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00-H32/00-H32.11

We then proceed to hearing 00-H32 and2

this is New Brunswick Power over the Point Lepreau3

Solid Radioactive Waste Management Facility Operating4

Licence.5

This is Day 1 of this hearing.  Day 26

is now scheduled for January 18, 2001.7

And now the presentation by New8

Brunswick Power Corporation.  Mr. J. McCarthy is with9

us, the Acting Station Manager.10

Thank you.11

00-H32.112

PRESENTATION13

MR. McCARTHY:  Good morning, Madam14

Chair.15

My name is Joe McCarthy.  I am16

currently the Acting Station Manager at the Point17

Lepreau Nuclear Power Station and the Solid Radioactive18

Waste Management Facility is considered part of the19

station proper.20

With me today, on my far left, is21

Mike Mersereau.  He is our System Engineer responsible22

for the Radioactive Waste Management facility, and on23

my immediate left is Kurt Nason, the station's Senior24

Health Physicist.25
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My presentation today will focus on1

facility description, operational performance, facility2

performance issues and a summary and a request.3

First, I want to show you a display4

of the facility itself and what you will see here is5

two types of storage facilities.  On the right you will6

see concrete bunkers which are used to store solid7

radioactive waste material, both low-level and8

medium-level waste and on the left you will see our dry9

canister facility and here we store spent fuel after it10

has been in a spent fuel bay for some set number of11

years, seven years in fact.12

The site is actually located on the13

Point Lepreau site proper.  It's within the boundary of14

the site and it's approximately one kilometre from the15

station.  Now that was an aerial view of the site.16

Here is a more close-up view of the17

structures.  On the Phase 1 or the part we spoke of, on18

the right in the previous slide, where I talked about19

the facility for storing medium and low-level waste,20

this is what we are seeing here.21

In these particular concrete bunkers,22

what we typically would store is compactible general23

waste such as mop heads, gloves, protective equipment,24

et cetera, activated components such as valves, pipes,25
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et cetera, ventilation filters, purification filters,1

glass and any other operational waste product that may2

be developed as a result of maintenance of the3

activity.4

Typically what happens is the waste5

is gathered at the site in various locations and then6

it's packaged or compacted or shredded and minimized in7

volume to the extent possible and it's packaged and8

sealed or put in drums and transported to this facility9

once we have a significant volume at the station site.10

The second component I had showed you11

earlier was the dry canister site and on this picture12

you will the canisters.  There are roughly about 10013

canisters there.14

What typically happens is as we fuel15

the reactor, the fuel is discharged into a spent fuel16

discharge bay, which looks very much similar to a17

large, large swimming pool.  The fuel stays here a18

minimum of seven years, after which it can be19

transported to these dry canister sites.20

Each of these canisters can contain21

about 540 bundles.  So about 10 of these canisters are22

required for about a year -- equivalent to about a23

year's operation for the site.  We currently have 10024

canisters on site; 86 of the canisters are currently25
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full and we have 14 remaining.1

It would be our intent in the next2

year, pending approval from the CNSC, that we would3

expand that site by about 40 additional canisters.4

In terms of monitoring at the site,5

we monitor surface run-off.  Surrounding the site that6

I showed you a moment ago, there are drainage ditches. 7

Around these drainage ditches we have collection weirs8

which sample the water.  There are two different types9

of sampling in phase one where we store the  -- or the10

concrete bunkers I should say.11

We have a sample system that collects12

water once a certain volume of water passes over a13

weir.  We run a sample pump and collect the sample.  It14

is collected into a large volume container which is15

emptied and sampled weekly.16

On the area surrounding the dry17

canisters, we have a sampling system that samples on a18

three hour frequency.  A small sample accumulates as19

well in a large volume container, which is then sampled20

weekly and analyzed.21

Additionally, we sample the ground22

water.  We have 10 bore holes surrounding the facility23

and we have air monitoring stations in the area.  We do24

direct radiation and dose measurements.  Around the25
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fence perimeters there are TLDs located on the1

perimeter fence around both areas.2

Additionally, we monitor the3

structures for any ingress of water, both waste4

structures themselves and the fuel storage canisters.5

Our performance to date, or our6

observing what has happened to date, we conclude that7

the dose rates and airborne emissions are significantly8

below regulatory limits.9

There is very limited exposure to10

staff.  They are only at the site basically when they11

are unloading either spent fuel to the dry canister12

site or compacted waste.  So typically their exposure13

is for a very short duration.  Effectively there is14

non-measurable radiation pick-up by our employees.15

We have had no spills since the last16

licence period and we have had no public safety events.17

Over the current licensing period18

there were a number of issues that we had resolved. 19

One was initial year canister sampling.  There was some20

confusion between our staff and CNSC staff, but that21

has been resolved now.  The Y2K issues have been22

reviewed and tested and we have had a rollover with no23

significant effect or negative impact on the Solid24

Radioactive Waste Management Facility.25
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Additionally, we made one1

