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THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you. 

So I’d like to start the hearing by calling 

on the presentation from OPG, as outlined in CMD 12-H11.1 

and H11.1A, and I understand that Mr. Sweetnam will make 

the presentation.  Please proceed. 

 

Ontario Power Generation Inc. :  

Ontario Power Generation’s proposed  

revision to the financial guarantee  

for all its nuclear facilities, as  

well as administrative licence amendments  

to reflect this proposed revision 

 

12-H11.1 / 12-H11.1A 

Oral presentation by 

Ontario Power Generation Inc. 

 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Thank you. 

 We appreciate this opportunity to make a 

presentation.  For the record, I’m Albert Sweetnam, 

Executive Vice-President, Nuclear Projects. 

 With me today are Mr. John Mauti, Vice-

President, Business Planning and Reporting; Mr. Jerry 

Keto, Director, Nuclear Decommissioning Organization; Mr. 

Ian Rhoden, Manager, Funds Management Operations; Dr. 
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Herminia Roman, Manager, Safety Assessment and Licensing 

for Nuclear Waste Engineering; and Mr. Ronald Kwan, 

Assistant Deputy Minister, Ontario Ministry of Finance. 

 OPG has requested Commission acceptance of 

our proposed financial guarantee prior to the expiration 

of the existing financial guarantee agreements on December 

31st of this year. 

 This presentation will provide a brief 

overview of OPG’s proposed consolidated financial 

guarantee for managing all of the nuclear waste and 

decommissioning liabilities which result from operations 

of the 20 nuclear reactors owned by OPG. 

 I will also outline OPG’s plans to meet 

CNSC requirements for financial guarantees by providing 

access to segregated funds established specifically to 

meet OPG’s long-term obligations when combined with a 

guarantee from the Province of Ontario. 

 The consolidated financial guarantee 

proposed for 2013 to 2017 covers the decommissioning of 

Pickering A and B, Darlington, Bruce A and B nuclear 

generating stations, the Pickering, Western and Darlington 

waste management facilities, the radioactive waste 

operation Site 1, the central maintenance and laundry 

facility, as well as the management of all used fuel and 

low and intermediate level waste generated by these 



3 
 

facilities. 

 OPG is responsible, under our lease 

agreement with Bruce Power, for the eventual 

decommissioning of Bruce A and B, as well as the 

management of all the used fuel and low and intermediate 

level waste produced by these two nuclear generating 

stations. 

 This proposed financial guarantee meets the 

requirement of the CNSC regulatory guide G-206, Financial 

Guarantees for the Decommissioning of licensed activities 

and has the same structure as the one currently in place. 

 In accordance with license conditions, OPG, 

in June 2012, submitted updated preliminary 

decommissioning plans and cost estimates for each of the 

OPG-owned nuclear facilities. 

 The preliminary decommissioning plans are 

consistent with the requirements in the Canadian Standards 

Association standard N294-09, decommissioning of 

facilities containing nuclear substances; the CNSC 

Regulatory Guide, G-219, Decommissioning Planning for 

Licensed Activities, and the CNSC Regulatory Guide G-206, 

Financial Guarantees for the Decommissioning of Licensed 

Activities. 

 OPG has also applied for amendments to all 

of its Class 1 nuclear facility licences to update the 
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conditions for decommissioning and the financial guarantee 

going forward. 

 All cost estimates were first prepared in 

constant dollars, assuming expenditures occur at the time 

of preparation of the estimates.  These estimates were 

then escalated to the projected year of expenditure, using 

economic forecast escalators prepared by the University of 

Toronto’s Institute of Policy Analysis Economic 

Forecasting Series. 

 A discount rate of 5 percent was then 

applied to the escalated numbers to determine the present 

value of future costs associated with nuclear waste 

management and decommissioning.   

 The economic indices used in the 

calculations were developed by external experts. 

 The planning assumption used to estimate 

costs for the management of low and intermediate level 

operational waste is to initially store the majority of 

the waste at the Western waste management facility, 

followed by disposal in the low and intermediate level 

Deep Geological Repository, or DGR, on the Bruce site. 

 The financial planning assumptions is for 

the Deep Geological Repository to be in service by 2018.  

The cost estimates for the interim storage of low and 

intermediate level waste, until in placement in the DGR, 
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is based on OPG’s actual costs. 

 The cost estimate for the Deep Geological 

Repository was prepared by external engineering 

consultants.  This estimate includes the cost of 

constructing, operating and decommissioning the 

repository.  The total cost estimate is almost $3 billion 

in constant dollars, or almost $2 billion in present 

value.  This is the cost of the management of all of the 

low and intermediate level waste expected to be in storage 

at the Western waste management facility as of the end of 

2013. 

 The plan for the management of used fuel is 

to continue with interim storage at the reactor sites at 

Pickering, Western, and Darlington waste management 

facilities, followed by long-term disposal in the Nuclear 

Waste Management Organization’s proposed used fuel 

repository.   

 The Nuclear Waste Management Organization’s 

repository developed through adaptive phase management was 

selected as the preferred solution by the Government of 

Canada in June 2007. 

 OPG conservatively assumes that there will 

be a used fuel repository facility in service by 2035 and 

fuel will start to be transferred at that time. 

 It should be noted that this is a financial 
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planning assumption and not a target date. 

 The cost estimates for the repository were 

prepared by engineering consultants and were then 

independently reviewed by the Nuclear Waste Management 

Organization.  The cost estimate includes all of the costs 

necessary to site, construct and operate a final 

repository.  Also included are costs for fuel transfer and 

transportation of fuel from OPG’s facilities to the 

disposal site.   

 The total cost estimate is $18 billion in 

constant dollars or $8.4 billion in present value.  This 

is the estimated cost of managing fuel bundles and storage 

as of the end of 2013. 

 The financial planning for reactor 

decommissioning is to place them into safe storage after 

shutdown with end of life assumptions as illustrated in 

the table on this slide. 

 OPG has chosen a deferred dismantling 

strategy with a nominal 30-year safe storage period.  All 

cost estimates for reactor decommissioning are being 

prepared by TLG Services, who has significant experience 

in the United States.  TLG Services Inc. has performed 

decommissioning cost studies for 90 percent of the 

commercial nuclear plants in the United States and all of 

the nuclear plants in Canada and some overseas reactors, 
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principally in Sweden. 

 The total cost estimate for the 20 nuclear 

reactors owned by OPG is almost $10 billion in constant 

dollars or $3.8 billion in present value. 

 For this 2013 to 2017 consolidated 

financial guarantee, in addition to our three Class 1B 

nuclear waste facilities, OPG has also included the 

decommissioning cost estimates for the radioactive waste 

operations site 1 and the central maintenance and laundry 

facilities which are licensed under the new Nuclear Waste 

Substance Regulations. 

 The assumption for decommissioning of 

nuclear waste facilities is that facility dismantling will

start after the used fuel and the low and intermediate 

level waste has been removed. 

