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Ken Nash (P)
Richard Dicerni (P)
Terry Squire (P)
Golder & Associates

Duncan Moffit (P)
Municipality of Kincardine

Mayor Larry Kraemer (P)
Councillor Barry Schmidt (P)
Councillor Howard Ribey (P)
Councillor Glenn Sutton (P)
CAO John deRosenroll (P)
1. Review of Action Items

- October 8/03 — OPG to present public attitude research and tourism

survey 8:30 p.m.

- Public newsletter to come out in mid-late November.

2, Review of the update report by Golder & Associates (Sept. 03 by D.

Moffit) (see copy on file)

- please note that Golders final report should be ready in draft
Oct/Nov '03. (Final report in early '04).

Note: The information from the public attitude research survey has
indicated public awareness and confidence in both the process and
WWMF.

3. Offsets and Benefits study questionnaire:

Ken Nash reviewed the submissions received by the various parties
(including the Municipality of Kincardine).
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Sept. 15/03 conference call

Overall Ken noted that the questionnaire is workable and a limited tune-up
is required.

Newsletter
Next — Newsletter in Nov/03.
Future milestone

- Post elections Municipal and Provincial review of people elected
and dates for new meeting.

Suggest — Nov. 11" — 30™
Monday — Nov. 24"

1 —4 pm at Hockley Valley.
Ivey Field Project

The Mayor reviewed the I\/ey field project and the interplay with our LLW
project.

Notation: Terry Squire is the OPG contact for information.

Adjournment
Moved by: Barry Schmidt
Seconded by: Howard Ribey

That the LLW Committee adjourn to meet again Monday, November 24,
2003 at 1:00 p.m. at Hockley Valley.
Carried.
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LLW Steering Committee

MINUTES

Tuesday September 9th, 2003
3:00 p.m. - 4:30 p.m.
Municipal Administration Centre

PRESENT:

Mayor Larry Kraemer (P)
Councillor Howard Ribey (P)
Councillor Barry Schmidt (P)
CAOQ John deRosenroll (P)
1.0 Call to Order

Mayor Larry Kraemer called the meeting to order.

Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest and the General Nature Thereof

Name ltem of Business Nature of Interest

- None

Community Offsets & Benefits Study

31 a) The group met to discuss the proposed questions from Phil
Richardson (Impact Mitigation Measures around LLW
management facilities) (see Schedule -A-)

b) See the final list of edited questions (see Schedule -B-)
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Minutes— LLW Steering Committee — Sept. 9, 2003

Motion #2003-01
Moved by: Barry Schmidt
Seconded by: Larry Kraemer

That the LLW Steering Committee approve the edits.
Carried

4.0 |VEY Field Project

4.1

a) Confirmation of having the lvey Students up on September
12, 2003.

b) Discussion on the municipal authority to allow the Mayor and
CAO to sign documents required for the Ivey field project
and Professor Higgins and Professor Fleming.

Write up a report and agreement approval.

Motion #2003-02

Moved by: Barry Schmidt

Seconded by: Howard Ribey

That the LLW Steering Committee recommend to Council that a
public report be brought to Council on September 10, 2003.
Carried

5.0 Adjournment:

5.1

Motion #2003-03

Moved by: Barry Schmidt

Seconded by: Howard Ribey ,
That the LLW Steering Committee adjourn to meet Friday,
September 12, 2003 @ 9:00 a.m. at the Municipal Administration
Centre.

Carried
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Schedule - A -
Questionnaire on Impact Mitigation Measures around LLW Management Facilities

This questionnaire is designed to provide input to a project examining impact benefit and compensation
agreements for low level and short-lived intermediate level nuclear waste management facilities. The project
is being undertaken by Enviros Consulting Ltd on behalf of Ontario Power Generation and the Municipality of
Kincardine, in Ontario Canada.

The questionnaire asks about your knowledge of impact mitigation measures that may be in existence
around your facility, or are proposed for introduction. It is being sent to representatives of owners and/or
operators of nuclear waste management facilities in a number of countries, particularly those in Europe and
the United States.

There are 23 questions. Please provide as much information as you are able.

The feedback from this questionnaire will initially be used to compile a report to OPG/Kincardine later in the
year.

Please send your reply, by September 15th 2003 if possible, to Phil Richardson (Enviros Project Manager)
at phil.richardson@enviros.com.

If you have any comments on or questions about the questionnaire please also contact Phil Richardson.

Thank you for your assistance.

General Issues:

“n

1. What is the name of the facility?

2. Who is the owner of the facility?

3. Who is the operator of the facility?

4. When did the facility begin operation? .

5. When is it scheduled to close?

6. What categories of waste are handled at the facility?
7. Was the facility siting process voluntary in any way?
8. What is the name of the local community?

9. What is the name and type of the relevant administrative entity (i.e. township, municipality, kommun,
County)?

Specific Issues:

Does the facility operator/owner have any agreement (formal or otherwise, piease specify which) with the
local administrative authority (or national government) with respect to any of the following?

10. Local property taxes or payments in lieu of taxes?

11. Guarantees of majority local hiring?



12.

13.
14.
15.

16.

17.
18.

19.

20.

21.

22,

23.
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Other standard economic benefits common to industrial facilities in your country?

In addition to these, does the facility operator/owner have any agreement (formal or otherwise,
please specify which) with the local administrative authorities (or national government) with respect
to any of the following?

Non-standard taxes specific to the facility?

Pro-rata payments dependent on the volumes of wastes handled?

A Property Value Protection Programme?

Support for losses to local agricultural producers from depressed sales due to stigmatisation? Can
this be monetarily quantified?

Support for local and regional tourism initiatives? Can this be monetarily quantified?
Protection for diminished municipal tax revenues, or similar?

Payments for development of improved local infrastructure (such as roads, healthcare facilities,
housing and schools, sports facilities etc)?

Support for other local social initiatives?

Financial and administrative support for a site specific advisory committee, local liaison committee or
similar?

Single or recurring non-discretionary payments in addition to any of the above? If so, what are the
actual or perceived impacts that these are designed to offset?

Establishment of a stewardship fund (or similar) to support post-closure institutio%al control at the
site?

In each of these cases, it would be of especial interest if you could indicate who the payments or benefits
accrue to (i.e. the local community, one or more local administrative bodies, a central fund) and what degree
of control, if any, is placed upon their use for particular purposes. In addition, details of the date that any
formal agreements were signed, between whom, and when they came into force, would be very helpful.

Finally, where any such agreements exist, is it possible to receive copies?

Thank you very much for your help, which is greatly appreciated.

Phil Richardson (Project Manager, Enviros Consulting Ltd)

18" August 2003.



Schedule - B -

Questionnaire on Impact Mitigation/Benefit and Compensation Measures
around LLW and ILW Long Term Management Facilities

This questionnaire is designed to provide input to a project examining impact
benefit and compensation agreements for low level and intermediate level
nuclear waste long term management facilities. The project is being undertaken
by Enviros Consulting Ltd on behalf of Ontario Power Generation (OPG) and the
Municipality of Kincardine, in Ontario, Canada. A facility is being proposed in this
municipality for the long term storage of LLW and ILW from up to 20 Candu
nuclear reactors in Ontario.

The questionnaire asks about your knowledge of impact mitigation/benefits and
compensation measures that may be in existence around your facility, or are
proposed for introduction. It is being sent to representatives of owners and/or
operators of nuclear waste management facilities in a number of countries,
particularly those in Europe and the United States.

There are 29 questions. Please provide as much information as you are able.

The feedback from this questionnaire will initially be used to compile a report to
OPG/Kincardine later in the year. The purpose of this report is to inform the two
parties of past and/or current practices in other jurisdictions as well as assisting
the local community in evaluating benefits/compensation measures relating to
this proposed new facility. .
Please send your reply, by if possible, to Phil Richardson (Enviros
Project Manager) at phil.richardson@enviros.com.

If you have any comments on or quest|ons about the questionnaire please also
contact Phil Richardson.

Thank you for your assistance.
General Issues:
1. What is the name of the facility?
2. Who is the owner of the facility?
3. Who is the operator of the facility?
4, What is the mandate/purpose of the facility?

5. When did the facility begin operation?



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

When is it scheduled to close?
What categories of waste are handled at the facility?

a. Do you handle decomissioning wastes? If so, please
provide details.

In general terms, what is the nature of the disposal techniques:
above ground, deep burial, size of site, etc.?

|s the waste produced at the site or is the waste brought in from
elsewhere?

Where/what is the source or sources for the waste being handled at
the facility?

Was the facility siting process and final decision imposed/mandated
in any way? If so, in what way and by whom.

Was the facility siting process and final decision voluntary in any
way? If so, in what way.

What is the name of the local community?

What is the name and type of the relevant administrativg entity (i.e.
township, municipality, kommun, county)? Please provide names
and appropriate contact details.

Please provide name(s) and contact information for any
citizens/environmental groups involved in the siting/approval
process. :

Specific Issues regarding impact benefits/compensation:

Does the facility operator/owner have any agreement (formal or otherwise,
please specify which) with the local administrative authority (or national
government) with respect to any of the following?

16.  Local property taxes or payments in lieu of taxes?

17.  Guarantees of majority local hiring?

18.  Other standard economic benefits common to industrial facilities in your
country?



In addition to these, does the facility operator/owner have any agreement (formal
or otherwise, please specify which) with the local administrative authorities (or
national government) with respect to any of the following?

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

Non-standard taxes specific to the facility?

Pro-rata payments dependent on the volumes of wastes handled?

A Property Value Protection Programme or other programmes to
compensate for possible negative impacts of the facility on local property

values?

Support for losses to local agricultural producers from depressed sales
due to stigmatization? Can this be monetarily quantified?

Support for local and regional tourism initiatives? Can this be monetarily
quantified?

Protection for diminished municipal tax revenues, or similar?

Payments for development of improved local infrastructure (such as roads,
healthcare facilities, housing and schools, sports facilities etc)?

Support for other local social initiatives?

Financial and administrative support for site specific advisory comm|ttee
local liaison committee or similar?

Are there other single or recurring required agreed upon payments in
addition to any of the above? If so -

a) please specify in detail the nature and amount of any such
payments.

b) are these payments viewed by the administrative/government
"~ authorities as additional community benefits as a result of accepting
a local unwanted land use (LULU)?

c) are these payments viewed by the operator/owner as a
necessary/inevitable business cost of the approval and subsequent
operating process?

Establishment of a stewardship fund (or similar) to support post- cIosure
institutional control at the site?



In each of these cases, it would be of special interest if you could indicate who
the payments or benefits accrue to (i.e. the local community, one or more local
administrative bodies, a central fund) and what degree of control, if any, is placed
upon their use for particular purposes. In addition, details of the date that any
formal agreements were signed, between whom, and when they came into force,
would be very helpful.

Finally, where any such agreements exist, is it possible to receive copies?

Thank you very much for your help, which is greatly appreciated.
Phil Richardson (Project Manager, Enviros Consulting Ltd.)



John deRosenroll To: ken.nash@opg.com, terry squire@opg.com

cc: rpower@powerbudd.com, larrykraemer@bmts.com, schmidtb@bmts.com,
03{07/2003 04:42 PM hribey@bmts.com

Subject: Joint OPG/Municipal Meeting in Ottawa on March 18,2003,

Gentlemen, the Kincardine group has finishad its review of the documents that Terry sent and wish 1o offer the
fallowing comments:

Community Consultation Plan

1/ in section # 5.3.5 { Towist imerviews) the committee would be interested in the views of Toutists who are not
in our area . A suggestion would be to conduct an attitude survey for Toutists wha do nat nomally travel in our
areaand gettheir views of our situation .

Z{ the commiftee felt that this document is well laid out and Jook forward to participating in the process.

3 the community would like to preview the guastioners that are to be used in the process.

independent Assessment Report

1/ on the flowchart for * Making a Decision an the Lang Term Management Option" the committee would like to
see a " Community Economic Benefit ! diamond just after the " Community discussions diamond,

2{the O & A that notes " what's in it for Kincardine”, should be rewarded Specifically it should be headed "
whal's in itfor both Kincarding and OFG ", Kincardine will provide text next waak .

3 overall through this document we note that economic issues are being documented and Kincardine is
suppartive of therr in general, howevet to allaw us to feel camrdottebite with the process we wish to start &
dislogue towards establishing an economic benefit negotiation strategy . This strategy would alleviate any
fears from the nost municipadity, in thet our economic aspiretions would not getweylaid in this negotiating effort.
Suggesied text could be: That it is the intent of both Kincardine and Onlario Power Generation fo engage in
community benefit discussions, that ate to be based upon world wide compensation best practices that maet
the canditions best suited for the VWestern Waste Management Fecility . In general Kincardine wishes to
dizcuss the fremeweork for these eventuad negotiations.

Overall Comments

1/ The Municipalitiss final commants will be forwarded nexd week., 5s our solicitor has been unable on short
notice to review the documenta.

2 the OPG{ Municipal mesting in Ottawa. is scheduled for & am on March 18,2003 and in the aftemoon the
Canadian Association of Muclear Host Communities will meet at 3.30 pm. [ gawe the Mayor a copy of Ken's
speech and he iz interestad in the joint presentstion concept.

twill be in all of nexdwaek and | remain available to discuss this e-mail and other tems.
Thank you
John defosenmsi



Date: February 17, 2003

Subject: Response to the OPG/Municipal Action List
Dated February 7,2003.

Ken, pursuant to your action list, it has been reviewed by both Council & the

municipal L,L,W negotiating group and we wish to forward the following
comments: :

1/ The Golder proposal for the Independent Assessment Review/SEIA 1s
reasonable, however Kincardine would be interested in including the
financial benefits for OPG in the study as a counter balance measure to the
Process.

2/ 0K

3/ OK

4/ Council discussed this item and is interested in discussing the relevant US
locations for the study tour, from the OPG perspective.

5/ this item was discussed in comment # 1.
6/ Could these discussions take place in late Angust 20037

Overall the joint meetings are progressing and Council is looking forward to
discussing the 1ssues with their US counterparts.

In conclusion [ will e-mail you a few agenda items for the OPG/ Municipat
meeting in Ottawa (8am on Tuesday March {§2003).

Ps I will also forward you the agenda for the CANHC (Canadian

Association of Nuclear Host Communities) session scheduled for 3.30 PM
on March ]§2003.

Thank vou

John deRosenroll



February 7, 2003

Kincardine/OPG MOU

Actions Arising from February 4, 2003 Meeting
1. Kincardine to advise OPG within two weeks if Council have any concerns with Golder proposal
for independent Assessment Review/SEIA

2. Golder to continue to develop detail plans on assumption there are no major changes arising
from Councit meeting

3. Golder to have information package available by end February and to include summary resuits

of geotechnical and safety assessment. Information package will be presented to Kincardine
Council in public session in mid March

4. OPG to consider Kincardine proposal for US site visits
5. OPG to consider how it will assess option from its own business perspective

6. Discussion of economic benefits/compensation will be deferred until Fall 2003 when SEI A
information is available

Next meeting March 18, a.m. in Ottawa to be arranged by Kincardine (location, etc.)
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Examples of
Lon

Level Waste
Management

Is low and intermediate level
radioactive waste being
generated in other countries?

Yes. Low and intermediate level
waste is generated in the majority
of industrial countries.
Radioactive waste is generated by
uranium mining activities, nuclear
power plants, fuel reprocessing
plants, hospitals, research
laboratories and specialized
industrial activities.

What long-term

g-Term Low
and Intermediate

Independent

S

enhanced processing, treatment
and long-term storage options.
Other designs include existing
(abandoned) mines.

In most cases, wastes are
processed by compaction or
incineration prior to long-term
storage. The long-term waste
management options under
consideration in this study have
been successfully used in other
countries.

low and
intermediate
level waste
management
options are being
employed by
other countries?

