed 

by your organization? 

DR. OBERTH: Dr. Binder, we're just 

getting started in this initiative, so it’s too soon to 

project numbers. My Indigenous lead of my Indigenous 

Committee warns me that this is not a quick gain; we’re not 

going to see sudden increases. 

We have a target in our grant from the 

Ministry of Advanced Education and Skills Development to 

have 10 Indigenous youth placed in our supply chain by the 

end of March. So that’s an active target. I will be happy 

to report that we’ve achieved it by then. But this will be 

an ongoing initiative, this is a long-term investment of 

cultural and economic reconciliation, and we’re proud to be 
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part of that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Bruce, I never could find 

how many employees are working now at Bruce. 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 

record. 

So that’s included in the CMD, I’ll pull 

up the exact numbers here. Actually, maybe somebody else 

just grab me exact numbers, I’ll give you a bit of colour 

on what we’re doing in the area. It was an action coming 

out of Part 1. 

So we have two full-time staff from our 

Human Resources group dated to specifically Indigenous 

hiring. One person is dedicated full-time for permanent 

Bruce Power hires, which is consistent with our 4,000 

permanent staff on site. The other person is dedicated 

full-time to actually working with Ron’s team at the 

Indigenous Suppliers Network. So each of our suppliers 

that we contract work out to is proceeding with that. 

CMD page 34 of 46, so since 2015, so from 

our last licence renewal hearing we’ve had an increase in 

what we would call Indigenous work placements, but with 95 

additional work placements since 2015. 

A work placement can be, for example, as 

mentioned in the CMD, we have a number of programs where 

students can come in on a development work placement as 
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part of a college program to work their way into a 

permanent job. In terms of permanent placements, we have 

135 permanent Indigenous peoples working on site. It’s a 

target we’re looking to drive higher and higher. But we 

have a very robust program in place. 

One of the things we’ve asked of all of 

our major suppliers is really two things. One, to be a 

member of this Indigenous Relations Suppliers Network, so 

there’s a support mechanism in place for them to understand 

our expectations. 

In an intervention later you’re going to 

hear from the Canadian Council for Aboriginal Business, 

which is really a way of benchmarking your program. So 

they’ll share with you where Bruce Power stacks up on that. 

But we’ve also asked all of our major suppliers to become 

part of that organization and progressive Aboriginal 

relations members. 

If I can just add to that. We 

participated in two job fairs just two weeks ago; one at 

SON, and one at Nawash, in which 40 of our member companies 

were up there to talk to young Indigenous people from both 

of those groups about opportunities in our industry. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Any other 

questions? Final words? 

DR. OBERTH: Final word? This is a great 
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organization. This is a great community. It is saving 

lives and putting clean air in the lungs of young people, 

especially asthmatics who can now play outside all the time 

as a result of our clean electricity system in the 

province. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Thank you for your intervention. 

The next presentation is by Kinectrics 

Inc., as outlined in CMD 18-H4.73. 

I understand that Mr. Mackinnon will make 

the presentation. 

Over to you. 

CMD 18-H4.73 

Oral presentation by Kinectrics Inc. 

MR. MACKINNON: Good afternoon, Mr. 

President, Members of the Commission. 

For the record, my name is John Mackinnon. 

I am Vice-President, Safety and Engineering, Kinectrics 

Incorporated. 

I am pleased to be here today on behalf of 

David Harris, President and Chief Executive Officer of 

Kinectrics, to express Kinectrics’ support for Bruce 

Power’s application for renewal of the Bruce A and B 

http:18-H4.73
http:18-H4.73
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operating licence. 

First I would like to share with you some 

information about Kinectrics, our background, what we do, 

and then I will explain our relationship with Bruce Power 

and why we support their application for renewal of the 

operating licence for Bruce A and Bruce B. 

Kinectrics is a Canadian-owned company 

providing lifecycle management solutions to electricity and 

nuclear industries. Our headquarters are in Etobicoke, 

Ontario, with offices and laboratories close to the Bruce 

site, as well as in other parts of Ontario, the United 

States, Europe and South Asia. 

We originated as Ontario Hydro’s research 

division, becoming independent after the demerger and 

reorganization of Ontario Hydro in 2000. We have grown 

organically and by acquisition to over 1,000 staff, with 

our most recent acquisition being the North American and 

Romanian nuclear operations of Amec Foster Wheeler. 

This group originated from Ontario Hydro’s 

Nuclear Safety Analysis Organization, which was spun off in 

2002 as Nuclear Safety Solutions. 

Kinectrics has supported operation of the 

Bruce A and B reactors since they were placed in service in 

the 1970s and 1980s, and we have continued to support Bruce 

Power since it became the operator of the Bruce site since 
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2001. 

Kinectrics provides services for virtually 

the entire lifecycle of a nuclear facility. These services 

include field and laboratory testing, inspection and 

analysis, engineering services, consultancy services and 

project management. 

We have 25 laboratories that provide 

testing facilities for a broad range of areas, including 

nuclear radiation safety, chemical analysis, metallurgy, 

decontamination and electrical transformer testing. 

We also design, build and deploy reactor 

inspection tooling and provide engineering services in 

areas such as pressure boundary, piping, instrumentation 

and controls, systems engineering and human factors. In 

the areas of safety and licensing we perform periodic 

safety reviews and deterministic and probabilistic safety 

assessments, among other products and services. 

In our Transmission and Distribution 

Division we have multiple capabilities, including 

electrical laboratory voltage and current testing, mobile 

field testing, inspection and condition assessment of high, 

medium and low voltage cables, and conduct inspection and 

mechanical testing of overhead lines and fibre optic 

cables. 

These are just a few examples of the 
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services we provide to Bruce Power, Ontario Power 

Generation, Hydro One and other customers. 

At Kinectrics we are guided by our core 

principle that no task is so important that we cannot make 

the effort to do it safely. 

This principle is paramount to the work we 

do, whether it be in one of our offices or at our client 

sites. Based on our interaction with Bruce Power, we can 

say that they share this principle, which is consistent 

with their own safety first principle. 

In line with these principles our support 

for renewal of the Bruce A and B operating licence is based 

on the work we have performed and continue to perform for 

Bruce Power, our extensive experience working safely with 

their staff and Bruce Power’s commitment to safety and the 

environment. 

At this time I would like to take a few 

minutes to provide some specific examples of work that we 

have completed for Bruce Power that demonstrates their 

commitment to safety. 

In accordance with the CNSC requirements 

we executed Periodic Safety Reviews of Bruce A and Bruce B 

in support of major component replacement, asset management 

and life extension. 

The Periodic Safety Reviews included the 
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preparation of Safety Factor Reports and a Global 

Assessment Report and an Integrated Implementation Plan 

that covers both Bruce A and Bruce B. 

The overall conclusion of the Global 

Assessment Report was that the ongoing safe operation of 

Bruce A and B is assured through the plant design, 

governance and improvements listed in the Integrated 

Implementation Plan. 

We developed and deployed specialized 

tools, both manual and robotic, to inspect the reactor core 

and station infrastructure. These tools inspect various 

components and structures for signs of fatigue, wear and/or 

chemical residue. 

In particular, a tool we developed on 

Bruce Power’s behalf to inspect pressure tubes allows more 

information to be gathered in a shorter period of time, 

resulting in lower doses to the maintenance team. 

We provided sensors and sensing apparatus 

to monitor effluents and discharges from the plant, whether 

through the air, water or in the soil in the vicinity of 

the stations. 

We performed chemical and other analyses 

on data collected from the plant using the tools or sensors 

we or others deploy. 

We conducted metallurgical and materials 
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analyses on metal, alloy, concrete and similar structures 

that are used in plant operations. We continue to provide 

Bruce Power with engineering models that predict pressure 

tube fracture toughness and which include the effects of 

higher hydrogen concentrations in the future. 

We carried out deterministic and 

probabilistic safety assessments in support of the design 

and licensing bases for the stations and their safe 

operation. In particular, enhancements have been made to 

address knowledge acquired after the 2011 earthquake in 

Japan and its consequences on the Fukushima site. 

We performed design activities for 

modifications of the station following the Bruce Power 

engineering change control process. 

We provided qualified safety related 

components where the original equipment manufacturing no 

longer fabricates to the necessary nuclear quality 

assurance standards. 

One last example of the services that we 

provided to Bruce Power is dosimetry and other assessment 

services we performed to characterize personal radiation 

safety both for staff at Bruce Power and for the public in 

general. 

Every day our staff who work at the Bruce 

site witness Bruce Power’s effective management of their 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

        

           

       

       

     

       

      

          

        

        

        

 

          

         

       

       

    

        

         

        

       

        

          

          

          

174 

facilities, which provides a safe work environment for 

their staff as well as ours. Bruce Power has rigorous 

procedures in nuclear, conventional and radiation safety 

and environmental protection which promotes safe work 

practices at the Bruce site. 

In addition, high safety standards are 

established and maintained by continuous improvement 

programs such as Bruce Power’s “you can count on me” 

initiative. This initiative, which is shared by 

Kinectrics’ staff, is geared towards establishing a culture 

where employees are fully committed to following standards 

consistently. 

The Bruce A and B reactors have a low 

impact on the environment, as evidenced by the results 

obtained from the analytical and environmental services 

that Kinectrics provides to support their environmental 

assessments and monitoring programs. 

Through the provision of these services to 

Bruce Power we affirm that they take the environment 

seriously and uphold their mandate to continuously monitor 

discharges and minimize impacts on the environment. 

In addition to Bruce Power’s commitment to 

safety, a further advantage to operation of the Bruce site 

is the sustainable high quality jobs that it provides in 

Ontario. Approximately 70 per cent of the 1,000 engineers 
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and technical staff that work at Kinectrics provide 

services that contribute to the safe operation of the Bruce 

A and Bruce B stations. 

As a wholly-owned Canadian company we are 

pleased that we are able to retain such talent in Ontario 

and provide them with challenging jobs. The provision of 

these jobs in Ontario infuses the local and provincial 

economies with vigor and helps establish strong communities 

committed to promoting Ontario and Canada. 

In addition to our own staff who work in 

Ontario, our Approved Suppliers List is comprised of over 

100 companies and consultants that also contribute to the 

provision of high quality knowledge-based jobs in Ontario. 

Together with the many other companies who also support the 

safe operation of the Bruce A and B reactors, operation of 

the Bruce site provides sustainability for tens of 

thousands of jobs in Ontario. 

In summary, our knowledge of Bruce Power’s 

principles and safety culture, which is supported by the 

extensive work that we do for them, gives us high 

confidence that Bruce Power can competently and safely 

carry out their planned life extension projects. We 

therefore support a ten-year renewal of the operating 

licence for the Bruce A and B stations. 

Thank you for your attention. I am happy 



 
 
 
 
 

to  respond  to  any  questions  that  you  may  have  at  this  time.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.  

 Questions?  

 Ms  Velshi.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   Thank  you.  

 So  you  provide  a  long,  long  list  of  

services  that  you  provide  to  Bruce  Power,  anything  from  

analyses  to  dosimetry  to  qualifying  equipment,  and  so  on.  

 So  who  are  your  competitors  in  this  kind  

of  work  in  Ontario?  

 MR.  MACKINNON:   It’s  John  Mackinnon,  for  

the  record.  

 I  will  also  invite  John  D’Angelo,  who  is  

present  here,  so  he  can  also  expand  on  the  answer.  

 In  terms  of  laboratory  testing,  some  of  

the  competition  we  have  is  with  CNL,  for  instance,  Chalk  

River.   In  terms  of  analysis  services,  Candu  Energy  and  

SNC-Lavalin.   In  terms  of  reactor  inspection  and  

maintenance  tools,  there  would  be  ATS  Automation,  for  

example.  

 There  are  cases  where  we  will  compete  

directly  and  some  cases  we  will  collaborate,  essentially  

whatever  is  in  the  best  interest  for  the  client.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   Thank  you.  

 One  last  question  on  your  slide,  I  think  
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it’s 10. You talk about provision and qualification of 

safety-related components where the original equipment 

manufacturer no longer fabricates. 

So what kind of components are those? 

Slide 8. 

MR. D’ANGELO: John D’Angelo, for the 

record. 

It’s a variety of components. It’s from 

piece components, small things such as resistors, 

capacitors, that type of thing, right through to full valve 

actuators, skid-mounted systems, just about any sort of INC 

mechanical type component that you can think of. We also 

supply oils, lubes, greases to the stations as well. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

And so, Bruce Power, do you run into this 

issue often with an aging plant where the original supplier 

is either not in business or doesn't do this work anymore? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Frank Saunders, for the 

record. 

I mean it's fairly common when you’re 

doing engineering for you to replace something, I think 

it's kind of a natural evolution. I invite our Chief 

engineer to add any thoughts he might want on that. 

MR. NEWMAN: For the record, Gary Newman. 

Yes, component obsolescence is an issue 
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that is being dealt with across the industry, probably not 

just in this sector either. Oil and gas would deal with 

the same sort of issues. We are involved with 

organizations such as NUOG, which is an entity that works 

on a somewhat more international basis but certainly 

U.S.-based, and we have, you know, full involvement there 

and it is basically looking at obsolescence for components. 

So what Kinectrics provides to us are item equivalencies or 

in some cases we will have to do some reverse engineering 

to actually end up with a component that will serve the 

purpose. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Just one question 

pertaining to data sharing and analysis. Obviously you are 

collecting a tremendous amount of data. Are you sharing 

that within the industry and actually with the OEMs in some 

cases so that we are getting some kind of repository of 

knowledge in this area? 

MR. MACKINNON: John Mackinnon, for the 

record. 

The fundamental approach that Kinectrics 

takes is that essentially who pays for the work owns the 

information and owns the data. So for instance when we 

work with Bruce Power, Bruce Power has access to all the 

data and if we were seeking to use that and share that with 

the rest of the industry we would need their permission. 
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Having said that, there are a number of broad industry 

initiatives and projects and organizations such as the 

CANDU Owners Group, COG, which support Bruce Power and the 

other utilities in Canada and internationally, where they 

do provide access to that information so that we can share 

the information. It is fundamental that we have available 

and share the OPEX because we all need to learn from each 

other. That's fundamental. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question...? Question...? 

So your thousand employees are I suspect 

pretty technical, highly technical people. I'm curious, 

how many of them are indigenous and where are you going to 

get the skill to bring up some more -- everybody talks 

about doing it, but I never get any numbers. 

MR. MACKINNON: John Mackinnon, for the 

record. 

I was sitting behind Ron Oberth when you 

made that same comment. 

So, first of all, we do recognize that our 

operations do lie in the traditional territories of SON and 

the many communities. So we have become members since 2015 

of the Canadian Council for Aboriginal Business and 

previously, as mentioned by James Scongack of Bruce Power, 

we do support Bruce Power's indigenous relations supplier 

network. We also do participate in the OC&I events and 
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recently with the opening of two facilities in the local 

area we had a job fair in which we had made specific 

efforts in order to attract potential indigenous employees. 

So as we continue to hire over the next while an aggressive 

plan, having additional indigenous employees is a very key 

part of our plan. But right now it is early days as we are 

focusing on the last two to three years on this. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. 

Nothing else? Any final thoughts? 

MR. MACKINNON: Thank you very much. One 

comment I will make is that what has really struck me and 

many of the employees certainly in our company is the 

safety culture around. It is changing the views such that 

safety is not done just at the site, but it's what you do 

when you are away from the site. Personal protective 

equipment changes the way we approach and live our lives 

and protect ourselves and our loved ones and that has had a 

personal impact on me and how I work with the Bruce Power 

folks and conduct my own life. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

The next presentation is by the Canadian 

Environmental Law Association, as outlined in CMD 

18-H4.101, 18-H4.101A and B. 

So I understand that Ms McClenaghan will 

start the presentation. I have a long list of presenters 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

 

      

       

 

 

  

    

    

 

          

          

         

       

  

       

        

         

        

           

           

           

      

          

        

        

181 

here. 

--- Off microphone / Sans microphone 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, you introduce 

yourself. 

CMD 18-H4.101/18-H4.101A/18-H4.101B 

Oral presentation by the 

Canadian Environmental Law Association 

MS POREMBA: Good afternoon. My name is 

Monica Poremba and I am legal counsel with the Canadian 

Environmental Law Association. Joining me today is my 

co-counsel Kerrie Blaise and CELA Executive Director 

Theresa McClenaghan. 

We welcome this opportunity to provide 

comments on the proposed life extension and refurbishment 

of the Bruce Power Nuclear Generating Station. 

We are a non-profit, public interest law 

organization. We are funded by Legal Aid Ontario as a 

specialty legal aid clinic. For nearly 50 years we have 

used legal tools to advance the public interest in order to 

increase environmental protection and safeguard communities 

across Canada. A longstanding priority for CELA has been 

the safeguarding of human and environmental health from 

radioactive substances and the need for rigorous emergency 
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planning in areas around our nuclear power plants. 

CELA received participant funding from the 

CNSC to review the sufficiency of emergency preparedness 

and environmental safeguards for the proposed refurbishment 

and life extension of the Bruce Nuclear Generating Station. 

While time does not allow for us to fully present our 

findings and recommendations, they are available to read on 

our website cela.ca and the CNSC's website. 

Today we will present key findings related 

to the sufficiency of offsite emergency preparedness and 

the CNSC's environmental review of the Bruce Power 

application. 

CELA extensively reviewed the CNSC's CMD 

and Bruce Power's licence application. We also sought 

numerous supporting studies and reports and have publicly 

disclosed and included them within our review. 

For the following reasons CELA does not 

support Bruce Power's application for a 10-year licence and 

we request the Commission not grant a licence exceeding 

five years: 

First, whether Bruce Power is compliant 

with Ontario's revised Provincial Nuclear Emergency 

Response Plan remains unknown; 

Secondly, the depth of environmental 

review is not proportionate to the risk and complexity of 
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the undertaking; 

And lastly, the application does not 

promote democratic transparency and effective public 

engagement with the nuclear sector. 

CELA submits that this relicensing hearing 

is premature for a number of reasons and the Commission 

does not have sufficient or complete information before it 

necessary to grant Bruce Power's requested licence to 2028. 

For instance, because Ontario released a 

revised emergency response plan in December 2017 and Bruce 

Power's implementing plan under a month ago there has not 

been sufficient time for either Bruce Power or the 

municipality to align their respective emergency response 

plans. Furthermore, Ontario's Office of the Fire Marshal 

and Emergency Management is currently undertaking a 

technical study of the PNERP, but these findings won't be 

available until the end of 2018. 

It is also premature to assess the 

adequacy of emergency preparedness for Bruce Power's 

proposed licence because Bruce Power is not yet in 

conformity with CNSC and international guidance. For 

instance, compliance with CNSC's REGDOC-2.10.1 is not 

expected until August 2018. Therefore, in order to proceed 

with licensing we ask that Bruce Power update the CNSC with 

regards to its progress fulfilling this regulatory document 
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and we ask that it be made a compliance verification 

document to ensure its implementation and enforcement. 

In reviewing the sufficiency of Ontario's 

revised emergency response plan we found there is a 

pressing need to extend the detailed planning zone, which 

is currently limited to 10 kilometres, to the larger 

20-kilometre contingency planning zone. This would result 

in all default protective actions listed in the DPZ being 

expanded into the CPZ. 

Using evacuation as an example, planning 

should be required for both the 20-kilometre contingency 

planning zone and the 50-kilometre ingestion planning zone. 

This action would require the evacuation time estimates 

report be updated and public awareness of evacuation routes 

widely known and route information dispersed at minimum 

within the 20-kilometre contingency planning zone. 

In line with the expansion of detailed 

planning out to 20 kilometres, the Commission should also 

ensure that decontamination centres are available and that 

the public is aware of them and public alerting measures 

are tested and operable. Results from these tests should 

be reported to the CNSC and available for public review. 

In addition to expanding detailed planning 

to 20 kilometres, CELA submits that the ingestion planning 

zone currently extending 50 kilometres from the plant must 
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extend to 100 kilometres. In this regard KI pills should 

be pre-stocked up to 100 kilometres from the nuclear 

station, especially in places frequented by vulnerable 

groups such as children and pregnant women. 

Additionally, a revised Environmental 

Monitoring Program extended to a distance of 100 kilometres 

should be developed to reduce and prevent the ingestion of 

contaminated agricultural products in the event of a 

radiological release. 

Finally, in advance of relicensing, it is 

incumbent that the CNSC ensure an alternative source of 

drinking water is available for residents whose current 

drinking water source is Lake Huron as 40 million Canadians 

and Americans rely on the Great Lakes for drinking water 

supply. 

Now I will pass the presentation over to 

my colleague Kerrie Blaise who will present our findings 

and recommendations related to the CNSC's environmental 

assessment of the proposed refurbishment of the Bruce B 

reactors. 

MS BLAISE: Thank you, Monica. 

Good afternoon. I am Kerrie Blaise from 

the Canadian Environmental Law Association. 

So CELA has reviewed Bruce Power's licence 

application to refurbish the reactors at Bruce B and extend 
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their operating life to 2064. 

At present time the projects involving 

refurbishment and life extension of nuclear power plants do 

not trigger a federal environmental assessment under the 

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act of 2012. While the 

reactors at Bruce A were refurbished and subject to a 

screening level EA, the Bruce B project currently before 

the Commission has not been subject to an equivalent 

federal EA. This will be Canada's first nuclear power 

plant to not undergo an EA for a rebuild. 

Despite the non-application of CEAA 2012 

to the Bruce B project, the CNSC has asserted that it 

conducts an environmental assessment within its relicensing 

and hearing process pursuant to subsection 24(4) of the 

NSCA. This provision simply states that: 

"No licence shall be issued, renewed, 

amended or replaced ... [unless, the 

Commission is of the opinion that the 

applicant] 

(a) ... 

(b) will, in carrying on that activity, 

make adequate provision for the 

protection of the environment, the 

health and safety of persons..." 

So CELA has reviewed the federal EA that 
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was conducted for Bruce A in 2006 and the environmental 

report provided by the CNSC for Bruce B and we do not find 

the NSCA-based review to be either adequate or equivalent 

in measure. The NSCA is a regulatory statute, not “yea” 

legislation. 

Our analysis reveals that virtually all of 

the important environmental planning considerations 

required under Canada's Environmental Assessment Act, such 

as reviewing alternative means of carrying out the project 

and conducting a cumulative effects analysis, are absent 

for Bruce B. 

As a very brief overview, the EA conducted 

for the Bruce A rebuild was specific to refurbishment, 

while today's licensing hearing is not just specific to 

this activity. 

Another key difference in the approaches 

to EA is that in 2006 the federal EA for Bruce A provided 

121 days for public comment. This hearing process has only 

allowed for 61. There’s also crucial differences with 

regards to the technical and expert review. While the 

rebuild of Bruce A was extensively reviewed by scientists 

at numerous federal ministries, the same has not publicly 

occurred for Bruce B. 

Because a federal EA was not conducted, a 

follow-up monitoring program was also not proposed for 
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Bruce B. So the program accompanying Bruce A included 

monitoring of aquatic habitat and biota, air quality, 

wildlife communities, and it actually facilitated baseline 

population studies. We strongly recommend that this 

follow-up monitoring program be maintained and continued 

for the duration of the Bruce B proposal. 

CELA has requested the CNSC not grant a 

licence exceeding five years to Bruce Power for the reason 

that the licence review process has not promoted democratic 

transparency and public engagement. Confidence in the 

proponent and regulator is crucially dependent upon open 

dialogue and a process which allows the public to be a part 

of the decision-making. Ten- year licences limit the 

frequency of licensing hearings and opportunities for the 

public to engage in detailed reviews of licensee activity. 

Annual regulatory oversight reports are not a stand-in for 

licensing hearings. In CELA's experience they are narrower 

in scope, they limit disclosure opportunities, they do not 

provide public oral presentation or response opportunities. 

In our submission we have also provided 

in-depth comments on how the Commission can improve public 

trust. This requires information be accessible during the 

hearing notice period, allow for sufficient time for its 

review and be public. 

In total, we respectfully request the CNSC 
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not  grant  a  10-year  licence  to  Bruce  Power  and  that  this  

licence  instead  not  exceed  a  period  of  five  years.   Thank  

you.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.  

 Ms  Penney...?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you  for  that.   I  had  

a  couple  of  questions.   We  had  a  discussion  this  morning  

about  CEAA  2012  and  the  NSCA  EAs.   I  don't  know  if  any  of  

you  were  here  to  hear  that  discussion  and  if  you  wanted  to  

give  any  comment  on  -- we  discussed  it  with  SON,  Bruce  

Power,  CNSC  -- if  you  wanted  to  give  a  comment  on  that  

before  I  have  two  specific  questions.  

 MS  BLAISE:   Thank  you  for  that  question.   

It's  Kerrie  Blaise  for  the  record.    

 I  would  just  affirm  that  even  based  on  

this  morning's  discussion  our  primary  submission  submitted  

on  April  16th  is  still  valid  and  we  still  fully  support  our  

recommendations.   

 An  EA  under  the  NSCA  is  an  ill-fitted  

process  for  EA  and  to  say  it's  a  federal  EA,  it's  not.   It  

lacks  the  hallmarks  of  an  environmental  assessment  regime  

and  I  would  just  direct  you  to  our  primary  submission  which  

we  still  believe  remains.   Thanks.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Okay,  thanks.   I'm  looking  

at  your  slide  13  where  you  do  a  side-by-side  comparison  of  
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the CEAA EA from 2006 and the NSCS EA of 2018 and you talk 

about the technical and expert review, and I think in your 

spoken comment you said there was no public review by the 

federal family, I think the public review being the key 

point. My question is to CNSC staff. Did the federal 

family review the CNSC EA? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. I would ask Ms Caroline Ducros to respond to that. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

So I will give an introduction and then Caroline Ducros 

will actually respond directly to the question. 

So I want to give a little bit of 

background behind EA under the NSCA. This was an 

initiative that the CNSC took under consideration about 

eight years ago, seven years ago, when we saw that from 

CEAA 1992, moved to CEAA 2012, there is a considerable less 

number of environmental assessments to take place and so, 

in the interest of transparency, we developed a process for 

those projects that would no longer fall under the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act. And so as we saw this 

morning when we were talking about the topic of waste where 

there is information in many different pieces of 

legislation, we saw the same thing in environment and so we 

took the initiative to take all of our information that we 

could find available, all the information that we 
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considered in a review and put it into a single report so 

that members of the public could have access to it. I 

think it has been -- I think we are the only responsible 

authority that did so at that time and there were 60 plus 

responsible authorities. So I think it was probably a big 

step forward in terms of transparency as opposed to 

something that is flawed. 

I will ask Dr. Ducros to reply. 

DR. DUCROS: Caroline Ducros, for the 

record. 

I just want to clarify for the record that 

the environmental risk assessment was posted on the website 

in June 2017, last year, and was reviewed by other 

government departments. We sent it out to the same expert 

departments we would have sent a CEAA to. The same is true 

for the EA report. So I think that was the question, but 

I'm not --

MEMBER PENNEY: Yes. So what I hear you 

saying is both the Bruce Power ERA and the CNSC EA would 

have been reviewed by other members of the federal family? 

DR. DUCROS: Yes. Environment and Climate 

Change Canada commented on both of those documents. 

MEMBER PENNEY: DFO? 

DR. DUCROS: At this point with the 

Memorandum of Understanding for the initial review of 
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impacts  to  fish  and  fish  habitat,  CNSC  does  that  review.   

That  has  changed  because  the  memorandum  of  understanding  

between  the  Canadian  Nuclear  Safety  Commission  and  

Fisheries  and  Oceans  Canada  came  into  effect  in  2014  I  

believe.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Okay.   Health  Canada?  

 DR.  DUCROS:   No.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Okay.   And  CELA,  what  I  

hear  you  saying  is  that  it's  not  done  in  a  public  manner  

and  that  that's  a  problem  for  you.  

 MS  BLAISE:   If  I  might  just  clarify  that  

point.   It's  Kerry  Blaise,  for  the  record.    

 I  wondered  if  the  discussions  had  gone  on  

with  other  federal  ministries.   I  will  just  point  to  the  

2006  screening  EA  and  there  is  a  really  helpful,  I  believe  

it's  around  200  pages,  it's  a  chart  and  it  says  -- you  

know,  there  is  a  comment,  it's  numbered,  it  repeats  the  

comment,  summarizes  it,  from  whatever  ministry  it  came  from  

and  then  there  is  a  response  from  CNSC  staff.   So  at  least  

it’s  public  facing  and  you  can  actually  track  comment  

received,  responded  to,  and  the  equivalent  wasn't  provided  

for  this  one.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thanks.   One  more  

question.   So  I  saw  in  your  slide  you  said  that  the  FUMP,  

the  Follow-Up  Monitoring  Program,  from  the  2006  CEAA  EA  
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should not be discontinued. Now, I thought we heard from 

Bruce Power this morning that the 2006 CEAA EA and 

Follow-Up Monitoring Program was complete and the 

predictions had been verified. Did I get that wrong? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Frank Saunders, for the 

record. 

No, you got it right. What we said was 

the current ERA process under CNSC basically enshrines that 

follow-up methodology, if you would like, for an every 

five-year review. So instead of a one time thing, we will 

do it now as a matter of course. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So CELA, do you want to 

revise your recommendation, because the Follow-Up 

Monitoring Program has been discontinued and replaced by 

the ERA process? 

MS BLAISE: Thank you for that question. 

I'm aware of that and I think our review demonstrated that 

the Follow-Up Monitoring Program was more detailed and 

specific to Bruce Power uniquely and that equivalent 

doesn't exist for Bruce B. So for instance, the CNSC's CMD 

references it will rely on REGDOC-2.9.1, but the most 

recent version of that won't be in force until December 

2012 -- or, sorry, 2020. Also, environmental monitoring 

comes out through CSA standards and various ISO standards, 

but the language often differs in these quite 
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significantly. So where the Follow-Up Monitoring program 

for Bruce A had actually required certain things, the 

language is now the applicant should and it's just 

guidance. So they are not equivalent. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Can I ask CNSC staff to 

comment on that, that the requirement for -- CELA is saying 

the requirement for follow-up monitoring isn't as robust. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. I would ask Andrew McAllister, please. 

MR. McALLISTER: Andrew McAllister, 

Director of the Environmental Risk Assessment Division. 

We outlined in our EA report in our Part 1 

CMD, on page 16 of our EA report, the different follow-up 

program elements that were part of that Bruce A 

refurbishment program. If you look at those, a number of 

those elements continue to be carried forward through 

Bruce's Environmental Monitoring Program. There is talk of 

doses to workers, to the public, to aquatic biota, 

groundwater quality, impingement and entrainment, thermal 

monitoring, air quality. These are all part and parcel, 

fundamental parts of Bruce's Environmental Monitoring 

Program. 

In addition, as part of CNSC's review of 

the environmental risk assessment that was complemented by 

that of Environment and Climate Change Canada, there has 
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been a back-and-forth of technical comments on that 

document, the outcome of which, which was issued to Bruce 

Power a few months ago, was an action item that's tracking 

some of these items that would be follow-up program 

equivalents of identifying knowledge gaps, what's the plan 

to fill that knowledge gap. 

We've had discussion around thermal 

monitoring. A winter thermal plume model is an example of 

something specific that's coming out of this -- out of this 

analysis and this assessment. 

So to conclude, the environmental 

protection framework that we have in place is robust, is --

we are tracking these items akin to a follow-up program, 

and those will then feed into the updated risk assessment 

that will be coming in to the future. 

So we're not -- we're not -- our view is 

that they're as equally robust. There are specificities 

related to this -- to this assessment, and there are some 

standard monitoring aspects that were common to both this 

follow-up -- the previous follow-up program and the 

environmental monitoring program moving forward. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So just to confirm, 

they're requirements. They're not a -- something Bruce can 

decide to not do? 

MR. McALLISTER: That's correct. They're 
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now into our compliance oversight with timelines for 

response, for example. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. 

I want to ask a question on the planning 

zones, and the question will thread between CELA and the 

Office of the Fire Marshal, if they're still here, and 

CNSC. 

It'll be -- I just want --

THE PRESIDENT: I think it's a good time 

for the Office of the Fire Marshall to move forward. 

There's a lot of comments. 

MEMBER DEMETER: So I'll start the 

question for CELA. 

You've made very specific recommendations 

for changes to various zones. I'd like to know your 

rationale and source that validates those recommendations. 

Then I'm going to ask the Office of the 

Fire Marshal to comment on the rationale for the existing 

zones that have been chosen, and then I will follow up with 

CNSC. 

MS McCLENAGHAN: So the first general 

recommendation is that the detailed planning should be done 

in the contingency planning zone, not just in the 
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10-kilometre zone. 

We looked at the province's consultation 

on its proposed new provincial nuclear emergency response 

plan this summer, and we went in detail through all of the 

studies that were cited. They were provided to us. 

And our conclusion was that those studies, 

even as provided and as had been done for different 

contexts, not necessarily specifically for that, did not 

support keeping the zones so small. 

So for example, in some cases we would see 

that KI was really indicated for children at much greater 

zones than is provided. 

We also had seen the experience elsewhere 

in the world like Fukushima, for example, where evacuation 

actually had to occur 30 to 50 kilometres away. 

So our concern is that the current 

approach plans in detail only for the 10 kilometres and 

assures that the facilities are in place for that 10 

kilometres and then relies generally on adaptation, and I 

think they've used the word "improvisation" in the past, to 

expand that to the 20 or 30 or whatever it might be in the 

future. 

In support of our concern about the 

adequacy of the modelling that was done, or that was at 

least provided in support of the province's consultation, 



 
 
 
 
 

 

   

 198 

were  recommendations  from  their  expert  committee  which  they  

convened  this  summer  to  look  at  their  proposal  and  which  we  

presented  to  at  their  attention.  

 And  based  on  that,  as  you  heard  Mr.  

Nodwell  tell  you  on  the  day  1  Pickering  hearing,  there  is  

further  technical  work  now  convened  by  the  province,  as  I  

understand  it,  specifically  to  do  that  additional  modeling  

based  on  meteorology  and  the  vulnerable  populations.  

 So  my  assumption  based  on  all  of  the  

detailed  studies  I've  seen  so  far  -- and  these  are  detailed  

in  CELA's  submission  in  the  summer  to  the  province  -- is  

that  the  current  zone  of  10-kilometre  detailed  planning,  

which  is  relatively  arbitrary,  is  not  sufficient  for  

detailed  planning  for  all  of  these  response  measures.  

 So  that's  the  overview.  

 The  extreme  detail  on  all  of  those  studies  

and  the  concerns  we  had  about  those  are  detailed  in  the  

lengthy  submission  we  made  to  the  province  in  the  summer.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   And  just  specifically,  

the  other  recommendation  you  made  about  expanding  the  zone  

for  KI,  that  -- 

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   Right.   Right.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   -- was  quite  a  large  -- 

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   Yes.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   What  was  the  rationale  

 



 
 
 
 
 

and  source  for  that  recommendation?  

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   So,  again,  some  of  the  

studies  that  were  submitted  by  the  province,  which  we  

reviewed,  are  the  ones  I  looked  at.   And  when  you  get  into  

their  appendices,  you  see  certain  scenarios  where  the  -- 

the  distance  at  which  KI  would  be  advised  for  children  are  

much,  much  greater  than  the  10  K.  

 We've  got  a  two-part  recommendation.   

We're  talking  about  the  pre-distribution  part  should  go  to  

the  full  20  K,  and  then  we're  talking  about  pre-stocking  at  

places  where  there  are  vulnerable  populations  in  the  50  K.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   Okay.   So  before  I  move  

on  to  -- and  I  might  have  missed  it,  and  I'm  sorry  if  I  

did.   But  I  didn't  see  any  of  those  -- you've  talked  a  lot  

about  references  and  sources  from  another  document  that  

weren't  included  as  rationale  in  your  document  that  we  

could  -- we  could  validate  it.  

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   I  believe  we  linked  the  

CELA  submission  from  the  summer  in  our  submission.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   To  the  -- okay.  

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   Yeah.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   Maybe  it's  a  good  time  

for  the  Office  of  the  Fire  Marshal  to  discuss  and  validate  

their  rationale  for  how  the  zones  were  chosen  and  what  

information  you  used  to  make  those  decisions.  
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MR. NODWELL: Thank you. Dave Nodwell, 

Office of the Fire Marshall and Emergency Management, for 

the record. 

So this is a really big discussion. I'll 

try to cover the various components of it in a reasonable 

fashion. 

I think initially if I take -- if we take 

a look at the planning basis work that was done last year, 

and this was a study that was done that went out to the 

public consultation that CELA referred to participating in. 

This particular study was based on a 

severe accident that was selected in consultation with CNSC 

staff and Health Canada staff as well, who were at the 

table for that. 

This particular accident scenario entailed 

a total station blackout and no operator intervention for a 

period of 12 hours. So we felt that that kind of went to 

the edge in terms of a severe accident and in terms of 

being credible, if you will. 

The study -- a study was done based on 

that. As has been acknowledged, there were limitations to 

the study, which is one of the reasons we're going ahead 

with the current technical study, but I'll speak to that. 

The study that was done, however, 

demonstrated that in terms of detailed planning, what we 
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were looking at was an operational intervention level of 50 

millisieverts at the 10-kilometre area. 

So based on that, we felt that the 10 

kilometres was more than adequate for detailed planning if 

you consider that the new PNRP has adopted the operational 

intervention level from Health Canada for evacuation at 100 

millisieverts, so that would have taken it in even further 

from the -- from the eight kilometres. 

