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Ottawa, Ontario / Ottawa (Ontario)
--- Upon commencing on Wednesday, December 13, 2017
at 9:03 a.m. / La réunion publique débute le
mercredi 13 décembre 2017 à 9 h 03

Opening Remarks

M. LEBLANC : Bonjour, Mesdames et
Messieurs.

Bienvenue à cette réunion publique de la

Commission canadienne de sûreté nucléaire.
We have simultaneous interpretation.
Please keep the pace of your speech relatively slow so that
the interpreters are able to keep up.
Des appareils pour l’interprétation sont
disponibles à la réception.

La version française est au

poste 2 and the English version is on channel 1.
To make the transcripts as clear as
possible, please identify yourself each time before you
speak.
La transcription sera disponible sur le
site Web de la Commission dès la semaine prochaine.
I would also like to note that this
proceeding is being video webcast live and that archives of
these proceedings will be available on our website for a
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three-month period after the closure of the proceedings.

I

also understand that we are on YouTube, so again on a live
feed.
As a courtesy to others, please silence
your cell phones and other electronic devices.
Monsieur Binder, président et premier
dirigeant de la CCSN, va présider la réunion publique
d’aujourd'hui.
President Binder...?
THE PRESIDENT:

Merci, Marc.

Good morning and welcome to the meeting of
the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission.
Mon nom est Michael Binder.

Je suis le

président de la Commission canadienne de sûreté nucléaire.
I would like to begin by recognizing that
we are holding this Commission meeting in the Algonquin
Traditional Territory.
Je vous souhaite la bienvenue and welcome
to all of you who are joining us via the webcast.
I would like to start by introducing the
Members of the Commission that are with us here today.
On my right is Dr. Soliman A. Soliman; on
my left are Dr. Sandor Demeter, Dr. Sandy McEwan and Mr.
Rob Seeley.
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We have already heard from our Secretary
Marc Leblanc and we also have with us Ms Lisa Thiele,
Senior General Counsel to the Commission.
MR. LEBLANC:

The Nuclear Safety and

Control Act authorizes the Commission to hold meetings for
the conduct of its business.
Please refer to the revised agenda
published on December 7th for the complete list of items to
be presented today.
In addition to the written documents
reviewed by the Commission for this meeting, CNSC staff and
other participants will have an opportunity to make
presentations and Commission Members will be provided an
opportunity to ask questions on the items before us today.
Mr. President...?

CMD 17-M59.A
Adoption of Agenda

THE PRESIDENT:

So with this information,

I would now like to call for the adoption of the Agenda by
the Commission Members, as outlined in Commission Member
Document CMD 17-M59.A.
Do we have concurrence?
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So for the record the agenda is adopted.

CMD 17-M56
Approval of Minutes of Commission Meeting
held on October 11 and 12, 2017

THE PRESIDENT:

I also now would like to

call for the approval of the Minutes of the Commission
meeting held on October 11 and 12, 2017, as outlined in
CMD 17-M56.
Any comments, additions?
Okay.

So therefore I would deem these

minutes approved.
--- Pause
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, just let me get my

place here.

CMD 17-M60
Approval of Minutes of Commission Meeting
held on November 9, 2017

THE PRESIDENT:

I would like to now call

for the approval of the Minutes of the Commission meeting
held on November 7[sic], 2017, as outlined in CMD 17-M60.
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Again, any comments, additions?
Okay.

So it looks like we have

concurrence, so the minutes are approved.
MR. LEBLANC:

Just for the record, the

President meant the minutes of November 9th, 2017.

Thank

you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Thank you.

So let's start with the next item on the
agenda, which is the "Regulatory Oversight Report for
Uranium and Nuclear Substance Processing Facilities in
Canada: 2016."

This is outlined in Commission Member

Documents CMD 17-M45 and 17-M45.A.
A separate report will be presented later
today on the Uranium Mine and Mills Facilities.
The public was invited to comment in
writing.

The Commission received four submissions from the

public.
The report is separated into two
components.

The first part is the Uranium Processing

Facilities and the second part is on the Nuclear Substance
Processing Facilities.
We will start by opening the floor for
questions after both industry sector components have made
their presentation.
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We have representations here from industry
and we have some attending via videoconferencing.
Let's start by testing the technology.
So I understand that we have Cameco
online.

We can see you.

Can you hear us?

MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney for the

record, President Binder, and yes, we can hear you.