 The nuclear waste management facilities’ 

decommissioning cost estimates have also been prepared by 

TLG Services.  The total cost estimate for the 

decommissioning of these facilities is over $200 million 

in constant dollars or $65 million in present value. 

 This slide shows the financial guarantee, 

constant value and the present value numbers for 2013.  

The cost estimates for managing all of the used fuel and 

the low and intermediate level waste generated to the end 

of 2013, as well as the decommissioning of the nuclear 
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facilities, has been calculated to be approximately $31 

billion in constant dollars or about 14 billion in present 

value. 

 The cost estimates for the management of 

used fuel, which includes the interim and long-term 

management, accounts for approximately 60 percent of the 

total cost, followed by the cost estimates for reactor 

decommissioning at approximately 27 percent of the total 

cost. 

 The proposed 2013 to 2017 financial 

guarantee requirement has increased from that of the 

previous cycle to 2008 to 2012 financial guarantee.  This 

increase is illustrated in the table shown on this slide 

which compares the CNSC financial guarantee for the year 

2012 with a CNSC financial guarantee for the year 2013.   

 The majority of this 1.5 billion difference 

is as a result of updated economic assumptions such as 

changes in the escalation factors and changes in 

assumptions used in the cost estimates for 

decommissioning, used fuel management and the Deep 

Geological Repository programs. 

 OPG proposes that financial guarantee 

requirements continue to be covered by access to OPG’s 

segregated funds and a guarantee from the Province. 

 OPG, under agreement with the Province of 
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Ontario, has established two funds to pay for the long-

term cost of decommissioning and waste management.   

 The decommissioning segregated fund 

provides for the activities to manage nuclear facilities 

in accordance with the Ontario Nuclear Funds Agreement 

Reference Plan, known as ONFA.  This includes 

decommissioning and dismantling.  It also includes the 

long-term management of low and intermediate level waste, 

including the Deep Geological Repository. 

 The used fuel segregated fund provides for 

the long-term management of used fuel, including the 

development work currently being carried out by the 

Nuclear Waste Management Organization. 

 The Nuclear Fuel Waste Act Trust, 

established under the Nuclear Fuel Waste Act in 2002, 

satisfies part of the used fuel liability. 

 Finally, the Provincial Guarantee Agreement 

provides a guarantee to the CNSC by the Province of 

Ontario to supplement any shortfall in the ONFA nuclear 

funds in order to provide the full consolidated financial 

guarantee. 

 The financial guarantee requirement as of 

January 2013 is $14.221 billion.  It is proposed to be 

satisfied by the Nuclear Fuel Waste Act Trust by providing 

access to the ONFA nuclear funds.  Collectively, these 
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funds had a projected value of $12.686 billion as of June 

2012.  These will be supplemented with a provincial 

guarantee of $1.535 billion to satisfy the remainder of 

the financial guarantee requirement. 

 Revised values will be provided in the 

legal agreements proposed to be finalized prior to 

December 31st of this year. 

 The table on this slide represents the 

financial guarantee requirements, projected nuclear funds 

valuations and the amount of the provincial guarantee 

required to satisfy the CNSC financial guarantee 

requirement for the next five years.  The size of the 

financial guarantee will grow annually as nuclear waste 

increases and the number of discounting years decrease. 

 Please note that the growth in the ONFA 

nuclear funds incorporates planned contributions, planned 

disbursements, as well as projected returns on 

investments. 

 The provincial guarantee is proposed to be 

fixed for the period 2013 to 2017 to satisfy the CNSC 

financial guarantee requirement.  As mentioned earlier, 

the final provincial guarantee amount will be aligned with 

the most recent fund projections. 

 Significant controls and oversight are 

applied to these funds by both OPG and the Province of 



11 
 

Ontario.  The funds are overseen by a dedicated committee 

of the OPG Board of Directors and by the Board of the 

Ontario Financing Authority.  Changes in baseline 

reference plans and cost estimates must be approved by the 

Minister of Finance. 

 OPG prepares and submits to the Province 

for approval the annual budget of ONFA eligible 

expenditures related to nuclear waste management and 

decommissioning.  For example, following provincial 

approval, expenditures have been disbursed from the ONFA 

nuclear funds for adaptive phase management, the low and 

intermediate level waste Deep Geological Repository and 

Pickering Units 2 and 3 safe storage. 

 The segregated funds are invested in a 

diversified portfolio of investments comprising primarily 

of equity and fixed income securities.  The funds are 

invested in a manner consistent with large Canadian 

pension funds.  These are single-purpose segregated funds 

which are held in third-party custodian trustee accounts. 

 OPG has no right to access any of the 

assets of the segregated funds to satisfy any of OPG’s or 

its related parties’ liabilities other than as prescribed 

under the ONFA and the Nuclear Fuel Waste Act. 

 The valuation of securities in the 

segregated funds are performed by an independent custodian 
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of the funds and investment prices are obtained from 

multiple third-party pricing vendors. 

 The segregated funds are required to be 

audited on an annual basis by a third-party external 

auditor in accordance with generally accepted accounting 

principles.   

 OPG will continue to submit an annual 

report to CNSC staff in accordance with its licences.  

These reports will detail the value of accumulated funds 

that are in place for nuclear waste management and 

decommissioning and the value of the provincial guarantee 

required to provide assurance that the financial guarantee

requirement remains valid and in effect and sufficient to 

meet the decommissioning needs. 

 The reports will identify any material 

changes in the decommissioning or waste management plans, 

the waste quantities or the cost estimates which may 

impact the financial guarantee requirements. 

 OPG is proposing to change annual report 

submission month from the end of January to the end of 

February to facilitate report development based on actual 

financial year-end results.  This will require the 

Condition 22 of the CNCS Financial Security and the ONFA 

Access Agreement be amended so that on or before January 

31st it’s changed to before March 1st of each year.   
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 In summary, the proposed financial 

guarantee covers the cost estimates of lifetime management 

of nuclear waste produced and the decommissioning of OPG–

owned nuclear generation stations and the nuclear waste 

management facilities. 

 The guarantee consists of dedicated 

segregated funds representing 90 percent of the liability, 

with the remainder of the financial guarantee requirement 

being met by a guarantee from the Province of Ontario.  

This is the same financial guarantee structure as the one 

currently in place.   

 OPG will continue to provide annual reports 

verifying that the guarantee remains valid and in effect 

and sufficient.   

 And, finally, OPG requests that the 

Commission amends our Class 1 nuclear facility licences to 

update the conditions on decommissioning and financial 

guarantee. 

 Thank you for your attention.  I and my 

team will be pleased to answer any questions that the 

Commission has. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.   

 Before opening the floor for questions I 

would like to hear from CNSC staff.  And their 

representation is outlined in CMD 12-H11.  And I 
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understand that Mr. Elder will make this presentation. 

 The floor is yours. 