There are
numerous long-
term low level
waste management
facilities in operation around the
world. Several different
approaches to long-term waste
management are employed. These
include above-ground concrete
vault, in-ground concrete vault,
shallow soil trench concepts and
deep rock caverns used as
permanent repositories, and

"o

Schematic ol the Llr;dergruund wOrkirlgs al the
Farsmerk repository in Sweden

5. ONTARIOPOWER
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Where have Permanent
Repositories been
constricted?

Facilities in France and Spain
provide examples of the
covered above-ground
concrete vault option. The
facility located at Centre de
L'Aube in France, which
began operations in 1992,
uses covered above-ground
concrete vault technology
and has been designed to be

Assessment

tud

Fact Sheet '3

Europe's largest repository

for low and intermediate level
waste. This site was chosen based
on its geology, consisting of an
unsaturated layer of sand covering
thick deposits of clay. Wastes are
placed in covered above-ground
concrete vaults under a moveable
shelter that protects the waste
from the elements during transfer.
Once a vault is full, a concrete
cover is poured to completely
isolate the waste from the
environment.

Agrial view o syrfacs facllities Permanent Repositary in
Forsmark, Sweclen. This facility wos recently visited by
Kincardine and Ontario Power Ganerafion, Farsmark nuclear

generafing station is n the backgraund

Continted on next page...




Agrial visw of Peimanien) Repositary af Centre de UAube, Frants.
This Focllity was recenily visited by Kineardine and Onlario Pawar Genarafion

Continued from previous page...

When the site is full, an earth
cover will be placed over all of
the concrete vaults.

Facilities at Loviisa, Finland and
Forsmark, Sweden are examples
of deep rock caverns. The
Forsmark facility was
commissioned in 1988 and is
located at the Forsmark Nuclear
Power Station. The site consists
of surface administration
buildings and an underground
repository. The repository was
excavated in rock situated one
kilometer offshore and 60 meters
below the bottom of the Baltic
Sea. The Loviisa facility was
completed in early 1997 and is
located on Hastholmen Island
near the Loviisa Nuclear Power
Plant. That repository is
excavated in rock at a depth of
110 meters below ground. Access
to both facilities is via a ramp
from the surface.

ONTARIOPOWER

GENERATION

Where is the Enhanced
Processing, Treatment and
Long-Term Storage option
used?

A number of countries use
enhanced processing, packaging
and long-term storage for the
management of low level waste.
For example, prior to being
placed into long-term storage in
the Netherlands and Belgium, the
volume of low level waste is
minimized through the use of
super-compactor technology.
Super-compaction technology
used in the US and the UK is
capable of reducing the waste
volume to typically less than one
tenth of its original volume. In
addition, compacting the waste
enhances the long-term stability
of the waste. The compacted
waste drums are placed in
specially designed metal
containers or “overpacks” and
filled with concrete to ensure its
long-term safety and isolation
from the environment. The
packages are stored in a
controlled environment inside a
storage building.

Can we learn from
what these other
countries are doing?

Representatives from the
Municipality of Kincardine and
Ontario Power Generation
recently visited the Centre de
L'Aube, France and Forsmark,
Sweden facilities to gain a better
understanding of what
technologies are used in these
other countries, and to
investigate their safety and
environmental records. At that
time, the representatives from
Kincardine met with
community leaders in the host
municipalities to understand
how the facilities have been
received by the local
communities.

The fact that there are
successfully operating long-
term waste management
facilities around the world
should provide confidence in
the safe and economical long-
term management of low and
intermediate level radioactive
waste. There are many
common attributes of the
management options employed
in other countries, and these
will be reviewed during the
assessment of the options being
considered for the Western
Waste Management Facility.

For additional information contact:
Zoé Bond at Golder Associates Lid.
zbond@golder.com

1-800-414-8314




Overview of Enhanced
Processing, Treatment
and Long-Term

Storage Option

How is low level waste
currently processed, treated
and stored?

At present, low level waste
received at the Western Waste
Management Facility (WWMEF)
from the nuclear generating
stations consists of three
categories:

A '5":"°T.lﬁ Bin eut in I\'ﬁ} which di‘.iplayﬁ
low level waste ready for starage

* Compactible wastes which can
be reduced in volume using the
current compactor prior to
being placed into large steel
containers and stored in the
Low Level Storage Buildings.
Typically, a volume reduction of
up to 5:1 is achieved by the
compactor.

g/ S UNTARIUWH
A GENERATION

* Incinerable wastes which are
reduced in volume in the
incinerator and the ashes placed
in steel containers and stored in
the Low Level Storage
Buildings. Typically, a volume
reduction of up to 60:1 is
achieved by the incinerator.

¢ Non-processible wastes, which
make up approximately 25 per
cent of all wastes received, are
stored as received without any
processing.

All waste processing and
treatment occurs at the WWMEF
which houses a low force 200
tonne box compactor and waste
incinerator. Currently a number of
containers or packages are used to
store the wastes, including open-
topped steel boxes, covered boxes
and large steel bins. Following
processing, all three categories of
wastes are placed in interim

Independent

S
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storage in one of the eight Low
Level Storage Buildings at the
WWME. For long-term
management options, a number of
enhancements are proposed to the
processing, treatment and storage
of the waste. These enhancements
are identified as the “Enhanced
Processing, Treatment and Long-
Term Storage Option”.

What enhanced processing and
packaging would occur as part
of this option?

The enhanced processing,
treatment and long-term storage
option would use both existing
and new equipment and processes
to treat the waste prior to placing
it in long-term storage. A new
state-of-the-art high force super-
compactor would be installed to
replace the existing equipment.
This 5,000 tonne box super-
compactor would

Continned on next page...

Arfists randifien of the Enlincat! Processing,

Treatmen and Lang-Term Starags facllin ol the
Western Waste Managameant Facllity




Continued from previous page...

allow all compactible wastes to be
compressed into dense blocks which
would then be placed into steel boxes
called “overpacks”. All gaps or
spaces remaining after the blocks are
placed in the boxes would be filled
with a specially designed cement
grout. Incinerable wastes would
continue to be incinerated. Ash from
incineration would be grouted in
steel containers before being sent to
long-term storage.

Finally, large non-processible waste
that cannot be decontaminated
would be cut up so that smaller sized
pieces fit into the standard sized steel
boxes. Before placing the boxes in
long-term storage, any gaps and
spaces would be filled with cement
grout.

The alkaline nature of the cement
grout and the dry atmosphere of
the enhanced storage buildings
would avoid rusting of the steel
containers over the long-term
that they are stored.

How would the current Low Level
Storage Buildings be enhanced?

The current Low Level Storage
Buildings are of steel frame
construction with concrete wall
panels. Access is through

a large metallic door for equipment
and vehicles and a smaller door for
WWMEF staff. An air ventilation
system is used to limit the build up
of tritium and radioactive carbon-14
that may be released from the
loosely packed wastes into the
building atmosphere.
Enhancements to the current
buildings would include the
following;:

* Anair lock system to limit air
leakage into the buildings;
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e A ventilation
system equipped
with a dehumidifier
to ensure that air
entering the
buildings is dry.
This reduces the
possibility of
corrosion of the
waste containers
over the long-time

frame they are v

stored; F

* Incorporation of
inspection aisles /
between rows of
stored steel
containers of wastes;
and

¢ Enhanced
inspection
to ensure the
buildings remain air
tight.

These enhancements
are designed to allow
the safe storage of the processed low
level wastes for a hundred years.

Do other countries use the
enhanced processing, treatment
and long-term storage option?

Most countries either have in
operation or are working towards
permanent repositories. Several
countries use some of the features of
the enhanced processing, treatment
and long-term storage options for
the management of their wastes.
For example, box super-compactors
are used to process low level wastes
in the US and in the UK. Several
countries including Belgium, France
and the Netherlands have drum
super-compactors in operation.
Many countries, including France at
the Centre de L’Aube facility visited
by representatives of Kincardine
and Ontario Power Generation, use
cement grout to ensure that
radionuclides in the waste are
immobilized.
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What happens to the
waste after 100 years?

The enhanced processing,
treatment and long-term
storage option is designed to
allow storage for 100 years.
This period is a reasonable
expectation for the continued
safe performance of the
various facilities and
structures, including the
storage buildings. The option
assumes that regular
monitoring and maintenance
will continue throughout this
period. After 100 years,
facilities would need to be
reconstructed or new long-
term storage facilities or a
permanent repository built at
the WWMEF or at some other
location.

For additional
information contact:
Zoé¢ Bond at

Golder Associates Lid,
zbond@golder.com
1-800-414-8314




Overview of
Permanent
Repository
Options

What is a Permanent Repository?

A Permanent Repository is a facility
which provides continuous safe
keeping of radioactive waste without
the need to construct additional
facilities in the future. They generally
consists of a series of vaults or caverns
for the long-term management of low
and intermediate level radioactive
waste. The deep rock vaults may be
located at ground-level or below
ground-level, depending on the
repository concept. The repository
facility is comprised of the repository
and support facilities including
buildings for site administration,
operations support and waste
handling.

Independent

S

What is @ Covered Above-Ground
Concrete Vaull?

The Covered Above-Ground Concrete
Vault design involves the construction
of large reinforced concrete enclosures
located on the ground surface. The
Covered Above-Ground Concrete
Vaults are located and constructed so
that the wastes are maintained in a
dry state throughout all phases of the
vault lifetime.

Vaults would be arranged in parallel
rows and divided by access aisles.
The vault walls, floor, roof and access
closure panels would be constructed
of thick reinforced concrete using
conventional cast-in-place placement
techniques. Each vault has interior

* Deep Rock Cavern Vaull,

How were the Permanent Repository options decided on?

A study was conducted by Golder Associates Ltd., an independent
consultant, to assess the geotechnical feasibility of constructing a low
and intermediate level waste permanent repository at Ontario Power
Generation’s (OPG’s) Western Waste Management Facility (WWMFE).
The assessment was undertaken as part of activities associated with a
Memorandum of Understanding between the Municipality of
Kincardine and OPG. It identified two concepts previously developed
by OPG as being geotechnically feasible at the site:

* Covered Above-Ground Concrete Vault; and

' ONTARIOPORER
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support columns for structural
support of the roof and cap, and are
structurally independent from
adjacent vaults. Vaults are
constructed sequentially during waste
emplacement operations. The concrete

Assessment
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vaults are subsequently covered with
layers of earthen and synthetic
materials designed to minimize
infiltration of water.

What is a Deep Rock
Cavern Vaull?

The Deep Rock Cavern Vault involves
the construction of a rock cavern
within stable, low permeability
bedrock using conventional
excavating (mining) methods. The
bedrock and other engineered barriers
would provide a high level of long-
term safety.

Schamatie of ihe Covered Above-Ground
Caonerete Vault optian

Aerial view of Parmanent Reposiiory ol Cenfra de U'Adbe,
France, This facllify is on example of the Covered Abave-
Ground Cenerste Vaull technoloay, and wos recently visitad
by Kiheardine and Qrforie Power Generafion

Continued on next page



Continued from previous page

Schemtitic af the uncergraaned warkings af the
Farsmurk repositary in Swedsn

The anticipated depth of the repository
is 425 meters to 750 meters below
ground surface. Support buildings,
including technical buildings and
administrative buildings, would be
located at the ground surface above the
underground workings. Access to the
Deep Rock Cavern Vault would be
through a vertical, concrete-lined shaft.
A second shaft would be installed for
ventilation and emergency purposes.
The Deep Rock Cavern Vault concept
consists of twenty independent vaults.
The vaults will be arranged in two
parallel rows on either side of a central
access tunnel. The walls, floor and roof
of each vault are excavated from the
host rock. A concrete floor would be
poured to provide a stable base for
stacking waste packages.

How is a vault sealed when its
operating life is complete?

After a vault has been filled with waste,
it is effectively sealed from the
environment. As Covered Above-
Ground Concrete Vaults are completed,
the top of the vault is covered with soil
which is mounded and graded to a
smooth surface. At the end of the
operating life of the Covered Above-
Ground Concrete Vaults, a reinforced
concrete wall will be constructed at
both ends of the access aisle. In
addition, a multi-layer engineered

5 ONTARIOPOWER
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cover will be constructed
over the entire repository to
minimize surface water
infiltration and protect the
vaults from freeze-thaw
action. Once vegetated, the
completed mound will look
like a gently sloping hill. As
Deep Rock Cavern Vaults are
completed, a concrete plug
would be constructed in the
vault entrance to seal the
vault from the central access
tunnel and other vaults. At
the end of the operating life
of the Deep Rock Cavern
Vaults, the access and
ventilation shafts will also be
sealed with low permeability
material and backfilled to
surface.

Construction of a Desp Rack Cavernisile ot the Loviisa,, Finlend
Parmansn! Reposilory

Are these Permanent
Repository designs used in
other countries?

Permanent repositories have
been constructed and used
successfully in several countries
for the management of low and
intermediate level waste. For
example, the Covered Above-
Ground Concrete Vault design
is used at the Centre de L'Aube
facility in France, which was
recently visited by representatives of
the Municipality of Kincardine and
OPG. The Deep Rock Cavern Vault
design is used at the Forsmark facility
in Sweden, which was also visited by
representatives of the Municipality of
Kincardine and OPG.

! ‘&F“_.__- -

Abaveground section of s Deep Rock Covern
Fescility, ait Farsmbirk, Sweden

For additional
information contact:
Zoé Bond at Golder

Associates Lid.
zbond@golder.com
1-800-414-8314




Overview
of Safety

Assessment
of Permanent
Repository
Options

Quintessa Limited (UK) have
completed a preliminary
assessment of post-closure safety
for permanent repository concepts
for the long-term management of
radioactive waste at the Western
Waste Management Facility
(WWMF). This safety assessment
has focused on two concepts
considered in a Geotechnical
Feasibility Study previously
conducted by Golder Associates
Ltd., an independent consultant,
which was conducted for the
existing WWMF located at the
Bruce site:

o Covered Above-Ground
Concrete Vault similar to the
low level waste facility at Centre
de I’Aube in France that was
visited by Kincardine and OPG.

® Deep Rock Cavern Vault in
either shale (425 meters to 500
meters deep) or limestone (630
meters to 670 meters deep)
similar to the low and
intermediate level waste facility
visited by Kincardine and OPG
at Forsmark in Sweden.

Independent

S

Abiave-groundd ssdlinn of the Desp Rock Cavern
feellily &t Farsmark, Sweden
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Srewert is a unit of measure used
to describe the effective dose of
ionizing radiation. This relates the
absorbed dose in human tissue to
the effective biological damage of
the radiation. Dose is often
expressed in terms of millionths of
a Sievert, or microSievert (uSv).
Natural background
radiation from all sources at
sea-level is about 2000 uSv
per year. In Canada, the
limit for exposure of
members of the public is
1000 pSv per year (over and
above natural background).
For permanent repositories
the international
community recommends a
dose limit of 300 uSv per
year.

Assessment

tudy

Fact Sheet "6

The preliminary safety
assessment study adopted the
International Atomic Energy
Agency standard approach for
safety assessment, and used
information provided by
Golder’s Geotechnical
Feasibility Study. A set of key
scenarios was devised to
illustrate the expected
evolution of each of the
permanent repository options
and the natural environment.
These scenarios deal with the
potential release of
radioactivity from the
repository and subsequent
movement into the
environment, along with the
potential for radiation exposure to
humans. In addition, potential
future human intrusion into the
repositories (for example, borehole
drilling and excavations associated
with construction projects) was
also considered.

Continued on next page...

Acrial view of Parmanent Repository af Centre de I'Aube, France:
This facillly wos recently visited by Kincardine
and Onlaric Power Gergralion
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This figure shows dose predictions for the Covered Above-Ground Concrete
Vault option. Predicted doses for the Deep Rock Cavern Vault option are

Continued from previous page...

Quintessa’s preliminary safety
assessment examined a number of
engineering designs and potential
exposure scenarios. The
repository concepts were modeled
using the AMBER safety
assessment code, and compared to
safety criteria taken from the
recommendations of the
International Commission on
Radiological Protection, ICRP 81.

Based on the expected geologic
and hydrogeologic conditions at
the Bruce site, Quintessa’s
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preliminary assessment of post-
closure safety for permanent
repository concepts for the long-
term management of radioactive
waste at the WWMEF indicate that
the covered above-ground
concrete vault option can be
designed and constructed to meet
the ICRP 81 safety criterion of 300
uSv per year for all low level and a
range of intermediate level wastes.
The deep rock cavern option could
safely manage all low level and
intermediate level waste.