Theresa McClenaghan is correct in terms of 

the KI distribution, that KI would be needed -- we were 

actually surprised by that, but would be needed farther 

out. 

We feel that, currently, there are 

adequate stockpiles throughout the area within the 

ingestion planning zone. They're located in schools and 

fire halls and pharmacies and so forth through the area, 

and anyone within 50 kilometres who wishes to obtain KI is 

able to do that. 

So we felt again that the 50 kilometres, 

based on that principle, was more than adequate. 

As I mentioned, we are conducting a 

detailed technical assessment of each individual nuclear 

facility in the province. 

I spoke to this at the day 1 Pickering 

hearing a little while ago in Ottawa. That has been 
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confirmed and, in fact, we had our kick-off meeting with 

them last week to get started. 

So they will be looking at extended 

meteorological data, a minimum of one year meteorological 

data. They will be looking at local topographical features 

and how that might impact the plume and how it travels. 

That point in particular came from the 

Inverhuron Ratepayers Association, who I believe is 

presenting here on Thursday. But they made that 

recommendation to the advisory group in the public 

consultation, and the advisory group heard that and thought 

that made a lot of sense to do that. 

As a part of this study, they're also 

looking at water quality -- water quality impacts. 

So that's a very kind of a nutshell in 

terms of the rationale for the planning basis. 

I do want to, however, make a point, and 

that is that the -- when we look at the detailed planning 

zone, the contingency planning zone, these are planning 

zones. They're not necessarily response zones. So this is 

where we're doing our planning. 

If we needed to go further, if, for 

whatever reason, we needed to move protective actions such 

as evacuation out to 15 kilometres in a certain direction 

or KI or sheltering, any of those protective measures, we 
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would certainly go ahead and do that. 

We're not restricted by the size of that 

planning zone in terms of the implementation of protective 

actions. 

So based on that, we're currently -- we're 

comfortable with the zones. The advisory group stated in 

their report that they were very comfortable that it was 

adequate for a single unit unmitigated accident and a 

multi-unit accident where there was some crediting applied 

towards EME and other safety mechanisms. 

So we are comfortable with those -- with 

those zone sizes. However, we will be -- remain to be 

informed further from the technical study that we will be 

getting in the fall of this year and, based on the results 

of that study, we'll have to revisit that rationale. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. And I might 

return in a sec. 

For CNSC, there are international 

guidelines through the IAEA. And although the terminology 

changes and some of the function changes between the zones, 

they do have parameters with X to Y, X to Y, X to Y. Are 

these zone captured within the IAEA -- looking that we're 

comparing as like to like as we can -- are these reasonable 

and within those parameters that the IAEA publishes for 

emergency planning zones around a nuclear facility? 



 
 
 
 
 

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.   And  I'll  ask  Richard  Tennant  to  respond  to  that,  

please.  

 MR.  TENNANT:  Richard  Tennant,  for  the  

record,  Emergency  Management  Programs  division.  

 Yeah,  with  respect  to  the  zones,  as  we  

look  at  the  IAEA  document  Arrangements  for  Preparedness  for  

a  Nuclear  or  Radiological  emergency  safety  guide  GS-G-2.1,  

these  zones  fall  within  the  ranges  as  is  given  as  

suggestions  by  the  IAEA.    

 So  we  have  -- we're  confident  that  the  

zones  are  in  place  with  the  province,  and  we're  well  aware  

that  this  is  a  conversation,  a  topic  that  generated  a  lot  

of  discussion.   And  we  look  forward  to  the  outcome  of  the  

technical  study.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   

 Ms  Velshi.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   Thank  you.  

 Mr.  Nodwell,  a  quick  question  before  I  get  

to  my  other  question.   This  technical  study  that's  been  

done,  what  kind  of  public  consultation  review  are  you  

envisaging  before  it  gets  -- those  get  finalized?  

 MR.  NODWELL:   Dave  Nodwell,  for  the  

record.    

 We  have  contracted  the  services  of  a  
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consulting -- a nuclear consulting company by the name of 

NRCan to do this work -- or Enercon, rather, I'm sorry. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MR. NODWELL: And there is not a public 

consultation component to that, because it's a technical 

analysis. They're looking at that. They're doing multiple 

types of modelling and so forth to give us those results. 

There has been some discussion regarding 

making that report public when it becomes available. I 

can't speak to that, given the current writ situation, so 

but yeah. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. So my question 

is to staff on slide 16, and it's to do with the tenure 

licence limiting the level of public engagement because 

they -- we don't have these kinds of hearings. And one of 

the arguments we've heard often is that, well, there is the 

annual regulatory oversight report where public is engaged. 

And we've been doing that for a few years now. We heard 

from CELA that the level of engagement is not equivalent. 

Oral presentations aren't allowed. 

Has there been an assessment on how 

effective those RORs are as far as public engagement and 

the level of engagement that we have had? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 
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We're reviewing the RORs right now with 

respect to not just nuclear power plants, but all of them 

with respect to how often we should do them, what sort of 

funding we should be having available to them. However, 

I'm not aware of any review that -- with respect to some 

kind of engagement of public, how much there is or how well 

it applies. Others here may want to add to that. 

But I would say, though, that the annual 

report does come annually. And so that already is -- even 

if we look at what we have been doing with the licence 

every five years is five times more often. If we move to 

the 10-year licence, it's much more in line with the 

international community, who in fact very few even have 10 

years. For a lot of them it's lifetime or it's 40 years or 

it's 20 years. 

Because the main point is you don't need a 

licensing -- a relicensing hearing to have an opportunity 

to talk to the Commission, and the Commission certainly 

does not need that to make any decisions or modifications 

it wants to do to the licence. 

But I think Mr. Jammal would like to add 

to what I just said. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And if you can -- my 

question is really around public engagement. 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal, for the record. 
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We did review the ROR frequency and the 

public engagement, and we are not going to change for NPP--

based on risk-informed decision-making and the public 

interest, the ROR for the NPPs will continue on an annual 

basis with the public engagement. 

Just coming back from a treaty called a 

joint convention with respect to the waste fuel and 

radiological waste, Canada received a good practice, and 

that's been confirmed by the international peer review 

process, with respect to the annual reporting that is 

specific for the review by the public engagement of the 

regulatory performance and the regulatory activity carried 

out by the licensee. 

So to date, I'm going to repeat the fact, 

as I said, at CNL hearing that the CNSC to date is the only 

regulator in the world that puts out a regulatory oversight 

report based on the licensee's performance with public 

engagement that is not linked to the licence renewal. 

So for the public engagement, we offer PFP 

for the specific group, and the public can present a 

written intervention. So we did do the assessment. As the 

Commission member's fully aware that we always have the 

interest groups intervene all the time and they are engaged 

with respect to the process of written intervention. And 

as staff, the Commission reads every document. And every 
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time we have to respond with respect to the interventions 

as submitted to the Commission. So the public engagement 

will continue. 

To summarize, that internationally we were 

recognized by the -- under a treaty that Canada has, a good 

practice. The definition of good practice is other 

regulatory bodies and other governments to copy the 

Canadian process and in specific the CNSC process with 

annual report with public engagement, PFP where appropriate 

is being provided, and the written interventions to date. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MR. SCONGACK: James --

THE PRESIDENT: Sorry? 

MR. SCONGACK: -- Dr. Binder, James 

Scongack, for the record. 

THE PRESIDENT: Oh --

MR. SCONGACK: Do you mind if I add a few 

comments from a licensee's perspective on this. It's 

obviously something near and dear to our heart. 

Just to build on what Mr. Jammal said, 

when we had the IAEA conduct an OSART mission of our Bruce 

B facility in 2015, this is actually one of the areas 

consistent with that feedback, that they noted in terms of 

their exit feedback just how strong from a nuclear power 

plant perspective that public engagement is. 
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I think it's also important to note that 

CNSC also requires licensees to have public information 

programs, very extensive programs. We have requirements to 

meet related to that. We report on that annually to the 

CNSC staff every February-March. 

But the other thing I would say, and I 

think it's a more practical point, if you take a look back 

at the material submitted through Part 1 and now Part 2 and 

what Bruce Power has put forward, having personally been 

involved in previous environmental assessments under the 

1992 CEAA versus now, the process we have undertaken as a 

licensee in terms of public engagement is the most 

extensive engagement process we have ever carried out as an 

organization. And I think that's important to know. 

And I know there's a number of 

organizations who -- and I would take issue with the CELA 

comment, because I mean, frankly, we have provided 

organizations like CELA the opportunity to participate. We 

shared information. In the specific case of CELA, they did 

register for an activity we had planned in January. They 

decided not to send somebody to that webinar. 

These are all opportunities that we are 

making available to any organization, any member of the 

public to participate in. And I would encourage people to 

take advantage of those opportunities, because we don't 
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have  to  wait  to  get  to  a  Commission  hearing  to  ask  

questions.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.  

 MR.  NODWELL:   If  I  could  add  to  the  public  

engagement  discussion  just  very  quickly,  and  it  was  

mentioned  the  last  time  I  was  before  you,  but  I'd  like  to  

reiterate  it  from  the  standpoint  of  the  Provincial  Nuclear  

Emergency  Response  Plan.   As  you  know,  we  conducted  our  

first  public  consultation  with  that  approximately  a  year  

ago.   But  it  is  now  written  into  the  PNERP  master  plan  that  

we  will  conduct  public  consultations  when  that  -- every  

five  years  when  that  plan  is  up  for  review.   So  any  time  

we're  opening  up  the  master  plan,  it's  subject  to  public  

consultation.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.    

 Mr.  Berube.  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   Thank  you.   For  CELA,  

actually.  

 I'm  looking  at  your  recommendation  38  on  

slide  31.   And  here  you  state  that  the  CNSC  has  

insufficient  plans  and  standards  for  compliance  and  

enforcement.   And  I'd  like  you  to  expand  on  exactly  what  

you  think  is  missing  and  what  you're  referring  to  here,  

please.  

 MS  BLAISE:   Hi.   Thank  you  for  your  
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question.   It's  Kerrie  Blaise,  for  the  record.  

 So  I  think  there's  a  lot  of  detail  we  went  

into  in  our  submission;  there  wasn't  time  to  delve  into  it  

in  our  10  minutes.   But  I  would  point  you  to  page  59  of  our  

primary  submission.   CELA  also  provided  a  supplemental,  but  

this  is  in  our  primary.   We  itemized  a  list  of  -- some  are  

CSA  standards,  some  are  REGDOCs,  one  is  a  Fisheries  Act  

authorization  -- that  are  currently  not  either  in  place  or  

they're  pending  approval.  

 So  I  can  start  chronologically.   The  first  

one  is  on  July  4th  of  -- July  1st  of  2018,  CSA  standard  no.  

291-15  will  be  in  place.   August  2018,  a  transition  plan  

for  REGDOC  2.10.1  will  be  in  place.   And  this  continues  all  

the  way  to  I  have  noted  December  of  2020  -- fast-forward  -- 

is  REGDOC  2.9.1.    

 So  a  number  of  these  documents  are  

actually  referenced  as  compliance  verification  documents  in  

the  licence  with  the  caveat  that  this  won't  be  implemented  

until  2020  or  whatever  the  date  might  be  listed  in  the  CMD.   

So  that's  what  that  recommendation  was  based  on.  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   CNSC  staff,  do  you  care  to  

comment  on  this?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier  for  the  

record.  

 Yes,  this  is  -- I  think  it's  also  
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appropriate to think about it in the perspective of the 

PNERP as well. Our regulatory framework encourages 

continuous improvement, and we're always looking to see for 

requirements to be upgraded to improve in a safe direction. 

At the same time, there is a huge plant 

down the street here and it has to be operating on a 

day-to-day basis, so you can't just sort of all of a sudden 

drop in a new standard and have it fully implemented that 

day, there has to be a plan for the implementation. 

Similarly as well we're seeing with the 

PNERP, there's a new PNERP, but there's got to be a plan 

for how that's going to go. But an emergency that happened 

today -- but if an emergency happened today, all the 

emergency plans are in place today that fully meet all the 

requirements of the Commission. 

And similarly with many of these standards 

and Reg Docs, these are upgrades, these are updates that 

have some improvements in them, but it doesn't mean there's 

nothing in place right now. 

So, right now these documents are talking 

about areas where we already have requirements. We are 

going to be improving them with a new standard or Reg Doc, 

but it's going to come in in an organized fashion so that 

you don't send any confusion into the overall operation of 

the facility. 
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MEMBER BERUBE: And just to be clear on 

this, because it's a pretty blunt statement. Do you agree 

that we are in a position -- or the CNSC is in a position 

to actually look out for the compliance and enforcement of 

nuclear safety at this point? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So, we have a very complete compliance 

program in place. It's fully anchored in the law with 

enforcement tools available to us and we have inspectors on 

site that have the required authority to ensure that the 

licence is fully implemented. 

We've been doing this for a long time and 

these standards and Reg Docs, as I say, are a pretty small 

perturbation against all the compliance program and 

authorities that we have already in place. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Jammal? 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal, 

for the record. 

I'd like to compliment Mr. Frappier. It's 

very important for the Commission to understand the fact 

that we do gap analysis for every and each document that 

comes in. So, as Mr. Frappier said, there is an ongoing 

enhancement with respect to regulatory requirement. So, we 

do a gap analysis. 
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Anything that is of safety significance is 

immediately implemented. There are no waiting period. So, 

the implementation that's been provided or mentioned in the 

LCH by which we put to deadline, those are improvements. 

The key point here for the Commission is, 

there are no gaps that are safety significant, it's 

risk-informed decision-making going forward. Anything that 

is impacting the safety of operation is implemented 

immediately. So, that's the key point. 

And if the licensee is not implementing at 

the time that's been provided, we always provide in the 

annual report an update with respect to the improvements. 

So, for example, PSA requirement that was 

put in place for the whole site and we updated the 

Commission according to the improvements that are taking 

place. 

But the key point here, there is no risk 

significant compliance that's being left out. 

In addition, our regulatory regime is 

based on both prescriptive and performance objectives. So, 

the performance objectives that are not safety significant 

will be implemented by the licensee with a timeline. 

THE PRESIDENT: So, I just want to 

understand. Are you telling me that the statement: 

"Until the following items are in 
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force, the Commission will not have 

the necessary compliance basis" (As 

read) 

is misinformation? 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal, for the record. 

Unequivocally the answer is yes. So, the 

enforcement requirements and the guidance for our 

inspectors to conduct their inspection are already in 

place. Any safety significant element has already been 

checked and verified. And we have our inspectors on site, 

we can ask them to provide you with that information. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. CELA, you want to 

react to that? 

MS McCLENAGHAN: The concern we expressed 

was that it was premature to seek a 10-year licence which 

is exceptional. I know the Commission has started to grant 

10-year licences recently, but that was exceptional until 

very recently, they used to be two, three and five-year 

licences. 

And when we look at all of the pieces of 

information that are coming forward very soon within that 

10 years and the fact that Bruce Power has come forward 

early to ask for this 10-year licence, our submission is 

that it's premature to grant a 10-year licence, that's why 

we ask you not to --
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THE PRESIDENT: But I'm not asking about 

10 years, I'm talking about whether they'll be able to 

comply with existing --

MS McCLENAGHAN: Right. So, when we 

look -- well, two things about existing. First of all, 

we've said in many other hearings, we didn't take this 

approach, but the last time we were here at Bruce Power in 

2015 we did a detailed submission talking about how much 

difficulty we thought there would be with significant 

compliance if you didn't have cooperation from the licensee 

because of the vague and general language, both in the 

regulatory statutes, the guidance and the licence handbook, 

and we said the same thing again at Chalk River Nuclear 

Laboratories hearing in Chalk River. 

I know the Commission doesn't agree with 

us on that. We do have concerns about that side of the 

compliance and enforcement. 

But what we're talking about here is the 

fact that we think significant information that the 

Commission should have in the next two years that would be 

important for ongoing compliance and enforcement is not yet 

available. 

So, we've focused on emergency planning, 

as we said we would, and we say it is not yet possible to 

judge the compliance with the new provincial plan because 
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the  implementing  plans  are  not  yet  ready.  

 What  is  the  rush  to  do  a  10-year  licence  

right  now  when  those  things  are  going  to  be  ready  within  

six  months  or  nine  months?  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   So,  we  have  the  Office  of  

the  Fire  Marshal  telling  us  they're  quite  content  with  the  

way  things  are  going  right  now.   They're  the  provincial  

authority.  

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   Right.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   What  do  you  want  from  us?  

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   Well  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   They  are  the  provincial  

authority  -- 

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   Right.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   -- on  emergency  

management.  

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   Right.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   So,  I  don't  understand.   

They  have  a  new  improved  plan  which  is  rolling  out  

according  to  plan,  if  I  understand  correctly.   So,  what  

else  need  to  be  done  by  us?  

 MS  McCLENAGHAN:   If  I  may  be  so  bold,  let  

me  make  a  really  strong  statement.   I  think  that  plan  was  

rolled  out  to  be  ready  in  time  for  the  two  licensing  

hearings  at  Bruce  and  Pickering  and  not  because  it  was  
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ready to be rolled out. 

It was insufficient modelling to go out to 

public consultation, in my opinion, and that has been 

proven by the fact that they're now going out for technical 

study to do the work that I think they should have done in 

the first place. 

So, I don't agree that they should be 

satisfied. But over and above that -- and it's on the 

public record, we know we have a difference of opinion 

about that. I'm glad they consulted the public, I gave 

them kudos for that. I'm also glad they appointed an 

advisory committee, we gave them kudos for that, and that 

they invited us to attend before the advisory committee. 

I'm also really glad, as Mr. Nodwell said, 

that they're going to consult the public every five years 

going forward because these matters are of central concern 

to the public around the plants. That's what you hear 

about from the public at every hearing that I've attended. 

But in terms of the question, what do we 

want you to do about it, Mr. President. The Commission's 

job is to assure that there is sufficient public safety and 

environmental protection. That is not the job of the 

Office of the Fire Marshal. 

For you to make a decision to grant a 

licence to this proponent, you have to be satisfied of the 
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sufficiency of emergency planning in the real world and not 

just based on an assumption that flexibility and adaptation 

will do the job. 

So, when we talk about improving the plan 

to go to detailed planning to 20 kilometres, for example, 

it's because there are real things you would do about that. 

You would provide for extra reception centres, you would 

make sure you had your evacuation routes planned out. Very 

importantly, you would be communicating to the public 

within that 20 kilometres about that potential for them to 

have to evacuate in ways that does not happen today, just 

happens within the 10 kilometres. 

So, there are all these actual real things 

that the province itself said in the new plan it will not 

require to be done in the 20-kilometre zone that would make 

a difference in the, hopefully we're not going to see this 

happen, situation that we had to activate the plan. 

THE PRESIDENT: But you made your pitch to 

the provincial government, you made your presentation, out 

came the new PNERP that I understand staff are quite 

satisfied with, so if there's any argument against the 

PNERP, you've got to go back to the provincial government, 

or try to point out where CNSC role can do something else 

on this. 

So, you heard what CELA just said, Office 
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of the Fire Marshal. What do you say to that? 

MR. NODWELL: Dave Nodwell, for the 

record. I really just go back to the fact that there was a 

very good analysis that was done. It was found lacking in 

terms of meteorological data. It was run for a period of 

nine days. It was based on the resources that we had at 

our disposal at that time. 

But I think the results of that gave us a 

very, very strong indication in terms of our ability to 

deal with a severe accident. 

I believe -- you know, I can't anticipate 

what the results of the technical study will be, but that 

will either validate or not validate the work that we have 

done at which time the plan would be adjusted accordingly. 

I would also suggest, too, because we're 

in a period where the master plan and, in particular, the 

Bruce implementing plan has just recently come out, that we 

would -- and, of course, the supporting plans from the 

various provincial ministries, municipalities and so forth, 

Bruce Power, are being developed to conform with the 

Provincial Nuclear Emergency Response Plan, but that we 

would be in a very good position to implement a lot, if not 

most of the principles that are outlined in the revised 

master plan immediately. If we were to move into a 

response this afternoon, we'd be able to do that. 
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So, I'm very comfortable. We will have, I 

think in the future a significant engagement on the results 

of the technical study, future iterations of the PNERP. 

So, there will be a lot of opportunity for that discussion 

and clarification. 

THE PRESIDENT: So, staff, your view about 

the way the frame is structured now and how it's holding 

up? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. The staff is very satisfied with the PNERP. I 

think that there's a roll-out plan as has been discussed. 

I think it's also very important to the Commission 

deliberations is that we have emergency plans in place 

today that are fully functional as well. 

So, that while the province has within its 

jurisdictions and its responsibilities taken -- you know, 

gotten the public consultations and all the rest, have 

developed an improved plan, which we also support, we are 

quite satisfied with the planning that is in place right 

now. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Any more questions? 

Questions, Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: A question to staff on 

recommendation Number 31, on Slide 28, on reviewing risks 
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and obtaining consent from workers to exceed maximum 

radiation exposure limits should be explicitly clarified in 

plans, and as a condition of licensing. So is this part of 

the CNSC’s REGDOC on Nuclear Emergency Management? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. I'd ask Caroline Purvis to respond to that. 

MS PURVIS: Good afternoon. Caroline 

Purvis, Director of the Radiation Protection Division, for 

the record. 

So at a high level the radiation 

Protection Regulations require licensees to inform all 

nuclear energy workers of the dose limits that are 

specified in the Regulations. That also includes the dose 

limits for emergencies. 

With respect to the acknowledgement of 

that, there is also an obligation that licensees obtain a 

written acknowledgement that workers have received this 

information. 

Bruce Power can elaborate but they do also 

have procedural requirements where there is a verification 

that workers have received information about the dose 

limits for emergencies, and perhaps I will invite Bruce 

Power to talk about their own procedures. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yeah, Frank Saunders, for 

the record. 
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These are and have been laid out in our 

procedures for years. We have very clear authorities on 

how that happens; it is not an individual’s choice whether 

these things will happen. They are pre-planned, people are 

briefed and they know the risk and they are within the 

limits and of course they will have the appropriate 

dosimetry and monitoring equipment with them, so there is 

really no mystery from a Bruce Power perspective; we know 

exactly how we would do this and we are pretty used to 

managing radiation dose. So, we are well covered in that. 

I don’t have the procedure number with me but I could 

certainly get it for you pretty easily. 

There are a couple other points I wanted 

to make while I’ve got the floor for a minute. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Before you get to your 

other points, and I will give you the floor for that. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Okay, excellent. 

MEMBER VELSHI: I just want to close the 

loop with CELA, so why this recommendation if this is 

already been well addressed? 

MS McCLENAGHAN: What hasn’t been clear to 

us is whether workers including emergency responders 

consent to the maximum exposures that they would be exposed 

to. And I understand Mr. Saunders’ answer to pertain to 

on-site workers which is what is within their control, but 
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I think it is a valid question for the first responders as 

well. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

So I guess we need Mr. Nodwell to respond; 

or, maybe start with staff. 

MR. FRAPPIER: I'll ask Mr. Richard 

Tennant to talk about the off-site –- I think the question 

is with respect to off-site first responders and their role 

in emergency and the consent they give. 

MR. TENNANT: Richard Tennant, EMPD. For 

off-site, from a first response point of view, they fall 

under the Occupational Health and Safety Rules, so it is up 

their own employer to ensure their health and safety and 

that would mean also supplying the equipment, PPE, that 

they need, so that does mean radiation equipment and 

dosimetry if they were going to be responding to a nuclear 

emergency. 

This has been a discussion that has come 

up in conversations with the provinces, so I was going to 

turn it over to Dave. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Now, Mr. Nodwell, do the 

implementing plans talk about this specifically? 

MR. NODWELL: Dave Nodwell, for the 

record. 

It is actually there’s a fair amount of 
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material in the PNERP Master Plan with respect to emergency 

workers; Section 7.10 in particular talks about 

responsibility and emergency worker protection action 

strategy. There is, as well, to the Master Plan, 

Annex H, which deals specifically with off-site emergency 

workers and helpers, so that’s one of the important changes 

to the PNERP in that there was a lot of attention paid to 

that. 

It is also referenced in the Implementing 

Plan, Section 6.8 as well. So it is in both documents. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And does it specifically 

request consent of the workers beforehand? 

MR. NODWELL: If I may, I'll get back to 

you on that. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. Mr. Saunders. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Thank you, I think -- I 

mean it is an interesting discussion but I think there are 

a couple of points I would like to make. One issue: around 

adaption of new standards into licenses. A) It is not an 

unregulated process if we put a new standard into a 

license. There is a condition in the License Conditioning 

Handbook that says how and when we will need that license, 

so it is perfectly verifiable by Staff. 

This is in fact one of the strengths of 

the Canadian system; there is nowhere else in the world 
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that adapts new standards as quickly and frequently as we 

do here. In fact, most places you only adapt new standards 

when you come to a license renewal which may be 30 or 40 

years, and in between is a very rare occurrence; you are 

based on your licensing basis. So far from being a problem 

that is actually a strength in Canada, and there are times 

when I think maybe we adapt them a little too quickly but 

you know I am permitted that little bit from a licensee’s 

perspective, but this is not a problem; it is in fact a 

strength and should be seen as one. 

The other issue around analysis and 

assessment for events and so forth, there is a problem in 

my view with the analysis we are doing and the problem is 

simple, it continues to ignore all the changes we have made 

to the Plan since 2011. There are three more layers of 

protection that didn’t exist now, including passive 

equipment which requires next to no operation. The only 

way we can actually release radiation and a contamination 

to the public is to fail all this. So when we do a 

simulation and we want to look at a plume we have to fail 

all this equipment and say it doesn’t operate, no operator 

has tried to operate, everybody stands back with their 

hands in their pockets and waits for the world to melt down 

in 12 or 20 or 30 hours, which is just absolutely 

unrealistic. 
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The planning zones are not growing, as 

people would suggest. The planning zones are shrinking. 

There will be a day with the passive equipment we are 

installing -- well, you cannot foresee of any situation 

where there will be long lived radiation released even in a 

major four accident scenario which was not part of the 

planning basis for these plants prior to 2011. 

When we run our scenarios now and make any 

use of our equipment at all we actually do not even meet 

the original –- you know the original design requirements 

for the plant which only perceived of sheltering in that 10 

kilometre zone, and we can achieve that even in a major 

four unit accident scenario. So I think we do need to do 

more analysis and we actually need to look at the plants 

they way they are currently designed, do that analysis with 

those designs in and the results will not be larger zones; 

the results will be considerably smaller zones. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. 

MR. NODWELL: If I may, Dave Nodwell, for 

the record. 

I do have an answer to your question and 

in terms of emergency workers and helpers, but it does 

require documented informed consent and that would be 

arranged at the Emergency Worker Centre which is the 



 
 
 
 
 

facility  that  coordinates  all  of  those  off-site  support  

workers.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.  

 MR.  JAMMAL:   Mr.  President,  Ramzi  Jammal,  

for  the  record.    

 There  is  one  thing  that  has  been  bothering  

me  with  respect  to  Commissioner  Penney’s  question  with  

respect  to  the  NSCA  EA  and  CEAA.   I  would  like  to  set  the  

record  straight  especially  on  Slide  Number  13,  and  in  

specific  the  participating  funding  program.   So  if  we  are  

counting  days  I  would  like  to  set  the  record  straight.   Our  

CMD  for  Part  1  that  included  an  EA  report  was  published  for  

120  days  prior  to  the  hearing  itself,  and,  that  at  that  

time  PFP  was  given.  

 With  respect  to  Part  2  and  as  we  mentioned  

by  my  colleagues,  ERA  has  been  on  our  website,  that  ERA  

comments,  if  you  check  our  website  you  would  see  the  whole  

detailed  process  of  the  CNSC  for  this  license  application.  

 In  addition  -–  so  if  you  count  the  days:  

120  prior  to  Part  1;  80  days  for  Part  2.   The  math  speaks  

for  itself  with  respect  to  the  number  of  days.   In  

addition,  PFP  was  given  to  CELA,  I  would  have  expected  CELA  

to  take  the  EA  review  as  part  of  their  funding  process  and  

review  of  the  CMD.  And  the  ERA  comments  were  posted  on  our  

website  and  that  the  comments  did  include  the  comments  we  
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received from Environment Canada and Climate Change. So 

transparency is fully transparent and I’m sorry, Mr. 

President, but that’s the fact against Slide Number 13. 

We always welcome added value to our 

process but we need to set the facts straight. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So just to confirm, what 

you're saying is that the EA had the federal family 

comments on the EA, on the website, is that what you said? 

Or, did you say the federal family comments on the ERA? 

MR. JAMMAL: I can confirm the fact that 

the federal family commented on the ERA, that is in 

specific, in addition to the federal family even though my 

colleagues said no, Health Canada did review the ERA, but 

we take data from the federal families as was described 

earlier this morning from Health Canada monitoring and that 

we incorporate all this into the ERA and that has been 

posted since last June. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Anything else? 

Okay final thoughts? 

MS BLAISE: Thank you, President Binder. 

So to kind of just recap, starting with 

emergency preparedness I will just reiterate that it's one 

of the most fundamental issues to be assessed by CNSC in 

deciding the outcome of this application. 
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The ultimate test you, as Commission 

Members, must apply is based on your responsibilities under 

the Nuclear Safety and Control Act and decide whether human 

and ecological health will remain protected even in the 

event probabilistic calculations err, if there is missing 

information or defence in depth and redundancies fail, or a 

combination of unanticipated events lead to a large 

radiation release. 

The CNSC has obligations as the regulator 

to ensure all the necessary measures are in place for the 

public and the environment to be protected. It is the 

regulator, not the licensee that bears the onus of ensuring 

all safety concerns are addressed before it exercises its 

jurisdiction and responsibility to grant a licence. 

With regards to the EA, we maintain that 

Section 24(4) of the NSCA is too sparse a statutory basis 

to contend that an EA has been conducted for the Bruce B 

that’s equivalent to the Bruce A refurbishment and life 

extension. 

Just to quickly respond to the comment of 

the number of days for public comment comparing Bruce A and 

Bruce B, okay, maybe we’ve now met the same number of days, 

maybe it’s 121 and now it’s 120, sure. But I think what we 

also have to point out is for the federal EA that was done 

for Bruce A there was at least three separate 
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opportunities. The public could comment on the EA 

guidelines which inform the EA review. The public could 

comment on a draft screen report. Then there was also a 

hearing very much like this one for relicensing. 

Today’s hearing isn’t specific to EA, 

environmental assessment, or just environmental protection, 

so there is only one public comment opportunity. 

So I guess we reiterate our request that 

the Commission not grant a licence exceeding five years to 

Bruce Power absent a process which is proportionate to the 

risk and the complexity of the undertaking. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

The next presentation is by NA Engineering 

Associates as outlined in CMD18-H4.83 and H4.83A. I 

understand that Mr. Saab will make a presentation. 

Go ahead please. 

CMD 18-H4.83/18-H4.83A 

Oral presentation by NA Engineering Associates 

MR. SAAB: Good afternoon, Dr. Binder, 

Commission Members and members of the public, and fellow 

intervenors. 

Thank you for giving NA Engineering the 

http:CMD18-H4.83
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opportunity to share our full support of Bruce Power’s 

10-year licensing request today. 

For the record, my name is Eddie Saab, I 

am the Vice-President of Business Development at NA 

Engineering. 

My history with Bruce Power dates back to 

June 2002 when I started my career as an application 

engineer assigned to the Bruce Power account. Since that 

day, I’ve spent all my time engaging with all levels of the 

Bruce Power organization from valve technicians to 

engineering section managers, and on occasion even with 

executive staff. 

Today I’m here because our organization is 

a witness to Bruce Power’s leadership in the safety culture 

power generation and their local charity activism. I am 

proud of the cultural similarities that our organizations 

share. From our community engagement efforts to the 

continuous commitment to operational improvements, through 

utilization of technology and best practices. I’ll touch 

on those later on in my presentation. 

As a multi-disciplinary engineering firm 

across south western Ontario we established the Kincardine 

office in 2007 to provide local technical expertise to 

Bruce Power and also the community around us. It’s been 

the vision of our founder, Nick Aroutzidis, from Day 1 that 
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we also have to give back to the communities that we are a 

part of. 

Alongside Bruce Power we have seen the 

tremendous impact that our staff and their families have 

made to the tri-county area. Every hour of volunteering, 

every dollar of donation makes a difference in the lives of 

the people in the community around us. I don’t have the 

metrics for Bruce Power’s community contributions, but it 

is Bruce Power who paves the way for other organizations to 

follow. 

Our Kincardine staff live amongst the 

workers of Bruce Power with complete trust in their 

mandates. We are witnesses to the fact that safety is 

Bruce Power’s number one priority. NA Engineering’s 

commitment to quality and safety can even be traced back to 

Bruce Power’s safety mandate. It was in 2001 when Bruce 

Power approached our London office for support on their 

roofing assessment program. This was our organization’s 

first exposure to the nuclear industry. 

As we continued supporting the program at 

site, it was Bruce Power who motivated us to go and get an 

ISO 9001 QA program. 

Later in 2007, after the decision to open 

up the Kincardine office here locally, Bruce Power again 

supported our quality program’s development into a 
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fully-compliant CSA Z299.1 and N286 program. 

Today many of our service agreements, our 

teaming partnerships leverage these mature programs, and 

every three years Bruce Power is there to audit, provide 

recommendations, and ensure that our programs are getting 

stronger. 

This will be hard to read, but it’s okay, 

I’ll talk about it. With hundreds of clients across 

multiple industries NA Engineering is in a unique position 

to fairly evaluate the safety practices of Bruce Power. As 

engineers, we incorporate safety and functional 

requirements into our designs, we develop these designs 

into construction plans. We oversee construction projects 

through completion, testing, and commissioning. 

It has been our experience that potential 

issues are identified and dealt with quickly, and that 

Bruce Power takes every opportunity to continue to learn. 

Operating experience is highly valued at 

Bruce Power. Every team member is keen to improve 

performance and we have even seen post-project lessons 

learned commentary turn into active planning for future 

work. 

At Bruce Power all employees are involved 

and motivating to promoting our health and safety culture 

and their managers are actively involved in all 
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safety-related activities. At NA Engineering we’ve even 

adopted some of Bruce Power’s best practices to further 

along our safety culture. Something as simple as starting 

all our meetings with a safety moment to keep safety in the 

front minds of everybody in our organization. 

I’ll just talk over this 3D slide. So 

there’s a misconception that nuclear is slow to change and 

it runs on decades-old technology. We are proud to be 

working at Bruce Power on some of the latest and coolest 

technologies from 3D scanning to virtual reality. These 

technologies make Bruce Power and all their clients a lot 

safer environments to work. 

On your screens is a real example of a 

future facility that’s being designed to support Bruce 

Power operations. You can just see how this technology 

will allow for safer designs and working environments long 

before a hole is dug or even a wall is put up. 

Another tangible example of Bruce Power’s 

commitment to continuous safety is their $25 million 

investment in the state of the art fire training facility, 

which opened in 2015. As the prime consultant, NA 

Engineering undertook the conceptual, preliminary and 

detailed design of this training facility which allows 

firefighters to practice and be prepared for realistic fire 

in emergency scenarios without ever having to travel away 
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from site, which I think is very important to know. 

This facility includes a mock-up of a 

turbine generator, propane fuel props producing fire and 

smoke, and thermal cameras located throughout the building 

that capture footage and stream it back to a central 

control room. The facility ensures that Bruce Power 

emergency workers are trained to the highest level, and has 

been even used by local municipal fire departments, as we 

heard from Mayor Ann Eadie yesterday. 

The main building includes a 50-foot tower 

for high-angle rescue training. There are also a number of 

outdoor fire simulators, like a car, a forklift, and a 

transformer. 

I do know for a fact that the Bruce Power 

training facility has been visited by numerous emergency 

response teams across North America, and we have even 

gotten feedback that they’re very jealous of what Bruce 

Power has at site. 

Looking beyond safety for a moment, I’d 

like to commend Bruce Power for its role in proactively 

engaging with the Indigenous communities. I’ve met with 

the Council of Canadian Aboriginal Business to understand 

how our firm can follow in the footsteps of Bruce Power. 

On both occasions, I’ve been told of the positive impact 

that Bruce Power has made to their program, which is shown 
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as their gold-level standing. 

Beyond that, Bruce Power has also created 

the Bruce Power Indigenous Relations Supplier Network, 

which is further evidence of the commitments and the 

support and mission. 

Additionally, we fully support Bruce 

Power’s belief that in order to support long-term 

operational needs the regional network of suppliers must 

grow and draw upon the talents of our region. Having 

qualified permanent staff in our Kincardine office has been 

one of the key factors for our growth and for our strong 

safety culture. 

We echo Mr. Rencheck’s call to the 

supplier network to become stakeholders in our local 

community by opening up local offices and moving into the 

area. 

The tighter our supply community is the 

safer and more efficient our work can be. 

NA Engineering really appreciates the 

robustness of the CNSC decision making process on hearing 

Bruce Power’s request for relicensing. Part of this public 

hearing I know is part of the process. I understand that 

others may have a difference of opinion and this forum does 

allow for these opinions to be captured. 

But as an engineer I like to use facts. 
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Although we’ve heard some of these facts before, I think 

they’re very important facts for us to understand and keep 

always in the back of our mind. Starting with Bruce 

Power’s safety record. 

The CNSC has consistently given Bruce 

Power an A+ on their safety record since 2012. From a cost 

perspective, we always hear that Bruce Power’s producing 30 

per cent of Ontario’s electricity below the average 

residential price. 

