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Executive Summary

Low and intermediate level radioactive waste is produced at all of Ontario’s nuclear generating stations.
For more than 30 years, this waste has been safely transported to waste management facilities located on
the Bruce Power site in the Municipality of Kincardine. The waste management facility, currently known
as the Western Waste Management Facility, is owned and operated by Ontario Power Generation (OPG).
The facility currently provides interim storage of the waste and OPG is seeking to find an acceptable
long-term management sol ution.

In 2002, the Municipality of Kincardine and OPG signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The
purpose of the MOU is to set out terms under which OPG, in consultation with the Municipality of
Kincardine, will develop a plan for the long-term management of low and intermediate level radioactive
waste a the Western Waste Management Facility (WWMF). As part of the MOU related activities, an
independent assessment study (IAS) is being undertaken of three possible long-term management options
which are presently under consideration by OPG. These options are:  Enhanced Processing and Storage
(EPS), Surface Concrete Vaults (SCV), and Deep Rock Vaults (DRV). In addition, the costs and benefits
of the current low and intermediate level waste management operations at the WWMF, identified as the
“Status Quo” are provided.

The IAS is being carried out to develop information regarding the costs and benefits of a short-list of
possible long-term management options for the low and intermediate level wastes currently stored at the
WWMEF and planned to be received in future. The goal of the IAS is to provide decision makers with a
clear and fact-based assessment of each of the options.

As part of the IAS, an economic and socia analysis was undertaken. The purpose of the economic and
social analysis was to identify, describe and quantify (where possible) the likely economic and social
effects of the various options for the long term management of low and intermediate level radioactive
wastes at OPG's WWMF. This study accomplishes the following:

1. Describes the existing and foreseeable socio-economic conditions within defined
Study Aress.

2. Characterizes the existing WWMF and available options for the long term
management of Low and Intermediate Level Radioactive Waste.

3. Conducts economic modelling to quantify the economic effects of available options
within defined time frames.

4.  Edtimates municipal tax implications for the available options.
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5. Conducts public attitude research, interviews and a round table to identify and
describe relevant potential for social effects.

6.  Summarizes results in an “Independent Economic and Social Analysis’ report (this
report).

This economic analysis concluded that there are significant economic benefits to Kincardine and the
Neighbouring Municipalities associated with all of the options. These benefits are greater than those
currently occurring as a result of the operation of the WWMF. The economic analysis did not identify
any negative economic effects associated with the options. The figure below provides a summary of the
direct, indirect and induced employment associated with each of the options. The incremental
employment above that for the Status Quo is generally similar for al the options although it is larger for
the two vault options.
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The following provides a summary of the expenditures and income-related spending in Kincardine for
each of the options. The incremental dollar value above that of the Status Quo is generally similar for all
the options athough vault options are somewhat larger.

(1rb0323/23414-rpts/04) ii E Gartner Lee



1000+
900+
800+

700+
600+
500+
400+
300+

] Status Quo
B eps

[ DRV

Million Dallars (CAN)

200+
100+

Total Expenditures Income Related Spending in
Kincardine

The social analysis component of this study concludes that, at the present time, there is little potential for
significant social effects as aresult of the implementation of long term waste management options at the
WWME. This conclusion was determined by examining the initial impressions of people to the idea of
long term waste management at the WWMF; the potential for changes in public attitudes (i.e., feelings of
personal security, community satisfaction and commitment to farming); potential for stigma (i.e., the
attractiveness of the area as a place to live, establish a business or visit as a tourist); and the potential for
changes in people’s behaviours (i.e., living in the community, fishing and boating activities near the
Bruce Power site, and use of parks, beaches and trails near the Bruce Power site). No clear preference for
any of the options was identified throughout the study.
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Western Waste Management Facility — Independent Economic and Social Analysis

1. Background

Low and intermediate level radioactive waste is produced at all of Ontario’s nuclear generating stations.
For more than 30 years, this waste has been safely transported to waste management facilities located on
the Bruce Power site in the Municipality of Kincardine. The waste management facility, currently known
as the Western Waste Management Facility, is owned and operated by Ontario Power Generation (OPG).
The facility currently provides interim storage of the waste and OPG is seeking to find an acceptable
long-term management sol ution.

In 2002, the Municipality of Kincardine and OPG signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU). The
purpose of the MOU is to set out terms under which OPG, in consultation with the Municipality of
Kincardine, will develop a plan for the long-term management of low and intermediate level radioactive
waste a the Western Waste Management Facility (WWMF). As part of the MOU related activities, an
independent assessment study (IAS) is being undertaken of three possible long-term management options
which are presently under consideration by OPG. In addition, the costs and benefits of the current low
and intermediate level waste management operations at the WWMF, identified as the * Status Quo” are
provided.

The IAS is being carried out to develop information regarding the costs and benefits of a short-list of
possible long-term management options for the low and intermediate level waste currently stored at the
WWMF and planned to be received in future. The goal of the IAS is to provide decision makers with a
clear and fact-based assessment of each of the options. This report documents the results of the economic
and social analysis components of the IAS.

2. Methodology

The purpose of this study is to identify, describe and quantify (where possible) the likely economic and
social effects of the various options for the long-term management of Low and Intermediate Level
Radioactive Waste at Ontario Power Generation’s Western Waste Management Facility. This study
accomplishes the following:

1. describes the existing and foreseeable socio-economic conditions within defined
Study Aress,

2. characterizes the exising WWMF and available options for the long-term
management of Low and Intermediate Level Radioactive Waste,
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Western Waste Management Facility — Independent Economic and Social Analysis

3. conducts economic modelling to quantify the economic effects of available options
within defined time frames;

4.  estimates municipal tax implications for the available options;

5. conducts public attitude research, interviews and a round table to identify and
describe the potential for socia effects; and

6. summarizes results in an “Independent Economic and Social Analysis’ report (this
report).

The approach adopted to this study differs from what might typically be considered a socio-economic
impact assessment that is done in the context of an environmental assessment process. To this end, this
study does not make recommendations for mitigation, compensation or other impact management
measures to address potential adverse effects, identify residual effects nor assess their “significance” asis
typicaly done in project specific environmental assessments. Rather, this study has been geared towards
the identification and description of potential economic and socia effects, at a level of detail
commensurate with the early stages in project planning.

2.1 Spatial and Temporal Boundaries

Spatial boundaries define the geographical extent(s) within which likely or potential economic and social
effects will be considered. As such, these boundaries become the Study Areas adopted for the economic
and social analyses. Two Study Areas have been defined in order to capture the various types of
economic and social effects that have a potential to occur. These Study Areas are described as follows:

1. The Municipality of Kincardine Sudy Area, includes areas within the municipal
boundaries of the Municipality of Kincardine. This area represents the host
community for the WWMF. The focus on the host community is consistent with
socio-economic impact assessment professional practice and emphasizes the area
that has the most direct relationship with the WWMF and is anticipated to be the
receptor for the majority of the social and economic effects. Effects on other
communities (e.g., Town of Saugeen Shores) are discussed where there are notable
differences from those of the host community.

2. The Neighbouring Municipalities Sudy Area, includes areas within the municipal
boundaries of the Bruce County with the exception of North Bruce Peninsula and
South Bruce Peninsula.  The following municipalities are included: the
Municipality of Arran-Elderdlie, Brockton, South Bruce; the Towns of Saugeen
Shores and the Township of Huron-Kinloss. These areas contain the major
residential areas nearest the WWMF and would likely be those from which
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Western Waste Management Facility — Independent Economic and Social Analysis

members of the public would become involved in the project or in which economic
effects might occur. For some economic factors (i.e., tourism), the description of
existing conditions within this Study Area will focus more on communities along
the Lake Huron shoreline from Point Clarke, south of the WWMF site, to Sauble
Beach, to the north and extending eastwards to include the communities of Paisley,
Ripley and Lucknow. Thisis known as the Lake Huron Tourism Investment Area
and includes a major portion of what is sometimes referred to locally as the south
Bruce area.

The temporal boundaries define the time periods for which likely economic and social effects have been
considered. The time frame for consideration of project specific effects is from 2005 through 2035. The
baseline conditions are those existing in 2002 within the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring
Municipalities, for the existing WWMF employment and the average of 2002-2007 for WWMF
expenditures. Where relevant, historical data has been used for previous years where 2002 data was not
available. For the purposes of the assessment of effects on population, employment, business activity and
housing stock the baseline conditions also include projections into the future in order to provide the future
‘baseline’ conditions against which effects of subsequent project phases can be assessed.

2.2 Economic and Social Analysis

2.2.1 Scope

The economic component of this study examines both the status quo scenario (i.e., the continued

operation of the existing WWMF) and three different long-term management options for the following
factors:

a) Employment;

b) Income Spending (i.e., as a measure of potential effects on business activity and
economic devel opment);

c) Population;
d) Housing and Property Values, and

€) Municipa Taxes.

The social component of this study focus on the potential for changes in peopl€'s attitudes towards their
community, the Kincardine area in genera and WWMF itself. Changes in peoples attitudes are not
considered adverse effects in themselves, but rather they are considered to be the pathways through which
socio-economic effects may occur.  Socio-economic effects such as changes in population, housing and
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property values, changes in the use and enjoyment of community / recreational facilities activities may
occur if peoples attitudes towards their community or the WWMF are of sufficient magnitude to change
behaviour. Therefore, the socia component of this study examines not only the potential for changes in
public attitudes, but also the potential for stigma, and the potential for changes in behaviours that may
occur if long-term management options are implemented.

2.2.2 Methodology
2221 Data Collection

Descriptions of the existing population and economic base for the Municipality of Kincardine and
Neighbouring Municipalities are based on information derived from four major sources. OPG, Bruce
County and six of its Municipalities (Kincardine, Arran-Elderdlie, Brockton, Huron -Kinloss, Saugeen
Shores, and South Bruce), Statistics Canada, and regional businesses and service providers that have
direct and indirect relationships with OPG and the WWMF.

Public attitude research [18] was undertaken to assist in this analysis by examining the potential for
effects of OPG's plans for long-term management of wastes at the WWMF on public attitudes and
behaviours and various attributes of the local communities. This research was undertaken using a
telephone survey among adult resident who is 18 years of age or older. The sample was split between
men and women. Respondents who own a cottage and were interviewed at that residence are part of the
sample. The area within which this research was undertaken included both the Municipality of Kincardine
and its Neighbouring Municipalities. In all, 751 interviews were completed from June 9 — 14, 2003. The
objectives of this research was to:

a) identify people's attitudes towards and perceptions of their community including:
major community issues, key attributes of the Municipality of Kincardine and the
Neighbouring Municipalities, people's feelings of persona security, and their
commitment to the community and/or farming;

b) identify the activities and behaviours of the local residents that are conducted near
the WWMF (e.g., park use, fishing activities);

Cc) gauge awareness of the existing WWMF and the long-term waste management
options under consideration; and

d) examine the potential for effects on people's daily life and any likely changes in
attitudes towards their community, or behavioural intentions that may be
attributable to the long-term options for managing the low and intermediate level
radioactive wastes at the WWMF.
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The socia research aso included briefing interviews with local businesses, surveys conducted with
visiting tourists and a round table discussion conducted with local tourist business operators [26].
Telephone and/or personal interviews, including a round table discussion were conducted with several
individuals and representatives of various local and regional organizations, including:

a) tourism businesses such as hotel and motel operators, fishing charter/marina
operators and park administrators (8);

b)  tourism and economic development officials (2);

c) existing and potentia suppliers of goods and services to the WWMF (17);
d) agricultura organizations (2);

e) local redtors(4); and

f)  health care facility administrator (1).

The tourist surveys were completed between July 3 — 6 and July 18 — 19, 2003 with 54 tourists being
interviewed. The surveys were conducted at Inverhuron Provincial Park, Inverhuron Beach, Station
Beach and Tiny Tots Park in Kincardine. The tourism round table [26] was conducted on October 7, 2003
at the Governor’s Inn, Kincardine. Three local tourist business operators took part in the discussion. The
round table was conducted to identify issues, character and activities in the community and local area that
most effect tourism. The participants were asked to identify the current awareness and concerns that
tourism operators and tourists may have regarding the operation of a nuclear generating station,
radioactive waste management and the WWMF. The round table also included a discussion on potential
effects on the tourist trade that may be attributable to the long-term management facility options.

In addition, the scientific literature was also consulted to identify relevant case studies and research
related to the assessment of socio-economic effects of radioactive waste and other nuclear facilities.
Much of this literature is related to nuclear facilities in the United States, and the proposed high level
nuclear waste repository in the State of Nevada in particular [25].

2222 Data Analysisand Evaluation

Economic Analysis

In order to carry out an analysis of how various options for long-term management of low and
intermediate level wastes might affect the economy within the Municipality of Kincardine and
Neighbouring Municipalities, an economic model was constructed. The key inputs to the model were
employment, payroll, goods and services expenditure data provided by OPG for the existing WWMF (i.e.,
the status quo) and each of the long-term management options. Each of the options was considered to be
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incremental to the existing WWMF. Municipal projections for employment, population and housing were
also obtained. Data from Official Plans and the Ontario Population Projections were used in conjunction
with the projected annual growth rates from the Statistics Canada 2001 census. For modelling purposes,
an medium projection was used that combined the high (i.e., Bruce County Official Plan) and low
(i.e., Ontario Population Projections) population, employment and housing forecasts. OPG data and
municipal projections were obtained for the study period of 2005 to 2035.

The key outputs of the economic model are estimates of total employment and income spending by those
associated with the WWMF within the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities, and
their resultant effect on municipal population and housing. Effects on employment, population and
housing were considered to be key indicators of potential effects on overall community stability. Total
income spending was considered to be a key indicator of total economic activity.

In terms of employment, four types of employment are estimated:

1.  Employment (Direct On-site) — Number of employees or full time equivalents
working on-site at the facility;

2. Employment (Other Direct) — Number of employees or level of employment
directly generated through facility related expenditures for goods and services;

3. Employment (Indirect) — Number of employees (or full time equivalents) or level of
employment caused by a project or activity, not inside the project itself, but in other
businesses directly associated with the project or activity; and

4.  Employment (Induced) — Number of employees or level of employment generated
through the spending of household income by households associated with a project
or activity.

Essentially, OPG’s current and future payroll determines the number of direct on-site jobs that will be
available to potential employees. The model utilizes current OPG employment multipliers to generate
the number of on-site jobs associated with each option. The geographic distribution of the direct on-site
jobs was assumed to be similar to the geographic distribution of existing WWMF employees, based on an
analysis of employee postal codes.

OPG's activities a the WWMF will also generate other direct and indirect jobs through their direct
spending and spending on external contracts. The economic model utilizes Statistics Canada “Other
Engineering Construction” multipliers updated from their 1999 base using the “Electric Utility
Construction Price Index” . The geographic distribution of the other direct and indirect jobs was assumed
to be similar to the geographic distribution of direct spending by OPG and that of its major contractor,
based on an analysis of spending patterns by OPG and its mgjor contractor.
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A portion of the income earned by those gaining employment through direct, other direct or indirect
means will be spent on goods and services. This income spending will generate induced employment
both within and outside of the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities. The
economic model utilizes Statistics Canada household expenditure data to estimate the number of induced
jobs created by income spending. The geographic distribution of the induced jobs was determined from
the results of public attitude research undertaken as part of the IAS, which determined where residents
tend to go shopping or spend their incomes.

Therefore, the economic model estimates the total number of jobs and the total income spending by
persons associated with the existing WWMF and each of the future options through direct, other direct,
indirect and induced means within and outside of the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring
Municipalities.

The amount of employment associated with the WWMF and each of the future options will have an effect
on population and housing within the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities. The
economic model utilizes the existing and projected ratios of employment to population, and population to
housing to estimate the number of persons and dwellings that will be associated with the WWMF and
each of the future options. These estimates are placed in the context of municipa projections for
population and housing over the study period (i.e.,, 2005-2035). The model also places the amount of
employment associated with the WWMF and each of the future options in the context of municipal
projections for employment over the study period.

Property sales and property value data were collected and summarized. Trend analysis in local housing
and property values was conducted. OPG staff housing postal codes will be provided by OPG and will be
used to determine the distances that OPG staff travel to work and the areas where they have the largest
economic inputs.

Data regarding the amount of taxes paid to the local municipality and those transferred to others was
provided by OPG on the basis of projected ground floor space for al new buildings required for each
long-term waste management option.

Social Analysis

Unlike economic effects, social effects cannot be predicted, measured and quantified with ease, nor can a
firm and direct cause-effect relationship with a particular undertaking always be established. The key to
an appropriate social analysis for a radioactive waste management facility was considered to be the
development of an appropriate “source-pathway-receptor” model of how social effects may occur as a
result of public attitudes towards risk. In terms of “sources’, the analysis begins with an investigation of
whether the plans for long-term management of radioactive waste could be considered ‘risky’ and
therefore whether there is some potential for it to cause or be a source of adverse social effects.
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Understanding the “ pathways’ requires research on changes in people’s attitudes, and which ones might
lead to changes in people's behaviours. Predicting effects on “receptors’ involves determining the
implications of these changes in behaviour on the social conditions in the community.

As such, the social analysis component of this study was designed to identify whether there is potential
for significant social effects as a result of the implementation of long-term waste management options at
the WWMF. The potential for socia effects was determined by examining the initial impressions of
people to the idea long-term waste management at the Bruce Power site; the potential for changes in
public attitudes (i.e., feelings of personal security, community satisfaction and commitment to farming);
potential for changes in the attractiveness of the area as a place to live, establish a business or visit as a
tourist; and the potential for changes in people’s behaviours (i.e., living in the community, fishing and
boating activities near the Bruce Power site, and use of parks, beaches and trails near the Bruce Power
site). The aim of this research was to ensure that any conclusions regarding social effects could be
supported by at least three lines of inquiry or forms of data (i.e., the ‘triangulation’ of research results in
support of a hypothesis).

3. TheExisting Western Waste M anagement Facility

Low and intermediate level radioactive waste is currently being managed by OPG on a 7.6 ha parcel of
land at the Bruce Power site, known as the Western Waste Management Facility (WWMF). The WWMF
processes and stores low and intermediate level wastes that are produced in the normal operation of
nuclear generating stations. OPG has more than 35 years experience with the management of low and
intermediate level wastes and has developed a waste handling and classification system to ensure they are
safely managed at nuclear stations and at the WWMF. Low and intermediate level waste management
operations at the WWMF currently employ approximately 81 people. OPG spends approximately $8.9
million on payroll in atypical year and approximately $12 million on goods and services in atypical year.

Low level waste (LLW) consists of industrial items and materials such as mop heads, rags, paper towels,
floor sweepings and protective clothing that have become dlightly contaminated with radioactivity and are
of no further use. Low level waste comprises about 95 per cent of the waste produced each year by
Ontario’s nuclear generating stations. Approximately 60 per cent of the waste is comprised of paper,
plastics metal rubber and cotton and it can be processed by incineration. Another 15 per cent can be
processed by current compaction. The levels of radioactivity in low level waste are such that it may be
safety handled by workers without any special radiation shielding using conventional industrial practices
and equipment.
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Intermediate level waste (ILW) consists primarily of used nuclear reactor components and resins and
filters used to purify reactor water systems. Intermediate level waste is more radioactive than low level
waste and requires shielding to protect workers and may contain longer-lived radionuclides.

Approximately 75 percent of the waste received at the WWMF is processed in the Waste Volume
Reduction Facility. Most of the low level waste is placed in above-ground secure Low Level Storage
Buildings (LLSBs), while the intermediate level waste is primarily stored in in-ground containers. The
in-ground containers are constructed within a thick deposit of native, low-permeability silt till. All wastes
currently stored at the WWMF can be safely retrieved.

All low and intermediate level waste is delivered to the WWMF by truck. During transportation, the
waste is packaged so that it meets Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) and Transportation of
Dangerous Goods transportation packaging requirements. The level of packaging varies with the
potential hazard of the waste. The most secure packages are designed to withstand severe accident
conditions and must receive a packaging design certificate from the CNSC. In atypical year, OPG makes
about 1,000 shipments of radioactive materials to the WWMF, most of which are from the Darlington and
Pickering Nuclear Generating Stations. During the past 30 years, there have been over 25,000 shipments
of radioactive material. During that time, there have been only 3 road accidents. In each case, only the
transport truck was damaged and there was no release of radioactive materials to the environment.

The federal government is responsible for the regulation of producers and owners of waste management
facilities through the Nuclear Safety and Control Act (NSCA). The NSCA, which is administrated by the
CNSC, provides the framework under which licences for site preparation, construction, operation,
decommissioning and abandonment of radioactive waste facilities are obtained. The CNSC discharges its
responsibilities under the NSCA by issuing an operating licence for the WWMF. The NSCA aso
empowers the CNSC to monitor and inspect operations at these facilities.

All of the radioactive waste stored at the WWMF is monitored to ensure the integrity of storage
containers. Every aspect of OPG’'s management of radioactive waste, including low and intermediate
level waste, is regulated and carefully monitored by the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC).
The CNSC issues operating licences and monitors all nuclear facilities and related activities with skilled
inspectors to ensure that the current operations pose no undue risks to people or the environment. The
WWMEF is subject to strict environmental radiological monitoring, as a condition of its licence to operate.
Emissions to air and surface and groundwater are managed, routinely monitored and reported to the
CNSC and compared with CNSC standards.
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3.1 Public Attitudes Towardsthe Existing WWMF

From a socia effects perspective, the WWMF may represent many things to many people. As such,
understanding people's attitudes towards the WWMF is important. Public attitudes towards the existing
WWMF were examined in terms of people’ s awareness of the facility, how often they think about the fact
that they live near aradioactive waste management facility, and their overall confidence in the technology
employed at the existing WWMF and their overall assessment of the effect of the WWMF on their daily
lives.

Respondents in the public attitude research [18] were asked how often in their “day-to-day living” they
“think about the fact that they live near the Bruce Power generating station site” and “near the Western
Waste Management Facility”. Overall, results indicate that few people think about the Bruce Power
station, and even fewer think about the existing WWMF on a daily basis. One-quarter of Kincardine
respondents (25 percent) and slightly less than onefifth of the Neighbouring Municipalities respondents
(17 percent) think about the station “very often” and even fewer think about it “often”. A total of 18
percent of the Kincardine and 13 percent of the Neighbouring Municipalities respondents think about the
WWMF “very often” or “often”.

Table 1. Frequency of Thinking about Bruce Power Generating Stationsand WWMF

Bruce Power Kincardine Neighbouring Neighbouring

Generating Municipalities|  WWME Kincardine | \} inicipalities
Station % n % n % n % n
Very Often | 25 | 100 | 17 | 61 | VeryOften | 9 % | 5 18
Often 14 | 54 | 11 | 40 Often 9 3 | 8 27
Not Very Not Very
e 35 | 140 | 46 | 160 e 42 | 167 | 42 | 145
Never 26 | 102 | 26 | 90 Never 40 | 160 | 44 | 152

Note: Cases may not sum to 351 for the total of Bruce County or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is
excluded. Percentages may not sumto 100 percent due to rounding. Source [18] Q14,16

Because 45 percent of Kincardine respondents and 23 percent of the Neighbouring Municipalities
respondents had some ties to the nuclear industry (i.e., they indicated that Bruce Power, OPG or AECL
employs amember of their household) these respondents think about the Bruce Power generating station
more frequently than others.
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Public attitude research also indicated that 61 percent of Kincardine and 39 percent of the Neighbouring
Municipalities respondents have heard at |east “ something” about the existing WWMF. Awareness of the
WWMEF is much greater in the Municipality of Kincardine than elsewhere, Kincardine being the host
municipality.

Table 2. Awar eness of the Existing WWMF
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine |+ nicipalities
% n % n

A Great Deal 35 140 19 66
Something 26 104 20 70
Very little 26 105 38 132

Nothing 13 50 23 80

Note: Cases may not sum to 351 for the total of Bruce
County or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is
excluded. Percentages may not sum to 100 percent
dueto rounding. Source[18] Q15

Overdl, the majority of survey respondents have confidence in the existing radioactive waste
management technologies used at the WWMF. Approximately half of Kincardine respondents (53%) and
Neighbouring Municipalities (43 percent) respondents state that they are “very confident” in the
technologies. Most of the remaining respondents are somewhat confident.

Table 3. Confidence in Existing Technology

Kincardine Neighbouring

Municipalities
% n % n

Very Confident 53 203 43 134

Somewhat

Confident 37 140 42 131

Not Very

Confident / 21 12 38

Not at All

Confident 4 14 4 12

Note: Cases may not sum to 351 for the total of Bruce Couggl
or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is excluded.
Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to
rounding. Source[18] Q17
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Respondents with a household member employed in the nuclear industry have a higher degree of
confidence in the technologies. Within the Municipality of Kincardine, men and respondents with a
higher household income have a higher level of confidence. Neighbouring Municipalities respondents
who have lived in the community for a longer period of time aso tend to have more confidence in the
It is notable that in Kincardine and
Neighbouring Municipalities, farmers express alower level of confidence than the average.

existing waste management technologies than the average.

Very few Kincardine (9 percent) or Neighbouring Municipality (6 percent) respondents indicate that the
presence of the existing WWMF has had any effect on their daily life. Those that indicate that the facility

has had an effect, identify more positive than negative effects:

a) Positive effects of the existing WWMF (6 percent Kincardine and 3 percent
Neighbouring Municipalities) — employment creation, improvements in the
economy, population growth, feelings of safety or positive environment effects on

ozone layer were noted.

b) Negative effects of the existing WWMF (4 percent Kincardine and 3 percent
Neighbouring Municipalities) — risk of illness/ high cancer rates, pollution, causes
worry/ anxiety, and fear were noted.

Table 4. Effects of the WWMF on People' sDaily Life
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine |\ inicipalities
% n % n
No 91 359 94 322
Y es— Effect
Positive effect 6 22 3 11
Negative effect 4 15 3 9
Other 1 4

Note: Cases may not sum to 351 for the total of Bruce County
or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is excluded.
Percentages sum to more than 100 percent since 2
‘effect’ responses were accepted. Source [18] Q18, 19
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4. Long-Term Management Options for Low and
|ntermediate L evel Waste

In addition to the current ongoing WWMF operations, there are three long-term management options for
low and intermediate level waste. These include enhancing the processing, treatment and storage of the
existing facilities to allow storage for 100 years, or long-term repository options employing either earth-
covered concrete vaults built at ground surface or a 425-750 m deep rock caverns. These options are
described in greater detail below.

4.1 Enhanced Processing and Storage

Enhanced Processing and Storage is an adaptation and enhancement of the current low and intermediate
level waste management operations at the WWMF. Specifically it involves:

a) Improved waste processing through super-compaction and conditioning via
cementation.

b) Improved waste storage in controlled access storage buildings.

A 5000 tonne box super-compactor would be used to compact one cubic metre sacrificial containersfilled
with “compactable” waste. Several of these compacted sacrificial containers would then be placed into a
larger steel container, known as an “overpack”, and the remaining air space in the container filled with
specia purpose cement. The overpack containing the compacted and cemented waste would be suitable
for long-tem storage. These waste processing operations would take place in a new processing and
treatment building to be constructed immediately adjacent to the current buildings at the WWMF.

The filled overpacks would be transferred by forklift to modified Low Level Storage Buildings. The
building enhancements involve the installation of airlocks and a climate control system.

Administrative support services, waste receiving operations, laboratory services, security and the like
would continue to be provided from the WWMF. However, the processing and treatment facilities would
be new construction.

A number of countries use the Enhanced Processing and Storage technology for the management of low
level waste. For example, prior to being place into long-term storage in the Netherlands and Belgium, the
volume of low level waste is minimized through the use of super-compaction technology. Super-
compaction technology is also used in the US and the UK, and 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-
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term stability of the waste. The compacted drums are placed in specially designed metal containers or
“overpacks’ and filled with concrete grout to ensure their long-term safety and isolation from the
environment. The overpacks are stored in a controlled environment inside a storage building.

4.2 Surface Concrete Vaults

This is a long-term repository option which would be constructed adjacent to the WWMF. This would
allow the use of current WWMF infrastructure and services. Further, water, sewer, electrical power and
other services would be provided to the repository facility from the WWMF. The facility would consist
of two parallel bays of 24 vaults each. The total area of the new facility would be approximately 367 m
by 260 m or about 9.6 hectares.

Processing of low level waste would continue to take place at the WWMF prior to and during the
operating phase of the repository. Additional contractor support facilities would be constructed including
a security kiosk, warehouse, equipment storage and maintenance building, roads, parking aress,
laydown/stockpile areas and a concrete batch plant.

The vaults would have a total capacity of 130,000 nt and are expected to handle 115,000 nt of LLW
comprising of 33,000 waste packages retrieved from the WWMF. While the option could accommodate
some intermediate level waste, the current design and cost estimate do not include this waste.