These safety assessment studies
would need to be updated on
future site-specific detailed
geotechnical investigations and /or
design updates should it be
decided to proceed with a
permanent repository at the
WWME

4— ICRP 81 Dose Criterion

AMBER is a state-of-the-art
computer software tool used
to model the transport and
potential impact of
contaminants in the
environment. In this case,
AMBER was used to model
the future concentrations of
radioactivity and resulting
dose to receptors under
different release scenarios, for
time periods over thousands
of years when the waste may
remain radioactive. The
AMBER results describe the
total effective dose with
respect to time.

For additional information contact:
Zo¢ Bond at Golder Associates Lid.

zbond@golder.com
1-800-414-8314




MUNICIPALITY OF KINCARDINE

MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor
Members of Council
FROM: John deRosenroll
CAO
DATE: May 5, 2003
FILE: A01 — Ontario Power Generation
RE: Nuclear Waste Management

The attached document was forwarded to the Municipality of Kincardine
by Mr. Norman de la Chevrotiere. He expressed his interest in our municipal
Memorandum of Understanding process with Ontario Power Generation and
asked that this information become part of information to Council.

| trust the document is self explanatory.

.,—T"” ) T

John deRosenroll
CAO

Aftach.




May 7, 2003

John DeRosenroll

Chief Administrative Officer
Municipality of Kincardine
1475 Concession 5, R.R. #5
Kincardine, Ontario, N2Z 2X6

Dear Mr. DeRosenroll:

This letter is to quickly summarize the information that I will be sharing with you today;
information that I believe may be helpful to Council in their deliberations with Ontario
Power Generation concerning the low and intermediate level waste at the Bruce nuclear
complex. Ihave also copied Council members through the clerk, Rosaline Graham.

My comments basically fall into one of two categories:

1. Plan for long term disposal of Low and Intermediate Level Waste
2. Past Documented Leakage at Bruce Nuclear Waste Sites

Plan for Long Term Disposal of Low and Intermediate Level Waste

There are numerous references in OPG’s own publications to the low and intermediate
level waste at Bruce nuclear being “interim” only, and that the plan for at least some of
this waste is to be co-located with the centralized high level waste facility (often cited as
deep geological disposal in the Canadian Shield). As examples of this, please see
Appendix A for excerpts from two documents: 1) OPG’s latest nuclear waste
management publication, dated October, 2000 and ii) OPG’s 2001 Annual Report.

As you know, under the new Federal Nuclear Fuel Waste law which came into force on
November 15, 2002, a Nuclear Waste Management Organization (NWMO) has been
created with a mandate to make a recommendation to the Canadian government where
and how to permanently dispose of Canada’s high level nuclear waste. The NWMO must
give their final recommendations to the federal government no later than November 15,
2005, three years after the enactment of the new Federal law.

Since the current plan is to co-locate at least some of the low and medium level waste at
Bruce with Canada’s high level waste, [ am respectfully suggesting to Council that

making any immediate decisions on the length of storage of low and intermediate level
waste at Bruce may be premature.

I would respectfully suggest that it may be prudent to wait until the high level waste
recommendations of the NWMO are finalized and promulgated, since this could very

well impact what is to be done with the low and intermediate level waste at Bruce
nuclear.



Past Documented Leakage at Bruce Nuclear Waste Sites

I have heard and read statements from various sources that waste operations at the Bruce
nuclear complex have been trouble free. This is simply not the case. In specific regards
to the low and intermediate level waste, the former Radioactive Waste Management
Operations Site 1 (RWOS 1) integrity has been compromised. When the then Ontario
Hydro installed new groundwater monitoring wells around RWOS 1 in the early 1990°s,
it was discovered that the site was leaking radioactive contaminants, among them tritium.

Tritium is a radioactive isotope of hydrogen, and the amounts registered over the years at
one Water Sampling Hole (WSH-122) have regularly exceeded not only the site’s
operating targets, but also Ontario’s Drinking Water Objective. On one occasion, it even

exceeded the Maximum Permissible Concentration in Water (MPCw) for tritium for
RWOS 1.

Concentrations of tritium are expressed in becquerels per litre of water, or bg/l. To
summarize the above standards:

Operating target*: 2,035 bg/l
Ontario Drinking Water Objective: 7,000 bg/1
Maximum Permissible Concentration*: 203,500 bg/1

* Bruce waste management operations

U.S. EPA Regulated Maximum: 740 bq/l

It should be noted that the U.S. regulated maximum of tritium in drinking water is almost
10 times more restrictive than Ontario’s objective. In 1994, the provincially appointed
Advisory Committee on Environmental Standards (ACES) recommended that Ontario’s
drinking water objective be immediately reduced to 100 bq/l.

Because of the leakage, Ontario Hydro, and Ontario Power Generation (OPG) set out to
remediate RWOS 1, and I believe all the waste from RWOS 1 has now been moved to
RWOS 2, now called the Western Waste Management Facility (WWMF). However, a
plume of contaminated groundwater may still exist around RWOS 1, and in fact may be
straddling the boundary of the nearby Inverhuron Provincial Park.

In addition, the same signs that identified the leakage at RWOS 1 may now be showing
up at the WWMF. Four Water Sampling Holes (WSH 228-231) are now showing
significant upward trends of tritium concentration, with one (WSH-231) having regularly
exceeded the operating limit. To allow for RWOS 2 license renewal in March of 2000,
the Atomic Energy Control Board (AECB) increased the operating limit by 500% to
10,175 bg/l.

WSH-231 has now spiked to concentrations of tritium that exceed both Ontario’s
Drinking Water Objective and the increased operating limit at up to 12,000 bg/l. This
increase has been attributed by OPG to recent construction activity, which may be the



case. However, this Water Sampling Hole has also regularly been close to Ontario’s
Drinking Water Objective.

Tritium is classified by the United States Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) as a
human carcinogen. In addition to being a potential cancer-causing agent, it is suspected

to be highly effective in mutating genes, promoting hereditary defects, and causing
malformations in embryos and fetuses.

Based on the International Commission on Radiological Protection (ICRP) estimates,
certain drinking water consumption patterns and the common scientific assumption of
additive doses (“linear, no threshold hypothesis”), there is a lifetime excess fatal cancer
- nisk of under 1 in 3,000 at the concentrations of tritium at Ontario’s drinking water
objective (7,000 bg/). Most nations follow ICRP guidelines for radiation standards.

Based on the International Institute of Concern for Public Health estimates, when non-

fatal cancers and hereditary defects are taken into account, this risk estimate can be up to
five times higher, or less than 1 in 600.

There is risk in everything we do in life, so the above numbers must be put into context.
However, exposure from tritium in drinking water is but one potential pathway of
radionuclides as a result of the Bruce nuclear operations.

There 1s indeed a great economic benefit of the Bruce nuclear operations. However, there
are also potentially costs associated with the waste operations, which need to be weighed
against the benefits of any potential future agreements struck under the Memorandum of
Understanding. Existing and further potential for contamination of local water and soil
creates real potential health consequences and stigma that could hurt future tourism and
utilization of Inverhuron Provincial Park, real costs to the extended community.

The incinerator at the WWMF has in the past also emitted levels of dioxins and furans
hundreds of times in excess of Canada’s official safe limit. Iunderstand, though, that
OPG has recently installed a new incinerator that has lowered levels of emissions. Icite
this only as another example of the potential costs of the operations at the WWMF
concerning low and intermediate level radioactive waste.

I have included in Appendix B documentation that validates my statements made above.
This is all submitted respectfully to you and Council to provide additional information
for upcoming open houses and in your deliberations on this important matter.

Yours truly,

Normand de la Chevrotiere, Friends of Bruce

cc. Council of the Municipality of Kincardine
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lanagement

Ontario Power Generation is committed to the long term management of nuclear
waste in an environmentally, socially and financially responsible way.

OPG's
Nuclear Waste
Management and

Decommissioning
Plan

Each year, Ontario Power
Generation's Board of
Directors reviews and
approves the Nuclear Waste
Management and
Decommissioning Plan. In
summary, the plan provides
for the following initiatives:

¢ The interim dry storage of used fuel at
the Pickering, Bruce and eventually
Darlington Waste Management
Facilities; ’

¢ Interim, centralized storage of opera-
tional low and intermediate level
waste from Pickering, Bruce and
Darlington at the Bruce Waste

L Management Facilif;r;

e Establish a separately incorporated
waste management organization, in
accordance with federal government
policy;

* Conduct an options study of alternative
lifecycle plans for the long term man-
agement of used fuel and operational
low and intermediate level waste.

e Maintain used fuel geological disposal
technology until the options study is
completed;

« Establish segregated funds for nuclear
waste management and station
decommissioning; and

¢ Maintain the decommissioning strategy
of dismantling power reactors 30 years
after shutdown, while studying the
alternative of prompt decommissioning.

Due to the long time frames involved,
Ontario Power Generation's strategic
plans for the long term management of
nuclear waste and station decommis-
sioning have been designed to be flexi-
ble and responsive to stakeholder
expectations and changing financial,
political and regulatory conditions.

Nuclear Waste Management
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role for providing oversight to ensure
that appropriate long term solutions to
nuclear fuel waste management are
developed, funded and implemented.
The Federal Government’s response
identified three objectives of the pro-
posed federal oversight mechanism.
They are:

e A dedicated fund be established for
the long term management, including
disposal, of nuclear fuel waste;

¢ A reporting relationship be established
between the federal government and
the waste management organization;

¢ A federal review and approval mecha-
nism be established to provide over-
sight and access to the fund.

The federal government will decide
what mechanisms to use to ensure that
its oversight objectives are met.

b

ng Term Low Level
Waste Management

Low level waste consists of industrial
items and materials such as clothing,
tools and equipment, which have
become slightly contaminated and are of
no further use. The low level waste is
safely stored at the Bruce Waste
Management Facility. Ontario Power
Generation's current plan is to have a
low level waste disposal facility in oper-
ation by 2015. However, as with used
nuclear fuel, alternative plans for low
level waste long term management are
being studied, taking into account social
and business needs.

In 1999 OPG reviewed a wide range of
alternative disposal concepts and four
preferred altermatives were identified.
The four include: a covered above grade
concrete vault; a shallow concrete vault;
a deep burial concrete vault; and a rock
cavern. The concepts/alternatives are
robust and are designed for a very long
life span. Waste retrieval is possible in
each repository concept. The perform-
ance of the repository can be moni-
tored throughout alkphases.

Long Term
Intermediate Level
Waste Management

Intermediate level waste is comprised
mainly of ion exchange resins and filters
used to keep reactor heavy water cool-
ing and moderator systems clean. These
resins and filters are more radioactive
than low level waste. Intermediate level
waste from all power reactors in Ontario
is transported to the Bruce Waste
Management Facility for interim storage.

The current reference plan for the long
term management of intermediate level
waste is to co-locate it with used nuclear
fuel in a deep geological repository,

starting in 2034. This plan may be
impacted by the review of long term
management plans for used fuel

Lfequired by the Government of Canada.

OPG is also studying improved means
of intermediate level waste volume
reduction and packaging should longer-
term storage be required.

Nuclear Waste Management
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Significant assumptions underlying many operational and technical factors are also used in the calculation of the accrued
liabilities and are subject to periodic review. Changes to these assumptions, as well as changes to assumptions on the timing of
the programs or the technology employed, could result in significant changes to the value of the accrued liabilities. With
programs of this duration and the evolving technology to handle the nuclear waste, there is a degree of risk surrounding the
measurement of the costs for these programs, which may increase or decrease over time. !

Liability for Nuclear Waste Management Costs

The liability for nuclear waste management costs represents the cost of managing the highly radioactive used nuclear fuel
bundles as well as the cost of managing other low and intermediate level radioactive wastes generated by the nuclear stations.
The current assumptions that have been used to establish the accrued used fuel costs include: long-term management of the
spent fuel bundles through deep geological disposal; an in-service date of 2025 for used nuclear fuel disposal facilities; and an
average transportation distance of 1,000 kilometers between nuclear generating facilities and the disposal facilities. Alternatives

to deep geological disposal may be technically feasible and will be explored. The increase in the accrued costs for used nuclear
fuel from current year's operations is charged to fuel costs.

The costs of low and intermediate level waste management, include the costs of managing such wastes during the operation of
the nuclear stations, interim waste management, as well as the costs of ultimate long-term disposal of these wastes. The current
assumptions used to establish the accrued low and intermediate level waste management costs include: an in-service date of 2015
for disposal facilities for low level waste; co-locating some of the intermediate level waste with low level waste starting in 2015;
and co-locating the remainder of the intermediate level waste with used fuel starting in 2034. The increase in the accrued costs
for low and intermediate level waste due to the waste produced during the year is charged to depreciation and amortization.

Liability for Nuclear Fixed Asset Removal Costs

Accrued nuclear fixed asset removal costs are the costs of decommissioning nuclear generating stations after the end of their
service lives. The significant assumptions used in estimating future nuclear fixed asset removal costs include: decommissioning
of nuclear generating stations in the 2028 to 2058 period on a deferred dismantlement basis (reactors will remain safely shut

down for a 30-year period prior to dismantlement) and an average transportation distance of 1,000 kilometers between nuclear
generating facilities and disposal facilities.

Liability for Non-nuclear Fixed Asset Removal Costs

Accrued non-nuclear fixed asset removal costs are primarily the costs of decommissioning fossil generating stations and the
heavy water production facility-after the end of their service lives. The significant assumption used in estimating future fossil
generating station removal costs is that the estimated retirement date of these stations is in the 2005 to 2025 period.

OPG does not provide for the removal costs associated with its hydroelectric generating facilities as the costs cannot be

reasonably estimated because of the long service life of these assets. With either maintenance efforts or rebuilding, the water
control structures are assumed to be required for the foreseeable future.

OPG Notes To The Consolidated Financial Statements 39
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Bruce Nuclear Power Development
Radioactive Waste Operations Site 1
Waste Facility Operating Licence
No. AECB-WFOL-320-9

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1  The current BNPD RWO Site 1 (SITE 1) Waste Facility Operating Licence No.
AECB-WFOL-320-9 came into effect on July 1, 1992, for an indefinite period.

1.2 The Site 1 Waste Management Facility has been in a static state since November
1976.

2 FACILITY DESCRIPTION

The Site 1 Waste Management Facility is a 1.4 acre fenced-in area located within the Bruce
Nuclear Power Development. Site 1 consists of various in-ground storage structures. No
waste is stored directly in the ground. There is also a pit in which combustible wastes were
bumned. The ashes have been removed from this pit and it has been filled with gravel. The
ground surface of the facility consists of loose gravel. There is neither a surface nor a sub-
surface drainage collection system. Observation wells within and around the facility are used
L to monitor the ground water.

3 RADIOACTIVE INVENTORY

The radioactive waste currently in storage at the Site 1 Waste Management Facility
originated primarily from the Douglas Point NGS and to a lesser extent from the Nuclear
Power Development (NPD) and Pickering Nuclear Generating Stations, Site 1 provides
storage for solid wastes only. The total stored activity at Site 1, neglecting radioactive
decay, is approximately 135 TBq.

4 FACILITY PERFORMANCE

4.1 The licensee has operated the facility in compliance with AECB requirements since
this licence came into effect.

4.2 The Site 1 facility has been in a storage-with-surveillance mode since the issuance of
the licence. No radioactive waste has been added to its inventory.
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5 MONITORING

5.1 Introduction

The radiological monitoring program at Site 1 consists of ground water sampling, ambient
radiation dose rate monitoring, and containment integrity monitoring. The results of the
monitoring program are reported quarterly to the AECB and other regulatory agencies.

5.2 Ambient Radiation Dose Rate Monitoring

The ambient radiation dose rate is measured by seven thermoluminescent dosimeters (TLDs)
mounted on the fence around Site 1. The TLDs are changed quarterly. The gamma dose
rate at the perimeter fence remained below the licensed limits.

5.3 Containment Integrity Monitoring

Concrete trenches are checked for the ingress of water twice a year. To date no water has
been detected.