With respect to jobs, 22,000 jobs across 

the province are directly and indirectly supported by Bruce 

Power site annually. On the health front, Bruce Power is 

the world’s largest supplier of Cobalt-60 and is now 

starting to produce medical Cobalt to treat brain tumours. 

When it comes to our environment, Bruce 

Power’s generation of clean electricity has played a 

significant role in virtually eliminating the number of 

smog days we experience. 

So just to summarize, it has consistently 

been our experience that safety culture is clearly 

communicated at Bruce Power and that the promotion of a 

healthy safety culture is evident throughout all levels of 

the company. It is because of this fact that we are 

confident to support Bruce Power’s request for a 10-year 

licence application. 



 
 
 
 
 

   

 

 Thank  you  for  allowing  NA  Engineering  to  

share  our  firsthand  experiences  with  you  today.   I  welcome  

any  questions  you  may  have  as  a  local  engineering  supplier  

to  Bruce  Power.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   Questions?   Ms  

Velshi?  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   I  can’t  help  resist,  given  

that  you  said  you’re  still  committed  to  facts.   On  Slide  8  

where  you  talk  about  Bruce  Power’s  Conventional  Health  and  

Safety  program.   So  for  the  last  two  years  it’s  moved  from  

fully  satisfactory  to  satisfactory,  just  so  that  the  facts  

are  correct.  

 Staff,  I  hadn’t  seen  previously  this  A+  

and  A  correlation  between  fully  satisfactory  and  

satisfactory.   Have  you  ever  done  that  kind  of  correlation?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.  

 No,  our  annual  report  card  would  be  in  the  

FS  for  fully  satisfactory  or  satisfactory.   I  know  that  a  

lot  of  people  translate  that  into  sort  of  something  that  

they  might  have  seen  at  school  and  that  sort  of  stuff.   So  

A+  would  be  probably  equivalent.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Question?   Question?   

Okay,  thank  you  very  much.  

 MR.  SAAB:   Thank  you.  
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THE PRESIDENT: I've just been instructed 

we're going to take a break for 12 minutes. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

--- Upon recessing at 3:25 p.m. / 

Suspension à 15 h 25 

--- Upon resuming at 3:43 p.m. / 

Reprise à 15 h 43 

THE PRESIDENT: So the next presentation 

is by Nuclear Waste Watch, is outlined in CMD 18-H4.100. I 

understand that Mr. Jackson, you'll make the presentation. 

The floor is yours. 

CMD 18-H4.100 

Oral presentation by Nuclear Waste Watch 

MR. JACKSON: Okay. Thank you. Thank 

you, and I'm glad to be here. 

I'm John Jackson. I'm with the Nuclear 

Waste Watch and also one of the member groups of that 

organization -- I'll explain the organization in a 

minute -- the Citizens' Network on Waste Management, which 

is one of the members of the group. 

Also here and who will also be presenting 
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is Theresa McClenaghan, who was introduced before, a member 

group of Nuclear Waste Watch, the Canadian Environmental 

Law Association. 

So Nuclear Waste Watch is a national 

network of Canadian groups. And these organizations are 

concerned particularly about nuclear waste issues but also 

nuclear power plants, because you can't really separate the 

two; it all fits together. And it's an informal network 

that's been in existence since 2003. 

And one of the things that we do is we, as 

groups, talk about what are some shared things that we want 

to say. And in terms of this hearing, there was one clear 

thing that groups wanted to get together and share with you 

is that they feel that a 10-year licence is too long, that 

we should be looking instead at something like five years. 

And the letter that we submitted to you, 

the number that was just read out to you, includes at the 

back a list of 28 organizations in Canada that support that 

position and support the letter that we're presenting to 

you today. And so that's one of our real roles is to make 

sure that you understand that -- and I know you know 

this -- many groups just can't get here and do that, but 

they still really care about the issues and really want the 

issues presented. 

In our role as a network, we're very 
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concerned about public involvement issues as well because 

it's something that, again, we share among all the groups. 

And this is why we're very concerned about the 10-year 

licensing period that's being proposed for this, because of 

the negative effects that we feel this can have upon 

transparency and upon public involvement. And Theresa will 

go through some of those in a few minutes. 

But one of the things that we really want 

to emphasize is the importance of -- and I know you support 

it because you are heavily involved in it in terms of a 

public role. And I must say, as someone who can't travel 

to Kincardine all the time for these meetings -- I live in 

Kitchener, but I don't have a car or whatever -- I really 

appreciate the system that you have here, that I can sit at 

home and I can watch it. And there aren't many places 

where you get that. We really appreciate you do that. 

This request really is based upon three 

overall concerns about the 10-year licences: that we feel 

it would reduce public scrutiny of Bruce Power's operations 

by not having more regular access in a formal way to it. 

Yes, we know we can contact them and ask questions, but in 

a formal way, to be able to have this conversation. 

Secondly, that it weakens our opportunities to make input 

to you as to the CNSC Commissioners, and we feel that's a 

critical part of the system that's here and that you have a 
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unique and special role to play in that. And also that it 

would weaken the accountability of both Bruce Power and 

CNSC staff if these opportunities were not being provided 

on a regular basis for the public in a formal setting. 

So I'll turn it over to Theresa now to 

talk about some of the specific concerns of why we want 

five years instead of 10. 

MS McCLENAGHAN: Thank you, John. 

So the first reason we outlined in our 

joint letter was the information list that we reviewed 

already during CELA's submission earlier, so I won't go 

over that again. 

Instead, I'll go to the superficial 

justification for a 10-year licence, and in particular, the 

justification that it lines up with the periodic safety 

review. And what we point out here is that there are other 

regular reviews that are extremely important for safety 

such as the PRAs, which are every five years and provide a 

lot of important information that both the Commissioners 

themselves as well as the public should be paying attention 

to, asking questions about, weighing in on. And as 

Commissioners, you should be determining whether those 

should indicate any differences in licence conditions, any 

requests for more information, or any follow-up. 

We also pointed out that we think that the 
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Bruce Power context in particular is increasingly complex, 

and that having a 10-year licence is incongruent with 

public oversight with reduced public oversight. So for 

example, this time frame encompasses the proposal to 

rebuild three reactors, also a proposal to continue to run 

the reactors beyond their originally anticipated design 

life, something you've heard about before. There will be 

simultaneous reconstruction work, and then, of course, the 

request that they've made to consolidate many activities 

together into the proposed 10-year licence. And we think 

that all of those factors mean that it would be important 

to stay with a five-year licence cycle, not go to a 10-year 

licence cycle. 

And then the last specific reason was to 

do with accountability. And as you yourself have said and 

as John indicated, the public participation in the program, 

the regulatory program is extremely important. Mr. Jammal 

talked about Canada getting recognition for that 

internationally, which I think is important. 

And I think it's important to recognize 

that that capacity to engage is hard-won on the part of all 

of the groups who do appear regularly before you. And the 

capacity to do that arises from intervening in these 

matters over and over again, achieving a certain amount of 

familiarity with the issues, being able to understand what 
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some of the specifics are that we should pursue on a 

particular hearing, and also following up from one hearing 

to another on things that have been promised in a previous 

hearing or points that were raised that were said to be 

something that would be addressed in the future. If we 

continue to move the trend to 10-year licences, I fear 

we'll really lose a lot of that capacity. 

As indicated by my colleague Ms. Blaise 

earlier in the CELA application, the regulatory oversight 

review, while that's welcome, that's a much higher level 

review. In fact, some of CELA's own interventions, we've 

been advised by both CNSC staff and proponents, that the 

level of depth we wanted to look at in some of those 

reviews that we have participated in so far was beyond the 

scope of what was really meant by those regulatory 

oversight reviews -- maybe not surprisingly, because 

they're dealing with all of the licensees in that 

particular sector at a time, instead of the one licensee 

that's in front of you, such as the current context. So 

you know, both from our own capacity as well as your own 

process, there just isn't room or time to delve into those 

issues to the same extent. 

So we would submit that there are a number 

of important regulatory and public protection 

accountability and public participation reasons to really 
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think hard about whether you want to continue this trend to 

the 10-year licences. And again, we have many from across 

the country, some of our colleagues in other provinces and 

other jurisdictions, who have also echoed that trend in 

earlier hearings and did want to join us in bringing this 

Nuclear Waste Watch position to you today. 

So I'll turn it back to John for 

concluding remarks. 

MR. JACKSON: I think we have that at the 

very end. We could say a couple of comments -- appreciate 

that -- but to turn it over now to questions. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Ms Velshi. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So not something I'm 

necessarily advocating, but I wondered if you had thought 

about instead of a five-year licence, given why you think 

that's what would be a better option, a kind of a mid-term 

review of the licence where, you know, at the mid-point of 

the licence there is greater public hearing like this to 

review how the licensee is doing and staff's assessment of 

that. Have you thought of that option? 

MS McCLENAGHAN: I guess the question 

would be -- and I'll let John weigh in too -- whether it's, 

you know, the same thing by another name. So you know, if 

that were to be proposed, I guess my question would be is 



 
 
 
 
 

it  something  different  than  a  relicensing  hearing.   And  if  

it's  different,  is  there  something  being  lost  in  the  public  

participation  opportunities  and  in  the  review  opportunities  

for  the  Commission  to  really  look  in-depth  at  the  proposal.   

 But  you're  right  that  the  fundamental  

reasons  that  we're  advocating  for  the  more  frequent  licence  

review  are  things  that  we  want  to  see  dealt  with  more  

frequently,  such  as  three  to  five  years.   But  we  want  it  to  

be  a  review  that  is  a  serious  review,  that's  not  just  a  

kind  of  a  -- you  know,  a  more  minor  review,  not  taken  as  

seriously,  not  as  much  preparation  by  the  proponent,  not  as  

much  scrutiny  by  the  CNSC  staff,  not  as  much  funding  for  

the  interveners.   That  would  be  my  concern  over  that.  

 MR.  JACKSON:   I  agree  with  that.   And  we  

haven't  really  discussed  it,  but  as  long  as  it  is  something  

that  has  serious,  formal  public  input,  formal  public  

discussion  to  keep  that  accountability  going,  it's  

certainly  worth  considering  working  out  the  mechanisms.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Question?   Ms  Penney?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   I  think  it's  a  question  

for  staff.  

 I  think  somewhere  in  your  presentation  you  

imply  that  the  combination  of  the  three  licences,  some  of  

the  conditions  will  be  lost  from  some  of  those  licences  

that  are  going  to  be  combined  at  the  end  of  the  day.   My  
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understanding -- and I wanted the confirmation from 

staff -- is that the licence condition handbook will have 

all the conditions mapped over from the separate licences 

so that there won't be a loss of conditions. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

That's correct. The licensed activities 

will be exactly as they were on the other licences. Our 

compliance program will still be the same and the 

expectations haven't changed at all. 

MS McCLENAGHAN: If I can just respond to 

that, and I adverted to this earlier. I know CELA made 

detailed submissions on this at the Chalk River facility. 

But we are concerned about a trend to losing a lot of the 

specificity in the licence condition handbook in favour of 

reference to REGDOCs and guidelines and standards. 

And in many cases, we looked in that 

particular hearing, the exact same issue with specificity 

for the licensee would be translated in the guidance 

document to a much more general level of provision. And so 

we would have a concern about whether or not the public, 

the Commissioners, the staff, and even the licensee can 

track those issues with the appropriate level of 

specificity for that plant. 

MEMBER PENNEY: And maybe, staff, you can 
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comment on I think in your supplemental there was a revised 

licence condition handbook with additional annotation about 

how they all mapped over. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

First off, I don't think it's necessarily 

losing any robustness if instead of having things written 

down in the licence we have things referred to as part of a 

CSA standard or a REGDOC. We've spent the past many years 

at the CNSC updating our regulatory framework and in 

particular our REGDOCs so that it provides some clarity and 

consistency that could be confused when everything is 

written down into licences. So to get the consistency that 

comes from using standards and REGDOCs is not a bad thing. 

I think it's probably a good thing. 

There isn't any confusion on our part or 

on the part of the licensees as to what needs to be done 

and what will be checked for from a compliance perspective. 

And so I think that that's actually an improvement and not 

a step back. 

With respect to the mapping that you're 

talking about, I'll turn it over to Mr. Sigouin. 

MR. SIGOUIN: Luc Sigouin, for the record. 

So in the staff supplemental CMD, we make 

reference to two licence conditions, specifically related 
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to nuclear substance. So licence condition 15.11 and 15.12 

are a result of the consolidation. And we have mapped out 

to compare previous requirements to the existing 

requirements and where they are laid out. And as Mr. 

Frappier has pointed out already, all of the requirements 

remain in existence; the expectations are the same; and the 

regulatory oversight will remain the same. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

MR. JAMMAL: It's Ramzi Jammal for the 

record. 

If I might add to the -- if you look at 

page 119 of the licence condition handbook, and in specific 

class of nuclear facility, just to provide clarity to CELA 

that in the proposed LCH, page 121 under "Guidance," it 

says "not applicable to this licence condition," because 

the shall statement, which is under the compliance 

verification criteria, is already in place. So anything 

that was in the previous licence is transported over or put 

into the LCH under the compliance verification criteria. 

So not everything has been put into 

guidance, and there is the compliance requirement to be in 

compliance with the licence is already established in the 

LCH. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question? Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you very much for 



 
 
 
 
 

the  presentation.  

 I  wanted  to  put  some  context  to  this.   

There's  been  -- and  this  has  been  touched  on  a  number  of  

times  through,  but  I  think  it's  good  to  have  a  definitive  

relative  look  at  how  the  Canadian  nuclear  regulatory  system  

operates  relative  to  public  engagement,  funds  available,  

periodicity  of  having  public  involved  either  orally  or  

written,  compared  to  other  nations  that  have  nuclear  

facilities  as  well.   And  where  there  are  rooms  for  

potential  improvement,  and  where  do  we  excel.   I  think  that  

gives  us  a  relative  sense  of  how  we're  doing  versus  just  

in-the-box  thinking.    

 We  can  all  -- you  know,  there's  always  

room  for  improvement,  but  we  operate  in  a  global  system  of  

regulatory  oversight  for  nuclear  energy.   And  it  might  be  

good  for  -- if  CNSC  could  give  us  a  sense  of  how  we  rank  

relative  to  public  engagement  periodicity,  ability  to  have  

input.   Because  I  think  that  is  actually  a  reasonable  

metric,  to  see  how  we're  doing.  

 So  I'm  not  sure  if  someone  from  CNSC  

could  ...  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.  

 Maybe  I'll  start,  and  other  people  might  

want  to  add  to  it.  
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First of all, I think we seem to be 

confusing licensing and public engagement, public input. 

So I think that there's room to have sort of two 

conversations. 

Licensing is about giving the licensee the 

authority to do something under the Act and to undertake 

those activities. And those have to be done, and they have 

to be clear and there has to be compliance program around 

it. In all of that time when licensees are undertaking 

those activities there should be opportunities for the 

public to engage, to question, to be involved, and we are 

sort of supportive of that. 

But if we take the first piece, as far as 

the licensing goes, so as we mentioned, other countries do 

not license as often as we do. If you look at France and 

the United Kingdom for instance, two counterparts, they 

issue a licence once and that's it for the whole life of 

the plant, they never go back to licensing. Licensing is 

put aside. As long as you are operating a nuclear power 

plant, that's what the licence authorizes you to do. In 

the United States the original one is for 40 years and 

then, which now as they go into long-term operations they 

call it, they review and they will give a licence for 

another 20 years or not, depending on what the Commission's 

decision is. In Finland it's typically 20 years, although 
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the first one they give for five years when they are a new 

nuclear power plant, it’s first starting up, and then they 

revisit with it and then they give it for 20 years after 

that. So within -- from that comparison perspective we 

certainly give licensing much more often than any other 

regulator in the world. 

With respect to public engagement, I think 

perhaps Mr. Jammal can say more about the comparison with 

the rest of the world, but there is nobody else who does it 

as much as we do it, I would suggest. We have both our 

annual report that allows for public engagement, we 

certainly have the public licensing process that very much 

allows for public engagement. Most other regulators are 

not proceeding with public hearings even. So it is quite 

different. 

Now, having said that, a lot of them have 

government parliamentary processes that would do that, but 

as far as the regulator itself goes, it's not much. 

Perhaps Mr. Jammal would like to add to that. 

MR. JAMMAL: Let me start with, first of 

all, with respect to Regulatory Oversight Report, you asked 

the question where are we in benchmarking against an 

international group. No other regulator in the world to 

date puts out a Regulatory Oversight Report for every 

licensed activity. In other words, the CNSC puts out an 
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annual report for uranium mines and mills, nuclear 

substances and radiation devices, nuclear power plants and 

all of the licensed activity, and we cover in the NPP 

annual report the 14 safety and control areas. We cover 

all of the 14 safety and control areas. Other than UMMD, 

we cover -- based on the public intervention and interest, 

we cover the key elements with respect to the SCAs. For 

nuclear substance radiation devices which are incorporated 

into this licence, we cover radiation protection, 

environmental protection and radiation protection in order 

to determine -- from the Commission and the public, the 

dose to the public and to the workers based on the licensed 

activity. 

For nuclear power plants and nuclear 

facilities, as Mr. Frappier mentioned, no other regulator, 

mature, with an equal number of nuclear power plants in the 

world -- Finland doesn't have the number of reactors we do 

in Canada; the U.S. NRC issues a licence for 40 years; the 

U.K., indeterminate; France is indeterminate; Germany is 

indeterminate, so there is no time period for the licence. 

With respect to the public engagement, we pay for PFP where 

applicable for the annual review of regulatory oversight, 

no one else does it. We pay for the PFP for the licence 

renewal and no one does it. 

So if I'm not answering the question, the 
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key point here is we are the most transparent so far. Is 

there room for improvement? Yes, there is always room for 

improvement. In our RORs, now we are putting regulatory 

focus in place. In other words, to give an example, when 

the Commission gave a direction to staff with respect to 

the pre-distribution of KI pills, we kept reporting back to 

the Commission. Fukushima action items remained as one 

standalone element till all of the implementation can take 

place and now we are into the -- it becomes part of regular 

operations and only we report on enhancements that take 

place. So that's one element. 

The U.S. NRC, on an annual basis, it is 

not the Commission who hears the public, it's the site 

staff that will go meet with the local community. We have 

an outreach program at the CNSC. Our staff meet with 

indigenous groups, our site offices engage with the 

community. We have our extensive website and anyone who 

gives us a call and requires to have a presentation, we are 

out to provide that information. 

So collectively -- I'm not going to be 

humble on this one, I'm going to brag, we are the best in 

the world with respect to public engagement. Is there room 

for improvement? The answer is yes, there is always, yes, 

room for improvement. So that's why we actually -- I'm 

sincere, I'm going to say it -- we like the engagement from 
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the CELAs or the Greenpeaces of the world in our processes 

because it provides us with an added value, when it is 

added value, for us to keep -- well, they keep watch on us, 

let me put it this way bluntly, and we accept it and we 

respect it. No one else in the world is providing it. The 

U.S. NRC process, they ban individuals who do not provide 

an added value to the Commission proceedings. So you have 

to pass the passing test before any member of the public 

can intervene in the Commission, U.S. NRC Commission 

process. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. I was going 

to ask for a response, given -- do you have some American 

people in your --

MR. JACKSON: We actually only ask 

Canadian groups to sign on, not U.S. groups. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay. 

MR. JACKSON: But if I can make a comment 

on that last question I would appreciate it. It's that 

there certainly is, as I said earlier, things that we 

really appreciate about the system. First of all, we need 

to make sure we don't slip back at all and it's easy to do 

that if we don't have still those sort of regular formal 

things coming in front of you, the Commission. That 

reporting interestingly stimulates much of the other things 

that happen. Those other things are great. 
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In addition, what is really important in 

terms of having the formal process in addition to all those 

others is that it's important once in a while to -- and we 

think every five years -- to stand back and look at the 

facility as a whole, you know, the power plant and all the 

things associated with it that are around it as a whole, to 

see if there are any new issues that are arising, to make 

sure that it is going as expected, have any new sort of 

findings come from elsewhere in terms of problems that 

could arise that we hadn't really thought about. So in 

addition to that critical stuff in terms of working with 

the community, the community and beyond really needs that 

opportunity to on a regular basis -- and we think five 

years is appropriate -- to have that assessment of the 

facility as whole. So that's our thoughts. 

THE PRESIDENT: Why do you think that 

their annual report is not a formal process? I don't 

recall seeing you in front of --

MR. JACKSON: Because in terms of formal 

processes, having formal hearings --

THE PRESIDENT: It is formal. 

MR. JACKSON: -- written comments are 

different. 

THE PRESIDENT: The Commission has all the 

ability to go to a community -- in fact the Commission has 
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decided that on a 10-year licence where appropriate we will 

go to the community in the midterm. So we have done this 

in mining and in Port Hope, that we -- it's up to us. The 

licence length is independent of where we are going to hear 

a public hearing and what form of public hearing we are 

going to do. So we have all the power to do what you say, 

I'm just curious to know why you don't think the annual one 

is not formal. 

MS McCLENAGHAN: So the annual Regulatory 

Oversight Report, we can make a written submission. We 

have no oral submission. At all at these proceedings we 

have no right of cross-examination, there is no 

qualification of witnesses, we have only 10 minutes for the 

hearings like this and nothing equivalent at all in the 

oversight report and then, as I already mentioned, it's at 

a much higher level looking at all of the facilities. And 

when we -- well, anyway. So it's a good tool, but it's not 

a substitute for the licensing tool. 

And similarly, if I can just say, the 

difference between licensing and input of the public in the 

licensing and the administrative decision on licensing is 

very distinct from just outreach and public engagement, 

which is also important, but a very different matter. You 

are making a statutory decision on licensing against 

statutory legal tests and it's of critical importance to 
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the public because the public is who lives around the site. 

You know, we talk about emergency planning, everything else 

that goes with that, and doing that in a transparent manner 

with the rigour of a public hearing is quite important for 

licensing. Public engagement over and above that is fine, 

it's very important, but it’s not a substitute. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question...? Question...? 

Okay, thank you. Thank you for these 

interventions. 

MR. JACKSON: Can I just make a closing 

comment? First of all, I just want to repeat this on 

behalf of other groups who have similar feelings and 

concerns, and one thing I want to really emphasize is that, 

as we know, the public role is extremely important and one 

of the things the public brings you is in addition to facts 

and their experiences in the community and those facts 

which are currently important, they also bring the concerns 

about uncertainties. And it's really important to you as 

the Commissioners and decision-makers to be thinking also 

about the uncertainties, are there ways in which we can try 

to make sure the uncertainties get found out and corrected, 

taken care of or looked at or at least the solutions are 

being looked at to address the uncertainties, because it 

varies substantially in terms of what people consider 

acceptable risk. You know, what you think is, I may not 
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think and so it's important to keep that public process 

going and to keep your role in that in terms of making 

decisions at critical times, looking at both facts and the 

uncertainties. So thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

The next presentation is by Ipsos Public 

Affairs, as outlined in CMD 18-H4.124 and CMD 18-H4.124A. 

I understand that Mr. Hrobsky will make 

this presentation. Over to you. 

CMD 18-H4.124/18-H4.124A 

Oral presentation by Ipsos Public Affairs 

MR. HROBSKY: Thank you very much and good 

afternoon, Mr. President and Members of the Commission. 

For the record, my name is Martin Hrobsky 

and I am Vice President at Ipsos Public Affairs. 

Thank you for providing me the opportunity 

today to present the results of the most recent public 

opinion survey that we conducted among Bruce, Huron and 

Grey County residents. 

Just briefly a little bit about Ipsos. We 

are an independent market research and public opinion 

company. We are the largest provider of public and social 

research in Canada. Ipsos is non-partisan. We do not 
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conduct polling or research for any political party in the 

province or nationally. We are a Gold Seal Certified 

Corporate Member of the Marketing Research and Intelligence 

Association, which is a world-class distinction earned by 

research agencies through comprehensive assessment and 

evidence-based examinations of the processes that we use to 

conduct research. 

Ipsos Public Affairs is the division of 

Ipsos that conducts public opinion and social research. We 

are a top three supplier of research to the federal 

Government of Canada, the Province of Ontario. We also 

conduct a lot of energy-based research for various clients 

in Ontario, including the Ontario Energy Board and the 

Independent Electricity System Operator. 

We have been working with Bruce Power 

since 2009. Briefly in terms of the survey that we 

conducted, the objectives were to understand residents, how 

familiar they are with Bruce Power and their impressions of 

Bruce Power, support for refurbishment of the Bruce 

facility and also to understand their impressions of 

communications from Bruce Power. 

The survey that we conducted was conducted 

by telephone among a representative sample of 850 local 

residents. We included both cell phone and landline 

numbers to ensure that the survey is reflective of the 
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population. The survey was conducted from January 31st to 

February 12th, 2018, and the margin of error for a sample 

of 850 interviews is plus or minus 3.4 percent. 

So going into the detailed findings, we 

asked residents what their attitudes are towards Bruce 

Power and you can see here on the right we’ve also included 

tracking data from previous surveys that we conducted so 

you can see how consistent the results are year-over-year. 

We found that the vast majority, in fact 9 

in 10 residents, say that they agree strongly or somewhat 

that they have confidence that the Bruce nuclear facility 

operates safely. Similarly, 9 in 10 residents agree that 

Bruce Power is a good community citizen. 89 percent of 

residents agree -- that's either strongly or somewhat --

that Bruce Power is involved in the community in a positive 

way. Similarly, 9 in 10 residents also agree that they 

have confidence in the security measures at the Bruce Power 

facility. 84 percent of residents agree that Bruce Power 

is responsibly managed and 81 percent of residents agree 

either strongly or somewhat that Bruce Power keeps the 

community updated through regular communications. 

In terms of familiarity with Bruce Power, 

we found that the vast majority of residents are in fact 

familiar with Bruce Power and this hasn't changed. This is 

pretty consistent. Overall we have seen a lot of 
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consistency. In the most recent survey that we conducted 

in 2018 compared to past surveys, you can see that about 8 

in 10 local residents are either very or somewhat familiar 

with the organization. And also in terms of impressions, 

we found that 84 percent of residents have a positive 

impression of Bruce Power, that is they provided an 

excellent, very good or good rating of the organization. 

We also wanted to understand if residents’ 

impressions have changed over the course of the past 12 

months and what we found was that the vast majority, 82 

percent, of residents say that their impression has 

basically stayed the same over the course of the past year. 

And we did find that 12 percent of residents say that their 

impressions of Bruce Power have improved, compared to 5 

percent of residents who say that their impressions have 

become more negative. 

We asked about support for refurbishment 

and what we found was that the vast majority of residents, 

that is 84 percent, said that they strongly or somewhat 

support the refurbishment of the nuclear reactors at the 

Bruce facility. I might note that almost half of residents 

saying that they strongly support, which is quite a strong 

measure, compared to 36 percent that say they somewhat 

support. 14 percent said that they somewhat oppose or 

strongly oppose refurbishment at the Bruce facility. 
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We wanted to understand why residents say 

that they support refurbishment at Bruce. The number one 

reason cited by local residents is job creation at 21 

percent, followed by 9 percent who said it was good for the 

economy; 9 percent of residents also told us because there 

are, in their opinion, no better alternatives available 

vis-à-vis electricity generation; 6 percent like nuclear, 

going down the list. 

We also asked the residents why they would 

oppose refurbishment, so this is among the 14 percent of 

residents who said they somewhat or strongly oppose 

refurbishment. 8 percent of residents told us that's 

because of safety concerns or they believe it's dangerous, 

4 percent telling us that they don't know enough about the 

refurbishment or they want to know more information, 3 

percent saying better options out there for creating 

energy, and 3 percent of those residents saying that they 

don't like nuclear. 

We also wanted to understand the level of 

knowledge that residents have with nuclear technology. 

Overall we found that 7 in 10 residents are either very or 

somewhat knowledgeable. I will point out only 13 percent 

of residents saying that they are very knowledgeable 

compared to 56 percent of residents who are saying that 

they are somewhat knowledgeable about nuclear technology. 
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We also wanted to understand what are some 

of the top of mind issues in the local community, the 

issues that are some of the greatest concern to local 

residents, and what we found pretty consistently with the 

past survey that we conducted in 2017, jobs and 

unemployment topped the list, equally as much as healthcare 

and also concerns around infrastructure. Taxes were 

mentioned by 12 percent of people, social services by 8 

percent. We did see a significant reduction in the 

proportion of local residents who found education a 

significant issue in their local community compared to 

2017. 

In terms of communications we wanted to 

understand what proportion of residents can recall reading, 

seeing or hearing something about Bruce Power recently and 

what we found is that 60 percent said that they have heard 

a lot or some, again pretty consistent with the past survey 

results that we conducted in 2017 and 2014. 

We also wanted to understand from their 

point of view what was the best way that Bruce Power can 

communicate to them about issues relating to the facility. 

In 2018 we did see a bit of an increase in the proportion 

of residents who wanted to be communicated via the 

Internet. However, it's still pretty equal to more 

traditional forms of communications, i.e. newsletter, flyer 
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or newspaper. So essentially, residents are telling us 

that they would like to be communicated in both traditional 

and new, i.e. Internet, through the Internet. 

And we also wanted to understand if there 

are any areas of concern that residents have that they felt 

that Bruce Power should communicate to them about. What we 

found was that the majority of residents couldn't mention 

anything or did not know of any concerns that they felt 

that Bruce Power should communicate to them. Among those 

residents who did provide a topic that they felt Bruce 

Power could communicate to them about, 11 percent said 

disposal or disposal procedures, 7 percent said safety 

measures or environmental concerns, 6 percent of residents 

said storage concerns, about 5 percent of residents said 

just more information in general would be helpful. 

Just quickly wrapping up in terms of the 

key findings, so we found that the vast majority of 

residents in Bruce, Huron and Grey County agree that they 

have confidence that the Bruce nuclear power facility 

operates safely, that they agree either strongly or 

somewhat that Bruce Power is a good community citizen and 

that they have confidence in the security measures at the 

Bruce nuclear facility. 

Among those residents who are familiar 

with Bruce Power, more than 8 in 10 have a positive 
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impression of the organization and in fact over the last 

year impressions of the organization have improved as 1 in 

10 residents mentioned this compared to 82 percent of 

residents who say that their impressions have stayed the 

same, while 5 percent of residents mentioned that their 

impressions of the organization have become more negative. 

More than 8 in 10 residents support the 

refurbishment of the Bruce nuclear facility, that is 

including almost half at 48 percent saying that they 

strongly support the refurbishment of the Bruce facility. 

And 6 in 10 residents, that is 60 percent, 

can recall reading, seeing or hearing any information about 

Bruce Power recently. 

Looking forward in terms of communicating 

with residents, they are telling us that they want to see 

the Internet slightly more than in the past, but they also 

want to see communications through more traditional sources 

such as papers, flyers, newspapers, et cetera. 

That is it for my presentation. I would 

be happy to take some questions. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions...? Mr. Berube...? 

MEMBER BERUBE: Yes. I'm curious about 

your sampling methodology to ascertain this. You said it 

was a telephone sample. 
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MR. HROBSKY: Yes. 

MEMBER BERUBE: What do you do about your 

rejection rate, your refusal rate, which is quite high in 

telephone samples? How do you actually compensate for 

that? 

MR. HROBSKY: So the response rate for 

this survey is about 15 percent. In order to ensure that 

we have a representative sample of the population, we set 

specific quotas to ensure that based on census data that we 

collect a certain proportion of respondents from certain 

demographic groups in order to ensure that the sample is in 

fact reflective of the population so then it can be 

projectable. So those quotas have to be hit in terms of, 

say, 18- to 34-year-olds, females versus males, also where 

they live within the counties to ensure that the final 

sample is projectable, and we conduct the survey until we 

fill those quotas. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Yes. Because the concern 

of course is when you get a sample like this it could very 

quickly become a convenience sample if you are not actually 

adjusting for all that. 

MR. HROBSKY: Yes. For sure, yes. It's a 

scientific poll in that way and we have adjusted for that. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Velshi...? 



 
 
 
 
 

   

 

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   So  this  particular  poll  

was  done  in  January-February  and  the  other  three  have  all  

been  either  winter  or  spring.   So  are  you  missing  out  on  

the  transients  that  come  here  during  the  summertime,  the  

cottagers  and  other  vacationers?  

 MR.  HROBSKY:  I  think  importantly  with  the  

timing  of  the  survey  to  measure  and  track  how  results,  if  

at  all,  they  change  from  year  to  year,  it's  important  to  

maintain  the  same  time  of  year  to  conduct  that  research.   

Considering  we  are  comparing  to  research  that  was  conducted  

previously  in  those  months  we  want  to  ensure  that  we  

conduct  future  research  in  those  months.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   So  fair  enough  to  measure  

that,  but  from  your  perspective,  is  that  a  population  you  

would  want  to  know  about  and  see  what  their  needs  and  

perceptions  are?  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   Yes.   James  Scongack,  for  

the  record.    

 So  obviously,  outside  of  public  opinion  

polling  we  do  in  this  region,  in  particular  along  the  Lake  

Huron  coastline,  have  a  surge  in  population  in  the  summer  

months,  so  we  have  a  very  extensive  outreach  program  

related  to  those  seasonal  residents.   For  example,  our  

visitor  centre  last  year  had  4,000  people  participate  in  

site  bus  tours  during  the  summer,  so  that's  a  group  we  
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engage as appropriate. To be honest, in terms of the 

timing of the polling we tend to target it on an annual 

basis and the selection is really based on the availability 

of Ipsos and planning around forums like this. 

We also have a process with each of our 

municipalities we work with in the county, so we try to 

time the polling in a way that we're going to be going to 

the various county councils and municipal councils to share 

that polling with them, and that's really what drives the 

timing. 

MR. RENCHECK: James, I would also -- Mike 

Rencheck, for the record. 

I would also ask, it's more than just the 

cottagers and vacationers. It's also all the retirees that 

return in the summer months. In the winter months they're 

not here, so we have 3,000 to 4,000 past employees still 

living in the area that vacation elsewhere in the 

wintertime. So your point's well taken. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Because as I was looking 

at the kind of feedback you've got and what's more they 

want to hear about, and I was surprised that emergency 

preparedness and management wasn't one of the identified 

issues, and maybe because you'd asked -- I think the 

question may have been what we -- what do you want to know 

more about on site or activities as opposed to what Bruce 
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Power was doing. 

But that's one of your -- one of your 

larger outreach activities, and given that population, you 

may want to know how well they feel they're being informed 

about what's available and what they need to do in the 

event of an emergency. 

It's a thought. 

MR. SCONGACK: Yeah. James Scongack, for 

the record. 

That's an excellent point. 

The one question that actually was dropped 

off the winter 2018 survey but was in the previous surveys 

alluded to and the reason we dropped it off was, frankly, 

that it was -- it was just so stable was following the 

Fukushima event we started regular polling to ask not only 

folks here, but across Ontario, about what was your 

confidence that adequate measures had been put in place 

from an emergency preparedness perspective. And those 

numbers remained stable for five years, and so in which 

case we dropped those off. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question? 

Go ahead, Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for the survey, 

and I appreciate how much work goes into these. That's a 

fairly good sample size. 
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So normally when I see surveys like this, 

I see an initial summary table of the demographics of the 

population, so gender, age brackets, geography or whatever 

else, self-declared indigenous. 

One, I didn't see that in this. And two, 

I suspect that you analyzed the data stratified by those 

variables. Was there any significant difference in 

responses between gender, SES, geography? 

MR. HROBSKY: Thank you for the question. 

For the record, Martin Hrobsky. 

Yes. So all that data is available, and 

the survey is also publicly released, so the demographic 

variables in terms of the proportions of men and women by 

age, by region, that's available. I just didn't show it 

today for the interest of time. 

There are some differences by gender and 

by age, you know, statistically significant differences. 

But in all cases, still, the responses of the total 

population goes with the majority of the sub-groups. 

So although there are some differences 

between younger and older people, probably, you know, by 

five or 10 points at most, the majority of residents still 

feel the same. 

THE PRESIDENT: Which way? Is the younger 

more supportive, less supportive? 



 
 
 
 
 

 MR.  HROBSKY:   You  do  find  that  older  folks  

and  men  tend  to  skew  a  little  more  likely  to  support  than  

younger  folks  and  women,  but  again,  these  are  -- these  are  

point  differences  of  five  to  10  at  most.  

 But  those  details  are  available  on  our  web  

site  as  well,  the  detailed  results  that  break  it  down  by  

demographics.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Did  you  have  enough  

statistics  about  the  indigenous?  

 MR.  HROBSKY:   Unfortunately,  because  -- 

the  way  that  the  survey  is  done  to  be  representative  of  the  

population,  the  indigenous  -- we  do  have  indigenous  

respondents  in  the  sample,  but  it's  such  a  small  sample  of  

respondents  comparable  to  the  actual  proportion  in  the  

population  that  to  take  them  out  and  look  at  them  

individually,  the  margin  of  error  would  be  extremely  high  

and  we  wouldn't  have  a  lot  of  confidence  in  those  results,  

unfortunately.   But  that's  the  way  the  survey  was  -- was  

designed.  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   James  Scongack,  for  the  

record.  

 If  you  don't  mind,  I  just  wouldn't  mind  

adding  one  point  to  that.  

 One  of  the  -- one  of  the  additions  that  we  

wanted  to  make  to  this  survey  in  2018  was  exactly  that.   We  
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wanted to be able to -- at the initial -- the initial work 

scope was to do an over sampling, we would call it, so you 

could get a -- you could get a detailed breakdown of people 

who would self-identify as indigenous. And as Martin will 

attest, partway through the polling they just could not get 

a large enough statistical sample to make that credible. 