 

12H-11 

Oral Presentation by 

CNSC Staff 

 

 MR. ELDER:  Thank you.  Good morning, Mr. 

President, Members of the Commission.  My name is Peter 

Elder.  I am the Director General, Directorate of Nuclear 

Cycle and Facilities Regulation. 

 With me today are Mr. Don Howard, the 

Director of our Wastes and Decommissioning Division and 

Mr. Robert Barker and Ms. Shirley Oue, Senior Project 

Officers in that same division. 

 As Ontario Power Generation has indicated, 

they are the owner of five nuclear generating stations and 

four waste management facilities and has applied for 

(recording malfunction) of an updated financial guarantee 

which is a consolidated guarantee on accordance -- this is 

in accordance with the five-year review schedule.   

 In relation to that, OPG has also applied 

for licence amendments to update conditions associated 

with expansion guarantee.  

 I will now turn the presentation over to 
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Mr. Barker. 

 MR. BARKER:  Thank you, Mr. Elder. 

 My name is Robert Barker and I am the 

Project Officer in the Wastes and Decommissioning 

Division. 

 The presentation today will provide 

information on OPG’s current financial guarantee, its 

relevant history, OPG’s proposal for the 2013 to 2017 

period, and OPG’s licence amendment request.  It will 

conclude with stats, conclusions and recommendations. 

 OPG has for all of their nuclear facilities 

in Ontario applied for acceptance of their updated 

decommissioning plans and cost estimates, acceptance of 

the proposed financial guarantee, and has requested 

licence amendments to update the conditions reflecting the 

updated financial guarantee. 

 OPG has maintained a consolidated financial 

guarantee for all of its facilities since 2003. It is 

renewed every 5 years and was last renewed by the 

Commission in 2007 in CMD 07-H22. 

 OPG’s current financial guarantee comprises 

of funds established pursuant to the Nuclear Ontario Funds 

Agreement, or ONFA, and funds established pursuant to the 

Nuclear Fuel Waste Act or NFWA.  If the value of the funds 

is not sufficient to cover OPG’s decommissioning 
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liabilities, the shortfall is covered through the 

provision of a provincial guarantee. 

 OPG is proposing to maintain these 

mechanisms for its financial guarantee for the 2013 to 

2017 revision. 

 Two guarantees will require updating to 

keep the financial guarantee in effect.  The first, a 

replacement provincial guarantee agreement and, secondly, 

a third amending agreement to the CNSC financial security 

and ONFA access agreement. 

 The value of the proposed provincial 

guarantee is currently projected to be $1.535 billion, 

although the actual value will be updated by OPG when the 

provincial guarantee agreement is finalized in order to 

account for the most accurate value of the nuclear funds.   

 OPGs current financial guarantee was 

presented to the Commission in 2007 in CMD 07-H22.  Due to 

the long timelines involved associated with the future 

decommissioning of the nuclear generating stations, both 

the estimated decommissioning liabilities and the value of 

the decommissioning funds vary annually. 

 OPG continuously updates its 

decommissioning liabilities to account for any changes in 

its decommissioning or waste management plans, waste 

quantities or costs estimates, and reports annually to the 
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(recording malfunction) liability and on the value of its 

nuclear funds.   

 For 2012, the present value of the future  

decommissioning liability represents $12.1 billion while 

the total guarantee available is $13.4 billion.   

 In 2009 leading up to the submission of 

their annual report, OPG advised the CNSC that the growth 

in their nuclear funds was less than anticipated resulting 

in a potential shortfall for 2010 of about $.8 billion, 

and which would potentially escalate to $1.24 billion in 

2011. 

   OPG proposed an increase to the provincial 

guarantee to address this shortfall.  This was presented 

to the Commission in 2009 in CMD 09-M54 and resulted in 

the provincial guarantee being increased to its current 

value of $1.545 billion through to the end of 2012.   

 For the 2013 to 2017 revision to its 

financial guarantee, OPG submitted updated decommissioning 

plans, costs estimates, projected fund values in the 

proposed provincial guarantee amount on a projected annual 

basis. 

 CNSC staff reviewed the submissions against 

CNSC guidance documents G206 and 219 and CSA Standard 

N294.  CNSC staff concluded that OPG submissions met 

regulatory expectations for these submissions. 
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 OPG’s financial guarantee covers costs 

associated with the physical decommissioning of OPGs 

facilities, costs associated with interim and long-term 

management of spent nuclear fuel and costs associated with 

interim and long-term management of low- and intermediate- 

level radioactive waste.  

 The facilities covered include Pickering, 

Bruce A and B stations, the Darlington Nuclear Generating 

Station and the Darlington, Pickering and Western Waste 

Management facilities and the newly added Radioactive 

Waste Operation Site 1, and the central maintenance and 

laundry facility which is operated and licenced by Bruce 

Power. 

 These facilities are subject to waste 

nuclear substance licences issued by the CNSC that OPG was 

not previously required to provide a financial guarantee 

for. 

 Costs estimates and proposed value of 

financial guarantee are provided by OPG for each year of 

the 2013 to 2017 period.  This slide shows the values for 

2013 and 2017 only. 

 For 2013 the decommissioning liability and 

the financial guarantee are matched at $14.221 billion 

while by 2017 the liability increases to $16.313 billion.  

And the total guarantee available increases to $16.585 



19 
 

billion. 

 The decommissioning liability for OPG’s 

facilities represents both waste management and 

decommissioning components.   

 For 2013, the bulk of the financial 

guarantee is for nuclear waste management at about 73 

percent of the total was spent, fuel management being 

about 60 percent.   

 The physical decommissioning of nuclear 

generating stations represents about 27 percent, while 

decommissioning of the waste management and other 

facilities represents about 0.5 percent.   

 This line illustrates the trending over 

time of the decommissioning liability shown here in red, 

the total guarantee available shown in green.  The nuclear

funds component is shown here in blue, while the 

provincial guarantee is shown in brown.   

 The greyer area on the right side of the 

chart represents the projections for the 2013 to 2017 

period.  And of note is the dip in 2009 where the 

liability exceeded the guarantee available and of the 

correction made by OPG, by increasing the value of the 

provincial guarantee.   

 The Province of Ontario has always been 

associated with OPG’s financial guarantee and besides 
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providing the provincial guarantee component, provides 

oversight into the working level, economic and 

decommissioning assumptions used by OPG to develop the 

cost estimates.   

 The Ontario Financing Authority, or OFA, is 

an agency of the Ontario Ministry of Finance that manages 

the Province’s debt and borrowing program and also manages 

the implementation of the Ontario Nuclear Funds Agreement 

on behalf of the Province.   

 Through the OFA, the Province of Ontario 

independently reviews and confirms OPG’s working 

assumptions in relation to its economic forecast for fund 

performance, estimates of escalation, and its nuclear 

liability cost estimates.   

 OFA also hires its own expert consultant to 

ensure that its review process is credible, while OPG 

hires expert consultants to assist in the development of 

its reference plans and liabilities.   