Can

you hear us?
THE PRESIDENT:
well.

Yes, we hear you very

Thank you and welcome.
So let me turn the floor now to Ms Haidy

Tadros who will make the opening remarks.
Over to you.

CMD 17-M45 / 17-M45.A
Oral presentation by CNSC staff

MS TADROS:

Thank you, sir, and good

morning, Mr. President and Members of the Commission.
For the record, my name is Haidy Tadros, I
am the Director General of the Directorate of Nuclear Cycle
and Facilities Regulation.
With me today are Ms Kavita Murthy,
Director of the Nuclear Processing Facilities; Michael
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Young, Sarah Eaton and Rinat Rashapov, who will be
presenting different parts of this presentation.
We are also joined by Licensing and
Compliance staff as well as subject matter experts with us
today to help answer any questions the Commission may have.
We are here to present Commission Member
Document CMD 17-M45, titled "Regulatory Oversight Report
for Uranium and Nuclear Substance Processing Facilities in
Canada: 2016".
Our presentation today starts with a brief
description of the Regulatory Oversight Report.

Following

that is an overview of the CNSC's risk-informed regulatory
oversight activities listed on this slide.
In line with the Regulatory Oversight
Report, the presentation is then segmented by the uranium
processing facilities and the nuclear substance processing
facilities.
Finally, we will cover some of the major
themes identified in the interventions the CNSC has
received.
The CNSC currently produces a number of
Regulatory Oversight Reports, as shown on this slide.
The 2016 Regulatory Oversight Report for
Uranium and Nuclear Substance Processing Facilities in
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Canada presents CNSC staff's assessment of the performance
of operating uranium and nuclear substance processing
facilities.
This is the fifth annual Regulatory
Oversight Report on Uranium and Nuclear Substance
Processing Facilities presented to the Commission.

The

public has been invited to comment and participate on these
annual reports.
The report covers the 2016 calendar year
and includes:
- a summary of the CNSC's regulatory
efforts;
- overviews comparing performance across
the uranium processing facilities in Canada and across the
nuclear substance processing facilities in Canada.
The report also includes site-specific
sections which outline:
- licensee information on operation and
major developments;
- CNSC staff's safety and control area
performance rating; and
- detailed performance reporting on the
three safety and control areas of radiation protection,
environmental protection and conventional health and
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safety.
I will now turn the presentation over to
Ms Kavita Murthy, who will present an overview of the
CNSC's regulatory oversight.
MS MURTHY:

Thank you.

Good morning, Mr. President and Members of
the Commission.

My name is Kavita Murthy and I am the

Director of the Nuclear Processing Facilities Division.
The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
regulates Canada's uranium and nuclear processing
facilities to protect the health, safety and security of
Canadians and the environment.
The nature of this regulatory oversight is
commensurate with the risk associated with the licensed
site, the risk associated with the activity or program, and
the performance of the licensee.
The base level of risk is reflected in
CNSC staff's facility-specific compliance plans, which
include the number and scope of inspections.

CNSC staff

regularly review and revise these plans as required.
The CNSC measures a licensee's performance
by its ability to mitigate all risks posed by the licensed
activity and in its ability to comply with the regulatory
requirements.
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CNSC staff use safety and control areas,
SCAs for short, to evaluate each licensee's performance.
The 14 safety and control areas are shown on this slide.
The relative importance of each safety and control area is
related to the type of activity being regulated.
CNSC staff continually assess licensees'
performance in each safety and control area based on the
results of regulatory oversight activities.

Each safety

and control area has an associated rating, which could be
Fully Satisfactory, Satisfactory, Below Expectations or
Unacceptable.
CNSC staff assign performance ratings
based on the results of oversight activities for a given
SCA.

Each SCA comprises several specific areas that define

its key components.

An example of the radiation protection

safety and control area is shown on this slide.
CNSC staff consider set criteria, such as
key performance indicators, compliance with licence
conditions, as well as event reviews and follow-up, and
assign a rating that best represents the licensee's
performance in a holistic manner.
A key performance indicator is licensee
adherence to regulatory limits and other limits defined in
the licence, which I will cover in the next slide.
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Regulatory dose limits are set out in CNSC
regulations and limit doses to workers and members of the
public.
Environmental release limits are
established in a licence to limit the quantity of nuclear
and hazardous substances released into the environment as a
result of that activity.
Action levels are defined as a parameter
that, if exceeded or reached, may indicate a loss of
control on the part of a licensee's radiation protection
program or environmental protection program, and it
triggers a requirement for specific actions to be taken by
the licensee.