There are severa international examples of the use of Surface Concrete Vaults including facilities in
France and Spain. The facility located at Centre de I’ Aube in France, which began operations in 1992,
has been designed to be 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 concrete vaults constructed on the surface under a movable shelter that protects the
wastes from the weather during transfer. Once a vault is full, a concrete cover is poured to completely
isolate the waste from the environment. When the site isfull, an earth cover will be placed over al of the
concrete vaults.

4.3 Deep Rock Vaults

Two geotechnically feasible deep rock vault concepts were devel oped for the purposes of this|AS:

a) Vaults constructed (excavated) in the Ordovician age, Queenston Formation shale
at an assumed depth of 460 m below ground surface.

b) Vaults constructed (excavated) in the Ordovician age, Lindsay Formation limestone
at an assumed depth of 660 m below ground surface.
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For the purpose of the IAS, these two concepts have been combined as a single Deep Rock Vaults option.
The Deep Rock Vaults option is along-term repository option which would be constructed in the bedrock
underlying the WWMF.

The repository would consist of 20 individual excavated vaults, each of which is typically 10 m wide by
7m high by 120 m long arranged in two parallel rows of 10 caverns each. The vaults would have
concrete floors and the roofs would be spot-bolted and meshed as required to protect workers.

Thetypical repository would be accessed by two vertical shafts: a4 m finished diameter, lined main shaft
for excavation and waste placement operations; and a 2.5 m diameter, lined ventilation/emergency egress
shaft. To facilitate positive ventilation of the vaults during mining and waste emplacement operations, it
is assumed that a5 m wide by 5 m high ventilation exhaust gallery is constructed around the perimeter of
the cavern area as part of the initial development work.

Similar to the Surface Concrete Vaults option, the Deep Rock Vaults option would be located within the
Bruce Power site adjacent to the WWMF. Thiswould allow the use of current WWMF infrastructure and
services. Additional support facilities would be constructed at the surface, including a security kiosk,
warehouse, equipment storage and maintenance building, roads, parking areas, and a temporary waste
rock storage area.

The vaults would have atotal capacity of 130,000 m® and are expected to handle 115,000 m® of low level
waste comprising of 33,000 waste packages retrieved from the WWMF. While the option would be
intended to accommodate intermediate level waste, the current design and cost estimate do not include
this waste.

Facilities at Loviisain Finland and Forsmark in Sweden are examples of the use of the Deep Rock Vaults
technology for the disposa of low and intermediate level waste. The Forsmark facility was
commissioned in 1988 and is |ocated adjacent to the Forsmark nuclear power station. The repository was
excavated in rock situated one kilometre offshore below the bottom of the Baltic Sea. The Loviisafacility
began operations in early 1997 and is located on the Hastholmen Island near the Loviisa nuclear power
station. That repository is excavated in rock at a depth of 110 m below ground.

4.4 Conceptual Schedule

A conceptual schedule for the design, construction, operation and closure of the long-term management
options was developed for the purposes of the IAS. The key activities leading to the establishment and
operation of a facility are summarized in Figure 1 for each of the long-term management options. The
schedule shows the duration of each of the activities following a decision to proceed assumed to occur in
2004. The scheduleisbased on apreliminary estimate of the duration of each of the activities and may be
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expected to change as more specific and detailed information on the options is developed. It was aso
assumed that the continued management of low and intermediate level waste at the WWMF (the Status
Quo) could safely continue over the same period.

Figure 1 shows that the options could be planned and constructed on dightly different schedules due to
the different level of effort required in their design, approval and construction. For example, it is assumed
that alonger timeisrequired for site characterization for the Deep Rock Vaults option compared with the
Enhanced Processing and Storage option because of the need to conduct an underground drilling and
testing program. In addition, construction would occur on an incremental basis with the development of
waste management storage capacity asit is required.

Figurel. Schedule for Establishment and Opeation of Long-Term
Waste M anagement Options

YEAR
ACTIVITY 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 ..to.. 29 30 31 32 33 34 35 ..
Decision to Proceed®
Site Characterization
KEY:
- - Enhanced Processing and Storage
Environmental Assessment Surface Concrete Vault
Deep Rock Vaults

Licensing

Development & Construction

Operating Period

Closure

Long-Term Monitoring

The schedule for the Enhanced Processing and Storage option assumed that construction of buildings and
installation of equipment for the would begin in 2006, with receipt of wastes beginning in 2010. The
facility would receive waste through December 2034. This option has a design life of 100 years. At the
end the 100 years, a decision would be required to continue storage or to transfer the wastes to a disposal
facility.
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Construction of the Surface Concrete Vaults option is assumed to begin in early 2009. The vaults would
be constructed in eight blocks of six vaults each; operation of the first block would start in 2012.
Operations would end in December 2034 following which the long-term repository would be closed.

Following closure there would be an institutional control period of up to 300 years during which time the
site would be controlled by alegally designated institution.

Construction of the Deep Rock Vaults option is assumed to begin in January 2010, with the excavation of
the main shaft, central access gallery, perimeter ventilation exhaust gallery and ventilation shaft being
completed by 2013. Construction of the first three vaults would occur through 2014, and waste placement
would start in 2015. Mining of subsequent vaults and waste placement would occur aternately until
2034; at this point closure would begin.

5. Basdine Economic and Social Conditions

5.1 Economic Profile
5.1.1 Population

Population projections up until 2035 for both the Municipality of Kincardine and the Neighbouring
Municipalities Study Areas are presented in Table6. High population forecasts are based on the
projections put forward in the Bruce County Official Plan (1997), while low values are based on the
Ontario Population Projections for Bruce County (2000). As both the Official Plan and the Ontario
Population Projections were developed before the 2001 census information was available, they both
overestimated the population growth between 1996 and 2001.

Due to the fact that the population of Bruce County decreased from 1996 to 2001, population projections
from both the Official Plan and Ontario Population Projections were modified to reflect the lower than
expected base values.

Annual growth rates predicted from the Official Plan and Ontario Population Projections were modified
to reflect the actual 2001 census values. For modelling purposes, both high (i.e., Bruce County Official
Plan) and low (i.e., Ontario Population Projections) population forecasts have been used.

Projections of population growth based on the Official Plan estimates range from approximately 1.2 to

0.84 percent in annual growth, while Ontario Population Projections range from 0.25 to 0.16 percent in
annual growth.
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Tableb.

Population Projections

Y ear

Municipality
of
Kincardine

Neighbouring Municipalities

Arran-
Elderdie

Brockton

Huron-
Kinloss

Saugeen
Shores

South
Bruce

Total

High | Low

High

Low

High | Low

High | Low

High | Low

High | Low

High | Low

1996

11908 | 11908

6851

6851

10163 | 10163

6284 | 6284

12084 | 12084

6248 | 6248

53538 | 53538

1997

11732 | 11732

6796

6796

10062 | 10062

6272 | 6272

11945 | 11945

6211 | 6211

53018 | 53018

1998

11556 | 11556

6741

6741

9961 | 9961

6260 | 6260

11806 | 11806

6174 | 6174

52498 | 52498

1999

11381 | 11381

6687

6687

9860 | 9860

6248 | 6248

11666 | 11666

6137 | 6137

51979 | 51979

2000

11205 | 11205

6632

6632

9759 | 9759

6236 | 6236

11527 | 11527

6100 | 6100

51459 | 51459

2001

11029 | 11029

6577

6577

9658 | 9658

6224 | 6224

11388 | 11388

6063 | 6063

50939 | 50939

2002

11158 | 11057

6654

6594

9771 | 9683

6297 | 6240

11521 | 11417

6134 | 6078

51536 | 51069

2003

11287 | 11085

6731

6610

9884 | 9707

6370 | 6256

11655 | 11446

6205 | 6094

52132 | 51198

2004

11416 | 11113

6808

6627

9997 | 9732

6443 | 6272

11788 | 11475

6276 | 6109

52729 | 51328

2005

11546 | 11145

6885

6646

10110| 9759

6516 | 6289

11921 | 11507

6347 | 6127

53325 51473

2006

11675 | 11178

6962

6666

10224 | 9788

6588 | 6308

12055 | 11541

6418 | 6145

53922 | 51625

2007

11804 | 11214

7039

6687

10337 | 9820

6661 | 6328

12188 | 11579

6489 | 6165

54518 | 51793

2008

11933 | 11253

7116

6711

10450 | 9855

6734 | 6351

12322 | 11620

6560 | 6186

55115 51976

2009

12062 | 11295

7193

6735

10563 | 9891

6807 | 6374

12455 | 11662

6631 | 6209

55711 | 52166

2010

12191 | 11341

7270

6763

10676 | 9931

6880 | 6400

12588 | 11710

6702 | 6234

56308 | 52380

2011

12321 | 11387

7347

6791

10789 | 9972

6953 | 6426

12722 | 11758

6773 | 6260

56904 | 52593

2012

12450 | 11437

7424

6820

10902 | 10015

7026 | 6454

12855 | 11809

6844 | 6287

57501 | 52822

2013

12579 | 11486

7501

6850

11015 | 10058

7099 | 6482

12988 | 11860

6915 | 6314

58097 | 53051

2014

12708 | 11537

7578

6880

11128 | 10103

7172 | 6511

13122 | 11913

6986 | 6342

58694 | 53287

2015

12837 | 11589

7655

6911

11241 | 10148

7244 | 6540

13255 | 11966

7057 | 6371

59291 | 53523

2016

12966 | 11638

7732

6940

11355 10191

7317 | 6568

13388 | 12017

7128 | 6398

59887 | 53752

2017

13096 | 11688

7809

6970

11468 | 10235

7390 | 6596

13522 | 12068

7199 | 6425

60484 | 53981

2018

13225 | 11737

7886

6999

11581 | 10278

7463 | 6624

13655 | 12119

7270 | 6452

61080 | 54209

2019

13354 | 11783

7963

7027

11694 | 10319

7536 | 6650

13789 | 12167

7341 | 6478

61677 | 54423

2020

13483 | 11826

8040

7052

11807 | 10356

7609 | 6674

13922 | 12211

7412 | 6501

62273 | 54621

2021

13612 | 11867

8117

7077

11920 | 10392

7682 | 6697

14055 | 12254

7483 | 6524

62870 | 54812

2022

13741 | 11905

8194

7100

12033 | 10425

7755 | 6719

14189 | 12293

7554 | 6545

63466 | 54987

2023

13870 | 11942

8271

7121

12146 | 10457

7828 | 6739

14322 | 12330

7625 | 6565

64063 | 55155

2024

14000 | 11973

8349

7140

12259 | 10485

7900 | 6757

14455 | 12363

7696 | 6582

64659 | 55300

2025

14129 | 12001

8426

7157

12372 | 10509

7973 | 6773

14589 | 12392

7767 | 6597

65256 | 55429

2026

14258 | 12026

8503

7172

12486 | 10531

8046 | 6787

14722 | 12417

7838 | 6611

65852 | 55543

2027

14387 | 12046

8580

7183

12599 | 10548

8119 | 6798

14855 | 12438

7909 | 6622

66449 | 55635

2028

14516 | 12066

8657

7195

12712 | 10566

8192 | 6809

14989 | 12458

7980 | 6633

67046 | 55726

2029

14645 | 12085

8734

7207

12825 | 10583

8265 | 6820

15122 | 12479

8051 | 6644

67642 | 55818

2030

14775 | 12105

8811

7219

12938 | 10600

8338 | 6831

15256 | 12499

8122 | 6655

68239 | 55909

2031

14904 | 12125

8888

7231

13051 | 10618

8411 | 6842

15389 | 12520

8193 | 6665

68835 | 56001

2032

15033 | 12145

8965

7242

13164 | 10635

8484 | 6854

15522 | 12540

8264 | 6676

69432 | 56092

2033

15162 | 12165

9042

7254

13277 | 10652

8556 | 6865

15656 | 12561

8335 | 6687

70028 | 56184

2034

15291 | 12184

9119

7266

13390 | 10670

8629 | 6876

15789 | 12581

8406 | 6698

70625 | 56275

2035

15420 | 12204

9196

7278

13504 | 10687

8702 | 6887

15922 | 12601

8477 | 6709

71221 | 56367
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5.1.2 Employment

According to the most recent census data (2001), Bruce County had a resident employed labour force of
31,515 [1]. The unemployment rate was approximately 4.4 percent [1]. Experienced labour force was in
order of 32,660 persons [1], of which 26,760 resided in the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring
Municipalities. Experienced labour force distribution is shown in Table 6 below.

Table6. Experienced Labour Force Distribution (2001)
Municipalities Employees % of Total
Kincardine 5,675 21
Arran-Elderdie 3,420 13
Brockton 5,270 20
Huron-Kinloss 3,065 11
Saugeen Shores 5,905 22
South Bruce 3,425 13
Total 26,760 100
Source: [2-7]

Table 7 shows that over 60 percent of the labour force was located in three municipalities (Saugeen
Shores, Kincardine and Brockton), with more than 20 percent of the total in the Municipality of
Kincardine itself.

Four industrial categories accounted for over 60 percent of the labour force. Ranked in order of labour
force association these categories included: agriculture and other resource-based industries,
manufacturing and construction, wholesale and retail and health services.

Table7. Labour Force Distribution by Industrial Category (2001)

Neighbouring Municipalities
Municipality

. . Total
Industrial Category of Kincardine Arran- Brockton Huron- Saugeen | g i Bruce
Elderdie Kinloss Shores
# % # % # % # % # % # % # %

Agriculture and Other

Resour ceBased | ndustries 1695 | 30 675 20 950 | 18 840 27 | 1,760 | 30 795 23 6,715 | 25

Manufacturing and

Construction Industries 740 13 855 25 | 1,100 | 21 630 21 510 9 1,065 | 31 4,900 18

Wholesadeand 685 | 12 | 560 | 16 | 675 | 13| 360 | 12 | 85 | 14 | 450 | 13 | 3585 | 13
Retail Trade
Finance and Real Estate 140 2 75 2 220 4 65 2 190 3 55 2 745 3
Health and Education 655 | 12 | 535 | 16 | 925 | 18 | 430 | 14 | 925 | 16 | 355 | 10 | 3.825 | 14
Business Services 725 | 13 | 35 | 10 | 615 | 12| 360 | 12 | 455 | 8 | 300 | 9 | 2810 | 11
Other Services 1035| 18 | 370 | 11 | 790 | 15 | 380 | 12 | 1,210 | 20 | 405 | 12 | 4,19 | 16
Total 5675| 100 | 3420 | 100 | 5270 | 100 | 3,065 | 100 | 5,905 | 100 | 3,425 | 100 | 26,760 | 100
Source: [8]
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The Bruce Power site is Bruce County’s largest single employer with over 3,100 staff. Approximately 54
percent of the staff reside within Bruce County, the remainder commute from surrounding municipalities.

Table8. Bruce Site Work force Distribution by Place of Residence
Geographies Work Force | % Distribution
Kincardine 1,072 34
Other Bruce County 628 20
Bruce County — subtotal 1,700 54
Outside of Bruce County 1,431 46
Total Work Force 3,131 100
Source: [17]

The WWMF located at the Bruce Power site employs approximately 147 staff that are involved in day-to-
day operations and maintenance activities, of which 81 staff are associated with the low and intermediate
level waste management. The remainder is associated with used fuel management and other
miscellaneous activities on-site.

Projected employment growth is expected to reflect population growth trends. By the year 2035 the
employment base in Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities is expected to fall into the range of
29,611 (low estimate) and 37,415 (high estimate). Corresponding employment base for Kincardine is
expected to approach 6,280 and 7,935 respectively. The following table provides these employment
projections.

Table9. Employment Proj ects (2001-2035)

Neighbouring Municipalities

Huron- Saugeen South Bruce Total

Municipality

Year | of Kincardine Arran- Brockton

Elderdie Kinloss Shores
High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low
2001 | 5675 | 5675] 3,420 | 3,420 | 5270 | 5270 | 3,065 | 3,065 | 5905 | 5905 | 3425 | 3425 26,760 | 26,760
2002 | 5741 | 5689 | 3460 | 3429 | 5332 | 5283 | 3,101 | 3,073 | 5974 | 5920 | 3465 | 3434 | 27,073 | 26,828
2003 | 5,808 | 5704 | 35500 | 3,437 | 5393 | 5297 | 3137 | 3,081 | 6,043 | 5935 | 3505 | 3442 | 27,387 | 26,896
2004 | 5874 | 5718| 3540 | 3446 | 5455 | 5310 | 3173 | 3,088 | 6,112 | 5950 | 3545 | 3451 | 27,700 | 26,964
2005 | 5941 | 5734] 3580 | 3456 | 5517 | 5325 | 3,209 | 3,097 | 6,182 | 5967 | 3585 | 3461 | 28,014 | 27,040
2006 | 6,007 | 5751 ] 3,620 | 3466 | 5579 | 5341 | 3244 | 3,106 | 6,251 | 5985 | 3,626 | 3471 ] 28,327 | 27,120
2007 | 6,074 | 5770] 3,660 | 3477 | 5640 | 5358 | 3,280 | 3,116 | 6,320 | 6,004 | 3,666 | 3,482 | 28,640 | 27,209
2008 | 6,140 | 5791 ] 3,700 | 3,490 | 5702 | 5377 | 3,316 | 3,127 | 6,389 | 6,025 | 3,706 | 3,495 | 28,954 | 27,305
2009 | 6,207 | 5812] 3,740 | 3502 | 5764 | 5397 | 3352 | 3,139 | 6458 | 6,047 | 3,746 | 3,508 | 29,267 | 27,405
2010 | 6,273 | 5836 ] 3,780 | 3517 | 5825 | 5419 | 3,388 | 3,152 | 6,527 | 6,072 | 3,786 | 3,522 | 29,580 | 27,517
2011 | 6,340 | 5859 | 3,821 | 3531 | 5887 | 5441 | 3424 | 3165 | 6,597 | 6,097 | 3,826 | 3,536 | 29,894 | 27,629
2012 | 6,406 | 5885] 3,861 | 3546 | 5949 | 5465 | 3460 | 3,178 | 6,666 | 6,123 | 3,866 | 3,552 | 30,207 | 27,749
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Table9. Employment Proj ects (2001-2035)
T Neighbouring Municipalities
Municipality
Year | of Kincardine Arran- Brockton Huron- Saugeen South Bruce Total
Elderdie Kinloss Shores

High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low
2013 | 6,473 | 5910] 3901 | 3562 | 6,011 | 5488 | 3,496 | 3,192 | 6,735 | 6,150 | 3,906 | 3,567 | 30,521 | 27,869
2014 | 6539 | 5937 ] 3941 | 3578 | 6,072 | 5513 | 3532 | 3,206 | 6,804 | 6,177 | 3,946 | 3,583 | 30,834 | 27,993
2015 | 6,605 | 5963 | 3981 | 3594 | 6,134 | 5537 | 3568 | 3,220 | 6,873 | 6,205 | 3987 | 3,599 | 31,147 | 28,118
2016 | 6,672 | 5988] 4,021 | 3,609 | 6,196 | 5561 | 3603 | 3,234 | 6,942 | 6,231 | 4,027 | 3,614 | 31,461 | 28,238
2017 | 6,738 | 6,014 | 4,061 | 3,624 | 6,257 | 5585 | 3,639 | 3,248 | 7,011 | 6,258 | 4,067 | 3,630 | 31,774 | 28,358
2018 | 6,805 | 6,039] 4,201 | 3,640 | 6,319 | 5608 | 3675 | 3,262 | 7,081 | 6,284 | 4,107 | 3,645 | 32,087 | 28,478

2019 | 6,871 | 6063] 4141 | 3654| 6381 | 5630 | 3,711 | 3275 | 7,150 | 6,309 | 4,147 | 3,659 | 32,401 | 28,590

2020 | 6938 | 6085] 4,181 | 3667 | 6443 | 5651 | 3,747 | 3287 | 7,219 | 6,332 | 4,187 | 3,673 | 32,714 | 28,694

2021 | 7,004 | 6106] 4221 | 3680 | 6504 | 5671 | 3,783 | 32908 | 7,288 | 6,354 | 4,227 | 3,685 | 33,028 | 28,794

2022 | 7,071 | 6,126 | 4,261 3:692 6,566 | 5689 | 3,819 | 3309 | 7,357 | 6374 | 4267 | 3,697 | 33,341 | 28,887

2023 | 7,137 | 6145] 4301 | 3,703 | 6,628 | 5706 | 3,855 | 3,319 | 7,426 | 6,394 | 4,307 | 3,708 | 33,654 | 28,975

2024 | 7,204 | 6,161| 4341 | 3,713| 6689 | 5721 | 3,891 | 3,327 | 7,496 | 6410 | 4,348 | 3,718 | 33,968 | 29,051

2025 | 7,270 | 6175] 4381 | 3,721 | 6,751 | 5735 | 3,926 | 3,335 | 7,565 | 6426 | 4,388 | 3,727 | 34,281 | 29,119

2026 | 7,336 | 6188] 4421 | 3729| 6813 | 5746 | 3962 | 3,342 | 7,634 | 6439 | 4428 | 3,735 34,595 | 29,179

2027 | 7,403 | 6,198| 4461 | 3,735| 6875 | 5756 | 3,998 | 3,348 | 7,703 | 6,449 | 4,468 | 3,741 | 34,908 | 29,227

2028 | 7,469 | 6208 | 4501 | 3,741 | 6936 | 5765 | 4034 | 3,353 | 7,772 | 6460 | 4,508 | 3,747 | 35,221 | 29,275

2029 | 7536 | 6219] 4541 | 3,748 | 6,998 5:775 4,070 | 3359 | 7,841 | 6471 | 4548 | 3,753 | 35,535 | 29,323

2030 | 7,602 | 6229 | 4581 | 3,754 | 7,060 | 5784 | 4106 | 3,364 | 7,910 | 6481 | 4,588 | 3,759 | 35,848 | 29,371

2031 | 7,669 | 6239] 4622 | 3760 | 7,121 | 5794 | 4142 | 3370 | 7,980 | 6492 | 4,628 | 3,765 | 36,161 | 29,419

2032 | 7,735 | 6249| 4662 | 3,766 | 7,183 | 5803 | 4,178 | 3,375 | 8,049 | 6,502 | 4,668 | 3,771 | 36,475 29,467

2033 | 7,802 | 6259 | 4,702 | 3,772 | 7,245 5:813 4,214 | 3381 | 8118 | 6513 | 4,709 | 3,778 | 36,788 | 29,515

2034 | 7,868 | 6270 | 4,742 | 3,778 | 7,307 | 5822 | 4,249 | 3,386 | 8,187 | 6,524 | 4,749 | 3,784 | 37,102 | 29,563

2035 | 7935 | 6280] 4,782 | 3,784 | 7,368 | 5832 | 4,285 |3,392 | 8256 | 6,534 | 4,789 | 3,790 | 37,415| 29,611

5.1.3 Business Activity

The primary components of the local and regional economies are agriculture, the Bruce Power site,
industrial and commercia businesses and tourism.

Agriculture

Agriculture is an important component of Bruce County’s economy, especially in municipalities of Arran-
Elderdlie, South Bruce and Huron-Kinloss. The area has over 3,425 farm operators that generate over
$255 million in gross sales annually. Over 62 percent of the County’s area is dedicated to the agricultural
industry. The County is ranked first in Ontario for total cattle production, with 51 percent of farms
dedicated to the production of beef cattle. The County is ranked third in Ontario in sheep production,
with $1 million in sales annually. Bruce County is also the top producer of oats and the second largest
producer of canola, barley and hay in Ontario [17]. With this agricultural activity also comes a wide
variety of supporting and processing industries related to the production of food, animal breeding and
horse boarding. The agricultural industry also plays an important role in the culture of Bruce County, as
isevident in the large number of agricultural fairs held throughout the area [11].
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Bruce Power Site

The Bruce Power site, located on the shore of Lake Huron in the Municipality of Kincardine, is one of
the largest centres of energy production in the world. The use of the Bruce Power site (formerly known
as the Bruce Nuclear Power Development) began in the late 1960s and major construction continued
throughout the 1970s and early 1980s. During this period, a large work force migrated to and became
residents of Bruce County. In 1983, the work force on-site was approximately 7,100 persons. Payrall
spending and the direct purchases of equipment and supplies resulted in site operations dominating the
local employment picture and business activity. Since then, major construction activity has declined and
operational employment had varied over the years creating a boom and bust situation.

In 1998, OPG placed Bruce A into a temporary lay-up state, which resulted in the redeployment and
relocation of many employees to other nuclear facilities on and off the Bruce Power site. The regional

economy did not possess the economic base to absorb the job losses. In order to fight economic effects of
historic loss of economic stability as a single-industry community, the County adopted an economic
diversification plan for the south Bruce area and has worked hard over the past five yearsto diversify the
economy of the surrounding communities. Since 1998, operational improvements at the four-reactor
Bruce B generating station, recent work on rehabilitation of Unit 4 and 3 reactors at Generating Station A
has led to increased employment at Bruce Power and brought strong economic growth to the Municipality
of Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities, particularly Saugeen Shores [10].

Near the end of 2002, Bruce County also became a home to power generation from renewable sources. A
commercial wind farm with five new 1.8-megawatt wind turbines went into operation near the Bruce
Power site. Another wind turbine went up on the Bruce peninsula. They are a source of economic hope
for an area that wants to be an important part of Ontario’s energy future [10].

Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities do not have a well-developed nuclear serviceindustry. A
review of the 2001 Canadian Nuclear Association’s annual Nuclear Canada Y earbook and Buyer’s Guide
indicates that most of the nuclear service industry in Canada islocated outside of Bruce County (e.g., City
of Toronto, Niagara Falls). In addition, OPG, Hydro One, and AECL have local offices in the area but
operate mainly from their Toronto-area headquarters. Although these companies employ local residents,
their headquarters are located elsewhere, consequently, a large proportion of revenues derived from the
WWMEF site tends leak out from Bruce County. Nevertheless, it is estimated that up to 24 percent of
monies spent by OPG on construction or operations and maintenance contracts is spent locally within the
Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities. Interviews conducted with local suppliers
to OPG indicate that local business operators credit OPG as contributing positively to local economic
stability and growth, largely in terms of employment and the spin-offs associated with employee
spending.
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Other Industrial and Commer cial Businesses

The Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities have a thriving retail and service
industry. The majority of businesses are small manufacturing business with less than 10 employees. The
largest manufacturing sector is the food industry. Overall, wages in the manufacturing sector are below
those at the Bruce Power site, creating a competition for labour. The table below provides a summary of
the top manufacturing sectors in the County.

Table 10. Top Manufacturing Sectorsin Bruce County
Sector Number of Firms | Number of Employees
Food Processing 20 364
Electrical & Electronic Products 3 257
Furniture & Fixture 14 190
Fabricated Metal Products 16 179
Wood Products 9 106
Printing & Publishing 26 100
Chemical & Chemical Products 6 72
Source: [17]

Since 2001, the Bruce County has been experiencing strong activity in the construction sector.
Municipalities near Bruce Power site are witnessing significant new residential and commercia
construction resulting from the resurgence of activity at the generating facility and the accompanying
economic spin-off. In Saugeen Shores, construction numbers hit $16,9 million in 2002, up $1.5 million
over ayear ago and $6.5 million higher than the two previous years. Residential construction accounted
for $15.9 million [10]. In Kincardine, 263 building permits were issued, with total construction value of
$15 million. The biggest jump was for single detached dwellings, which were more than double from
2001 [13]. Huron-Kinloss experienced alot of construction activity in the agricultural sector [10].

One of the major industrial developments within Bruce County is Bruce Energy Centre (BEC). Thisisan
800 acre serviced industrial park located immediately southeast of the Bruce Power site. It was
established in 1986 with the intent to develop an industrial ecopark were waste and by-products of one
industry could become the feedstock for a neighbouring industry. Currently, six companies operate in the
BEC. These companies produce polypropylene film, hydroponically grown tomatoes, processed foods,
commercia alcohols, and nutrient-rich feed for livestock. One company is a privately funded applied
research and devel opment laboratory [17].
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5.1.4 Tourism

The tourism industry is one of the most important business sectors of the economy in the Municipality of
Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities. The areais recognized for its diverse natural beauty with
over 2,400 km of Great Lakes shoreline, the Saugeen River and many other inland lakes and rivers. The
tourism industry generates approximately $118 million annually and directly employs 1 in 7 persons [19].
Interviews with tourism officials also indicate that much of the tourism in the areais from across Ontario
and from the United States.

Participants in the tourism round table described Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities as an
“undiscovered” area for tourism [26]. They stated that many tourists are first time visitors who will
return. The long-term investment efforts to develop more activities and attractions for tourists over the
past 10 years are now starting to pay off. More than ever, tourist operators, businesses and organizations
are actively promoting tourism and are undertaking activities to expand tourism. There is now a more a
co-ordinated regional approach to tourism.

Interviews with tourism business operators and discussions at the tourism round table indicated that
because the areas near the Bruce Power site have a large cottage population and a large proportion of the
population associated with Bruce Power and OPG employees, a substantial proportion of tourism is
linked to friends and relatives of these employees [17]. A recent tourism study across Bruce and Grey
Counties [20] confirmed this, and indicated that 62 percent of all overnight tourists to the area were for
the purposes of visiting to friends and relatives. This is particularly true during the non-peak tourist
season (i.e., October through December). Other popular activities conducted by overnight tourists include
participation in sports and outdoor activities (particularly water-based activities); shopping; sightseeing;
and visiting parks, historic sites and cultural events.