5.4 Ground Water Sampling

Ground water samples are collected on a quarterly basis from 7 water sampling holes and are
analyzed for tritium and gross beta activity. All reported results, except for the tritium
concentration in water sampling hole 122, have been below the action limit of 1% of the
Maximum Permissible Concentration in water (MPCw for tritium §.5x10° Ci/m® and for
gross beta 6.0x10¢ Ci/m®). The tritium concentration in water sampling hole 122 has been
and continues to trend slightly above the 1% MPCw action limit. Although the
environmental impact is considered to be minimal, Ontario Hydro was requested to conduct
an investigation to determine the source of the contaminant and propose remedial action to
correct the situation. The results of Ontario Hydro's investigation was inconclusive. Ontario
Hydro however decided to proceed with the removal of the waste which is suspected to be
the probable cause. (Please refer to section 7).

5.5 Personnel Monitoﬂng

Dose distribution for personnel involved in Radioactive Waste Operations is repoited
quarterly to the AECB as a combination for BNPD Site 1 and Site 2 Waste Management
Facilities. The doses received as a result of Site 1 operations are below regulatory limits.




BMD 96-148

6 COMPLIANCE INSPECTIONS

Board staff, accompénied by representatives of other federal and provincial agencies,
conducted annual inspections of Site 1 since the issuance of the current licence. No items of
non compliance were noted during these inspections.

7 LICENSING ISSUES

On June 21, 1996, in a letter from H. Morrison of Ontario Hydro to D. Howard of the
Atomic Energy Control Board, Ontario Hydro requested authorization pursuant to condition
1 of Waste Facility Operating Licence No. AECB-WFOL-320-9.1 to conduct remediation

work at Site 1. The remediation work projected to last at least § years, will consist of
retrieving, segregation, and packaging for transfer to the BNPD Site 2 facility. The project
will be a joint venture between Ontario Hydro and AECL. Authorization to remediate Site 1

was granted on August 14, 1996, in a letter from R.M. Duncan of the Atomic Energy
Control Board, to H. Morrison of Ontario Hydro Nuclear.

8 PUBLIC CONSULTATION

No communication from interested members of the public regarding the Site 1 facility has
been received by Board staff during the current term of the licence.

9  COST RECOVERY

Ontario Hydro Nuclear is currently in good standing with the Atomic Energy Coatrol Board
with respect to the payment of licensing fees for the Bruce Nuclear Power Development
Radioactive Waste Operations Site 1.

10 CONCLUSION

Board staff is satisfied with the operation of the BNPD Site 1 Waste Management Facility

and concur with the continuation of the current indefinite licensing period. Board staff
propose to update Board members on the operation of this facility in 2001.
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RWOS#1 WSH 122 Tritium Concentration
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GRAPH 3.4
RWOS#1 WSH 122 Gross Beta Concentration
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GRAPH 3.29
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GRAPH 3.31
RWOS#2 WSH 229 Tritium Concentration

1.000E~02 — -
1.000E-03 & r
1.000E-04 a L
1.000E-05
1.000E-06 R W—~~/’\/’—M
1.000E-07 b0 § 1 of bbudef bt b b b 1 | 1 f b ed o e bk ]
1t 35 7 9111 35 7 9111 %1 3 1 3 1 3 1 3
I 1991 | 1992 119931 1994119951 199611997
Month/Year Quarter/Year
MPCw= 5.5 E~3 Ci/m3
Teitlum Conc —+—= Operating Target —*— MPCw
TREND TEST
Seasonal Kendall Test
Test Statistic = 2.272
_______ confidencelevel __ __  ______test ______________Sgnuificance =
95% 2.272<1.960 SIGNIFICAN
90% 2.272<1.645 SIGNIFICANT
B0 2272<1282 ______ ______SIGNIFICANT _____
Estinatad Trand Lina 23T

3.06-06

L.0E-06

1.2E-06 |

6. 0E-07

Y

0. OE+D0
March, 1997 (R-0) Page 36 of 45

REPORTS\97025B



GRAPH 3.33
RWOS#2 WSH 230 Tritium Concentration
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GRAPH 3.35
RWOS#2 WSH 231 Tritium Concentration
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TO: Board Members
FROM: Directorate of Fue] Cycle and

Materials Regulation

PURPOSE: Initial Consideration

BMD 00-44

Your fite Votre rétérence

Our tite  Notre référence

37-2-2-0

AUX:  Commissaires
DELA: Direction de la réglementation
du cycle du combustible et des

matiéres nucléaires

BUT:  FEtude préliminaire

SUBJECT:  Bruce Nuclear Power OBJET: Permis d’exploitation
Development Radioactive d’installation de gestion de
Waste Operations Site 2 déchets radioactifs n° AECB-
Waste Management Facility WFOL-314-11.2 du site n° 2 du
Operating Licence complexe électronucléaire de
No. AECB-WFOQOL-314-11.2 Bruce

SUMMARY RESUME

Ontario Power Generation has applied for
renewal of the Bruce Nuclear Power
Development Radioactive Waste Operations
Site 2 Waste Management Facility
Operating Licence No. AECB-WFOL-314-
11.2 which is due to expire on May 31,
2000.

Board staff is satisfied with the operation of 7

this facility and recommends that the Board
give initial consideration to approving the
issuance of operating licence No. AECB-
WFOL-314-12 for a period of two years.

Ontario Power Generation a soumis une
demande de renouvellement du permis
d’exploitation d’installation de gestion de
déchets radioactifs n®> AECB-WFOL-314-
11.2 qui expire le 31 mai 2000.

Le personne! de la Commission est satisfait
de I’exploitation de cette installation et
recommande que la Commission fasse une
étude préliminaire visant I’approbation de la
délivrance du permis n° AECB-WFOL-314-
12 pour une période de deux ans.

T/

1+§

Canadi

Fax/Télécopieur (613)995-5086
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3. FACILITY DESCRIPTION

3.1 The Bruce Nuclear Power Development (BNPD) Radioactive Waste Operations Site 2
(Site 2) consists of facilities for the receipt, processing, and storage of low- and intermediate-
level radioactive waste generated at Ontario Power Generation nuclear generating stations and
other facilities currently or previously operated by Ontario Power Generation (formerly Ontario
Hydro). Site 2 comprises a Waste Volume Reduction Facility and above- and below-grade
storage structures. Site 2 is enclosed by a two-metre-high perimeter fence and occupies
approximately 11.5 hectares of which 7 are used for the processing and storage of low and
intermediate level radioactive waste.

3.2 OnJanuary 25, 2000, the Board approved the expansion of the BNPD Site 2 licensed area
to include the 4.5 hectares required for the construction of the Bruce Used Fuel Dry Storage
Facility.

4. FACILITY OPERATIONS

The radioactive wastes generated by Ontario Power Generation facilities are sorted at their points
of origin into “incinerable,” “compactable” and “non-processible’” wastes to facilitate their
subsequent processing and storage at Site 2. The Waste Volume Reduction Facility includes
capabilities for incineration, compaction, and baling of wastes. Ashes and compacted wastes
from the reduction facility are also stored at Site 2.

S. FACILITY PERFORMANCE

5.1 The facility has been operated safely, in compliance with the conditions of the licence,
both historically and during the term of the current licence.

5.2  The current state of Site 2 has evolved since 1975, the initial year of operations. During
this period, successive expansions, modifications and improvements to site facilities were
implemented to accommodate and process waste receipts which resulted from the development
of Ontario Power Generation’s nuclear facilities. Ontario Power Generation has been reducing
the volume of waste receipts requiring long-term storage. Their efforts include the construction,
operation and maintenance of the Waste Volume Reduction Facility, and in particular, the
radioactive waste incinerator. Ontario Power Generation has also undertaken to retrieve and
reprocess stored waste in order to reduce the volume of stored waste thereby delaying the
requirement to build additional storage facilities at Site 2.

5.3  During the term of the current licence, Site 2 received approximately 8 000 m* of
processible and non-processible radioactive waste with an estimated activity of 3 PBq. Of the
processible material, approximately 5000 m® of radioactive waste was incinerated at the Waste
Volume Reduction Facility with an estimated activity of 800 GBq. The total inventory of Site 2
is approximately 47,500 m’ with an estimated activity of 20 PBq.
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in units of absorbed dose, was less than twice natural background and well below the licence
limits.

CONCLUSION: AECB staff finds the results of the ambient radiation dose rate measurements at
the perimeter fence to be acceptable.

Weekly contamination checks and radiation surveys are performed at random locations within
Site 2. Routine surveys of all areas are completed monthly. Any contamination detected is
cleaned-up, and radiation fields at a distance of one metre from sealed waste storage structures
are limited to 25 uSv/h as specified in the licence.

CONCLUSION: AECB staff has determined this practice and compliance with this practice to be
acceptable.

The annular spaces of tile holes, inground containers, trenches and quadricells, and the sumps of
the Low Level Storage Buildings, were checked for the ingress of water during the Spring and
Fall periods. Any quantities of active water detected were recovered and transferred for disposal
at a Bruce Nuclear Generating Station. Inactive water was discharged to the surface drainage
ditch.

CONCLUSION: AECB staff has determined this practice and compliance with this practice to be
acceptable.

The results of the radiological monitoring programs completed at Site 2 during the term of the
current licence were reported to the AECB and other regulatory agencies quarterly. These results
continued to indicate that the intended containment of radionuclides was successfully achieved,
and that releases to the environment were below the licence limits.

9. GROUND WATER MONITORING

The lower ground water aquifer underlying Site 2 was sampled quarterly at nine sampling
boreholes and analysed for tritium and “gross beta” activity. At no time did the measured
activities of these parameters, except for Water Sampling Hole (WSH) 231, exceed the operating
target of 2040 Bg/L (5.5E-3 Ci/m®), which represents 1% of the Maximum Permissible
Concentration in water (MPCw) for tritium. The MPCw is derived from the public dose limit of

5 mSv.

A rising trend has been observed in tritium concentrations at Water Sampling Hole (WSH)-231,
1o levels which are inconsistent with what is being observed in the rest of the ground water
monitoring network at Site 2. The tritium levels have shown a steady increase toward the
Ontario Power Generation operating target of 1% of the Maximum Permissible Concentration in
Wwater since the well was installed in 1991. In December 1995, the operating target was
exceeded. An investigation conducted by Ontario Power Generation, concluded that the tritium
observed in WSH 231 is dominantly from a source local to the stage 5 (LLSB) area of Site 2.
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AECB staff assessed the situation, based upon the information presented by Ontario Power
Generation. As a result of this assessment, the operating licence for Site 2 was amended to
reference an action limit of 5% (10,175 Bg/L) of the MPCw for tritium in the ground water.

The 5% action limit 1s based on the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements
recommendation of 9.6 mGy/day for the protection of populations of aquatic biota. The action
limit of 5% of the MPCw corresponds approximately to a dose of 0.0024 mGy/day which is

L considerably lower than the expected no-effect value for aquatic biota of 0.24 mGy/day.

This action limit is applied at the perimeter boundary of Site 2. In the event that the Action
Limit is attained, an Environmental Risk Assessment specifically for Site 2 would be required
and mitigative actions proposed. The Environmental Risk Assessment is to include the
environment between Site 2 boundary fence and the BNPD boundary fence. Ontario Power
Generation has projected that should the current rising trend continue, the 5% action level may
be exceeded by 2003. AECB staff also suggested to Ontario Power Generation that they
investigate measures to prevent the exceedance of the action limit. This issue will be pursued
Lduring the course of the next licensing term.

A scoping document for the Site 2 Environmental Risk Assessment has been requested by AECB
staff. It should be noted that an ecological effects review is being undertaken for the BNPD Site,
with planned submission to the AECB by June 15, 2000. Ontario rower Generation has
requested that the scoping document for the Site 2 Environmental Risk Assessment be completed
after the results of the Bruce ecological effects review are available in order to provide a more
comprehensive document. Consequently the committed date for the submission of the scoping
document is December 31, 2000.

Ontario Power Generation performed a pathways analysis for tritium from WSH-231 to the Lake
Huron Shoreline. The results of this pathway analysis, which is based on a source term [at
WSH-231] of 5% of MPCw (10,175 Bg/L), indicate that the maximum hypothetical dose to the
critical group located at the Lake Huron Shoreline, is negligible (0.00012 nSv per year). The
hypothetical monitoring well located at the shoreline in the heart of the projected plume would
have a maximum tritium concentration of 35 Bq/L. AECB staff has reviewed the results of the
pathway analysis and tritium transport modelling. AECB staff has communicated their
comments to Ontario Power Generation.

CONCLUSION: AECB staff consider the actions taken by Ontario Power Generation acceptable at
this time but will continue to monitor the evolution of tritium in the ground water.

10. ENVIRONMENTAL MONITORING

Ontario Power Generation maintains a radiological environmental monitoring program in the
vicinity of BNPD. This program also forms part of the Site 2 licence requirement. Th? results of
this program are reported annually to the AECB. The contribution from Site 2 for liquid
effluents were 0.0016% of the regulatory limit for tritium and 0.07% of the regulatory limit for
gross beta. Meanwhile, the contributions from the Waste Volume Reduction Facility for gaseous
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4.2

4.3

comply with the new CNSC dose rate limits. Action levels for dose rates and
emissions have been proposed to the CNSC, in accordance with the Radiation
Protection Regulations.

The dose rate at the fence due to the WWMF operations has been consistently
below the monthly averaged dose rate limit of 0.5 uSv/h at the fence (for
compliance purposes; based on 2000 hours occupancy of a non-Nuclear Energy
Worker) during the previous three licensing periods. The average measured
dose rate was 0.06 puSv/h for the period of January 2000 to June 2001 inclusive.

The facility has an extensive contamination/radiation monitoring program in place
as described in Reference 2. Airborne and water emissions from the WWMF
have been consistently less than 1% of the interim derived release limits in the
last three licensing periods. Enhanced C-14 monitoring is now in place, and
initiatives have been taken to reduce C-14 and tritium releases to the
environment. '

Worker Safety

Occupational safety record.for the WWMF has been excellent in the areas of
radiological and conventional safety for many years. WWMF has not had a lost
time accident over the past 6 years.

Radiation dose to WWMF workers has remained well below the regulatory limits.
Total collective worker dose for 2001 was ~4 Person-mSv and ~5 Person-mSv
for 2000. The maximum quarterly whole body dose to an individual in the past 3
licensing periods was 2.6 mSv, compared with the regulatory limit of 50
mSv/year. During the past 6 years, the individual dose has remained below 1
mSv/month. '

A hazardous materials control program is in place.

Environmental Protection

All surface and subsurface water discharged from WWMF is monitored for
radioactive releases.

A monitoring well network comprising 15 wells is in place to-monitor groundwater
quality within the uppermost aquifers underlying the engineered Low Level Waste
(LLW) storage structures at the WWMF. A well-monitoring program based on
measuring *H and Gross Beta concentrations in water is used to measure
groundwater quality and to assess the influence of WWMF operations on the
groundwater regime. The WSH-series wells are sampled quarterly and on
occasion more frequently. The results of the monitoring program, including an
analysis of trends in water quality data, are submitted quarterly to the CNSC.

Monitoring well WSH-231 intersects the Middle Sand Aquifer (MSA) situated
downgradient of the Stage 5 WWMF Low-Level Storage Building area. In
November 2001, 3H concentrations in WSH-231 increased to 10,000 Bg/L. In

. January 2002, weekly sampling of the monitoring well revealed concentrations

had risen to a maximum of 12,000 Bg/L. During the same monitoring period

Page 2 of 7
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gross Beta measurements at WSH-231 remained stable, as did water quality

~ trends at all other WWMF monitoring wells. Historic groundwater quality

monitoring data at WSH-231 that illustrates this stepwise change in *H
concentration in recent months are shown in Figure 2. This Figure also
illustrates that between 1991 and 1997 ®H concentrations had gradually
increased and subsequently stabilized at approximately 5,000 Bqy/L.

An investigation has indicated that recent construction activities in the vicinity of
WSH-231 were almost certainly the cause of the anomalous maximum tritium
concentration observed recently in WSH-231 (10,000 - 12,000 Ba/l).- It is
expected that these levels will decrease over the next months and return to
~5000 Bg/l level. This tritium level is well below the regulatory limit of 203,500
Bq/l (as prescribed by CNSC staff), and is two orders of magnitude below the
Generic Screening Criterion for non-potable groundwater (3x10% Bg/l). Also,
studies conducted by OPG have concluded that at the anomalous tritium levels
observed in WSH-231, there is no significant impact on human health or the
environment. However, OPG is committed to continue monitoring radioactivity in
groundwater and to take mitigative actions, as required, if these levels become
elevated.