Action levels are designed to alert

licensees before regulatory limits are reached.
The CNSC requires that licensees set
action levels based on operational performance or
operational experience and it requires that they use
national and international guidance and best practices in
setting the action limits.

These levels are part of

approved radiation and environmental protection programs
for each licensee.
In the next slide we will provide a
graphic representation of regulatory limits and action
levels.
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This diagram illustrates the relationship
between the regulatory limit, action level and a monitored
parameter.

The regulatory limit is shown as a red line on

this diagram.
The region with the green dots represents
the range of normal operations for that parameter.
Licensees can have their own administrative levels within
this range.

Administrative levels are not shown on this

slide but they represent normal operating conditions and
are useful for optimal working conditions.
An action level as shown on this slide
with the orange line indicates an exceedance of that
parameter and requires a licensee to notify the CNSC,
perform an immediate investigation and, where needed, carry
out subsequent corrective actions and to take preventative
measures.
It is important to recognize that an
exceedance of an action level does not imply a potential
risk to the people or the environment, but it identifies
that the operating parameter may be outside of norm based
on facility design.
The CNSC requires that licensees identify
the parameters of their program that represent timely
indicators of potential loss of control.

For this reason,
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action levels are licensee-specific and may change over
time depending on operational conditions.
To keep the public informed of regulatory
activities occurring at uranium and nuclear substance
processing facilities, CNSC staff regularly engage with the
public, Indigenous groups and their leadership through
attendance at community meetings, site tours and technical
information sessions.
In addition to these outreach activities,
CNSC staff also provide information through the CNSC
website, social media and CNSC online.
To complement existing and ongoing
compliance activities, the CNSC implemented its Independent
Environmental Monitoring Program to verify that the public
and the environment around CNSC-regulated sites are safe.
This verification is achieved through independent sampling
and analysis by CNSC staff of the air, water, soil,
vegetation and various foods around facilities.
This slide shows where the CNSC conducted
independent environmental monitoring in 2016 and also those
planned for 2017 and 2018.

Sampling for all the facilities

identified in the 2017 column have been completed and
results will be posted on the CNSC's IEMP website.
The results from the IEMP demonstrate that
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the licensees' environmental protection programs are
effective.
I will now pass the presentation to
Michael Young who will provide CNSC staff's assessment on
the performance of uranium processing facilities.
MR. YOUNG:

Thank you, Ms Murthy.

Good morning, Mr. President and Members of
the Commission.
For the record, my name is Michael Young,
I am a project officer in the Nuclear Processing Facilities
Division and I am also the Project Coordinator for this
Regulatory Oversight Report.
The nuclear fuel cycle begins with uranium
being extracted from the ground and ends with its disposal
following its use in the generation of energy.
Uranium processing facilities are part of
the nuclear fuel cycle, including refining, conversion and
fuel manufacturing.
This slide shows the locations of the
uranium processing facilities in Canada:

Cameco’s Blind

River Refinery; Port Hope Conversion Facility and Fuel
Manufacturing Facility; as well as BWXT Nuclear Energy
Canada, Toronto and Peterborough.
located in the Province of Ontario.

All the facilities are
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The licence expiry dates and financial
guarantee values for these facilities are also shown on the
table on this slide.
In 2016, CNSC staff spent 738 person-days
on licensing activities for the uranium processing
facilities.

These included the licence renewal for the

Port Hope Conversion Facility and the licence transfer from
GE-Hitachi Nuclear Energy Canada Incorporated to BWXT
Nuclear Energy Canada.
One thousand one hundred and seventy-seven
(1,177) person-days were dedicated to compliance activities
for these facilities.

This was accomplished through

inspections and desktop reviews, which can be scheduled or
unscheduled.
CNSC staff performed 14 compliance
inspections at these facilities in 2016.

All enforcement

actions arising from the findings were recorded and are
tracked on the CNSC regulatory information bank.
To ensure consistency in event reporting,
the CNSC issued a formal request under subsection 12(2) of
the General Nuclear Safety and Control Regulations on
February 25th, 2016, requiring all uranium mines and mills
and select Class 1A and 1B nuclear facilities to undertake
a review of their reporting processes by March 31st, 2016.
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All uranium processing facility licensees completed this
request.
This slide shows the 2016 performance
ratings for each of the 14 safety and control areas.