Due to the seasonality of the tourism sector and hence visitor demand, many of the roofed
accommodation properties are seasonal. Many properties close for the winter season. May to September
represents the tourist peak, with July and August experiences the most demand. There is not enough
accommodation product to meet the demand during the peak seasons [19]. Interviews with local tourism
officials indicate that in communities along the Lake Huron shoreline, the variety and quality of roofed
accommodation is lacking [17]. Many of the existing properties are aging and in need of renovation.
Thereis alack of resort and upscale Bed and Breakfast product. In addition to roofed accommodation,
there are many campgrounds and trailer parks [17].

There are a variety of tourist attractions located within the communities along the shoreline of Lake
Huron, which can be categorized as heritage attractions, natura attractions, industrial attractions and
amusements. The primary heritage attractions in the area are the Bruce County Museum, Kincardine
Lighthouse Museum, Point Clark Lighthouse, the Chantry Lighthouse and Saugeen Amphitheatre in
Southampton, and the Treasure Chest Museum in Paisley. The museums and lighthouses offer both self-
guided and guided tours throughout the summer season [19].
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The Lake Huron Shoreline is in itself a significant naturd attraction. The Lake Huron shoreline offers
some of the best beaches in Ontario. It is the shoreline that draws tourists to the area whether it is for the
beaches, fishing, boating, hiking or biking. This was clearly evident in the tourist survey undertaken as
part of this study where 68 percent of respondents identified Lake Huron and local beaches as the first
thing or image that comes to mind when they think about the Kincardine area. Similarly, public attitude
results also indicated that people within Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities associate the area
with Lake Huron, its beaches, harbours, and lighthouses. These images were considered overwhelmingly
positive. As aresult, the lake, parks, beaches, and trails along the Lake Huron Shoreline are heavily used
by tourists. When tourists were asked how often they use these amenities, 83 percent of respondents
indicated that they “always’ and 17 percent “occasionally” use these areas during their visits.

The WWMF has a very low profile among tourists and it is not a “thing or image” that comes to mind.
While most tourists had heard about of the Bruce Power site, only 28 percent of the tourists surveyed
were aware of the presence of the WWMF. Given such a low profile, the vast majority (91 percent) of
tourists surveyed did not think that the presence of the WWMF had any effect on your tourism experience
thus far. Discussions at the tourism round table confirmed that the Bruce Power site has a low profile
among tourists, particularly as the existing nuclear generating stations are not visible from the nearest
highway [26]. Round table participants believed most tourists learn about the site through local tourists
guides, while tourists indicated that they learned about the WWMF from family, media or a previous
visit.

The Bruce Power site and its Visitors Centre can be considered as an industria tourist attraction. It is
located along the main access road to the Bruce A and B stations from Highway 21 between Kincardine
and Port Elgin. This attraction provides visitors with numerous exhibits, displays and pre-arranged
guided tours that explain the production of nuclear electricity. Visitation to this attraction has been
increasing over the past several years and is estimated to be approximately 10,000 persons per year [21].
In comparison to visitation to other attractions such as MacGregor Point Provincial Park (approximately
117,000 visitors in 2000 [17]), this level of visitation is considered to be low. Discussions at the tourism
round table indicated that the Bruce Power siteis placed on the ‘rainy day list’ asatourist attraction [26].
Tourists do not differentiate between the nuclear stations and the waste management operations on the
Bruce Power site. Indeed, round table participants thought that tourists were not fully aware of that a
waste management facility already exists on the Bruce Power site [26].

However, since operation of the nuclear stations was taken over by Bruce Power, there are two main
entities undertaking activities at the site (i.e., Bruce Power as nuclear station operator and OPG as the
waste management facility operator). Round table participants indicated that OPG’'s WWMF has been
gaining a higher profile among local residents and tourists over the past severa years.
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The Lake Huron shoreline area also boasts several amusement facilities and a large artisan community,
from theatre to visual arts. The majority of theatre, art and entertainment is centralized in Southampton.
The Bluewater Summer Playhouse is also located in Kincardine and conducts professiona performances
for the public from June through September. Marinas and boat charters are also integral to the tourism
product offered locally.

Telephone interviews with tourism business operators in the Municipality of Kincardine and
Neighbouring Municipalities were conducted as part of the environmental assessment to Restart Bruce A
Units 3 and 4 [17] and this|AS. These interviews investigated the potential influences of operations at the
Bruce Power site and the WWMF in particular on their businesses. The main issues in the community
that respondents identified as having the most effect on their business activities were specia eventsin the
community, weather, Bruce Power employees and water quality. In addition, local environmental quality
and community image were both considered to be very important to local business activity in the tourism
sector. The majority of business operators indicated that their business activity had generally increased
over the past two years.

The presence and operation of nuclear operations at the Bruce Power site have a positive influence on
local motels and hotels. They rely on corporate clientele, Bruce Power and OPG employees for a large
portion of their business activity. In general however, none of those interviewed indicated that people
tended to link their products or services with the Bruce Power site. Few concerns have been expressed by
tourists over the operation of the nuclear generating stations or radioactive waste management. Tourist
operators expressed the point of view that the limited visibility of the Bruce Power site “is a good thing”
because they believed that tourists don't want to be reminded of its presence or its proximity. Local
residents have an understanding of the nuclear power stations because of the presence of employees and
OPG/Bruce Power’s contributions to the community; hence local people have a better understanding of
and appreciation for the industry. However, the tourism operators believed that tourists do not benefit
from the presence of the stations and are more likely to ask about the safety of being close to a nuclear
generating station. One tourism official stated that there is the occasional tourist who has chosen not to
seek accommodations in the area because of the nuclear generating station.

Overal, Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities within Bruce County can be described as a
“homogeneous region” as far as tourists are concerned. Round table participants stressed that an event in
one location, whether at a tourists attraction (e.g., the cancelled Watershed Festival) or a tragedy (e.g.,
Walkerton) tends to affect all tourism operators [26].

5.1.5 Housing

The inventory of housing stock in Bruce County was estimated in the 2001 Census to stand at 36,864
units [1], of which approximately 24,000 dwellings belonged in the Municipality of Kincardine and
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Neighbouring Municipalities. Of these 24,000 units, 65 percent were found in three more populated
municipalities (i.e., Saugeen Shores, Kincardine and Brocton), with more than 20 percent of the total in
the municipality of Kincardineitself. The distribution of housing stock is shown in the table below.

Table 11. Housing Stock Distribution (2001)
Municipalities Number of Dwellings % of Total
Kincardine 5,257 22
Arran-Elderdie 2,705 11
Brockton 3,987 17
Huron-Kinloss 3,560 15
Saugeen Shores 6,215 26
South Bruce 2,278 9
Total 24,002 100

Source: [2-7]

Permanent private dwellings represent more than 80 percent of this housing stock (19,495 units). Of
those, almost 85 percent are single detached houses. The majority of the rest are found in buildings with 2
to 4 units.

Home ownership is a reality for most people living in the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring
Municipalities. Seventy-eight per cent of households in Kincardine are owner-occupied and the
remainder rent their home. Housing tenure data, indicates that much of the existing housing was built
either before 1946 or during the 1970s in response to the construction of the Bruce nuclear generating
stations. Since 1991 the housing stock inventory in the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring
Municipalities has grown at a modest pace.

Projecting forward to 2035, the growth in housing stock within the Municipality of Kincardine and

Neighbouring Municipalities is expected to parallel population growth. The following table depicts the
anticipated growth trends.
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Table 12. Housing Proj ections (2001-2035)

Neighbouring Municipalities

Municipality
of Kincardine Arran- Huron- Saugeen
Year Elderdie Brockton Kinloss Shores

Total
South Bruce

High | Low | High| Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low | High | Low

2001 | 5257 | 5257 | 2,705|2,705| 3987 | 3,987 | 3,560 | 3560 | 6,215 | 6,215 | 2,278 | 2,278 | 24,002 | 24,002

2002 | 5319 | 5270 | 2,737 | 2,712 | 4034 | 3,997 | 3602 | 3,569 | 6,288 | 6,231 | 2,305 | 2,284 | 24,283 | 24,063

2003 | 5380 | 5284 | 2,768 | 2,719 | 4,080 | 4,007 | 3643 | 3578 | 6,361 | 6,247 | 2,331 | 2,290 | 24,564 | 24,124

2004 | 5442 | 5297 | 2,800 | 2,726 | 4,127 | 4,017 | 3,685 | 3,587 | 6433 | 6,262 | 2,358 | 2,295 | 24,845 | 24,185

2005 | 5503 | 5312 | 2832 | 2,733 | 4174 | 4029 | 3,727 | 3597 | 6,506 | 6,280 | 2,385 | 2,302 | 25,126 | 24,253

2006 | 5565 | 5328 | 2863 | 2,741 | 4220 | 4,041 | 3,768 | 3,608 | 6,579 | 6,299 | 2411 | 2,309 | 25,407 | 24,325

2007 | 5626 | 5345 | 2895|2750 | 4,267 | 4,054 | 3810 | 3,620 | 6,652 | 6,319 | 2,438 2:316 25,689 | 24,404

2008 | 5688 | 5364 | 2927 | 2,760 | 4314 | 4,068 | 3,852 | 3632 | 6,724 | 6,341 | 2,465 | 2,324 | 25,970 | 24,491

2009 | 5750 | 5384 | 2958|2770 | 4361 | 4,083 | 3,894 | 3646 | 6,797 | 6,365 | 2491 | 2,333 | 26,251 | 24,580

2010 | 5811 | 5406 | 2990 | 2,782 | 4,407 | 4,100 | 3,935 | 3,661 | 6,870 | 6,391 | 2,518 2:342 26,532 | 24,681

2011 | 5873 | 5428 | 3022 | 2,793 | 4454 | 4,116 | 3977 | 3676 | 6943 | 6417 | 2,545 | 2,352 | 26,813 | 24,781

2012 | 5934 | 5451 | 3,053 | 2,805 | 4501 | 4,134 | 4019 | 3,692 | 7,016 | 6445 | 2571 2:362 27,094 | 24,889

2013 5:996 5475 | 3085|2817 | 4547 | 4152 | 4060 | 3,708 | 7,088 | 6473 | 2,598 | 2,372 | 27,375 | 24,997

2014 | 6,057 | 5499 3:117 2,830 | 4594 | 4171 | 4102 | 3,724 | 7,161 | 6,501 | 2,625 | 2,383 | 27,656 | 25,108

2015 | 6119 | 5524 | 3148|2842 | 4641 | 4189 | 4144 | 3,741 | 7,234 | 6,530 | 2,651 | 2,394 | 27,937 | 25,220

2016 | 6180 | 5547 | 3180|2854 | 4,687 | 4207 | 4185 | 3,757 | 7,307 | 6,558 | 2,678 | 2404 | 28,218 | 25,327

2017 | 6242 | 5571 | 3212|2867 | 4,734 | 4,225 | 4227 | 3,773 | 7,380 | 6,586 | 2,705 2:414 28,499 | 25435

2018 | 6304 | 5595 | 3244|2879 | 4,781 | 4,243 | 4269 | 3,789 | 7,452 | 6,614 | 2,732 | 2424 | 28,780 | 25,543

2019 6:365 5617 | 3275|2890 | 4827 | 4260 | 4310 | 3803 | 7,525 | 6,640 | 2,758 | 2434 | 29,062 | 25,644

2020 | 6427 | 5637 | 3,307 | 2,901 | 4874 | 4275 | 4,352 3:817 7,598 | 6,664 | 2,785 | 2,443 | 29,343 | 25,737

2021 | 6488 | 5657 | 3,330 | 2011 | 4,921 | 4290 | 4,394 | 3,831 | 7.671 | 6,687 | 2.812 | 2451 | 29.624 | 25.827

2022 | 6550 | 5675 | 3370|2920 | 4968 | 4304 | 4436 | 3843 | 7,743 | 6,709 | 2,838 | 2,459 | 29,905 | 25,909

2023 | 6611 | 5692 | 3402|2929 | 5014 | 4317 | 4477 | 3855 | 7,816 | 6,729 | 2,865 | 2467 | 30,186 | 25,988

2024 | 6,673 | 5707 | 3434|2937 | 5061 | 4328 | 4519 | 3865 | 7,889 | 6,747 | 2,892 | 2473 | 30,467 | 26,057

2025 | 6,735 | 5720 | 3465|2943 | 5108 | 4,338 | 4,561 3:874 7,962 | 6,763 | 2918 | 2479 | 30,748 | 26,118

2026 | 6,796 | 5732 | 3497 2:950 5154 | 4347 | 4602 | 3,882 | 8,035 | 6,777 | 2945 | 2484 | 31,029 | 26,172

2027 | 6,858 | 5742 | 3529 | 2,954 | 5201 | 4,355 | 4644 | 3,888 | 8,107 | 6,788 | 2972 | 2488 | 31,310 | 26,215

2028 | 6.910 | 5.751 | 3.560 | 2.950 | 5,248 | 4,362 | 4,686 | 3,895 | 8.180 | 6.799 | 2.008 | 2.492 | 31591 | 26,258

2029 | 6981 | 5761 3:592 2964 | 5294 | 4369 | 4727 | 3901 | 8253 | 6,810 | 3,025 | 2,496 | 31,872 | 26,301

2030 | 7,042 | 5770 | 3,624 2:969 5341 | 4376 | 4769 | 3907 | 8326 | 6821 | 3,052 | 2500 | 32,153 | 26,344

2031 | 7,104 | 5779 | 3655|2974 | 5388 | 4,383 | 4811 | 3914 | 8398 | 6,833 | 3,078 | 2,504 | 32,435 | 26,387

2032 | 7,165 | 5789 | 3687|2979 | 5434 | 4,390 | 4,852 | 3,920 | 8471 | 6,844 | 3,105 | 2,508 | 32,716 | 26,430

2033 | 7,227 | 5798 | 3719|2984 | 5481 | 4,398 | 4,894 | 3927 | 8544 | 6,855 | 3,132 | 2,513 | 32,997 | 26,473

2034 | 7,289 | 5808 | 3,750 |2,988 | 5528 | 4,405 | 4,936 | 3,933 | 8,617 | 6,866 | 3,158 | 2,517 | 33,278 | 26,516

2035 | 7,350 5:817 3,782 2993 | 5574 | 4412 | 4977 | 3,939 | 8690 | 6,877 | 3,185 | 2,521 | 33,559 | 26,560

5.1.6 Property Values

Data on number of sales of residential property and residential property values was obtained from the
Bruce-Grey Owen Sound Real Estate Board.

The previous analysis of the data, carried out for the period of 1996-2000 as a part of the Environmental

Assessment for the Restart of Bruce A Units 3 and 4 [17], indicated that the number of properties sold in
the adjacent to the Bruce Power site municipalities was variable over the severa years, peaking in 1999.
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In terms of property values or residential housing prices, the data indicated that declines in property
values were experienced in Kincardine, Tiverton and Port Elgin in 1998 and 1999. Average housing
prices in Tiverton and Port Elgin had recovered and exceeded those prior to the lay-up, while average
housing prices in Kincardine had remained low. In 2001, the announcement by Bruce Power that it
intended to restart two units of the Bruce A had resulted in increased confidence in the local housing
market. By May of 2001, average prices across the Municipality of Kincardine fully recovered and were
at approximately $103,000 per unit [15].

Data on the number of sales and residential property values for the period of 2000-2002 is provided in the
table below. The dataindicates a strong housing market, with aimost a 20 percent increase in the average
for the area housing prices during just two years. That was a result of operation expansion at Bruce
Power site, as well as growing attractiveness of the area to retirees.

Table 13. Number of Sales and Average Residential Property Values (2000-2002)
2000 2001 2002
Municipality Average A A Val
Sales (# €| sales(# VErage | qales(y) | FVErage Value
) Value ($) #) Value ($) @) %)
Kincardine 180 88,772 173 117,047 184 127,914
Arran-Elderdie 67 83,168 73 85,695 94 97,379
Brockton 73 102,090 113 106,071 97 116,611
Huron-Kinloss 72 119,656 69 119,008 100 123,252
Saugeen Shores 195 121,042 202 122,881 201 136,171
South Bruce 225 98,312 154 102,159 217 120,600
Kincardineand
Neighbouring 812 102,638 784 111,297 893 123,031
Municipalities
Source: [14]

The number of rental units has grown in the past ten years. The present apartment vacancy rate is
approximately 11 percent [12]. Rentals range from $300 to $1,000 per month [11].

5.1.7 Municipal Finance

In 2001, the Municipality of Kincardine's gained revenue from a number of sources, the largest being
taxation, which accounted for approximately 60 percent of total revenues in the order of $18.8 million.
Municipal taxes related to low and intermediate level radioactive waste management at the WWMF
payable to the Municipality of Kincardine in 2002 were approximately $102,000. This represented
approximately 0.5 percent of total municipal revenues and approximately 1 percent of all tax revenues.
Municipal taxes related to low and intermediate level waste management at the WWMF payable to the
Municipality of Kincardine in the current taxation year are $305,000.
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Table 14. Municipality of Kincardine Revenue Base (2001)
Revenue Source 2001 Revenue ($) % of Total
Taxation 11,268,217 60
Feesand User Charges 2,666,390 14
Canada Grants 58,313 0.3
Ontario Grants 1,555,562 8.3
Municipal Grants 112,299 0.6
Net | ncome of Gover nment Business Enterprise 862,740 4.6
Other Income 2,303,179 12.2
Reserve Fund Revenue 9,143 0
Total 18,835,843 100
Source: [22]

5.2 Social Profile
5.2.1 Community Character

Community character refers to the unique or distinctive qualities of a community. These qualities can be
physical in nature (i.e., land uses, geographic/environmental features); economic (i.e., types of business
activities), and socio-cultural (i.e., population characteristics, ways of life, etc.).

In order to gain insight into how people both inside and outside of Kincardine see the character of their
community, public attitude research was undertaken as part of this IAS[18]. Respondents were asked to
volunteer the “thing or image that comes to mind” about the Municipality of Kincardine and the
Neighbouring Municipalities. A variety of image attributes are mentioned.

Approximately 12 percent of Kincardine and 19 percent of the Neighbouring Municipalities respondents
name the nuclear generating station as the thing or image that comes to mind. Responses include mention
of the Bruce Power nuclear station, the Ontario Hydro plant, and nuclear waste. Only 3 respondents in
total named nuclear waste as a thing or image that comes to mind. Although nuclear related issues are not
top-of-mind issues in either Kincardine or Neighbouring Municipalities, the nuclear station itself is a
dominant feature of the community’s character.

The attribute that appears to contribute most to the image of the community is Lake Huron, and its
beaches, the harbour and the lighthouse (38 percent in the Municipality of Kincardine and 28 percent in
the Neighbouring Municipalities). Respondents within Kincardine who are more likely to volunteer this
image attribute are those who themselves or someone in their household is employed in the nuclear
industry, have children, or are women.
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The ambiance of the community (that is, a beautiful place to live, quiet and peaceful, the sunsets, small
town, cottage country, and nice weather) is named by over one-in-ten respondents in Kincardine (18
percent) and (13 percent) Neighbouring Municipalities.

Fewer than 10 percent of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities respondents name the remaining
issues. Included in these response categories are:

Agriculture — agriculture base, cattle and pig farms.

Local Community |ssues — amalgamation of the township, Scottish heritage / bag
pipes, issues with current government/politicians, new roads needs / road
construction needed, high rate of taxation, the downtown image.

Community Activities — community events / community involvement, fishing,
conducive to seniors living, Chantery Island, retirement area.

Personal Security and Health — water safety / e-coli/ the Walkerton water scandal,
safe / secure, healthcare issues- lack of quality care, alcohol and drug use, un-clean
neighbourhoods.

Economic / Social Conditions — standard of living, population growth, lack of
shopping facilities, employment issues.

Table 15. Image of the Municipality of Kincardine and the Neighbouring Municipalities
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine Municipalities
% n % n
Lake Huron/ The Beach/ Harbour/ Lighthouse 38 152 28 98
Ambiance 18 73 13 46
Bruce Power Nuclear Generating Station 12 47 19 66
Tourist resort/ Tourism 9 35 7 25
Local Community Issues 6 24 4 14
Agriculture 4 15 8 28
Personal Security and Health 3 13 4 12
Community Activities 3 10 3 10
Friendly People 2 6 2 6
Economic / Social Conditions 2 8 1 4
Other 1 2 2 5
Nothing / No Opinion 4 15 11 37

Note: Cases may not sum to 351 for the total of Bruce County or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is excluded.
Per centages may not sumto 100 percent due to rounding. Source: [ 18] Q6
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Over eight-in-ten respondents (89 percent Kincardine, 88 percent Neighbouring Municipalities) state that
the image they named is a positive one, with most people stating that it is “very positive’. Kincardine
respondents who themselves or someone in their family is employed in the nuclear industry, are older, or
women are more likely to state that the image is positive. There are no segment differences in response
within the Neighbouring Municipalities. It is notable that 81 percent of the respondents who name the
Bruce Power nuclear generating station consider this to be a positive image. Ninety percent or more of
the respondents state that community activities, the people, the lake, agriculture, the ambiance, and
tourism are positive images.

Table 16. Positive or Negative Image
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine Municipalities
% n % n
Very Positive 67 261 60 194
Somewhat Positive 22 86 28 91
Somewhat Negative 6 23 7 24
Very Negative 5 21 5 17
Positive Negative
Image % n % n
Community Activities 100 21
The People 100 13
Lake Huron/ The Beach / Harbour / Lighthouse 98 221 2 5
Agriculture 93 49 8 4
Ambiance 93 99 7 7
Tourist Resort / Tourism 91 51 9 5
Nuclear Generating Station 81 100 19 23
Other 78 7 22 2
Nothing / No Opinion 76 25 24 8
Economic/ Socia Conditions 70 7 30 3
Personal Security and Health 60 15 40 10
Local Community Issues 41 13 59 19

Note that percentages for the Image by positive or negative response are for the total Bruce County and sum
acrossto 100 percent. Source: [18] Q7.

Within the Municipality of Kincardine, there exist a number of smaller communities. Of these, the
community of Inverhuron has the most distinctive character in comparison to the others. It is a cottage
areawith several hundred dwellings, which are not serviced by municipal water or sewage system. Some
of these units are seasonal, while others have been converted to year-round use. There is also a mobile
home park. Other local features include a parkette, boat launch and a local grocery and gas station
nearby. Because of its proximity to Inverhuron Beach, this area is popular among local artisans, retirees
and people from across Ontario and the United States. The closed out heavy water plant towers, a
communication tower and a smokestack on the Bruce Power site are visible from Inverhuron Beach.
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Respondent’ s positive image of the Municipality of Kincardine and the Neighbouring Municipalities is
further demonstrated in people's assessments of the attractiveness of the area for tourism, as a place to
live, and as a place to establish a business. As noted in Table 18, over 70 percent of the respondents state
that the Municipality of Kincardine and the Neighbouring Municipalities is ‘very attractive’ as a place to
visit as a tourist (79 percent Kincardine, 75 percent Neighbouring Municipalities) and as a place to live
(78 percent Kincardine, 70 percent Neighbouring Municipalities). Significantly fewer respondents
provide the same strong evaluation of Kincardine as a place to establish and operate a business (35
percent Kincardine, 41 percent Neighbouring Municipalities). Nonetheless, over 80 percent of the
respondents state that the Municipality of Kincardine and the Neighbouring Municipalities are at least a
‘somewhat’ attractive area to establish a business.

Table17. Attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardineand the Neighbouring M unicipalities
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine |\t inicipalities
% N % n
Very dtractive 79 312 75 255
Visit asa Tourist Somewhat attracnvg 19 77 24 80
Somewhat unattractive 1 3 1 4
Very unattractive 1 4 * 1
Very dtractive 78 312 70 239
. Somewhat attractive 20 80 28 96
PlacetoLive :
Somewhat unattractive 1 5 2 6
Very unattractive 1 3 * 1
Very dtractive 35 134 41 132
Placeto Establish and | Somewhat attractive 50 189 47 150
OperateaBusiness | Somewhat unattractive 12 44 9 28
Very unattractive 4 14 3 10

Note: Cases may not sumto 351 for the total of Bruce County or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is
excluded. Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. * denotes less that 1 percent.
Source: [18] Q8,9,10

Within Kincardine, older respondents provide a stronger positive opinion on the attractiveness of the area
asaplaceto live and to visit as a tourist, and women provide a stronger opinion on al three measures, as
a place to live, to visit, and to establish a business. Within the Neighbouring Municipalities, older
respondents provide a stronger positive opinion on the attractiveness of the area as a place to live and to
visit as a tourist; respondents who live in Saugeen Shores are less likely to state that the area is an
attractive place to establish abusiness. It is aso noteworthy that overall attitudes towards Kincardine as a
place to live, visit or conduct business are similar both within and outside of the municipality.
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The length of residency is another useful indicators of community character. Experience indicates that the
longer people have lived in their communities the more likely they are to express satisfaction with their
property, homes and community. Data regarding the length of residency presented in Table 18 support the
characterization of this area as awell established, stable and cohesive community. The local populationis
aging and over 62 percent of respondents have lived at their present address for 21 years or more.

Table 18. Length of Residency
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine |\ inicipalities
% n % n
21 or moreyears 62 249 64 225
11to20years 26 102 20 70
2to10years 11 44 14 48
Lessthan 1 year 1 5 2 7

Note: Per centages may not sum across to 100 percent due to rounding.
Source:  [18]

5.2.2 Community / Recreational Featuresand Activities

Community and recreational facilities (i.e., parks, trails, schools, places of worship, etc.) nearest the
WWMF and the Bruce Power site play an important role in maintaining community cohesion and the
satisfaction of residents with their community by providing space for individuals and groups to participate
in and contribute to community life. Many of these features also play an important role in attracting
tourists to the area and generate local business activity. Most community facilities serve local residents,
but some also attract others from across southern Ontario. All of the facilities are used by the community
for avariety of social and recreational activities throughout the year.

Although, marinas and fishing charter businesses and the proximity of Kincardine to Lake Huron offer
recreational opportunities for local residents and tourists alike, the public attitude research results indicate
that few residents tend to go fishing or boating near the Bruce Power site on a regular basis. The vast
majority of residents either never go fishing or boating near the Bruce Power site or undertake this
activity only occasionally. A recent tourism study also indicated that fishing is not a common activity
among cottagers[19]. Assuch, these are not considered to be important recreational activities undertaken
by local residents. Rather, these activities appear to be conducted more by outside tourists, particularly
campersin the area.
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Two provincial parks are located near the Bruce Power site, Inverhuron and MacGregor Provincial Parks.
Inverhuron Provincial Park islocated immediately adjacent to the Bruce Power site aong the shoreline of
Lake Huron, and approximately 3.2 km south of the WWMF MacGregor Point Provincial Park is located
along the shoreline of Lake Huron, approximately 15 km north the WWMF.

Inverhuron Provincia Park is 288 ha in size and has been in operation since 1959. Park visitation has
varied from approximately 23,000 visitors per year in 1992 to approximately 44,000 visitors per year in
1994 [23]. Ontario Parks has proposed that Inverhuron Provincial Park be converted from a day-use only
park to afacility based campground with a minimum of 250 camping sites. This plan will likely result in
an increased visitation from between 27,000 and 34,00 visitors per year to 100,000 visitors [24].

MacGregor Provincial Park is a 1,204 ha Recreationa Park, initially developed to replace the overnight
campsites at the Inverhuron Park. It currently offers over 400 campsites. Park visitation has increased
from approximately 69,000 visitors per year in 1992 to approximately 118,000 visitors per year in 2000,
with peak visitation at 121,691 visitors in 1998. Occupancy rates and average party size in the park have
grown steadily over the past severa years[17].

There are a number of promoted and signed trail systems throughout the Municipality of Kincardine and
Neighbouring Municipalities that are available to visitor and local residents, these include: canoe/kayak
routes, cycling and hiking trails, snowmobiling and cross-country ski trails. For example, there are over
360 km of snowmoabiling trails that connect the communities of Kincardine, Tiverton, Southampton/Port
Elgin, Sauble Beach, and Paisley. The provincial parks and the Kincardine Boardwak are used
extensively for hiking [19].

These provincia parks and recreational trails are not only important tourist features, but also important
recreational features for local residents offering good access to the Lake Huron shoreline. Table 19
provides the participation rates in various environmentally-related recreational activities for respondents
in the Municipality of Kincardine and the Neighbouring Municipalities.

Approximately 91 percent of Kincardine respondents and 83 percent of the Neighbouring Municipalities
respondents use the parks, beaches and trails are least “occasionally”. Kincardine respondents who have
children, are younger, or have a higher household income have a higher participation rate, as do
Neighbouring Municipalities respondents who have lived in the community for a short time period, have
a higher household income, or reside in Saugeen Shores.