Pathways not routinely monitored are sampled periodically for tritium and C-14 to
confirm that significant unmonitored releases are not occurring. The hypothetical
radiation dose to the public from all C-14 sources on the BNPD site was ~0.5
uSv.in 2000 and has been consistently very low in previous years. )

An assessment of environmental effects is provided in Reference 2, which
indicates that the WWMF operation has no significant effect on the environment.
Two environmental assessments have been done over the last 5 years reviewing
the environmental impact of site operations and new storage structures. An
environmental monitoring program that covers pre-construction, during
construction and operational effects for recent WWMF upgrades is underway.

Regulatory Compliance

The WWMF continues to operate in compliance with the licence and the
applicable federal and provincial Regulations. As in the past, all actions resulting
from CNSC compliance inspections during the current licence period have been
completed in a timely fashion. All regulatory commitments have been met and all
licensing documentation is up-to-date.

"QUALITY ASSURANCE MANAGEMENT SYSTEM

The Nuclear Waste Management Division has established a program describing
the organizational responsibilities and interfaces, and key program elements fqr
the management of nuclear waste. A dedicated performance assurance function
is in place to ensure NWMD compliance with this program. in 2000/2001, 47
internal NWMD assessments and 30 external assessments were completed.
Corrective Action Plans (CAPs) are developed and tracked to completion, with
weekly oversight by the Vice-President, NWMD.

Page 3 of 7
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The data suggest a plume.
has reached a swamp that
straddles the boundary be-
tween the park and the nuclear
site, an internal report says. But
once off site, the tyitiam is esti-
mated to have diluted to 3 per
cent of source concentrations.

The Ontario -environment
ministry is aware of the situa-
tion, spokesperson Bob Masse-
car said yesterday. '

“Outside the site, the wells

jectives and within groundwa
ter standards,” hesaid. . .

A stream from the swamp
passes the park before
discharging into Holmes Bay.
Day users of the park drink wa-
terfromawellhthevianity

“Any impact off site is mini-
mal,” Morrison said, estimat-
ing the levels in the swamp at

ONTARIO

Bruce site leaks nuclear waste

Not a problem-

at neighbouring "

provincial park,
compariy says
By KATE HARRIES

ONTARIO REPORTER

"Radioactive  contaminants

from an ancient nuclear waste

storage site on the Bruce Nu-

clear PuwerDevelopmentbe-_:.'
tween Kincardine and Port El-
gin have leaked: into: 1ﬂ1e~,;
underlying aquifer ‘and’may .
have migrated ioto nenrby ln-.,
Provincial Park.

verhuron P

developing a process to ad-
dress the problem, said Hugh
Morrison, -director of nuclear
waste operations at the Bruce
site.
Data from one monitoring
well show tritium levels at the

of 2,035 becquerels per [itre

imposed by the Canadi-
an Nuclear Safety Commis-
sion, but also Ontario's more

generous drinking-water ob-

jective of 7,000 Bq/L.

between 20 and 30 Bg/L. — sim-
ilar to the levels in rainwater at
the Bruce site.

But critics of the nuclear in-
dustry say that the calculations
do not take into account the cu-
mulative effect of the leak on
the larger environment.

Tritium, a carcinogen with a
half-life of 125 years, decays
by beta emission, giving off
particles that damage lmn_g

,Members . of a local gmup

-ﬁghhng alegal battle against

n°of waste storage
esatﬂ:esiﬁesayﬂ:ere-
portahows that it’s impéssible

: forthepubllctogetatmeplo«

ofﬂ:eimpactofﬂleBruce
site” " .

Experts differ on safe
levels of tritium

“What else don't we know?”

- asked Sheila Ogg, vice-presi-

dent of the Inverhuron ratepay-
ers’ association, which last
month filed an appeal of a judg:
e’s order giving the new waste
storage site the go-ahead. -
Ogg noted that the internal
report on the leak' was obtained
under a Freedom of lnforma

After what Sierra
- ‘nie Steiner called a “ptolonged

fﬁon requwt filed bylhe Sierra

Defence Fund last year.:

battle,” their was re-
duced to about 80 documents
from 800 in excliange for the
fees being waived.

Ogg also pointed out that
there are dramatic differences
in expert opinion about what
levels of tritium are safe.

In Canada, “the nuclear in-
dustry has a soft spot for triti-
um,” Dr. Gordon Edwards,
president of the Canadian Co-
alition for Nuclear Responsibil-

_ity, said from Montreal.

That’s because tritium is re-
leased in far greater quantities
by CANDU reactors than other
, nuclear technology.

In 1994, an Ontario govern-

Mela-. Point Generating

Site 1, lmﬂtinthelQGOs,was

ment advisory committee rec-
ommended the allowable level
in drinking water be set at 100
Bq/L, dropping to 20 Bq/L with-
in 5 years. The nudear indusiry
objected and Ontario set the
level at 7,000 Bgq/L, 10 times
higher than the standard used
by the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency. in the United
States.

The Bruce leak was traced to .

the eroded grouting around
concrete tile holes at Radioac-
tive Waste Operations Site 1,
which contrins low- and inter-
mediate-level radioactive waste
from the now-closed Douglas
Station:

after new up-to-date monitor-
ing wells were installed in
-1990.

The plan, a.lready under way,
is to transfer all waste at Site 1
to Radioactive Waste Opera-

tions Site 2, apmcssﬂaatmay .

takeseveralyeam

Among ’ other challengs
faced by the utili g—m
W .Elevatéd’ trif readings
froin ‘a Site 2 well required a
special provision in the utility’s
licence permitting levels to rise

to 5 per cent of the Maximum
‘Permissible Concentration in
water (MCPw). The operation
level of 2,035 Bq/L that applies
elsewhere on the site is based
on 1 per cent of MCPw.

“If the current trend contin-

ues, the AECB action level of 5
per cent MPCw may be exceed-
ed as early as 2003,” an inter-
nal report says.
@ The nuclear site's conven-
tional landfill site is also leak-
ing, althotigh it appears to have
been contained to a buffer zone
‘around the site.

I +

| ‘Any impact off site

1stT1mmal

W The site’s 24-year-old incin-

.erator emits levels of toxic

dioxins and furans hundreds of
times in excess of national
guidelines adopted in 1992 by
the Canadian Council of Minis-
ters of the Environment.

It can do so because the

tion has decided voluntarily to
comply with modern standards
and will statt next: year to build
a new $10 million incinerator,
Morrison said.
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Bruce incinerator

354 times

spits out toxins at

safe limit

Nuclear-waste facility not penalized
because rules not Jegally binding

BY TOM SPEARS

- The incinerator that burns all
low-level radioactive .waste
from Ontario’s nuclear indus-
try emits toxic dioxins and fu-’
rans at levels hundreds of times
greater than Canada’s official
safe limit:

" Yet the Bruce Nuclen' Pow- |

er Development's incinerator

" has operated for 24 years on
Lake Huron without penalty,

" partly because the crucial safe
limits for dioxins aren't en-
forceable.

Those national gundelmes
were adopted in 1992 by the
Canadian Council of Ministers
of the Environment, :

“Back when it (the incineta-
tor) was approved, that tech-

nology was acceptable,” says -

" Ken Smith of the Ontario Eavi-’
ronment

Based on the mcmerator’s
performance, however, ‘it
_would not be approved today.”

The filtering system is “fairly
good” at removing solid parti- -
cles such as soot, “but it wouldn't
do much for anything gaseous in
nature,” he said.

_ The incinerator burns low-
level radioactive

waste from all
the nuclear plants in Ontario:
Brucc:¥ Plckcnns and Dullng

Low-level waste includes air
ﬁlten, contaminated work
g;ﬁ paper towels and cloth-

Gram for gram, the related
chemical families of dioxins
and furans are among the most -

They. are widely regarded s

“gender-benders” that damage
the reproductive systems of hu-.
msns end wildlife. . -

The - notorious pestlclde.
Agent Orange was banned
mainly because of its-dioxin

, content.

The Bruce lﬁcmerator is sup-
posed to have no-more than
half a nanogram (half 2 bil-

. lionth of a gram) of dioxin in

each cubic metre of fumes go- .
mgupthcmokam:k. .
“ Tests in 1999 showed an aver-

age of 177 nanograms per cubic
mcue—ormdmsthemrl ’
murh safe level.

SeémmlSonpas:Ag D

CANADA

Toxins: Guidelines
“not legally binding

Conﬂnnedﬁompogem

Yetndxdn'tbmkanylstx
dmemhonalguiddmcmnotlegnr
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Ontario Power Generation says its

incinerator “does meet or exoeed all of -
‘in Ontario for air pol- -

.the regulations-
lution and for radiological emissions.
It does not meet the guidelines™ for .

The company promises a new, bet-
ter incinerator to replace the current
one, likely by the end of 2001

The federal agency that regulates
nuclesr plants, the Canadian Nuclear
-Safety Commission, doesn’t regulate
non-radioactive materials.

And Ontario’s Environment Min-
lnry‘eﬂ‘%““ uticn only at the

edgeofithe, o lant EOpCTtY,. 5
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pollution spmds out on the wind md
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luted this way, it meets Ontario’s rules.

Letting pollution dlspexse on the
wind before measuring it is wrong,
said Angela Rickman of the Sierra
s s

e pollution is still harming plant
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said. The cliff-like Bruce reactor build-
ings are home to bald eagles, and deer
live on-site.

Dioxins are “‘hxghly toxic. Very high
potential for causing cancer prob-
lems,” she said.

“They1l build up in fatty tissue of all
of us. We know they have endocrine-

- disruptive effects on unbom children,
so it can affect their development,”
shesaid ™

- Bruce, Canada’s largest nuclea:
plant, is 40 kilometres west of Walker
ton



Public Attitude Research Long-Term
Management of Low and Intermediate Level
Radioactive Waste at the Western Waste
Management Facility

Presentation to Kincardine
October 8, 2003




Goals of the Public Attitude Research

* ldentify people’s attitudes towards
and perceptions of their community

* |dentify the activities and behaviours
of the local residents

 Gauge awareness of the existing
WWMF and the long-term waste
management facility

e Examine the potential for effects on
people’s daily life and any likely
changes in attitudes towards
community



Details of Public Attitude Research

The public attitude research took place in
Bruce County, excepting the North and
South Bruce Peninsula

Conducted 751 telephone surveys
between June 9 and 14, 2003

400 surveys were conducted in Kincardine
and 351 in the neighbouring communities

The survey contained 55 questions and
took on average 17 minutes to conduct

Sample included men and women over
the age of 18 and included cottagers

The survey was conducted by Intellipulse

The survey results will be posted on the
website hitp://ias.golder.com



Who Participated?

Residents of Kincardine and Neighbouring Communities (Saugeen Shores,
Arran-Elderslie, Huron-Kinloss, South Bruce and Brockton) were contacted for the
Public Attitude Research
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Current Community Activities

Kincardine
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Current Attitudes and Knowledge of the
WWMF in Kincardine

Are you aware of the WWMF and
confident of the existing technology?
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Current Attitudes and Knowledge of the
WWMF in Neighbouring Communities

Are you aware of the WWMF and
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Issues of Concern Relating to the Long-term
Management Options

What are your initial impressions of the initiative?
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Awareness of Options in Community

Do you recall receiving the Newsletter?
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How Long-term Options Would Affect

Kincardine Respondents (400)

...Personal Security

. Unsure 11 %

EPTS
20%

CAGCV
20 %

+ 33 %
- 66 %

...Satisfaction with your Community

Unsure
9%

<}

EPTS
17%

CAGCV
24%

+ 53 %
- 47 %
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How Long-term Options Would Affect
Kincardine Farm Respondents (60)

...Commitment to Farming?
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How Long-term Options Would Affect "
Neighbouring Community Respondents
(351)

...Personal Security

Unsure
14%

...Satisfaction with your Community

Unsure
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How Long-term Options Would Affect
Neighbouring Community Farm
Respondents (76)

...Commitment to Farming?

Unsure

"% [EPTS
26%

CAGCV
26%

+ 60 %
- 40 %
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Effect of the long-term options on the

attractiveness of Kincardine (400)

...as a Place to Visit as a Tourist
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Effect of the Long-term Options on the

Attractiveness of the Neighbouring
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Communities (351)
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How Long-term Options Would Affect
Kincardine Respondents (400)
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How Long-term Options Would Affect
Neighbouring Community Respondents (351)
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Summary of Public Attitude Research

Nuclear power and radioactive waste are not
major issues of concern in Kincardine or the
neighbouring communities

Over half of respondents are aware of initiative

Most respondents are not concerned about the
initiative

The existing WWMF has little to no effect on
community attitudes, attractiveness or activities
(boating, fishing, use of beaches or parks)

The long-term options are not likely to affect the
attitudes of the respondents towards the
community or the attractiveness of the
community

The long-term options are not likely to cause
respondents to move from the community or
reduce their fishing or boating, or use of the
beaches, parks or frails
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Roll Call:

Mayor Larry Kraemer (P)

Councillor Barry Schmidt (P)

Councillor Glenn Sutton (P)

Councillor Ron Hewitt (P)

Councillor Howard Ribey (P)

CAO John deRosenroll (P)

Terry Squire, OPG (P)

Ken Nash, OPG (P)

R. Dicerni, OPG (P)
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1.0 PRESENTATION OF RESULTS OF TOURISM SURVEY

Michael Sullivan and Micheline Ross from the Strategic Counsel
presented the resuits from the tourism surveys and interviews. (see report
on file)

20 FEEDBACK FROM US FACT-FINDING VISIT

Ken Nash reviewed the highlights of the US fact-finding visit to both
Barnwell and WIPP. Ken reviewed both the merits and technical
applications with respect to both facilities.

Both Councillors B. Schmidt and H. Ribey concurred with the

differences between both facilities and the concurrence of the technical
competence of the WIPP facility.

3.0 REPORT BY GOLDER & ASSOCIATES

Duncan Moffit from Golder & Associates presented a status report
on the study of long-term management options at OPG’s Western Waste
Management facility. (see report copy on file)

A discussion ensured with respect to the protocol for consultation
with the first nations.

In conclusion D. Moffit will work towards ensuring that this protocol
is followed.

.2



4.0

5.0

2
July/03 minutes

Lastly, Duncan Moffit reviewed the results from the Public Attitude
Research polling. (see report on file)

Mayor Larry Kraemer noted that once all of the survey data has
been collected and analysed, they should be brought to the attention of
the public.

This activity will ensure that we follow through on our promise of

openness and transparency of process. (Fall 2003 would be a good
timeframe)

OFFSETS AND BENEFITS STUDY

Ken Nash reviewed the proposed “offsets and benefits study”, as
reviewed by the Municipality of Kincardine LLW steering committee.

Of note Councillor B. Schmidt suggested that some of the
economic advantages of the WIPP facility should be considered in our
review.

Ken will arrange an interview time for both groups in the near
future.

ADJOURNMENT

The next meeting wiil be held September 15, 2003, 1 p.m. to 4 p.m.
at Hockley Valley, Orangeuville.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In January 2003, the Municipality of Kincardine and Ontario Power Generation Inc. (OPG)
contracted Golder Associates to conduct an Independent Assessment Study on the options for
long-term management of low and intermediate level radioactive waste at the Western Waste
Management Facility (WWMF) located within the Bruce Power site. An important and integral
component of the Independent Assessment Study is the implementation of a Community
Consultation Plan.

Two key objectives of the plan are to:

Q Inform the Municipality of Kincardine and OPG employees, the local general public,
other stakeholders and the media about the discussions on the various options for long-
term management of low and intermediate level waste at the WWMF; and

O Provide opportunities for stakeholders to provide data and information as input to the
Independent Assessment Study and to identify and discuss any concerns they may have.

Public Open Houses were held in June 2003 (details in Section 3.0) to inform local community
and other stakeholders about the purpose and process of the Independent Assessment Study.