modification, of course with your approval; that was to2

increase one of the concrete bunkers to adequately3

accept filters from the site.4

The facility performance issue5

itself:  there are things that are being addressed by6

staff.  Currently we are involved in a site-wide7

segregation and diversion project to reduce the waste8

stream to the Solid Radioactive Waste Management9

Facility.10

At this point in time, our plan has11

seen us take the zone two waste and transport that to12

off-site landfill sites.  The next phase of our plan,13

which is currently starting to be implemented is to14

look at the zone three area and see what waste we may15

be able to segregate there, assuming it is16

non-radioactive.  Hopefully we can divert some of that17

to the landfill site -- or off-site, rather, I should18

say, to a public landfill site.19

In addition to that we are hoping to20

take a look at the waste that is currently stored in21

the concrete bunkers.  We are hoping that we can22

recover some of that waste.  It may have been put in at23

low levels and may have decayed away to acceptable24

levels at this stage, and so it is possible we may25
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recover some of the space that is currently consumed in1

the concrete bunkers.2

We propose to revise the safety3

report for the site in 2001, and as I have mentioned4

earlier, we are hoping to be in a position to be able5

to construct 40 additional dry canister sites for spent6

fuel in 2001.7

On the area of tritium, we do have8

some increasing levels of tritium in our surface run-9

off.  It is still well below regulatory limits.  It is10

a concern to us that in addition to that there are some11

anomalous spikes that we cannot explain at this point12

in time.  It is our understanding a similar occurrence13

is happening at other waste management sites in Canada. 14

We are in communication with CNSC staff and with other15

sites, and doing increased monitoring, to try and16

understand what the issue is and come up with a17

solution to it.18

So I guess in summary, we believe19

that the performance of this facility has been good20

over the last two years.  On that basis, we would21

request that the Commission renew the operating licence22

for the site for the maximum period.23

With that, I conclude my24

presentation, and I thank you for listening to me.  I25
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will be prepared to answer any questions you have.1

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you.2

With the Commissioner's approval, we3

will withhold questioning until after the staff's4

presentation.  Thank you.  We will then move to the5

staff presentation.6

00-H327

PRESENTATION8

MR. PEREIRA:  Good morning.  My name9

is Ken Pereira.  I am the Director General of the10

Directorate of Fuel Cycle and Materials Regulations.11

Madam Chair, members of the12

Commission, in the staff presentation team for this13

CMD, I have on my right André Régimbald, who is the14

head of the Waste Facility Section; on my left,15

François Leduc, who is the Project Officer from the16

Waste Facility Section, is responsible for licensing17

activities for this facility.18

We are here to present to the19

Commission a recommendation for renewal of the20

operating licence for the New Brunswick Power21

Corporation Point Lepreau Solid Waste Management22

Facility.23

The facility has been in service24

since 1983, over the period since then, the facility25
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has been subject to a number of regulatory assessments1

and regular inspections by staff.  On July 26, 2000,2

New Brunswick Power Corporation applied for the renewal3

of the operating licence, which is due to expire on4

January 31, 2001.5

The following presentation by6

François Leduc will outline the basis for our7

recommendation that the licence be renewed for a period8

of two years.9

PRESENTATION10

MR. LEDUC:  Good morning, Madam11

Chair, members of the Commission, ladies and gentlemen.12

Commission Hearing Document 00-H3213

covers the application submitted by New Brunswick Power14

Corporation for the renewal of Point Lepreau Generating15

Station Solid Radioactive Waste Management Facility16

Operating Licence.  It is being presented today as part17

of hearing day number one.18

The Solid Radioactive Waste19

Management Facility is located within the Point Lepreau20

Generating Station property on the Bay of Fundy, at21

approximately 40 kilometres southwest of St. John, New22

Brunswick.23

An area of approximately 8.5 hectares24

has been reserved by the New Brunswick Power25
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Corporation for waste management purposes.1