 Arising from these reviews, the Province of 

Ontario agrees with OPG that the liabilities associated 

with the Ontario Nuclear Funds Agreement are well 

understood and reasonable and that a provincial guarantee 

to the CNSC is required and that it should be based on a 

value of 1.535 million -- excuse me, 1.535 billion over 

the period from 2013 to 2017.   
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 OPG’s operating licences make reference to 

the financial guarantee in relation to both the 

decommissioning plans and the supporting agreements.  

  Consequently, OPG is also requesting that    

its licences be amended to reflect the revised financial 

guarantee.   

 The requirements of an application for 

amendment of a licence are found in Sections 3 and 6 of 

the General Nuclear Safety and Control Regulations and 

Section 3 of the Class 1 Nuclear Facilities Regulations.   

 Section 7 of the General Nuclear Safety and 

Control Regulations allows for the incorporation of any 

information that is included in a valid, expired or 

revoked licence.   

 CNSC staff has reviewed the OPG’s 

application and advises the Commission that OPG has 

provided the information required by the regulations.   

 CNSC staff concludes that the 

decommissioning plans as submitted by OPG are acceptable 

and consistent with the guidance set out in Regulatory 

Guide G-219, that the financial guarantee cost estimates 

as submitted by OPG are acceptable and consistent with the 

guidance set out in Regulatory Guide G-206, and that the 

proposed financial guarantee as submitted by OPG is 

acceptable and consistent with the guidance set out in 
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Regulatory Guide G-206.   

 CNSC staff also concludes that an 

environmental assessment is not required for the proposal 

to amend all of OPG’s Class 1 Nuclear Facilities licences 

as set out in the CMD.  And CNSC staff concludes that OPG 

is qualified to carry out the activities that the amended 

licences will authorize and will, if the licences are 

amended, make adequate provision in carrying out those 

activities for the protection of the environment, the 

health and safety of persons, and the maintenance and 

management of security and measures required to implement 

international obligations to which Canada has agreed.   

 Therefore, CNSC staff recommends that the 

Commission accept the assessment of staff that the 

proposed financial guarantee is acceptable and consistent 

with the guidance set out in Regulatory Guides G-206, and 

recommends that the Commission amend all of OPG’s Class 1 

Nuclear Facility licences to update the conditions 

referred to in the decommissioning financial guarantee 

provisions as set out in the CMD, pursuant to subsection 

24(2) of the Nuclear Safety and Control Act.   

 Thank you. 

 MR. ELDER:  That concludes our 

presentation.  We are available to answer any questions. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, thank you.  So let’s 
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jump into the question period and start with Monsieur 

Tolgyesi. 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Merci, Monsieur le 

Président.   

 Under staff’s presentation, page -- what’s 

this page -- there is no page -- 34 -- you are saying in 

the second last paragraph that OPG advised that their 

nuclear fund growth was less than projected.   

 What are the reasons for this lower growth? 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Why don’t we have OPG answer 

that? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam for the 

record.   

 The reason for the lower growth is that, as  

everybody is aware, the financial markets have gone 

through some pretty volatile times since 2008, but as you 

know that these funds are invested on a long-term basis, 

so we tend not to make knee-jerk reactions to correct.  

These are long-term investments and very solid sectors of 

the economy. 

 Our investments are split between equities 

as well as interest-bearing investments and we have a part 

of the portfolio that’s also in infrastructure.  These are 

very stable investments that perform well and have 

performed over the benchmark since the inception of the 
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fund.    

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Also at the same page, 

you are saying that the provincial guarantee was amended 

to 1.5 billion and this value will decrease according do 

your projection, Slide 14.   

 So when you look at large projects, 

construction projects and remediation projects, are always 

-- there are always important overruns.   

 So what if the cost of decommissioning will 

be higher than forecasted and your provincial guarantees 

are going down?  So how will you build up that difference?  

Where will you pick up the money? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam for the 

record.   

 Firstly, the provincial guarantee only 

declines as the funds increase.  So the provincial 

guarantee is the difference between the actual nuclear 

liability and the funds.  So that provincial guarantee 

eventually goes down to zero over time as the funds, 

through the market, catches up.   

 Secondly, in terms of overruns, all of the 

estimates involved for the different elements of the 

liability have contingencies associated with them.  These 

contingencies are based on the quality of the estimate.  

These estimates are a different -- these estimates are at 
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different points of evolution depending on how close they 

are in terms of being executed.   

 And as a result, the quality of the 

estimate is different.  And as a result, the contingencies 

associated with each one is different, but there are 

contingencies built in to every one of the capital 

estimates in order to take care of potential overruns or 

changes in scope. 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI: Is there a cap on 

provincial guarantee, because what you are saying is the 

difference between, you know, to compensate and supposed 

to go -- decrease, but if for any reason it will cost 

more, is there a cap for provincial guarantee? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record.  There's no cap in the provincial guarantee.  The 

(inaudible) agreement actually requires the provincial 

government to step in to make up the difference if there 

is a difference.   

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  And my last -- on the OPG 

presentation, page 4, you are saying that long-term 

escalation factors range from 1.9 to 3.7.  And further, 

now you say that the discount rate has been established at 

the real rate of 3.25 in both the long-term Ontario 

consumer price index.  Are these escalation factors 

updated or adjusted annually or some other frequency, I 
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don't know, every two, three or five years.  And how these 

adjustments are reflected in cost estimates and in the 

value of financial guarantees.  

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record.  The financial indicators are obtained from 

external bodies.  These are updated on a five-year cycle, 

this is one of the five-year cycles.  And the actual 

performance of the funds is updated on an annual basis at 

which time if there is an underage associated with the 

guarantee, the CNSC has the ability to request that 

guarantee to be increased.  In terms of trying to make it 

as simple as possible during this renewal, we have 

indicated that the provincial guarantee will remain 

unchanged over the five-year period even though the 

requirement for the guarantee, as you can -- you saw from 

the charts -- actually decreases over the five years.  But 

we're proposing that it remains the same so in 2017, 

actually, if things perform as we project, we would 

actually be over-guaranteed.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Dr. McDill.  

 DR. McDILL:  My first question is with 

respect to OPG's new strategy or changed strategy of 

emptying the used fuel wet base.  Can you explain it and 

maybe staff could comment on the strategy please.  It's on 

page 3 of OPG's submission.  The second paragraph down.   
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 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record.  I see the strategy here.  This is not a new 

strategy, this is the existing strategy for OPG that after 

a minimum of 10 years in the wet base, they would be moved 

to the dry storage.  This hasn't changed from the last 

guarantee period.   