The Open Houses were held at five locations within the Study Area: Kincardine, Lucknow, Port
Elgin, Underwood and Chesley (Study Area outlined on Figure 1). The objective of the Open
Houses was to introduce the study to the identified stakeholders and to the general public, to
provide information about the study and process that will be used throughout, and to identify any
initial public concerns or issues that should be addressed.

Prior to the Open Houses, the project was introduced to various stakeholders through a series of
briefing presentations to municipal councils, meetings with elected representatives, and other
interested parties such as the Medical Officer of Health, Atomic Energy of Canada Limited and
the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (a detailed list is provided in Section 2.0). The project
was announced to the local public in April through a newsletter delivered to all residents in the
general Study Area. The Open Houses were advertised in the newsletter, local newspapers and
by post card invitations that were delivered by post to the Kincardine area as well as in pick up
locations at all the Municipal offices within the Study Area.

Golder Associates
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2.0

OPEN HOUSE NOTIFICATION

The public and other stakeholders were notified of the Open Houses in five different ways:

L.

Letters introducing the project and inviting recipients to the Open Houses were sent to all
stakeholders known to have an interest in the project at the time of mailing. A sample
letter is attached in Appendix A.

Meetings were held or briefing presentations or contacts made with the key stakeholder
groups listed below during which they were notified of the upcoming Open Houses and
invited to attend:

Yy o

Chippewas of Nawash First Nation

Saugeen First Nation

Member of Parliament / Bruce-Grey

Member of Parliament / Huron-Bruce
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission

Natural Resources Canada

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited

Member of Provincial Parliament / Bruce-Grey
Member of Provincial Parliament / Huron-Bruce
Ministry of Environment District Office
Ministry of Energy

Arran-Elderslie Municipal Council
Huron-Kinloss Municipal Council

Kincardine Municipal Council

Saugeen Shores Town Council

Brockton Municipal Council

Bruce County

Saugeen Valley Conservation Authority

Bruce Grey District Health Unit, Medical Officer of Health
Power Workers Union

The Society of Energy Professionals

Dr. Jim Cameron

OPG and Bruce Power employees

Advertisements announcing the June Open Houses were placed in the newspapers listed
below on the dates indicated. Samples of the advertisements are attached in Appendix B.

[ O N Sy By Sy

Owen Sound Sun Times — June 6

Shorline Beacon — May 28 and June 4
Kincardine News — May 28 and June 4
Kincardine Independent — May 21, 28 and June 4
Lucknow Times — May 28 and June 4

Walkerton Herald Times — May 28 and June 4
Chesley Enterprise — May 28 and June 4

Golder Associates
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4. Approximately 22,000 newsletters with information on the Open Houses were distributed
to all residents in the Study Area through Canada Post to the Canada Post Forward
Sorting Areas listed below. A print-out of the newsletter is provided in Appendix E. All
deliverie s were completed at least two weeks before the Open House in each area.

Paisley NOG 2NO

Chesley  NOG 1L0

Walkerton NOG 2V0

Ripley NOG 2R0

Southampton  NOH 2L0

Port Elgin NOH 2C0

Tiverton  NOG 2T0
Kincardine all N2Z postal codes
Tara NOH 2HO

Chepstow NOG 1K0

Lucknow NOG 2W0

Holyrood NOG 2B0

RR #5 Wiarton NOH 2T0 (Nawash First Nation)

I o N By B Wy

5. Approximately 4,550 post card invitations were delivered to all residents in the
Kincardine area through Canada Post (all Kincardine N2Z postal codes). Also, fifty post
card invitations were sent to the Municipal offices for each Municipality within the Study
Area for pick up. A copy of the post card is provided in Appendix C.

3.0 OPEN HOUSE PROGRAM

Open Houses were held between 3:00 p.m. and 8:00 p.m. during the week and 11:00 a.m. and
4:00 p.m. on the weekend, at the following locations on the dates indicated:

June § — Kincardine, Legion Hall, 219 Lambton Street;
June 10 ~ Lucknow, Legion Hall, 477 Inglis Street;

June 13 — Port Elgin, Legion Hall, 630 Green Street;

June 14 — Underwood, Community Hall, Concession 7; and
June 16 — Chesley, Fire Hall, Bruce Road 10.

(W i W

Visitors to the Open Houses were greeted by OPG and Kincardine representatives and Golder
staff, invited to sign in and given a hard copy of the information on the display panels. Visitors
were also provided with the opportunity to take hard copies of documents summarizing the
Geotechnical Feasibility Study conducted by Golder, Preliminary Safety Assessment conducted
by Quintessa, brochures on Centre de L’ Aube, France, Forsmark, Sweden and Loviisa, Finland, a
brochure describing the Western Waste Management Facility, brochures describing Kincardine
and activities and events in the Kincardine Area, and the first study newsletter. Visitors were also
invited to help themselves to refreshments as they perused the display material. Kincardine, OPG
and Golder staff was on hand at each Open House to respond to questions.

Golder Associates
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The twenty-four display panels shown in Appendix D described the study and the process that
will be used to carry out the activities associated with the study. In addition, OPG mounted a
large display summarizing the processes involved in the storage of low and intermediate level
wastes and differences from high level waste management. A fifteen-minute continuous loop
video was provided explaining OPG’s current process of managing low and intermediate level
wastes as well as the process of transferring used fuel from wet to dry storage. The Municipality
of Kincardine also provided a three panel display featuring the Municipality of Kincardine.

40 ATTENDANCE

A total of 77 visitors signed in at the Open Houses at the following locations:

June 9, 2001 — Kincardine: 35 visitors
June 10, 2001 — Lucknow: 10 visitors
June 13, 2001 — Port Elgin: 9 visitors
June 14, 2001 — Underwood: 11 visitors
June 16, 2001 — Chesley: 12 visitors

coooco

50 MEDIA COVERAGE

Two interviews were conducted with Kincardine, OPG and/or Golder staff by local media
representatives during the Open Houses: the Kincardine Independent at the Kincardine Open
House on June 9, 2003 and by Pat Halpin, a freelance print and radio reporter with CKNX FM
102 radio station, during the Chesley Open House on June 16, 2003. There was also a general
announcement on CKNX FM 102 radio station prior to the Port Elgin, Underwood and Chesley
Open Houses on June 13, 14 and 16, 2003, respectively

6.0 COMMENT SHEETS

Visitors were asked to complete a Comment Sheet and either deposit it in a box for that purpose
prior to leaving the Open House, or mail or fax it in by June 20, 2003. A total of 37 completed
comment sheets were received during the Open Houses. Two individuals indicated that they
would mail completed comment sheets at a later date. These had not been received at the time of
preparing this report. A sample comment sheet and summary analysis of comments received is
presented in Appendix E.

The following presents an overview of the comments received from visitors in conversation with
staff and consultants, or noted on the comment sheets.

Golder Associates
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O Several comments referred to the Deep Rock Cavern Vault, noting that the mining
procedures and long-term stability of the rock would be the more feasible option of the
three presented. One visitor mentioned this option is most preferable from a safety
perspective.

O An area of concern frequently raised dealt with health and community issues. It was
observed that the current study seems short-sighted and for the long-term facility to be
feasible, everyone needs to participate, not just the scientific community. Several
comments noted the risk to groundwater, flooding and location of aquifers associated
with the Deep Rock Cavern Vault. One visitor felt that a supply of potassium iodide pills
should be made available for everyone.

O The third area of interest to visitors related to the costs associated with construction and
operation of the facility. One visitor was interested to know the number of employees
associated with both long-term management options. Another visitor commented on the
long-term costs of the facility and the risk of bankruptcy.

O Questions of a technical nature regarding the wastes were also raised. These included
questions on the actual amount of radioactivity associated with low and intermediate
level waste; recycling or incineration of the low level wastes; the differentiation between
the low and intermediate level waste and the shipment of waste to the WWMF from
Pickering and Darlington.

O Other questions pertained to the environmental and safety issues potentially associated
with the long-term repositories. For example, what effects would the rainfall have on the
Covered Above-Ground Concrete Vault, can groundwater infiltrate either of the long-
term repositories and did the safety assessment consider human intruders or terrorists?
One visitor commented that the best way to get people to take responsibility is to put the
waste where people can see it.

O Some visitors came with comments related to the long-term management of high level
waste: OPG and Kincardine should strongly consider the mining option for not only low
and intermediate level waste, but also high level waste and this project will also attract
attention to the storage of high level waste.

O Another area in which visitors had concerns was the level of involvement within the
community. Specifically, who gets to vote, who will decide on the option and when will
this decision take place, and how will the municipalities outside of Kincardine benefit or
be involved?

0 One negative comment was concerned with the use of nuclear fuel as a power source. It
was felt that nuclear waste was unnecessary as there are other renewable forms of energy
available.

Golder Associates
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Q There were also several compliments on the layout of the presentation material and the
newsletters delivered to the community. Most visitors were pleased with the level of
effort involved in the study thus far and also felt they learned a lot from the staff and
panels.

7.0 OPEN HOUSE EVALUATION

The comment sheets also provided visitors an opportunity to provide feedback about the Open
House itself. Of 37 evaluations received, all expressed satisfaction with the Open House venues
and timing. On a scale from 1 to 5, where “1” represented “not at all helpful”, “3” represented
“somewhat helpful” and “5” represented “very helpful”, the display material was given a rating
between 4 and S with an average rating of 4.6. Ratings of the helpfulness of staff and consultants
ranged from 4 to 5 with an overall average rating of 4.9. Details can be found in Appendix F.

8.0 CONCLUSION

Overall the Open Houses were considered a success in meeting the objectives of the Community
Consultation Plan. The Open House advertisements and invitations were seen and received
throughout all the communities involved The Open House venues were centrally located,
accessible and provided lots of space for displays and visitors. Attendance at locations other than
Kincardine was disappointing but perhaps not unexpected considering the early stage of the
study.

The vast majority of visitors wanted to obtain information about the project, ask questions about
the project and learn how they or their community might be affected. All visitors who requested
more information or asked specific questions on comment forms will receive a written reply. A
few visitors (3-4) at the Chesley Open House on June 16 did register opposition to the production
of nuclear waste. However, it was generally understood that wastes that have been produced
must now be addressed for long-term storage. Based on personal discussions and the evaluations,
the majority of visitors were satisfied with the information presented at the Open Houses and the
helpfulness of Kincardine, OPG and Golder staff.

This report will be posted on the study website.

n\active\2003\1 115\03-1115-012 opg - iar\5500 - Itation\open h sweports\repor®031-115012 report 25junc03 open houses.doc
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Appendix A Independent Assessment Study

Open House Report
June 2003
May 29, 2003
Title First Name Last Name
Affiliation
Dear: Title Last Name
Subject: Open Houses on the Independent Assessment Study of Options for Long-

term Management of Low and Intermediate Level Waste at OPG’s Western
Waste Management Facility

The Municipality of Kincardine and Ontario Power Generation (OPG) signed a Memorandum of
Understanding in 2002 setting out the terms under which options for the long-term management
of low and intermediate level waste will be studied and assessed for possible implementation at
the Western Waste Management Facility within the Bruce Power site. Golder Associates has
been hired to conduct a fact-based assessment of a number of long-term management options,
including an examination of their technical feasibility, safety, and social and economic impacts
and benefits. The results of this assessment will be documented in an Independent Assessment
Study report to be issued in January 2004.

Enclosed is our first newsletter which introduces the study, outlines the long-term management
options, describes the many steps in the decision-making process and how you can get involved.
Copies of this newsletter are being distributed to all residents and businesses in the area, so you
may have already seen a copy. However, to be sure that your group or organization receives a
copy, we are sending a number of these newsletters to you directly.

Enclosed also please find a set of Fact Sheets which are designed to help answer common
questions on low and intermediate level radioactive waste and on the Independent Assessment
Study.

The Municipality of Kincardine and OPG are committed to an open and transparent consultation
process as part of this study. The community consultation process will provide area residents and
business owners with opportunities to gain knowledge about and to provide input to the study.
We would like to invite you and members of your organization to attend one of our upcoming
Open Houses. Representatives from Kincardine, OPG and Golder will be available at each of the
Open Houses to answer your questions and hear your comments or concerns.



Appendix A Independent Assessment Study
Open House Report
June 2003

The Open Houses will be held in mid-June at the following locations:

¢ June 9 — Kincardine, Royal Canadian Legion, 219 Lambton Street
e June 10 — Lucknow, Royal Canadian Legion, 477 Inglis Street

e June 13 — Port Elgin, Royal Canadian Legion, 630 Green Street

e June 14 — Underwood, Community Hall, Concession 7

e June 16 — Chesley, Fire Hall, Bruce Road 10

We hope to see you at one of these venues.
As the study proceeds, we will keep you informed through newsletters, briefings and newspaper

articles. You can also get more information from the study website http://ias.golder.com or by
contacting me directly at 1-800-414-8314.

Yours truly,

@w&,;x,{} ’K,«-’w.{

Duncan Moffett, Ph. D
Principal
Golder Associates
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Appendix B Independent Assessment Study
Open House Report
June 2003

Ornons For Low Anp Inrermeoiate Lever Waste

 older Associates invites yourto visit one of our upcoming Open Hotses and
commetit on options being studied for long-term management of low and
irgermediate level waste at Ontario Power Ceneration’s {OPG's) Western Waste
Management Facility within: the Bruce site,

Golder has been hired by the Municipality of Kincardine and OPG to conduset a-fact-
based assessiment of the long-term management optiors being considered, inchuding
an examination of their techirdcal feasibility, safety as well as social and econmic
impacts and benefits. We would like to meet with you to discuss our progress to <ate
and to hear your opinions on oiwr study.

We Want to Hear From You!

Your input will be included in the Independent Assessmiestt Report Golder is
preparing for Kincardine and OPG and will be a valuable contribution to the
decision-making process.

Open Houses are being held at each of the locations listed below. Representatives
from Kincardine, OPG and Golder will be available to answer your questions, so
drop by one of our Open Houses and make your views known

i’}aiés amj Lcﬁcats{m&'

We ook torward to hmm Umammd

speaking with you. Tuesday, Juns 10,3 10 8 pm Saturdey, Jutie 14, 11 amtod pm

i Roysl Canadian Legion Underwosd Communigy Hall
— 47 Ingllis Street Cereession 7

Monday, June d, Sto Bpm Priday, hane 13, $to Bum Motiday, Jure 18, 315 8 pra

Roval Tanadian Lagion Roval Canadian Legion Fire Hall

24% Lambton Sreet &30 Greats Sréet Morth end of Chezley, Bruca Rd. 19

For more information, call us at 1-800-414-8314 or write to:
Golder Associates ltd. 2390 Argertia Rd, %ﬁsmaug& Ontario
15” 517 or emaﬂ MS 3‘ : ssgz,i h H
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Appendix C Independent Assessment Study

Open House Report
June 2003

G’;‘m sptions elng ,mﬁm ma }mm ium mmm;,tmnzki i) im*’ m-i mmrmmmm im d way 1: at
apario Powsr Geosration’s (LG s) Wesborn Waste Management Faciliy withtn the Brg

Golder hag been Bired by the Mamielpality of Fincardine and OB 1o condurt a fout based
assevsinagy ol the §m‘;x’! ey T AR ¢ ;

of fhedr lechnlosd feasibilioy, safety as well % soclal sl eoamomls tmpacts and bes

venalbd ke o et with ¥0u 18 Hsouss our progress 10 dute ang 1 fwar A

oy stawdy

We Want to Hear From You!
Yoy inpat wilk be brecheded do e Independent Assessisent Repont Golder bs prepasiog fo
Kincartine and OPG aod witl be 2 valuable contribalion 16 the deciaion-naking prooess.

1wt

Saturdey hune H, 1 amite 4 p
Linpcherwesnd Coraraniey Hag

L apeanian i

We ook forward to Ligehiriviae
speaking with you. Fioselay, une 1 2te ¥ pm
B vl | gion

77 bngles Stremt

Kingar ding

Mowday, June 9 e g pm
Roval Canndloay Leglon
218 Lasddan Sree

Bort Slgge

Frikg b 13, 310 & iy
Hovead Comenlian Laglon
G328 Gireon Stroer

Thssiey

Motdew, e 16, 310 & pin

Fires Pl

Nerth epd of Chesley, Brue Bd, U

for wwre information, call s ot 1-800-414-83'H or verfte 1o:
Golder Azsodiates 1y, 2360 mgeam Rct h’kssmauqa Ontsio
{151 527 oy emnil us ab: el

or vish ow web sile a1 hiip: ftms.ga!d«mm
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léng~lﬁm $Aanagement of Low and.
Irermnediate | evel Radioactive Wasts

WELCOME!