Approximately 42 percent of Kincardine respondents and 45 percent of the Neighbouring Municipalities
respondents go fishing or boating on Lake Huron. Kincardine respondents who have children, are
younger, or have a higher household income have a higher participation rate, as do Neighbouring
Municipalities respondents who are themselves or someone in their household is employed in the nuclear
industry, have children, are younger, have a higher household income, or reside in Saugeen Shores.
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Table 19. Participation in Community / Recreational Activities
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine |\t nicipalities
% n % n
Used Parks, Beaches, Regularly 54 215 36 127
Trailsalong the Lake Occasionaly 37 148 47 164
Huron Shoreline Never 9 37 17 59
GoneFishingor Regularly 14 55 14 50
Boating on Occasionally 28 110 31 107
LakeHuron Never 59 | 235 55 194

Note: Cases may not sumto 351 for the total of Bruce County or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’
is excluded. Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding for the first 2 questions.
Source: [18] Q11-13

5.2.3 Public Attitudes

The Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities were also characterized with respect to
peoples attitudes towards their community (i.e., key issues and concerns, people's feglings of persona
security, satisfaction with community, and commitment to community).

Public attitude research respondents were asked to name the most important issue(s) facing their
community today. As noted in Table 20, only 6 percent of the respondents in Kincardine identify the
Bruce Power nuclear generating station or radioactive waste as important issues facing the community.
Only 1 percent identified these issues in the Neighbouring Municipalities.

The most frequently mentioned issues are healthcare and the safety of the drinking water. One-quarter
(27 percent) of the respondents in Kincardine name healthcare, and fewer (19 percent) name safe drinking
water. The importance of these issues is reversed in the Neighbouring Municipalities, where 30 percent
name the safety of the drinking water and 13 percent name hesalthcare.

Environmental issues (11 percent Kincardine and 10 percent Neighbouring Municipalities) and economic
development (10 percent and 9 percent respectively) follow by heathcare and safe drinking water as
volunteered issues. A wide variety of other issues are named, from education to the need for sdewalks by
fewer than 10 percent of the respondents each. This suggests that nuclear related issues are not top-of-mind
issuesin either Kincardine respondents or those from Neighbouring Municipalities, but rather one of many.

It is notable that within Kincardine respondents who themselves or someone in their household is

employed by OPG, Bruce Power or AECL are more likely to name economic development as the top
issue in the community. Within both Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities, respondents involved
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in the agriculture industry are more likely to name mad cow disease. Within the Neighbouring
Municipalities younger respondents are more likely to name education issues, and those who have lived in
the community for fewer years to name environmental issues.

Table 20. Most mportant | ssues Facing the Community
. : Neighbouring

Kincardine |\ inicipalities

% n % n
Healthcare — Lack of Facilities and Doctors/ Cutbacks 27 99 13 42
Safety of Drinking Water 19 69 30 95
Environment / Pollution / Agricultural & Industrial Waste Management 11 39 10 31
Economic Devel opment / Employment / Job Security 10 35 9 30
No Issues/ None 8 30 9 29
Educational Issues/ School Closures 7 25 6 19
Factory Farmers/ Pig Farmers 6 21 4 14
Bruce Power Generating Station — Radioactive/ Nuclear Waste 6 23 1 3
Mad Cow Disease — Effects on the Beef Industry 4 16 7 22
Agricultural 1ssues— General 4 13 5 17
Lack of Community Resources & Facilitiesfor Adults & Kids 4 16 4 11
High Taxes 3 10 3 10
I ssues with Current Council / Government 3 9 2 7
SARS 2 7 2 6
Anti-Amalgamation 2 7 2 5
Safety Issues/ Understaffed Police Services 2 6 2 6
Lack of Affordable Housing 2 7 1 3
Alcohol and Drug Use 2 6 1 3
Road Maintenance 2 7 1 4
Increasesin Tourism 2 7 1 3
Use of Pesticides/ Fertilizer 1 4 2 5
Treatment of Seniors 1 3 1 4
Hydro / Power Generation 1 4 1 4
Crime/ Violence 1 5 1 4
Lack of Provincial & Federal Government Funding and Support 1 1 1 3
For Amalgamation 1 2
West Nile Virus 1 4 1 4
Need aNew Sewer System in the Community * 1 2 5
Canada/ U.S. Border Issues 1 2
Homosexua Marriage Laws Introduced by Government * 1
Influx in Population * 1
The Need for Sidewalks * 1
Anti-Abortion 1 2
Other 1 2 1 3

Note: Cases may not sumto 351 for the total of Neighbouring Municipalities or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is
excluded. Percentages may not sumto 100 percent due to rounding. * indicates less than .5 percent. For thisand
all tables the numbersin italics are the numbers of respondents providing that answer. Source: [18] Q1
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Public attitude research respondents were also asked to identify “things or issues’ in their community that
affect their feelings of persona security the most. Of the issues named, a higher percentage of
respondents in Kincardine (11 percent in total) than in the Neighbouring Municipalities (3 percent) name
the Bruce Power generating station, hydro/power generation, or radioactive waste.

Across Bruce County the most frequent individual response is that people have no particular issue that
affects their feelings of personal security (38 percent Kincardine, 44 percent Neighbouring
Municipalities). Economic development / employment / job security is the most frequently named issue
in Kincardine (13 percent) and Neighbouring Municipalities (11 percent).

Table 21. Thingsor Issuesthat Most Affect Feelings of Personal Security
. . Neighbouring

Kincardine Municipalities

% n % n
No Issues/ None 38 130 44 133
Economic Development / Employment / Job Security 13 43 11 33
Safety Issues / Understaffed Police Services 9 32 9 28
Hesalthcare — Lack of Facilities and Doctors / Cutbacks 9 32 3 10
Bruce Power Generating Station 8 26 2 6
Crime/ Violence 6 19 6 19
Environment / Pollution / Agricultural & Industrial Waste Management 4 15 4 12
Safety of Drinking Water 3 11 7 20
Lack of Community Resources & Facilities for Adults & Kids 3 10 3 9
Issues with Current Council / Government 3 9 2 7
Hydro / Power Generation 2 6 1 2
Factory Farmers/ Pig Farmers 2 6 1 4
Agricultural Issues— Genera 1 4 2 7
Educational Issues/ School Closures 1 4 2 5
Use of Pesticides/ Fertilizer 1 3 2 5
Alcohol and Drug Use 1 2 1 4
High Taxes 1 3 1 3
Mad Cow Disease — Effects on the Beef Industry 1 2 1 4
Lack of Affordable Housing 1 3 * 1
Radioactive/ Nuclear Waste 1 4
Treatment of Seniors 1 4
Anti-Amalgamation 1 4 * 1
West Nile Virus 1 2
Need a New Sewer System in the Community * 1
Canada/ U.S. Border Issues * 1 * 1
Road Maintenance * 1 1 2
SARS * 1 1 2
Increases in Tourism * 1 1 2
Limited Public Transportation * 1
Lack of Proper Armed Forces * 1
Legidation to Control Gun Ownership * 1
Influx in Population * 1 * 1
Other 1 4 1 2

Note:  Cases may not sum to 351 for the total of Bruce County or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is excluded. Percentages do
not sumto 100 percent since 2 responses wer e accepted. Source: [18] Q5
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Survey respondents were aso asked to indicate their current level of satisfaction with living in their
community. Table 22 findings indicate that almost all respondents are satisfied with living in this area,
and three-quarters of them (77 percent in Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities) are “very
satisfied”. While satisfaction levels are high across all municipalities, respondents within Kincardine who

are older and those within the Neighbouring Municipalities who have resided in their community for a
longer time are more likely to be very satisfied.

Table 22. Satisfaction with Community
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine |\ inicipalities
% n % n
Very Satisfied 77 310 77 267
Somewhat Satisfied 19 77 20 70
Not Very Satisfied 3 11 2 8
Not At All Satisfied 1 2 1 4

Note: Cases may not sum to 351 for Bruce County or 400 for
Kincardine where ‘no opinion’ is excluded. Percentages
may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Source:

[18] Q2

The strong level of satisfaction with their community is reflected in respondents commitment to living
and farming in the community. As noted in Table 23, three-quarters of the respondents (76 percent in
Kincardine, 75 percent in Neighbouring Municipalities) state that they are “very committed” to living in
their community. Two-thirds of the respondents (62 percent in Kincardine and Neighbouring
Municipalities) who are farmers are committed to this activity in their community. These levels of
commitment are consistent across all the municipalities, however respondents in Huron-Kinloss are more

likely than the average to state that they are either very or somewhat committed to farming in their
community.
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Table 23. Commitment to Community
. : Neighbouring
Kincardine |y nicipalities
% N % n
Very Committed 76 305 75 260
Livingin Your Somewhat Committed 18 72 19 65
Community Not Very Committed 4 14 5 18
Not At All Committed 2 9 2 6
Very Committed 62 36 62 46
Farmingin Your Somewhat Committed 14 8 28 21
Community Not Very Committed 16 9 5 4
Not At All Committed 9 5 5 4

Note: Cases may not sum to 351 for the total of Bruce County or 400 for Kincardine where ‘no opinion’
isexcluded. Percentages may not sumto 100 percent due to rounding. Source: [18] Q3,4

It is noteworthy that a higher level of commitment to living in their community is evident among
Kincardine respondents who are not employed in the nuclear industry, are older, and among respondents
who have lived in their community for alonger time, or are older.

6. Economic Analysis

6.1 Employment

To an individual, family or household employment generated by the existing WWMF provides a source
of income and a sense of personal security which defines people’s lifestyle and quality of life.
Employment associated with the options includes direct, other direct and indirect, and induced
employment. All employment information is expressed as full time equivalents (FTE). One FTE isequa
to one person working full time for one year (i.e., approximately hours of work).

6.1.1 StatusQuo
Tables 24 to 27 provide estimates of the total direct, other direct, indirect and induced employment likely

to be generated by the existing WWMF (i.e., Status Quo) from 2005 to 2035, and on average annual basis
for each municipality.
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The economic modelling indicates that over 2,500 person-years of direct employment will be generated
by the presence of the existing WWMF in the future. Based on existing place of residence data, the
municipalities of Saugeen Shores (45 percent) and Kincardine (30 percent) are expected to capture the
greatest number of employees gaining jobs at the WWMF.

Table 24. Direct On-Site Employment (Status Quo) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality

# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 24 30% 752 30%
Arran-Elderdie 7 8% 205 8%
Brockton 4 5% 120 5%
Huron-Kinloss 2 2% 51 2%
Saugeen Shores 36 45% 1,127 45%
South Bruce 1 1% 17 1%
Outside Bruce 8 10% 239 10%
Total 81 100% 2,511 100%

The economic modelling indicates that over 3,600 person-years of other direct and indirect employment
will be generated by OPG spending for goods and services required for the operation of the existing
WWMEF in the future. Based on current OPG and contractor expenditure spending patterns, the
Municipality of Kincardine (9 percent) is expected to capture the greatest amount of other direct and
indirect employment.

Table 25. Other Direct and Indirect Employment (Status Quo) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total

Kincardine 11 9% 330 9%

Arran-Elderdie 4 4% 138 4%

Brockton 4 4% 138 4%

Huron-Kinloss 3 2% 80 2%

Saugeen Shores 5 4% 154 4%

South Bruce 3 2% 89 2%

Outside Bruce 88 75% 2,742 75%

Total 118 100% 3,671 100%
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The economic modelling indicates that approximately 2,500 person-years of induced employment will be
generated by household spending on the part of those persons gaining direct, other direct and indirect
employment associated with existing WWMF in the future. Based on local household spending patterns,
the Municipality of Kincardine (24 percent) and Saugeen Shores (12 percent) are expected to capture the
greatest amount of induced employment.

Table 26. Induced Employment (Status Quo) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total

Kincardine 19 24% 600 24%
Arran-Elderdie 2 2% 52 2%
Brockton90 1 1% 30 1%
Huron-Kinloss 0 1% 13 1%
Saugeen Shores 9 12% 286 12%
South Bruce 0 0% 4 0%
Outside Study Area 48 60% 1,486 60%
Total 80 100% 2,472 100%

The following table presents a summary perspective of WWMF related employment (direct, other direct
and indirect, and induced employment) created within the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring
Municipalities within the context of their overall employment projections. If WWMF associated
employment for a typical year is projected forward over the study period, approximately 0.4 percent of
municipal employment is associated with WWMF, with the greatest positive effect being in the
municipalities of Kincardine (0.8 percent) and Saugeen Shores (0.7 percent). Overall, the employment
associated with the presence of the WWMF is important within the local context but this employment
does not dominate the local economy.

Table 27. WWMF Employment in the Context of Municipal Employment
Municipality Municipal Average | WWMF Average WWMFas% of
(2005-2035) (2005-2035) Municipal Average

Kincardine 6,493 54 0.8%
Arran-Elderdie 3,913 13 0.3%
Brockton 6,030 9 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 3,507 5 0.1%
Saugeen Shores 6,756 51 0.7%
South Bruce 3,919 4 0.1%
Total 30,617 135 0.4%
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6.1.2 Enhanced Processing and Storage

Tables 28 to 31 provide estimates of the total direct, other direct, indirect and induced employment likely
to be generated by the Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility from 2005 to 2035, and on average
annual basis.

The economic modelling indicates that approximately 2,900 person-years of direct employment will be
generated by the presence of the Enhanced Processing and Storage facility in the future, for an average of
approximately 93 jobs per year. The peak year for direct on-site employment is anticipated to be 2008
where approximately 229 persons would be employed on-site. Based on existing place of residence data,
the municipalities of Saugeen Shores (45 percent) and Kincardine (30 percent) are expected to capture the
greatest number of employees gaining jobs at the WWMF.

Table 28. Direct On-site Employment (Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 28 30% 864 30%
Arran-Elderdie 8 8% 236 8%
Brockton 4 5% 138 5%
Huron-Kinloss 2 2% 59 2%
Saugeen Shores 42 45% 1,297 45%
South Bruce 1 1% 8 0%
Outside Bruce 9 10% 287 10%
Total 93 100% 2,888 100%

The economic modelling indicates that approximately 4,200 person-years of other direct and indirect
employment will be generated by OPG spending for goods and services required for the operation of the
Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility in the future. Based on current OPG and contractor expenditure
spending patterns, the Municipality of Kincardine (12 percent) is expected to capture the greatest amount
of other direct and indirect employment of all the municipalities examined. Because Bruce County does
not have a well developed nuclear service industry, a substantial proportion (66 percent) of the other
direct and indirect jobs “leak” outside to other municipalities outside of Bruce County.
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Table 29. Other Direct and Indirect Employment (Enhanced Processing and
Storage Facility) 2005-2035

o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 16 12% 504 12%
Arran-Elderdie 7 5% 210 5%
Brockton 7 5% 210 5%
Huron-Kinloss 4 3% 122 3%
Saugeen Shores 8 6% 235 6%
South Bruce 4 3% 136 3%
Outside Bruce 90 66% 2,804 66%
Total 136 100% 4,222 100%

The economic modelling indicates that approximately 2,850 person-years of induced employment will be
generated by household spending on the part of those persons gaining direct, other direct and indirect
employment associated with the Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility in the future. Based on local
household spending patterns, the Municipality of Kincardine (24 percent) and Saugeen Shores
(12 percent) are expected to capture the greatest amount of induced employment.

Table 30. Induced Employment (Enhanced Processing and Stor age Facility) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 22 24% 690 24%
Arran-Elderdie 2 2% 60 2%
Brockton 1 1% 35 1%
Huron-Kinloss 0 1% 15 1%
Saugeen Shores 11 12% 329 12%
South Bruce 0 0% 2 0%
Outside Bruce 55 60% 1,712 60%
Total 92 100% 2,842 100%

Table 31 presents a summary perspective of Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility related
employment (direct, other direct and indirect, and induced employment) created within the context of
overall employment projections. If facility associated employment for atypical year is projected forward
over the study period, approximately 0.5 percent of municipal employment is associated with the
Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility, with the greatest positive effect being in the municipalities of
Kincardine (1 percent) and Saugeen Shores (0.9 percent). Overall, the employment associated with the
presence of the WWMF is important within the local context but this employment does not dominate the
local labour force.

(1ra0323/234144-pts/04) 44 E Gartner Lea



Western Waste Management Facility — Independent Economic and Social Analysis

Table 31. Enhanced Processing and Stor age Facility Employment in the Context of Municipal
Employment (2005-2035)
Municipality Municipal Average | WWMF Average WWMFas% of
(2005-2035) (2005-2035) Municipal Average
Kincardine 6,493 66 1.0%
Arran-Elderdie 3,913 16 0.4%
Brockton 6,030 12 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 3,507 6 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 6,756 60 0.9%
South Bruce 3,919 5 0.1%
Total 30,617 167 0.5%

6.1.3 Surface Concrete Vaults

Tables 32 to 35 provide estimates of the total direct, other direct, indirect and induced employment likely
to be generated by the Surface Concrete Vaults from 2005 to 2035, and on average annua basis for each

municipality.

The economic modelling indicates that approximately 3,700 person-years of direct employment will be
generated by the presence of the Surface Concrete Vaults in the future, for an average of approximately
120 jobs per year. The peak year for direct on-site employment is anticipated to be 2011 where
approximately 192 persons would be employed on-site. Based on existing place of residence data, the
municipalities of Saugeen Shores (45 percent) and Kincardine (30 percent) are expected to capture the
greatest number of employees gaining jobs at the WWMF.

Table 32. Direct On-site Employment (Surface Concrete Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 35 30% 1,097 30%
Arran-Elderdie 10 8% 299 8%
Brockton 6 5% 175 5%
Huron-Kinloss 2 2% 75 2%
Saugeen Shores 53 45% 1,646 45%
South Bruce 1 1% 25 1%
Outside Bruce 11 10% 349 10%
Total 118 100% 3,666 100%
45
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The economic modelling indicates that approximately 5,360 person-years of other direct and indirect
employment will be generated by OPG spending for goods and services required for the operation of the
Surface Concrete Vaults in the future. Based on current OPG and contractor expenditure spending
patterns, the Municipality of Kincardine (9 percent) is expected to capture the greatest amount of other

direct and indirect employment of all the municipalities examined.

Table 33.

Other Direct and Indirect Employment (Surface Concr ete Vaults) 2005-2035

o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 16 9% 482 9%
Arran-Elderdie 6 4% 201 4%
Brockton 6 4% 201 4%
Huron-Kinloss 4 2% 117 2%
Saugeen Shores 7 4% 225 4%
South Bruce 4 2% 131 2%
Outside Bruce 129 75% 4,003 75%
Total 173 100% 5,359 100%

The economic modelling indicates that approximately 3,600 person-years of induced employment will be
generated by household spending on the part of those persons gaining direct, other direct and indirect
employment associated with the Surface Concrete Vaults in the future. Based on local household
spending patterns, the Municipality of Kincardine (24 percent) and Saugeen Shores (12 percent) are

expected to capture the greatest amount of induced employment.

Table 34. Induced Employment (Surface Concr ete Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 28 24% 875 24%
Arran-Elderdie 2 2% 76 2%
Brockton 1 1% 44 1%
Huron-Kinloss 1 1% 19 1%
Saugeen Shores 13 12% 417 12%
South Bruce 0 0% 6 0%
Outside Bruce 70 60% 2,170 60%
Total 116 100% 3,608 100%
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The following table presents a summary perspective of the Surface Concrete Vaults related employment
(direct, other direct and indirect, and induced employment) created within the context of overall
employment projections. If facility associated employment for a typical year is projected forward over
the study period, approximately 0.6 percent of municipal employment is associated with the Surface
Concrete Vaults, with the greatest positive effect being in the municipalities of Kincardine (1.2 percent)
and Saugeen Shores (1.1 percent). Overall, the employment associated with the presence of the WWMF is
important within the local context but this employment does not dominate the local economy.

Table 35. Surface Concrete Vaults Employment in the Context of M unicipal Employment
(2005-2035)
S Municipal Average | WWMF Average WWMF as % of
Municipality .
(2005-2035) (2005-2035) Municipal Average
Kincardine 6,493 79 1.2%
Arran-Elderdie 3,913 19 0.5%
Brockton 6,030 14 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 3,507 7 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 6,756 74 1.1%
South Bruce 3,919 5 0.1%
Total 30,617 197 0.6%

6.1.4 Deep Rock Vaults

Tables 36 to 39 provide estimates of the total direct, other direct, indirect and induced employment likely
to be generated by the Deep Rock Vaults from 2005 to 2035, and on average annual basis for each
municipality.

The economic modelling indicates that approximately 3,800 person-years of direct employment will be
generated by the presence of the Deep Rock Vaults in the future, for an average of approximately 120
jobs per year. There are anticipated to be three peak years for direct on-site employment (i.e., 2011, 2029
and 2034) where between 170 to 172 persons would be employed on-site. Based on existing place of
residence data, the municipalities of Saugeen Shores (45 percent) and Kincardine (30 percent) are
expected to capture the greatest number of employees gaining jobs at the WWMF.

(1ra0323/234144-pts/04) 47 E Gartner Lea



Western Waste Management Facility — Independent Economic and Social Analysis

Table 36. Direct On-site Employment (Deep Rock Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 37 30% 1,133 30%
Arran-Elderdie 10 8% 309 8%
Brockton 6 5% 180 5%
Huron-Kinloss 2 2% 77 2%
Saugeen Shores 55 45% 1,700 45%
South Bruce 1 1% 26 1%
Outside Bruce 12 10% 361 10%
Total 122 100% 3,787 100%

The economic modelling indicates that approximately 5,540 person-years of other direct and indirect
employment will be generated by OPG spending for goods and services required for the operation of the
Deep Rock Vaults in the future. Based on current OPG and contractor expenditure spending patterns, the
Municipality of Kincardine (9 percent) is expected to capture the greatest amount of other direct and
indirect employment of all the municipalities in the examined.

Table 37. Other Direct and Indirect Employment (Degp Rock Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 16 9% 498 9%
Arran-Elderdie 7 4% 208 4%
Brockton 7 4% 208 4%
Huron-Kinloss 4 2% 121 2%
Saugeen Shores 8 4% 233 4%
South Bruce 4 2% 135 2%
Outside Bruce 133 75% 4,135 75%
Total 179 100% 5,637 100%

The economic modelling indicates that approximately 3,730 person-years of induced employment will be
generated by household spending on the part of those persons gaining direct, other direct and indirect
employment associated with the Deep Rock Vaults in the future. Based on local household spending
patterns, the Municipality of Kincardine (24 percent) and Saugeen Shores (12 percent) are expected to
capture the greatest amount of induced employment.
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Table 38. Induced Employment (Deep Rock Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality

# % of Total # % of Total
Kincardine 29 24% 904 24%
Arran-Elderdie 3 2% 78 2%
Brockton 1 1% 46 1%
Huron-Kinloss 1 1% 20 1%
Saugeen Shores 14 12% 431 12%
South Bruce 0 0% 7 0%
Outside Bruce 72 61% 2,242 61%
Total 120 100% 3,727 100%

The following table presents a summary perspective of Deep Rock Vaults related employment (direct,
other direct and indirect, and induced employment) created within the context of overall employment
projections. If facility associated employment for a typical year is projected forward over the study
period, approximately 0.7 percent of municipal employment is associated with the Deep Rock Vaults,
with the greatest positive effect being in the municipalities of Kincardine (1.3 percent) and Saugeen
Shores (1.1 percent). Overall, the employment associated with the presence of the WWMF is important
within the local context but this employment does not dominate the local economy.

Table 39. Deep Rock Vaults Employment in the Context of Municipal
Employment (2005-2035)
Municipality Municipal Average | WWMF Average WWMFas% of
(2005-2035) (2005-2035) Municipal Average
Kincardine 6,493 82 1.3%
Arran-Elderdie 3,913 19 0.5%
Brockton 6,030 14 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 3,507 7 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 6,756 76 1.1%
South Bruce 3,919 5 0.1%
Total 30,617 204 0.7%

6.1.5 Summary of Employment

The projected average annual direct, other direct and indirect, and induced employment was estimated for
each of the long-term management options and the Status Quo. In addition, the total employment over
the period 2005 through 2035 was estimated to provide the magnitude of the total employment associated
with implementing the options in the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities.
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Direct employment is the number of OPG employees working directly at the facility. Currently there are
81 FTEs engaged in activities related to ILW and LLW management at the WWMF. Other direct and
indirect employment is the number of employees of other businesses or contractors involved in activities
directly related to the construction and operation of the facility. This includes, for example, contractors
engaged in the maintenance or modification to existing facilities at the WWMF. Using data averaged
over the past five years, the other direct and indirect employment related to ILW and LLW at the WWMF
is 118 FTEs. Induced employment is the jobs generated in the community as a result of OPG and
employee spending the community, including, for example, jobs in local stores and restaurants. Induced
employment was estimated using standard Statistics Canada multipliers. It is estimated that the induced
employment related to the existing ILW and LLW management activities at the WWMF is80 FTEs. This
annual employment information is used to project the total project employment for the Status Quo option
over the period 2005 through 2035.

There will be some variation in employment levels from one year to the next over the life of the options.
However, unlike many projects, the long-term management options do not involve a large short-term
construction work force. Because a waste management facility is constructed in stages as the need for
additional waste management space is required, construction activities occur over the life of the facility
and construction-related jobs are generated over the life of the option. Consequently, the estimated
variation in the number of employees associated with the facility from year to year is expected to be
small.

Direct, other direct and indirect, and induced employment was estimated for the three long-term
management options using the above information on the current operations aa WWMF and cost
information from the engineering feasibility study. Estimated average annual employment is provided in
Table 40 and the total project employment is provided in Table 41.

Table 40. Estimated Average Annual Employment (FTESs) Associated with Options
. Direct Project Othgr Dlrect_and Induced
Option Emplovment Indirect Project Emblovment

ploy Employment ploy
Status Quo 81 118 80
Enhanced Processing and Storage 93 136 92
Surface Concr ete Vaults 118 173 116
Deep Rock Vaults 122 179 120
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Table 41. Estimated Total Employment (FTESs) Associated with Options (2005-2035)
Other Direct and Induced
Option Direct Employment | Indirect Project
Employment
Employment
Status Quo 2,511 3,671 2,472
Enhanced Processing and Storage 2,888 4,222 2,842
Surface Concr ete Vaults 3,666 5,359 3,608
Deep Rock Vaults 3,787 5,537 3,727

6.2 Facility Expendituresand Income Spending
6.2.1 StatusQuo

OPG spends money on employee payroll, goods and services. In a typical year, the existing WWMF has
expenditures of approximately $21 million. The existing WWMF spends approximately $9 million on
payroll in a typical year and can be expected to spend a total of approximately $276 million over the
entire study period. Based on employee residency data, approximately 45 percent of these monies will
accrue to employee households residing in Saugeen Shores and 30 percent of these monies will accrue to
employee households in Kincardine.

Table42. OPG Payroll Expenditures (Status Quo) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $2,667,000 30% $82,677,000 30%
Arran-Elderdie $727,000 8% $22,537,000 8%
Brockton $424,000 5% $13,144,000 5%
Huron-Kinloss $182,000 2% $5,642,000 2%
Saugeen Shores $4,000,000 45% $124,000,000 45%
South Bruce $61,000 1% $1,891,000 1%
Outside Bruce $849,000 10% $26,319,000 10%
Total $8,910,000 100% $276,210,000 100%

The existing WWMF spends approximately $12 million on goods and services in a typical year and can
be expected to spend atotal of approximately $372 million over the entire study period. Suppliers to the
existing WWMF provide a wide range of goods and services, including: aggregate materials,
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paving/concrete services, lumber and genera construction equipment; paint and painting services,
conventional industrial equipment (e.g., motors, cutting tools, hand tools and maintenance products);
electrical equipment; and office supplies.

Although an important source of revenue, most of the local suppliers to the WWMF are not dependent
upon contracts issued by OPG for the mgjority of their annual revenues. The majority of business
operators reported that contracts from the site account for less than 1 percent of their total annual
revenues. None of the businesses interviewed indicated that revenues from OPG help to maintain their
overall economic viahility.

Looking into the future, assuming that the expenditure spending patterns by OPG and major contractors
remain similar to today’s, approximately $33.5 million of this spending (9 percent) will be captured
within the Municipality of Kincardine. Between $14 to $15.5 million (4 percent) is likely to be spent in
each of Saugeen Shores, Arran-Elderdie, and Brockton.