MEMBER DEMETER: I just wanted to comment, 

one of the benefits of having that stratified data is if 

you look at strategies for community engagement or risk 

communication or whatever, that data -- the stratification 

helps you target maybe potentially different strategies for 

different groups, so that's why I asked. 

Thank you. 

MR. HROBSKY: Yeah. And just to comment 

on that, yeah, you're absolutely right. 

I mean, those are the areas where we see 

things moving in the fastest direction in terms of 

communication as younger respondents wanting to see, 

particularly on social media, more communications about, 

yes, and those stratifications are available in the survey 

for review by Bruce Power. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question? Question? 

Okay, thank you. Thank you very much. 

MR. HROBSKY: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: The next presentation is 
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by the Canadian Nuclear Workers' Council as outlined in CMD 

18-H4.94, and H4.94A. 

And I understand, Mr. Shier, you'll make 

the presentation. Over to you. 

CMD 18-H4.94/18-H4.94A 

Oral presentation by the 

Canadian Nuclear Workers’ Council 

MR. SHIER: Well, good afternoon. 

First of all, I'd like to welcome the new 

Commissioners and the returning Commissioners. You'll 

notice I didn't say the "old" Commissioners, but returning 

Commissioners. Welcome back as well. 

And Mr. Binder, welcome to your -- I guess 

extension, is it? 

With me today is a -- to my right is Linda 

Crombeen. She is a member of the Power Workers' Union. 

Behind me is Kevin -- Mr. Kevin Smith. 

He's the President of the Grey Bruce Labour Council. And 

beside him is Mr. Dave Trumbull, is an executive member of 

our Nuclear Worker Council. 

As I indicated in my written submission 

that these people will be making some presentations more on 

what's really happening in the direct area here. 

http:18-H4.94
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So for the benefit of the, I guess, new 

Commissioners, we are a Canadian Nuclear Worker Council. 

We are the collective voice of unions in Canada's nuclear 

industry, and our main role is to ensure the voice of 

unionized nuclear workers is heard by decision-makers, 

union leaders, politicians and the public. 

How we do that is, for example, we make 

presentations, interventions to the CNSC hearings right 

across the industry. 

Other examples, the last several months 

we've been quite busy coordinating tours and briefing 

the -- especially in Ontario, the candidates for the 

election which is coming up next week. 

On our next slide gives you an idea of the 

number of unions that are involved in the industry across 

Canada. 

Basically, we start with the miners in 

Saskatchewan. There's some researchers at CNL site in 

Manitoba. Ontario is the bulk of the workers, research, 

construction, fuel sector, so on and so forth. 

We have a few members left in Quebec, and 

then in New Brunswick the workers at Point Lepreau are 

active members of our Council and very highly unionized 

there as well. 

Our presentation, we're going to cover off 
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several of these issues, the safe work site, public 

perception, the views from my colleagues here, and some 

quick conclusions. 

Regards to the safe work site, we've 

always maintained unionized work sites are safer than 

non-unionized work sites, and I've provided you with a lot 

of information, a written submission, to kind of prove our 

case on that. 

And why we did that was I don't know if 

any of you were at the Saskatchewan hearing last year where 

our concept was questioned, so we wanted to make -- clarify 

it and give you some background, and that's for the 

Commissioners and the CNSC staff as well. 

At that particular hearing, an inspector 

from the Saskatchewan Ministry of Labour -- basically, he 

was asked a question and the individual had indicated they 

didn't see any difference between unionized workers and 

non-unionized workers. 

Well, we went on record at the time 

disagreeing with that, and we have now provided you some 

information, studies, et cetera which show that we are 

right and he was wrong, in our opinion. 

So I'm okay to answer some questions on 

that later on. 

And we are always a strong advocate if 
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workers are safe, then the public is safe. And you'll be 

hearing a lot more about the safety at Bruce site from our 

member unions, which will be making presentations tomorrow, 

the Power Workers' Union and the Union of United 

Professionals as well as the Building Trades Council of 

Unions, which are also making a presentation as well. 

So with that, I would like to pass it over 

to my colleagues, first of all Linda Crombeen. 

MS CROMBEEN: Thank you. 

My name is Linda Crombeen and I'm a chief 

steward with the Power Workers' Union, and I have been for 

24 years. I'm also an employee of Bruce Power for the last 

28 plus years, and I actually started working for Ontario 

Hydro back in 1990 and worked two summers as a student. 

So I've got a fairly long history of --

with the nuclear industry. 

In addition to that, my father worked at 

Douglas Point starting in 1964 as a nuclear operator, and 

he was actually one of the operators who was working on 

shift the first night they came on line. It was a very 

proud moment for him, as he knew he was part of the 

beginning of the nuclear power age. 

He further became an authorized operator 

at Bruce A, and he worked there until his retirement in 

1988. 
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My mother and my brother are both retirees 

from the nuclear industry, and my spouse is also a worker 

at Bruce Power, so we've -- as you can see, my entire life 

has had links to the nuclear industry, specifically at the 

Bruce site. 

The BMPD has been in my back yard for 

longer than I've been alive. 

The safety of the plant and its 

organization has never been a concern to me. Bruce Power 

takes safety as their number one value very seriously, as 

did their predecessors in OPG and Ontario Hydro. 

Safety is at the forefront of every 

interaction and decision within the company. It is the 

norm. 

The company takes care to ensure that 

we're not -- we not only have barriers in place to ensure 

the safety of the employees, plant and surrounding 

communities, they ensure that we have multiple barriers --

multiple layers of barriers. 

As a -- as a member of the community, the 

level of involvement between Bruce Power and the 

communities is also a huge positive to me. 

Bruce Power makes a point of assisting our 

communities with sponsorship for different events and 

helping to support our local infrastructure for all of our 
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residents to enjoy. This has helped to attract younger 

families to the area through both job opportunities and 

also through availability of recreation and the like. 

As a community member I appreciate this 

and that it creates opportunities for all of our residents 

to enjoy these things, not just those who are lucky enough 

to work for Bruce Power. 

The future of the site is looking very 

strong. We are entering into a time when we are planning 

work that will create a significant life extension to the 

units for many decades to come. This will help enhance 

opportunities for the future of our communities and will 

ensure that our young people have opportunities to stay and 

work in safe, good jobs in this area. 

I personally have two teenaged sons who 

will be entering the workforce in a few years and it is 

important to me that there be opportunities for them should 

they decide they would like to work in this industry. 

To give a 10-year commitment for a license 

to Bruce Power would allow the local communities to have 

stability on both an economic and a social basis, and for 

these reasons I do support and my family and friends also 

support the operating license renewal. 

Thank you. 

MR. SMITH: My name is Kevin Smith, I’m 
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the president of the Grey-Bruce Labour Council. I am also 

the first vice-president of the Office of Professional and 

Technicians Bargaining Unit of the Owen Sound –- or the 

Ontario Secondary School Teachers Federation here in 

Grey-Bruce. 

The Labour Council is a general labour 

organization. Our affiliated unions are varied and come 

from both public and private sectors. Unions from the 

Bruce Power site are long time members of the Grey-Bruce 

Labour Council. The Bruce site unions are very active in 

our Labour Council activities, and work diligently to keep 

all affiliated unions of Labour Council updated about what 

is happening at Bruce Power and all the activities 

associated with ongoing operations and improvement. 

The Labour Council supports the ongoing 

operations and improvements being undertaken at Bruce 

Power. Bruce Power is the largest employer in our 

catchment area and when Bruce Power is successful workers 

and families across Grey-Bruce counties benefit. 

Of utmost importance to Labour Council is 

the demonstration of Bruce Power’s total commitment to 

safe, dependable and environmentally sound operations. The 

Labour Council delegates have attended –- most recently the 

Labour Council delegates have attended two recent tours of 

the site and the power houses. The tours underscore the 
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safe operation of the site of Bruce Power. 

The Grey-Bruce Labour Council is well 

connected in the community and across a two county region 

and with virtually no exceptions are affiliates in their 

communities and in general voice support for the Bruce 

Power in the strongest of terms. 

As a result of all of what I have 

mentioned in two decades plus all the history of supporting 

Bruce Power and its predecessors in front of the CNSC 

Labour Council is unanimous in support of the application 

from Bruce Power for a 10-year license renewal. 

Thank you. 

MR. SHIER: Thank you, Kevin. 

For the record, Dave Shier. 

Just kind of a follow-up as the next item 

I want to talk about is our petition in support that kinds 

of add to, I guess, the last intervenor with the public 

survey they did. 

There were seven organizations involved 

with this promoting this petition to allow people the 

opportunity to support Bruce Power re-licensing. And for 

many years our organizations have said, ‘Yeah, we believe 

the public is supportive,’ so this was a way of kind of 

getting a better handle on it, and the petition was put 

online. Each of the seven organizations –- I have provided 
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you some written information on that -- sent it out to 

their groups to give a little bit of education on what was 

happening and asking them to sign the petition in support. 

We have close to 13,000 signatures on that 

petition and when you look at the numbers –- I was going to 

send it all to you, but Louise said it was going to take 

you –- you’d get about 400 pages and it wasn’t maybe 

necessary so -– but if you want to view the petition we can 

show you that. 

Not looking at all of it, but just a quick 

cross-section, it was very interesting and actually there’s 

a lot of people locally that signed it, but we also had 

people from all over Ontario. We had people in New 

Brunswick, people in Saskatchewan and several other areas. 

We even had the opportunity to get a call from United 

States saying could they sign it; and we had let them sign 

it as well, of course. So, anyway, that is submitted as 

part of our intervention. 

So, quickly in conclusion, we say that 

Bruce Power is a very safe work site, a very good health 

and safety culture there, very high environmental 

standards, the production of greenhouse gas free 

electricity; it is good for the community, good for Ontario 

and we are in full support of the 10-year license and we 

are open to any question you may have. 



 
 
 
 
 

 And  thank  you  for  giving  us  the  

opportunity  to  make  our  presentation.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   

 Questions?    

 Ms  Penney?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you  for  that.   It's  

always  good  to  hear  from  workers  on  the  ground  about  safety  

culture.   So  in  the  context  of  that  maybe  Linda  and  Kevin  

you  could  give  us  a  little  précis  around  sort  of  safety  

culture,  safety  training  at  Bruce  Power?  

 MS  CROMBEEN:   Yes.   As  I  mentioned,  safety  

is  in  the  forefront  of  everything.    

 It  was  mentioned  by  one  of  the  speakers  

earlier  that  they  have  taken  a  page  out  of  the  Bruce  Power  

way  where  they  actually  start  their  meetings  with  a  safety  

moment;  that  sort  of  thing.   That’s  the  absolute  norm  in  

every  meeting  that  we  sit  in.   

 We  have  different  layers  of  health  and  

safety  reviews  to  the  top  of  the  house  where  Mike  Rencheck  

engages  with  our  president  of  our  union  and  other  

presidents  of  the  union  on  a  regular  basis.   Below  that  we  

have  got  more  of  a  working  committee  which  would  be  the  Len  

Kluit  level  and  our  sector  rep  which  is  our  senior  person  

you  will  be  hearing  from  tomorrow  from  the  site  as  well.  

 We  have  got  multiple  joint  health  and  
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safety committees on site. 

We have got a number of different –- like 

we have got regular qualifications we all have to take to 

make sure we are maintaining our safety qualifications you 

know whether it is radiation or whether it is conventional; 

that sort of thing. 

MR. TRUMBLE: Dave Trumble, for the 

record. 

Kevin hasn’t worked at the site but I have 

worked at the site for a number of decades. I spent about 

40 years in the industry and my last port of call before I 

went into semi-retirement was as a power workers health and 

safety staff officer and through the perspective or through 

the prism of the health and safety staff officer’s position 

it gave me great access to Bruce Power safety programs and 

to their commitment for safety, and I have absolutely no 

qualms about telling you that the desire for a safe 

operation, the application of a safe operation and the 

execution of a safe operation goes from the CEO to any 

person on the shop floor. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Questions? 

Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Is labour availability for 

the MCR a big risk from your perspective given the 
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refurbishment at Darlington or any other major 

infrastructure projects that may be underway in the 

country? 

MR. SHIER: Dave Shier, for the record. 

I believe there is. There is not an issue 

right now but there is a lot. I mean there are 

demographics that are at play and there is also the 

refurbishment at Darlington and the refurbishment at Bruce. 

There’s going to be an overlap period there where it is 

going to test the labour force. And there’s also other big 

projects going on. I know the building construction trade 

unions are doing a lot to try and encourage people to sign 

up for apprenticeships and so on and so forth, but there is 

a good potential for that. Who knows what other projects 

may come along? The construction business as we all know 

is up and down and it is hard to judge how many people you 

really need, but there are some big projects coming and it 

is going to be presenting a challenge. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And so at Bruce Power how 

do you manage or mitigate that risk? 

MR. RENCHECK: I look at it from a few 

directions in our project organization. We use an 

organization called Build Force where we survey all of the 

electric industry with the trades hand in hand, and we also 

look at all the construction in an area to verify that we 
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have  adequate  staffing.  

 In  the  near  term  we  don’t  see  issues  

leading  into  the  first  MCR,  but  as  part  of  that,  as  Dave  

says,  going  into  the  future  we  want  to  make  sure  we  are  

ready.   

 Part  of  our  creation  of  the  Nuclear  

Innovation  Institute  is  to  have  a  skilled  training  

secretariat  that  is  being  set  up  by  Bruce  County  and  Bruce  

Power.   Part  of  that  secretariat  will  facilitate  the  

creation  and  adapting  of  localized  training  so  that  

students  in  the  area  can  have  a  career  in  the  trades  as  

we’ll  be  at  this  for  almost  20  year  it  can  be  a  career  not  

just  a  job,  so  we’re  looking  to  make  sure  we  have  those  

opportunities  available  for  people  in  the  area,  for  people  

throughout  Ontario,  and  throughout  Canada  should  the  elect  

and  want  to  move  into  the  area.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Questions?  

 Any  further  questions?  

 So  in  your  written  submission  on  page  5  I  

think  it  is  one,  two,  three  –- the  fourth  bullet,  the  CNWC  

being  a  labour  organization  respect  dissenting  views.   But  

you  suggest  that  some  dissenting  groups  distribute  

misinformation.   Were  you  talking  about  the  refurbishment  

itself?  

 What  misinformation  are  you  making  

 
 



 
 
 
 
 

reference  to?  

 MR.  SHIER:   Dave  Shier,  for  the  record.    

 It  was  a  general  comment  on  it  affects  all  

our  license  hearings  where  we  hear  media  reports  and  they  

get  kind  of  distorted  and  some  of  those  groups  tend  to  take  

that  and  run  with  it,  and  it  does  cause  some  issues.   An  

example  of  that  will  be  Clean  Air  Alliance;  they  seem  to  

twist  things  around.   We  get  a  lot  of  calls  on  issues  and  

so  I  guess  they  think  they  are  doing  the  right  thing  and  we  

think  there’s  some  misinformation  which  causes  issues  

against  the  industry  and  creates  a  lot  of  time  trying  to  

defend  that  and  get  things  sorted  out.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay,  thank  you.  

 Ms  Velshi?  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   So  –-  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Ms  Velshi?  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   So  tell  me  a  little  bit  

about  this  petition  and  who  is  it  being  sent  to,  and  what  

exactly  is  it  that  people  are  signing?   It  is  just  sort  of  

broadly  saying,  ‘We  support  the  refurbishment  at  Bruce.’  

 MR.  SHIER:   Dave  Shier,  for  the  record.    

 I  have  given  you  a  written  submission  on  

that;  I  will  review  it.   It  was  –- there  were  seven  

organizations  involved.   I  will  just  quote  from  my  

presentation  here.   There  was  the  Bruce  Power  Pensioners  
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Association; the Canadian Nuclear Workers Council; 

Grey-Bruce Labour Council; North America Young Generation; 

Power Workers Union; Society of United Professionals; the 

Grey-Bruce Chapter of Women in Nuclear. 

So we all kind of joined forces and sent 

this out to our contacts with some information saying, 

‘Okay, here is an opportunity to have your say. If you are 

in support of the license renewal, you know, add your name 

to it.’ We did it. 

Naturally it was online, and it was sent 

out through social medial, through email and so on and so 

forth. So, we were quite happy with the results. It 

doesn't sound like a lot when you look at the population, 

but then at least it shows that people took the time to do 

something -- put their views forward. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And so the objective was 

for the Commission to say this is the level of support that 

exists, then? 

MR. SHIER: Dave Shier, for the record. 

Yes, it kind of substantiates our views 

that we told you over the years that the majority of the 

public is in support. So this kind of goes to show that 

there is a -- what we're saying is true. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. Any 

final thoughts anyone? 
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MR. SHIER: Dave Shier, for the record. 

Yes, we would just add as a summary there 

that we indicated we are in full support of the 10-year 

licence. 

We did hear some other comments from other 

groups, and we used to share them as well. From our 

perspective, we found that the annual review suffices, that 

we get to review that and we make submissions if it is 

something we disagree with. 

Maybe we have a little different advantage 

than some of the groups that think it should be shorter in 

the fact we got no qualms of picking up the phone and 

calling your office. Mr. Binder will agree with that. 

We've made some -- we don't always agree with you and we'll 

let our views be known. At our local sites, their systems 

are set up where the local union reps have dialogue with 

the local CNSC inspectors and staff. So if there is any 

issues, we can deal with them directly. 

And I think giving the CNSC some kudos, 

the open transparency, especially with the amount of 

email -- or amount of things you post, the emails we get, 

there's no secrets. There's lots happening. So we can 

take advantage of that part as well. 

So we do agree with the 10-year licence, 

as long as you keep up the annual reviews. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

The next presentation is by Greenpeace, as 

outlined in CMD 18-H4.99 and H4.99A. Mr. Stensil, the 

floor is yours. 

CMD 18-H4.99/18-H4.99A 

Oral presentation by Greenpeace 

MR. STENSIL: Hello. Thank you for this 

opportunity to present. 

For the new Commissioners, my name is 

Shawn-Patrick Stensil. I am a senior energy analyst with 

Greenpeace Canada, and I've been intervening in CNSC 

proceedings since about 2002. 

While I'm happy to meet you, this hello 

may in fact be a goodbye. If the Commission approves a 

10-year licence, this may be the first and last time that 

this Commission will openly interact with the public on 

matters related to the Bruce nuclear station. 

Bruce Power has requested an unprecedented 

10-year licence under which it hopes to operate reactors 

beyond their design lives while rebuilding three reactors. 

That's what's planned, not the inevitable unplanned 

challenges. 

If approved, this application would 

http:18-H4.99
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transfer significant authority from the Commission to 

staff. It would also significantly reduce public scrutiny 

of Bruce Power's operations, access to information, and 

effectively eliminate meaningful public participation. 

This is the wrong direction for the 

Commission. It forgets lessons from Fukushima, and instead 

of striving to be the best in the world for transparency, 

it seeks to join a race to the bottom. 

In considering this application, here are 

two questions you should ask yourselves. First, is it 

prudent to transfer so much Commission authority to staff, 

in light of the age of these reactors, the complexity of 

the proposed reconstruction work, and the potential for 

life-extension work being abandoned by a future government? 

And second, is it in line with modern values of open 

government, transparency, and public participation to so 

drastically reduce the role of the public in the oversight 

of the Bruce nuclear station? In Greenpeace's view, the 

answer is no. 

To start, I'd like to highlight some 

reasonably foreseeable changes to Bruce Power's operations 

over the next decade. While CNSC staff's supplementary 

submission cites the province's three most recent energy 

plans as supporting the continued operation of the Bruce 

nuclear station, staff do not discuss the government's 
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off-ramp policy. This off-ramp policy allows the province 

to abandon the life extension if there are cost overruns, 

electricity demand drops, or alternative options become 

more desirable. It is written into the contract with Bruce 

Power. To my knowledge, even the reconstruction of unit 6 

in 2020 has yet to be approved by the provincial 

government. 

The takeaway is this: the Commission 

should ensure contingency planning is in place for off-ramp 

scenarios and maintain its ability to respond with a 

shorter licence. 

Staff also don't mention that the province 

has repeatedly changed the outage schedule for reactor 

repairs. On screen, you'll see the current schedule. This 

schedule is different from the timetables that were in 

previous energy plans. The latest energy plan included a 

significant delay of the Bruce rebuild outages. This is 

why the current application asks to operate the Bruce 

reactors so far beyond their design lives. And as you 

know, this is controversial because we've never operated 

CANDU reactors so long. 

My message to the Commission today is 

this: you should expect and prepare for future delays to 

the reactor outage schedule. To avoid electricity 

shortages, such delays may lead the province to ask Bruce 
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Power to operate reactors beyond what is requested in this 

application. I urge you to shield safety oversight from 

undue political interference. I suggest this could be done 

through, again, more regular licence renewals. 

Switching gears, the Bruce site is the 

largest nuclear station in Canada, and depending on the 

status of a few other plants internationally, the largest 

in the world. I believe most of the new Commissioners have 

been briefed on the CNSC's development of multi-unit or 

site-wide risk assessment. 

There's a lesson for this licence renewal 

in what staff didn't tell you. It was Greenpeace that drew 

the Commission's attention to the need to develop such 

analysis following the Fukushima disaster. Yes, that's 

right. The world leadership that CNSC staff now rightly 

brag about was driven by the persistent and constructive 

interventions of environmentalists during regular 

relicensing hearings. This advancement would not have 

happened if the CNSC had historically issued protracted 

10-year licences. I hope you'll consider this in your 

deliberations. 

Staff also noted in their supplementary 

submission that they had just reviewed Bruce Power's newly 

developed risk limit policy. Again, staff did not 

acknowledge this, but the policy only came about because of 
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Greenpeace's intervention in 2015. We highlighted that OPG 

had a risk limit policy embedded in its licensing basis but 

Bruce Power did not. 

I don't have access to Bruce Power's new 

policy, but I assume it still considers risk on a 

single-reactor basis, not at the site level. A lot of 

analysis, assumptions, and cost-benefit analysis in the 

periodic safety review presented in support of Bruce 

Power's application also relied upon the industry's 

out-of-date single-reactor safety goals. 

As you know, Bruce Power will prepare 

another periodic safety review for 2028. To drive 

continuous improvement, I recommend that the Commission set 

expectations. Specifically, Bruce Power's next PSR in 2028 

should be based on new site-wide risk limits. To get 

there, the Commission should direct staff to include 

site-wide risk limits for existing nuclear stations in the 

next version of REGDOC 2.4.2. Staff are set to begin 

revising this guide this fall, so it's a timely place for 

your intervention. 

The next step would be informing Bruce 

Power in your ruling that the next iteration of its 

probabilistic risk assessments will be for the entire site, 

and not just for single units at Bruce A and B. Given risk 

assessments are updated every five years, this provides 
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sufficient time for a first-of-a-kind site-wide risk 

assessment for the Bruce nuclear station in about 2023. It 

would most appropriately be reviewed in 2023 at a 

relicensing hearing, 12 years after the Fukushima disaster. 

In short, please lay out in your ruling expectations and 

milestones to guide staff in Bruce Power's transition to 

site-wide risk assessment. 

Regarding emergency preparedness, I have 

had insufficient time to review the new implementing plan 

for these hearings. That said, the updated PNERP means 

that the report on emergency planning carried out for the 

periodic safety review is now outdated and raises questions 

regarding the sufficiency of the PSR. I ask the Commission 

to direct staff and Bruce Power to update this assessment 

and report back to the Commission. 

Finally, a comment on the lack of an 

environmental review on the plan to rebuild six reactors at 

the Bruce site. CNSC staff make a false claim in their 

supplemental submission stating that: 

"...the core scientific basis used in 

a Nuclear Safety and Control Act EA 

is equivalent to those of CEAA 2012 

EAs." (As read) 

There is no assessment of accident impacts 

in an NSCA EA or what CELA more appropriately referred to 
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as an environmental report. Thus, the CNSC environmental 

report is not an equivalent EA. 

As we discussed at length since Fukushima, 

the need for offsite accident impacts assessment has been a 

blind spot of the Commission. It deprives the public of 

information on the station's risk and emergency responders 

on the adequacy of offsite emergency response. 

The Commission could deal with this in 

several ways. It could subject Bruce B to a real EA. Two, 

it could include off-site accident analysis in the CNSC's 

environmental regulatory reports as an amendment, or -- I 

think this is interesting -- direct staff to require level 

3 probabilistic risk assessments as a requirement in the 

next version of REGDOC-2.4.2, that way these assessments 

would happen regularly. I'm happy to discuss further. 

So, I'm out of time. It's 2018. The CNSC 

should not join a race to the bottom by reducing 

transparency, public participation and Commission oversight 

of the nuclear industry. 

I urge the Commission to reject the 

proposed 10-year licence. Instead, set expectations for 

improving safety, increasing transparency and preparing 

contingency plans for the inevitable changes to Bruce 

Power's business plans. 

With that, thank you for listening to my 
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presentation.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   Question?   Ms  

Penney?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   We  don't  want  to  go  over  

old  ground  because  we've  already  discussed  the  difference  

between  the  NSCA  EA  and  the  CEA  2012  EA,  both  in  the  

context  of  the  SON  intervention  and  CELA's  intervention.   

I'm  not  sure  you  were  here  for  either  one  of  those.  

 MR.  STENSIL:   Yes,  I  was,  but  I  believe  

I'm  pointing  to  something  different,  which  is  that  in  CEA  

2012  there  was  a  requirement  that  an  EA  would  have  an  

analysis  of  off-site  accident  impacts.   That  is  not  

included  -- 

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Yes,  that  was  my  question  

is,  that  you  said  you  were  so  pleased.   I'm  trying  to  

follow  the  off-site  accident  analysis  that  you're  saying  is  

missing  

 MR.  STENSIL:   Okay.   Thank  you.  

 So,  traditionally  in  the  past  in  

environmental  assessments  that  the  CNSC  has  undertaken  one  

of  the  chapters  would  be  accidents  and  malfunctions  and  an  

accident  would  be  selected  and  modelled  and  looked  at  for  

what  the  possible  impacts  would  be.  

 The  selection  of  that  accident  has  always  

been  controversial,  but  there  was  a  discussion  of  off-site  
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impacts of accident scenarios. That in my reading of the 

EAs carried out under the CNSC's rules does not take place. 

There's references to, it's dealt with in licensing, but 

the main point is, we should be keeping track and reviewing 

what the possible effects are off-site as the last level of 

defence in depth. 

And we didn't get that in this EA, so it's 

fine if the CNSC wants to say this is our type of EA. I 

took issue with saying it is equivalent of CEA. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So, can I ask staff to 

respond to that in terms of the type of accidental analysis 

that would be in your EA? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So, first of all, I'd point out that these 

are operating plants. We have in place a very extensive 

and detailed PSA which is specifically looking at all the 

different accident modelling. We also have a deterministic 

safety analysis in place that is also looking at, from a 

deterministic perspective, all the safety analysis. 

So, the aspect with respect to accidents, 

how they come about, what can be done to prevent them and 

what is the safety requirement to ensure they don't happen 

or that would mitigate them if they do, is all in place 

independent of any kind of EA. 
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With respect to the EA's treatment of 

that, I would ask Mike Rinker to comment on that. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

So, there's a few points of a 

clarification that I think we should make. First of all, 

the intent of the EA under the NSCA is not to be a 

surrogate for a CEA environmental assessment, it is to 

conglomerate all of the information we have under the 

safety and control area for environmental protection into 

sort of a more holistic view of environmental protection. 

And so, I think the intervenor's correct, 

we do not look at accidents and malfunctions under EA under 

the NSCA, but there's an entire safety and control area 

dedicated to that for that reason. That safety and control 

area is safety analysis and all initiating events, 

initiating events inside the facility, initiating events 

outside the facility such as flood, tornado, you know, 

those sort of events that could lead to an accident, the 

consequences of those accidents and the assurance that 

mitigation measures would be in place to mitigate those 

effects are covered in another safety and control area, and 

we don't duplicate that under the EA under the NSCA. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: So, the concept of 
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off-ramping is interesting, so I think it's important to 

understand -- for us to understand what -- if there was a 

major change in policy or funding from provincial 

government or otherwise to a nuclear power plant and there 

were going to be some significant changes to their 

operations, what are the steps that CNSC would take to 

manage that information? What are sort of the timelines 

that the operator would have to be bound to irrespective of 

the shortened loss they might get from their policy makers? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So, let's be clear here. The provincial 

government has its role, we have our role. They can decide 

that they want more electricity from nuclear or less and 

they have their processes as highlighted in the slide here, 

but yes, we are very aware that they've designed for some 

off-ramps and all this sort of stuff. 

From our perspective, we are licensing the 

Bruce Power to operate nuclear power plants. To operate 

nuclear power plants, also includes shutting them down, 

that's part of operations if you like, and they can shut 

them down for outages as we normally have. 

So, the immediate consequence to us would 

not be anything at all. They have a licence to operate. 

If the government all of a sudden decided, like they did in 
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Hydro-Québec, so we have a real example, where the 

government all of a sudden decided they wanted to close 

down G2 in a very, very quick way, the licence allows for 

them to be -- to go into shutdown mode. The licensee would 

then make amendment -- put in an application to make 

amendment to their licence so they can move into the 

decommissioning phase. That would be up to Bruce Power to 

make that request of the Commission. That would be a 

significant change to their licence and would come before 

the Commission. 

As far as anything that requires us to be 

prepared for that, if you look at Pickering, the extra 

activities if you like around Pickering, because we do know 

it's closing, has to do with their sustainability operation 

plan and what are they doing with respect to employees and 

all that stuff. 

So, we would look for that to be 

developed, but it would be something that there would be 

time to develop that, but we would be driven by what Bruce 

as the licensee is saying they want to do and they have to 

do that through amendments to their licence if they wanted 

to change from an operating licence to a decommissioning 

licence. 

MEMBER DEMETER: For the intervenor, 

irrespective of the licence duration, five years, 10 years, 
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two years, within those -- between those periods there's a 

point where policy could change and they could change the 

operations. 

So, I'm having difficulty understanding, 

based on what we just heard, what the risk is because that 

could happen between any licence period, what's the risk 

that you're concerned about? 

MR. STENSIL: First of all, it's a message 

to -- I guess for the Commission to maintain your 

situational awareness that this is nine of 25 reactors, or 

22 reactors in Canada are set to close by 2025 and that's 

because it costs too much to rebuild them, this is a trend. 

We may want to expect that they happen again. 

For -- so situational awareness, it's not 

a done deal. The second piece is, I would urge you to 

contrast what Mr. Frappier just said with what he said at 

the Day 1 hearing for Pickering where there is also an 

outstanding issue related to Pickering where it doesn't 

have approval to run to 2024. And it's being said right 

now that what was said at the Day 1 hearing relayed to 

Gentilly because I was there, it was portrayed -- when 

Gentilly shut down it was very sudden and it was admitted 

that staff were not prepared for decommissioning and safe 

shutdown, regulations were not in place, there was a number 

of other things. 
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It also had a negative impact on the 

community because there was no clear line of what would be 

happening for the workers. 

And you'll hear about this at the 

Pickering hearings, but the year before Gentile closed, I 

sat in front of the previous Commission and said, there 

is -- it is reasonably foreseeable that the station may 

close next year, you should have a plan for it in terms of 

developing this guidance, whatever. I don't know all the 

details, but it's about the situation. And I was 

dismissed. 

It then happened exactly as I had 

mentioned. And when I read the Day 1 transcripts for 

Pickering, it was portrayed that this was a sudden 

political decision that we couldn't foresee. 

We can foresee these political decisions 

and my advice is that you work it into thinking whether 

it's through the Licence Control Handbook or regular 

updates from the Commission on what is the status of the 

provincial approvals, so that you can more closely monitor 

the shutdown, and also, if there's a need to re-orientate 

towards decommissioning, being ready for that. 

So, that I guess is the main message. I 

think Mr. Frappier, what he just said, it's all fine. He 

said something very different at the Day 1 hearings. And 
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so, I think we should learn from that. 

THE PRESIDENT: MS Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. I'd like to 

get to the slide on the outage schedule and if we can also 

look at slide 23 in staff's CMD 18-H4.C where you talk 

about the hydrogen concentration level. 

So, if we talk about -- and I have a 

couple of questions, mostly for Bruce Power, but I want to 

get to staff, then I'll come to Mr. Stensil at the end for 

your thoughts on it. 

But it was on your unit schedule starting 

with 6 and then unit 3, and I wondered what the rationale 

was. I understand for unit 6, but what the rationale was 

for unit 3 after that, given that I think it's unit 5 that 

reaches the higher hydrogen concentration before unit 3. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Frank Saunders, for the 

record. 

Yes. The schedule is not entirely based 

on hydrogen concentration, it's based on our assessment 

program for the whole plant, and so unit 3 is, in our view, 

the next unit that we should do. 

MEMBER VELSHI: What's the driver for that 

then? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Well, as you'll recall, 

unit 3 and 4 were started up back in -- if my memory's 
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right, 2004. So, there are issues --

THE PRESIDENT: Sorry to interrupt. 

We are missing you. What page number? 

People don’t follow you here. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Sorry. So right now it’s 

slide no. 3, that one that’s on the screen. And then for 

Staff, it is slide 26, which I will get to in a moment. 

It’s got the hydrogen concentrations in there. 

It’s slide no. 23, CMD 18-H4C. 

Yes, that one. 

MR. SAUNDERS: I can turn this over to our 

Chief Engineer. 

But the disposition of each unit is based 

on a whole sort of kaleidoscope of why we would want to do 

this unit before the other unit. Hydrogen concentration is 

one. 

But as you can see, we are managing 

hydrogen concentration and we do not feel it is a safety 

factor in terms of timing, other than, you know, we are 

deciding what the ultimate PPM is. But by itself it is not 

a sole factor in determining when to do the units. 

You could come up with slightly different 

schedules but this is the one based on all the factors that 

we pulled together that we thought was the most 

appropriate. 
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Do you want to add something to that? 

MR. RENCHEK: Yes, I would like to add 

something. 

Our life extension really consists of two 

parts, an asset management program and a major component 

replacement. 

We started on January 1st, 2016 with the 

Asset Management Program Renewal. By the time we get to 

2020, which is our first unit, we will have invested nearly 

$2 billion in asset management replacements and renewals. 

We have a contract. That contract is to 

continue operation through 2064. We are investing the 

money necessary to do that safely and reliably over that 

time period. 

As I stated yesterday in my opening 

comments, we supply 30 per cent of the electricity at 30 

per cent less than the average residential cost. When you 

look at the OEB for 2017 we are a low-cost producer. The 

province counts on us to be there in the near term and in 

the long term to be able to control prices. 

For example, solar is 48 cents a 

kilowatt-hour, gas 20, wind 17, Bruce Power 6.6 and 

hydro-electric 5.8. 

So we will be there for the long haul. 

MEMBER VELSHI: I think what we are trying 
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to figure out here is what is it that one may have to 

anticipate and what kind of contingency is needed for that? 

So in the event that the refurbishment 

schedule is delayed and the units take longer, I just want 

confirmation from Staff that just means units that were 

expected to be shut down for refurbishment because they 

have hit other limits where there is the equivalent for 

(indiscernible) or hydrogen concentration, the requirement 

is you shut down. 

I just want confirmation. I guess what 

I’m hearing from the intervenor is well, be prepared, there 

may be some political interference because we need the 

electricity, I guess. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

So to be clear, there are requirements in 

the licence, as we’ve talked about, and the licensee cannot 

go beyond those. 

What units and what sequence they decide 

to do refurbishment is a business decision. But if they 

don’t do it right, shall we say, and in fact start hitting 

up against those limits, then the licence would require 

them not to operate beyond those limits. 

With respect to what we need to be 

prepared, from our perspective, from the regulator’s 
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perspective, we have everything in place that would be 

necessary. I’m not sure where the comment came that we 

didn’t in G2. 

But the licensee and certainly the 

community would have a huge impact, there is no doubt about 

that. 

But from a licensing perspective it’s very 

straightforward. They have a licence to operate the plant 

and that includes the ability to shut the plants down. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Yes. So on that same 

thought –- and I know after Day 1 you have updated or made 

the licence condition around the hydrogen concentration a 

bit more specific. 

But I wondered whether it was specific 

enough. 

So if you turn to slide no. 26 of the 

Staff presentation again, CMD 18-H4.C, where the new 

wording is “before hydrogen equivalent concentration 

exceeds 120 ppm, the licensee shall demonstrate that it 

will be” –- you know, beyond 120. But it doesn’t say 

beyond to what and they are planning to maybe go up to 160 

ppm. 

This seems still a bit open-ended to me. 

I know the intent is that you will not 

exceed a limit that has not been approved, but this just 



 
 
 
 
 

leaves  it  open-ended  to  beyond  120.   They  could  just  show  

okay,  we  can  run  up  to  130.   But  what  about  if  it’s  more  

than  that?  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.  

 So  there  is  requirements  for  them  in  place  

right  now  actually  that  they  must  demonstrate  their  

pressure  tubes  are  fit  for  service.   Those  are  still  in  

place  and  those  would  kick  in  if  there  was  any  concern  with  

respect  to  fitness  for  service.  

 The  reason  we  are  putting  this  additional  

condition  has  to  do  with  the  fact  that  we  know  they  plan  to  

go  beyond  120  ppm  and  we  also  know  that  at  this  point  in  

time  they  do  not  have  modelling  that  demonstrates  that  it  

would  be  fit  for  service  to  go  beyond  the  120.  