 DR. McDILL:  So the statement is not that 

you have changed it since we last spoke, it has been 

changed.  It says, "... that were shut down prior to the 

assumed in-service date."  I'm asking for something new 

here, maybe a staff --- 

 MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder, for the record.  I 

think what they're saying is it's a different conversation 

that you'll get into I think maybe later today or as we've 

gotten closer to the end of life on some of the 

facilities, and Pickering especially, we've asked them to 

clarify their strategy -- elements of their de-

commissioning strategy.  And one of them was saying -- 

clarifying that we go back in is, if you would clarify to 

empty the fuel bay all to dry storage prior to even -- 

prior to the -- a long-term fuels management facility 

being in place.  So it's not necessarily a change, I think 

it's more of a clarification of the strategy being -- are 

you -- we would ask you to -- basically the question was 

are you going to leave it wet as long as -- until you've 
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got somewhere to ultimately put it or will you 

progressively move it to dry storage.  And I don't think 

it requires -- they have the capability to move it all to 

dry storage based on the current Pickering assumptions.  I 

don't think it really changes the actual -- what you do in 

terms of the infrastructure required, it's actually some 

operational stuff that you may be doing earlier than some 

of their earlier estimates would account for.  

 DR. McDILL:  And has the financial 

guarantee taken that change or that plan into account even 

though you don't know exactly what it is yet?   

 MR. ELDER:  We know what it is, it's 

earlier going back in and yes, it has taken in account 

that strategy again.  It's not a significant change in the 

cost structure because the capability -- the facility put 

in dry storage actually already exists.  So it's just a 

question of saying do you transfer it at year -- you know, 

is it year five or at year 10 or at year 20 sort of thing.  

So it's a question of when you do some physical labour.  

But it's not a huge amount of effort.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Let me, I'm sort of 

confused.  I thought post-Fukushima, all nuclear power 

plants were taking another look at how long they're 

keeping the fuel at their base while they move to a dry 

storage.  Dry storages seem to be deemed to be safer, so 
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there's a movement internationally to spend less time in 

wet pools and not to accumulate and stack them in wet 

pool.  So I thought the strategy was for everybody to take 

a look at the 10-year benchmark and reduce it.  What am I 

missing here?  

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record.  In terms of the financial guarantee and the 

present decommission plans, our plan remains unchanged in 

that the intent is to initially keep the used fuel for 10 

years in the wet base then move them to the dry storage.  

Since Fukushima, you're correct, we are looking at 

different ways to do this and to get out of the wet base 

earlier.  This would require a complete redesign of the 

dry canisters and obviously a full approval from the CSNC 

of the new canisters.  We're now looking at this work.  

For the purposes of this submission and the next five 

years, our intention is that we are holing with the 

current plans.  If our investigations indicate that we can 

do this differently to create a better situation in the 

long run, we will then be addressing that when we have 

that information.  Those studies are presently ongoing.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Dr. McDill.   

 DR. McDILL:  I think you just answered my 

third question.  So at this point in time, there's no 

intention to go below 10 years?  
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 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record.  That's correct.  

 DR. McDILL:  I do have one from the 

intervenors, but I can wait until we get to it.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, thank you.  Ms. 

Velshi.  

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you.  OPG in slide 12

of CMD 12-H11.1a where you describe the three components 

of the nuclear fund, are there any restrictions to moving 

funds from one bucket to another?  So if you find out that

your decommissioning costs, say, are higher than estimated

but your used fuel costs are lower, can you move funds 

from one bucket to another?   

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record.  As soon as the liability for a certain element is

fully funded, then we can move between the funds.  But 

first of all, you need to become fully funded before you 

can move between the different funds.  

 MS. VELSHI:  Okay.  Thank you.  On slide 

number 13 where you state that the provincial guarantee 

will only be finalized at your end when the actual 

evaluation of the funds is done, how much variation do you

expect from the $1.535 billion?  Is it significant?  

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record.  We have projections based on fund values as of 
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the end of September.  It all depends on how the markets 

were formed, but we do not anticipate more than $100 

million volatility between where we are, what we've stated 

for the Commission based of where we are at the end of the 

year.  And that could go either way.   

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you.   

On page 4 of CMD12-H11.1 you state that you 

use the most conservative end-of-life estimates in 

calculating the financial guarantee.   

So if the end-of-life was to change, say it 

increased by one year for the Pickering unit the cost, the 

increased costs associated with that extra one-year life 

of additional fuel and waste cost would be offset by 

deferred decommissioning costs.  

So what's the relative trade-off?  Does one 

cancel off the others, or are decommissioning costs higher 

than the waste costs, or the savings from decommissioning 

higher than the increased waste costs? 

MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam for the 

record.  I'll ask John Mauti to address this question. 

MR. MAUTI:  John Mauti for the record.   

The way the financial guarantee would work 

is that for an additional year of generation say for 

Pickering the decommissioning value does go down as you're 

pushing out decommissioning for an extra year.  But since 
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this is in effect a shutdown liability the volume of waste 

is the waste that's arising at the end of each individual 

year.  So until you get to that extra year of generation 

you wouldn't have an increase in the value because of the 

additional waste arising. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you.   

Question for Staff, please.  On the 

discount rate, and we heard from OPG that their external 

experts who I guess recommend what rate to be -- what's to 

be used, the 3.25 percent that OPG has used in their 

estimate how does that compare with what other licensees 

are using for their decommissioning cost estimates? 

MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder for record.   

It is hard to do a direct comparison, 

because actually this fund is structured differently than 

a lot of the other guarantees for the reactors.  So the 

other ones are provincial crown corporations, and they 

don't have as much in real market funds as OPG has.  So a 

lot of them are more reliant on a provincial guarantee.   

And the same thing would happen with Chalk 

River.  There isn't a real -- the guarantee is the federal 

government recognizing the liability.  A formal 

recognition of liability rather than what we have here, 

which is a real market fund that is being managed on an 

ongoing basis. 
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MEMBER VELSHI:  I'm not sure I --- 

MR. ELDER:  But --- 

MEMBER VELSHI:  --- I understand that, 

because all I'm asking is, if you've got a future cost 

that you're discounting to a given year how that cost is 

guaranteed? 

MR. ELDER:  So you're looking at terms of 

not how they're doing the growth of the fund, but how they 

are discounting backwards to the present value of the -- 

so those ones, there's a standard methodology that they're 

actually done by the same consultants.  And we have these 

reviewed and we also -- we know and talk to what the 

provincial reviewers are seeing as well, whether those are 

reasonable rates. 

As it's been clear is that if there's 

anything that's off the province will be responsible for 

the difference.  So the province does, and you can ask the 

province how closely they look at these numbers as well. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Okay.  I mean, I will get 

to the province.  I just wanted to make sure, is there 

much variation in what different experts may be 

recommending as discount rates?   

MR. ELDER:  No, there is not a lot of 

variation in those ones. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you.   
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In the previous five-year-period, again, 

this is for the Staff, OPG had estimated that they would 

not actually require a provincial guarantee by the end of 

the period because they expected their funds to have done 

better; that wasn't the case. 

At what point when OPG submits their annual 

valuation where there is a delta in the liability and 

funding available, would it trigger an action on the 

CNSC's part that the provincial guarantee needs to be 

increased, or OPG's contributions need to increase? 

MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder for record.   

So what we did, in this case OPG said 

there's a problem and I want to fix the problem, so we 

didn't have to tell them to fix it.  But we did go back in 

and we looked at how pension funds are run, and this is 

run very much like a pension fund.   

And the general rule for pension funds, and 

this is what we told OPG that we would expect them to 

apply in the future, was a three percent real effective 

decrease, then that they would have to look at how they 

were going to manage it. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Okay.  And is that in one 

of the guides, CNSC guides that that's what would trigger 

reaction? 

MR. ELDER:  It's not in the current guide.  
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We are in the process.  As the commission is aware we are 

looking at financial guarantees for some other types of 

facilities.  So once our path forward on that is clearer 

we were planning to update our guidance on financial 

guarantees and put this type of guidance in there as well.  

But we haven't communicated -- the one who really works on 

this basis is OPG right now, but we would provide that 

guidance to everybody. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you.  And the last 

question is for the Ministry of Finance.   

I think we heard from OPG that there really 

is no cap on provincial guarantee.  I know in this 

particular submission that there is this $5.35 billion, 

but does the province use -- you know, is there a limit, 

is there a percentage of the liability that they're 

willing to go up to; can you share any of that with us? 

MR. KWAN:  Ronald Kwan for the record.   

As Albert said that for the period of 2013 

to 2017 the proposal for the financial guarantee includes 

a provincial guarantee component, which is up to $1.535 

billion as estimated at the time of the June submission.  

The province is supporting that submission for this 

financial guarantee submission.   

However, under the Ontario Unclear Funds 

Agreement, the province does commit OPG to support the 



36 
 

financial guarantee requirements of the CNSC, that OPG has 

to satisfy for its licence condition.  There's no 

specification of a cap in the Ontario Nuclear Funds 

Agreement. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you, thank you. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Harvey. 

MEMBER HARVEY:  Merci Monsieur Président.  

For sure it's not easy for us to take that figure 4.2 

billion and say it's the appropriate figure.  There has 

been many experts working on that evaluating, but at the 

end of the day do you have an idea of an accuracy of it?  

How is it established that there is a certain -- well, it 

could be we're dealing with time, with unknown, with 

complex issues.  So what is the degree of accuracy of such 

number?  And are you aware of some figures of what would 

be the maximum, the minimum, the average?  Is it an 

average?  I would ask OPG and the Staff to try to answer 

that. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Let's start with OPG. 

MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam for the 

record.   

The estimates, like I said previously, vary 

depending on how close we are to the event, they become 

more accurate because we have more detailed information.  

But in general we're working with estimates that are 
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accurate of P50 type of estimates.   

In addition, as a result of that we have 

built in contingencies into all of the capital costs.  

We've utilized external experts.  In addition to that both 

NWMO, in terms of the used fuel and OPG in terms of our 

repository and our decommissioning I've reviewed and 

vetted these numbers.  

   In addition to that the Ministry of Finance 

also hires an external expert out of Washington that 

reviews these numbers.   

   In addition we've taken a very conservative 

approach in terms of developing the estimates, in 

particular APM dates of 2035 is a very conservative date. 

   In terms of the commissioning there are 

huge advances of decommissioning happening in the market.  

We have not taken any advantage of these, of any changes 

in technology to reduce the cost of decommissioning.  So 

in general the estimates are being done on a very, very 

conservative manner. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  From the Staff? 

MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder for the record. 

There are a couple of points I'm going to 

make.  Some of it is based on their using some of this 

money for actual management of some of the waste right 

now.  So some of it's based on actual costs, which we 
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would have obviously a smaller contingency on it, but 

there's still some contingency. 

The contingency's amounts vary from 5 

percent to 20 percent, and this is just the costing 

contingencies, not taking into account even at 

conservative assumptions. 

The actual decommissioning plans are based 

on current practice.  So based on, and this is why there's

one -- you mentioned that one company who does this one, 

they actually look at actual decommissioning projects and 

there are a number of them going on in the States and 

other places, and looking and saying, what activities do 

you really have to do to decommission a nuclear plant, 

that then feed into these cost factors? 

So the actual physical tasks are based on 

analysis of real examples.  And then obviously the 

uncertainty is going to be on the cost factor.  So the 

further out in the future it would be is there's more 

contingency applied to those costs. 

And the other thing I'll point out is, we 

tried to demonstrate, because this is dynamic, we are 

actually taking quite a different approach to some of the 

other facilities where every five years we do a 

comprehensive review of everything, but there's ongoing 

monitoring on an annual basis of a number of the 
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components of this guarantee. 

And I think we demonstrated in 2009 that 

those mechanisms are working that were identifying any 

potential problems very early so that they can be 

corrected as they occur. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Just -- 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Can I piggyback on this.  I 

assume that you've got so many parameters working here, 

you know, when are you going to do the decommissioning, 

how are you going to do decommissioning?  I assume 

somebody has a modelling of all of this, we can do a 

sensitivity analysis?  Tell me that actually such a model 

exits. 

MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam for the 

record. 

Yes, such a model does exist, and yes, we 

do sensitivities on a regular basis.  And in particular 

when we do the five-year cycle, which we're just in, we do 

a year-long study of these estimates.  We review the 

assumptions again.  We go back to first principals.  We 

rehire the consultants.  We redo the estimates from first 

principals, so that everything is clear. 

NWMO runs this model for us.  As you may or 

may not be aware, when NWMO was formed a portion of OPG 

staff actually shifted over to NWMO.  Those staff were 
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responsible for that model.  So now we have engaged NWMO 

to do that modelling on our behalf. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  So it's not possible to say 

that that figure is within a margin of 3 percent, and 2 

percent, of 10 percent.  It's as you would as it is, but 

it would be difficult to say that, isn't? 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard for the record.  

You can never say that the numbers are accurate, because 

you're planning for the future.  So basically this is -- 

you're using the best model sensitivity analysis you can 

to project what the possibilities are.   

Over time, as Mr. Sweetnam said, is that 

you refine your numbers so that over time you get more 

precise.  But to give you your answer is quite difficult 

today to say whether it's within two percent accuracy or 

not. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  It's the best number you can 

have? 

MR. HOWARD:  It's the best right now based 

on the information that is available, and the best 

projection that can be put on the table.  And as I say, 

that's why we review it on an annual basis, and OPG must 

report on an annual basis.   

We reviewed it on a five-year cycle to make 

sure that the numbers are constantly looked at, revised if 
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necessary, and adjusted where it is required. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  My last point is 

linked to that, it's maybe too simplistic, but there has 

been benefit here given for the shutdown of (inaudible) 

and the management of the waste.  And there were some 

figures are 1.5 billion, 2 billions, so I'm not sure which 

one is good, but would it be possible to take that figure 

and multiply it by let's say 20, because there is 20 

nuclear stations in Ontario, and say that this is 

approximately the same amount we need?  