Table 43. OPG Goods and Services Expenditures (Status Quo) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $1,080,000 9% $33,480,000 9%
Arran-Elderdie $450,000 4% $13,950,000 4%
Brockton $450,000 4% $13,950,000 4%
Huron-Kinloss $262,000 2% $8,122,000 2%
Saugeen Shores $504,000 4% $15,624,000 4%
South Bruce $292,000 2% $9,052,000 2%
Outside Bruce $8,962,000 75% $277,822,000 75%
Total $12,000,000 100% $372,000,000 100%

Income spending of WWMF staff and others who gain or maintain employment (other direct, indirect and
induced) as a result of the WWMF, purchasing of goods and services by OPG and others, will generate
business activity and help maintain the economic base in Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities.
Based on the projected levels of employment likely to be associated with the WWMF (i.e,, direct, other
direct, indirect and induced employment) over the study period, and household spending patterns derived
from public attitude research, it is anticipated that the existing WWMF will generate a total of $378
million in income spending, or approximately $12.2 million per year. The Municipaity of Kincardine is
anticipated to capture approximately 22 percent of this spending, and Saugeen Shores approximately 10
percent.
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Table 44. Income Spending (Status Quo) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $2,645,000 22% $81,995,000 22%
Arran-Elderdie $211,000 2% $6,541,000 2%
Brockton $123,000 1% $3,813,000 1%
Huron-Kinloss $53,000 0% $1,643,000 0%
Saugeen Shores $1,204,000 10% $37,324,000 10%
South Bruce $17,000 0% $527,000 0%
Outside Bruce $7,945,000 65% $246,303,000 65%
Total $12,198,000 100% $378,146,000 100%

6.2.2 Enhanced Processing and Storage

OPG will need to spend money on employee payroll, goods and services to implement the Enhanced
Processing and Storage option. In a typical year, the Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility will have
expenditures of approximately $25 million. It is anticipated that the Enhanced Processing and Storage
Facility will spend approximately $10.2 million on payroll in atypical year and can be expected to spend
atotal of approximately $317.7 million over the entire study period. Based on employee residency data,
approximately 45 percent of these monies will accrue to employee households residing in Saugeen Shores
and 30 percent of these monies will accrue to employee households in Kincardine.

Table 45. OPG Payroll Expenditures (Enhanced Processing and Storage) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $3,067,000 30% $95,083,000 30%
Arran-Elderdie $836,000 8% $25,930,000 8%
Brockton $488,000 5% $15,125,000 5%
Huron-Kinloss $209,000 2% $6,485,000 2%
Saugeen Shores $4,601,000 45% $142,623,000 45%
South Bruce $28,000 0% $868,000 0%
Outside Bruce $1,018,000 10% $31,546,000 10%
Total $10,247,000 100% $317,660,000 100%

The Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility will need to spend approximately $14.8 million on goods
and servicesin atypical year and can be expected to spend atotal of approximately $458 million over the
entire study period. Looking into the future, assuming that the expenditure spending patterns by OPG and
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major contractors remain similar to today’s, approximately $41 million of this spending (9 percent) will
be captured within the Municipality of Kincardine. Between $17 to $19 million (4 percent) islikely to be
spent in each of Saugeen Shores, Arran-Elderslie, and Brockton. Potential suppliers to the Enhanced
Processing and Storage facility can be expected to be similar to those supplying goods and services to the
existing WWMF. However, the nature of the new facility will provide additional opportunities for
businesses in supplying lumber and general construction equipment; conventional industrial equipment
(e.g., motors, cutting tools, hand tools and maintenance products); and electrical equipment.

Table 46. OPG Goods and Services Expenditur es (Enhanced Processing and Storage) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $1,331,000 9% $41,252,000 9%
Arran-Elderdie $554,000 4% $17,185,000 4%
Brockton $554,000 4% $17,185,000 4%
Huron-Kinloss $322,000 2% $9,997,000 2%
Saugeen Shores $621,000 4% $19,253,000 4%
South Bruce $124,000 1% $3,852,000 1%
Outside Bruce $11,277,000 76% $349,599,000 76%
Total $14,785,000 100% $458,232,000 100%

Income spending of OPG staff and others who gain or maintain employment as a result of the Enhanced
Processing and Storage Facility, purchasing of goods and services by OPG and others, will generate
business activity and help maintain the economic base in Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities.
Based on the projected levels of employment likely to be associated with the Enhanced Processing and
Storage (i.e., direct, other direct, indirect and induced employment) over the study period, and household
spending patterns derived from public attitude research, it is anticipated that the Enhanced Processing and
Storage Facility will generate a total of $435 million in income spending, or approximately $14 million
per year. The Municipality of Kincardine is anticipated to capture approximately 21 percent of this
spending, and Saugeen Shores approximately 10 percent.
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Table47. Income Spending (Enhanced Processing and Stor age) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $3,008,000 21% $93,257,000 21%
Arran-Elderdie $243,000 2% $7,527,000 2%
Brockton $141,000 1% $4,374,000 1%
Huron-Kinloss $60,000 0% $1,872,000 0%
Saugeen Shores $1,377,000 10% $42,699,000 10%
South Bruce $8,000 0% $248,000 0%
Outside Bruce $9,191,000 66% $284,916,000 66%
Total $14,028,000 100% $434,893,000 100%

6.2.3 Surface Concrete Vaults

OPG will need to spend money on employee payroll, goods and services to implement the Surface
Concrete Vaults option. In a typical year, the Surface Concrete Vaults will have expenditures of
approximately $30 million.

It is anticipated that the Surface Concrete Vaults will spend approximately $13 million on payroll in a
typical year and can be expected to spend a total of approximately $403 million over the entire study
period. Based on employee residency data, approximately 45 percent of these monies will accrue to
employee households residing in Saugeen Shores and 30 percent of these monies will accrue to employee
households in Kincardine.

Table 48. OPG Payroll Expenditures (Surface Concrete Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $3,893,000 30% $120,688,000 30%
Arran-Elderdie $1,062,000 8% $32,913,000 8%
Brockton $619,000 5% $19,202,000 5%
Huron-Kinloss $265,000 2% $8,229,000 2%
Saugeen Shores $5,840,000 45% $181,030,000 45%
South Bruce $89,000 1% $2,746,000 1%
Outside Bruce $31,239,000 10% $38,403,000 10%
Total $13,007,000 100% $403,211,000 100%
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The Surface Concrete Vaults will need to spend approximately $16.7 million on goods and servicesin a
typical year and can be expected to spend a total of approximately $518 million over the entire study
period. Looking into the future, assuming that the expenditure spending patterns by OPG and major
contractors remain similar to today’s, approximately 46.6 million of this spending (9 percent) will be
captured within the Municipality of Kincardine. Between $19 to $22 million (4 percent) is likely to be
spent in each of Saugeen Shores, Arran-Elderslie, and Brockton. Potential suppliers to the Surface
Concrete Vaults can be expected to be smilar to those supplying goods and services to the existing
WWME. However, the nature of the new facility will provide additional opportunities for businesses in
supplying aggregate and general construction equipment; conventional industrial equipment (e.g., motors,
cutting tools, hand tools and maintenance products); and electrical equipment. Opportunities will also be
provided for businesses in the bulk transportation sector.

Table 49. OPG Goods and Services Expenditures (Surface Concrete Vaults) 2005-2035
Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $1,504,000 9% $46,636,000 9%
Arran-Elderdie $627,000 4% $19,430,000 4%
Brockton $627,000 4% $19,430,000 4%
Huron-Kinloss $365,000 2% $11,305,000 2%
Saugeen Shores $702,000 4% $21,770,000 4%
South Bruce $407,000 2% $12,617,000 2%
Outside Bruce $12,483,000 75% $386,988,000 75%
Total $16,715,000 100% $518,176,000 100%

Income spending of facility staff and others who gain or maintain employment as a result of the Surface
Concrete Vaults, purchasing of goods and services by OPG and others, will generate business activity and
help maintain the economic base in Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities. Based on the
projected levels of employment likely to be associated with the Surface Concrete Vaults (i.e., direct, other
direct, indirect and induced employment) over the study period, and household spending patterns derived
from public attitude research, it is anticipated that the Surface Concrete Vaults will generate a total of
$552 million in income spending, or approximately $17.8 million per year. The Municipality of
Kincardine is anticipated to capture approximately 21 percent of this spending, and Saugeen Shores
approximately 10 percent.
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Income Spending (Surface Concrete Vaults) 2005-2035

o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $3,757,000 21% $116,477,000 21%
Arran-Elderdie $308,000 2% $9,539,000 2%
Brockton $179,000 1% $5,551,000 1%
Huron-Kinloss $77,000 0% $2,377,000 0%
Saugeen Shores $1,734,000 10% $53,769,000 10%
South Bruce $25,000 0% $789,000 0%
Outside Bruce $11,726,000 66% $363,516,000 66%
Total $17,806,000 100% $552,017,000 100%

6.2.4 Deep Rock Vaults

OPG will need to spend money on employee payroll and goods and services to implement the Degp Rock
Vaults option. In a typical year, the Deep Rock Vaults will have expenditures of approximately $30

million.

It is anticipated that the Surface Concrete Vaults will spend approximately $13.4 million on payroll in a
typical year and can be expected to spend a total of approximately $416.5 million over the entire study
period. Based on employee residency data, approximately 45 percent of these monies will accrue to
employee households residing in Saugeen Shores and 30 percent of these monies will accrue to employee

householdsin Kincardine.

Table 51. OPG Payroll Expenditures (Deep Rock Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality

$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $4,022,000 30% $124,683,000 30%
Arran-Elderdie $1,097,000 8% $34,002,000 8%
Brockton $640,000 5% $19,831,000 5%
Huron-Kinloss $274,000 2% $8,500,000 2%
Saugeen Shores $6,033,000 45% $187,023,000 45%
South Bruce $91,000 1% $2,834,000 1%
Outside Bruce $1,280,000 10% $39,682,000 10%
Total $13,437,000 100% $416,555,000 100%
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The Deep Rock Vaults will need to spend approximately $16.5 million on goods and services in atypical
year and can be expected to spend a total of approximately $510 million over the entire study period.
Looking into the future, assuming that the expenditure spending patterns by OPG and major contractors
remain similar to today’s, approximately $46 million of this spending (9 percent) will be captured within
the Municipality of Kincardine. Between $19 to $21 million (4 percent) is likely to be spent in each of
Saugeen Shores, Arran-Elderslie, and Brockton. Potential suppliers to the Deep Rock Vaults can be
expected to be similar to those supplying goods and services to the existing WWMF. However, the
nature of the new facility will provide additional opportunities for businesses in supplying explosives,
excavation services, aggregate and general construction equipment; conventional industrial equipment
(e.g., motors, cutting tools, hand tools and maintenance products); and electrical equipment.
Opportunities will also be provided for businessesin the bulk transportation sector.

Table 52. OPG Goods and Services Expenditures (Deep Rock Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $1,481,000 9% $45,914,000 9%
Arran-Elderdie $617,000 4% $19,128,000 4%
Brockton $617,000 4% $19,128,000 4%
Huron-Kinloss $359,000 2% $11,124,000 2%
Saugeen Shores $691,000 4% $21,433,000 4%
South Bruce $401,000 2% $12,425,000 2%
Outside Bruce $12,290,000 75% $380,989,000 75%
Total $16,456,000 100% $510,141,000 100%

Income spending of facility staff and others who gain or maintain employment as a result of the Deep
Rock Vaults, purchasing of goods and services by OPG and others, will generate business activity and
help maintain the economic base in Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities. Based on the
projected levels of employment likely to be associated with the Deep Rock Vaults (i.e., direct, other
direct, indirect and induced employment) over the study period, and household spending patterns derived
from public attitude research, it is anticipated that the Deep Rock Vaults will generate a total of $570
million in income spending, or approximately $18.4 million per year. The Municipdity of Kincardine is
anticipated to capture approximately 21 percent of this spending, and Saugeen Shores approximately 10
percent.
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Table 53. Income Spending (Deep Rock Vaults) 2005-2035
o Annual Average Totals
Municipality
$ % of Total $ % of Total
Kincardine $3,874,000 21% $120,096,000 21%
Arran-Elderdie $318,000 2% $9,846,000 2%
Brockton $185,000 1% $5,733,000 1%
Huron-Kinloss $79,000 0% $2,456,000 0%
Saugeen Shores $1,790,000 10% $55,490,000 10%
South Bruce $26,000 0% $813,000 0%
Outside Bruce $12,124,000 66% $375,851,000 66%
Total $18,396,000 100% $570,285,000 100%

6.2.5 Summary of Expenditures

OPG's expenditures associated with the long-term management options include payroll, purchases of
goods and services. These expenditures, which are incurred directly by OPG, are the source of all
economic activity related to the options in Kincardine and the Neighbouring Municipalities.

Projected annual spending on payroll and purchasing was estimated for each of the options. In addition,
the projected total spending on payroll and purchasing over the period 2005 through 2035 was estimated
to provide the magnitude of the total expenditures associated with the options.

There will be some variation in expenditures from one year to the next over the life of the options.

However, unlike many other projects, the long-term management options do not involve constructing the
facility in a short period followed by alonger operating period. Rather, the waste management facility is
constructed in stages as the need for additional waste management space is required. The estimated
variation in the annual expenditures over the period 2005 through 2035 generally varies by less than
20 percent from one year to the next.

Projected payroll costs, expenditures on goods and services were developed for each of the options using
the above information on the current operations at WWMF and cost information from the engineering
feasibility study. Estimated annual expenditures are provided in Table 54 and the total lifetime
expenditures are provided in Table 55, following. As noted previously, the Deep Rock Vaults option,
with its capacity to handle all intermediate level waste, could be expected to have additional post
Construction Licence costs of up to $200 million.
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Table 54. Estimated Average Annual Expenditures Associated with Options
Obtion Payroll Costs Pur chases of Goods and Services
P ($CAN Million) ($CAN Million)
Status Quo 8.9 12.0
Enhanced Processing and Storage 10.2 14.8
Surface Concrete Vaults 13.0 16.7
Deep Rock Vaults 134 16.4
Table 55. Estimated Total Expenditures Associated with Options (2005-2035)
Obtion Payroll Costs | Purchasesof Goodsand Services Total
P ($CAN Million) ($CAN Million) ($CAN Million)
Status Quo 276 372 648
Enhanced Processing and Storage 318 458 776
Surface Concrete Vaults 403 519 923
Deep Rock Vaults 417 510 927

A portion of the income earned by those employed through direct and indirect means will be spent on
goods and services. This spending will occur within and outside of Kincardine and the Neighbouring
Municipalities and will generate induced employment. The geographic distribution of the induced jobs
was determined from the results of public attitude research undertaken as part of the IAS, which
determined where residents tend to go shopping or spend their incomes.

The estimated current income spending related to LLW and ILW management operations at the WWMF
is$12.2 million. It is estimated that 21 percent of this spending occurs within Kincardine, 14 percent in
the Neighbouring Municipalities and 65 percent occurs outside of Bruce County.

Projected income-related spending on goods and services and municipal taxes was developed for each of
the options using the above information on the current operations at WWMF and cost information from
the engineering feasibility study. Estimated annual spending is provided in Table 56 and the projected
total life-time spending is provided in Table 57.
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Table 56. Projected Annual Income Related Spending for Options (2005-2035)
. . . Neighbouring Outside Bruce
Option gil\?pMeﬂﬁlc?n% ($CK,I0\nh?(?|l\rA?;lr;§n) Municipalities County
($CAN Million) | ($CAN Million)
Status Quo 12.2 2.6 17 7.9
Enhanced Processing and Storage 14.0 3.0 1.8 9.2
Surface Concr ete Vaults 17.8 3.8 2.3 117
Deep Rock Vaults 184 3.8 2.4 12.1
Table 57. Projected Total Income Related Spending for Options (2005-2035)
. . . Neighbouring Outside Bruce
Option gil\?pMeﬂﬁlc?n% (éknﬁﬂ?:ﬂgn) Municipalities County
($CAN Million) | (3CAN Million)
Status Quo 378 82 50 246
Enhanced Processing and Storage 435 93 57 285
Surface Concr ete Vaults 552 116 73 363
Deep Rock Vaults 570 120 74 376

6.3 Population

Employees associated with the long-term management options may reside in Kincardine, the
Neighbouring Municipalities or elsewhere in Ontario. One measure of the significance of the long-term
management to the community is the percentage of the municipal population that is associated with the
option, through direct, other direct and indirect or induced employment. This measure, termed
“associated population”, provides an estimate of where people associated with the long-term management
options might live. The “associated population” was determined by estimating where these workers
might reside and applying projected population to employment ratios obtained from municipal growth
projections.

6.3.1 StatusQuo

The estimates of “associated population” are provided in Table 58 for the period 2005 through 2035 and
show the percentage of the municipal population associated with the existing WWMF in each
municipality. As described previously, the population of Kincardine and the other Neighbouring
Municipalities is expected to increase through normal growth. The estimates of the average population
associated with each of the options Table 59 includes the increase in the popul ation through growth.
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Table58. Associated Population (Status Quo) 2005-2035

Municipal WWMF WWMF as% of
Average Average Municipal Population
Kincardine 12,615 105 0.8%
Arran-Elderdie 7,524 24 0.3%
Brockton 11,052 17 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 7,123 9 0.1%
Saugeen Shores 13,037 98 0.7%
South Bruce 5,792 5 0.1%
Kincardine and Neighbouring M unicipalities 58,281 257 0.4%

6.3.2 Enhanced Processing and Storage

The “associated population” estimates are provided in Table 59 for the period 2005 through 2035 and
show the percentage of the municipal population associated with the Enhanced Processing and Storage
option in each municipality. As described previoudly, the population of Kincardine and the other
Neighbouring Municipalities is expected to increase through normal growth. The estimates of the
average population associated with each of the options in Table 60 includes the increase in the population
through growth. Overall, approximately 0.5 percent of the overall population will be associated with the
Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility. The populations of the Municipality of Kincardine (1 percent)
and Saugeen Shores (0.9 percent) will be most closely tied to the Enhanced Processing and Storage

Facility.

Table 59. Associated Population (Enhanced Processing and Stor age) 2005-2035
. .. % of Municipal
Municipal Average | Facility Average Population
Kincardine 12,615 129 1.0%
Arran-Elderdie 7,524 31 0.4%
Brockton 11,052 23 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 7,123 13 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 13,037 116 0.9%
South Bruce 5,792 8 0.1%
Kincardine and Neighbouring M unicipalities 58,281 317 0.5%
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6.3.3 Surface Concrete Vaults

The “associated population” estimates are provided in Table 60 for the period 2005 through 2035 and
show the percentage of the municipal population associated with the Surface Concrete Vaults option in
each municipality. As described previously, the population of Kincardine and the other Neighbouring
Municipalities is expected to increase through normal growth. The estimates of the average population
associated with each of the options in Table 61 includes the increase in the population through growth.
Overall, approximately 0.6 percent of the population will be associated with the Surface Concrete Vaults.
The populations of the Municipality of Kincardine (1.1 percent) and Saugeen Shores (1.2 percent) will be
most closely tied to the Surface Concrete Vaullts.

Table 60. Associated Population (Surface Concrete Vaults) 2005-2035

. . % of Municipal
Municipal Average | Facility Average Population
Kincardine 12,615 154 1.2%
Arran-Elderdie 7,524 36 0.5%
Brockton 11,052 25 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 7,123 14 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 13,037 142 1.1%
South Bruce 5,792 8 0.1%
Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities 58,281 375 0.6%

6.3.4 Deep Rock Vaults

The “associated population” estimates are provided in Table 61 for the period 2005 through 2035 and
show the percentage of the municipal population associated with the Deep Rock Vaults in each
municipality. As described previously, the population of Kincardine and the other Neighbouring
Municipalities is expected to increase through normal growth. The estimates of the average population
associated with each of the options in Table 62 includes the increase in the population through growth.
Overal, approximately 0.7 percent of the population will be associated with the Deep Rock Vaults. The
populations of the Municipality of Kincardine (1.3 percent) and Saugeen Shores (1.1 percent) will be
most closely tied to the Deep Rock Vaullts.
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Table 61. Associated Population (Deep Rock Vaults) 2005-2035
. . % of Municipal
Municipal Average | Facility Average Population
Kincardine 12,615 159 1.3%
Arran-Elderdie 7,524 37 0.5%
Brockton 11,052 26 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 7,123 14 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 13,037 147 1.1%
South Bruce 5,792 8 0.1%
Kincardine and Neighbouring M unicipalities 58,281 388 0.7%

6.3.5 Summary of Population

Employees associated with the long-term management options may reside in Kincardine, the
Neighbouring Municipalities or elsewhere in Ontario. One measure of the significance of the long-term
management to the community is the percentage of the municipa population that is associated with the
option, through direct, other direct and indirect or induced employment. This measure, termed
“associated population”, provides an estimate of where people associated with the long-term management
options might live.

Previous sections of this report determined that the direct, other direct and indirect and induced
employment associated with the current ILW and LLW management operations at the WWMF is
approximately 279 FTEs. The “associated population” was determined by estimating where these
workers might reside and applying the projected population to employment rations. This was estimated
from three sources:

a) theplace of residence of direct employees was determined from the postal codes of
OPG's current employees at the WWMF;

b) the place of residence of indirect employees was estimated by identifying the
location of OPG'’ s expenditures, including how much of that spending occurs in the
local community; and

c) the place of residence of induced employment was determine from an analysis of
household spending patters of community residents determined by public attitude
research.

The economic model was used to predict the place of residence of direct, indirect and induced employees
for each of the options. The estimates are provided in Table 63 for the period 2005 through 2035 and
show the percentage of the municipal population associated with each of the options. During thistime the
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population of Kincardine and the other Neighbouring Municipalities is expected to increase through
normal growth. The estimates of the average population associated with each of the options in Table 62
includes the increase in the population through growth.

Table 62. Current and Estimated Associated Population (Average % of Municipal
Population) 2005-2035

Option Kincardine Saugeen Other Neighpquring
Shores Communities
Status Quo 0.8 0.7 0.2
Enhanced Processing and Storage 1.0 0.9 0.2
Surface Concrete Vaults 1.2 11 0.3
Deep Rock Vaults 1.3 1.1 0.3

6.4 Housing

People associated with the long-term management options (associated population) may reside in
Kincardine, the Neighbouring Municipalities or elsewhere in Ontario. A measure of the significance of
the long-term management to the community is the percentage of the municipal housing stock that is
associated with the option. This measure, termed “associated housing”, provides an indication of degree
to which municipal infrastructure (e.g., waste, sewage, waste) is dependent on the long-term management
options. The “associated housing” was determined by estimating where the “associated population”
might reside and applying population to housing ratios obtained from municipal growth projections.

6.4.1 StatusQuo

The “associated housing” estimates are provided in Table 63 for the period 2005 through 2035 and show
the percentage of the municipal housing stock associated with the existing WWMF in each municipality.
As described previoudly, the population and housing stock of Kincardine and the other Neighbouring
Municipalities is expected to increase through normal growth. The estimates of the average housing stock
associated with each of the options in Table 64 includes the increase in the population and housing stock
through growth.

Overal, approximately 0.4 percent of the housing stock will be associated with the exising WWMF. The

housing stock in the Municipality of Kincardine (0.8 percent) and Saugeen Shores (0.7 percent) will be
most closely tied to the existing WWMF.
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Table 63. Associated Housing (Status Quo) 2005-2035

.. WWMF as % of
Municipal Average | WWMF Average Municipal Housing Stock
Kincardine 6,007 50 0.8%
Arran-Elderdie 3,136 10 0.3%
Brockton 4,606 7 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 4,189 6 0.1%
Saugeen Shores 7,242 54 0.7%
South Bruce 2,145 2 0.1%
Total 27,753 122 0.4%

6.4.2 Enhanced Processing and Storage

The “associated housing” estimates are provided in Table 64 for the period 2005 through 2035 and show
the percentage of the municipal housing stock associated with the Enhanced Processing and Storage
option. Approximately 0.5 percent of the housing stock will be associated with the Enhanced Processing
and Storage Facility. The housing stock in the Municipality of Kincardine (1.0 percent) and Saugeen
Shores (0.9 percent) will be most closely tied to the Enhanced Processing and Storage Facility.

Table 64. Associated Housing (Enhanced Processing and Stor age) 2005-2035

. . % of Municipal

Municipal Average | Facility Average Housing Stock
Kincardine 6,007 61 1.0%
Arran-Elderdie 3,136 13 0.4%
Brockton 4,606 9 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 4,189 8 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 7,242 64 0.9%
South Bruce 2,145 3 0.1%
Total 27,753 151 0.5%

6.4.3 Surface Concrete Vaults

The “associated housing” estimates are provided in Table 65 for the period 2005 through 2035 and show
the percentage of the municipal housing stock associated with the Surface Concrete Vaults option.
Approximately 0.6 percent of the housing stock will be associated with the Surface Concrete Vaults. The
housing stock in the Municipality of Kincardine (1.2 percent) and Saugeen Shores (1.1 percent) will be
most closely tied to the Surface Concrete Vaults.
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Table 65. Associated Housing (Surface Concrete Vaults) 2005-2035

. - % of Municipal

Municipal Average | Facility Average Housing Stock
Kincardine 6,007 73 1.2%
Arran-Elderdie 3,136 15 0.5%
Brockton 4,606 10 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 4,189 8 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 7,242 79 1.1%
South Bruce 2,145 3 0.1%
Total 27,753 179 0.6%

6.4.4 Deep Rock Vaults

The “associated housing” estimates are provided in Table 66 for the period 2005 through 2035 and show
the percentage of the municipal housing stock associated with the Deep Rock Vaults option.
Approximately 0.7 percent of the housing stock will be associated with the Deep Rock Vaults. The
housing stock of the Municipality of Kincardine (1.3 percent) and Saugeen Shores (1.1 percent) will be
most closely tied to the Deep Rock Vaullts.

Table 66. Associated Housing (Deep Rock Vaults) 2005-2035

. . % of Municipal

Municipal Average | Facility Average Housing Stock
Kincardine 6,007 76 1.3%
Arran-Elderdie 3,136 15 0.5%
Brockton 4,606 11 0.2%
Huron-Kinloss 4,189 8 0.2%
Saugeen Shores 7,242 82 1.1%
South Bruce 2,145 3 0.1%
Total 27,753 185 0.7%

6.4.5 Summary of Housing

People associated with the long-term management options (associated population) may reside in
Kincardine, the Neighbouring Municipalities or elsewhere in Ontario. A measure of the significance of
the long-term management to the community is the percentage of the municipal housing stock that is
associated with the option. This measure, termed “associated housing”, provides an indication of degree
to which municipal infrastructure (e.g., waste, sewage, waste) is dependent on the long-term management
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options. The “associated housing” was determined by estimating where the “associated population”
might reside and applying the projected population to housing ratios. The estimates are provided in
Table 67 for the period 2005 through 2035 and show the percentage of the municipal housing stock
associated with the existing WWMF. As described previously, the population and housing stock of
Kincardine and the other Neighbouring Municipalities is expected to increase through normal growth.
The estimates of the average housing stock associated with each of the options in Table 67 includes the
increase in the population through growth.

Table 67. Current and Estimated Associated Housing (Average % of
Municipal Housing Stock) 2005-2035

Option Kincardine Saugeen Other Neighpquring
Shores Communities
Status Quo 0.8 0.7 0.2
Enhanced Processing and Storage 11 0.9 0.2
Surface Concrete Vaults 1.2 11 0.3
Deep Rock Vaults 1.3 1.1 0.3

6.5 Property Values

Effects of waste management facilities on property values is a typical public concern. An anaysis of the
potential for adverse effects on property values was undertaken based on a review of relevant published
literature and the anticipated characteristics and environmental effects of the proposed long-term waste
management options.

Firstly, decreased property values typicaly result from significant increases in nuisance effects such as
noise, dust, and traffic associated with afacility. Property value decreases may also occur if residents or
prospective homebuyers link the a facility such as the WWMF with such changes within their
neighbourhoods, even though they may be caused by others [14]. Case study research conducted for a
range of industrial facilities, including municipal waste landfills and nuclear generating stations, indicated
that lower property values have invariably occurred in communities where waste management and other
industrial facilities have performed poorly [14, 15]. The literature suggests that general visual nuisances
(e.g., high visibility of structures, vapour plumes, etc.) have caused approximately up to a 6 percent drop
in residential property values, general odour nuisances caused between 4 percent and 8 percent drop in
value, and noise nuisances have caused approximately 0.6 percent drop in value per decibel increase in
noise. Such decreases in property values are usualy restricted to areas immediately surrounding the
facility or access routes. Nevertheless, effects have tended to recover close to pre-effect levels within a
few years regardless of whether or not a nuisance has been eliminated [14].
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The potential for the WWMF to generate a measurable change in residential property values due to
nuisance effectsis considered to be low, given that no significant air quality or noise effects from current
WWMF operations have been detected and that no significant changes are anticipated as a result of the
implementation of any of the three future options. The existing WWMF and any new facilities will
continue to be located well away from residential developments and as such, decreased property values
attributabl e to nuisance effects the WWMF are not anticipated.

The literature also suggests that declines in property values may also result from a negative image of the
community on the part of prospective homebuyers, particularly if these effects are directly related to their
attitudes towards the presence of a particular type of industrial facility or activity. Studies conducted for
proposed hazardous waste and low-level radioactive waste management facilities found that residential
housing prices were negatively affected by their presence where a “stigma’ had been attached to the
community. Again, this has typically been the case where a facility has performed poorly (i.e., many
accidents and malfunction, demonstrated environmental effects). Recent case studies of property values
near nuclear facilities in the United States indicate that negative imagery surrounding nuclear plants or
stored nuclear waste does not have a significant detrimental influence on residential home prices in the
immediate vicinity of these facilities [16].