 Their  intent  is  to  be  able  to  demonstrate  

that  they  would  like  to  go  up  to  160.   Maybe  they  will  

achieve  that,  maybe  they  won’t.   Maybe  they  will  only  

achieve  140.  

 So  the  licence  condition  is  intended  to  be  

you  are  going  to  have  to  demonstrate  that  you  are  safe  for  

those  parts  per  million  that  you  want  to  operate  into.   We  

know  at  this  point  that  you  are  up  to  about  120,  and  if  you  

are  going  to  be  going  beyond  that  you  are  going  to  have  to  

demonstrate  that.   And  we  want  to  be  clear  on  the  licence  
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on  that.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   I  suggest  you  revisit  the  

wording  to  make  sure  that  it’s  saying  you  will  not  exceed  a  

level  that  has  not  been  approved.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Again,  I  thought  that  was  

the  language  really  that  you  have  proposed;  that  they  

cannot  exceed  120  without  proof  that  they  have  a  new  limit,  

something  along  that  line.   I  am  paraphrasing.  

 I  thought  that  was  the  language.  

 MR.  FRAPPIER:   Gerry  Frappier,  for  the  

record.  

 Yes,  that  is  the  language  and  that  is  the  

intent.   I  think  what  Ms  Velshi  is  pointing  out  is  okay,  so  

they  go  beyond  120.   How  do  you  now  prevent  them  from  going  

too  far?  

 As  I  mentioned,  there  is  fitness  for  

service  requirements  that  will  prevent  them  from  going  

further  than  what  they  can  demonstrate  that  they  are  good  

till.  

 MR.  SAUNDERS:   I  can  perhaps  add  a  little  

from  the  licensee’s  perspective.   I  mean,  it’s  good  that  

the  licence  condition  is  there  but  the  fact  is  you  don’t  

actually  need  it.   We  couldn’t  do  it  today.   We  won’t  be  

able  to  do  it  tomorrow.   We  have  to  be  able  to  demonstrate  

that  we  meet  the  fitness  for  duty  requirements.   If  we  
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can’t demonstrate that, we wouldn’t operate with or without 

the licence condition frankly. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. 

MEMBER VELSHI: In your presentation 

yesterday you talked about the models, whether it’s 

deterministic or probabilistic, giving different results. 

Is this 120 based on –- was it 

deterministic that gave you higher numbers? 

MR. SAUNDERS: Yes, sorry, it’s based on 

the most conservative one, which is the deterministic one. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So does the licence 

condition specify based on that model? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

I would ask Glen McDougall to provide some 

additional detail on this. 

MR. McDOUGALL: Glen McDougall, for the 

record. 

Traditionally Bruce Power has used a 

deterministic approach, both to monitor their hydrogen 

levels, to report them to the regulator and to perform 

their fitness for service assessments. That includes the 

type of assessments that we are talking about when we 

express concern about pressure tube fracture toughness. 

So to this date what we are basing all of 
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our decisions on, the licence condition that you are 

reading, all of that is based on deterministic 

measurements. 

CNSC Staff are aware that there are 

industry efforts ongoing to develop probabilistic methods, 

but we have had no formal conversations with the licensee 

along that angle. 

We do take your suggestion seriously and 

we will review the specific wording of the licence 

condition to make sure that it’s crystal clear. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MR. STENSIL: Yes. Commissioner Velshi, I 

appreciate your line of questioning. I won’t respond in a 

technical way. 

I think the story in making your decision, 

keep in mind the NRU crisis. The NRU crisis was basically 

the industry said they were going to build the replacement 

reactor so they could replace an aging reactor and when for 

whatever reason technical issues came in place and they 

couldn’t, there was political pressure to continue 

operating that NRU reactor. 

And that went on for a decade. It was 

discussed at the Ministerial level. 

That is, how shall we say this, 

sub-optimal for objective safety, let’s say. 
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And I think for the Commission the message 

I have is you want to try to insulate yourself from 

situations where that may happen. 

What I worry about a little bit is, one, 

it’s a ten-year licence, yes, but when some of these issues 

may actually come to fruition this may not be the 

Commission. Most of you have four-year mandates, so you 

may have a new Commission that’s looking at this without 

the back story. 

So also think you want to be able to 

prepare future Commissioners to be able to address a 

problem. 

And then taking a step back about the 

politics at the provincial level. So the timeline around 

Bruce Power’s current outage timeline, it is very different 

from what it was in 2008. And the provincial government 

has been struggling since about 2005. They realized CANDU 

reactors can only operate for so long. We’re going to have 

an electricity gap of some sort. And the question becomes: 

How do we address it? 

To be frank, one of the answers has been 

to kick the ball down the road, or the can down the road; 

excuse me. And we have seen that electricity gap that was 

originally supposed to develop even around 2012 has now 

been kicked out to the early 2000’s. 
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And that has happened in stages. I didn’t 

have time to put it in this presentation, but that is the 

trend line that I worry about. 

Right now where you have an overlap of 

four reactors being refurbished, it’s after the next 

election. That’s where there may be problems. 

I noted in my submission internal 

independent electricity system operator documents I’ve 

gotten through FOI indicate that even their estimates that 

there will be delays or cost overruns in the 2023/2024 

period, they rated that at about an 80 per cent chance. 

Because you’re rebuilding a lot of reactors at once, you 

have labour shortages, other things will go wrong. 

So I guess the main -- I’m not being 

deterministic in what you should do about this, but it goes 

back to my main point about you want to maintain authority 

and oversight, because we’re approaching a bottleneck, that 

the industry may need a lot of guidance. 

Because this reactor, the outage schedule, 

doesn’t just involve Bruce Power, it involved OPG as well. 

The province, these schedules, were negotiated with the 

Ministry of Energy and the two operators at the same table 

basically making, okay, who can push it off more? That’s 

what went on. I don’t have access, but I’ve seen, you 

know, the top line meeting minutes. 
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I think that’s the trend. I guess I’m 

saying to you guys, maintain situational awareness and 

leave to a future commission the ability to deal with it in 

an upfront way, that would be much better than the NRU 

crisis. Because I don’t think we want to go there again. 

THE PRESIDENT: We can debate what 

happened at the NRU. To make parallel to this case is a 

bit precious. 

I don’t understand why we should worry 

about the delay. All we worry about is safety. If there 

is a bottleneck, we will make them shutdown more than one. 

We have all the power in the world. It’ll take an act of 

Parliament to overrule us. 

So I don’t understand what is that you 

think that we need to do right now to... The province 

cannot get into us and force us to do something that goes 

against our mandate. Our mandate is safety. I don’t care 

about electricity production and I don’t care about the 

timing. All I care is whatever they do is safe. 

So what am I missing in what you say we 

should do? 

MR. STENSIL: Well, with the NRU crisis we 

did, I believe, have an act of Parliament in response. I 

guess what I said, that was sub-optimal, to be kind. That 

shouldn’t have happened. You’re appointed because of that 
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crisis. There were a lot of politics around it. We should 

avoid that in the future. 

While you say we only care about safety, 

the province tells these -- I’m sorry, I keep thinking you 

guys are OPG -- not you guys, but OPG and Bruce Power, the 

energy plan, as I said, it was reference by staff, the last 

three energy plans. What I pointed out is the scheduling 

of these outages continues to change and continues to get 

delayed, that has led to the current request to run 

reactors beyond what you even have proof can be done safely 

right now. 

What I am saying is anticipate that will 

happen again and ensure that Staff have the right tools in 

place to deal with it. I recommend it also be done through 

more regular -- not a 10-year licence, but a 5-year 

licence, because that 2023 period may in fact be in the 

middle of where a lot of things could be going wrong and it 

may be good to have a good transparent public check-in with 

Staff, licensees and independent intervenors, like myself, 

to have a discussion about it so that it doesn’t place in 

back rooms or between CNSC Staff and Bruce Power in 

correspondence. 

That’s my point. 

MR. SCONGACK: Dr. Binder, James Scongack, 

for the record. Do you mind? I would just like to clarify 
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one  or  two  points  that  I  think  are  very  substantive  on  the  

record.   I’ll  be  brief.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Go  ahead.  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   James  Scongack,  for  the  

record.   So,  you  know,  obviously,  as  you  correctly  stated,  

we’re  not  going  to  get  into  an  Ontario  Energy  policy  debate  

here,  it’s  not  appropriate.   But  a  couple  of  points  I  would  

like  to  clarify  for  the  record  because,  you  know,  this  is  

obviously  something,  a  hearing  that  people  are  watching  

closely,  and  I  don’t  want  some  of  these  accusations  to  go  

unresponded  to.  

 The  first  is  Bruce  Power,  as  Mr.  Rencheck  

noted,  we  have  a  contract  to  refurbish  six  units  on  our  

site.   We  have  that  approval  today  from  a  commercial  

Ontario  Energy  policy  perspective.   So  that  is  the  plan.   

That  is  what  the  contract  says.    

 The  intervenor  can  go  and  read  the  

contract  on  the  internet.   It’s  actually  the  most  

transparent  contract  that’s  ever  been  signed  in  Ontario,  

the  first  one  ever  posted  publicly  in  2005.  

 Are  there  measures  in  that  contract  that  

are  accountability  measures  on  us  from  an  economic  

perspective?   Absolutely,  and  that’s  appropriate.  

 Are  there  measures  in  that  contract  where  

if  there  are  supply  and  demand  changes  in  Ontario  that  the  
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government may choose to do something differently? 

Absolutely. 

But we have a contract today to refurbish 

six units. That’s a fact. 

From a responsibility perspective, you 

know, the IESO has a responsibility to maintain system 

reliability. That’s not the CNSC’s job. But one of the 

mechanisms that has been built into this arrangement that 

we have with the IESO is, to the extent any of those were 

ever required, in the contract there’s a mechanism where 

these decisions are made far in advance so the IESO, from a 

system planning point of view, can do that. So to suggest 

this dynamic that somehow, you know, Bruce Power would ever 

jam the CNSC into a position is totally inappropriate. 

Right from the start of this process, everything you hear 

us say in Ontario is, first and foremost, doesn’t matter 

what energy policy says, we have to operate safely, and 

that’s at the core. 

So I thought it was important to correct 

that. Obviously, with the intervenor we’ve had many 

disagreements through the long-term energy plan process in 

Ontario. But nuclear power’s here to say and it will 

continue to stay and we will continue to operate safely. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Jammal. 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal, for the record. 
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It’s very important to note the fact that in our regulatory 

oversight report we report to the Commission on changes, 

amendments of regulatory decisions over the year. That 

will include either EFPH, the fracture toughness, or the 

hydrogen equivalent uptake. 

So we report to you on an annual basis and 

we publish the report I think almost 60 days or so before, 

so the intervenors will take a look at it and then comment 

through their intervention. 

So we’re not waiting for five years or 10 

years, this is on an annual basis. In our regulatory 

oversight report we report to you regulatory focus and any 

modification we have done to the LCH or any changes in 

regulatory decision. 

THE PRESIDENT: Over to you. 

MR. STENSIL: Yeah, thank you. I didn’t 

deny there was a contract with Bruce Power. I raised an 

issue that wasn’t raised by Staff, that there are off ramps 

in that same contract. Those off ramps are there for a 

reason. Yes, we have nuclear power now, but the province 

in all its wisdom, given history, has decided we need a 

mechanism to get out of this contract, if needed. 

So as -- I’ll call James, James, you can 

call me Shawn-Patrick, because we’re friends, James said, 

yeah, there’s a mechanism, and the way I understand the 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

        

            

         

       

         

          

         

            

        

   

         

          

            

         

        

           

          

       

         

 

          

          

          

          

          

321 

mechanism works is 18 months before any refurbishment 

outage Bruce Power puts in a bid to the ISO, it’s then 

vetted against a term sheet that’s not public, around 

costs, and then accepted by the Minister. 

So there’s your timeline. As I said, 

given that timeline, I don’t think Bruce Power has approval 

right now from the government for the first refurbishment 

outage. I’m not saying whether this is good or wrong or 

bad or whatever, I’m just saying maintain situational 

awareness. 

At that point for these outages, as Mr. 

Jammal said, yeah, this can be reported annually in your 

annual report. I actually said that in my submission. 

But what I also am highlighting is you’re 

moving into a period, because the government has 

continually kicked the can down the road, where you may hit 

a bottleneck with a number of licensees and more oversight 

would be preferable. That’s my message. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Questions? Mr. 

Berube? 

MEMBER BERUBE: I’d just like to thank you 

for your input. We’re always welcoming inputs. Obviously, 

you’re a futurist and, as a direct result, you’re always 

modelling the future, it seems to be the way your 

orientation is, which is fine, and I think that’s really 
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valuable, we have to listen to that. 

However, for the purposes of the 

Commission and these hearings, we are looking at a plan and 

we are in the process of approving a plan. We have to do 

that with some confidence that that’s actually what’s going 

to happen, otherwise we’re paralyzed, right? 

We have to have confidence that we can 

regulate. We have to have confidence that the operator’s 

going to do what it says it’s going to do. We have to have 

confidence that the government is going to come to the 

table with whatever it needs to come to the table with to 

make all that happen. Otherwise, it’s questionable what 

we’re doing here. 

So the reality is we have to sit here and 

we have to have something that we can discuss. So just to 

your points. I agree with you, that we have to be a 

futurist and we have to think about potentiality. Because 

it’s important that we don’t get caught, right, 

unexpectedly? But the same token is we also need to plan 

for tomorrow based on what we know today, and so we have to 

move forward in that ilk. 

So I guess what I’m trying to say is that 

from the standpoint of what we’re doing here today, we’re 

trying to understand the truth of today’s situation, not 

the truth of five years from now. 
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Does everybody agree with that? Okay. 

Staff, I just wanted to reiterate, and 

just for clarity here. There’s discussion -- everything 

I’ve read says we’re going to stop at 160 ppm. The CSA 

limit right now is 120, I believe. That’s what we’re 

working with right now. 

We don’t know what’s going to happen at 

120. So the reality is unless we get some fitness 

performance data that suggests we can move beyond that 

point, we’re not moving beyond that point on these 

reactors. Is that correct? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. So that is correct. I’d also throw out, and I 

know we’ve been talking about parts per million, but 

there’s also the EFPH of 300,000, which is also out there. 

Just to add my two cents to the 

conversation. I mean, the Commission’s work is always 

interesting, there’s lots of things that are happening in 

the energy world. But to your point, today we’re making 

the decision based on the plan that has been fully vetted 

by the Government of Ontario, here’s what they want to be 

doing. Bruce has put together an application that fits in 

with that plan, and we have done the review based on that 

being the plan. 

If the plan should change, well then I’m 
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sure the Commission will get involved, as appropriate. We 

have all the mechanisms that we -- or you have all the 

mechanism that you need to make changes to the licence or 

whatever would be needed given whatever might happen down 

the road. 

So it doesn’t really affect the decision 

that we have today. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Further questions? 

So I have one last question that I thought nobody wanted to 

talk about. That is Staff, PSR in 2028 based on multiple 

kind of -- unit -- site-wide unit. Tell me what it is 

based on right now. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. So it’s a couple of things blended together. I 

think, if I understand Greenpeace’s position here, is, 

there is going to be a periodic safety review that is 

coming up and it has to be in place by 2028. 

That will be, based on our REGDOCs, a 

complete evaluation of the design against the modern codes 

and standards of the time to see where things are at. I 

think what has been suggested is one of those areas that 

could change now if we move on it is in the PSA 

requirements, probabilistic safety analysis requirements, 

the requirement associated with doing a site-wide. And we 

do have that in a proposed new -- the new REGDOC that is 
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about to come out. As we have talked about in the past, 

the methodology and concepts around site-wide PSA are still 

evolving internationally, but Bruce Power has been fully 

involved in the industry work that it’s been doing around 

that, so we would expect it to be part of that. 

THE PRESIDENT: But I think the proposal 

here is that by 2028 surely we will have a methodology to 

deal with this. So will it be part of the new PSA 

requirement? 

MR. FRAPPIER: That is the intent right 

now, is the updated REGDOC will include a requirement for 

that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. 

MR. JAMMAL: I'm sorry. It's Ramzi 

Jammal, for the record. 

Yes, we can talk about PSA, we can talk 

about methodology. PSA is one tool, it is not an indicator 

of safe or unsafe. We have deterministic drivers that are 

going to indicate if we allow them to operate or not. The 

PSA is going to give us do they know what to do with 

respect to the enhancement, it doesn't matter if it's for 

an individual unit or for site-wide. We have no issues at 

all with respect to the safety goals or the safety 

improvements. The refurbishment will require them to 

increase and enhance the existing deterministic and the 
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facility so it starts to approach the new build 

requirement. So I do not want to leave the fact that PSA 

will be the driver to say safe or unsafe. That will be one 

of the elements in the safety analysis, but it's not the 

single element to determine if it's safe or not. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. We are going to 

move on. You will have the final word. 

MR. SAUNDERS: I’ve got just an important 

I think clarification around the way the PSR and PSA works. 

The PSR will look at the modern standards that exist at the 

time. So if there is a modern standard that says how to do 

a single-site PSA, then that will get looked at. There are 

some real questions -- although Shawn-Patrick takes a lot 

of credit for the accidents and the like, that process was 

well in place before the 2015 hearing which we talked about 

a single number for the whole site. There are real 

questions about real safety, about whether that is actually 

the right thing to do. The focus is really about do we 

release to the public, is public risk reduced, and are the 

changes we are making actually reducing the probability of 

contamination and other things to the public. We can 

certainly show that is true without ever having a single 

number for the site. We are providing details on the site 

across the whole risk, you have seen those analyses, they 

are really good numbers and there is more work to come. By 
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2028, in my view, there will be really no opportunity for 

contamination off the site at all. So we will be happy to 

take that on when the time comes in 2028 and we will do 

that to the modern standards that exist at the time. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Over to you. 

MR. STENSIL: All right. I'm going to 

respond to a few questions before I get to my closing 

remarks then. This will be the last time potentially in 10 

years, so I will take my time. 

To mix -- you mentioned you thought I was 

a futurist. What I was trying to say was the Commission 

has a role in setting expectations, especially if you are 

looking out 10 years, and to be doing this, yes, the 

province has a plan. What I came to you today with was not 

a “but”, it was an “and”, and in that plan they foresee 

off-ramps. So if you are going to work with that plan, 

it's taking that into account. What does that mean 

tangibly? It means what was in my submission that Ramzi, 

or Mr. Jammal -- I'm getting too personal -- also mentioned 

is maintaining the situational awareness of the Commission 

on the state of the provincial approvals for these 

off-ramps. The next off-ramp or the first refurb decision 

may be made by the next government in August. Report that 

to the meeting in August. That is a fair and tangible 

thing that you can work into your decision here. 
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The next piece -- oh, the other part is 

you could include, in the event off-ramp is taken, in the 

Licence Control Handbook you can include a trigger for 

developing a closure plan that OPG has already developed 

for Pickering. So that as soon as you know that the plant 

may close, or one of the reactors, then it triggers staff 

to say, okay, you need to develop the closure plan. That 

is a constructive way of dealing with the plan that the 

province has. That's all. I'm not saying -- I’m not 

taking sides, it's in the safety debate, not the nuclear or 

whatever debate. 

Are we going to keep this going or do I 

get to keep going? 

THE PRESIDENT: [Off microphone]. Okay. 

MR. STENSIL: So I will finish my response 

to the two questions, he will go and then I will have my 

closing word? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

MR. STENSIL: Okay. 

THE PRESIDENT: That's the plan. 

MR. STENSIL: That's the plan. It's not 

10 years out, it's not that futurist. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Where's the 

off-ramp? 

MR. STENSIL: Yes. No off-ramp yet. 
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--- Laughter / Rires 

MR. STENSIL: On the second piece related 

to your question, President Binder, on the multi-unit risk, 

here, yes, Mr. Saunders, Frank, I will take credit for 

moving the Commission along in some way and, you know what, 

this is one of the lessons why you shouldn’t be approving a 

10-year licence, is those types of discussions, what 

happened at the Pickering hearings in 2013 came about 

because an intervener was able to raise issues with the 

Commission, there was a lot of back-and-forth with 

Commission staff, and finally when it came out and the 

Commission tested the idea, they said, yes, the staff are 

wrong on this, we are going to set out our expectations on 

how to move forward. That is why these hearings have value 

and the August meeting has significantly less value, and, 

frankly, I won't be participating in them moving on, after 

what happened in 2017. 

But I urge you, multi-unit risk is not the 

only reason for going -- is not the only thing that has 

been caused by interveners. The guidance on reactor life 

extensions -- it used to be called RD-360 -- also was 

raised by interveners in hearings, this is around 2005, who 

said you are approving life extensions with the rules. 

Neither the Commission nor licensees brought that up and it 

added to safety. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

   

 

 Lake  impacts,  in  the  2000s  it  was  the  

Saugeen  and  Lake  Ontario  Waterkeeper  that  raised  the  fact  

that  these  plants  did  not  have  a  fisheries  authorization,  

were  killing  millions  of  fish,  and  over  the  last  decade  we  

have  seen  the  Commission,  because  of  those  interventions,  

intervene  and  mitigate  those  impacts.    

 Radioactive  waste  categorization,  I  raised  

this  first  in  2007  with  the  Commission,  that  the  Commission  

didn't  have  a  process  for  that.   It  is  now  doing  it.   

Again,  it  wouldn't  have  happened  without  intervener  

intervention.  

 Offsite  consequence  assessment  -- which  

gets  to  Commissioner  Penney's  question  -- this  has  been  a  

blind  spot  of  the  Commission  forever  and  since  Fukushima  we  

have  made  some  headway.   We  are  not  all  the  way  there  yet,  

but  again,  it  would  not  have  happened  without  intervener  

intervention  at  hearings.  

 OPG's  risk  reduction  policy  that  you  will  

hear  about  next  month,  again  because  an  intervener  raised  

the  issue  in  a  hearing.  

 And  finally,  emergency  preparedness.   The  

Commission  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Are  you  into  your  final  

remark  now?  

 MR.  STENSIL:   No,  I  am  building  on  what  
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you were saying about why you need -- why -- Mr. Saunders 

made a comment about he takes a lot of credit, but I'm 

underlying for the Commission right now why you need other 

people to intervene in these hearings, otherwise it's an 

echo chamber. And there is value added to that. We have 

increased safety and we have increased the quality of 

oversight of this Commission. It may not have been 

comfortable or enjoyable, but it had a good public interest 

outcome, and that, I urge the Commission to keep in mind 

moving forward. 

And to your question, to pivot, President 

Binder, about next steps in multi-unit risk assessment, we 

triggered that through public interventions in the 2013 

Pickering hearings. Now what I'm saying is you need to 

keep the pressure up and set expectations as a Commission 

so that we continue to implement that and integrate it into 

your licensing process. That starts with setting a limit 

in this regulatory guide this year. That may already be on 

the way, which I support and compliment the Commission on. 

And then the next step is setting expectations in your 

ruling for Bruce Power to realize in 2023 your next PSA 

will be based on these new site limits for existing 

reactors and that gets you to 2028. So yes, I am a 

futurist, but I think that will -- this industry moves 

slowly sometimes, we are still dealing with safety issues 



 
 
 
 
 

from  Chernobyl,  so  you  need  to  be  there  to  drive  that  and  

so  do  interveners.    

 So  with  that,  I  have  answered  both  my  

questions  and  we  can  pop  it  over  to  the  President  of  Bruce  

Power.  

 MR.  RENCHECK:   Thank  you.   Mike  Rencheck,  

for  the  record.    

 We  will  operate  our  plants  safely  in  

compliance  with  the  CNSC  regulations.   We  have  done  that  

historically,  we  will  continue  to  do  that.   We  have  already  

invested  about  $1.2  billion  in  ensuring  that  in  the  last  

two  years  since  2016  and  we  have  done  that  on  time  and  on  

budget.   We  don't  anticipate  that  deviating  and  we  look  

forward  to  continuing  our  operation  in  that  manner.   Thank  

you.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   The  final  word.  

 MR.  STENSIL:   Excellent.  

 In  conclusion,  I  hope  this  is  a  hello  and  

not  a  goodbye.   Make  today  this  Commission's  first  and  not  

last  Bruce  licence  renewal.   I  urge  you  to  make  it  clear  to  

staff  and  licensees  that  regular  licence  renewals  have  

value  because  they  demonstrate  openness,  they  give  a  forum  

to  challenge  long-held  assumptions,  they  hold  authorities  

accountable,  and  they  drive  the  continuous  improvement  of  

safety,  which  I  think  we  have  a  shared  interest  in.   Please  
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choose the Commission's historic practice of regular 

licence renewals, approve only a five-year licence. Tell 

staff to hold up these regular hearings as a best practice 

to be emulated by other countries. Mr. Jammal would love 

to do this and I would love to see him do this. Tell staff 

to not simply tout the CNSC as a world leader when a safety 

improvement is undertaken, instruct staff to highlight for 

your international colleagues how public interventions led 

to this safety improvement. I have also worked -- or gone 

to other jurisdictions and, yes, I have held up the CNSC as 

a model of transparency in Korea and Argentina and you are 

about to reduce that. You shouldn't be doing that. 

Regarding the conditions of the licence, 

please instruct staff to ensure contingency plans are put 

in place for the plan as it is with off-ramps so you are 

prepared for them. 

Finally, please ensure that momentum 

toward site-wide risk assessment continues by setting 

expectations and milestones for site-wide risk assessment 

for the Bruce nuclear site. It may seem futurist, but they 

are asking for a 10-year licence, so that's the right thing 

to do. 

Thank you for your attention. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Thank you very 

much. 
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--- Pause 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, we are going to 

break for dinner and we will come back at quarter to seven, 

6:45. 

--- Upon recessing at 5:49 p.m. / 

Suspension à 17 h 49 

--- Upon resuming at 6:47 p.m. / 

Reprise à 18 h 47 

MR. LEBLANC: Please take your seats, we 

will be resuming now. 

THE PRESIDENT: The next presentation is 

by the Municipality of Brockton, as outlined in CMD 

18-H4.72. 

I understand that Deputy Mayor 

Gieruszak -- I'm sure I'm killing it now, please forgive 

me -- will make this presentation. 

Over to you. 

CMD 18-H4.72 

Oral presentation by the 

Municipality of Brockton 

DEPUTY MAYOR GIERUSZAK: Thank you. And I 

http:18-H4.72
http:18-H4.72
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will not be using my slides this evening, I will speak to 

the final letter that has been presented to you. I think 

the slides cover off a lot of material. 

On behalf of the Council of the 

Municipality of Brockton, thank you for this opportunity to 

support the application from Bruce Power to renew its 

nuclear power reactor operating licence. 

Bruce Power not only plays an active role 

in employment, it also supports us through recreational 

activities such as our regional soccer facilities in 

Walkerton, which regularly host regional tournaments for 

players from Bruce, Grey and Huron counties. Bruce Power 

has provided economic stability within our municipality and 

with that stability comes social equity, efficient and 

effective municipal planning, and a level of community 

vitality that we all appreciate. 

We believe refurbishment is a necessary 

and preferable option. The local residents support nuclear 

power. Many recognize the challenges of climate change, 

the limited timeframe within which climate change must be 

addressed and recognize the benefits of a carbon-clean 

reliable power supply. 

We have an aging population, a hospital, 

seniors’ homes and many seniors living within their own 

homes. They all depend on a reliable source of power. 
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Bruce County winters can be severe and now summers seem to 

be hotter as well. We believe refurbishment will provide 

that reliable source of power in a timeframe that is needed 

and therefore is the preferable option. It would seem 

prudent for the CNSC to consider the 10-year operating 

licence renewal application due to the investment in 

refurbishment activities already underway. 

As part of the Nuclear Economic 

Development and Innovative Initiative established between 

the County of Bruce and Bruce Power, a business investment 

specialist has been hired to facilitate a wide range of 

economic and innovative projects. This has led Brockton to 

hire a community development coordinator to leverage and 

coordinate the policy expertise of municipal staff, the 

entrepreneurial spirit of local businesses and regional 

economic development. This expertise will ensure the 

quality of life in our rural community continues to grow. 

The current level of cross-county and 

cross-municipality cooperation is unprecedented. The 

nuclear industry demands the highest levels of safety and 

professionalism, on par with any other industry in the 

world. This attitude and approach ripples throughout our 

community, resulting in a level of cooperation to achieve 

community goals not experienced by other communities our 

size. 
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Bruce Power's active and transparent 

communication with counties and municipalities ensure we 

can appropriately plan for the future using taxpayers’ 

investments wisely, ensuring infrastructure is available 

when it's needed, where it's needed and always with an 

enthusiasm for continuous improvement, a culture supported 

by Bruce Power. 

As Vice Chair of the Saugeen Valley 

Conservation Authority, I also recognize the important 

contributions of Bruce Power, resulting in significant 

impact that has been made on environmental awareness and 

appreciation for our natural heritage. Bruce Power 

actively supports the Brockton Environmental Advisory 

Committee, the Brockton Economic Development Committee, 

numerous other committees and not-for-profit organizations 

within our municipality. 

This project raises awareness of the 

importance of low carbon emissions for all of us in 

Ontario. Through this activity, Bruce Power not only has a 

continual positive impact on the environment, social and 

economic well-being of the residents of Brockton but it 

lifts all of us in Ontario. 

So again, on behalf of the Council of the 

Municipality of Brockton, thank you for this opportunity to 

support the application from Bruce Power to renew its 
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nuclear power reactor operating licence. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions...? Ms Penney...? 

MEMBER PENNEY: Yes. Thanks for that. 

Because I know so little about the area, I'm looking at a 

map in your presentation trying to figure out where the 

Municipality of Brockton is. Can you help me? 

DEPUTY MAYOR GIERUSZAK: So it is directly 

to the east of here. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Yes, okay. Okay, I see 

it. Okay, yes. 

DEPUTY MAYOR GIERUSZAK: And if I mention 

our largest town you will know exactly where we are. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Walkerton, right on. 

DEPUTY MAYOR GIERUSZAK: Thank you. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you very much. 

THE PRESIDENT: So are you -- in the new 

emergency management I noticed that -- are you within the 

50-kilometre zone, all of you, or some of you? 

DEPUTY MAYOR GIERUSZAK: All of us, yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: So are you comfortable 

with the new emergency plan that came from the province and 

are you updating your own emergency plans? 

DEPUTY MAYOR GIERUSZAK: Yes, we have 

been. We are comfortable with both of those initiatives. 
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We update our emergency plan regularly. As a small 

community it's very difficult for us to have the level of 

professionalism we need for 10,000 people within our 

municipality, so we work actively with the County and with 

Bruce Power to ensure that we have that level of expertise 

and professionalism we need. I often say to people, the 

challenges that we have with the budgets we have quite 

often are the same as municipalities and cities much larger 

than ours. We have to deal with those issues with a much 

smaller budget. Through cooperation with our neighbouring 

municipalities, the County and Bruce Power, we can achieve 

a level of professionalism and security in terms of some of 

those emergency plans that wouldn't otherwise be available 

to us. 

THE PRESIDENT: Have you participated in 

some of those drills, emergency drills going on and the 

fire emergency, all those kind of drills going on? 

DEPUTY MAYOR GIERUSZAK: Yes. We do that 

annually and staff have specific roles to fulfil. The role 

that I fulfil is as the backup, as the Deputy Mayor is to 

fulfil the Mayor's role should he not be available in an 

emergency situation, so I have been involved in those on an 

annual basis. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Question...? Question...? Question...? 
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No more questions. 

DEPUTY MAYOR GIERUSZAK: Okay. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much for 

your presentation. 

The next presentation is by E.S. Fox 

Limited, as outlined in CMD 18-H4.86 and CMD 18-H4.86A. 

I understand that Mr. Armstrong will make 

the presentation. Over to you, sir. 

CMD 18-H4.86/18-H4.86A 

Oral presentation by E.S. Fox Limited 

MR. ARMSTRONG: Thank you. 

Good evening. My name is Terry Armstrong. 

I am the Vice President of Nuclear at E.S. Fox Limited, a 

proud Canadian and a proud citizen of the Métis Nation of 

Ontario. 

I speak in support of Bruce Power's 

application to renew its operating licence. 

I am going to give a brief presentation, 

brief speech to you first that starts out with a little bit 

of a history of who E.S. Fox is so you understand who we 

are, and then highlight three areas for your consideration: 

safety, indigenous relations and community involvement. 

First, the history of Fox. We were 

http:18-H4.86
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incorporated in 1934. We are a privately owned, 

family-owned and -operated business. Our headquarters is 

in Niagara Falls, Ontario. We are a mechanical and 

electrical contractor and a fabricator. We fabricate 

piping, sheet metal, structural steel and associated 

modules from our fabrication facility in Port Robinson, 

Ontario. 

We service the Ontario nuclear sector from 

branch offices in Kincardine and Whitby. We began working 

in the nuclear field in approximately 1980 when we began 

fabricating spent fuel storage racks. We still fabricate 

and supply the racks to Bruce Power and OPG today. 

Our first fieldwork at a nuclear station 

began in approximately 2001. We were awarded refurbishment 

contracts for the Bruce A Unit 3 and 4 refurbishments. 

That continued on into Bruce A Unit 1 and 2 refurbishments 

in approximately 2006. We continue to perform maintenance 

services and construction projects to this day at the site. 

We employ approximately 250 people at Bruce Power in that 

effort, 85 percent of whom reside in the Tri-County area. 

We are also performing work for the Darlington 

refurbishment where we employ approximately 450 trades and 

support staff. 

The three areas I wish to highlight from 

my own personal experience at Bruce Power, and I have spent 
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a good portion of the last 15 years of my life working in 

conjunction with Bruce Power. 

The first item I would like to highlight 

is safety and I would like to make three statements that I 

believe are accurate and are more true today than they were 

even when I started 15 years ago. 

Bruce Power has provided an example to us 

of what a healthy nuclear safety culture is all about and 

how it is maintained. 

Second, Bruce Power has demonstrated a 

concern and commitment for the health and safety of our 

employees. 

Third, Bruce Power has made clear to us 

its expectations around nuclear safety and that our 

continued work at the site depends upon our demonstrated 

commitment to nuclear safety. 

This is perhaps best demonstrated to us in 

Bruce Power's introduction and rollout of its "You can 

count on me" campaign where every individual was challenged 

to consider their role in nuclear safety, their commitment 

to safety, their commitment to their family that they will 

act in a way that is safe to themselves so that they can go 

home at the end of the day in the same manner in which they 

came. 

It is also demonstrated in Bruce Power's 
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working with us to ensure our policies and procedures align 

with their own in terms of nuclear safety. We have spent a 

great deal of time over the past year ensuring our human 

performance program is robust and helps us to prevent 

errors. Aside from that, we have been in several meetings 

to discuss fitness for duty expectations and practices 

around hours of work and reduced possibility for fatigue. 

The second area I would like to highlight 

is one involving indigenous relations. The importance of 

this to E.S. Fox was driven home to me personally when I 

got the results of a survey we conducted amongst our own 

employees and discovered that approximately 6 percent 

identified as indigenous people, 6 percent of our employees 

at the Bruce site. 

Bruce Power has impressed upon us the need 

to ensure we are doing everything we can to support 

indigenous participation in our workforce. As a result, 

Fox has become a member of the Canadian Council for 

Aboriginal Businesses. We've become a member of Bruce 

Power's indigenous relations supplier network. 

As a result of that involvement, we have 

worked with Bruce Power to identify an indigenous youth 

with what we believe great potential. We've hired that 

youth, and he is working in our QA organization as we 

speak. 
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We've also provided a work term for four 

other indigenous youths so that they could become more 

familiarized with the work environment in a nuclear setting 

and as an introduction to some of them who are interested 

in trades and becoming tradespersons. 

As an aside, I'm also the President of 

EPSCA, the Electrical Power Construction Systems, and Bruce 

Power has encouraged EPSCA along the same vein of 

indigenous involvement. And EPSCA has a renewed focus on 

indigenous relations. 

We have begun working with the Ontario 

Aboriginal Apprenticeship Board to try and increase 

indigenous youth participation in trade apprenticeships and 

to try and remove any barriers that exist to prevent them 

from participating. 

The third area that I would like to 

highlight is community involvement, and I'll start out with 

another blanket statement. 

Bruce Power has impressed upon us the need 

to demonstrate strong community involvement, and Bruce 

Power has provided opportunities to act on our commitment. 

Over the past 15 years, E.S. Fox has 

donated hundreds of thousands of dollars to the following 

community charities, amongst others, Southampton and 

Kincardine Hospitals, United Way, Easter Seals, Unity for 
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Autism, Wounded Warriors, and several others. 

I am personally very proud of the fact 

that the observatory at the Bluewater Outdoor Education 

Centre bears our corporate name. We were able to 

facilitate the construction of that on our 75th anniversary 

as a company. 

To summarize, we are in support of Bruce 

Power's application. I wish to thank you for the 

opportunity to address you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Ms Penney. 

MEMBER PENNEY: First, thank you for that, 

and congratulations on the progress you've made in the 

indigenous relations. 

And I guess my question has to do with 

when you bring on those indigenous employees like the 

student you have, is there any specific special training 

that you have around safety, or…? 

MR. ARMSTRONG: We have a safety program 

that everyone goes through regardless of who they are, and 

regardless of their experience in nuclear or non-experience 

or nuclear. So there is a program -- an on-boarding 

program in which they receive comprehensive training in 

terms of nuclear safety, how to -- how to conduct yourself 

in a nuclear facility, et cetera. 