Within the Solid Radioactive Waste2

Management Facility, there are currently two fenced3

working areas.  The Phase I area, consisting of4

concrete vaults, filter storage pipes, and quadricells5

for the storage of low and intermediate level6

radioactive wastes, began its operations in 1983.  The7

Phase II area, consisting of concrete canisters for8

spent fuel dry storage, was added to the facility in9

1990-1991.10

During this licensing period, the11

Phase I area received approximately 170 cubic metres of12

low and intermediate level waste for a total13

radioactive waste inventory of 1,450 cubic metres in14

storage, with an estimated activity of 290 TBq.15

The total radioactive waste inventory16

represents approximately 75 per cent of the available17

vault storage space.  In that same period, 14 canisters18

were filled with spent fuel at the Phase II area. 19

There are now 86 full canisters containing 46,440 fuel20

bundles, out of a total of 100 canisters.21

CNSC finds the following to be22

acceptable:  the release of liquid effluents leaving23

the Solid Radioactive Waste Management Facility via24

rainwater run-off and groundwater; the liquid sampling25



11

���������

procedure and compliance with this procedure; the1

airborne radioactivity from the waste facility; the2

results of the thermoluminescent dosimeters mounted on3

Phases I and II perimeter fences; the results of the4

concrete canister structures monitoring at the Phase II5

area; the drop-off in the gamma dose rate from the6

perimeter fence of the Phase II area.7

Furthermore, the Environmental8

Monitoring Program for the Point Lepreau Generating9

Station, which includes the Solid Radioactive Waste10

Management Facility, has shown all releases from the11

station to be lower than the one per cent Derived12

Emission Limit targets.13

Staff is satisfied with the14

performance of the personnel radiation protection15

program.  New Brunswick Power has demonstrated through16

this program its commitment to the ALARA Principle.17

During this licensing period, CNSC18

staff has inspected the Solid Radioactive Waste19

Management Facility a minimum of two times per year,20

reviewed quarterly reports and other technical21

information provided.22

In conclusion, staff is satisfied23

that the operation of the Solid Radioactive Waste24

Management Facility is in compliance with the Act,25
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regulations and licence conditions.1

During this licensing period, there2

were three reportable events associated with security3

systems which were in violation of the applicable4

regulations.  CNSC staff is satisfied with the5

licensee's actions taken so far with respect to the6

security events reported.7

However, CNSC staff considers the8

present status of security at the Solid Radioactive9

Waste Management Facility to be conditionally10

acceptable, subject to the completion by NB Power of an11

action plan to alleviate security violations, to the12

satisfaction of CNSC staff.13

The next canister construction phase14

will be undertaken in the summer of 2001 when15

additional canisters will be erected at the Phase II16

area.17

For subsequent construction phases18

after the summer of 2001, NB Power might give19

consideration to a design change from the concrete silo20

type storage facility to the CANSTOR type storage21

facility.  The approvals required for this design22

change, should NB Power decide to switch to the CANSTOR23

type design, do not form part of this licence renewal24

process.25
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This licence is being renewed under1

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

Section 44 of the Interpretation Act deems references3

to the former legislation to be references to analogous4

provisions of the NSCA.5

The former provision authorizing6

licence renewal was Section 9 of the Atomic Energy7

Control Regulations which was not listed as a trigger8

under the Law List Regulations of CEAA.  Therefore,9

CEAA does not apply to the renewal of Waste Facility10

Operating Licence No. AECB-WFOL-318-10.2.11

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you.12

I thought that you were finished.  My13

apologies.14

MR. LEDUC:  CNSC staff is satisfied15

that the licensee is qualified to conduct the licensed16

activities and will make provisions for the protection17

of the environment, health and safety, and security.18

Staff recommends that the Commission19

issue Waste Facility Operating Licence No.20

WFOL-W4-318-11.0/2003 to the New Brunswick Power21

Corporation for a period of two years.22

This, Madam Chair, concludes my23

presentation of this CMD.24

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you very25
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much.  Are there any questions?  Dr. Giroux.1

DR. GIROUX:  Yes, I refer to document2

H32, on page 3.  That is a staff document.3

You mentioned on the top of the page4

that NB Power is considering retrieval and reprocessing5

of the stored waste in order to increase the remaining6

long term storage capacity.7

What I would like to hear is8

comments, maybe from staff but also from NB Power, as9

to why this reprocessing would be possible as the first10

part.  Are there new techniques or new methodologies11

that permit compacting or reducing waste better than12

what existed at the time this waste was stored?13

The other one is:  assuming there is14

some exposure hazard to personnel as you do the15

reprocessing, how do you balance that against whatever16

gains you might make?17

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Could I ask18

NB Power to answer that?19

MR. McCARTHY:  Those are very good20

questions, Dr. Giroux, and you are absolutely correct. 21

We have to be very concerned about people going in22

there to try and retrieve the storage.23

Clearly we haven't fabricated or put24

any plans in place to do it yet, it is just really a25
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preliminary thought process.1