“The closest analogies we have to the proposed repository are low level waste facilities,
Federal nuclear reservations (e.g., Hanford), the Waste Isolation Pilot Project, and
nuclear power plants. Thereis little evidence of negative impacts on property valuesin
the vicinity of nuclear facilities, even Three Mile Idand, site of America’s most publicized
nuclear accident. Impacts that have occurred (e.g., the area of Fernald weapons plant in
Ohio) arelinked to contamination, not merely the presence of nuclear facilities.” [25]

Other sections of this report discuss issues of stigma and the potential for changes in the attractiveness of
the local area. There are no strong indications that the construction and operation of waste management
facilities for low and intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine would have any
significant effect on the image or character of their community nor any measurable adverse effect on
property values as long as there were no problems at the facility and the profile of the activity is limited.

Finally, the literature indicates that decreased property values may also result from a decrease in demand
for land or an oversupply of available land in a community as a consequence of a major change in
population. Residential property values appear to be more susceptible to property value changes than
farm, commercia or industrial properties. Previous research conducted in the vicinity of the Bruce Power
sitein the mid 1980’ s indicated that residential properties, particularly low to middle income housing was
most susceptible to the demand/supply changes caused by population fluctuations. Middle and upper
income housing tended to increase in value even during work force decline periods [14].
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In the context of municipal growth, the implementation of long-term waste management options at the
WWMEF is not likely to result in any substantial change in population. Because population growth
projected in the future will likely increase demand for existing residential properties in Kincardine and
Saugeen Shores, adverse effects due to changes in demand for land are not anticipated.

Because the value of agricultural property is largely determined by the quality of soils and farm
infrastructure, and economic prospects in the agricultural sector, changesin the number of sales and value
are not likely to be related to changes at the WWMF [17].

Finally, interviews with local realtors conducted as part of this study indicated that in the recent past,
some local homebuyers have had questions about the safety of nuclear operations at the Bruce Power site
and the WWMF, but that there has been no noticeable effect of these operations on property values to
date. Local realtors did not anticipate that any of the long-term waste management options would have an
influence on local property values.

6.6 Municipal Taxes

OPG isrequired to pay full property, corporate and other taxes. The amount of taxes to be paid by OPG is
governed by the Assessment Act. The Assessment Act indicates that the assessed value of buildingsisto be
determined on the basis of inside ground floor areafor the actual building or structure housing equipment and
machinery. Under the Assessment Act, facilities such a Deep Rock Vaults may be considered mining facilities
and could be exempt from taxation. Similarly, there are few benchmarks to assess the value of Surface
Concrete Vaults. Therefore, municipal taxes for Surface Concrete Vaults and Deep Rock Vaults options will

require further anaysis. Estimates of municipal taxes to be paid to the Municipaity of Kincardine were
provided by Ontario Power Generation as reported in the main IAS report [27]. These estimates are shown in
Table 68. It is noteworthy that based on the settlement of property tax appeals with the Municipality of

Kincardine, the buildings and gructures associated with each of the options would not be considered to be part
of the generating buildings a the site. Thismeansthat al property taxes would be paid to the Municipality of
Kincardine.

Table 68. Estimated Average Annual Municipal Taxes Associated with Options
Estimated Annual
Option Municipal Taxes
($CAN Million)
Status Quo 0.25
Enhanced Processing and Storage 0.305
Surface Concr ete Vaults 0.305+
Deep Rock Vaults 0.305+
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6.7 Tourism

For the purposes of this study, it was hypothesized that adverse effects on the tourism industry may occur
if touristslink the Kincardine area, or local product and services with the WWMF and take steps to avoid
the area, its products and services because of their attitudes towards the facility. As such, it was
hypothesized that it was necessary for a “stigma’ to be attributed to the area for adverse effects on
tourism to occur. Stigma refers to the negative images attached to a community, area and its residents, or
local products or services.

Research regarding public attitudes towards radioactive waste facilities indicates that several things must
happen before a community becomes “stigmatized” and adverse effects begin to emerge. First, stigma
requires a trigger such a major accident to bring about behaviour changes and adverse effects. The
facility itself would have to become a salient issue among tourists and the local population. People
(whether local residents, people living outside of the Municipality of Kincardine and Neighbouring
Municipalities, or tourists) would have to have a very high level of awareness of the facility and feel
threatened to the extent that they would seek out and accept information about a facility. Second, the
information about the waste fecility would have to confirm their beliefs that the facility threatens them.
Thirdly, before any noticeable effect on tourism occurs, tourists would have change their behaviours in
response to their belief that they would be threatened should they visit an area[25].

At the present time, the existing WWMF does not have a high profile anong tourists and radioactive
waste management does not appear to be a salient issue for local residents or tourists. One indicator of
this is the public attitude research result that only 6 percent of the respondents in Kincardine identify the
Bruce Power nuclear generating station or radioactive waste as important issues facing the community.
Only 1 percent identified these issues in the Neighbouring Municipalities. A second indicator comes from
the tourist survey which showed that the WWMF is not a“thing or image” that comes to mind first when
thinking about the area. Interviews indicate that the existing WWMF is not seen as a negative influence
on tourism due to its isolation, lack of visibility from the major population centres of Kincardine and Port
Elgin and from most beaches frequented by tourists. The existing WWMF and the each of the future
options will be located approximately 1 km inland and will not occupy or be highly visible from the Lake
Huron shoreline and are not likely to change the shoreline experience of cottagers, visitors or boaters who
use local beaches and tend to cruise long distances along the shoreline of Lake Huron.

Thirdly, round table participants also stated that tourists do not link tourism businesses and the area with
the presence of nuclear facilities in the Municipality of Kincardine or elsewhere. At present, the WWMF
has alow enough profile that it is not an issue for tourism operators. Tourists have not tended to express
any concerns about radioactive waste management because they are largely unaware of this activity at the
present time. Round table participants also indicated that tourists do not necessarily distinguish between
the nuclear stations and the WWMF [26].
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In addition, over 70 percent, of public attitude research respondents did not anticipate any change in the
attractiveness of the Kincardine and its neighbouring municipalities as a place to visit as a tourist because
of long-term waste management at the WWMF. Only 7 percent of respondents indicated that long-term
management of low and intermediate level wastes would decrease the attractiveness of the area “a great
deal”. Moreover, about 80 percent of tourists interviewed indicated that implementing any of these long-
term waste management options would have no effect on their tourism experience in Kincardine and the
South Bruce area in the future. Their reasons included trust in OPG, nuclear safety commission &
government, the fact that the wastes are currently on the Bruce Power site and because they would not see
it so it would not affect them. Finally, 89 percent of tourists surveyed did not foresee themselves
changing their visits to the area. About 94 percent indicated that their use of parks, beaches and trails and
fishing and boating activities would not change because of the presence of a new type of waste storage or
long-term management facility at the Bruce Power site

Interviews with tourism business operators support the conclusion that there is little potential for stigma.
The mgjority of business operators and realtors interviewed also do not anticipate any changes as a result
of the implementation of long-term waste management at the WWMF. For example, almost all of the
business operators indicated that the WWMF has no direct influence on their business activities, and that
customers or clients do not tend to link their operations with the Bruce Power site or the WWMF.
Consequently, most of the business operators interviewed did not expect any adverse effects on their
businesses because of a‘stigma’ from long-term waste management at the WWMF.

Those tourists that indicated that they might change their behaviours, indicated that they would still come
to area but not necessarily to Inverhuron Provincial Park; that they may not use lake; or that they might
find a beach further away from the Bruce Power site such as Sauble Beach. Round table participants on
the other hand felt that some tourists would “stop coming” rather than choosing other locations or
activitiesin the area. They were of the opinion that that there was little the tourists could change. “Beach
lover’ swould not change to some other activity. They would go elsewhere.” They stated that thetourism
industry would need to identify other benefits of the area in ways not advertised in the past to attract
tourists and make up the difference [26].

Interviews with tourism accommodation business operators and the discussions held during the tourism
round table also suggested that workers at the WWMF may compete with tourists for temporary
accommodations during the peak tourist season. Round table participants thought that a long term
management facility might result in high levels of employment for their construction and were concerned
that this would contribute to the problem tourism operators have in accommodating both contract
employees and tourists during peak season [26]. However, due to that fact that development of each
long-term waste management option would take place over a longer period time (rather than just a few
years of construction) and would be more akin to full-time positions, such effects on tourism operators
would be minimal.
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Nevertheless, the increased number of workers on-site and increased number corporate clients using local
hotels and motels, will serve to maintain the economic viability of these businesses and may generate re-
investment into these facilities by their owners. The social analysis indicates that local residents are not
likely to change their decision to live in the area, and that the WWMF will serve to maintain population
levels in Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities. Because much of the tourism in the area is linked
to friends and family, the maintenance of the population in the local communities that will result from the
project is anticipated to bring some stability to the tourism industry and maintain revenues year-round to
tourism businesses (e.g., service businesses, hotels, motels, etc.). However, this effect is not anticipated to
be large in the context of overall tourist spending in Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities.

The tourism survey suggests that no one long-term management option is clearly preferred or viewed as
having the most adverse effect on the tourism experience. Round table participants confirmed that
tourists are not likely see a difference between ongoing storage of the waste and its long-term
management. Round table participants indicated that the Deep Rock Vaults option was the preferred
option, assuming the areais suitable for safety reasons, because it provided a greater sense of “out of sight
out of mind.”, hence it would have the least effect on the community’s image and tourism [26].
However, participants were concerned that if the caverns were under the lake it could affect tourism.
When informed that a disposal facility would likely be about 1 km from the lake, participants were
reassured and continued to believe that deep underground was the preferred option.

Overal, there are no strong indications that the construction and operation of waste management facilities
for low and intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine would have any significant
effect on the image or character of their community nor any measurable adverse effect on tourism aslong
as there were no problems at the facility and the profile of the activity is limited. Studies regarding high
level nuclear waste disposal in the United States reach similar conclusions. For example, these studies
have concluded that “the mere presence of radioactive waste does not necessarily discourage tourism” and
“even if thereis a serious accident, stigmatization might not happen™ [25].

It is anticipated that any perceptions or images attached to the community or its residents are more likely
to be associated with the Bruce Power site as a whole, rather than any single operation of the site. Any
negative associations between the community and the WWMF are not expected be distinguishable from
those related to the Bruce Power site as a whole; are expected to diminish over time after the media
attention from the proposed referendum wanes; and as the facility achieves a positive environmental and
safety record that is well communicated to the public, both within and outside the Municipality of
Kincardine.

Therefore, the research conducted as part of this study indicates that the existing WWMF or long-term
waste management at the WWMF offer little potentia to stigmatize the Municipality of Kincardine and
its Neighbouring Municipalities, but that one cannot totally rule out negative effects. Tourism officials
were adamant in their opinion that a waste management facility was “not an attractive thing for tourists’
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and that any “bad experience” at the facility would have a long-term negative effect on their business.
Using their experience with the Walkerton water tragedy as an indicator, round table participants
speculated that it would take “year and years’ to regain the trust and business of tourists [26].

Round table participants also noted that since operation of the nuclear stations was taken over by Bruce
Power, there are two separate activities being undertaken at the site (i.e., Bruce Power as nuclear station
operator and OPG &s the waste management facility operator). Round table participants indicated that
that OPG's WWMF has been gaining a higher profile anong local residents and tourists over the past
several years. Round table participants were uneasy with a higher profile, fearing that this would lead to
the reputation of Kincardine as a“nuclear waste dump”. Such areputation or “stigma’ is likely to have a
negative effect on tourism [26].

They cautioned that area residents and tourists have seen OPG trucks transporting waste to the site for
many years. However, OPG's presence was as part of the larger activity of generating electricity.
Participants stated that they have confidence in the transportation of the radioactive waste, but it is
“highly visible.” Their suggestions for addressing this concern were for OPG to remove their logo from
the trucks, hire a contractor with a different name on the trucks, not use the radioactive symbol on the
trucks, or drive trucks at night when they would be less noticeable.

7. Social Analysis

The social analysis component of this study was designed to identify whether there is potential for
significant social effects as a result of the implementation of any of the long-term waste management
options a the WWMF. The potential for social effects was determined by examining the initial
impressions of people to the idea long-term waste management at the Bruce Power site; the potential for
changesin public attitudes (i.e., feelings of personal security, community satisfaction and commitment to
farming); potential for changes in the attractiveness of the area as a place to live, establish a business or
visit as a tourist; and the potential for changes in people's behaviours (i.e., living in the community,
fishing and boating activities near the Bruce Power site, and use of parks, beaches and trails near the
Bruce Power site).
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7.1 Initial Impressions of the Long-Term Waste Management
Initiative

Asafirst indicator of the potential for social effects, public attitude research was used to gain insight into
the initial impressions of the long-term waste management initiative among residents in the Municipality
of Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities. People who remembered receiving a newsletter
regarding the plans for long-term management and the |AS were asked to provide their initial impressions
of OPG’s plans for long-term management of low and intermediate level radioactive wastes.

Approximately 47 percent of Kincardine and 40 percent of the Neighbouring Municipalities respondents
could not provide a specific response but tended to endorse the long-term plans or express a lack of
concern regarding the proposal. In the Neighbouring Municipalities respondents who have lived in the
community for alonger time are more likely than the average to agree with or support OPG’s plans.

Other initial impressions tend to focus on health and safety concerns (14 percent Kincardine, 10 percent
Neighbouring Municipalities), or community involvement aspects of the current Independent A ssessment
Study (13 percent Kincardine, 11 percent Neighbouring Municipalities).

Table 69. Initial Impressions of the Plansfor L ong-term Management
. : Neighbouring

Kincardine | \1 inicipalities

% N % n
| am not concerned/ | support their policies 47 60 40 28
Community Concerns/ Safety / Health Concerns 14 18 10 7
A proposal / Public Education & Community I nvolvement 13 17 11 8
| can not remember/ | did not read it 9 12 13 9
It is Necessary 3 4 4 3
All Options Should be Explored 3 4
Nothing 2 3 7 5
Good for the Community 2 2 1 1
Helpsthe Economy / Job Creation 2 2 1 1
I nvolvement of Gover nment Repr esentatives 1 1
Prefers Temporary to L ong-term Storage 1 1 3 2
| need moreinformation 1 1 2 1
Expenses Incurred 1 1 1 1
| prefer above ground storage 1 1 1 1
Types of Storage Facilities/ Goalsfor L ong-term Storage 1 1
Other 3 2

Note: Asked of respondents who remember receiving a newsletter. Percentages may not sum to
100 percent due to rounding. Source: [18] Q22
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Round table participants identified another issue related to the long-term waste management initiative
[26]. Kincardine through signing the MOU has “the controlling ball” on what happens to the waste. Y et
the potential impact of the decision will affect the whole area. Participants expressed the opinion that the
surrounding municipalities should have input into the decision reached by the Municipality of Kincardine
and OPG because the repercussions from the decision affect them.

7.2 Potential for Changesin Public Attitudes

Public attitude research was aso used to determine if any of the three long-term options will have any
effect on people’ s feelings of personal security, community satisfaction or commitment to farming, and if
the degree to which their attitudes might change.

A majority of respondents do not expect that long-term management of low and intermediate level
radioactive wastes at the WWMF will change their commitment to farming (90 percent Kincardine, 83
percent Neighbouring Municipalities), their satisfaction with their community (75 percent and 73 percent
respectively) or their feelings of personal security (65 percent and 60 percent respectively).

Whether a respondent indicated “a great deal” or “somewhat” of a change would occur (either positively
and adversely) is an indication of how strongly their views or behavioura intentions are held. The
percent of respondents who indicated that their attitudes would change “a great ded” are:

Feeling of Personal Security — 5 percent of Kincardine respondents and 10 percent
of Neighbouring Municipalities respondents state that their feelings of persona
security would be affected adversely “a great dea”. About 2 percent and 2 percent
respectively indicate that long-term management of low and intermediate level
radioactive wastes would improve their feelings of personal security “agreat deal”.

Satisfaction with Their Community — 3 percent of Kincardine respondents believe
their satisfaction will decrease “a great deal” as a result of long-term management of
low and intermediate level radioactive wastes at the WWMF. About 3 percent
indicate that this plan would result in a greater level of satisfaction with their
community. . The comparable percentages for Neighbouring Municipalities
respondents are 7 percent decrease and 2 percent increase.

Commitment to Farming — 1 percent of Kincardine and 3 percent of the
Neighbouring Municipalities respondents anticipate that commitment to farming
would decrease “agreat deal” and 1 percent indicate a potential positive effect.
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Table 70. Potential Effectson Attitudes
Changein Behaviour
No Not D |
Change| Sure ecrease ncrease
Great Deal | Somewhat | Somewhat | Great Deal
. Kincardine|__Percent %0 2 1 ° 1
Commitment to n 54 1 1 3 1
Farming Neighbouring| Percent 88 7 3 1
Municipalities n 67 6 2 1
S Kincardine |_Percent ] 9 3 ° 6 3
Satisfaction with n| 299 37 10 18 24 12
Your Community | Neighbouring| Percent 73 10 7 4 5 2
Municipalities n 256 35 23 15 16 6
‘ Kincardine Percent 65 11 5 11 6 2
Feeling of n| 259 42 21 45 24 9
Personal Security | Neighbouring| Percent 60 14 10 8 7 2
Municipalities n 210 49 33 29 23 7

Note: Percentages may not sum across to 100 percent due to rounding. Five point answer codes are anchored with:
great deal lesssmore satisfied, great deal lesssmore attractive for farming, great deal less/more secure. Source: [18]
Q27/29, 39/41, Q24/26

Kincardine respondents who think more frequently about living near the Bruce Power site or the existing
WWMEF, and have less confidence in the existing technologies are more likely to State that their feeling of
persona security, and satisfaction with the community will change. The direction of their change in attitudes
is correlated only with living near the Bruce Power site; those who think more frequently about it are more
likely to state that their feeling of persona security or satisfaction with the community will decrease.

Neighbouring Municipalities respondents who think more frequently about living near the Bruce Power
generating station are more likely to state that their feeling of personal security, and satisfaction with the
community will change. Respondents who think more frequently about the Bruce Power site or the
WWMEF, or have lower confidence in the technologies are more likely to state that their satisfaction with
the community will be affected adversely. Those who have less confidence in the technologies are also
more likely to state that their feeling of personal security will be affected adversely.

The respondents who believe that their attitudes may change (either positively or negatively) were asked

to state which of the three long-term options will have the greatest effect on them. It should be noted that
the number of respondents to this question was small and hence results should be interpreted with caution.
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It is important to emphasize that because so few people indicate that their attitudes would change (either
positively or negatively) there is considerable amount of uncertainty regarding the conclusions regarding
which option would have the greatest effect. As such these data should be considered as a preliminary
indicator only.

Findings suggest that within Kincardine the Deep Rock Vaults option is the one that is most ikely to
generate a change in peoples’ satisfaction with living in their community and feeling of personal security.
Both the Deep Rock Vaults and the Surface Concrete Vaults are likely to have asimilar effect on people's
commitment to farming. The Enhanced Treatment, Processing and Long-term Storage option is the least
likely to generate a change in peopl€e’s attitudes. Neighbouring Municipalities findings indicate a similar
view that Deep Rock Vaultsis the option that is most likely to generate a change in peoples’ commitment
to farming and feeling of personal security, but there is no consensus of which option is most likely to
generate a change in satisfaction with their community.

There is no clear relationship between a positive or adverse effect and specific options for low and
intermediate level radioactive waste management. Whether respondents’ attitude on personal security or
satisfaction with their community changes positively or adversely they tend towards naming Deep Rock
Vaults.

Table 71. Optionswith the Most Potential for Effect on Attitudes
. : Neighbourin
Kincardine Mugicipalitigs
% N % n
Enhanced Processing and Storage 17 13 17 12
Satisfaction with Surface Concrete Vaults 24 18 24 17
Your Community | Deep Rock Vaults 41 31 28 20
Don’t know 17 13 32 23
. Enhanced Processing and Storage 20 1 26 1
Commitment to
Farming Surface Concrete Vaults 40 2 26 1
Deep Rock Vaults 40 2 49 2
Enhanced Processing and Storage 20 24 21 22
Feeling of Personal Surface Concrete Vaults 20 24 19 20
Security Deep Rock Vaults 47 55 40 42
Don’t know 13 15 19 20

Note: Bases of response are respondents who state that there would be an effect. Percentages may not sumto
100 percent due to rounding. Source: [18] Q25, 28, 40
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7.3 Potential for Changesin the Attractiveness of the Area

A clear mgjority of respondents believe that the three long-term options will not have any effect on the
attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine as a place to visit as a tourist (77 percent Kincardine,
73 percent Neighbouring Municipalities), to establish and operate a business (67 percent and 63 percent
respectively), or to live (67 percent Kincardine, 65 percent Neighbouring Municipalities).

A higher percentage of respondents believe that the attractiveness of the municipality will be affected
adversely than positively; however the degree to which people’ s image of Kincardine would changeis not
likely to be great. The results indicate that more respondents indicate that their attitudes would change

“somewhat” rather than “agreat dea”.

Place to Live — 8 percent of people in Kincardine and 7 percent in the Neighbouring
Municipalities indicate that an adverse effect on their image would occur to a great
extent; while 2 percent and 2 percent respectively state that their image of Kincardine
asaplaceto live would improve “agreat dea”.

Place to Establish and Operate a Business — 6 percent of peoplein Kincardine and
7 percent of Neighbouring Municipalities indicate that an adverse effect on their
image would occur to a great extent; while 3 percent and 1 percent respectively state
that their image of Kincardine as a place to establish and operate a business would
improve “agreat deal”.

Placeto Visit asa Tourist — 4 percent of people in Kincardine and 7 percent in the
Neighbouring Municipalities indicate that an adverse effect on their image would
occur to a great extent; while 2 percent and 1 percent respectively state that their

image of Kincardine as a placeto visit asatourist would improve “agreat dea”.

Table 72. Potential Effectson Attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine
Change in Attractiveness
No Not D |
Change Sure ecrease ncrease
Great Deal | Somewhat | Somewhat | Great Deal
) . % 77 5 4 10 3 2
AsaPlaceto Kincardine =135 20 17 33 13 6
VisitasaTourist | Neighbouring| % 73 12 7 5 2 1
Municipalities| N 256 41 25 19 6 4
AsaPlaceto . : % 67 8 6 9 7 3
Establish and Kincardine|—g 260 3 24 37 27 10
Operatea Neighbouring [ % 63 15 7 10 5 1
Business Municipalities| N 221 51 23 36 16 4
. . % 67 9 8 11 4 2
Kincard
AsaPlaceto e TN 2s6 36 3L 44 15 8
Live Neighbouring [ % 65 12 7 11 3 2
Municipalities| N 229 42 25 37 12 6

Note:

[18] Q36/38, Q30/32, 33/35
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Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities respondents who think more frequently about living near the
Bruce Power site or the WWMF, and have less confidence in the technologies are more likely to state that
the attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine as a place to establish a business, visit, or live will
change. For Kincardine respondents who think more frequently about living near Bruce are more likely
to state that there will be an adverse effect on tourism, establishing a business, and as a place to live.
Neighbouring Municipalities respondents who think more frequently about living near the Bruce Power
generating station or the existing WWMF, and have less confidence in the technologies are more likely to
state that the attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine will be affected adversely.

The respondents who believe that the attractiveness of Kincardine may change were asked to state which
of the three long-term options will have the greatest effect. As mentioned previously, because so few
people indicate that their attitudes would change (either positively and negatively) there is considerable
amount of uncertainty regarding the conclusions regarding which option would have the greatest effect.
As such these data should be considered as a preliminary indicator only. Findings in Table 73 indicate
thereis no consensus on which option will have the most potential effect on attractiveness.

Table 73. Optionswith the Most Potential for Effect on Attractiveness
Kincardine Neig_hk_Jour_ipg
Municipalities
% N % n
Enhanced Processing and Storage 24 19 22 14
AsaPlaceto Visit Surface Concrete Vaults 28 22 32 20
asaTourist Deep Rock Vaults 34 27 21 13
Don’t know 15 12 26 16
Enhanced Processing and Storage 20 22 15 14
AsaPlaceto Establish | Surface Concrete Vaults 30 32 27 26
and Operate aBusiness | Deep Rock Vaults 25 27 26 25
Don’t know 25 27 33 32
Enhanced Processing and Storage 19 21 22 21
. Surface Concrete Vaults 32 36 31 30
AsaPlacetoLive
Deep Rock Vaults 26 29 20 20
Don’t know 23 25 28 27

Note: Bases of response are respondents who state that there would be an effect. Percentages may not sumto
100 percent due to rounding. Source: [18] Q31, 34, 37

There are, however, differences in naming an option depending on whether respondents thought that the
effect would be positive or adverse. Respondents who indicate that the Municipality will become more
attractive as a place to visit or establish a business are more likely to name Enhanced Processing and
Storage or Deep Rock Vaults. Those believe it will become more attractive as a place to live are more
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likely to name Enhanced Processing and Storage. Respondents who indicate that the Municipality will
become less attractive as a place to visit, establish a business, or live are more likely to name Surface
Concrete Vaults. However, results must be interpreted with caution given the small sample sizes.

Overall, the research conducted as part of this study indicates that the WWMF offers little potential to
stigmatize the Municipality of Kincardine and its Neighbouring Municipalities, but that one cannot totally
rule out negative effects. There is little evidence to suggest that the area would seen as being less
attractive as a place to visit, a place to live or establish a business by alarge proportion of the population.
Those people that have strongly held views that the attractiveness of the area would change “a great deal”
range from approximately 4 percent to 8 percent of respondents.

This conclusion is supported by socio-economic studies undertaken in the United States regarding a
proposed high level nuclear waste facility. These studies have concluded that

“If the repository would be such a powerful disincentive to investors, businesses
considering to relocate in southern Nevada, retirees and others considering to relocate in
area, some effects of those perceptions should already be apparent...we would see a
decline in population in southern Nevada as businesses and people decide to settle
elsewhere in anticipation of future risks and stigma. There is no evidence of this
behaviour” [25].

7.4 Potential for Changesin Behaviours

Respondents were also asked whether the three long-term options would change their behaviour. Results
indicate that the vast majority of respondents (i.e., well over eight-in-ten respondents) do not express any
intention to move from their community, change their fishing or boating activities, or change their use of
parks, beaches, trails near the Bruce Power site or WWMF.

The few respondents who might change their activities are more likely to anticipate an adverse change
than a positive one.

Moving from Their Community — 5 percent of people in Kincardine and 5 percent
in the Neighbouring Municipalities indicate a greater intention to move from their
community as a result of long-term management of low and intermediate level
radioactive wastes at the WWMF, but only 1 percent indicated that their behaviour
might change “agreat dea”.
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Fishing and Boating on Lake Huron Near the Bruce Power Site — 2 percent of
people in Kincardine and 3 percent in the Neighbouring Municipalities indicate that
an adverse effect on their fishing and boating activities might result to a “great”
extent from long-term management of low and intermediate level radioactive wastes
at the WWMF.

Use of Parks, Beaches, Trails Near the Bruce Power Site— 2 percent of peoplein
Kincardine and 4 percent in the Neighbouring Municipalities indicate that an adverse
effect on their use of parks, beaches and trails might result to a “great” extent from
long-term management of low and intermediate level radioactive wastes at the

WWMEF.
Table 74. Potential Effects on Behaviour / Activities
Change Behaviour
No Not D |
Change | Sure ecrease ncrease
Great Deal | Somewhat | Somewhat | Great Deal

. . % 92 3 * 4 1

Kincardine
Move from Your N 368 11 1 16 4
Community Neighbouring | % 90 4 * 1 3 2
Municipalities| N 317 13 1 3 10 7
Fishing and . . % 92 5 2 1 1

) Kincardine
Boating on Lake N 367 18 7 5 3

Huron Near the | Neighbouring| % 89 6 3 2
Bruce Site Municipalities| N 312 21 11 7

Use of Parks, . . % 89 6 2 1 2

) Kincardine
Beaches, Trails N 357 22 8 7 7
Near the Neighbouring| % 87 5 4 3 * *
Bruce Site Municipalities| N 305 18 15 11 1 1

Note: Percentages may not sum across to 100 percent due to rounding. Five point answer codes are anchored with:
decrease / increase a great deal for use of parks / fishing, not at all likely/ very likely to move. Source: [18]
Q46/47, 42/43, 44145

7.5 Summary of the Social Analysis

Public attitude research suggests that major current issues of concern in Kincardine and the Neighbouring
Municipalities relate to the level of healthcare and drinking water. Bruce Power and nuclear waste was
identified as a concern by a small minority (approximately 5 percent) of the respondents in Kincardine,
and by even fewer respondentsin the Neighbouring Municipalities.
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Nearly half of the survey respondents indicated that they are very or somewhat aware of the WWMF.
However, Figure 2 shows only a few of the Kincardine respondents (approximately 9 percent) indicated
that the presence of the WWMF has had any effect on their daily lives. Those that identified the facility
as having an effect indicated that the effect was more often positive than negative.