 
 
 
 
 

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   And  is  it  a  combination  of  

your  training  and  also  Bruce  Power's  training  that  your  new  

employees  would  get?  

 MR.  ARMSTRONG:   It  is.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you  for  that.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Just  to  follow  up  on  this,  

in  your  written  presentation  you  make  reference  to  Bruce  

Power  and  Georgian  College  to  supplement  the  HAAMB,  

whatever  that  is.   What  is  it?  

 MR.  ARMSTRONG:   Yeah.   That  was  the  -- 

Georgian  College  and  Bruce  Power  were  working  together  and  

the  four  students  that  I  talked  to  you  about  were  students  

at  Georgian  College.  

 I'm  sorry;  I  can't  remember  the  name  of  

the  -- I  wish  I  could  pronounce  the  acronym.   I  don't  know  

if  anybody  else  here  has  that  -- Cathy  will  know.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Say  that  again.   I  didn't  

hear  you.  

 MR.  ARMSTRONG:   Huronia  Area  Aboriginal  

Management  Board.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Fancy.   What  does  it  do?  

 MR.  ARMSTRONG:   Again,  I  believe  it's  an  

organization  designed  and  participating  with  Bruce  Power  

and  Georgian  College  to  facilitate  opportunities  for  

indigenous  youth  employment.  
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MR. RENCHECK: We'll get an answer back 

with you on that, but I believe it's part of a network of 

colleges that we use to help promote the experience and be 

able to get into training and come back. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, I'm just curious 

because a small company here are mentoring four students in 

six-week programs sounds like something pretty good and 

efficient, so I'm just wondering whether there's going to 

be take-up on that. 

Okay. Any questions? 

Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for the 

presentation. 

Looking at your history with Bruce Power 

that dates back for units 3 and 4 in 2004 and units 1 and 2 

in 2012, I'm interested if you've noticed any sort of 

trends in safety culture, safety training, safety 

awareness. That's a good sense of time to be within a 

company to see changes 'cause you come in and out and you 

get a snapshot each time. 

So maybe give me a sense of the trends. 

MR. ARMSTRONG: As I said, I believe that 

the principles that I articulated about Bruce Power in 

terms of safety, we are more aware of their expectations 

and their efforts in safety than we were even at the 



 
 
 
 
 

beginning,  and  we  have  a  greater  sense  of  cooperation  and  

working  together  to  ensure  our  procedures  are  meeting  their  

expectations  and  we  are  more  aware  of  their  expectations  

than  -- the  trend  is  to  become  more  open,  more  aware  of  

their  expectations  with  respect  to  safety.  

 So  I  would  say  it's  a  positive  trend  over  

the  years.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   Thank  you.  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   Dr.  Binder,  James  Scongack,  

for  the  record.  

 Just  to  -- just  to  answer  your  previous  

question  on  HAAMB,  it  can  be  found  on  page  35  of  the  update  

that  we  provided  to  the  CMD.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   Thank  you.  

 Anybody  else?    

 Mr.  Berube.  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   Yeah,  I'm  curious.   You've  

had  a  long  career  already,  mostly  working  in  the  nuclear  

sector.   Have  you  noticed  a  difference  in  the  way  the  -- 

it's  a  personal  question  -- in  your  personal  treatment  over  

the  years?   Has  people  started  dealing  with  you  differently  

over  those  years?   Have  you  noticed  anything?  

 MR.  ARMSTONG:   In  any  particular  area,  

or...?  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   Well,  being  indigenous,  
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you  know,  at  one  point  there  was  a  stigma,  right,  and  I  

think  we're  trying  to  get  rid  of  the  stigma.   And  so  it  

takes  quite  a  bit  of  time  and  energy  and  education,  

knowledge,  and  it  takes  a  lot  of  acceptance  by  other  

people.  

 And  so  have  you  noticed  that  shift  over  

the  span  of  your  career?  

 MR.  ARMSTRONG:   I  would  say  Bruce  Power's  

encouragement  for  us  to  understand  the  need  to  involve  

indigenous  peoples  in  our  workforce  has  been  greatly  

reinforced  over  the  past,  I  would  say,  two  years.  

 And  the  diversity  and  the  opportunity  that  

it  provides  to  us,  Bruce  Power  has  reinforced  to  us  again  

recently.   And  I  believe  their  own  efforts  in  that  regard  

towards  Aboriginal  -- I'm  sorry,  indigenous  peoples  in  

their  own  workforce  has  also  increased  greatly  over  those  

two  years.   At  least  it's  become  more  apparent  to  an  

outsider,  to  someone  working  as  a  contractor  at  Bruce  

Power,  that  their  commitment  has  increased  over  the  last  

two  years.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay,  thank  you.   Thank  

you  very  much.    

 The  next  presentation  is  from  -- and  I'm  

going  to  try  to  pronounce  this  -- Biidaabinokwe  and  

Waasekom.   I'm  sure  I'm  not  pronouncing  it  properly,  so  
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please  correct  me.  

 

CMD  18-H4.107  

Oral  presentation  by  Biidaabinokwe  and  Waasekom  

 

 WAASEKOM:   Bonjour.   (Speaking  in  native  

language)  

 BIIDAABINOKWE:   (Speaking  in  native  

language)  

 WAASEKOM:   (Speaking  in  native  language)  

 BIIDAABINOKWE:   Good  evening.   I  am  an  

Anishinaabe  woman.   My  name,  Biidaabinokwe,  refers  to  the  

past,  present  and  future.  

 I  am  from  the  Saugeen  Ojibway  Nation  

territory,  members  of  the  Chippewas  of  Nawash  Unceded  First  

Nation,  with  a  Master's  in  Indigenous  Education.   I'm  a  

mother,  and  someone  who  is  committed  and  dedicated  to  Nibi  

[aboriginal  language  /  langue  autochtone],  the  great  Water  

Spirit.  

 WAASEKOM:   I  am  the  grandson  of  the  

Chickadee  Woman,  the  son  of  the  Wonderful  Woman.   Waasekom  

is  my  Anishnaabe  name.   I'm  from  the  Saugeen  Ojibway  Nation  

territory,  member  of  Saugeen.   My  name  means  "lightening  

that  looks  like  daylight."   I  belong  to  the  Turtle  clan.   

I'm  a  [aboriginal  language  /  langue  autochtone]  man  and  I'm  
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one who answers the call for help. [aboriginal language / 

langue autochtone] 

I wanted to introduce a third party to our 

presentation this evening. There's a chair here. This 

chair represents our very special visitor, our great 

ancestor Lake Huron. It is this entity who is hosting our 

very existence today. To date, every inch of their 6,000 

kilometres of shoreline have been prayed for, sang to, and 

thanked for their daily contributions to our lives. I 

would like to say [aboriginal language / langue autochtone] 

to the women of the Great Lakes who have picked up their 

responsibilities to care for and safeguard this precious 

life source. Of their 30,000 islands, their many rivers, 

streams, estuaries, our great ancestor Lake Huron continues 

to follow their original instructions to provide life to 

those living in the water, those living on the shorelines, 

and those living in the skies. 

For the purposes of our presentation, we 

ask the Commissioners to indulge us in considering the 

notion that Lake Huron has rights and interests, just as 

the corporate person Bruce Power does. 

We would also like to acknowledge 

[aboriginal language / langue autochtone] for their 

guidance as well as to the SON leadership who have 

recognized our voice as community members. We would also 
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like to acknowledge the community members and allies from 

across the Great Lakes who are joining us via webcast. 

[aboriginal language / langue autochtone] 

BIIDAABINOKWE: Our ancestors have been 

here since time immemorial. We have always had a deep and 

profound connection to our lands and waters. Much has 

changed in our territory since Treaty 45 1/2, and for the 

most part, our people were never included in the decisions 

that led to those changes. Our people have to fight for a 

decision-making role. It is obvious that settlers have 

seen Treaty 45 1/2 as a complete surrender of our rights to 

our territory and not as we see it, as one of shared 

responsibility through a nation-to-nation relationship. 

The clash between how we see things and 

how settlers see things persists today in exactly the same 

way. Nothing has changed in this regard. On top of that, 

settlers have completely dominated, extracted from, and 

profited from this land as a life source, bringing economic 

strength and security to their own people and making it 

increasingly oppressive and challenging for our people to 

live in the ways that we desire. 

WAASEKOM: So this brings us to why we are 

here today. As Anishnaabe, we know that the lake is 

speaking to us. We do this work through our spiritual ways 

of being and we have come here after consulting with the 
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water. 

Our nation has the right to make a 

decision with respect to the major component replacement 

project, and we should be given the time and the space to 

develop our position on this. This should be done through 

a process of free, prior, and informed consent as outlined 

in the United Nations' Declaration on the Rights of 

Indigenous Peoples. 

BIIDAABINOKWE: [aboriginal language / 

langue autochtone] The lake is speaking to us. For some 

time, Waasekom and I have been preparing for this day. 

Last year, I took part in the SON Water Walk around the 

circumference of our territory along with many members who 

are here with me today. And particularly over the last few 

days, we have engaged in ceremony in order to petition the 

lake to be with us on our journey. 

On Sunday, we organized a Water Walk from 

the waters surrounding the Bruce Power site, and we touched 

down directly from this location at the lake. Many water 

walkers, grandmothers, and grandfathers around the Great 

Lakes joined us in prayer. 

Yesterday, we entered into a sweat 

ceremony to pray for the water, for our communities, and 

for everyone here today. 

WAASEKOM: On the same day that this walk 
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occurred, exactly a year ago, myself and another brave 

individual paddled in a lone canoe around the Bruce site. 

This experience left an incredible mark on my existence as 

a young man, being in such a small vessel, and as we 

approached that place we saw it from a long ways off. We 

heard it, its constant electric droning sound far across 

the lake. 

As we approached, we were taken by an 

incredible mist, and we had to land close to the 

decommissioned site on MacGregor Point. And we sat there 

for over an hour, listening and exploring that place. And 

then we crossed the intake. And as a single vessel going 

across this space, we do recognize there's a lot there to 

be discussed and a lot there to be explored. 

Seeing things from the perspective of 

water, it changes the way you perceive the site. There's 

no way I can explain this from the short time that we have 

together this evening. But I wanted to ask, has anybody 

here been close to that intake? How would the water 

consider Bruce Power? Would the water consider Bruce Power 

a good corporate citizen? How does the water perceive the 

Bruce site? 

When we look around in this room, we see 

vessels of water. All of that water comes from Lake Huron. 

It could be water that was a part of the thermal plumes at 
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one point in time. And if you consider just for a moment 

what that might mean ... 

What we mean by making space for the lake 

is that the lake is our ancestor and it should be granted 

the same consideration as Bruce Power. It has rights; it 

has interests for this forever project. Elder Miptoon this 

morning reminded everyone that non-human beings are a part 

of our responsibility as human beings. 

Our proposal with respect to the 

relicensing and the major component replacement project 

would be a way that our concerns, uncertainties, and 

perception of risks are heard and respected if we take the 

water into consideration. 

As the Commission has been made aware, we, 

the Anishnaabe, have the guidance of our ceremonial 

practices, elders, and we have the capacity and the 

knowledge required to adequately consult with Lake Huron to 

properly inform our concerns that the previous interveners 

from the Saugeen Ojibway Nation have articulated. 

BIIDAABINOKWE: Our second issue is 

related to our jurisdiction and decision-making role in our 

territory. We feel this should be done through a process 

of free, prior, and informed consent. We and all those 

living here are part of Treaty 45 1/2, which is an 

agreement to share land. We never surrendered our right to 
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care for our territory as stewards and play a 

decision-making role in how our territory is used. 

We also do not appreciate a pan-Aboriginal 

approach and to be lumped in with other Aboriginal peoples 

here. We have a very unique and profound relationship to 

our lands and waters. 

To reiterate another way, governance in 

our treaty territory must be shared. Our nation must have 

a decision-making role in projects like the MCR. And these 

types of hearings should be led by the Crown and the SON. 

SON should not be viewed as a stakeholder. Our nation is 

an authority on projects proposed for these lands, and 

space must be made for us. 

About a month ago we put out a petition 

requesting support for our right to free, prior, and 

informed consent on the MCR project. This is directed to 

you, Mr. President Michael Binder. I have here on here our 

petition with -- to date we have 11,897 signatures on this 

petition. Many signers have expressed their support for 

our rights as Anishnaabek. 

As you know, our right to free, prior, and 

informed consent is outlined within the United Nations 

Declarations on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples. Article 

32.2 of the UNDRIP provides: 

"States shall consult and cooperate 
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in good faith with the indigenous 

peoples concerned through their ... 

representative institutions in order 

to obtain their free[, prior] and 

informed consent prior to the 

approval of any project affecting 

their lands or territories and other 

resources, particularly in connection 

with the development, utilization or 

exploitation of mineral, water or 

other resources." 

As Canada is signatory to the declaration, 

will the Commission implement this article? 

As Anishnaabe people, we have a knowledge 

system that is our own. It includes everything that a 

Western knowledge system contains: acquisition practices, 

science, prediction, testing, trial and error, and 

transference processes. However, our knowledge system is 

grounded in our own philosophies, world view, and 

spirituality, which make it very different from that of a 

Western knowledge system today. 

Traditional knowledge cannot be inserted 

into Western frameworks. The process for receiving 

traditional knowledge must first be earned and acquired in 

order to fully understand it, and we have brilliant people 



 
 
 
 
 

and  youth  in  our  community  that  can  provide  understandings  

with  this  regard.  

 WAASEKOM:   So  in  conclusion  we  just  wanted  

to  say  [aboriginal  language  /  langue  autochtone]  for  

listening  to  our  presentation  today.    

 In  summary,  we  are  looking  for  a  response  

from  the  CNSC  about  making  space  for  the  lake  as  a  person  

in  these  deliberations  and  for  future  deliberations  with  

regard  to  nuclear  power  in  our  territory.  

 We  invite  the  Commission  to  make  a  request  

to  us  as  Nishnawbe  about  learning  more  about  our  Nishnawbe  

perspective.   We  can  offer  you  to  even  come  with  us  on  a  

canoe  to  come  and  experience  the  water  and  the  plant  from  

our  perspective.   We  feel  that  would  be  a  good  starting  

place  to  help  you  understand  where  we're  coming  from.  

 We  are  happy  also  to  clarify  any  questions  

that  you  may  have.   Miigwech.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   Questions?  

 BIIDAABINOKWE:   Miigwech.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Go  ahead.  

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   I  think  the  hardest  part  

for  anybody,  of  course,  is  to  try  and  understand  another  

culture  and  because  the  culture  emerged  a  long  time  ago  and  

you  have  great  history  and  traditions.  

 One  of  the  things  that  I  think  peoples  
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trouble with, because I'm on both sides of the fence, is 

understanding your spirituality and how you're connected to 

the land and, in your particular case, the water. 

So, can you describe, as best you can, 

your spiritual connection to the water because it's central 

to your arguments here? 

WAASEKOM: I would have to be very humble 

about how I answer this question. 

We have a great teacher and her name is 

Biidoske (ph). In 2015 I was swept up from a place almost 

by accident. And she started walks in 2003 to begin taking 

meaningful action and raising awareness about the water. 

I travelled from my dad's home community, 

which is about two and a half hours from here, and I walked 

from -- and to my home Territory, then to Manitoulin, the 

North Shore into Michigan, Wisconsin and Minnesota. 

Walking every single day, being out in 

nature, the weather, what you feel, moving slowly across 

great distances, I think that's a good starting place to 

begin to understand what we're talking about because what 

becomes relevant to you, it changes, than the fast world 

that we move in as modern day people, myself included, and 

it gave me a profound respect for the water and for the 

land that we call Nishnawbeking (ph). 

And so, I guess in a small way I could 
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share that much with you. But it's something that you have 

to do and that's what Biidoske always tells us, just go, 

just do it. 

Miigwech. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Ms Penney? 

MEMBER PENNEY: Yes. Thank you very 

much. That was so heartfelt. Really appreciated it. 

The water -- oh, and I was going to say, 

I'll come canoeing, I would be honoured to come canoeing. 

The water, what would -- if the water was 

here, what would she tell us about the lake right now and 

the lake over time? 

BIIDAABINOKWE: So, today our request is 

about free, prior and informed consent which is about a 

process to get those types of -- ask those questions to the 

lake. As knowledge keepers and Elders within the 

community, we would seek them to be able to conduct those 

ceremonies to be able to hear -- to offer those questions 

and see if the lake is ready to respond. 

MEMBER PENNEY: I understand. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you very much for 

your presentation. 

The Bruce power plant has been there for a 

little while now, a decade or two. Do you have a sense of 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

         

            

       

          

         

 

        

          

           

      

         

         

         

        

     

        

           

    

         

            

          

            

        

          

         

361 

the impact of the operations on your environment, your 

water, your peoples to date to share some sense of how this 

has influenced your peoples and your life? 

WAASEKOM: So, I just wanted to share that 

our communities support us, that's why they're behind us 

now. 

And earlier we heard from the Saugeen 

Ojibway Nation and they outlined some concerns. And we 

haven't been given that time, again, to properly do our own 

assessments, to do our own studies. 

So, from that place, from a technical and 

scientific point of view, you know, we're not here 

occupying that kind of space; we're coming from the 

perspective of that connection, from that responsibility to 

who we are as Nishnawbe. 

I can speak from my personal experience 

and that's why I ask that question, how would the water 

perceive the Bruce site? 

Because if you think about a figure I 

heard, and I could be incorrect, a figure I heard was at 

full capacity and the intake is 2.5 million litres every 

seven seconds. I'm not sure if that's a hundred per cent 

true, but that's what I know right now. 

And if the water was to feel that, to 

experience that every seven seconds, how would it perceive 
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that, right? That's what we -- those are the things that 

we're concerned with knowing ourselves and that would 

inform the basis of our concerns going forward. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you very much. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. Have you had 

any discussions with CNSC staff or Bruce Power about what 

you've shared with us? 

WAASEKOM: From where we sit, from where 

we are here, I don't -- I would say no, primarily because 

this hearing is, in fact, about the continuity of life of 

this corporate person, Bruce Power. 

So, we felt that it was important to 

insert ourselves into this time and space to find an avenue 

in which to advocate and to bring that concern forward 

that, you know, as we've been hearing from intervenors 

since yesterday evening, many of whom are in support of 

this re-licensing, you know, for various reasons, that 

perspective of water, the whole being, that whole body and 

as it's connected to the whole system, that voice has not 

been brought forward in any meaningful way. 

And as we've heard from the proponent, 

with respect, and from the CNSC staff, from what we're 

hearing is that -- it's our concerns are minimal, you know, 

these concerns that we have about the fish and about the 
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quality, it's minimal. 

And we feel that if we talk at a level of 

personhood that there are rights, there are interests, then 

maybe there's a case to consider those holding points in 

more -- in greater detail. 

Miigwech. 

THE PRESIDENT: So, were you in this 

morning when SON had a lengthy presentation and discussion 

and, in fact, I thought there was some kind of proposal 

about moving forward here. 

Do you agree with what was discussed? 

WAASEKOM: I don't think we're really in a 

position to answer that question in full because, you know, 

we're as Nishnawbe, as caretakers, as protectors, it's our 

responsibility to speak to those things. As it relates to 

the professional capacity and the concerns that they're 

bringing forward, we can't speak on that level, we're 

simply bringing forward the concerns in which we can as 

rights holders, as community members. 

THE PRESIDENT: I thought the discussion 

and the agreement was, well, we need more discussion, 

formal discussion and I thought you would welcome also to 

participate in some of those discussions with Bruce and 

with staff. 

So, I'm missing something about how do you 
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proceed forward without further discussion and a structured 

discussion, a formal discussion. 

BIIDAABINOKWE: We would be happy to be 

invited to those discussions, I think. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. Any 

further questions you want to raise? 

Any final thought? 

Okay. Well, thank you. Thank you very 

much for your presentation. 

The next presentation is by Women in 

Nuclear Canada as outlined in CMD 18-H4.56 and H4.56A. I 

understand that Ms Primeau will make the presentation. 

CMD 18-H4.56/18-H4.56A 

Oral presentation by Women in Nuclear Canada 

MS PRIMEAU: Good evening, President 

Binder and Members and --

THE PRESIDENT: You're not... 

MS PRIMEAU: I'm not on. Good now? Okay, 

thanks. 

So, my name is Tracy Primeau and I am the 

Women in Nuclear Bruce co-chair, as well as a member of the 

Women in Nuclear Canada Board. 

I am also the writer of the technical 

http:18-H4.56
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review provided to the CNSC Panel. 

So, I am a shift manager at Bruce Power, I 

work at Bruce A and, as such, wanted to share that as well, 

that I am employed by Bruce Power. 

So, Women in Nuclear Canada was 

established in 2004. It represents over 1,700 women and 

men across Canada and nearly a thousand of them are here in 

Ontario. 

Many of our members work in the nuclear 

energy sector, like at the Bruce site. However, within 

WiN-Canada we have many other industries, including those 

in nuclear, radiation technologies, hospitals, medical 

facilities, mining, academic research and of course all of 

the many suppliers of those industries. 

We have three main goals. The first is to 

open a dialogue with the public and in particular with 

other women on the contribution that nuclear technologies 

make to people and society. 

We have a speakers’ clearinghouse where 

any organization can come to WiN-Canada, ask for a speaker 

to come and talk to them, and that clearinghouse will find 

someone with the particular subject matter expertise or in 

that particular area to go and speak to that group. 

We believe that when you are sitting 

across from another woman telling them about the nuclear 
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industry and that you believe in the safety of that 

industry, it’s much more believable when the person telling 

you that looks like you and they are a mom and they are a 

member of the community. 

So that is our number one goal. 

Secondly we facilitate and exchange a lot 

of knowledge and experience among our members. So we teach 

each other. There’s a lot of people who belong to Women in 

Nuclear who do not have a technical background per se, so 

we ensure that we have a nuclear education piece, as well 

as leadership and mentoring opportunities. 

We also promote and support interest in 

any nuclear related careers, especially among women and 

young people. 

I will give some examples of that as I 

move into the WiN-Bruce chapter in particular. 

Many members of WiN-Bruce are employed by 

Bruce Power and Bruce Power is obviously very supportive of 

our Chapter. But other members work for OPG, other nuclear 

related companies within the area -- there are many –- and 

in the medical community as well. 

Obviously many of our members would be 

directly affected by the outcome of the Bruce Power licence 

application. 

WiN-Bruce currently has close to 400 
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members. As I said, Bruce Power is supportive. Bruce 

Power employs 1,036 women, which is 20 per cent of their 

workforce. And I am particularly interested in the STEM 

field. In operations we are approaching 20 per cent and in 

engineering we are approaching 50 per cent. 

So Bruce Power obviously is supporting 

WiN-Bruce initiatives and WiN-Canada initiatives. 

So who are we? 

We come from a variety of work experiences 

and education. We are involved at every level of the 

organizations we work in, from operations, as I said, 

regulatory affairs, radiation techs, welders and senior 

leadership. 

We work at the nuclear generating stations 

by choice and we live in the communities around them. We 

are highly skilled. We could work in any industry but we 

choose nuclear because we are helping to produce clean, 

safe, reliable and low carbon power. 

WiN-Bruce in particular runs a STEM 

camp -- I should probably elaborate on that: science, 

technology, engineering and math –- for both boys and girls 

during the March break and two weeks in the summer. 

As well, we support a Skilled Trades 

Canada Conference and competition for young women. And we 

have a mentorship program for young women in the community 
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who are interested in the skilled trades. 

We are currently supporting a new 

initiative called Fearlessly Girl, which is an 

anti-bullying program which will be running next month, 

actually next week, in Port Elgin. And we are happy to do 

so. 

We have an event once a quarter for 

ourselves. So in March we celebrated International Women’s 

Day and in June we will be celebrating Aboriginal Day with 

a guest speaker, as well as some networking and 

opportunities for our members to meet each other. 

Bruce Power supports us financially. They 

also do support WiN-Canada as a whole, as well as 

WiN-Bruce. And in 2019 we will be hosting a WiN-Canada 

conference right here in Bruce County. 

I am just going to touch on a few of the 

comments in CMD 18-H4. 

We all understand our responsibility to 

work safely in WiN-Canada, not only to ensure the safety of 

our colleagues but ensure the safety of the communities in 

which our families, children and friends reside. 

We don’t take this responsibility lightly 

and put safety first every day. This strong safety culture 

of safety carries over outside of work into our volunteer 

activities in the community. 
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So all 14 of the safety and control areas 

were reviewed in the written submission provided. There’s 

just a couple I want to touch on in particular. 

The first is tied to the safety culture I 

just talked about and in particular the Human Performance 

Management Program. 

So WiN-Canada is pleased that the plant 

initiatives in the human performance management area, 

particularly in training, fitness for duty and staffing 

plans, for the period through 2028 are satisfactory. 

As a certified staff member I am 

particularly pleased with the mitigating risks of fatigue 

due to severe weather and minimum complement issues, as 

well as increasing the numbers of certified staff. And I 

look forward to reviewing the Fitness For Duty, Volume II, 

which is Managing Alcohol and Drug Use, in the future. 

We would like to see future plans at human 

performance include specific programs to effectively 

utilize female talent and diversity in the senior 

leadership team. 

The second one I want to touch on is 

radiation protection. 

Women are particularly interested in 

radiation protection, especially those that work in the 

stations. We are happy that Bruce Power is including 
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radiation safety and keeping doses as low as reasonably 

achievable in the planning and execution of the major 

component refurbishment project. 

I am particularly interested in the better 

filtration and the Bruce Reactor Inspection and Maintenance 

System, which we are seeing come in the station now. 

These items and the improved remote 

monitoring that was talked about in the Bruce Power renewal 

are important to women in particular who are pregnant or 

trying to get pregnant, and also men who are trying to 

conceive. 

Lastly I want to talk about emergency 

management and fire protection. 

Women are particularly concerned about the 

potential effects of a nuclear accident, and I am very 

pleased with the improvements in the Emergency Response 

Organization in particular, as well as the post-Fukushima 

modifications and the off-site gamma monitoring. The new 

emergency mitigating equipment has been implemented, tested 

and drilled. 

As a shift manager and a station support 

chief within the organization, I am very familiar with 

these changes and have participated in extensive training 

and drill scenarios since the post-Fukushima mods were 

brought to site. 
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So WiN-Canada recognizes that the Bruce 

Power site lies within the traditional territory of the 

Saugeen Ojibway Nation and we are interested and supportive 

of the rights and collaboration, are pleased that Bruce 

Power engages with the local communities. 

As a member of the Nipissing First Nation 

myself and the Eagle Clan, I have been lucky enough to see 

up close the impact that Bruce Power has had on indigenous 

communities, specifically most recently with the Right to 

Play Youth and Leadership Program, the indigenous 

suppliers’ network that was talked about earlier this 

evening and the high rating, the gold rating, of the 

company for Canadian Council of Aboriginal Businesses. 

I also want to talk just briefly about the 

socio-economic impact. 

WiN-Canada would like to see our 

communities’ young people, especially indigenous young 

people, remain in the area for employment. We look forward 

to Bruce Power being able to provide opportunities for 

skilled employment of women working in the field of nuclear 

science, technology and in particular skilled trades, which 

is a particular sector of the workforce that is in high 

need of skilled tradespeople. 

So supporting the continuing operation of 

Bruce A and B for the next ten years, including major 



 
 
 
 
 

component  refurbishment,  means  that  well  paid  jobs  stay  

here.   We  and  our  children  have  a  high  standard  of  living  

and  we  work  in  a  safe  environment.  

 So  WiN-Canada  members,  as  I  said,  are  

highly  skilled  workers.   We  wouldn’t  be  working  in  the  

nuclear  industry  if  we  didn’t  believe  in  the  benefits  of  

nuclear  technology  to  society  and  its  safety.   It  is  

important  for  all  of  us  when  we  leave  for  work  in  the  

morning,  or  in  my  case  the  evening.   We  know  that  we  will  

return  safely  at  the  end  of  the  day  and  our  families  and  

friends  in  the  community  will  be  safe  every  day.  

 Due  to  our  day-to-day  interaction  with  the  

nuclear  industry  and  our  strong  belief  in  the  expertise  of  

Bruce  Power’s  employees  and  their  proven  history  of  safe  

operation,  WiN-Canada  supports  the  application  for  licence  

renewal  of  Bruce  Power  Inc.  for  Bruce  A  and  B  nuclear  

generating  stations.  

 Thank  you  very  much.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.  

 Questions?  

 Ms  Penney.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you  for  that.  

 I’m  a  WISE  woman,  Women  in  Science  and  

Engineering,  so  I  applaud  your  STEM  camps  and  your  

programs.   That’s  a  really  good  effort.  
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I am really surprised by the numbers that 

you said that Bruce has. I think you said 20 per cent 

female participation in the technological. 

Is that right? Did I hear that right? 

MS PRIMEAU: So the entire workforce is 20 

per cent female. 

MEMBER PENNEY: The whole workforce. And 

then you said 50 per cent of engineering? 

MS PRIMEAU: So currently in STEM in 

particular, we are just around 18 per cent in operations, 

which is where I work. So I’m kind of familiar with that. 

In engineering we have like 52 per cent of 

the lower level, and 33 of the senior technical. So that’s 

why I said we’re approaching 50 per cent in engineering. 

MEMBER PENNEY: So I’m just saying that’s 

really good, congratulations to Bruce Power. Given that 

most Canadian engineering schools have less than 30 per 

cent women participation in the engineering school, you’re 

doing well if you’ve above that. So congratulations. 

What do you think are some of the barriers 

to young women going in to technology and science? 

MS PRIMEAU: I think that it starts young. 

I think that girls decide at a very young age they're not 

good at math, and that's why we kind of have to get them 

then. I also think that you have to be able to look at the 
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people who are in the field. Like I said, if they look 

like you, it seems more attainable. 

So, you know, if I’m talking to a group of 

young women in a public school beside a male operator or 

engineer, it seems much more reasonable for a young girl to 

take that path. I guess that’s kind of where I think it 

starts, which is why WiN really focuses there, for sure. 

The nuclear industry specifically 

struggles in this area, I think, even more so than some of 

the other industries. There’s just not that many of us 

yet, you know, out there4. 

MEMBER PENNEY: For sure, having role 

models and mentors is a really important thing. Thank you 

very much. 

MS PRIMEAU: You’re welcome. 

THE PRESIDENT: So still on stats, do you 

have how many Indigenous women work at Bruce? 

MS PRIMEAU: Oh, that's a good question. 

I don’t have that stat. All I have is the stem 

information. I can say, as a member of the Indigenous 

Network, which has about -- well, I can’t say for sure, but 

at the meetings there might be say 40 of us, half of us are 

women, but they’re not necessarily in stem. So like 

business services, you know, that kind of work. 

I’m definitely the only Indigenous female 
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shift manager. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: So I was going to ask how 

did that happen? The question is, are there more barriers 

for Indigenous women to get into the stem, into this kind 

of professional line? 

MS PRIMEAU: I don't think there's more 

barriers for Indigenous women, there’s more barriers for 

Indigenous people, in general. I would say, for me, I’m a 

hydro baby, so my father who is Indigenous worked in the 

industry and so I knew about it and knew what the 

opportunities were and got in young. 

But generally speaking, I would say having 

interviewed many young people, there’s a culture issue when 

you’re being interviewed. You know how people always say, 

you end up kind of hiring people who remind you of 

yourself. There’s not a lot of people who are Indigenous 

hiring Indigenous people. So there’s a bit of a culture 

education piece there. I think that is a barrier. 

But I, like you say, was born into the 

industry, so I didn’t have that barrier. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Ms Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI: I don't know if you were 

here earlier when Ipsos presented the latest public opinion 

poll that was done in this area. This is a trend around 
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the world, is that there’s less support for nuclear amongst 

women than there is for men. 

As I was looking at WiN Canada’s goals --

and I’ve clearly forgotten, because I’m a WiN member and I 

thought this was one of the goals -- but the first one you 

have there is to open dialogue with the public, 

particularly women, to talk about contribution that nuclear 

technologies make to people in society. 

I thought it was more than just 

contribution that nuclear makes. It really was to talk 

about risk and try to address their concerns, and easier 

for women to speak to women, and women to be convinced by 

other women when they talk about nuclear and the risk 

associated with that. 

MS PRIMEAU: Yeah, I think you're right, 

Rumina. I think I was kind of just shortening it up when I 

put it in my presentation. But, yeah, you’re right, to 

explain the risks and how the risks are mitigated is 

definitely one of our goals, our number 1 goal actually. 

Like you said, especially to other women. 

Because, generally speaking, they do not support nuclear as 

much as men do, and yet they make major decisions for their 

families, most of the major decisions for their families. 

MEMBER VELSHI: So over time, because 

WiN’s been around for quite some time, have you see any 
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changes in women’s perceptions of nuclear? You’ve got a 

speaker’s bureau and I don’t know how many presentations 

you make, and I don’t know if you ever assess that to see 

is WiN making a difference in that particular area? 

MS PRIMEAU: Just in like my opinion only, 

I find that I speak to a lot of young women, university 

classes, college ages, and they see very open to the facts 

and the science. But changing the minds of people who’ve 

already made up their mind is no, it’s not happening. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Mr. Berube? 

MEMBER BERUBE: So we've heard lots about 

safety culture at Bruce today from many many different 

groups. I’m just curious, does your membership take that 

safety culture home with you? Do you view it within your 

communities? Because my perception is -- what I’m hearing 

from so many intervenors, is that safety is so so so 

important. I find that women are very very sensitive to 

safety issues. I’m just wondering, what’s your perception 

of that? What kind of effect does that have in your 

communities, your neighbourhoods, that kind of stuff? 

MS PRIMEAU: In particular, I would say in 

the Bruce community, which is highly prevalent Bruce 

Power-employed employees, you can see it everywhere. So, 

for example, when you go to Tim Hortons in Kincardine you 

three-way communicate it. 
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--- Laughter / Rires 

MS PRIMEAU: The staff is used to that. 

They know you’re going to say, that’s correct. It’s not a 

surprise to them. 

But what I will say, you know, anywhere 

there’s volunteering there’s just that natural safety look 

around. When you’re at home... Like, as a Bruce Power 

employee and a WiNer, I wouldn’t -- like, my children 

wouldn’t dream of cutting the lawn without safety shoes on. 

Like, or the proper equipment, you know. They even know --

like, I mean, they’re older and grown-up now, but even at a 

young age they knew what PPE was. It’s just everyone’s 

talking about it, right? The moms and dads who work there, 

you do bring it home. 

Of course, Bruce Power, as a company, 

shares that within the community, with the safety, building 

the children’s safety village, supporting, you know, any 

sort of -- especially with kids in schools, at the Visitor 

Centre, they’re talking to all those kids too. So they’re 

used to hearing it and they do hear it a lot from -- my 

kids have heard it a lot from me. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question? Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for your 

presentation. 

MS PRIMEAU: Thank you. 
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MEMBER DEMETER: Obviously you, working at 

the site, have a voice as an employee and probably as part 

of committees or --

MS PRIMEAU: Yeah. 

MEMBER DEMETER: -- work groups? What 

voice does WiN have within? Is there any kind of formal 

liaison or voice from WiN to Bruce or your collective to 

other nuclear --

MS PRIMEAU: As in WiN Canada? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Yeah, WiN Canada or --

MS PRIMEAU: The bigger organization? 

MEMBER DEMETER: -- or your local chapter? 

Just as an entity, WiN, whether it’s your local chapter or 

the national, does it have a communication and a voice to 

speak to the operator about issues that are either, you 

know, regional, local, or national? 

MS PRIMEAU: Yes. So our WiN Canada 

president is here actually. So Bruce Power and many other 

organizations are a supporter, a financial supporter for 

the organization. 

I have a contact that I work with in HR on 

WiN issues in particular at Bruce Power, so we’ll talk 

about, you know, the leadership and diversity accord that 

was recently signed by Bruce Power. They’ll pull Bruce in 

to talk about that. They’ll support our outreach events 
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and sending women to the WiN Canada conference or other 

opportunities. 

So I have a direct liaison with like a 

particular person they’ve sort of assigned to deal with 

WiN. Then, of course, the executive team, the leadership 

team does attend our events. So there’s an opportunity for 

women to meet and talk to them. 

I don’t know, Heather, if you want to add 

anything from the WiN Canada point of view? 

She told me I wouldn’t get very many 

questions. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MS KLEB: Heather Kleb, or the record. I 

would jus echo what Tracy has already said. We have a very 

direct interface with the leadership at Bruce Power. 

Shortly after Mike Rencheck joined Bruce Power he was kind 

enough to spend some time with me going over WiN Canada’s 

goals. 

There are a number of members of the 

leadership team that I interface with quite directly. That 

is true of almost all of our sponsors. So we go right to 

the leadership team, we can share our goals, our interests, 

those sorts of things. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay, thank you. It’s 

good you have a voice. Sometimes it’s like kids and 
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parents; if a strange tells your kid something they might 

listen better. So if someone outside of your organization 

that represents WiN has interaction, you know, it has a bit 

more of an objectivity sometimes versus being in. So thank 

you. 

THE PRESIDENT: But in the same vein, you 

would be a perfect candidate to go to various indigenous 

communities and explain what your experience in the nuclear 

field was. Are you being asked to speak? 

MS PRIMEAU: I do, not through WiN, but 

through sort of my contacts in the indigenous community, 

yes, I do speak more one-on-one to the people I know when 

they ask me questions. But WiN -- the indigenous 

communities have not approached WiN for that, but the 

indigenous community is very small, so you have a cousin 

everywhere and that's kind of the way I do it. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. Thank 

you very much. Any last observations, comments? 