In terms of why we believe we could2

retrieve some space, back in the early days I think we3

were probably a little negligent in terms of collecting4

waste.  We weren't concerned because we had lots of5

volume and lots of non-active waste got thrown in. 6

There was very little intent to segregate.7

But I think over the years we have8

learned to realize that is not very good for the9

environment and we need to do things better, and10

besides it is very costly to use up the space.  From11

that point of view, we believe that we could recover12

some space.13

In terms of the hazard to the staff14

in terms of doing so, that we would have to assess as15

we move forward.  We really can't answer the question16

at this point in time.  Clearly if there was a hazard17

that is of significant magnitude, we would obviously18

abandon the idea.19

DR. GIROUX:  So just to clarify my20

understanding, it is not a question of a new21

processing, it is a matter of retrieving22

non-radioactive waste from the lot?23

MR. McCARTHY:  That is correct.24

DR. GIROUX:  Thank you.  The second25
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question is concerning the possibility of shifting the1

design from the canister to the CANSTOR.  It is not a2

decision you have made yet, but you are considering it. 3

What I would like to hear here is, what is the main4

driver?  Is it more safety or more economy?5

MR. McCARTHY:  Can I ask6

Mr. Mersereau to answer that question please?7

MR. MERSEREAU:  Mike Mersereau, SRWMF8

System Engineer.9

When you look at the volume of10

concrete that goes into constructing a canister, the11

MAXDOOR or CANSTOR design seems to use a lot less12

concrete, so it is mainly economic that we are looking13

at it, for those reasons.14

Also in that facility too, if we15

switch to the MAXDOOR design, within the fenced off16

area that we have for canisters right now we could17

store more fuel if we needed to.18

DR. GIROUX:  So it is economic, but I19

assume the safety would be at least the same.  Would20

that be correct?21

MR. MERSEREAU:  Yes.22

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Mr. Graham...?23

MEMBER GRAHAM:  Just on those same24

line of questions, first of all, those silo type25
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canisters, are they manufactured on site or are they1

manufactured off site?  Or are they manufactured2

specifically -- where are they manufactured -- I guess3

that would be my question -- the silo types?4

MR. McCARTHY:  They are actually5

manufactured right on the site.  I could show you with6

a drawing, on an overhead I showed you earlier there7

you will see there is --8

MEMBER GRAHAM:  I see that, and9

that --10

MR. McCARTHY:  Those two components11

there, those are the slip forms to actually build12

those.13

MEMBER GRAHAM:  Oh, those are the14

slip forms.  So first of all, they are built under the15

supervision of CNSC staff, that they meet the16

requirements and so on, I presume?  Are they, those17

silos?18

MR. PEREIRA:  It wouldn't be built19

under our supervision.  The licensee is responsible for20

quality of the completed product, but we would review21

their processes, their plans and proposals, to make22

sure that they meet regulatory requirements.23

MEMBER GRAHAM:  The second question I24

had then is when you mentioned here about giving25
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consideration to design change, in going from the1

concrete type silo to the canisters, is that a2

suggestion, a recommendation, by CNSC, or is that a3

request by NB Power for economics?4

MR. PEREIRA:  That is a request by NB5

Power for their own reasons.  The design they are6

proposing to you, the CANSTOR 1, is something that is7

in use already elsewhere.8

They have decided that maybe this is9

a better option for them economically.10

We have accepted that sort of design11

elsewhere, but we would review their proposal, should12

they in fact make such a proposal to us.13

MEMBER GRAHAM:  They both, regardless14

of whether it is the silo type or whether it is the15

vertical ones, they both meet all the requirements of16

security and discharge radiation, and so on.17

MR. PEREIRA:  Yes, they do.18

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Just for19

clarification.  For the life-expectancy operation at20

Point Lepreau, taking into account the possibility of21

continuing beyond 2008 -- I think it is -- is there any22

difficulty with appropriate space on site for long-term23

storage, in terms of available area?24

MR. McCARTHY:  Madam Chairperson, I25
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would like to ask Mr. Mersereau to comment on that,1

please.2

MR. MERSEREAU:  That is being studied3

at this time, in conjunction with our refurbishment4

studies.5

As of today, we do not see a problem. 6

However, as I said, that is still under consideration,7

or under study, right now.8

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you.9

Another other comments?  Any other10

questions?11

Mr. Graham, please.12

MEMBER GRAHAM:  Since this is just13

Day 1 of the hearing -- we can ask other questions on14

Day 2, I realize.  There was one issue, but I think I15

will leave it until the next time, with regard to the16

security problem.17

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you.18

If you wish to hold that until Day 2,19

that is fine.20

MEMBER GRAHAM:  I just do not want it21

to go unasked, but it will be asked on Day 2.22

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you.23