Figure2. Effects on People' s Daily Lives

Positive

5% Does the WWMF have an
91% effect on your daily life?

Negative
4%

No Effect

In addition, over 75 percent of the Kincardine respondents were very or somewhat confident in the
existing technologies for processing and treatment of low and intermediate level waste. Survey results of
the Neighbouring Municipalities are very similar to those from Kincardine.

The majority of both Kincardine and neighbouring municipality respondents indicated that none of the
management options would have an adverse effect on their feelings of personal security or satisfaction
with the community. Figure 3 below shows that 65 percent of Kincardine respondents indicated that there
would be no effect on their feelings of personal security. A further 11 percent were unsure of whether or
not there would be an effect. Of the remaining 24 percent who believed there would be an effect,
approximately one third thought the effect would be positive and two thirds thought it would be negative.
These latter respondents indicated that the Deep Rock Vaults option would have the greatest negative
effect of the three long-term management options.
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Figure3. Effect of Long-Term Management Optionson Personal Security

Greatest
Effect

Enhanced
Processing and
- St‘;iige Would any of
Surface Concrete the long-term
— Vg;')ts management
No options have
65% Deep Rock Vaults an effect on
11% your personal
Unsure security?

3%

Note: Totals do not add up to 100 percent because of multiple responses. Source: [18]

Approximately 75 percent of Kincardine respondents indicated that a long-term management facility
would not have any effect on their satisfaction with their community. Figure 4 below shows that the 17
percent of respondents who believes that a facility may have an effect felt the Deep Rock Vaults option
would have the overall largest effect. However, over half of the respondents felt that the effect would be
a positive one. The responses provided by residents of the Neighbouring Municipalities were similar to
those of the Kincardine respondents.
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Figure4. Effect of Long-Term Management Options on Peopl€e' s Satisfaction
with Community

Greatest
Effect

Enhanced
Processing and

Storage

2% Would any of the long-

Surface Concrete term management
— Vz;'ts options have an effect
0 . .
on your satisfaction
Deep Rock Vaults | wwjth your community?

6%

Unsure
3%

Note: Totals do not add up to 100 percent because of multiple responses. Source: [18]

A majority of respondents also indicated that along-term management facility would not have any effects
on the attractiveness of the Kincardine area as a place to visit, operate a business or live. For those who
believed there may be an effect, it was generally felt that the Deep Rock Vaults would have the largest
effect on the community as a place to visit as a tourist but the Surface Concrete Vaults would have the
largest effect on the community as a place to live and operate a business.

Figure 5 shows that the majority of Kincardine respondents, approximately 67 percent, did not believe
there would be an effect on their community as a place to operate a business. Approximately one quarter
of respondents indicated that a long-term management facility may have an effect on the community as a
place to operate a business, in particular the Surface Concrete Vaults option.
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Figure5. Effect of Long-Term Management Options on Business Oper ations

Greatest
Effect

Enhanced
— Processing and
Storage 6% Would any of the

Surface Concrete Iong-term
Vaults 8% .
management options
Deep Rock Vaults affect the community
7%
0 as a place to operate

Unsure i 2
oy a business*

No
67%

Note: Totals do not add up to 100 percent because of multiple responses. Source: [18]

The results for the Neighbouring Municipalities was very similar although there was a larger percentage
of respondents who were unsure whether or not along-term management facility would have any effect.

Over 85 percent of respondents for both Kincardine and Neighbouring Municipalities indicated that a
long-term management facility would not cause them to move from the community or change their
behaviours with respect to their use of beaches, trails or parks or reduce fishing or boating activities.

Sixty respondents in Kincardine identified themselves as farmers. Figure 6 shows that 90 percent of the
farm respondents indicated that a long-term management facility would not have any effect on their
commitment to farming. For the 5 respondents (8 percent) that indicated there may be an effect, 4
believed that effect would be negative. Because of the small number of respondents, there was no clear
indication of which of the long-term management options was least likely to cause an effect.
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Figure®6. Effect of Long-Term Management Options on Commitment to Farming

Unsure
2%

Would any of the long-term
management options affect your
commitment to farming?

Source: [18]

Seventy-six of the 351 respondents in the Neighbouring Municipalities identified themselves as farmers.
Over 88 percent of these farm respondents indicated that a long-term management facility would not have
an effect on their commitment to farming. Only four respondents (5 percent) indicated that there may be
an effect on their commitment to farming, the mgjority believing the effect could be positive.

Round table participants identified another issue related to the long-term waste management initiative
[26]. Kincardine through signing the MOU has “the controlling ball” on what happens to the waste. Y et
the potential impact of the decision will affect the whole area. Participants expressed the opinion that the
surrounding municipalities should have input into the decision reached by the Municipality of Kincardine
and OPG because the repercussions from the decision affect them.

Overal, the social analysis component of this study has concludes that, at the present time, there is little
potential for significant social effects as a result of the implementation of long-term waste management
options at the WWMF. This conclusion was determined by examining the initial impressions of people to
the idea long-term waste management at the WWMF; the potential for changes in public attitudes (i.e.,
feelings of personal security, community satisfaction and commitment to farming); potential for stigma
(i.e., the attractiveness of the area as a place to live, establish a business or visit as a tourist); and the
potential for changes in people’ s behaviours (i.e, living in the community, fishing and boating activities
near the Bruce Power site, and use of parks, beaches and trails near the Bruce Power site). Moreover, this
conclusion is supported by the conclusions of other research regarding socio-economic effects of
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radioactive waste management facilities in the United States, for example, the following summarizes the
lesson learned from research into the likelihood of adverse socio-economic effects from public perception

of the Yucca Mountain Repository.
“ Sudies show few indications of adverse socio-economic effects (and many positive
socio-economic effects) in places that currently safely store or dispose of radioactive
waste” [25].

88 E Gartner Lee
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Geographies .
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Projections .

| Population |

Housing

| Employment |

Kincardine

Arron-Eldeslie

Huron-Kinloss

Saugeen Shores

South Bruce

Total Study Area

Multipliers .

OPG / Contractor
Spending Patterns

Household Spending
Behaviours

Place of Residence .

e
Status Quo Direct On Site Jobs _ _ Payroll Goods & Service Spending Income Spending
EPS Direct On Site Jobs _ _ Payroll Goods & Service Spending Income Spending
SCV _ _ _ Payroll Goods & Service Spending Income Spending
DRV _ _ _ Payroll Goods & Service Spending Income Spending
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Appendix B
Public Attitude Research Questionnaire
Hello, I'm of IntelliPulse a Canadian survey research company. We're talking to people today

about issues in your community on behalf of Golder Associates Ltd. We are not selling anything, and
your responses are confidential to IntelliPulse.

A) Areyou 18 years of age or older and an Ontario resident?
YES (SKIP TO ) ittt ettt n s b e e e e e nne e s 1
N PSPPSR 2

WATCH FOR GENDER QUOTAS 50/50

B) IFNO ASK: May | please speak to someone in the household who is?

YeSREPEAT INTRODUCTION ... ..ttt et e e e e e s e s e e e e e s e s s s s sesabaseseesessesnnees 1
No, not available, ASK; What would be agood time to call back? RECORD .............ccccue...... 2
Date Time

IF NECESSARY: Thissurvey is registered with the Canadian Survey Research Council who can confirm
that it is a legitimate public attitude research survey. Their number is 1-800-xxxxx and the identification
number of the study is

()] Have | reached you at your home telephone number or your family-owned cottage telephone
number, that is (READ TELEPHONE NUMBER)? Record codes as a question

NEITHER (THANK AND TERMINATE, RECORD INCIDENCE) .......cccccoveiiinieeiieieeneene A
HOME (CONTINUE) ..ottt nnne e 1
(01170 L= PP PROTIR 2
D) Areyou currently involved in the agricultural industry in anyway? Record codes as a question
NO (CONTINUE)....ccteeiieiit ettt sttt e e e b e e e e neennnennneea 1
YES (CONTINUE) ..ottt ettt n e sne e s nn e ne e s 2
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1. Inyour opinion, what is the most important issue facing your community today? (PROBE)
Is there a second major issue? (ACCEPT UP TO TWO RESPONSEYS)

2. Generally speaking, how satisfied are you with living in your community? Are you very
satisfied, somewhat satisfied, not very satisfied, or not at all satisfied?

NOE @ All SALSFIEA ... et e et e et e e e sabe e e bt e e ebe e e sabee e neeeennes 1
N0 YL YA 1 o SR 2
S0 0L = = 11 = R 3
RV VS 1 1= o S 4

3. Thinking about how satisfied you are with living in your community, how committed are
you to living in this community well into the future? Are you very committed, somewhat
committed, not very committed, or not at all committed?

NOt @t all COMMUTEEA. ........eeeiii et e e e e e st eenneeeenees 1
NOE VEIY COMMUTEEA ........eeeeie ettt e et e e st e e s te e e sne e e sneeesmeeeeeneeeenees 2
SOMEWhat COMMUTEEX. .........eeeiiii et e et se e e et e e e e e smeeeesneeeeneens 3
VENY COMMULEEA ...t st e e e e e st e e emte e e snteeeneeesnneeeeneeeenneens 4

4. If you are afarmer, how committed are you to continued farming in your community? Are
you very committed, somewhat committed, not very committed, or not at all committed?

NOt @ all COMMULIEA.......ooei it e e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e eeaaaraeeeeeeeeas 1
NOE VEIY COMMUTEEA ........eeeeiie ettt e et e e et e e s ee e e sneeesneeesnteeenneeeennes 2
SOMEWhat COMMUTEEA..........ueeiiiie e e e e e e e e e e e et raeeeeeeeeeennnes 3
VErY COMMULEEA ......eeeiie ettt e e e e e et e e et e e sneeeeneeesmneeeaneeeenneens 4
N[0 0= B = 111 SO 5

5. Inyour opinion, what things or issues in your community affect your feelings of personal
security the most? (PROBE) Is there a second thing or issue? (ACCEPT UP TO TWO
RESPONSEYS)
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6.  Think about the Municipality of Kincardine and the South Bruce Area. What is the first
thing or image that comes to mind? (ACCEPT ONLY ONE RESPONSE)

7. Do you consider this image to be very positive, somewhat positive, somewhat negative or
very negative?

RV A= VA 1= 0= 1Y 1
SOMEWNEE NEJALIVE ..ot e et n e nne e naneenees 2
SOMEWNEE POSITIVE. ...ttt n e n e nne e nnneenees 3
RV A= VA 0101 T TS 4

8. Do you consider the Municipality of Kincardine and the South Bruce Area as a very
attractive, somewhat attractive, somewhat unattractive or a very unattractive place to live?
(ACCEPT ONLY ONE RESPONSE)

VA= 0T 1o YT 1
SOMEWNAL UNBITACHIVE. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e et raeeeeeeeeeennnees 2
SOMEWNEAL AHTACHIVE. ... ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aarareeeeeeeeennnnes 3
RV A= A= L1 = ot 1Y 4

9. Do you consider the Municipality of Kincardine and the South Bruce Area as an very
attractive, somewhat attractive, somewhat unattractive or a very unattractive place to visit
asatourist? (ACCEPT ONLY ONE RESPONSE)

VA= 0= 1o Y 1
SOMEWNAL UNBITACHIVE. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e et ra e e e e e e e e e ennnes 2
SOMEWNEAL AHTACHIVE. ... ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e et raeeeeeeeeeeennnes 3
RV A= A= L1 = ot 1Y T 4

10. Do you consider the Municipality of Kincardine and the South Bruce Area as a very
attractive, somewhat attractive, somewhat unattractive or a very unattractive place to
establish or conduct business? (ACCEPT ONLY ONE RESPONSE)

VA= 00T 1o Y 1
SOMEWNAL UNBEITACHIVE. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaraeeeeeeeeeennnaes 2
SOMEWNEAL AHTACHIVE. ... ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aaraeeeeaeeeeeennnes 3
RV A= A= L1 = ot 1 Y= S 4
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In the past year how often have you or members of your household done the following ... never,
occasionaly, regularly? (ROTATE)

Never Occasionally Regularly

1 Used the parks, beaches and trails along the 1 2 3
Lake Huron Shoreline

2. Gonefishing or boating on Lake Huron 1 2 3
3. In which municipality would you say that you and members of your household tend to go

shopping for household or persona items on a regular basis? (ACCEPT UP TO 3
RESPONSES)

N

USE LIST ASPRELIMINARY PRE-CODE. NOT TO APPEAR ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE.

Q] 1or= o [T 0= TR 1
Saugeen SNOres (POrt EIQiN) .......oooeoiiieee e 2
F N g = B = [ [ £ T TSR 3
2701w 4 (o] [ R U 4
NOMherN BruCE PENINSUIAL..........uveieiee ettt e e e et e e e e e e e e eaaareeeeeaeeeas 5
SOULN BIUCE ...t e ettt ettt e e ettt e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e abareeeaeeeessasssraneeeaeeeeannnses 6
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Other OUtSIAE Of BrUCE COUNLY .......eeeiuieeiieeeiieeeeieeeeeteeeeieeeseeeeeseeeeseeeesaeeeesneeeeseeesnneeeaneeesneens 9

I would like to read you a brief description of the Western Waste Management Facility. READ SLOWLY
... REPEAT IF NEEDED

The Western Waste Management Facility currently stores low and intermediate level radioactive wastes
produced by all of Ontario’s nuclear generating stations. Low and intermediate level waste management
is essential for the ongoing operation of the nuclear generation stations, including Bruce Power. The
waste management facility is located on the Bruce nuclear generating station site in the Municipality of
Kincardine. The facility isregulated by the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission and has been operated
by Ontario Power Generation since the early 1970's. Wastes are stored in above-ground buildings and
structures, and also within in-ground structures.
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4.  Inyour day-to-day living, how often do you think about the fact that you live near the Bruce
Nuclear Generating Station site... very often, often, not very often, or never?

ANV PSPPSR 1
N0 Y7 Y Ao (= o ST 2
L@ = o PP T R UR PRSP 3
RV 4= Y2 1 (= o 4
Does not consider themselves living near the facility (VOLUNTEERED) .........cccccceeeuienn.e. 5

5. Have you heard a great deal, something, very little, or nothing about the Western Waste
Management Facility?

NN 01 o S 1
RV 2= 0 R 2
0] 01 1 [ oo PR T ORI PP PRTO 3
F 0= 0 (< S 4

6. In your day-to-day living, how often do you think about the fact that you live near the
Western Waste Management Facility... very often, often, not very often, or never?

[NV PRSP 1
N0 Y7 Y Ao = o S 2
(@ (= o PRSPPI APPSO 3
RV 4= Y2 1 (= o 4
Does not consider themselvesliving near the facility (VOLUNTEERED) .........ccccceeeueeen.e. 5

7.  How confident are you in the radioactive waste management technologies used at the
Western Waste Management Facility... very confident, somewhat confident, not very
confident, or not at al confident?

T = A= oo T (=" | 1
[N\ V2= VA o] 1 o = o | SR 2
SOMEWNEE CONFIAENL........cei i e s e e e e et e e e s enre e e e ennneeee s 3
RV A=V o] 1 e = | ST 4

8.  Would you say that the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility has had any
affect on your daily life?
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9. If YES: What affect do you feel that it has had? (PROBE) Is there a second thing oraffect?
(ACCEPT UP TO TWO RESPONSES)

A number of future options for the management of low and intermediate level radioactive waste at the
Western Waste Management Facility are being examined. They could keep operating the Western Waste
Management Facility for the purposes of interim waste storage, or they could convert it to a long-term
waste management operation, that would include a long-term waste storage facility or a long-term waste
management facility.

10. Do you remember receiving a newsletter recently about the initiative to assess options for
the long-term management of low and intermediate level radioactive waste?

11.  What do you remember about the initiative? (ACCEPT ONE RESPONSE)

12, What do you think about it? (ACCEPT ONE RESPONSE)

13. What do you see as the major difference between an interim storage facility and along-term
management facility (PROBE)? Is there a second major difference? (ACCEPT UP TO
TWO RESPONSES)
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There are three options currently being considered for long-term waste management. They are: (1)
Enhanced Processing, Treatment and Long-Term Storage; (2) a long-term management facility using
Covered Above-Ground Concrete Vault technology; and (3) a long-term management facility using Deep
Rock Cavern Vault technology. All three can be safely constructed and operated at the Western Waste
Management Facility.

Option (1) involves minimizing waste volumes through the use of an enhanced super-compactor and the
long-term storage of that waste in enhanced warehouse-like storage buildings. Option (2) involves
emplacement of the waste in earth-covered concrete vaults at the surface. Option (3) involves
emplacement of the wastes in a sealed rock cavern some 400-700 metres underground.

14. Do you think that implementing any of these three long-term options will have an effect on
your feelings of personal security?

15. If YES: Which one would affect your feelings of personal security the most? READ LIST

IF NECESSARY
Enhanced Treatment Processing and LONG-TErM SIOrage.........cooverveereereeriieesieeseesneesee e 1
Covered Above-Ground CoNnCrete Vault ...........oooveiiiiiiiiieiceeeee e 2
DeepP ROCK CaVEIN VAUIL.........eiiiee ettt e et s e e ne e e e ae e e smeeeenneeeenees 3

16. Would such a facility make you feel a great deal more secure, somewhat more secure,
somewhat less secure, agreat deal less secure or have no impact?

A great deal |ESS SECUIE....... ettt ettt e e st ste e e ene e e et e e snre e e eneeeennes 1
SOMEWNEE [ESS SECUIE. ...ttt n e nne e e e neas 2
N[0 = T T Y 0] 1U 1= = o ) S 3
SOMEWNEE MOTE SECUIE........eeiiieeeiee ettt s e b e san e e neenneenareeneas 4
A great deal MOIE SECUNE........oi ittt ettt et e te e e st e e sae e e smseeeaneeeenneeesnseeeaneeeennes 5
[ P2 Y7 T T T 007 o S 6

17. Do you think that implementing any of these three options will have an effect on your
satisfaction with your community?

(1-2pp B/23414-1/rpts/032304) B-7 E Gartner Lee



18. If YES: Which one would affect your satisfaction with your community the most? READ
LIST IF NECESSARY

Enhanced Treatment Processing and LONG-TErM SIOrage.........ccoverveerieereeriieesieeseesneesee e 1
Covered Above-Ground ConCrete Vault ...........oooveiiiiiiiiieice e 2
DeepP ROCK CaVEIN VaUIL.........cieiee ettt e et e e e ne e e sne e e smeeeenneeeennes 3

19. Would such afacility make you feel a great deal more satisfied, somewhat more satisfied,
somewhat |ess satisfied, a great deal less satisfied or have no impact?

A great deal €SS SALISIIOA .......oeieiie e e 1
SOMEWHEL 1€SS SALTSFIEA......ceee e 2
N[0 = T T Y 0] 1U 1= = o ) ST 3
SOMEWhEE MOFE SAISFIEA. ......ee et 4
A great deal MOre SALISFIOA .....cooueie e e e 5
[ P2 YL T I T 007 o ST 6

20. Do you think that implementing any of these three options will have an effect on the
attractiveness of The Municipality of Kincardine as a place to establish and operate a
business?

21. If YES: Which one would affect the attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine as a
place to establish and operate a business the most? READ LIST IF NECESSARY

Enhanced Treatment Processing and LONG-TErM SIOrage.........couverveereereeniieesieeseesneessee e 1
Covered Above-Ground ConCrete Vault ...........oooveiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeese e 2
DeepP ROCK CaVEIN VaUIL........oiiie ettt e e et e e et e e e ne e e smeeeesneeeenees 3

22.  Would such a facility make the Municipality of Kincardine a great deal more attractive,
somewhat more attractive, somewhat less attractive, a great deal less attractive or have no

impact?
A great deal 1ESS ATACHIVE. .....cccueie ettt e e ene e e eee e snre e e eneeeenees 1
SOMEWHEL 1€SS BIITACTIVE ...t 2
N[0 T T Y 0] 1U 1= = o ) S 3
SOMEWhEE MOTE BEITBCTIVE ...t 4
A great deal MOFE arACHIVE. ........eie et e e e e e snee e e nneeeenees 5
[P YL T T T 007 o SR 6
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23. Do you think that implementing any of these three options will have an effect on the
attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine as a place to live?

24. If YES: Which one would affect the attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine as a
placeto live the most? READ LIST IF NECESSARY

Enhanced Treatment Processing and LONG-TErM SIOrage.........cooverveereereenireesieeseesneesiee e 1
Covered Above-Ground ConCrete Vault ...........oocveiiiiiiiiieie e 2
DeepP ROCK CaVEIN VAUIL........eiiiee ettt ettt et e e e e e e ene e e smeeeenneeeenees 3

25. Would such a facility make the Municipality of Kincardine, a great deal more attractive,
somewhat more attractive, somewhat less attractive, a great deal less attractive or have no

impact?
A great deal 1ESS AITACHIVE. .....ccooueie ettt st e e e e et e snre e e nneeeennes 1
SOMEWHEL 1€SS BIITACTIVE ... 2
[N o T T Y 0] 1U 1= = o ) SR 3
SOMEWhEE MOIE BIITBCTIVE.......c.iiiiie et 4
A great deal MOIE aIrACHIVE.........eie et e et e e eee e e snee e e eneeeenees 5
[ P2 YL T T T 007 o ST 6

26. Do you think that implementing any of these three options will have an effect on the
attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine as a place to visit as atourist?

27. If YES: Which one would affect the attractiveness of the Municipality of Kincardine as a
place to visit asatourist the most? READ LIST IF NECESSARY

Enhanced Treatment Processing and LONG-TErM SIOrage.........ccoverveereeneeriieesieeseesneesee e 1
Covered Above-Ground CoNnCrete VaUlt ...........oooveiiiiiiiiieie e 2
DeepP ROCK CaVEIN VAUIL........eieiee ettt e et e e e sne e e e e e smteeenneeeenees 3
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28. Would such a facility make the Municipality of Kincardine, a great deal more attractive,
somewhat more attractive, somewhat |ess attractive, a great deal less attractive or have no

impact?
A great deal 1ESS aITACHIVE. .....ccoieeie ettt see e e et e e eee e e snte e e nneeeenees 1
SOMEWHEL 1€SS BIITACTIVE ...t 2
N[0 = T T Y 0] 1W 1= = o ) ST 3
SOMEWhEE MOTE BEITBCTIVE.......ciiiiie e 4
A great deal MOre atraCliVE.........eee et e e sneee e 5
[ P2 Y7 T T T 00 7o ST 6

29. (IFQ4 CODES5SKIPTOQ42) ASafarmer, do you think that implementing any of these
three options will have an effect on your commitment to farming?

30. If YES: Which one would affect your commitment to farming the most? READ LIST IF

NECESSARY
Enhanced Treatment Processing and LONG-TErM SIOrage.........cooverveerreereerireesieeseeesneesnee e 1
Covered Above-Ground CoNnCrete Vault ...........oocveiiiiiiiiieiceieeeesee e 2
Deep ROCK CAVEIN VAUIT. .....cceeiiieiiieeee et 3

31. Would such a facility have a major positive, somewhat positive, somewhat negative, a
major negative, or have no impact on your commitment to farming?

A great deal 1ESS aTACHIVE. .....cocuiie ettt e e ene e e e e snre e e ene e e e 1
SOMEWHEL 1€SS BIIIACTIVE ... 2
N[0 =T T Y 0] 1U 1= = o ) SR 3
SOMEWhEE MOIE BHITBCTIVE.......c.iiiiiiii et 4
A great deal MOFE arACHIVE. ........eie et st eeee e e snee e e eneeeenees 5
[ P2 Y o 1T 007 o S 6

32.  With respect to your current use of parks, beaches and trails near the Bruce site, do you
foresee yourself doing anything differently in the future because of the presence of a new
type of long-term storage or long-term management facility on the Bruce site?

NO (SKIP TO QA4) ...ttt ettt et b e s e s et e b e e nan e e neennnennneea 1
Not sure (Volunteered) (SKIP TO QA44) .....oouiiiieiiieieeeiee et 2
= PSPPI 3
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33. IF YES: Are you likely to increase your use of parks, beaches, trails near the Bruce site a
great deal, increase it somewhat, decrease your activities somewhat, decrease it a great deal
or have no impact?

DeCrease @ great Bl ..........occoeiiriii et e e e e e e 1
DECIEASE SOMEWNEL....... ettt e e b e sae e en e sneennneea 2
N[0 T T Y 0] 1U 1= = o ) ST 3
[NCIEBSE SOMEBWNEL ...ttt sttt e b e s ae e sn e e nbe e sae e e neeannennneea 4
INCrease A great eI ..........oi ettt et e et e e ae e snee e e neeeenees 5
[ P2 YL T T T 00 7o ST 6

34.  With respect to your fishing and boating activities on Lake Huron near the Bruce site, do
you foresee yourself doing anything differently in the future because of the presence of a
new type of long-term storage or long-term management facility on the Bruce site?

NO (SKIP TO QAB) ...ttt ettt ettt e b e e s e e e e beesnn e e neenneennneea 1
Not sure (Volunteered) (SKIP TO QA406) .....cocveeiiiiiiiieesiee st 2
= PSP OPRR 3

35. IF YES: Areyou likely to increase your fishing and boating activities near the Bruce site a
great deal, increase it somewhat, decrease your activities somewhat, decrease it a great deal
or have no impact?

DeCrease agreat Bl ..........occieiii it et e e enee e e 1
DECIEASE SOMEWNEL........ e ittt e b e sae e e neeaneennneea 2
[N (o T T Y 0] 1W 1= = o ) O 3
[NCIEBSE SOMEBWNEL ...ttt ettt et e e e b e s ae e s et e b e e san e e neennnennneea 4
INCrease @ great eI ..........oi et e ettt e e e st e e nee e e 5
[P Y o T T 0= S 6

36. Do you foresee yourself deciding to move from your community because of the presence of
anew type of long-term storage or long-term management facility on the Bruce site?

NO (SKIP TO QA49) ...ttt ettt ettt n e ae e an e e b e e sae e e neennnennneea 1
Not sure (Volunteered) (SKIP TO QA49) .....ooiiiiieiiieieesee et 2
= PSPPI 3
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37. IF YES: Areyou very likely to decide to move from your community, somewhat likely, not
very likely, or not at al likely?

RV 2= 0V 11 R 1
SOMEWNEL TTKEIY .. 2
NOLt SUFE (VOIUNTEEIEA)......c.eeeeeeeiee ettt nne e 3
INOE VEIY TTKEIY ...ttt e e e b e s e neenneennne e 4
NOL 8 Bl TTKEIY ..t nnne e 5

Now | have a few fina questions for statistical purposes. Y our responses are confidential and will be
grouped with those of other people.

38. Areyou or any other member of your immediate household employed by Ontario Power
Generation, Bruce Power or Atomic Energy of Canada Limited?

39. How many years haveyou Q C ...lived / owned a cottage ... in this community?

IS g T = ST 1
P (o T L= T PO PRRTI 2
T O 20 YEAIS. .. e eeeeeeeeee ettt ettt n e e ne e a e nne e nnneena 3
21 OF IMOIE YEAI'S .....veeeeeeeeteee st e st e st e st e s e e s ane e e sne e e sane e e amee e sane e e sane e e amn e e sneeesane e e nnneesanneenaneees 4

40. Do you have any children 18 years of age or younger living at home with you?

(@]l Lc R = o) ="e =S 1
S TSSO TR OPPP 2
3D - b bRttt h et h e e e e R e et Rt e n e eae e nae s 3
L (0 = PSPPSR PR ORI ORI 4
ST (0 I TP UR PRSP 5
65 YEAIS OF B0 OF OIUEN ...t nareeneas 6
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42.  What isyour total household income, before taxes from all sources for al members of your
household? Isit ...