MS PRIMEAU: No. Thank you very much. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

The next presentation is by the Eastern 

Georgian Bay Stewardship Council, as outlined in CMD 

18-H4.148. 

I understand that Ms Krievins will make 

the presentation. 
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CMD 18-H4.148 

Oral presentation by the 

Eastern Georgian Bay Stewardship Council 

MS KRIEVINS: Good evening. My name is 

Katrina Krievins and I work for the Eastern Georgian Bay 

Stewardship Council. 

We have had a partnership with Bruce Power 

for roughly one year now dealing with our Shebeshekong 

River restoration project specifically. 

The Eastern Georgian Bay Stewardship 

Council is a not-for-profit environmental NGO. Funding for 

our projects come from grants that we apply for and private 

donations. Our aims are to bring stakeholders together to 

develop stewardship goals, work with those stakeholders to 

carry out projects that will achieve those goals and 

complement the work of other Eastern Georgian Bay 

organizations, communities and agencies to ensure that the 

Bay remains healthy. 

In 2015 the Stewardship Council undertook 

a 32-month fish habitat assessment project specifically 

looking at walleye, sucker species and lake sturgeon. 

Those are some species in Eastern Georgian Bay that are 

experiencing declines. We focused on eight tributaries to 
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Eastern Georgian Bay and the Shebeshekong River was one of 

those. 

So just for a little bit of context, the 

Shebeshekong River watershed is located about a half-hour 

northwest of Parry Sound and outlets into Eastern Georgian 

Bay. It's a small watershed with a drainage area of just 

over 190 square kilometres. 

I will be speaking about three sets of 

rapids that are pertinent to this project. So if you are a 

fish swimming from Georgian Bay upriver you would come 

across Dillon Rapids first, which is about 1.8 kilometres 

upstream. If you are lucky enough to make it past Dillon, 

you are swimming another 1.5 kilometres roughly up to 

Young's Rapids and then again another 1.5 kilometres 

roughly up to an unnamed set of rapids which we refer to as 

Lockett Lake Rapids. 

So historically we have been told by local 

landowners and members of First Nations communities that 

walleye used to spawn at that third set of rapids upstream 

that we call Lockett Lake Rapids and this is ideally where 

we would like them to be spawning again because it's really 

great habitat for a number of reasons. There is great 

substrate and it's not overly susceptible to water level 

fluctuations. 

Through our fieldwork and through 
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conversations with local landowners who have been in the 

area for generations, as well as First Nations communities, 

we identified a number of issues with the Shebeshekong 

River, namely, through historical changes such as logging 

and road development, both Dillon and Young's Rapids have 

had alterations to their morphology and hydrology. 

As I mentioned, it is a small watershed, 

so there are considerable water level and flow fluctuations 

at some of the rapids. In general there are currently low 

numbers of walleye spawning relative to historical numbers. 

Walleye are limited to spawning at Dillon Rapids from what 

we have seen and, as you can see in the photos here in the 

presentation, there are pretty significant water level 

fluctuations, so walleye spawning on April 26th in some of 

those areas, those eggs may be left completely out of water 

by May 12th during the egg incubation period. 

And even white suckers, which are better 

swimmers than walleye, aren't always able to make it up 

past Dillon Rapids and passed Young's Rapids to that ideal 

spawning habitat at that further set of rapids. 

This is just a quick example of some of 

the alterations to Dillon Rapids. So you can see that 

through road development what was originally part of the 

rapids has been filled in for road development. 

The Stewardship Council had a number of 
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restoration projects over the years, but they typically 

deal with enhancing spawning habitat, not with fish 

passage. So on this project we had to bring in some 

additional expertise and that involved hiring a consultant. 

Those costs were not something that we were able to cover 

ourselves and that's where Bruce Power stepped in and 

through our partnership we were able to hire a consulting 

firm that specializes in fish passage restoration. 

So Biotactic Inc. came in and worked on a 

restoration design with us. So from this image here you 

can see that the areas -- I’m sorry, the top image is sort 

of a profile of the channel where those circles on the 

image are. The areas in yellow are areas where we were 

going to remove bedrock in order to create a channel that 

had greater depth and a lower slope to facilitate walleye 

passage during the spring freshet. 

And then the blue circle shows an area 

where we pinned a boulder in place to divert some -- or 

redirect some of the flow towards that channel so that 

there would be enough water for the walleye. 

In order to do this we used what's called 

a non-explosive demolition agent, it's called Dexpan. 

Essentially you drill a pattern of holes into the bedrock, 

you poor Dexpan into those holes, walk away, let it expand 

and essentially it fractures the bedrock, allowing you to 
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come back and manually remove it. Heavy work. 

And so the second picture on the slide 

here shows the difference in the water flow with the 

bedrock removed. So ideally this modification will allow 

walleye to get past Dillon Rapids and they are one step 

closer to Lockett Lake Rapids where that ideal spawning 

habitat is, but they still have to make it past Young's 

Rapids. 

So as you can see here, where all that 

white water is there’s a series of ledges that are simply, 

from what we have seen, impassable for walleye. We have 

seen suckers get up and around this rapid set but never 

walleye. 

In order to allow walleye to pass Young's 

Rapids, again from information we gathered from local 

landowners and members of First Nations communities in the 

area, there used to be a bypass channel that ran beside 

Young's Rapids, but due to alterations for logging, 

specifically log driving, some portion of bedrock was 

removed and more flow was directed down that main channel, 

leaving less flow for the bypass channel to operate. 

So our restoration of Young's Rapids 

involved redefining that channel, digging out the mouth of 

that channel and allowing water to flow through that bypass 

channel just during the spring freshet and significant rain 
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events. 

This spring we have been monitoring those 

two sites. We use a combination of night surveys, 

underwater infrared cameras, we use egg mats and we also 

use our drone and take some depth and flow measurements. 

What is significant about this monitoring 

is that it would not be possible without our partnership 

with Bruce Power. For a small NGO like us, it's easy 

enough to obtain funding for restoration, but the follow-up 

monitoring, which is just as important as the restoration, 

is nearly impossible to get funding for. So Bruce Power's 

continued involvement and support with this project is 

going to allow us to not just monitor this one spring but 

to monitor over several springs in the future to determine 

whether the restoration has actually been successful, 

whether there are tweaks that need to be made. And these 

things take time. I mean the fish aren't going to respond 

immediately. Restoration, there is a lag time to see the 

effects. So I can't stress enough how important that 

continued support is in terms of financial support for 

monitoring that we quite honestly can't find anywhere else. 

So I would be happy to answer any 

questions because that was a very quick overview of the 

restoration work. So I'm happy to answer any questions. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

 Questions...?   Ms  Penney...?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Yes.   Thank  you  for  that  

very  nice  project.   So  any  preliminary  results  from  the  

monitoring?   Are  the  fish  moving  back  upstream?  

 MS  KRIEVINS:   So  I  can  say  that  we  have  

definitely  seen  walleye  upstream  of  Dillon  and  we  still  

have  to  go  through  all  of  the  -- with  Biotactics’  help,  go  

through  all  of  the  underwater  infrared  video  footage,  

thousands  and  thousands  of  video  files.   So  from  our  night  

surveys  at  Young's  Rapids  we  did  not  see  walleye  there,  but  

we  can't  be  there  all  the  time,  we  do  have  to  sleep  at  some  

point,  but  I  can  confidently  say  that  we  did  see  walleye  

upstream  of  Dillon,  which  is  something  that  we  hadn't  seen  

in  our  previous  years  of  monitoring.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Very  cool.   Using  drones  

and  underwater  photography,  I  think  that's  very  cool.   

 A  question  for  Bruce.   Bruce,  are  you  

using  this  in  any  of  your  offset  project  for  your  DFO  

authorization?  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   James  Scongack,  for  the  

record.    

 No.   The  DFO  authorization  is  very  focused  

on  the  primary  project  of  the  Truax  Dam  removal.   This  

would  be  a  -- and  it's  obviously  a  very  important  

initiative  which  we  are  doing  outside  of  the  DFO  
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authorization  through  our  Environment  and  Sustainability  

Fund.  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you  very  much.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Question...?   

Dr.  Demeter...?  

 DR.  DEMETER:   Thank  you  for  the  

presentation.  

 How  long  do  you  think  you  have  to  monitor  

before  you  can  say  there’s  a  trend?   Either  there's  no  

trend,  there's  no  change  or  there’s  a  -- what's  your  sort  

of  timeline,  your  plan  for  your  timeline  to  adequately  say  

trending  upwards  or  the  same?  

 MS  KRIEVINS:   So  an  approach  we  have  taken  

with  a  previous  restoration  project,  one  we  completed  in  

2015,  we  have  done  three  continuous  years  of  follow-up  

monitoring  and  then  the  plan  is  to  go  back,  and  I  can't  say  

for  sure  if  it's  within  five  years  or  so,  but  definitely  

three  continuous  years  would  be  great,  especially  because  I  

think  within  that  timeframe  we  can  get  a  good  sense  of  

whether  the  walleye  are  making  it  up  to  Young's  and  whether  

they  are  able  to  use  that  bypass  channel.   So  in  that  time  

we  can  at  least  see  whether  there  are  modifications  that  

can  be  made  to  the  work  we  have  already  done,  but  over  the  

long  term  I  think  monitoring  say  five  years  down  the  road  

and  10  years  down  the  road  is  where  we  hope  to  see  very  
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positive results in terms of actual increased fish biomass. 

And I should just throw in, back to your question, we did 

see suckers using the bypass channel, so that was extremely 

exciting, yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question...? 

So this is a great project. Is it only 

Bruce that supports you? What is your next kind of a 

challenge? 

MS KRIEVINS: Right. So the overall fish 

habitat assessment project was supported by the 

Environmental Damages Fund at Environment and Climate 

Change Canada and so we have also pulled in funding from 

other sources for that overall 15-month project and then 

Bruce Power assisted greatly in the restoration aspect. 

Moving forward we have -- we will continue to monitor this 

site and then there are some other sites that we need to go 

back to sort of for that 10 years down the road monitoring, 

for example on the Moon River and Musquash River. So a lot 

of follow-up monitoring that we are still seeking funding 

for, but we are working on it. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Anything else? 

Well, thank you. Thank you very much. 

The next presentation is by the 

Municipality of South Bruce, as outlined in CMD 18-H4.79. 

I understand that Mayor Buckle will make 

http:18-H4.79
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the presentation. 

CMD 18-H4.79 

Oral presentation by the 

Municipality of South Bruce 

MAYOR BUCKLE: Good evening. I would like 

to thank you for giving us this opportunity to give this 

presentation. 

On behalf of the Municipality of South 

Bruce we would like to express our support for the Bruce 

Power 10-year licence renewal. 

The Municipality of South Bruce is one of 

eight lower tier municipalities within the County of Bruce, 

located in the southeast corner of Bruce County. South 

Bruce is the gateway to Bruce County and includes the 

villages of Formosa, Mildmay and Teeswater, as well as the 

Townships of Carrick and Culross. 

The Municipality of South Bruce Council 

understands the robust and necessary regulatory process 

completed by the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission. It is 

also understood that after a licence is issued, the 

Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission evaluates compliance on 

an ongoing basis by having your own staff onsite to rate 

the safety of the operation. I feel confident in this 

http:18-H4.79
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process and the proven track record of Bruce Power in the 

safe operation of its facility and its commitment to 

safety. 

It is important to note that Bruce Power 

emergency end protective services employees are also 

volunteers on our municipal fire departments in the 

communities that surround Bruce Power. South Bruce is 

fortunate enough to have a few of these well-trained 

firefighter volunteers on our South Bruce Fire and Rescue 

Department. One of our past Fire Chiefs was employed in 

the Fire Protection Department at Bruce Power and the 

training he received while working with Bruce Power was 

exceptional and he used those skills to train our local 

volunteer firefighters. This continues today as members of 

our fire service, including our current Deputy Fire Chief, 

are employees of Bruce Power and they continue to obtain 

the qualifications and skills through Bruce Power that not 

only benefit them in their career and Bruce Power but also 

the region as they volunteer their time to ensure our local 

communities are safe. 

I would also like to mention that the 

South Bruce Fire Department has also the opportunity to 

train at the Bruce Power Fire Training Facility and this is 

an amazing opportunity made possible by Bruce Power. The 

opportunity allows our volunteer firefighters to receive 
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necessary training at a low cost. 

Bruce Power has coordinated with 

municipalities on various emergency plans and exercises 

over the years to embrace awareness and opportunities for 

our residents to be prepared in the event of an emergency. 

They have provided and partnered with the region on the 

development of a Community Safety Guide which has been 

distributed to our local residents. 

Bruce Power has completed several 

initiatives such as making the KI tablets available to all 

residents, schools and businesses within a 50-mile radius 

of Bruce Power. This initiative is one of the many that 

they have undertaken to continually improve emergency 

preparedness in the region. 

Bruce Power continually demonstrates the 

leadership and experience to manage and undertake 

large-scale projects successfully. They involve community 

partners by communicating and working together, not only 

their targets but to assist those of regional communities. 

Bruce Power is transparent in its communication and very 

open to engage in ongoing dialogue. Through the Bruce 

Nuclear Regional Advisory Committee, our committee leaders 

receive regular updates on Bruce Power's life extension 

program and supplier expansions. 

Back in my generation, the '60s and '70s, 
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individuals such as me who completed high school had to go 

to the city to find quality employment with good 

compensation. When the nuclear industry came to our area, 

it created these types of jobs, so a lot of the individuals 

could come back to our area. Through this revenue, 

individuals could purchase the family farms and by 

expanding their production create extra jobs in the service 

industry, such as plumbing, electrical and machinery 

dealerships. 

Bruce Power is a significant contributor 

to the well-being of our rural communities. Its presence 

in the community provides economic opportunity and supports 

the economic health of the County and communities within 

it. Many of our residents work or have family who work at 

Bruce Power. These individuals are not only advocates for 

Bruce Power's operation but are able to preserve 

meaningful, high quality career which in turn supports our 

social and economic growth. 

In September of 2016 Bruce Power and the 

County of Bruce introduced the Nuclear Economic Development 

Innovation Initiative. The initiative is a jointly 

partnered fund designed to leverage economic opportunities 

in the community across Bruce, Grey and Huron County. To 

this date this program has been a big success. 

In 2017 Kinectrics purchased land in 
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Teeswater, which is a community in South Bruce, and is 

currently building a large facility to support Bruce 

Power's operation. This investment will positively benefit 

our small community through significant employment 

opportunities, support our downtown, new housing 

developments and sustainable network of businesses to help 

our small town grow and thrive. 

Without Bruce Power we wouldn't have seen 

such an anchor investment in our community. Working 

together with Bruce Power, supply chain companies and 

communities we are building a nuclear energy economic hub 

that will redefine our communities, ensuring we are 

thriving and sustainable for the decades to come. 

In closing, Bruce Power has generously 

given to local events, not-for-profit organization and 

community groups. What you may not understand is that in 

some cases these contributions are essential to run various 

programs in our rural communities and without these 

donations many of our groups and organizations may not 

exist, leaving a large gap in services for our communities. 

As a Bruce County municipality, we acknowledge and 

appreciate the tremendous social and economic benefit that 

Bruce Power provides to our region and we appreciate the 

time, effort and resources that they are being a real good 

community partner. Thank you. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions...? Ms Penney...? 

MEMBER PENNEY: Yes. Thank you for that. 

We were just looking up on the map again to figure out 

exactly where it is. So your municipality is outside the 

emergency planning zones? 

MAYOR BUCKLE: We are within the 

50-kilometre radius and we are right south of Brockton. 

You looked up where Brockton is. We are on the south 

border. We are right in the corner of Bruce County. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Yes. Yes, I think we have 

it. Okay. 

And have you been doing some emergency 

planning to build on the PNERP? 

MAYOR BUCKLE: Yes. We have had -- we 

work with Bruce County and Bruce Power and we have 

emergency plans in place. And we also have like mock 

demonstrations and once a year we have a large emergency 

planning session to determine if something went wrong what 

we would have to do and I am involved in that all the time 

and so is our staff. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Velshi...? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

And something we haven't asked your 
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colleagues that have appeared before us, and we know that 

Bruce Power is the largest employer in this area. And 

besides farming, what are the other major industries here? 

MAYOR BUCKLE: We have -- we have Gay Lea 

Foods, and they are right now currently doing a $60 million 

expansion within Teeswater, and they now employ 80-some 

people and they will be stepping up to 120. 

And we have a lot of large dairy farms in 

our community because of Gay Lea Foods. 

We have some large farm dealerships to 

service these farmers and, of course, there is your plumber 

and your electrician and your vet and so forth. So there 

is a lot of other jobs that do support these large farms. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any other questions? 

So thank you for your intervention. 

The next presentation is by the County of 

Huron as outlined in CMD 18-H4.84. I understand Mr. Watson 

will make the presentation. 

Over to you, sir. 

CMD 18-H4.84 

Oral presentation by the County of Huron 

MR. WATSON: Thank you very much, 

http:18-H4.84
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everybody. I understand I'm the last presentation of the 

evening, so hopefully I'll make it worth everybody's time. 

I know you've probably all had a very long day. 

First of all, it's my pleasure to present 

on behalf of my county, Huron County, and present on behalf 

of my Warden, Jim Ginn, who unfortunately couldn't make it 

tonight. 

But the -- my first slide certainly says 

it all. Huron County very much supports Bruce Power's 

10-year operating licence renewal. But I'll take a few 

minutes to just talk about why that is. 

Huron County recognizes the commitment 

that Bruce Power's made to the safety of our community. 

Our families and friends all share the same resources that 

Bruce Power uses. 

We know that Bruce Power has a track 

record of safe operation. We know and we live with many of 

the highly-trained professional staff that work on the 

site, and Bruce Power has, of course, participated in 

developing world-class training programs for its staff. 

The -- we also understand that the nuclear 

infrastructure on the site is maintained to world-class 

levels of quality, and we are -- we also recognize that 

Bruce Power participates in world-wide industry 

associations such as the World Association of Nuclear 
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Operators. 

Also, I'd like to take a moment to 

appreciate Bruce Power's commitment to preparing the 

community in the event of the worst. 

Of course, my -- the presentation that 

preceded me discussed the Community Safety Guide mailed out 

to all households as well as the routine drills and 

exercises that keep the site and the community partners in 

an ongoing state of readiness in the event of the worst. 

Also recognize Bruce Power's commitment to 

emergency mitigating equipment for back-up power and 

reactor cooling again in the event that something less 

desirable occurs. 

And of course, the highly-trained 

emergency preparedness staff that are ready and willing to 

work with emergency services staff with us back in Huron. 

We also really have to recognize Bruce 

Power's role in our community. Huron County is home to 

many of Bruce Power's employees in spite of the fact that 

we are a little bit further south. 

But Bruce Power has and continues to prove 

an excellent partner in economic development initiatives 

throughout our county, both in supporting supplier 

start-ups in Huron, supporting the local training action 

team that looks to help train local youth and folks in the 
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workforce to get them -- get their skills up for whether 

it's employment at Bruce Power or some other manufacturers. 

As well, they've been supporting the 

welcoming communities initiatives, and what that involves 

is trying to address one of our major challenges, which is 

trying to attract more people to the area. So Bruce Power 

has been an exemplary partner in that initiative as well. 

Of course, Bruce Power's supported the 

community safety fund and, as mentioned, their commitment 

to safety and emergency preparedness. 

I do have to take off my county hat for a 

moment and just speak personally about something that many 

of you may be familiar with that occurred back in 2011. 

The -- you'll see in the photos the 

downtown square in Goderich, which is the county seat of 

Huron. And the -- my family and I live about two blocks 

north of that site. 

It was a devastating event for a 

community, but within days of that occurring, Bruce Power, 

its employees and unions immediately stepped up and 

contributed $180,000 towards the replacement of mature 

trees in that square. 

More than the money, it was -- it was so 

meaningful to know that they were there for us. It was a 

very challenging part of the -- very challenging time for 



 
 
 
 
 

us,  and  there  was  no  hesitation  in  Bruce  Power  stepping  up  

there.   And  I  can  say  personally  that  that  meant  a  lot,  

both  for  myself  as  well  as  many  other  folks  in  our  

community.  

 The  photos  you  see  there  show  you  how  it  

looks  today,  and  it's  -- it's  a  beautiful  public  space  that  

Bruce  Power  helped  to  create.   And  it  is  now  the  most  

biologically  diverse  arboretum  in  North  America.  

 And  of  course,  when  it  came  time  to  

Huron's  hosting  the  International  Plowing  Match  this  past  

September,  Bruce  Power  again  was  the  title  sponsor  of  that  

event,  again  demonstrating  their  commitment  as  a  trusted  

community  partner  for  our  county  in  spite  of  the  fact  that  

Bruce  Power  is  not  located  within  the  county,  but  again  has  

never  let  us  down.  

 Again,  to  reiterate,  Huron  County  is  in  

full  support  of  Bruce  Power's  10-year  licence  renewal  to  

the  Canadian  Nuclear  Safety  Commission,  and  I'd  be  happy  to  

answer  any  questions.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.  

 Question?  

 MEMBER  PENNEY:   Thank  you  for  that.  

 And  we  looked  it  up  on  the  map,  so  I  know  

where  that  is  as  well.  

 And  so  are  you  in  any  of  the  emergency  
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planning zones? 

MR. WATSON: Yes. The northern area of 

the county would be in the -- within the 50-mile radius. 

Absolutely. 

MEMBER PENNEY: And so does the 

municipality work with the provincial government on the 

PNRP, the new PNRP? 

MR. WATSON: To be honest, I'm not certain 

at this time. My sense would be yes. 

We -- the county as a whole maintains an 

emergency preparedness committee and has an emergency 

response officer for any of our unforeseen incidents. 

MEMBER PENNEY: Okay. Thanks. 

MEMBER DEMETER: This may not be a 

question you can answer, but maybe Bruce can. 

But given the multi-jurisdictional -- like 

you have a county and then you've got municipalities and 

you've got towns and you've got this -- like you've got two 

layers of government. So when I was in regional -- when I 

was in Haldimand-Norfolk we had six municipalities and then 

we had a regional. 

Who's on first when it comes to deciding 

who is the primary person responsible for implementing 

emergency planning in general and so that, you know, 

there's sort of a central municipal, regional, county 
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contact that then looks at -- is responsible and 

accountable for implementation? 

MR. WATSON: That's an excellent question. 

Both -- my understanding is that both the 

lower tiers and the upper tiers, so both the local 

municipalities and the upper tier, in this case the county, 

have their emergency response plans, and it lays out who is 

responsible for what. 

I realize that there are many situations 

where that's not as clear, but my understanding is that in 

this case it is. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay, because a lot of 

those local lower tier councils make up the upper tier, 

right, so it's just sort of like a regional government 

that's comprised of the -- so as long as there's a 

communication -- some kind of -- and a clear line of 

accountability, that's what I was trying to make sure, that 

there's a clear line of accountability. 

MR. SCONGACK: Yeah, James Scongack, for 

the record. 

I think it's -- I think it's a good 

question, especially with your -- with the example of you 

gave of Haldimand-Norfolk where you have one county of a 

series of lower tier municipalities who make up a county 

and then one which is effectively a regional government. 
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So in the case of Bruce, Grey and Huron, 

we're very fortunate that, in all three counties -- you'll 

hear from Bruce County later in the proceedings, as with 

Grey County. All the lower tier municipalities all feed up 

to the county level here. 

But one thing I do think is important to 

note, and I think we're frankly very proud of it in this 

region, is really the close collaboration between the lower 

tiers and the upper tiers. It's a very unique dynamic, not 

only within each county, but the fact that on some of these 

initiatives, whether it's the various community safety 

initiatives, whether it's economic development, a series of 

these things, that even at the county level, Huron and Grey 

and Bruce are able to kind of put their county boundaries 

aside and look at -- look at what's best for the region. 

But we don't have that same dynamic. 

Certainly if you had that dynamic from a, for lack of a 

better term, a command and control perspective, that can 

create some confusion. But we don't have that dynamic 

here. 

MEMBER DEMETER: And I wanted to thank you 

for sharing the experience post-tornado. I know it can be 

a traumatic event. 

I was in Edmonton when they had their 

tornado, so it -- it still brings back memories, and so 
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that's going to be everlasting, and I appreciate you 

sharing that. 

MR. WATSON: Absolutely. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Question? Okay. 

MR. SAUNDERS: Just perhaps another quick 

point for you on the emergency response, if you like. 

The -- just a reminder, in an actual 

emergency, the province actually deploys a mobile command 

post, so in Huron Challenge, for example, they deployed it 

to -- oh, Arthur. Just north of Arthur. And they actually 

coordinate the county and the municipal responses from 

there. 

So you know, in the emergency itself, the 

sort of centre of control becomes fairly clear, and they 

deploy that to make that happen. 

And we do practise that in the drills. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Anything last 

words? 

Okay. Thank you. Thank you very much. 

Believe it or not, these are all the oral 

presentations for today. And since it's so early in the 

day, we will break for 10 minutes and come back and do some 

written. 

I knew you wanted to hear that. 
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So we will return in about 10 minutes. 

Thank you. 

--- Upon recessing at 8:36 p.m. / 

Suspension à 20 h 36 

--- Upon resuming at 8:49 p.m. / 

Reprise à 20 h 49 

MR. LEBLANC: Okay, we're back. Yes, we 

will be resuming the written submissions. 

The last submission we addressed last 

evening was the written submission from the International 

Irradiation Association, which was CMD 18-H4.36. 

CMD 18-H4.37 

Written submission from the 

Grey-Bruce Labour Council 

MR. LEBLANC: So if everybody has their 

written submissions with them, the next one is the written 

submission from the Grey-Bruce Labour Council, which is CMD 

18-H4.37. 

Any questions? 

http:18-H4.37
http:18-H4.37
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CMD 18-H4.38 

Written submission from the 

Millwright Regional Council of Ontario 

MR. LEBLANC: So the next submission is a 

written submission from the Millwright Regional Council of 

Ontario, H4.38. 

CMD 18-H4.39 

Written submission from the 

Town of South Bruce Peninsula 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Town of South Bruce Peninsula, CMD H4.39. 

CMD 18-H4.40 

Written submission from the 

Cronos Consulting Group 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Cronos Consulting Group, H4.40. 

http:18-H4.40
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CMD 18-H4.41 

Written submission from the 

Canadian Counsel for Public-Private Partnerships 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Canadian Counsel for Public-Private Partnerships, CMD 

18-H4.41. 

THE PRESIDENT: I'm trying to figure 

out -- I'm trying to read my notes here. It says "Is it 

really the largest P3 partnership program" -- in Canada, at 

least, I assume. 

MR. RENCHECK: Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: Give us a little bit more. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MR. RENCHECK: Yeah. Yes, you know, we're 

a multi-billion dollar public-private partnership. We have 

private responsibility for operating all the assets that 

are owned by the province through OPG, so we do all the 

capital investments, all the expense investments. We pay 

for decommissioning, everything through our fees and 

funding back and lease structure from OPG. 

THE PRESIDENT: So but it is a private 

sector venture, here, right, so it's --

MR. RENCHECK: Yeah, we're a completely 

private sector venture. Again, we're as a private company 

http:18-H4.41
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responsible for all the assets. The assets are in fact 

though owned by the Province. That's the public-private 

partnership. 

THE PRESIDENT: So the only public side of 

it is they give you permission to do this or --

MR. RENCHECK: That's correct, and at the 

end we pay a fee. They take -- they also take the waste 

through OPG. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

CMD 18-H4.42 

Written Submission from Ideal Supply Inc. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Ideal Supply Inc., H4.42. 

CMD 18-H4.43 

Written submission from the 

Teamsters Local Union No. 879 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Teamsters Local Union No. 879, CMD H4.43. 

http:18-H4.43
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CMD 18-H4.44 

Written submission from Ben Lobb, MP, Huron-Bruce 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Ben Lobb, MP, Huron-Bruce, H4.44. 

MEMBER VELSHI: I have a question. So 

question for Bruce Power. There's a statement in here that 

Bruce Power has worked with colleges and universities to 

rebuild their nuclear programs. Can you elaborate on that. 

MR. SCONGACK: Sure. James Scongack, for 

the record. 

So there's really a number of elements to 

this. So first is -- or I would say primarily this is 

associated with a program that our training division landed 

in September of 2017 where essentially they went out to 

postsecondary institutions across the province on really an 

RFP type model and really established almost what we would 

call a preferential route into a job at Bruce Power. 

So for example, if you want to be a 

control technician, when we're out encouraging young people 

to go be a control technician, through this process we 

identified the most ideal college or postsecondary stream 

to go through to do that. So what that does is that when 

you're out recruiting and you're out looking to recruit 

young people, you're, yes, trying to encourage them to seek 
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a career at Bruce Power and to seek a career at nuclear, 

but you're really trying to show them a postsecondary path 

to get there. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And you've done that with 

universities as well? 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 

record. 

So no, that's been primarily focused at 

the college level. 

As it relates to universities, whether 

it's recruitment out of engineering programs, there's a 

typical pool, whether it's the Waterloos of the world, the 

McMasters of the world that we recruit out. 

But this was really primarily more for the 

college stream. 

CMD 18-H4.45 

Written submission from Rolls-Royce 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Rolls-Royce, H4.45. 

http:18-H4.45
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CMD 18-H4.46 

Written submission from Georgian Bay Forever 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Georgian Bay Forever, H4.46. 

CMD 18-H4.47 

Written submission from the 

Ontario Power Generation 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Ontario Power Generation. 

THE PRESIDENT: So maybe explain a little 

bit about some of the sharing of the lessons learned from 

the Darlington refurbishment. How does it work? What are 

you planning to make sure that you don't make this 

mistake -- you -- maybe it's better to be after them, so 

you don't repeat their mistake. I don't know how you're 

sharing information here. 

MR. RENCHECK: Yeah, I'll talk about that. 

The sharing goes both ways. So as we've 

been through a refurbishment or two at the site, we have 

all that operation and all that experience that we ended up 

shipping to Darlington and helping them get started with 

their program. 

http:18-H4.47
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As their program is now underway, we've 

shared in how they went about developing and setting up 

their project, and we actually have people that have been 

exchanged and rotated down into their organization that are 

working their refurbishment. Sometimes it's an engineer; 

sometimes it's a construction manager; other times it could 

be a supervisor or a leader. Like we just started another 

two-person rotation down; one person is working on feeders 

and the other is now on the return to service program. 

Shortly they'll rotate one of their senior 

people, actually, up to the Bruce site as we get ready in 

the preparation for our unit 6 to share that knowledge, but 

also to look at how we're preparing for unit 6 and unit 3 

with their lessons learned so they can feed it back into 

the preparations of their next unit. 

All that's aggregated. Every two weeks we 

have a joint staff meeting of Jeff Lyash, who's a CEO of 

OPG, direct reports in nuclear, and then my team in 

nuclear. And we have a list of work areas that we're going 

through that the team has collaboration progress reports 

they provide out to make sure that we have information 

being shared back and forth. And it's over a whole host of 

things, including many safety items and nuclear safety 

items. 

THE PRESIDENT: So I don't want to put you 
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on  the  spot,  so  but  what  did  you  think  when  they  had  this  

alpha  incident  that  you  should  have  lots  of  experience  -- 

 MR.  RENCHECK:   Yeah,  we  actually  asked  

them  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   -- to  have  shared  with  

them.  

 MR.  RENCHECK:   Yeah,  we  knew  about  that  

very  shortly  after  it  happened.   Their  alpha  incident  had  

to  do  with  a  wetting  of  an  individual  working  in  an  outage,  

not  in  the  refurbishment.   But  as  they  were  -- as  the  

individual  was  doing  it,  got  wet  on  the  sleeve.   It  looks  

like  it  had  to  do  with  how  the  sleeve  was  taped.   It  may  

have  been  taped  incorrectly,  and  it  enabled  a  leakage  in.    

 And  then  also  we  learned  a  lot  from  the  

response  and  training  of  the  RP  people  in  that  some  of  the  

newcomers  worried  about  the  contamination  of  the  area  

instead  so  much  of  decontamination  of  the  person.   So  the  

first  action,  so  we  now  were  going  back  and  looking  at  our  

early  training  programs  for  those  -- for  those  types  of  

attributes.   But  we  got  a  lot  of  detail  from  them  in  that  

space  and  we  learned  a  lot  that  we  can  actually  put  into  

motion.   It's  very  good  sharing.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.  

 MR.  LEBLANC:   The  next  -- 

 MR.  RENCHECK:   And  I  would  articulate  the  
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fact that I know that at the CEO level and Jeff knows that 

shows you how broad it's shared. 

CMD 18-H4.48 

Written submission from 

Lake Huron Centre for Coastal Conservation 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Lake Huron Centre for Coastal Conservation, H4.48. 

THE PRESIDENT: So they mention here 

specifically the Lake Huron coastline is home to six turtle 

species that are -- Canada listed it under SARA; they are 

species at risk. So you know, what's the plan for their 

rehabilitation if you like. 

DR. FIETSCH: Cherie-Lee Fietsch, for the 

record. I work at Bruce Power. 

We do a lot of work to survey the turtles 

in the local area. We do a lot of our own surveying and 

partnering with universities to understand populations. So 

we are looking at preserving habitat and making sure we can 

protect what we can within our own land. 

MR. RENCHECK: I can add that I went on a 

survey about a month ago now. It's the second time. A lot 

of the area is in fact a good habitat. We don't talk about 

it much because it enables poachers to figure out what is 

http:18-H4.48
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there and where they are. 

But it is quite a pristine area that we're 

able to keep them in because of the nature of the nuclear 

facility, right. So, we have the ability to keep most 

people at a distance and it enables the turtles to actually 

fare very well there and be very healthy populations. 

THE PRESIDENT: Staff? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier. I'd ask 

Andrew McAllister to comment on that, please? 

MR. McALLISTER: Andrew McAllister, 

Director of the Environmental Risk Assessment Division. 

All to say is that species at risk, 

including turtles, were looked at in the environmental risk 

assessment. So, that's just part of that risk assessment. 

And the notion of the updates in five 

years, we know that sometimes the status of species at risk 

can change over that time and that would get reflected in 

any updates in the environmental risk assessment. 

THE PRESIDENT: But Environment Canada 

presumably would have -- sort of would insist having some 

kind of a program to try to protect that particular, you 

know, species at risk. 

DR. DUCROS: Caroline Ducros, for the 

record. 

I don't really want to speak on behalf of 
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Environment and Climate Change Canada, but that is correct, 

any species that's listed, depending on whether it's listed 

as threatened or endangered, would have to have a recovery 

strategy, that's in the Act, and any special concern would 

have an action plan -- pardon me -- terrestrial for 

Environment and Climate Change Canada and the aquatic 

species is the -- the competent Minister is the Minister of 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada. 

THE PRESIDENT: So, that's my question, is 

there a plan? 

DR. DUCROS: I don't know if there is a 

plan in place for these particular turtles. I know that 

the Act requires that there be one in place and there's 

timelines associated with that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MR. SCONGACK: Yes. So, James Scongack, 

for the record. 

So, in all of our environmental programs 

we have a component embedded in the environmental programs 

around species at risk at site. I can't speak to your 

specific question on, is there a program in place around 

further rehabilitation. I can get back to you on that, if 

that's a specific question. 

But what I can say is that as we have this 

embedded in our environmental programs, for any site 
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activities that are underway, whether those are 

conventional work such for example as we're getting ready 

for major component replacement and putting in a new 

parking lot or any day-to-day activities, that 

environmental protection plans are put in place to protect 

where we have identified species at risk or endangered 

species. 

I don't know, Dr. Binder, if that was your 

question. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, it was raised by the 

Coastal Centre here as an issue which they are following. 

So, I'm just wondering what -- well, you can get back to us 

about if there is any particular specific program for that 

particular... 

Okay. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Huron Shores Hospice, H4.49. 

CMD 18-H4.49 

Written submission from the 

Huron Shores Hospice 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Penetangore Watershed Group, H4.50. 

http:18-H4.49
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CMD 18-H4.50 

Written submission from the 

Penetangore Watershed Group 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Energie NB Power, 18-H4.51. 

CMD 18-H4.51 

Written submission from Énergie NB Power 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Bruce Peninsula Environment Group, H4.58. 

CMD 18-H4.58 

Written submission from the 

Bruce Peninsula Environment Group 

MEMBER VELSHI: I have a question. 

Well -- I'll just pick my one. 

So, this is on -- it's the one on 

cybersecurity and I'm trying to figure out what page it's 

on. 

On page 4 of the submission, and I'll just 

read the sentence, it's in the third paragraph and this is 

the Premier of the Province: 

http:18-H4.58
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"...she considers the possibility of 

Russians hacking into Ontario's 

nuclear plants "a very serious 

question" and "something that we are 

obviously constantly asking about and 

making sure that all precautions are 

being taken"." 

So, have you got queries from the Premier, 

staff, on how secure our nuclear power plants are from 

hacking? 

MR. FRAPPIER: Oh, sorry. First you guys, 

we can --

MR. SAUNDERS: I can answer the question 

from Bruce Power point of view. Yeah, we have a very 

robust cybersecurity program in place, in fact, one of the 

more advanced ones in the world. We have participated in 

and led many initiatives related to cybersecurity. 

I think if you read the rest of that quote 

from -- they maybe didn't give you the whole quote -- you 

would see that she was saying the plants themselves are 

actually air gapped to the internet, so there's no direct 

internet connection to plant operations or plant 

capability. There is information that we protect and we do 

protect from insider threats, of course, those people 

trying to manipulate things directly. 