All

of the uranium possessing facilities received at least a
satisfactory rating in all areas.
The Blind River Refinery received a rating
of fully satisfactory for conventional health and safety in
recognition of 10 continuous years without a lost time
injury.
Overall, these ratings indicate adequate
management of safety and control measures at all
facilities.
Next we will look at performance and
trends for specific safety and control areas.
For the radiation protection safety and
control area this graph shows the average and maximum
individual effective doses to nuclear energy workers in
2016 for all uranium processing facilities.
The red line on the chart displays the 50
mSv regulatory effective dose limit for nuclear energy
workers.

As shown, doses to workers at all uranium

processing facilities were well below the limit in 2016.
This slide provides a five-year trend of
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doses to the public from each uranium processing facility
from 2012 to 2016.

Doses to the public from all uranium

processing facilities continue to be well below the
regulatory limit of 1 millisievert per year.
This slide shows a five-year trend for
monitoring uranium in ambient air around uranium processing
facilities from 2012 to 2016.

The Ontario Ministry of the

Environment and Climate Change standard for uranium in
ambient air, shown as the green line on the slide,
represents a concentration that is protective against
health -- adverse effects on health or the environment.
The monitoring results, which represent
the highest annual average from each facility's air
monitoring stations, indicate that concentrations of
uranium in ambient air around the uranium processing
facilities were well below the ambient air standard for
uranium.
As noted on the slide, BWXT Peterborough
does not conduct ambient air monitoring, as emissions at
the point of release are already below the Ontario Ministry
of the Environment and Climate Change air standard for
uranium.
This slide shows a five-year trend for
annual average uranium concentrations in soil around
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uranium processing facility from 2012 to 2016.

Soil

monitoring programs are intended to monitor the long-term
effects of air emissions to show whether there is an
accumulation of uranium in soil in the vicinity of a
facility.
The Canadian Council of Ministers of the
Environment (CCME) guideline of 23 micrograms uranium per
gram for residential and parkland use is shown as the green
line.

The CCME soil quality guidelines were derived

specifically for protection of the ecological receptors in
the environment and/or for the protection of human health
associated with an identified land use.

In this case,

residential/parkland use is the most conservative type of
land use.
Soil sampling results in 2016 continue to
indicate that current uranium emissions from the uranium
processing facilities are not resulting in levels observed
in soils that would pose a risk to people or the
environment.
The number of lost-time injuries and
corrective actions taken in response is a key performance
indicator for the Conventional Health and Safety Safety and
Control Area.

As shown on this slide, the number of

lost-time injuries in 2016 at the uranium processing
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facilities was low, although there was an increase at the
Port Hope Conversion Facility.

These are further described

in the section of the presentation pertaining to that
facility.

In all cases, CNSC staff reviewed and accepted

licensee corrective actions.
This completes the overview of the uranium
processing facilities.
I would now like to pass the presentation
to Sarah Eaton, who will continue the presentation with the
facility-specific performance of the uranium processing
facilities.
MS EATON:

Good morning.

My name is Sarah

Eaton, and I am a project officer and inspector in the
Nuclear Processing Facilities Division.
In the following slides, I will provide
some specific highlights for each uranium processing
facility for 2016.
Cameco's Blind River Refinery is a Class
1B nuclear facility located in Blind River, Ontario.

Its

licence is valid from March 1st, 2012, to February 28th,
2022.
Cameco receives uranium concentrates from
around the world.

These concentrates are digested,

purified, heated, concentrated, and thermally decomposed to
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produce a final product called uranium trioxide, or UO3.
This product is transported to Cameco's Port Hope
Conversion Facility for further processing.
There were no changes to the facility or
its licence conditions handbook in 2016.

During the

summer, the plant was shut down for regularly planned
maintenance.

The facility licensing basis was maintained.
The Mississauga First Nations are the

closest community to the Blind River Refinery, located
approximately one kilometre away.

Since 2014, CNSC staff

and the Mississauga First Nations have held regular
meetings to discuss activities at Cameco's Blind River
Refinery.
Both parties met in February 2016 to
discuss the Mississauga First Nation's air quality sampling
program.

In July, both parties met again to develop an

IEMP sampling plan on Mississauga First Nation lands.

The

IEMP was conducted in October of 2017 and included the
sampling plan developed with the Mississauga First Nations.
The results from the sampling will be posted on the CNSC's
website.