TO OUR
OPEN HOUSE
ON THE

QPTIONS FOR THE
MANAGEMENT OF LOW AND
ERMEDIATE LEVEL WASTE:
OPG’s WESTERN WASTE
MANAGEMENT FACILITY

ONG-TERM

BIDEPENDENT ASSESSH

Lang-Term 4, :’mgwﬁem of Low and
recliate Level Redicative Waste

We Brave invited you here to!

* Infurm yuu alwul our Independent Assessment
Stuely anl discuss the options being vonstdered for
e lovg-term management of low and Intermediate
level waste at QPGs Western Waste Management.
Facility within the Bruce site

« Answer your questions abeat the study or the
Gplfans belng considenel

» Obtain your commrents alout the study and the
options, Please sprak loany of the Golder,
Kincardine ar QPG representatives an hand, and be
sure te cotrplete a comment famy

Thank vou for coming to our Opess House

INDEPEMDENT ASSES

{ong-lerm Management of Low end
Intermediate Level Radisactve Waste

ROLES A

IBILITIES

/ID RESPO

fi&?t The Monicipaliy of Kinvardine.

£
+ Municipality In which OPG’s Western Waste
Management Faclliyy Is located (*hest cammunnity ™)

« Potential host nunicipality for a leng-teony
management factlity

« Member of the joint Steering Conuniliee overseeing
the Independent Assesstient Study

Mﬂlﬂ% ntario Power Generation
« Recetves and manages kny and lntermedllate level

waste at the Western Waste Managament Faclity
from all of Onarls’s nuclear genermting statlons

« Respansilike for long-term mansgement of low and
bermeliabe level waste

« Member of e juint Steering Commilize

M. {talder Associates

» Condueting the Inckependent Assesstwrnt Study on
the gestechnleal feasibility ety and economic
frapacts and benefits of the options an behalf of
Kincardine and QPG

e ter I mmanagemesil aptions for
part of the Independent fssesameont

Comsidarat
e fued e
sy

B

INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT STUDY

tong-Term Management of Low zad
ntermedinie Level Radinactive Waste

Tne 2002, the Municipality of Kincardive and Oniario
Pawver Cenerarion signed 2 Memorandera of
Understanding (MOL)

The MOH sets out tems o develop a plon for the
long-terem B wf Jow anud i Hawe level
radivactive waste at the Western Waste Matagenmes
Facitity Jocated within the Beuce site

* Linderthe MOUL Kincardine and OPG are
conducting a fact-based assessment of the possible
long-term managemernt optians for low amd
intermediate level waste

» The: Indepencient Assessment Study will compare the
opiinn

« The stucly Includes consullation with the: local
coramunity and other stakehuldoers

+ The results of the [ndependent Assessment Stucdy
will bet docurmented in a report W be issued In
January 2004
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1ong-Term Managament: of Lo snd
Intermisdiate Level Hadionclive. Wase

ST

Three options are belng studied:

» Enhanced Pracessing. Treament and Long:Term
Storage

» Coverad Abowe-Groune Comgete Vault

* Deep Rock Cavern Vaull

* Only thost: options that are teclurleally easible ancl
safe are being cansidered in this ndependent.

« A geotechnieal feasibility assessment and a safety
assessinent of the Cavered Above-Ground Conerste
Vault and e Deep Rock Cavern Vauli were
completed by firms spectalizing insuch work

+ Same members of the Steering Conmities visitee)
Jow and intermeediate level waste management
Factlities In cther countrles

An analysts of the potentia) social and econcolc
{mpaects avl benefTts of the optinos s currently
uriclerway
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Long-Term Man
imtermediate Lovel Radionctive Waste

TUDY

srnent Study
g tlese components:

The Indep
is conside

S

MY

INDEPENDENT - ARS

ong-Tenn Mansgemend of Low ang
Interineciate Level Radioaciive Wats

FAC]

FINDING MISSION

R

Rep ives from the Muniedpality of Ki i
and QPG visid long-lecs waste management
facilities in Bueape, including Forsmark in Sweden
and Centre de L'Avbe in France

* The purpese of the fact-finding mission was ko see
liows otlier counkries manage thedr luw and
Intsrimed ke level wastes

« Kineandine and OFG in. o operating focillties
simdlar o those being considered within the Bruee
slie

« The representalives met with community lsaclers tu
galn an understanding to the Jocal response (o the
presence uf the Iongenm management lacilides

* The luformation gathered from the mission will be
used thioughout the dectslon making process

SMENT STUDY

s

PIDEPENDEMT - ASSES

Long Tenn Management of Low nd » )

Itermediate Luvet Radioactive Wage

COTECHNICAL FEA

SIBILITY STUDY

Qlyjectives

» ldentify patential options fur the long-term
managernent of low and Intermediate lovel waste

* Narrow Tist o opllons
Lhe Bruce site

rasllrke for Implementation at

+ Pravide information on the options 1o allow an
rment. of e satety

Activiting

* Reviewetl experience on mining caverns and
constructing conerete bulldings it conditlons shflar
1ty those at the Buce site

* Described the geologlcal. yxdragealogleal and
geatechnical condlticns within the Brure site as they
apply 1o long-tenn repositorles
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1ong-Term Management of Low and

Imermiediate Level Radivactve Waste

ol witic sonrest = Derioen

Exglnnstry Binoet ot Misgama Fam

i res ilar e shoue
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Lang-Term Management of fow and

intermediate Level Radionctive Waste

LTS OF GEOTE

FEASIBILITY STUDY

JHNICAL

The study identifled two feaslble concepts r a 7

Tong-lerm repositcay at 1l Bruce site:
*» Coversd Above-Ground Concrete Vault

* Deep Rock Cavern Vault
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Long-Tesm Management of Low and
buesnediate Level Radioagive Wade

FRELIMINARY SA

“Fhis sadory was veamnlnedd For ivio hong (orm repositsry

wiptines cousklined gestedmbrally leashlile wibin the B site.
» Lovered Alone: Ground Conciste Vaolt

= Dheep Reck Cavern Vaolt

Olyectives

h e waruval
i

= Honw do the long-tent teposilory: oplions imivrc wi
ervhnnment wilhin ile: Bruee site over 1005 of y

» How okl raclioncive catamiregis move in the enviconmenl. ) the

Brurce sive?
» Thow vosakl peopl be cxposed o radiaion?
= Whil radiation duse gt they seosive?

Actlvities

Faaumined 4 nusobea of enginesring dnsigrs il porential sxposune

seea Cincluding Future humi cotey Wargaesilony)

« Mosdeheel it lou exposuies o peopk: resuling from the moveniem
of contaminants wough dr, soflarel waler

» Lisisdd stanckird sippoaneh repormnenched by U foeeosrionnl Asinds
Frxrgy Agemy

= Companed preclicnsd radiation axposues a inferomionl s

critevia ane oaumlly oceurring levils

e iy was done by Quintessa Yimited, s consolting
firea based ¥ the UK, shich speoistizes m safay
2 s of wad it Baciftion
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1ong Tern Management of Lovs and
Intermudiate levét Radivactive WoRte,

RESUL
SAFE

5 OF PRELIMINARY
ASSESSMENT

* The Covered Above Ground Conerete Vault oplion
can and woulkl be designed and constructed Lo meet
the nternatlonal dose criterfon of 300 pSv per year
for all low level waste and a range of intermediate
Feved waste

¢ The Deep Rock Cavern Vault optian ean ancl woulkl
be designed and constructed to roeet the
Internatlonal dose criterion of 300 1Sy e year for all
Lrew anul Inteamesdiate level saste

AR Eas

AN e v,

i the Crovsen
& Vsl aptisn. Predicted oy
Hewk Cavvat o Yaadl option ars awly kowia,
wzhim doses W iimans
are wmll bdosy both the ioteenativorat stancdard sl
natr o Dackground levels

S STUDY
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tong-Ternm Management of bow and

huerinethate’ L avel Radieactive Wass

RADIATION SAFETY BACKCGROUND

« Sievert is a unit of measure used to describe the

effective dese of fonlAng radiation recelved by
aple. Tose Is often expressed in millkonths o a
Sievert, ur nicroSieverk (pSv)

« Natural backygreured raciation averages sbout 2,000
HSv peryear. This represents the amount of
radiation that the pverage person in Canada is
exposed o, [rom all parural seures

T Canrclia, U limit Tor pulslle radialion spos ure
from risclear facilities Is 1.000 pSv per year

* The radlation recetved Fram o chest x- ray s 60 Sy

* For long- lerm repositeries, the Intemational
Commisslon on Radiolegleal Protection recommericls
adose lhnlrof 300 pSv per year

“
<L

DEPENDENT

(R

tong Tern Management of Lo ang
Intermediale Level Radinactive Waste

THE OPTH

We are studying three options for
the long-term managemant of low
and Intermediate level waste at the
Western Waste Management Facility

OPTIONS EXAMPLES

*+ Enhanced
Processing,
Tesatment and
Laong-Term
Swrage

*» Covers]
Above-Ground
Coneree Vault

+ Deep Rock
Cavern Vault
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Lang-Term Mnnagerment of 16w zind
Intesmediate Lovel Radicactive Waste

WHAT IS LOW LEVEL
RADIOACTIVE WAST,

» Law level waste consists of comman Industrial lmms—‘
that have hecomie caraminated with low levels of
radloaclivity during routine clean-up aned
matntenange ak the nuclear generating stalinas

+ It ncluckes ops, rags. paper Wwels. temponry floor
coverings, loor sweepings, protective clothing aikd
hardware items such as wonls

« It consists of paper, plastics, metal, rubber, cotton
aned atler miscel kneans materials

+ Tts radiation levels are such that It can be sadely
haneled using novmal industrlal practices and
equipment without any special raeliarion protection

+ Approxirately 5000 m* of ks and intermeciiate
level waste are recelved each year al the Western
Waste Management Facility

* 95 % of all low and Intermed late level waste weelved
at the Western Waste Managsment Facllity is low
Jevel waste .

unie

INBEPEMDENT ASSESSMENT  STUDY

Long-Term Mansgemend of bow and

sepediots Level Badicactive Wasta

WHAT IS INTERMEIIATE LE
RATHOACTIVE WASTE?

« Intermecliate level waste hias a higher level and
brsader range of racioactivity levels than I level
wasle

+ Intermediate keval wastes require shielding to protect
wurkers during hancdling

» The radieactivity level of Iese wastes depeids on
where in the nuclear plants they eome from

» For example, ion-exchange tesios and filkers usexd In
waler purificatlon systems ame lower In radicactivity,
whereas resins, filters ancl components that have
been removed fram the reaclors have higher
raliactivity

= Approxinwtely e per cont of all wasle recelved at
the Western Waste Management Facility is
Initerrmediate Jeved wasle

» Approxinately 300 m? of Interinediate lovel waste is
recelved vach year

Ths figgure shiwes

£ than some
wwiermedinge leve!
| st can serain
réddi : 10y
Ibousands of yrar

INDEPENDENT ASSESSMENT STULY




Long-Jenn Management of Low and
Intermediate Level Radivndive Wast

The Enhasced Processing, Treatmon! and Long Term

Starage optian empliys echnology vsed in the

Neaberlands, Belgitwm, the US and the UK

+ Uses o high-Tore super compagior 1o reduce wasle
o one ten(h its oelginal volume

* Compacted waste & placed in stepl eoaitalners anc
sty remnalning spaces ane [illed with concrele

+ Filled containersare placed I sterage buildings

s Conrelled atmosphere storage bulldings prsvide
high levels of safety to wiorkers and sulate the waste
fram the natural enviraomaent

* Linhanves the lang-terin stabllity of the waste

PDEPENDENT A

gement of Low and
et Radioacive Waste

The Covered Above-Cround Concrete Vault option
employs technodogy chat is used in France and
Spain

» Contziners of low level wasle ame placed 1n concrete
viulls andl a coneiele roof s poured pnce the vaults
are full

.

Finally, an earthen cap Is placed over the vaults 1o
pratect the concrete from weathering

The: Centre cle L'Aube Facllily In France tegan
operating in 1992 and Is designed For the lorg-tesm
management of 1,080,000 m* of low level waste

The El Cabull Cenwre n Spaln also apeneel In 1992
and uses technology shndlar to that at e Centre de
L'Aube

Botl: these faciliies have been opermning suecessTully
since thelr commeneerment and provide safe
managerent of loaw leve] waste

S5ES3!

ENDEPENDENT A

long-Tenm Manzgement of Low and
Intemiediate Luvel Radioactive Waste

5

INDEPENDENT AS:

lang-Term Managemeir of Loty and
ioactive Whste

EP ROCK CAVE

The Devp Rock Cavern Vault option employs
wehnotogy that Is osed in Sweden and Fintam!

* Facilities consist of surface adiministraticn buildings
arkl an undergrouxl repository: Access io both
Facllitkes is via a ramp foom the surface

+ The Farsmk (acilily In Sweden apened in 1988 and
Is kecater] at the Forsmark muclear power siation site

¢ The underground eepesitary was excavated o g
depth of B0 metres in bedrock below the battom of
the Baltic Sea

* The Lavilsa farflity in Finland began operation in
1897 and Is Tovated on Histholmen Island near the
Lovilsa nuclear power statian

* The unclerground repository wes excavated 1o 3
deph of 110 melres bolow ground
» Regular manltoring of these facilitles shaws bak the

urkerground repositarles provide safe martagensent
of low and Intermediale level waste
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Long-Term Manngement of Low angd
Imenncdiate Lovel Radioactive Waste

Sefaceta o freuned

Fasity io Ssden

%
=
2
g
2
=
=%
=t
=

torig-lerm Mémagemam of low and
intsrrnediate Level Radicaciive Wese

YOUR INFUT COUNTS

* The Municipality of Kincarcfine and QPG are commitiza
to hiznsperency and opanness during thelr review of long-
Ierm nEnagenent options.

* The camunity will recetve information on lhe options
and on the progress «f the swdy by means of:

~ Newsleners
- Adverifsenmis

* Inadditior, the community will have several
oppxyrtunities b provick Input. o the selecton ol the
preferree] option for a Jong-term waste managenent
Taciliy at the Bnxe site:

* Opweer Houses

- Onp-on-aue disesslons

= VWb St Jatrclan axdddor et

= Referenthin air the acoepfability of kug-desm waste
managrmeen optiorsfs) ae the Western Waste Managenvm
Faitlny

» In the event lhata deelsion Is macde to prozeed with ene ol
these options, the carmmunity will have further
opportunities to provide nput, Including:

= During the Eyviromnesetal Assessient which would he
roquired by the Canadian Fivionmenitll Asssssuent Act

» During the Caradian Nucler Salety Coanlssions Iensing
process

eliig et of the
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D MORE INFORMATION?

Call, write or email any of the
following or aceess the study web

site at ttp:/fias goldercom

AMunicipatily of Kincardine
Muntelpal Administration Centre
1475 Cancesslon 3

RR. #

Kinardine, ONT

N2Z 2X6

Coritact John deResenoll

Phone (519) 306-3018

Fax: (519) 396.8288

Emaik: gao@imeardinenst

Ohtarin Pawsy Lessntion
700 University Avernte
Taronin, ONT

MSG 1X6

Contact: Diane Barker
Phane: (416) 502.3842

Fax: (416) 5926011

Enmail: diane batker@opgcam
Gokder Asxcciates

2390 Argentla Re
Mississauga, ONT

LEN 527

Contact: Duncan Maofeht
Phiarie: 1-800-414.8314

Tax: (905) 567-G561

Emall: dreftehi@saldencom

INDEPENDENT ASSERSMENT STUDY

iong-Teior Managehwt of Low and
Imermisdiate: Level Radicactive Wasts

WHAT'S HAPPENING THIS SUMMER?