L0016 1< Y2 0 00O R 1
$21,000 - $39,999 ..o e e e e e e e ————rea e e e e e e ———rataeeeeaa—arrraaeeseaaaares 2
BA0,000 - F59,999 ...coiiiiiiie e — e e e e e —————ree e e e ea e ———raaaeeeaaa i ———rraaeeesaaaaaes 3
$60,000 - F79,999 ..o e e e e e —————ree e e e e e e ——raaeeeesaa——rrraaeeseaaaaaes 4
$B0,000 - FAD,999 ..ot e e e e e e e e ————r e e e e e e e e ————aeaeeeeaa i ——rrraeeeseaaaares 5
BL00,000 OF MO ...t e et e e e et e e e e et e e e e e e e e seaeeeessesaeeeseeaeeeessaaaeeesseseneesseneeeessannes 6

43. Gender (By Observation)

44. Inwhich municipality doyou ... Q C live/lown your cottage?

Q] 1= o |1 0T TR 1
SAUGEEN SNOTES........eeieee et 2
F N = B = [0 [ £ = TSR 3
701w 1 (o] [ O 4
SOULN BIUCE ...ttt ettt e ettt e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e abareeeeeeeeseassssraneeeeeeeeennses 6
[ [0 g0 e ST 1 (o S OO 8

45. Date of interview (RECORD)

Verify telephone number and first name
Thank respondent for their participation.
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I nterview Guides
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Appendix C

Interview Guides

The following interview guides provide the basis for conducting a telephone or personal interview for the
purpose of the economic and social analyses as part of the Independent Assessment Study on Long-Term
Waste Management options for Low and Intermediate Level Waste at Ontario Power Generation's
Western Waste Management Facility. The interviewer will direct any respondent who has specific
guestions about the Ontario Power Generation’s activities at the Western Waste Management Facility to
Ontario Power Generation’s Public Affairs Staff at the Western Waste Management Facility. Specific
guestions about Bruce Power Inc. activities at the Bruce Power site will be directed to Bruce Power.

Some questions may be modified slightly or deleted, while others may require “probes’ during the course
of theinterview. These questions are to be used as a guide to improve consistency of the interviews and
of the data that is obtained.

Introduction

Hello, my nameis and | am calling as a representative of Golder Associates Ltd. to
conduct an interview for an economic and socia analysis of options for possible future low and
intermediate level radioactive waste management at the Western Waste Management Facility in the
Municipality of Kincardine.

Asapart of the study, we are contacting selected individuals, companies, and community and recreational
facility operators within our study area. Our discussion today will only take approximately 20 minutes of
your time. Are you willing to participate in a short interview?

Background

In April 2002, Ontario Power Generation and the Municipality of Kincardine signed a Memorandum of
Understanding to examine options for the long-term management of low and intermediate level
radioactive waste at the Western Waste Management Facility. Long-term management of low and
intermediate level waste is needed for the continued operation of Ontario’s nuclear generating facilities,
including Bruce Power.

At present, the Western Waste Management Facility provides processing and interim storage facilities for
al of the low and intermediate level wastes produced at the nuclear generating stations within the
Municipality of Kincardine, the City of Pickering and the Municipality of Clarington. (It does not accept
waste from other Nuclear industries such as AECL). The Western Waste Management Facility islocated
15 km north of Kincardine on the Bruce nuclear generating station site. The facility is regulated by the
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Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission and has been operated by Ontario Power Generation since the early
1970's. Currently, wastes are processed by compaction or incineration and stored in above-ground
buildings and structures or in-ground containers.

There are three options currently being considered for long-term waste management at the Western Waste
Management Facility. They are: (1) Enhanced Processing, Treatment and Long-Term Storage; (2) along-
term management facility using Covered Above-Ground Concrete Vault technology; and (3) a long-term
management facility using Deep Rock Cavern Vault technology. All three can be safely constructed and
operated at the Western Waste Management Facility.

Option (1) involves minimizing waste volumes through the use of an enhanced super-compactor and the
long-term storage of that waste in enhanced warehouse-like storage buildings. Option (2) involves
emplacement of the wastes in earth-covered concrete vaults at the surface. Option (3) involves

emplacement of the wastes in a sealed rock cavern some 400-700 m underground.
We have contacted you to provide us with your insight and opinions regarding these options and how they
might affect your community. We would appreciate it if you could answer the following questions.

Tourism Facility Operators

Organization Name:

Contact Name: Telephone:

Date of Interview: Interviewer:

1. Please briefly describe your businessin terms of the full range of products and services you provide
and the facilities you have.

For hotelssmotels determine the number of rooms and the annual average occupancy
rate, what is the peak season and the seasonal occupancy rate?

For fishing charter businesses determine whether they frequent to areas near the
Bruce site, and how many charters they run annually.

For mobile home parks determine the number of sites, source of water supply, annual
average occupancy rate, what is the peak season and the seasonal occupancy rate?

2. What kinds of clients or customers does your business primarily serve? How much business can be
attributed to Bruce Power and Ontario Power Generation employees/visitors?
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

From what geographic area do your clients come from?
In your opinion, what things or issues in your community have the most affect on your business?

How important is the quality of the environment (i.e., the quality of the land, water and air) in the
local areato the success of your business? Please explain.

How important is a positive community image of your community to the success of your business
(please explain)?

Do you think your clients or customers associate your business with the presence of nuclear
facilitiesin the Municipality of Kincardine? If yes, why?

Have you or have any of your customers/members expressed concerns about the operation of the
nuclear generating stations? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any of your customers/members expressed concerns about radioactive waste
management? What concerns? When?

In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in The
Municipality of Kincardine affected your business?

In what ways, if any, does the presence of the existing Western Waste Management Facility affect
your community’simage or character?

Would the construction and operation of new types of waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in The Municipality of Kincardine affect the image or character of
your community?

If yes, in what ways do you think that your community’simage or character might be affected?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between storage of low and intermediate
level waste and its long-term management?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on your community’s image or character? Which would have the greatest effect?
Would it be any different than with the current interim storage facility?

(1-app CI23414-£/rpts/032304) C-3 E Gartner Lee



Selected Realtors and Real Estate Board

Organization Name:

Contact Name: Telephone:

Date of Interview: Interviewer:

Residential Property Values

10.

11

What are the main issues or factors that determine residential property valuesin your area?
Do you feel that the nuclear generating stations have influenced the number of salesin your area?

In your experience, how do housing prices in areas nearest the nuclear station compare with those
elsewhere in Bruce County?

Have you or have any prospective homebuyers expressed concern about the operation of the nuclear
generating stations ? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any prospective homebuyers expressed concern about radioactive waste
management ? What concerns? When?

In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in the
Municipality of Kincardine affected residential property values?

Would the construction and operation of new types of waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine affect residential property values?

If yes, in what ways do you think that residential property values might be affected?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between interim storage of low and
intermediate level waste and its long-term management?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on residential property values? Which would have the greatest effect? Would it be
any different than with the current interim storage facility?
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12. If Ontario Power Generation is allowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine, how could they
best address the concerns you may have?

Agricultural Property Values

1. What are the main issues or factors that determine agricultural property valuesin your area?

2. Doyoufed that the nuclear generating stations have influenced agricultural property valuesin your
area?

3. Inyour experience, how do agricultural land pricesin areas nearest the nuclear station compare with
those elsewhere in Bruce County?

4. Have you or have any prospective buyer expressed concern about the operation of the nuclear
generating stations ? What concerns? When?

5. Haveyou or have any prospective buyers expressed concern about radioactive waste management ?
What concerns? When?

6. In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in the
Municipality of Kincardine affected agricultural property values?

7. Would the construction and operation of new types of waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine affect agricultural property
values?

8.  If yes, inwhat ways do you think that agricultural property values might be affected?

9. In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between interim storage of low and
intermediate level waste and its long-term management?

10. In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

11.  Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on agricultural property values? Which would have the greatest effect? Would it be
any different than with the current interim storage facility?

12. If Ontario Power Generation is allowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?
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Agricultural and Farm Organizations

1

10.

11

12.

Could you please describe your organization? (PROBE: mandate, founding date, membership,
geographic area served)

In your opinion, what are the key issues or challenges facing the agricultural community today ?

In what ways, if any, is the agricultural community affected by the current operations at the nuclear
facilities at this site ?

Have you or have any of your members expressed concerns about the operation of the nuclear
generating stations? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any of your members expressed concerns about radioactive waste management?
What concerns? When?

In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in the
Municipality of Kincardine affected agricultural activities ?

Would the construction and operation of new types of waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine affect agricultural activitiesin the
Kincardine area?

If yes, in what ways do you think that agricultura activities might be affected?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between interim storage of low and
intermediate level waste and its long-term management?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on agricultural activities in the Municipality of Kincardine? Which would have the
greatest effect? Would it be any different than with the current interim storage facility?

If Ontario Power Generation is alowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?
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Cottage Rental Companies

Organization Name:

10.

11

12.

13.

Contact Name: Telephone:

Date of Interview: Interviewer:

Where are the main cottage areas in Bruce County? How many cottages are typically for rent in the
Kincardine area? Arethese available all year round?

From what geographic area do most people who rent cottages in the Municipality of Kincardine area
come?

Are these renters repeat customers, that is, do they come back year after year?
What are the main issues or factors that determine the demand for cottages in the Kincardine area?

How important is the quality of the environment (i.e., the quality of the land, water and air) in the
local areato the success of the cottage rental business? Please explain.

How important is a positive community image to the success of the cottage rental business (please
explain)?

Do you think that people who rent cottages in the Kincardine area are aware of the presence of
nuclear facilitiesin the vicinity?

Do you think that the presence of nuclear facilities in the Municipality of Kincardine is a factor in
people’ s decision to rent a cottage in the Kincardine area? If yes, why?

Have you or have any of your customers/members expressed concerns about the operation of the
nuclear generating stations? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any of your customers/members expressed concerns about radioactive waste
management? What concerns? When?

In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in the
Municipality of Kincardine affected the cottage rental business?

Would the construction and operation of new types of waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine affect the image or character of
your community?

If yes, in what ways do you think that your community’simage or character might be affected?
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14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between interim storage of low and
intermediate level waste and its long-term management?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on your community’s image or character? Which would have the greatest effect?
Would it be any different than with the current interim storage facility?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on your business? Which would have the greatest effect?

If Ontario Power Generation is allowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?

Economic Development Officers / Chambers of Commerce

Organization Name:

Contact Name: Telephone:

Date of Interview: Interviewer:

What are the most important economic devel opment issues facing your community today?

What are the things that give the Municipality of Kincardine a positive image as a place to visit or
do business?

What are the things that give the Municipality of Kincardine a negative image as a place to visit or
do business?

Do you fed that the Western Waste Management Facility in the Municipality of Kincardine has had
a positive economic effect on your community? Please explain

Do you fed that the Western Waste Management Facility in the Municipality of Kincardine has had
adverse or positive economic impacts on your community? (e.g. attracting residential development,
maintaining bond ratings, insurance premiums or municipal assets). Please explain.
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10.

11

12.

13.

In what ways has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility affected your economic
development plans?

Are there other large contributors to the economic well being of Bruce County?
Do you know of other industries that will likely be expanding or developing in the next few years?

In your opinion, is long term management of low and intermediate level waste an economic
development issue? In what ways?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between interim storage of low and
intermediate level waste and long-term management of low and intermediate level waste?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on economic development in your area? Which would have the greatest effect?
Would it be any different than with the current interim storage facility?

If Ontario Power Generation is alowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?

Existing Suppliers to the WWMF

Organization Name:

Contact Name: Telephone:

Date of Interview: Interviewer:

Please describe your business in terms of the full range of products or services you provide and the
geographic areayou serve.

How long have your been a supplier to the Western Waste Management Facility?

Do you fed that the Western Waste Management Facility in the Municipality of Kincardine have
had a positive economic impact on the community of the Municipality of Kincardine? What about
your community? Please explain.
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10.

11

12.

Do you fed that the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility has had any adverse
economic impacts on the community of the Municipality of Kincardine? What about your
community? Please explain.

What kinds of products or services have you provided to Ontario Power Generation over the past
two years?

What proportion of your annual revenues is generated by contracts with Ontario Power Generation?

Do you foresee any business opportunities stemming from Ontario Power Generation’ s future plans
for low and intermediate level waste management at the Western Waste Management Facility?

If yes, what kinds of opportunities do you foresee?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences in the potential for business opportunities
between storage and long-term management of low and intermediate level waste?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences in the potential for business opportunities
between long-term management above ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would
provide the fewest business opportunities? Which would provide the most business opportunities?

If Ontario Power Generation is allowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?

Potential Suppliers to an Expanded WWMF

Organization Name:

Contact Name: Telephone:

Date of Interview: Interviewer:

Please describe your business in terms of the full range of products or services you provide and the
geographic areayou serve.

Do you feel that the Western Waste Management Facility in the Municipality of Kincardine have
had a positive economic impact on your community? Please explain.

(1-app CI23414-£/rpts/032304) C-10 E Gartner Lee



10.

11

Do you fed that the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility has had any adverse
economic impacts on your community? Please explain.

Do you foresee any business opportunities slemming from Ontario Power Generation’s future plans
for low and intermediate level waste management at the Western Waste Management Facility?

If yes, what kinds of products or services do you think that you could provide to the Western Waste
Management Facility?

Do you have any plans to expand your business in the next few years?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences in the potential for business opportunities
between storage and long-term management of low and intermediate level waste?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences in the potential for business opportunities
between long-term management above ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would
provide the fewest business opportunities? Which would provide the most business opportunities?

Which of these options would likely motivate you to expand your business in the next few years?

If Ontario Power Generation is allowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?

Provincial Park and Conservation Authority Representatives

Please briefly describe your park in terms of the full range of products and services you provide and
the facilities you have.

From what geographic area do your clients come from?
In your opinion, what things or issues in your community have the most affect on visitation?

To what extent, if any does the quality of the environment (i.e., the quality of the land, water and
air) in the local area affect visitation to your parks? Please explain.

To what extent, if any, does a positive image of your community affect visitation to your parks
(please explain)?

Do you think your visitors link your parks with the presence of nuclear facilities in the Municipality
of Kincardine? If yes, why?
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

Have you or have any of your visitors expressed concerns about the operation of the nuclear
generating stations? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any of your visitors expressed concerns about radioactive waste management?
What concerns? When?

In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in the
Municipality of Kincardine affected this park?

In what ways, if any, does the presence of the existing Western Waste Management Facility affect
your park’simage or character?

Would the construction and operation d new types of waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine affect your parks?

If yes, in what ways do you think that your parks might be affected?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between interim storage of low and
intermediate level waste and its long-term management?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on your park? Which would have the greatest effect? Would it be any different than
with the current interim storage facility?

If Ontario Power Generation is alowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?

Marina Operators

Marina Name:

Contact Name: Telephone:

Date of Interview: Interviewer:

1

2.

Could you please describe your marina s location and its major facilities?

Who or what groups use your marina (PROBE: residents, tourists, local, regional international,
etc.)?
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10.

11

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

What are the future plans for your facility? (PROBE: do you plan any major expansions, different
programs/services etc.)?

In what ways, if any, does your operation depend on the quality of the local environment (i.e., the
quality of the land, water and air)?

In what ways, if any does your operation depend on a positive image or community character?

Have you or have any of your customers/members expressed concerns about the operation of the
nuclear generating stations? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any of your customers/members expressed concerns about radioactive waste
management? What concerns? When?

In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in the
Municipality of Kincardine affected your marina?

In what ways, if any, does the presence of the existing Western Waste Management Facility affect
your community’simage or character?

Would the construction and operation of rnew types of waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine affect the image or character of
your community?

If yes, in what ways do you think that your community’ s image or character might be affected?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between interim storage of low and
intermediate level waste and its long-term management?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on your community’s image or character? Which would have the greatest effect?
Would it be any different than with the current interim storage facility?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on your business? Which would have the greatest effect?

If Ontario Power Generation is allowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?
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Outdoor Recreational, Naturalist and Fishing Clubs

Organization Name:

=

10.

11

Contact Name: Telephone:

Date of Interview: Interviewer:

Could you please describe your organization? (i.e., number of members, where they generally
reside).

How often, if at all do your members use the natural areas (i.e. lands, water, and shoreline) in the
vicinity of the Bruce nuclear generating stations and the Western Waste Management Facility?

What outdoor recreational activities does your group undertake in the vicinity of this site? Isthere
any special reason why you undertake these activities at this location?

In what ways, if any, do the current operations at the nuclear facilities at this site affect your
members’ enjoyment and/or use of the natural areas?

Have you or have any of your members expressed concerns about the operation of the nuclear
generating stations? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any of your members expressed concerns about radioactive waste management?
What concerns? When?

In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in the
Municipality of Kincardine affected your member’s activities?

In what ways, if any, does the presence of the existing Western Waste Management Facility affect
outdoor recreational activitiesin the Municipality of Kincardine?

Would the construction and operation of new types of waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in the Municipality of Kincardine affect outdoor recreational
activities in the Municipality of Kincardine?

If yes, in what ways do you think that outdoor recreational activities might be affected?

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between interim storage of low and
intermediate level waste and its long-term management?
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12.

13.

14.

In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on outdoor recreational activities in the Municipality of Kincardine? Which would
have the greatest effect? Would it be any different than with the current interim storage facility?

If Ontario Power Generation is alowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address the concerns you may have?

Health Service Representatives

10.

In your opinion what are the major public health issues for the residents of Kincardine area?

Have you or have any of your colleagues in the health profession expressed concern about the
operation of the nuclear generating stations? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any of your colleagues in the health profession expressed concern about
radi oactive waste management? What concerns? When?

Have you or have any of your colleagues in the health profession expressed concern about the
presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in the Municipality of Kincardine?

Do you foresee the long term management of low and intermediate level waste in the Municipality
of Kincardine to be a health concern for local residents?

If yes, what would people be most concerned about?

From a health and safety perspective, what do you see as the main differences between interim
storage of low and intermediate level waste and its long-term management?

From a health and safety perspective, what do you see as the main differences between long-term
management above ground or deep underground?

Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on public health and safety? Which would have the greatest effect? Would it be any
different than with the current interim storage facility?

If Ontario Power Generation is alowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management
of its low and intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site, how could
they best address any public health and safety concerns?
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Appendix D

Tourist Field Survey

Location: Number: Date:

Hello, my name is and | am with Gartner Lee Limited, representing Golder
Associates Limited. | am conducting a research survey. We are not selling anything. We are
interviewing tourists from outside of Kincardine and the South Bruce Areatoday. We want your opinions
regarding your tourism experience and opinions on a future development. The survey should take only 10
minutes of your time. Would you like to participate?

A. Male or Female (By Observation)? Male U Female a

1.  Areyouatourist in Kincardine or the South Bruce Area?

U Yes U No (DoNOT continueinterview for non-tourists and decline respectfully)

2. Whereisyour permanent residence?

U Other Bruce County U United Sates
O Other Community in Ontario U Other International
(please specify )

O Other Province in Canada
Not sure how to classify

(please specify )

3. Think about Kincardine and the South Bruce Area. What is the first thing or image that comes to
mind?
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10.

Do you consider this image to be a very positive, somewhat positive, somewhat negative or very
negative?

U Verypositive U Verynegative

U Somewhat positive U Somewhat negative
Do you consider Kincardine and the South Bruce Area overal, a very attractive, somewhat
attractive, somewhat unattractive or a very unattractive place to visit as a tourist?

U Very attractive U Very unattractive

O Somewhat attractive O  Somewhat unattractive

Over the past 5 years how many times (including this trip) did you come to Kincardine or the South
Bruce area as atourist? (fill in appropriate numbers)

I:l Kincardine I:l Other South Bruce Area

At any one time, how long (i.e. number of days) do you typically stay in Kincardine or the South
Bruce Area? (fill in appropriate numbers)

I:l Kincardine I:l Other South Bruce Area

On average, how much money do you spend per day (i.e. accommodations, food, transportation,
entertainment, shopping) when atourist in Kincardine or the South Bruce Area?

[ Ispercay
If you have children, how often you bring them here? (check one box)
a  Always U Rarely
O Occasionally O Never
When you come to Kincardine or the South Bruce Area, how often do you use the parks, beaches or

trails along the Lake Huron Shoreline? (check one box)

a Always U Rarely
O Occasionally O Never
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11.  When you come to Kincardine or the South Bruce Area, how often do you go fishing or boating on
Lake Huron? (check one box)

a  Always U Rardy
O Occasionally O Never

12.  Areyou aware of any issues or concernsin the area? (Record top three)

13. Haveyou heard of the Bruce Nuclear Generating Station?

d Yes O No

14. If YES, what do you know about it?

15. Haveyou heard of the Western Waste Management Facility?

d Yes O No

16. If YES, what do you know about it?
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I would liketo read you a brief description of the Western Waste Management Facility.
READ SLOWLY ... REPEAT IF NEEDED

The Western Waste Management Facility currently stores low and intermediate level radioactive
wastes produced by all of Ontario’s nuclear generating stations. This facility is located on the
Bruce Nuclear Generating Station site in the Municipality of Kincardine. The facility is regulated
by the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission and has been operated by OPG sincethe early 1970's.
Wastes are stored in above-ground buildings, and also within in-ground structures. This facility is
essential for the ongoing operation of Ontario’s nuclear generating stations.

17. Prior to hearing this description, were you aware of the presence of the Bruce Nuclear Generating
Station?
U Yes O No

If YES, when and how did you first become aware of it?

18. Prior to this conversation, were you aware of the presence of the Western Waste Management
Facility?

d Yes O No

19. If YES, when and how did first you become aware about it?

20. Would you say that the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility has had any affect on
your tourism experience in Kincardine or the South Bruce Area?

d Yes O No
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21. If YES, what kind of an affect do you fedl it has had?

The Municipality of Kincardine and Ontario Power Generation, the company that produces
approximately 70 per cent of Ontario’'s electricity, is examining a number of options for the long-
term management of low and intermediate level radioactive waste at the Western Waste
Management Facility.

22. Do you see any difference between an interim storage facility and along-term repository?

d Yes O No

23. If YES, what do you see as the key difference(s)?

Ontario Power Generation could continue to store this waste as they presently do (the status quo),
whereby the waste would continue to be processed and stored within the Western Waste
Management Facility until a long-term repository is available elsawhere. Alternatively, Ontario
Power Generation could develop a long-term waste management facility at the Bruce site. There
are three (3) options being considered for long-term waste management: (1) Enhanced Processing,
Treatment and Storage, where the waste processing and storage practices would be enhanced, (2)
Covered Above-Ground Concrete Vault facility whereby the wastes would be placed in earth-
covered concrete vaults at the surface, or (3) Deep Rock Cavern Vault facility whereby wastes
would be placed in vaults deep in the bedrock. The above-ground or underground vaults would
eventually be sealed and monitored well into the futur e (Show diagrams).

24. Do you think that implementing any of these long-term waste management options would have an
affect on your tourism experience in Kincardine and the South Bruce Areain the future?

0d Yes O No
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25. If NO, why do you think that they would have no effect?

26. If YES, which option(s) do you think might have an adverse effect?

27. If YES, which option(s) do you think might have a positive effect?

28. Please explain your reasons.

29. With respect your future visits to Kincardine and the South Bruce Area, do you foresee yourself
doing anything differently because of the presence of a new type of waste storage or long-term
management facility?

d Yes O No

30. If YES, what will you do differently?
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31

32.

With respect to your use of parks, beaches and trails, do you foresee yourself doing anything
differently in the future because of the presence of a new type of waste storage or long-term
management facility?

d Yes O No

If YES, what will you do differently?

With respect to your fishing and boating activities on Lake Huron, do you foresee yourself doing
anything differently in the future because of the presence of a new type of waste storage or long-
term management facility?

Od Yes O No

If YES, what will you do differently?

Do you have any other concerns or opinions you wish to express?

THANK YOU FOR YOUR GENEROUS TIME AND
ENJOY THE REMAINDER OF YOUR VISIT HERE !
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Appendix E

Round Table Discussion Agenda

The purpose of today’s round table discussion is to get your input into the Independent Assessment Study
on Long-Term Management Options for Low and Intermediate Level Waste at Ontario Power
Generation’ s Western Waste Management Facility. We want to hear your thoughts about the implications
of various options for long term management of these wastes on local tourism businesses and tourism in
general.

I would like to introduce a few people who are here to observe the discussion and who can answer
specific questions about the Independent Assessment Study or the Western Waste Management Facility.
However, they won't be engaged in the discussion other than to provide some factual information. Dr.
Duncan Moffett is from Golder Associates and is coordinating the Independent Assessment Study on
behalf of OPG and the Municipality of Kincardine. Mr. Tom Wlodarczyk is from Gartner Lee Limited
and heis conducting the socia and economic analysis component of the Independent Assessment Study.

| am tape recording the discussion because after | will listen to the tape and write a report on what you
say. However, your participation is confidential and | will not be attributing any comments to
individuals.

Before we start the discussion | would like to go around the room and ask each of you to introduce
yourself. Please introduce yourself with your name and the type of business you have or organization you
arewith. FOR EACH PERSON ASK:

1.  How long have you been involved in the tourism industry in the Kincardine area?
2. What are the things or issues in your community today that have the most affect on tourism?

3. What elements of the environment (i.e., the land, water and air) in the local area have the most
impact on the success of tourism businesses? Please explain.

4. What characteristics of the community’s image have the most impact to the success of tourism
businesses? Please explain

5. What types of things do tourists do or which places do they tend to go during their visit? Any
particular attractions, places or activities?

Specifically do many of them visit the Bruce Power nuclear station?

Are they aware of the presence of a nuclear generating station in the vicinity? (A
brief tourist survey indicated that over 90% are aware of the station. Does that
accord with what your have heard from customers?)

Are they aware of the presence of aradioactive waste management facility?
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6. Do you think tourists link local businesses'your area with the presence of nuclear facilities in the
Municipality of Kincardine? If yes, why?

Have the nuclear facilities (i.e. stations and/or waste management facilities) had an
influence on your business? If yes: In what way?

7. Have any of your customers expressed concerns about the operation of the nuclear generating
stations? What concerns do they mention?

8. Haveyou or have any of your customers expressed concerns about radioactive waste management?
What concerns? When?

9. In what ways, if any, has the presence of the Western Waste Management Facility in The
Municipality of Kincardine affected your business/tourism business? Does it have any more or less
impact on you business than the Bruce Power nuclear station alone?

A small tourist survey indicated that about a quarter of them are aware of the
presence of the WWMF. Does that accord with what your have heard from
customers?

10. Inwhat ways, if any, does the presence of the existing Western Waste Management Facility affect
your community’simage or character?

In April 2002, Ontario Power Generation and the Municipality of Kincardine signed a Memorandum of
Understanding to examine options for the long-term management of low and intermediate level
radioactive waste at the Western Waste Management Facility. Long-term management of low and
intermediate level waste is needed for the continued operation of Ontario’s nuclear generating facilities,
including Bruce Power.

At present, the Western Waste Management Facility provides processing and interim storage facilities for
al of the low and intermediate level wastes produced at the nuclear generating stations within the
Municipality of Kincardine, the City of Pickering and the Municipality of Clarington. (It does not accept
waste from other Nuclear industries such as AECL). Currently, wastes are processed by compaction or
incineration and stored in above-ground buildings and structures or in-ground containers.

There are three options currently being considered for long-term waste management at the Western Waste
Management Facility. They are: (1) Enhanced Processing, Treatment and Long-Term Storage; (2) along-
term management facility using Covered Above-Ground Concrete Vault technology; and (3) a long-term
management facility using Deep Rock Cavern Vault technology. All three can be safely constructed and
operated at the Western Waste Management Facility.
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Option (1) involves minimizing waste volumes through the use of an enhanced super-compactor and the
long-term storage of that waste in enhanced warehouse-like storage buildings. Option (2) involves
emplacement of the wastes in earth-covered concrete vaults at the surface. Option (3) involves
emplacement of the wastes in a sealed rock cavern some 400-700 m underground.

1. Would the construction and operation of long term waste management facilities for low and
intermediate radioactive wastes in The Municipality of Kincardine affect the image or character of
your community?

If yes: In what ways do you think that your community’simage or character might be
affected?

2. What about in terms of tourism? Would the construction and operation of long term waste
management facilities for low and intermediate radioactive wastes in The Municipality of
Kincardine affect tourism in general and your businessin particular?

If yes: In what ways would tourism be affected?

The brief tourism study indicated that only 20% of the respondents thought that these
long-term waste management options would have any effect on their tourism
experience. What does that say to you, if anything, about the potential for an impact
on tourism?

Public attitude research indicated that about 14% of the people of Kincardine said
that attractiveness as a place to visit as a tourist would be adversely affected. What
does that say to you, if anything, about the potential for an impact on tourism?

3. Inyour opinion, what do you see as the main differences between storage of low and intermediate
level waste and its long-term management?

4. In your opinion, what do you see as the main differences between long-term management above
ground or deep underground?

5. Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on your community’s image or character? Why?

Which would have the greatest effect? Why?
Would it be any different than with the current interim storage facility?

6.  Which option for future management of low and intermediate level waste do you think would have
the least affect on the tourism industry and your business? Why?

Which would have the greatest effect? Why?
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7. Do you think that tourists would do anything differently because of the presence of a new type of
waste storage or long-term management facility? (IF state “would stop coming” say: About 20%
said the options would affect their tourism experience, and roughly 10% or less said they foresee
doing something differently.) What do you think they might do differently?

8. As someone in the tourism business, what concerns, if any, do you have if Ontario Power
Generation is allowed to proceed with long term storage or long-term management of its low and
intermediate radioactive wastes within its current waste management site?

How could OPG best address these concerns?

9. Is there anything else you would like to add to the discussion about the long-term management
options for Low and Intermediate Level Waste for the WWMF that we haven't discussed?

Thanks participants for coming
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