The next campaign is scheduled for 2019.
In 2016, there were no regulatory limits

or action levels exceeded.

There were three lost-time

injuries in 2016, as shown on the slide.

Sorry, there were
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no lost-time injuries in 2016 as shown on the slide.

CNSC

staff -- Cameco's -- sorry.
As presented in the regulatory oversight
report, CNSC staff are satisfied that at the Blind River
Refinery in 2016 Cameco implemented effective programs to
protect the health and safety of workers, the public, and
the environment.
Let's move on to Cameco's Port Hope
Conversion Facility.
Cameco's Port Hope Conversion Facility is
a Class 1B nuclear facility located in Port Hope, Ontario.
Cameco's licence is valid from March 1st, 2017, to February
28th, 2027.
Cameco receives uranium trioxide, or UO3,
from the Blind River Refinery and converts it to uranium
dioxide, UO2, and uranium hexafluoride, UF6.

UO2 is used in

the fabrication of fuel pellets for Candu reactors.

UF6 is

shipped to countries around the world for further
processing.
In 2016, there were no changes to the
facility operation or licence condition handbook.

The UO2

and UF6 plants had planned maintenance summer shutdowns.
The facility was maintained according to the licensing
basis.
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The Commission held a hearing in Port Hope
in November of 2016 to consider Cameco's licence renewal
application.

As part of the public hearing, the Commission

received information from Cameco, CNSC staff, and 44
interventions.

The Commission reviewed all the information

and announced its decision to renew the Port Hope
Conversion Facility operating licence for a period of 10
years in February 2017.
Vision in Motion, or VIM, is Cameco's
project to clean up and renew the Port Hope Conversion
Facility.

The project is being carried out under Cameco's

operating licence for the facility.

In 2016, Cameco

carried out clean-up and remediation work to further
progress the planning and design development for Vision in
Motion.

Cameco also completed the demolition of building

42 on the Centre Pier, which was no longer in use.
It is anticipated that most aspects of
Vision in Motion -- particularly building demolition, soil
remediation, groundwater treatment program expansion, and
transfer of wastes -- will occur over a four-to-five-year
period after the Power Hope Area Long-Term Waste Management
Facility is open for the receipt of wastes.
In 2016 there were no regulatory limits or
action levels exceeded.

There were three lost-time
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injuries in 2016, as shown on the slide.

CNSC staff

reviewed and accepted Cameco's corrective actions.
The next two slides will provide an update
to the Commission on items stemming from the 2016 licence
renewal hearing.
In March 2017, Cameco implemented a
monthly average release limit of 275 micrograms per litre
for uranium discharges from the sanitary sewer.
The Commission also requested that CNSC
staff report on Cameco's making contaminant of concern data
publicly available.

This action is expected to be

completed by the end of 2017, when Cameco fully implements
a number of Canadian Standards Association Group standards.
CNSC staff will provide an update to the Commission in the
next regulatory oversight report, which will be presented
in 2018.
In September 2017, CNSC staff completed a
review of Cameco's self-assessment of fish impingement and
entrainment studies.

CNSC staff conclude that a Fisheries

Act authorization for serious harm to fish is not required.
CNSC staff conclude that both the intake screen at the Port
Hope Conversion Facility and the reduced intake velocity
work to effectively reduce fish impingement when screening
panels are installed and maintained properly.

Fisheries
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and Oceans Canada agree with CNSC staff's assessment.
The CNSC took regulatory action and issued
an administrative monetary penalty to Cameco in 2017 for an
event that occurred earlier in 2017.
CNSC staff's findings for 2016.

This does not change

As this matter is under

review and will be before the Commission in March 2018, we
will not comment further in this presentation.
As outlined in the regulatory oversight
report, CNSC staff are satisfied that at the Port Hope
Conversion Facility in 2016, Cameco implemented effective
programs to protect the health and safety of workers, the
public, and the environment.
I'll now discuss Cameco's Fuel
Manufacturing.
Cameco's Fuel Manufacturing, or CFM, is a
Class 1B nuclear facility located in Port Hope, Ontario.
Cameco's licence is valid from March 1st, 2012, to February
28th, 2022.

Cameco receives UO2 powder from the Port Hope

Conversion Facility and fabricates fuel bundles for Candu
reactors.
In 2016, there were no changes to facility
operations or its licence condition handbook.