» Over the next few months, Galder stafl will be (:ullu‘ﬂ?‘
information for the Independent Assessment Stucly arxl
conchucting surveys and intervlesss in the cammunity

« Planned activities Include:
« Tlephonie survey of Kincardine aied Brene Coanly sesidenis.
* Tourist estionmins

= Inferviows of focal businesses and farny somers amil
yRralors

< An up-to-date descripuion of what's planied over the
coming muni s can be founsd o Hue Independent.

Assesstnent Study website at it as gubicoan

* Pleass respond If you are apmproached in our surveys or
Inierviews. Your sanunents are inponant o us

+ The results uf the surveys and inberviews will be
inclucked It the study report

We are uvailabbs at 2oy time e reecive cominents o
answer Sy QUEsTons you ay have

W weanild also widcome the oppotimity ts make a

I ASSESSMENT STU




Decision Steps Towards. Facility Operation
Completed [& “Not Yet Begun Q

Current Interim Storage of Low and Intermediate Level Waste

Underway: [[]

cha]dme and Ontario Power Generahon Study of Long-Tm il Optmns

[& Kircardine/Ontaric Power Gerieration 5i um of Und

ding

{#Kincardine and Ontario Power Generation initiate Independent Assessment Stady

s Conduct Geotechnical Feasibility Study
afety Assessiment
| Conduct Social Assessment
D Conduct Economic-Analysis
nduct Envimnmantal Protection Feas:ﬁzb ty
D Can'y Out Consultatmn in Commumties

Positive Result in Referendum?

Conduct Environmental Asse

Environmental Assessment
Accepted?

Seek Conqtructmn and Opelatmg Ap ToV als

Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commzsswn Issues Licence?

Yes

Opérating l.ong;Term Waste Mgnagement Facility

0FG:

.- Congsiders.

Alternatives

Long-Term Management of Low
and Intermediate Level
Radioactive Waste

.

Independent

Assessmen’f

tudy

newsletter

Issue No. 1, May 2003

Kincardine and OPG
Sign Memorandum of
Understanding

The Municipality of Kincardine and

Ontario Power Generation (OPG)
have signed a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) regarding
the long-term management of low
and intermediate level radjoactive

wastes. The purpose of the MOU is

for OPG, in consultation with the
Municipality of Kincardine, to
develop a plan for the long-term
management of low and
intermediate level waste at the
Western Waste Management
Facility (WWMF) located on the
Bruce site.

As a part of the agreed work plan
for the MOU, Kincardine and OPG
are conducting a fact-based
assessment of the costs and benefits
of the possible long-term
management options for low and
intermediate level waste at the
WWMF. Golder Associates Ltd., an
environmental consulting firm, is
carrying out the assessment and
will provide the results in an
Independent Assessment Study

report to be issued in January 2004.

Agrial view of the Western Waste Management Facility ot the Bruce site.

Range of Options to be
Reviewed

There are three options currently
under consideration for the long-
term management of low and
intermediate level radioactive
wastes. The first is an Enhanced
Processing, Treatment and Long-
Term Storage option, which relies
on a high level of on-going control
and facility management. The
others are long-term repository
options, which do not require the
same degree of on-going control
and maintenance. These long-term
repository options employ Covered
Above-Ground Concrete Vault or
Deep Rock Cavern Vault designs.

What’s InSIde _

cha:dme and OPG

to Rev[ew a Range
of Option

Fact Findmg Mission .

»Safety of Options Revxewed

Indeperident Study

One of Many -

Decisiori Steps.....
What Happens After?..............
Your Input:Counts ...

Decision Steps’ Towatds

Facility Opération ..................4

A study bs

conducted for the Municipality of Kincardine and Oniaric Power Generction ‘
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- Schematic of the Covered Above Ground Conerete
Vault technok}ﬁy used ot the facility ot Centre'de

L Aube, France.

Aericl view of the long-tef repository Fucility at the Centre de 1'Aube, Francs,
This Tacility was recently visited by Kincardine and Ontario Power Generation:

Enhanced Processing, Treatment
and Long-Term Storage involves
the use of a high force super-
compactor to achieve a maximum
reduction in low level waste
volume. The dense, compacted
waste would then be placed in
steel containers, filled with
concrete and stored in new
upgraded Low Level Storage
Buildings. The Enhanced
Processing, Treatment and Long-

RIS Aanm—

Term Storage option, which is
currently used in the Netherlands,
would be capable of safely
managing low level waste for
more than a century.

The Covered Above-Ground
Concrete Vault option involves the
construction of concrete vaults at
or slightly below the ground
surface. After the vaults are full,
they are covered with an
engineered soil cover as much as 5
meters thick. The Covered Above-
Ground Concrete Vault option is
capable of storing all low level and
some intermediate level waste.

The Deep Rock Cavern Vault
option involves construction of a
number of vaults within the low
permeability bedrock using
mining methods. It would be
constructed within the stable rock

Kincdrding'and Oritario Power Genératicn’
recently visifed facifities in Europe and-me!

he vaulis are located in the vpper lefi
corner of the. photo ot left

formations located 425 to 750

meters below the Bruce site. It is

capable of storing all low and all

intermediate level waste.

Kincardine and OPG
Conduct Fact Finding
Mission

Representatives from the
Municipality of Kincardine and
OPG recently visited several long-
term low and intermediate level
waste management facilities in
Europe. The purpose of the fact-
finding mission was to see first
hand how other countries manage
their wastes. Specifically,
Kincardine and OPG visited sites
in Forsmark, Sweden, and Centre
de L'Aube, France, which are
similar in design to those being
considered for the WWMF.
Kincardine and OPG
representatives also met with local
community leaders to gain an
understanding of the local
response to the presence and
activities at these facilities.
Information gathered during the
visits will be useful in the decision
making process for a long-term
waste management facility at the
WWME.

Safety of Options
Reviewed

The first activities undertaken in
the study of the long-term

Schematic of the under ud viorks af the

Forsmerk repositery in Sweden.

management options were an
examination of the geotechnical
feasibility and an assessment of
the safety of the options. Golder
and another consultant,
Quintessa, were retained by OPG
to conduct the geotechnical
feasibility study and the safety
assessment, respectively. These
assessments determined that two
long-term repository options (the
Covered Above-Ground Concrete
Vault and the Deep Rock Cavern
Vault) are geotechnically feasible
for the Bruce site and would be
designed to meet or exceed strict
international safety criteria.

Independent Study One
of Many Decision Steps

The Independent Assessment
Study being undertaken by Golder
will be completed before any
decision is made with respect to
the preferred option for long-term
waste management. Subsequent
major decision steps are iflustrated
on page 4 of this newsletter.

‘Aeriul view of surface facilifies for the fong-term
This facility was recently Visited by Kinc
Forsmurk nuchtr generating statien is in the background.

What Happens after the
Independent
Assessment Study is
Completed?

Once the study is complete, the
results of research on the technical
feasibility, safety and licensability,
environmental protection
feasibility, and socio-economic costs
and benefits of the options will be
provided in an Independent
Assessment Study report. The
report will be reviewed by
Kincardine and OPG and be made
available to the community when it
is issued in January 2004. The
report will serve as the basis for
discussions between Kincardine
and OPG on a plan regarding offset
costs and benefits. Only after these
discussions will a decision be made

€ pasitory i Forsmark, Sweden:
redine and Ontarie Power Generation.

on which, if any, of the long-term
management options is to be
implemented at the WWMF.

Your Input Counts

The community will have many
opportunities to provide input to
the selection and development of
any long-term waste management
option. These include during the
preparation of the Independent
Assessment Study report, during
the referendum on the community
benefits and offsets plan, during
any future environmental
assessment and as part of the
Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commission'’s licensing process.
Notifications and advertisements
regarding community events and
open houses will be issued over the
next few weeks.

The}
following venues wh

Upcoming Open Houses:

unicipality of Kincardihe and.Ontario Power Generation invite all ifiterested persons to visit the

the Independent Assesstnent Study will be.explaif

Kincardine . Lucknow.
Manday:June'; 2003
-3:00°p, i runkl 8:00/pim.

Tuesday June 10,.2C
3:00 pim. until'8:00 pim.. - 3:00;p.muntl 8:00 p.m.

PortElgin
_ Eriday June 13, 2003

dian Legion c

11:00 @6 until:4:00/5im.  3:00 p.m. unfil: 8:00:p.m.

Royal C

Chesley .
2003 Monday Jure 16, 2003

The Fire Holl

. Royl Goriddion Legion  Rojal Canadian Legion ity Hall

with loced community leaders:

Super-compaciar showing how much o
a Bﬁvm (gezgn) can bengompaded a




APPENDIX F

Comment Sheet Summary



Appendix F Independent Assessment Study

Open House Report
June 2003
COMMENT SHEETS SUMMARY - JUNE 2001, OPEN HOUSES
Kincardine Lucknow Port Elgin Underwood Chesley TOTALS *
Question June 9, June 10, June 13, June 14, June 16,
2003 2003 2003 2003 2003
1. Comment Sheets Received 18 4 4 5 6 37
2. Status of Visitor
a) Resident 15 4 4 5 6 34
b) Cottager 1 1
¢) Tourist
d) Other 3 3
2. Place of Residence
a) Kincardine 14 2 1 17
b) Saugeen Shores 4 2 6
¢) Arran-Elderslie 3 3
d) Brockton 1 1 2
¢) Huron-Kinloss 2 3 5
f) Other 2 1 | » 4
3. Place of Work
a) Kincardine 8 1 9
b) Saugeen Shores 2 2
¢) Arran-Elderslie 1 1
d) Brockton | 1 2
¢) Huron-Kinloss 2 2
f) Other 10 2 1 4 3 20
4. How did you hear about
this public meeting?
a) Newspaper ad 2 1 2 3 8
b) Notice in mail 12 1 3 16
¢) Newsletter 5 1 2 8




Appendix F Independent Assessment Study

Open House Report
June 2003
COMMENT SHEETS SUMMARY - JUNE 2001, OPEN HOUSES
d) Other 4 2 1 1 3 11
5. Please indicate your S = Satisfied
satisfaction with the N/S = If not satisfied, please specify your preference here
following:
Kincardine Lucknow Port Elgin Underwood Chesley TOTALS*
June 9, June 10, June 13, June 14, June 16,
2003 2003 2003 2003 2003
S N/S S N/S S N/S S N/S S N/S S N/S
a) Location of Meeting 18 4 4 5 6 37
b) Time of Meeting 18 3 4 5 6 36
¢) Day of the Week 18 3 4 5 6 36

6. On a scale from 1 to 5,
please rate the following by
circling the appropriate

Average Ratings: Scale 1 (Not at all) 2, 3 and 4 (Somewhat) 5 (Very)

number:
Kincardine Lucknow Port Elgin Underwood Chesley TOTALS
June 9, June 10, June 13, June 14, June 16,
2003 2003 2003 2003 2003
a) Hf)w mformatl.ve were the 45 5 45 44 46 4.6
display materials?
b) How helpful were the staff
and consultants in 4.9 5 5 5 4.8 4.9
answering your questions?

*Totals that do not add up indicate that responses were left blank on the comment form.

The following comments and questions form a complete list of all those received during

the Open House.

COMMENTS SUMMARY

e We should strongly consider the mining option for not only low and intermediate
waste but for high level wastes as well. We could bury all fuel at approximately
700 m below surface at reasonable cost.

e Your efforts are commendable. Your industry however is too short-sighted and needs

a wider vision of its impact on life in general. This responsibility for a healthier




Appendix F

Independent Assessment Study
Open House Report
June 2003

environment must be shared by all, not just the scientific tech’s involved. My
opinions were made very clear to your tolerant representative.

Science is not long-term in this area.

Future — can’t trust government to not dump high level waste in future.
Underground option would seem preferable from dose and security point of view.
I would like to see a supply of potassium iodine pills kept for an emergency with
publicly advertised locations to be easily available if needed.

The staff was very nice and helpful.

The web site is very informative.

Long-term option should be safe and operated with minimal staff. It must be self-
contained.

I think you are on the right track with the Deep Rock Cavern Vault. It’s mucheasier
to secure and easy to protect.

I like the Golder newsletter and the Bruce Power newsletters.

I have two (2) groups that might like a presentation.

QUESTION SUMMARY

How many persons would be employed in the building of the Covered Above-Ground
Concrete Vault?

How many would be employed after construction?

How many square meters would the buildings be associated with each option?

How would you cope with the possibility of long-term flooding?

Long-term costs — are they covered if the facility is bankrupt?

Deep storage — location of aquifer? Effect?



Draft

?;-\-;J INUTES o & '

L.L.W. Community Benefits Review Meeting Lo ARE S
June 23. 2003 JuL - 9 2003
une 23,
COW
Municipal Administration Centre liem # .

1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m.

Roll Call:

Mayor Larry Kraemer (P)

Councillor Barry Schmidt - (P)

Councillor Guy Anderson (P)

Councillor Glenn Sutton (P)

Councillor Ron Hewitt (P)

Councillor Howard Ribey (P)

CAO John deRosenroll (P)

1.0 CALL TO ORDER

2.0 DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND THE GENERAL

3.0

4.0

NATURE THEREOF

Name ltem of Business Nature of Interest

None disclosed.

ADOPTION OF MINUTES

None

TERMS OF REFERENCE

Discussion of the proposed format for the Community off set and
benefits study, terms of reference (copy on file).

Point by point review:.

1. Overall the document is a fair attempt to research community
benefits. (All concur)

The group noted that the municipality needs to have access to
quality data, with respect to LLW in order to balance Council's
future decisions. (All concur)

2. On page #2 section #1 another heading “Canada” should be
created with Port Hope Ontario being included. (All concur)



5.0

6.0

2
June 23/03 minutes

3. On page #2 section #2, second paragraph the words “meeting the
criteria” should be deleted and “or proponents” should be added
after the word consultant. (All concur)

4. On a general note the group feel that the consultant should be
reporting jointly to both OPG & Kincardine, through the entire
exercise. (All concur)

5. The Committee wish to interview the consultant, with respect to the
community benefit study. The intent of this interview, is to ensure
that the municipality is comfortable with the consultant. The
Municipality acknowledges that the selection process is being done
through the OPG policy process. (All concur)

NEW BUSINESS

None.
DICUSSION RE: LLW STRATEGY

Review of the concept of creating a LLW strategy for the
Municipality of Kincardine.

Using the Ivy School of Business, field project as a methodology.
Associate Professor Gerry Higgins would set-up a brainstorming session
for Council to discuss this proposal.

Another option of using a consultant to produce this work would be
an appropriate method.

The discussion also noted that nothing precludes the Municipality
from using the Ivy School of Business to build our LLW strategy in parallel
with using consultants, on an as required basis.

The group concluded that by using the strengths and skills of
various parties, the municipality will have the appropriate path forward in
our LLW discussions.

In conclusion, the Committee asked the CAO to arrange a meeting
with Council and Associate Professor Higgins to further discuss the Ivy
School of Business field project. (Note: the committee wishes to ask
Associate Professor Higgins about the Economic Development aspect of
the proposed LLW strategy.)

Lastly, the CAO should fill out the on-line application in order to get
the project in line for consideration. (All concur)



3
June 23/03 minutes

7.0 ADJOURNMENT

That we adjourn to meet Monday, July 7, 1:00 p.m. at Hockley
Valley, Orangeville. :



	Folder A01 OPG/Municpal Low Level Waste Management Memorandum of Understanding 03 Vol 2
	L.L.W. MOW Meeting Conference Call September 15, 2003
	Community Offsets & Benefits Study LLW Steering Com Draft Minutes Sep 9, 2003
	Joint OPG/Municipal Meeting in Ottawa on March 18, 2003
	Response to the OPG/Municipal Action List Dated Febr 7, 2003
	Golder Associates - Independent Assessment Study (8 Pages of Fact Sheet)
	Mr.Norman de la Chevrotiere express of interes in Municipal MOU  process with OPG
	Golder Associates - Presentation Oct 8/03 - Public Attititute Research Long-Term Mgm of L&ILRW 
	L.L.W. Mtg with OPG & MOK Draft Minutes of July 7, 2003
	Draft Report on Open Houses June 2003 prepared by Golder Associates Ltd. submitted to OPG
	L.L.W. Community Benefits Review Mtg Draft Minutes of June 23, 2003