So that we've got that 14.2 represent 30 

plant (inaudible).  So if I multiply, I don't know, 1.5, 

by 20 I've got that 30.  Is it too simplistic to say that, 

or that's a means by which we could at least verify that 

you're in the ballpark? 

MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder for the record. 

I think you -- there are a number of 

assumptions and you can see that I think you've seen some 

of the key assumptions that affect the costs.  Maybe it is 

the same if you look at the total current value you would 

be in the right ballpark, I think.  But you have to look 

at terms of when they -- it depends very much on the 

strategy, on the life of the plants.   

So OPG right now is assuming a number of 

stations are going to operate for an additional 20 to 25 
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years.  That will change your economics considerably, 

because you're generating that waste over the period, 

where as a (inaudible) case, now you're saying, okay, I 

know what my actual waste is, it's here, it's now.  And 

we're asking (inaudible) Quebec to come back in saying, 

given that reality what is your current in the scenario 

and how are you going to cost it? 

So you have to be careful as well, it's the 

same, because there are different rules and that NWMO is 

required to have segregated funds.  I looked at all the 

literature on what's out on the press on G2 and it doesn't 

necessarily all add up until you see the funds and ask 

(inaudible) Quebec to come with the complete picture of 

what is their current status of everything. 

So it's a little simplistic to (inaudible) 

because these 20 reactors have 20 different lives.  And 

comparing it to one is also not -- it doesn't really work 

that way.  And also OPG is more advanced on some projects.  

They have a solution that they're proposing for the low 

and intermediate waste that is fully costed, as well. 

MR. HOWARD:  And if I can add, Don Howard 

for the record.  Is that the -- the external company that 

put the G2 Plan together is the same company that does the 

OPG Plan.  So basically they use the same methodology and 

the same assumptions, moving forward for the utilities.   
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So basically our confidence in the numbers, 

because it's the same external consultant doing the 

analysis, so the same methodology is being used. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, that would give us a 

good test to see how good they are, since presumably there 

is now decommissioning fund for G2.  So when G2 come to us 

we'll see the adequacy of that fund as predicted by this 

consultant, right? 

Anyhow this is not a time for us to deal 

with G2 -- 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  No, but my point 

was, it's much more easier for us and for the public to 

see a smart plan like (inaudible) and -- 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes, they have to come to us 

and then advise -- 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  And we'll see at 

that time. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  And we'll see it at that 

time. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Merci. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Anybody else, any 

other questions?  Mr.  Tolgyesi? 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Yes, on the page 12, when 

you're talking, the Staff is talking about "used fuel 

management" you are talking about the shallow storage.  
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The shallow storage will be a temporary 

solution or may replace the geological repository as a 

final storage; on page 12 of the Staff Presentation. 

MR. ELDER:  So this is on page 12 and we 

are talking about fuel management.  It’s just to clarify 

that in the nuclear waste management organization’s 

approach, which is adaptive phase management, they are 

retaining an option of having an interim central storage 

and before going to a geological repository. 

 So that option -- we’re just pointing out -

- that option is on the table and is included in the cost 

estimates as well. 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Because what you are 

saying that this scenario has a present value cost 

systemic lower than geological repository, which is 

considered but it’s included.  So because of this interim 

storage there will be no higher costs. 

 MR. ELDER:  The idea we’re saying is the 

assumption of going to an interim shallow or centralized 

repository doesn’t actually add to the overall costs 

because it pushes out the year that you actually build 

your deep geological repository. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  But I still -- okay, so I’m 

on the second paragraph here.  I don’t understand that 

sentence. 
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  “As such, used fuel storage could be

  available by 2035 and the geological 

  repository by 2065.” 

 This is the first time I see the number 

2065 associated with the DGR used fuel.  All I understand 

is the adaptive phase management target is 2035 for the 

DGR.   

 MR. ELDER:  So that is for costing -- Peter 

Elder for the record -- for costing estimates.  The most 

costly option would be having the repository a full 

operational, deep geological repository available by 2035.  

That is the most costly solution. 

 What’s in the adaptive phase management, 

NWO was directed to keep other options open and we’re 

saying those other options have been looked at in terms of 

a financial thing, financial point of view, to see if they 

would be more costly than --- 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  So which scenario is this 

estimate based on; 2035? 

 MR. ELDER:  The estimate is based on 

operational deep geological repository by 2035. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, thank you. 

 Mr. Tolgyesi?  Dr. McDill?  Okay, anybody 

else? 

 Okay, so before we go into the 
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intervention, can you tell me a little bit -- I think OPG 

mentioned the TLG, the consultant that has some experience 

in the States.  What actual decommissioning has been going 

in the States recently? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record.  I’ll ask Jerry Keto to address this question. 

 MR. KETO:  Jerry Keto, for the record. 

 A couple of completed decommissioning 

projects have been the main Yankee decommissioning; the 

Connecticut Yankee Decommissioning, Shoreham 

Decommissioning and Millstone Unit 1, which is in partial 

decommissioning.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  So they were actually 

involved in the actual decommissioning, actually they’re 

doing it or they’re sort of consulting on that? 

 MR. KETO:  No, they are consulting in the 

estimates. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Related to this, do you ever 

think that you need -- I don’t know those people at all -- 

but do you ever look for other consultants to get a fresh 

set of eyes?  I’m always worried about the same consultant 

giving the same advice year after year. 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the  

record. 

 As you are aware, OPG is 100 percent owned 
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by the Province of Ontario.  We have specific directive in 

terms of hiring consultants.  We need to be competitive so 

we go out on a competitive basis every time we engage 

these consultants. 

 In terms of this five-year review, we went 

competitively to the market and TLG won the contract to do 

the job again.  But it is a requirement of the provincial 

government that we go competitively each time we engage 

consultants. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Why don’t we 

just move onto the written intervention and, again, open 

it for discussion.  Who wants to go first?  Dr. McDill, 

you said you have some questions? 

 MR. LEBLANC:  Just for the record, I’d like 

to mention that this is a written submission that has been 

filed by the Bruce Peninsula Environmental Group as 

outlined in CMD 12-H11.2.  Thank you. 

 

12-H11.2 

Written submission from the Bruce Peninsula 

Environment Group 

 

 MEMBER McDILL:  Thank you.  Because there 

is no oral component, I thought I would suggest some of 

the intervenor’s questions directly. 
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 On the top of the second page the sentence 

beginning: 

“Really??  Has OPG supplied all those 

additional volume figures generated over 

that short five-year time span only to 

those expert consultants whose estimates 

CNSC Staff is relying upon.” 

 I think this follows up on Mr. Binder’s 

question a little bit. 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record. 

 Yes, we have. 

 MEMBER McDILL:  And this is based on the 

competitive bidding process that you just referred to?  

There are no other expert consultants involved? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record. 

 There are a variety of expert consultants 

involved depending on which estimates you are talking 

about. 