 
 
 
 
 

 So,  we  do  have  a  robust  program.   There's  

a  CSA  standard  really  to  it  that  we  participated  in.   We  

participate  with  the  IAEA  and  various  other  organizations  

and  various  federal  organizations  too  in  terms  of  

cybersecurity  and,  in  fact,  like  say  take  a  leading  role  in  

many  of  those.  

 MEMBER  VELSHI:   So,  my  question  was  more  

on,  has  the  Premier  asked  questions  on  how  serious  a  threat  

is  this  and  she  says,  you  know,  being  constantly  concerned  

in  asking.  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   So,  James  Scongack,  for  the  

record.  

 The  answer  to  the  question  is,  no,  we  have  

not  received  any  queries  from  the  Premier's  Office  on  this  

matter.  

 Of  course,  we  did  see  the  media  report  in  

mid-March  on  this  topic  and  we  went  back  and  looked  into  

this  and  this  was  a  media  availability  that  the  Premier  

held.   She  was  asked  a  question  generically  within  the  

context  of  some  of  the  media  coverage,  et  cetera,  we're  

seeing  in  the  United  States.  

 She  obviously  -- I  don't  want  to  speak  for  

the  Premier  never,  but  I  would  argue  these  quotes  are  

somewhat  out  of  context.   Obviously  any  question  related  to  

security  is  a  serious  question  and  something  that  anybody  
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would monitor, but this was not a specific concern that was 

brought forward to Bruce Power. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

Perhaps from a government perspective. Of 

course, the Premier may have said that, but she's probably 

talking to her staff about it as opposed to picking up the 

phone and calling us. 

Within the federal family we have quite a 

bit of an exchange between the various security groups and 

I'd ask Kathleen Heppell-Masys to perhaps talk about the 

link with the province or the provincial operations. 

MS HEPPELL-MASYS: Kathleen Heppell-Masys, 

Director General of Security and Safeguards at the CNSC. 

Just to echo what Mr. Frappier has said, 

we are definitely in contact with other federal agencies in 

terms of discussing cybersecurity. But to answer your 

specific question, we haven't been in contact with the 

Government of Ontario in that regard and I think -- and, of 

course, we also -- not only are we in contact with our 

federal partners, but also internationally we're very --

we're exchanging a lot of practices in terms of doing the 

oversight. So, we're quite connected that way. And we 

also have the oversight at the site as well that we do 

regular monitoring. 
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MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: I'm not sure if anyone 

from Bruce or CNSC has followed up with the intervenor 

about some of the statements made in the intervention --

the written intervention. 

But to sort of show a level of 

understanding or misunderstanding, on page 1, she appears 

to be mistaken going through a portal to make sure she's 

not externally contaminated with being decontaminated, 

which has a totally different connotation, though. 

"After each tour, I was required to 

visit the decontamination booth to 

remove the absorbed radiation to 

assure no endangerment to the 

public." 

I think there's obviously some room for 

communication to understand what the process was for and, 

in fact, it's a safety practice. 

Anyways, I just didn't know if anyone 

has -- knows this individual, has had follow-up or contact 

with this individual. 

MR. SCONGACK: Yes. James Scongack, for 

the record. 

MEMBER DEMETER: With him, sorry. Go 
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ahead.  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   Sorry.   James  Scongack,  for  

the  record.  

 So,  this  is  -- this  particular  intervenor  

is  an  individual  that  we  over  many  years  have  had  frequent  

contact  with  and  regular  engagement,  invited  to  site,  

attempted  to  engage  further.  

 Your  suggestion  of  further  follow-up  is  a  

good  one  and  we  will  certainly  attempt  to  do  that.  

 Obviously  there's  a  difference  of  opinion  

on  a  number  of  issues  between  Bruce  Power  and  this  

individual.   We  respectfully  disagree  on  most  of  them.  

 MEMBER  DEMETER:   That's  fine.   Thank  you.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   So,  on  one  of  those  

disagreements,  on  page  3  they  claim  that  one  millisievert  

is  not  protective  and  should  be  changed.  

 Staff,  over  to  you.  

 MR.  RINKER:   Mike  Rinker,  for  the  record.  

 So,  the  CNSC's  regulatory  framework  is  

based  on  science  that  comes  from  the  United  Nations  

Scientific  Committee  on  the  Effects  of  Atomic  Radiation  

which  supports  the  International  Commission  on  Radiation  

Protection  that  provides  policy  guidance  on  setting  levels  

for  radiation  protection  which  are  incorporated  into  the  

basic  safety  standards  of  the  IAEA.  



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

       

           

        

        

    

         

        

        

        

         

   

        

          

           

    

        

      

         

           

        

         

    

        

         

          

425 

And the CNSC's regulatory framework for 

protection of members of the public and workers is based on 

that science and that international policy and one 

millisievert per annum is definitely protective of the 

public and of workers. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: I think there's one 

further clarification that would be beneficial because the 

intervenor speaks of effective dose in millisieverts and 

then claims that there's some difference in risk between 

males and females. 

And perhaps I was wondering if someone 

could say what the one millisievert -- what the effective 

dose is based on, in fact, being gender neutral, but I'll 

let you explain it. 

MS PURVIS: Caroline Purvis, Director of 

Radiation Protection Division, for the record. 

So, we disagree with the comments in the 

intervention. The public dose limit is in line, as Mr. 

Rinker indicated, with international bodies. The dose 

limits are protective of all members of the population, 

including women and children. 

In the determination of the dose limits, 

sex average tissue weighting factors are taken into account 

to estimate effective dose and they are protective of both 
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genders. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

Marc? 

CMD 18-H4.59 

Written submission from the 

Source Security working Group 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Source Security Working Group, H4.59. 

CMD 18-H4.60 

Written submission from the 

Brain Tumour Foundation of Canada 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Brain Tumour Foundation of Canada, H4.60. 

CMD 18-H4.95 

Written submission from the 

Nuclear Energy Institute 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Nuclear Energy Institute, H4.95. 

http:18-H4.95
http:18-H4.60
http:18-H4.59
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CMD 18-H4.97 

Written submission from EnergySolutions Canada 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

EnergySolutions Canada, H4.97. 

The next submission is from Green Feet, 

Ecosystem Services Management, H4.102. 

The next submission is from the South 

Bruce Community & Business Association, H4.104. 

THE PRESIDENT: You are going too fast. 

MR. LEBLANC: Too fast? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

MR. LEBLANC: Do you want me to go back to 

EnergySolutions? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. 

MR. LEBLANC: So that’s H4.97. 

THE PRESIDENT: Sorry, I’m too slow here. 

So on EnergySolutions, the first page: 

“Energy Solutions Canada has provided 

radioactive waste services to Bruce 

Power for over ten years. In those ten 

years we have worked together to 

complete over 600 cross border and 

domestic Class 7 shipments of low 

http:18-H4.97
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level…” 

Just a quick overview. What are we 

talking about here? 

MR. JAMMAL: It’s Ramzi Jammal, for the 

record. 

Under the Transport of Dangerous Goods, 

the Class 7, I didn’t find that the packaging and transport 

is under the U.N. number and Class 7 under TDG with respect 

to Transport Canada and the CNSC Class 7. I didn’t find it 

is nuclear material that is being transported. 

THE PRESIDENT: It is cross border; right? 

MR. JAMMAL: Yes. It is international 

requirement under the IEA Transport Regulations. 

THE PRESIDENT: But what is it 

specifically? Is it seed source? Is it waste? 

MR. JAMMAL: It could be anything, as long 

as it’s Category 7; so depending on the substance itself. 

So it could be sealed source, it can be a liquid. But it 

has to meet the requirement of the transport and packaging. 

So you can actually ship a spent fuel that 

requires a specific packaging, but it is done as TDG under 

Category 7 or Class 7. 

So I didn’t find it is a nuclear material 

that is being transported. 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 
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record. 

I can provide a bit more clarity on 

specifically what Bruce Power uses the Class 7 shipments 

that are referenced in the intervention. 

Earlier in the day, I believe first thing 

this morning during Northwatch’s intervention, Bruce Power 

received a question about what are we doing to volume 

reduce in particular our LLW, low level waste? 

So essentially the arrangement with 

EnergySolutions is they have a third party service provider 

who comes and collects through a Class 7 shipment, through 

a Class 7 shipper, our low level waste at Bruce Power. 

That waste is safely transported through Brampton to 

Tennessee. It is incinerated and a very small portion of 

that waste comes back in the form of what we call bottom 

ash. 

So from the start of our process, from 

when a worker makes a decision to segregate waste, right 

through our process to EnergySolutions, we are getting 

about a 95 per cent reduction. So on average we are 

targeting about anywhere from 50 to 60 shipments a year. 

THE PRESIDENT: So I understand, why is 

that a better solution than the incineration on site? That 

is the question. 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 
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record. 

Yes, you are correct. At Western Waste 

Management Facility they also do have an incinerator. As 

Mr. Renchek noted, we have a very close collaboration with 

OPG on waste minimization, waste management. It’s actually 

one of the items in the biweekly meeting that Mr. Renchek 

mentioned that we track. 

The current incineration capacity at OPG 

is dedicated to the programs that they have in place as 

part of the work at the Western Waste Management Facility. 

So there isn’t currently an opportunity for Bruce Power to 

utilize any of that capacity. 

We have indicated that if that capacity 

were to come available, we would be happy to have a 

dialogue about what to do there. 

Whatever may or may not come available in 

the future, especially going into MCR and our commitment to 

really reduce those volumes, we will still require the 

larger incineration capacity in the U.S., keeping in mind 

that this is –- just to give you a sense of the size of the 

scale of this facility in the U.S., it supports all the 

plants, many plants throughout the entire U.S. So it’s a 

very large facility, which allows us to get really good 

economy of scale. 

THE PRESIDENT: I’m actually surprised 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

          

        

 

          

    

          

           

       

        

     

        

           

           

           

  

        

           

    

        

         

          

         

 

        

        

431 

that the OPG is using the incinerator at full capacity. 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. 

I think Karine Glenn is on the line and 

can respond to that. 

MS GLENN: Karine Glenn, for the record. 

I am the Director of Waste and Decommissioning at the CNSC. 

EnergySolutions Canada is also a CNSC 

licensee and they handle the transfer to the 

EnergySolutions facility in the U.S. 

Just to clarify something, there is no 

shipments of spent fuel that is being sent to the Tennessee 

facility or to the United States from the Bruce facility. 

All of the spent fuel, it goes through the Western Waste 

Management Facility. 

So we do have oversight of EnergySolutions 

Canada and CNSC does inspect that facility. We verify the 

transfers are done accordingly. 

In addition to some of the combustible 

waste, as Mr. Scongack mentioned, there is also some 

trans-metal components that are sent for metal melt to the 

U.S. and that could also be done through EnergySolutions 

Canada. 

THE PRESIDENT: That wasn’t the question. 

The question was sending waste to be 
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incinerated in the States rather than using the incinerator 

that OPG owns in the Western Waste Facility. 

And the answer was given that OPG is using 

the incinerator at the Western Waste Facility to full 

capacity. 

MS GLENN: Karine Glenn, for the record. 

That is also correct. The Western Waste 

Management Facility’s incinerator has a capacity that is 

smaller than the EnergySolutions’ one in Tennessee. They 

have a much higher throughput than OPG’s incinerator. 

THE PRESIDENT: Not to belabour the point, 

OPG is now using that incinerator for full capacity. Do 

you know or not? 

MS GLENN: Karine Glenn, for the record. 

To our knowledge, yes, it is being 

utilized fully for the waste that OPG has. Any additional 

capacity obviously would be available to waste that Bruce 

Power may have. But those are commercial arrangements 

truly between Bruce Power and OPG. 

But the incinerator at the Western Waste 

Management Facility is used to its full capacity. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

MR. LEBLANC: So I will go back to the 

ones after EnergySolutions. 
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CMD 18-H4.102 

Written submission from 

Green Feet, Ecosystem Services Management 

MR. LEBLANC: So Green Feet, Ecosystem 

Services Management, H4.102. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, yes. I’m the only 

one who has questions here. 

So the Green Feet program here, they are 

talking about a project called “Saugeen First Nation RED 

Tree Program, Forest and Community Gardens”. 

Can anybody tell me what this is about? 

MS JOHNSTON: Emily Johnston, for the 

record. 

I’m with Bruce Power Community and 

Indigenous Relations Group. 

That program is one that is within the 

community where they teach members of the community about 

gardening and through our support that program exists. 

We also do a calendar that raises money 

for that program as well, that features First Nation 

artwork from the local community every year. 

THE PRESIDENT: So that’s in the 

communities themselves. 

MS JOHNSTON: Correct, that is within the 
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community itself, the garden. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Go ahead. 

CMD 18-H4.104 

Written Submission from the 

South Bruce Community & Business Association 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the South Bruce Community & Business Association. 

CMD 18-H4.108 

Written submission from the 

Grey Bruce Sustainability Network 

MR. LEBLANC: The next is from the Grey 

Bruce Sustainability Network, H4.108. 

CMD 18-H4.109 

Written submission from the 

SauGreen for the Environment Inc. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the SauGreen for the Environment Inc., H4.109. 

Dr. Demeter. 
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MEMBER DEMETER: The intervenor talks 

about support for tree planting. 

I’m just curious. The footprint where the 

tree planting is going on is within the community or 

adjacent community? 

This is 109, SauGreen. 

MS JOHNSTON: Emily Johnston, for the 

record. 

The majority of the tree planting that is 

done by this group is done within the Saugeen Shores area, 

as well as the Municipality of Kincardine. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay, thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: I was actually really 

fascinated by the benefit here. 

For each dollar spent on forest 

maintenance, you get 1.35 to 3.2. 

Where do you get this benefit multiplier? 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 

record. We’d have to reach out to SauGreen and get that 

information for you. What I can tell you is this is a 

hugely popular program, they have to limit it to three 

trees per household every spring, and incredibly popular 

and it’s a great way of ensuring that there’s a real 

community effort every spring to do some substantial 

planting. 
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THE PRESIDENT: So actually, I went in and 

took a look at the website, it’s a really interesting kind 

of program. Is that program running across the whole 

province, national, or is it local? 

MR. SCONGACK: James Scongack, for the 

record. So this is a group of local volunteers who have --

obviously they’re part of some broader loosely affiliated 

provincial group, so fundamentally this is a locally-driven 

volunteer initiative who comes to us and looks for money 

and applies for funds through our environment and 

sustainability fund on an annual basis. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think it should be 

advocated across the whole country. 

MR. SCONGACK: Absolutely. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

MR. BURTON: Just a second, Dr. Binder. 

It’s Maury Burton, for the record. The report that that 

number came from is actually reference on page 7 of the PDF 

in the submission. So it’s a TD Economics report. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Kincardine Cross-Country Ski Club, H4.110. 



 
 
 
 
 

CMD  18-H4.110  

Written  submission  from  the  

Kincardine  Cross-Country  Ski  Club   

 

 MR.  LEBLANC:   The  next  submission  is  from  

the  Township  of  Ashfield-Colborne- 

Wawanosh,  it’s  CMD18-H4.111.  

 

CMD  18-H4.111  

Written  submission  from  the  

Township  of  Ashfield-Colborne-Wawanosh  

 

 MR.  LEBLANC:   The  next  submission  is  from  

the  FIRST  LEGO  League  Team  4137,  CMD18-H4.112.  

 

CMD  18-H4.112  

Written  submission  from  the  

FIRST  LEGO  League  Team  4137  

 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay,  I'll  bite.    

--- Laughter  /  Rires  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   FIRST  LEGO  League?   Okay,  

somebody  tell  me,  what  is  this  about?   Is  it  really  LEGO?  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   James  Scongack,  for  the  

record.   So  you  may  have  heard  of  FIRST,  which  is  FIRST  
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Robotics, it’s a great way to engage young people in 

technology, and this is exactly the extension of that for 

individuals nine to 14 in terms of getting kids engaged in 

engineering and science and math early. 

You know, I’m of the generation that I can 

remember we had a LEGO League in my elementary school, one 

of my favourite courses I took. Not that that’s relevant 

to your question. 

THE PRESIDENT: Whatever works. If it 

works, by all means. 

MR. RENCHECK: It’s essentially the 

beginnings and the building blocks for the Ontario Nuclear 

Innovation Institute. We had to start somewhere with the 

set-up, the program, right? 

So on a serious note, it’s getting the 

students at the much lower levels integrated. When we 

build the institute we’ll go for the ones that are 14 to 18 

for the next step. 

Starting to layer in the necessary pieces 

in the schools, so that by the time we get ready we 

actually have a complete life cycle. It gets them early 

enough. If you don’t get the kids early enough interested 

in math and science, they checkout and then you can’t get 

them when they get older. 

So it really is a good building block and 
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it’s a useful tool for their development in math and 

science. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Wildlife Habitat Council, Inc., CMD18-H4.113. 

CMD 18-H4.113 

Written submission from the 

Wildlife Habitat Council, Inc. 

MR. LEBLANC: Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. The 

intervenor speaks of this organization providing 

certification for corporate environmental habitats and 

speaks of Bruce. I didn’t have a chance to open their web 

page to look at their list. 

But from CNSC Staff, do you know if this 

group is involved more globally with other licensees in 

Ontario or New Brunswick? They seem to be a national or 

international kind of... 

MR. FRAPPIER: Gerry Frappier, for the 

record. We’ll have to get back to you on that. I don’t 

know and I don’t think anybody on my team knows right now. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay. 

MS JOHNSTON: Emily Johnston, for the 
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record. Ontario Power Generation actually is a certified 

member of Wildlife Habitat Council and have been for many 

years. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. I hadn’t 

heard of this organization, so thank you. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Praxair, Inc., CMD18-H4.114. 

CMD 18-H4.114 

Written submission from Praxair, Inc. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Easter Seals Ontario, CMD18-H4.115. 

CMD 18-H4.115 

Written submission from Easter Seals Ontario. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Bruce County Historical Society, CMD18-H4.116. 

CMD 18-H4.116 

Written submission from the 

Bruce County Historical Society 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 
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Habitat  for  Humanity  Grey  Bruce,  CMD18-H4.117.  

 

CMD  18-H4.117  

Written  submission  from  

Habitat  for  Humanity  Grey  Bruce  

 

 MR.  LEBLANC:   The  next  submission  is  from  

Plug’n  Drive  Coalition  of  Ontario,  CMD18-H4.118.  

 

CMD  18-H4.118  

Written  submission  from  

Plug’n  Drive  Coalition  of  Ontario  

 

 MEMBER  BERUBE:   I'm  just  curious  about  

this  program  and  basically  your  $200,000  commitment  to  it.   

Could  you  describe  what  this  program  really  is  all  about  

and  why  you’d  be  interested  in  sponsoring  it?  

 MR.  RENCHECK:   Yeah,  I'm  actually  a  member  

of  the  board  of  Plug’n  Drive.   What  it  is  is  about  the  

introduction  of  electric  vehicles  into  Ontario.   We  

actually  set  up  one  of  the  very  first  centres  where  you  can  

come  and  drive  an  EV,  learn  about  and  EV  and  actually  take  

it  for  a  test  drive.    

 It’s  been  a  great  success,  there  are  

thousands  of  people  showing  up  to  test  drive  EVs.   Part  of  
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that is to deal with CO2 emissions through the 

transportation sector. 

As I spoke about earlier, Ontario in the 

electric sector is already a world leader. California and 

Germany often heralded as leaders, but in fact is orders of 

magnitudes less. So the next sector for Ontario to 

decarbonize deals with transportation. 

This centre is the beginning of I’ll say a 

customer focus for the EV, so that people can actually 

come, drive one, experience it before they spend, you know, 

a significant amount of money on a vehicle. 

THE PRESIDENT: So are you sponsoring some 

of those plug-in for the public --

MR. RENCHECK: Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: -- along some routes? 

MR. RENCHECK: The answer to that is yes. 

We are sponsoring, especially in the community here, we 

have installed several of the charging stations in 

different locations and actually have some on our site as 

well now we installed this past year. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Canadian Cancer Society, CMD18-H4.119. 
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CMD 18-H4.119 

Written submission from the 

Canadian Cancer Society 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Association of Power Producers 

of Ontario, CMD18-H4.125. 

CMD 18-H4.125 

Written submission from the 

Association of Power Producers of Ontario 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Bruce Power Pensioners Association, CMD18-H4.126. 

CMD 18-H4.126 

Written submission from the 

Bruce Power Pensioners Association 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Butterfly Gardens of Saugeen Shores, CMD18-H4.127. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

  

     

     

 

         

        

        

            

          

            

             

        

           

   

          

      

        

            

           

           

  

      

      

         

       

444 

CMD 18-H4.127 

Written submission from the 

Butterfly Gardens of Saugeen Shores 

THE PRESIDENT: So I'm curious. Forgive 

my ignorance, how does one tag a butterfly? 

MS JOHNSTON: Emily Johnston, for the 

record. I actually did this last year. You basically when 

the monarchs are at a time where they’re visiting the 

gardens and you bring nets and you attempt to catch them 

in your net, and then you work with a person who has a 

certificate in tagging butterflies. They’ve been trained 

specifically to handle them, and then they put this ID tag 

on the wing. 

THE PRESIDENT: So it's purely ID. It’s 

not a transmitter of some sort? 

MS JOHNSTON: No, it's basically a 

sticker, a very very thin sticker that has an ID bar code, 

and then the bar codes are registered through this system. 

So then they actually are able to track them along their 

migration route. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MS JOHNSTON: You're welcome. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Kincardine & District Chamber of Commerce, 
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CMD18-H4.128. 

CMD 18-H4.128 

Written submission from the 

Kincardine & District Chamber of Commerce 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Saugeen Shores Chamber of Commerce, CMD18-H4.129. 

CMD 18-H4.129 

Written submission from the 

Saugeen Shores Chamber of Commerce 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

EMC Power Canada, CMD18-H4.130. 

CMD 18-H4.130 

Written submission from 

EMC Power Canada Limited 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Kincardine and Community Health Care Foundation, 

CMD18-H4.131. 
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CMD 18-H4.131 

Written submission from 

Kincardine and Community Health Care Foundation 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Liv-A-Little Foundation, CMD18-H4.132. 

CMD 18-H4.132 

Written submission from the 

Liv-A-Little Foundation 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Community Living Kincardine & District, CMD18-H4.133. 

CMD 18-H4.133 

Written submission from 

Community Living Kincardine & District 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Kinetic Knights Robotics - Team 781, CMD18-H4.134. 
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CMD 18-H4.134 

Written Submission from the 

Kinetic Knights Robotics - Team 781 

MR. LEBLANC: So we’ll go back to the 

Liv-A-Little Foundation, Dr. Demeter? 

MS THIEL: Community Living. 

MR. LEBLANC: The Community Living 

Kincardine & District? So that will be CMD18-H4.133. 

CMD 18-H4.133 

Written submission from 

Community Living Kincardine & District 

MEMBER DEMETER: I'm impressed with the 

number of Health Care agencies that have written letters in 

support of the Canadian Cancer Society, the Foundation --

like the local community. 

With the Community Living, which is 

services for those with developmental disorders, is there a 

direct connection for activities with members of your 

corporation? Are there some workshops, some activities 

that are done or is this more of funding to other people 

who provide that kind of activity? 

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

So I think a few points. So your first 

point is a theme and the way I would explain that theme is 

these are the kind of initiatives that come to us from the 

community where they believe there is a need for somebody 

to step up. 

In the case of Community Living, Community 

Living is obviously an organization that operates very 

broadly in the region. Bruce Power was approached by 

Community Living in both Saugeen Shores and Kincardine for 

some much needed capital upgrades to their facilities at 

both locations and, as you may know, Community Living is an 

organization that is primarily driven on volunteers and a 

lot of that passion comes from people that are either 

direct employees or contractors, people who work on the 

Bruce site who have volunteered with Community Living. So 

it’s obviously a critical need in the community, but, to be 

frank, and we also see a previous intervention earlier from 

Easter Seals, these are sometimes the kind of 

not-for-profit causes that don't capture as many of the big 

donation dollars, frankly, as hospital campaigns and some 

of those areas. So in particular with Community Living and 

also on the Easter Seals side of children challenged with 

disabilities, this was an area that we thought we could 

provide some energy and support in. 
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MR. RENCHECK: Also, because of the needs 

in our community, we have elected to have as a focus area 

over the coming years health and education and I think --

what did we commit, James, like $1 million to it over three 

years? 

MR. SCONGACK: Yes. James Scongack, for 

the record. 

To Mr. Rencheck's point, so we have 

launched a multi-million-dollar multi-year program focused 

on three priorities: healthcare, education and mental 

health. That is where we have decided, to Mr. Rencheck's 

point, to bucket and focus our resources on. So by 

September 30th we will have all the applications in and 

really what that allows us to do is select some major 

ticket items and so these organizations can plan over many 

years and we can make that difference. 

MEMBER DEMETER: I have been impressed 

with the scope from fairly pedestrian well-known 

organizations like the Canadian Cancer Society, Easter 

Seals, to phenomenally rare genetic disorders with Live a 

Little, you know, that have sort of orphan status and have 

difficulty sometimes getting support, so I just wanted to 

observe that. 
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CMD 18-H4.134 

Written submission from the 

Kinetic Knights Robotics Team 781 

MR. LEBLANC: So we will get back to the 

next one, which was a written submission from the Kinetic 

Knights Robotics Team 781 at H4.134. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, again I'm going to 

bite. Team 781? Why? What is 781? What kind of robots 

are they building, anything to do with nuclear? 

MR. SCONGACK: So James Scongack, for the 

record. 

I can't answer the question on why 781, 

but I can tell you what Team 781 is. So you may have seen 

on TV before these robot competitions, and so this is again 

to Mr. Rencheck's point earlier. This is something that 

actually was driven by some employees onsite who wanted to 

engage with students from a local high school to again get 

them excited in engineering and science, and this is a 

program that we sponsor on an annual basis. Many of our 

employees volunteer related to it, where students can go 

build one of these robots, go and compete, and in fact this 

particular team has competed internationally and one on 

many occasions. A very impressive group and it's a really 

important way of getting kids involved in technology and 



 
 
 
 
 

science.  

 MR.  RENCHECK:   Mike  Rencheck,  for  the  

record.    

 The  analogy  of  it  is  the  type  of  work  we  

do  with  our  BRIMS  tooling  and  other  types  of  tooling  that  

we  use  to  inspect  the  reactors  and  will  be  using  to  

disassemble  as  part  of  major  component  replacement,  we  are  

hoping  that  some  of  these  students  get  interested,  go  off  

to  college,  become  engineers  and  want  to  come  back  and  help  

us  do  major  component  replacements  over  the  next  20  years.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.  

 

CMD  18-H4.135  

Written  submission  from  ABRAFLEX  2004  Ltd.  

 

 MR.  LEBLANC:   The  next  submission  is  from  

ABRAFLEX  2004  Ltd.,  H4.135.  

 MR.  RENCHECK:   I  would  like  to  make  a  

comment  on  this  one  if  I  could.   Mike  Rencheck  for  the  

record.    

 ABRAFLEX  is  an  indigenous-owned  business.   

It’s  quite  a  success  story  in  Paisley.   It's  a  small  town.   

They  took  over  effectively  an  abandoned  meatpacking  plant  

that  had  burned  down  roughly  13  years  ago  and  was  left  in  

that  state.   They  have  now  refurbished  that  building.   It  
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is providing upwards of 20 to 30 jobs in the local 

community and they are making our plastic suits for vault 

entries there. So we now have a local business, an 

indigenous-owned business, and we are making plastic suits 

for use not only in our normal operations but for major 

component replacement. 

THE PRESIDENT: So are the staff also 

indigenous? I mean it's owned, an indigenous business, but 

do they go out of their way to hire indigenous people? 

MR. RENCHECK: It is indigenous-owned. 

They have indigenous employees. They have also lost some 

to some of the other suppliers, so at the present moment I 

don't know how many they have. 

MEMBER BERUBE: Are they just supplying 

you or are they supplying OPG as well? 

MR. RENCHECK: Mike Rencheck, for the 

record. 

Presently they are just supplying us. We 

helped them get started with the testing and the services 

and the first orders. We have now introduced them to OPG. 

We are also in discussions with them for a 10-year contract 

so they will have a sustainable business or enough time to 

get themselves set up and functioning. 
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CMD 18-H4.136 

Written submission from the 

Saugeen Memorial Hospital Foundation 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Saugeen Memorial Hospital Foundation, H4.136. 

THE PRESIDENT: So the only comment I want 

to make is there is a little map here about all the 

hospitals that I found very useful. Finally I can locate 

where they are and it's just nice to have. 

CMD 18-H4.137 

Written submission from the 

Canadian Mental Health Association - Grey Bruce 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Canadian Mental Health Association - Grey Bruce, 

H4.137. 

CMD 18-H4.138 

Written submission from John Roberts 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

John Roberts, H4.138. 
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CMD 18-H4.139 

Written submission from United Way of Bruce Grey 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

United Way of Bruce Grey, H4.139. 

CMD 18-H4.140 

Written submission from the 

Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

the Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters, H4.140. 

CMD 18-H4.141 

Written submission from Promation Nuclear Ltd. 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Promation Nuclear Ltd., H4.141. 

CMD 18-H4.142 

Written submission from 

REALTORS® Association of Grey Bruce Owen Sound 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

REALTORS® Association of Grey Bruce Owen Sound, H4.142. 
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CMD 18-H4.143 

Written submission from Unified Engineering 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Unified Engineering, H4.143. 

CMD 18-H4.145 

Written submission from Antone L. Brooks (PFP) 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Antone L. Brooks, H4.145. 

Dr. Demeter...? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you. I found this 

to be a fascinating read and I know it's a little bit out 

of scope but I'm wanting to know from Bruce, if you look at 

things that change people's health population-wise, it's 

what we drink, what we drink, what we breathe and whether 

or not we smoke, and some of the evidence in here is quite 

compelling about the synergistic effects of smoking and 

perhaps radon or other radiation exposures. A lot of 

corporations are looking at smoking cessation programs 

within their employees and I was wondering if there is any 

similar kind of activity within Bruce to assist individuals 

in cutting back or smoking cessation as a health preventive 



 
 
 
 
 

measure?  

 MR.  SCONGACK:   So  James  Scongack,  for  the  

record.    

 Absolutely  health  and  wellness,  it's  

absolutely  critical.   So  in  addition  to  work  that  our  

health  and  wellness  group  does  from  I  would  call  it  an  

employee  awareness  perspective,  which  is  certainly  

significant,  it  is  also  a  key  element  of  our  benefits  

programs  where,  you  know,  as  a  Bruce  Power  employee  in  

terms  of  some  of  the  smoking  cessation  products  that  are  

available,  the  ability  to  go  see  a  physician.   We  have  our  

own  onsite  medical  clinic  for  example  with  nurses  and  

doctors  onsite  and  it's  exactly  driven  around  that  to  kind  

of  help  people  with  their  health  and  wellness.   However,  I  

think  it's  a  more  general  point  that,  you  know,  we  have  

talked  a  lot  about  a  healthcare  theme  in  this  and  this  is,  

you  know,  combining  some  of  the  activities  around  mental  

health,  some  of  these  various  items,  more  and  more  as  an  

organization  and  working  with  our  community  partners  we  are  

trying  to  get  into  that  prevention  mode.   And  mental  health  

is  a  big  part  of  that,  smoking  cessation  is  a  big  part  of  

that  and  a  range  of  other.   Also,  you  know,  substance  abuse  

and  some  of  those  various  topics.  

 MR.  RENCHECK:   It's  Mike  Rencheck,  for  the  

record.    
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I would like to also add that we are also 

shifting this into sleep patterns as well as nutrition. We 

think there is a good connection between nutrition and 

health in terms of obesity. And also, as we are working in 

environments that require us to be alert and attentive, to 

shift away from high carbs and to proteins and those types 

of things that make you more alert. So we also view that 

as a good I will say approach to human performance, 

especially when we are in outages and extended work 

periods. 

THE PRESIDENT: Do you want to say 

anything to this? 

DR. BOREHAM: Doug Boreham, for the 

record, Department Manager for the Integration Department 

at Bruce Power. 

I just want to comment that Dr. Brooks is 

a world-class radiation biologist, the head of the U.S. Low 

Dose Program. We have out in the lobby a copy of his book 

he has just published and it is a fascinating read, I have 

to agree. 

THE PRESIDENT: I found it very out of the 

box, let's put it this way, particularly their treatment of 

radon. I wonder if you ask Health Canada to review this 

kind of a thing. There’s a lot of non-conventional 

observations here. So first, maybe you should invite them 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

   

 

            

            

           

      

           

         

           

         

           

         

       

            

           

           

           

             

       

      

       

         

         

          

            

          

          

458 

as a speaker to a speaker series so we understand what it's 

about. I find it’s really an interesting read. I'm not 

sure I understand all of this stuff, but it is definitely 

not conventional wisdom in this space. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

However, I would like to suggest that that 

body of research is an important body of research that went 

into the findings in the presentation that CNSC staff 

brought to the Commission in November of 2017. There is 

some research that suggests that there are models for 

cellular response that deviate from the nonlinear 

threshold. Is it enough to convince us that we should have 

a regulatory framework that moves away from that? We are 

not at that point. There is other evidence in other 

studies that are out there that would suggest the LNT model 

is the model that we should use. So it is an important 

body of research that we are considering. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Demeter...? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Although it’s probably 

more relevant for Health Canada than for CNSC, the 

prevailing wisdom for a norm or a naturally occurring 

radioactive material like radon is the word on the street 

that radon is the second leading cause of lung cancer. If 

you read this article, that would challenge that, to say 

that in the absence of smoking the incremental effect of 
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radon  on  a  non-smoker  is  very  small.   Now,  there  may  be  

other  studies,  but  I  suppose  if  CNSC  ever  gets  in  the  game  

of  looking  at  giving  advice  on  norm  in  residential  houses  

and  basements  this  would  be  an  interesting  thing  to  

consider.  

 DR.  LANE:   Dr.  Rachel  Lane,  for  the  

record.    

 I  would  like  to  speak  a  little  bit  about  

radon.   The  International  Agency  for  Research  on  Cancer,  as  

you  may  know,  has  classified  radon  as  a  human  carcinogen  

and  it  is,  after  cigarette  smoking,  the  second  cause  of  

lung  cancer.   I  know  Dr.  Brooks  is  highly  regarded  and  he  

is  referring  partly  to  the  BEIR  VI  report.   That  was  

published  in  1999.   Since  that  time  there  has  been  quite  a  

lot  of  epidemiological  work  done  looking  first  at  uranium  

miners,  which  of  course  is  relevant  to  the  CNSC,  but  also  

on  residential  radon.   There  has  been  pooled  studies  of  

European,  North  American  and  Chinese  residential  radon  

studies  that  have  shown  increased  risk  of  lung  cancer  of  

residential  radon  exposures.   These  studies  have  controlled  

for  cigarette  smoking  and  what  you  find  in  residential  

radon  studies  is  that  after  you  control  for  smoking  it  

actually  has  a  little  impact  on  radon  risk.   Likewise  for  

the  uranium  miners,  the  studies  from  the  BEIR  VI  report,  

nine  of  the  11  have  been  updated  and  the  very  large  cohort  
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study of the German Wismut miners has been analyzed. A lot 

of these studies have done case-control studies looking at 

the relationship between cigarette smoking and occupational 

radon exposure on lung cancer and once again you see the 

same situation, where after you control for cigarette 

smoking the difference in the risk estimates is very 

minimal from what it was before you controlled it. So the 

adjustment for smoking has little impact on the radon risk. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for that. 

THE PRESIDENT: That's not what the report 

says, and Dr. Boreham, I know you have views about that 

yourself, you appeared in front of us a few times. I don't 

think this is the time to debate this. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: However, it's always 

interesting to hear another point of view. So you want to 

comment on this? Okay. 

DR. BOREHAM: Doug Boreham, for the 

record. No. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Anyhow, I still --

go ahead. 

MR. SAUNDERS: I think just a comment from 

Bruce Power's perspective. We are engaged in a fairly 

broad R&D program around low dose radiation, including 
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radon and other areas, because we do feel it is an area 

that hasn't had enough controlled studies and that there is 

very strong evidence that low doses of most of these 

substances do not cause the effects that people expect and 

that the LNT model is really conservative and when you are 

using the tech workers that's reasonable I guess, but when 

you are start trying to drive that model out into public 

dose and so forth, it is not a reasonable use of that 

model. So we are supporting a lot of this research with a 

notion of getting more factual information that will allow 

us to make decisions in the future. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Marc...? 

CMD 18-H4.149 

Written submission from Physician Quest 

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission is from 

Physician Quest, CMD H4.149. 

CMD 18-H4.151 

Written submission from the 

Canadian Union of Skilled Workers 

MR. LEBLANC: And the last written 
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submission is from the Canadian Union of Skilled Workers, 

H4.151. 

THE PRESIDENT: I don't have it. 

MR. LEBLANC: You don't have it? 

Does anybody have it? Do you want us to 

restart tomorrow morning at 8:30 to see if there are any 

questions on this? No. 

--- Pause 

MR. LEBLANC: So this closes the hearing 

for this evening. We will resume tomorrow morning at 8:30. 

Thank you very much. 

--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 9:55 p.m., 

to resume on Wednesday, May 30, 2018 at 

8:30 a.m. / L’audience publique est ajournée 

à 21 h 55, pour reprendre le mercredi 

30 mai 2018 à 8 h 30 