Cameco had

regularly scheduled summer maintenance shutdowns and the
licensing basis for the facility was maintained.
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In 2016, there were no regulatory
limits exceeded and no lost time injuries.

One

environmental action level was exceeded which is
described in the following slide.
An action level exceedance occurred
during the third quarter of 2016 in the stack
servicing the new automated grinder.

The measured

value was 9.52 mcg of uranium or cubic metre compared
to the daily action level of 2 mcg of uranium per
cubic metre.

This is a good example where an action

level worked as intended.
The action level exceedance required
Cameco to perform an immediate investigation.

In

doing so, Cameco determined that a filter was
incorrectly installed.

The filter was correctly

installed and the subsequent samples were below the
daily action level.
CNSC staff are satisfied with Cameco's
investigation and corrective actions.
Ambient air monitoring conducted
around the facility confirms that uranium
concentrations remain far below levels associated with
potential risk to the public.
CNSC -- as presented in the regulatory
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oversight report, CNSC staff are satisfied that a
chemical fuel manufacturing in 2015 Cameco implemented
effective programs to protect the health and safety of
workers, the public and the environment.
The next slides we'll discuss, BWXT,
Nuclear Energy Canada.

BWXT, Nuclear Energy Canada,

or BWXT operates two facilities one in Toronto and one
in Peterborough under a single Class 1B nuclear
facility licence.

BWXT's

licence is valid from

January 1st, 2011 to December 31st, 2020.
BWXT's licence authorizes it to
produce natural U02 pellets in Toronto and produce and
test fuel bundles in Peterborough.

The Peterborough

facility is also authorized to receive, repair, modify
and return contaminated equipment from off-site
nuclear facilities.
BWXT Canada completed its acquisition
of GE Hitachi Nuclear Energy Canada in 2016.

The

Commission approved the transfer of the operating
licence to BWXT following an application in August of
2016.

No significant changes to the operations,

management and personnel occurred at either facility
as a result of this acquisition.
As part of the licence transfer, the
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Commission also approved a new financial guarantee for
the facility.

The financial guarantee did not change

the previous financial guarantee for GE Hitachi.
In 2016 there were no regulatory limit
exceedances and no lost time injuries at BWXT.
One radiation protection action level
was exceeded which is described in the following
slide.
There was one action level exceedance
at BWXT Toronto.

One employee's urinalysis result of

13 mcg per litre exceeded the 10 mcg per litre weekly
action level.
BWXT conducted an investigation and
determined that the cause was most likely a
contaminated sample, but could not completely rule out
an exposure.

As a result, the committed effective

dose to the worker was calculated to be approximately
0.2 mSv.

There are no health effects associated with

this level of exposure.
CNSC staff were satisfied with the
actions taken by BWXT to address this action level
exceedance.
As presented in the regulatory
oversight report, CNSC staff are satisfied that in
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2016 BWXT implemented effective programs to protect
the health and safety of workers, the public and the
environment.
I will now turn the presentation to
Rinat Rashapov who will discuss the performance of the
nuclear substance processing facilities.
MR. RASHAPOV:

Thank you.

And good

morning, Mr. Chairman and Commission Members.

My name

is Rinat Rashapov and I'm the Project Officer in the
Nuclear Processing Facilities Division.
Nuclear substance processing
facilities are different from the uranium processing
facilities as their end products are not related to
the nuclear fuel cycle for power reactors.

The

products created by nuclear substance processing
facilities have a variety of end uses such as
diagnosing and treating cancer, sterilizing items for
sanitary reasons such as surgical gloves and creating
self-luminous emergency and exit signs for buildings
and airplanes.
There are three nuclear substance
processing facilities in Canada, all of which are
located in the Province of Ontario.
SRBT Technologies is the gaseous
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tritium light source manufacturing facility located in
Pembroke.
Nordion is a health sciences
organization that provides products used in the
prevention, diagnosis and treatment of disease.
Best Theratronics manufacturers
teletherapy machines, self-shielded irradiators and
small cyclotrons.

Both Nordion and Best Theratronics

are located in Ottawa.
The licence expiry dates and financial
guarantee amounts for these facilities are shown on
the table in this slide.
CNSC staff spent a total of 23 person
days on licensing activities for the nuclear substance
processing facilities in 2016.

A total of 384 person

days were dedicated to compliance activities including
inspections and desktop reviews.

CNSC staff performed

a total of eight compliance inspections at these
facilities.