 On the APM we have a -- on the DGR for low 

and intermediate waste, we have Hatch.  It has provided us 

an estimate on the APM DGR for fuel waste.  We have SNC as 

well as -- Hatch on that one as well. 

 And in addition to that, TLG Services have 
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reviewed those estimates as well. 

 MEMBER McDILL:  So in some cases, the prime 

contractor has reviewed other estimates? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  That’s correct. 

 MEMBER McDILL:  And is staff satisfied that 

this is sufficiently rigorous in checking and cross-

checking? 

 MR. BARKER:  Bob Barker, for the record. 

 Yes, the OPG financial guarantee’s an 

extremely complex and detailed model and the information 

that OPG provides in support of their financial guarantee 

accounts for about over 30 documents of detailed cost 

estimating.  So staff is satisfied that the information 

has been provided. 

 MEMBER McDILL:  Thank you, Mr. Chair. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Just a jump -- I assume that 

the Department of Finance does its own independent check 

on what OPG provides to the Department of Finance, if I 

know all Department of Finance? 

 MR. KWAN:  Ronald Kwan, for the record. 

 Yes, the Province of Ontario, as part of 

its obligations under the Ontario Nuclear Funds Agreement, 

does do a review of the cost estimates that are provided 

by OPG as part of its reference plan submission to the 

province. 
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 The province does do a review for its 

purposes under the Ontario Nuclear Funds Agreement to 

ensure that its rights and obligations are satisfied, 

including having an external consultant come into review 

the costs and liability estimates as well. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Any other?  Ms. 

Velshi? 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Again, on behalf of the 

intervenor who starts off with a quotation from an OPG 

publication on OPG’s goal of having a fully funded fund 

for decommissioning liabilities, and then on the second 

page, third paragraph, where he talks about OPG’s 

contribution and your contribution as shown actually on a 

CNSC CMD 12-H11 on page 15, that the contribution actually

decreases each year over the period 2013 to 2017. 

 So the question to OPG, and then I guess to

the Ministry of Finance is, is it OPG’s goal to have this 

fund -- have the fund cover all the costs and, if so, is 

there a target date for that to happen? 

 And the second part is, if that is indeed 

the goal, then why are the annual contributions actually 

decreasing, even though the liability is increasing year 

over year? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record. 
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 The goal is eventually for the funds to 

replace the guarantee.  This will happen over time. 

 As you know, the funds are invested in the 

market as a whole.  The market could be volatile, but 

increases -- if you take a long-term view, it increases 

over time. 

 So the intent is to remove this guarantee 

eventually.  There is no target date associated with the 

removal of the guarantee. 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you.   

 And the second part of my question, where 

there is this need for a guarantee, what’s the rationale 

for the annual contribution decreasing over the period? 

` MR. MAUTI:  John Mauti, for the record. 

 Contributions that we put into the 

segregated funds come through the requirements as 

specified in the ONFA agreements that are between us and 

the province.  In general, the principle is that any 

shortfall in the funds are made up over the remaining 

operating lives of the stations. 

 There are certain requirements and detailed 

calculations about how to come up with the annual 

contribution amounts that are run.  The fact that it’s 

higher in 2013 is a result of one of the nuances of the 

ONFA agreement and how the requirements for funding does 
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happen. 

 So the fact that it changes from ’13 to ’14 

is not a reflection of our inability or not trying to 

achieve the full funds; it’s just more of the mechanism of 

how the ONFA agreements and the contribution amounts are 

structured. 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Does the Ministry of 

Finance have anything to add to that? 

 MR.KWAN:  Ronald Kwan, for the record. 

 As specified by Mr. Mauti, the Ontario 

Nuclear Funds Agreement, one of its principles is to have 

fully-funded funds over the life of the plants.  The life 

of the plant would then affect the timeframe in which the 

payment schedules are made. 

 As part of the Province’s review under the 

Ontario Nuclear Funds Agreement, we do do a due diligence 

on the payment schedule.  OPG does submit the payment 

schedules to the Province for review and approval, and 

that is part of our review, and we have reviewed the 

payment schedules and we’re satisfied that those are the 

appropriate ones to meet the requirements under ONFA. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anything else?  Any other 

questions? 

 Just the intervenor, on his -- the middle 

of the page.  That’s one, two, three -- the fourth 
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paragraph states the obvious, that stock markets go up and 

down.  So I always like to invoke one more time for the 

public the doomsday scenario.  The market goes -- we have 

another, you know, market disaster.  Then what? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record. 

 I guess it could be argued that we’ve had a 

few market disasters since these funds have been in 

existence and, as you can see, that the funds have 

continued to perform at or above benchmarks.   

 However, if there was a dramatic reduction 

in the value of the funds because of whatever could happen 

or may happen, as we previously stated and as the Ministry 

of Finance put on the record, it is the Ministry -- the 

Government of Ontario will then step up for that 

differential, in terms of providing the appropriate 

provincial guarantee to meet the overall liability. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  You, of course, then argue 

that all of ratepayers will bear the costs associated with 

the government stepping in, right?  That’s the argument. 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record. 

 That would be an incorrect argument, 

because the actual liabilities are not incurred until 20 

years out, 30 years out.  In that period of time, you 
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would expect that the funds would have an opportunity to 

recover, so that there would be no additional burden on 

either the ratepayer or the taxpayer. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, thank you.  Anything 

else?   

 Okay.  Thank you.  Thank you very much.  We 

are going to take a break for 15 minutes, Marc? 

 MR. LEBLANC:  That is correct.  We’ll start 

at 10:45 with the AREVA Resources application. 

 But with respect to the OPG financial 

guarantee matter, it is proposed that the Commission will 

confer with regards to the information that has been 

considered today and then determine if further information 

is needed or if the Commission is ready to proceed with a 

decision, and we will advise accordingly. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Sorry, one question I should 

have asked staff, you recommended -- we didn’t talk about 

that -- you’re recommending that to accept the proposal to 

change the next PDP to January 1, 2017.  This is not part 

of your recommendation.  May I assume that everybody 

agrees that that’s -- as proposed by OPG, that’s what you 

want to do, you know, the changing filing. 

 MR. ELDER:  Yes.  So the changing of the 

report date --- 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Right. 
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   --- that’s discussed, yeah, 

that’s acceptable to us if --- 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  It’s not in your 

recommendations.  Is that what you’re recommending?  

That’s what I’m trying to ask. 

 MR. ELDER:  It’s in the revised agreement, 

so we -- yes, we are acceptable with that recommendation. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  That’s good.  You think 

that’s going to facilitate, sort of, the analysis? 

 MR. ELDER:  We think -- our view is that -- 

we share the view with OPG that we’ll get better financial 

information because it will be based on their final 

numbers. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  So everybody’s in agreement 

on this? 

 MR. SWEETNAM:  Albert Sweetnam, for the 

record. 

 Yes, we are. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Thank you.  

 

--- Upon recessing at 10:35 a.m. 

MR. ELDER:

 