All enforcement actions were recorded and

are tracked in the CNSC regulatory information bank.
Nuclear substance processing
facilities' licensees also received the formal request
from the CNSC under subsection 12(2) of the General
Nuclear Safety Control and Regulations, requiring them
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to undertake a review of their reporting processes by
March 31st, 2016.

All of the licensees completed the

request.
For 2016, all of the nuclear substance
processing facilities met CNSC requirements and
received a satisfactory rating with the exception of a
few SCAs that were fully satisfactory for exceeding
CNSC expectations.
SRBT's conventional health and safety
program was rated fully satisfactory in 2016 as a
result of its consistent record of worker protection.
CNSC also rated SRBT's fitness-for-service program as
fully satisfactory as a result of several improvements
to its manufacturing processes, equipment and revision
of its maintenance program in 2016.

These

improvements proactively incorporated best practices.
Nordion received the rating of fully
satisfactory for environmental protection due to its
continual low environmental releases and the
licensee's commitment to the ALARA Principle.
Nordion's security program was also
rated fully satisfactory due to its continual
improvement and ability to effectively maintain the
program.

Overall, these ratings indicate adequate
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management of safety and control measures at all
facilities.
The graph on this slide shows the 2016
average and maximum effective radiation doses to
nuclear energy workers for these three facilities.
The red line represents the regulatory annual
effective dose limit of 50 mSv for a nuclear energy
worker.

As illustrated, the average and maximum dose

received by a worker at each of the facilities was
well below the regulatory limit.
This data demonstrates that doses to
workers at nuclear substance processing facilities are
safe and that the licensee's radiation protection
programs remain effective.
This slide provides the dose to public
from each nuclear substance processing facility from
2012 to 2016.

Doses to the public from all nuclear

substance processing facilities continue to be well
below the regulatory limit of 1 mSv per year.

Note

that public dose estimates are not provided for Best
Theratronics because its licensed activities involve
sealed sources and there are no discharges to the
environment at this facility.
This slide outlines the trend of lost
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time injuries within the past five years.

As shown on

the table, the number of lost time injuries at the
nuclear substance processing facilities in 2016 was
still low, but have increased compared to 2015.

CNSC

staff continue to review corrective actions taken by
licensees to ensure that injuries are prevented.
Now we will look at the three nuclear
substance processing facilities in more detail
starting with SRB Technologies.
located in Pembroke, Ontario.

The SRBT facility is
SRBT processes tritium

gas to produce gaseous tritium light sources and also
manufactures products that contain these sources.
SRBT's license is valid from July 1st, 2015 to June
30th, 2022.
This slide illustrates some of the
items that are manufactured at SRBT including exit
signs, aircraft signs, safety markers and raw light
sources.
In 2016 there were no significant
process modifications to SRBT's facility.

There were

no changes to the license conditions handbook and the
facility was maintained according to the licensing
basis.
In its decision to renew SRBT's
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licence, the Commission requested that CNSC staff
present annually on the total quantity of tritium
processed at the SRBT facility, including the number
of products shipped and the number of expired signs
received for re-use or disposal and provides annual
information on tritium concentrations in groundwater.
In 2016, SRBT processed a total of
approximately 28.1 million gigabequerels of tritium.
There were 1,001 outgoing shipments of products that
contained gaseous tritium light sources and roughly
30,000 expired signs shipped to SRBT in 2016.

The

majority of returned devices are packaged, secured,
and transferred to a licensed waste management
facility at Chalk River Laboratories, while a small
number are reused in other applications.
In 2016 a total of approximately 6.7
million gigabecquerels of tritium activity from
expired gaseous tritium light sources were transferred
as low-level waste material, which represents an
increase of nearly 2.4 million gigabecquerels compared
to 2015.
This figure provides the 2016 average
groundwater monitoring data near the SRBT facility.
As indicated by the yellow text boxes, the highest
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tritium levels in groundwater occur adjacent to the
facility.

Concentrations near residential areas and

the Muskrat River are very low, as shown by the green
boxes.
The concentration pattern observed in
this slide is reflective of aerial deposition rather
than groundwater migration.

As it rains, the tritium

in the air is transferred into the groundwater and
decays before it is able to travel very far.

This

means that values in the Muskrat River are expected to
decrease from what is observed today.
Tritium values in wells located in the
residential area have reduced below 200 becquerels per
litre, which is well below the provincial drinking
water standard of 7,000 becquerels per litre.
These residences are connected to the
municipal water supply, which is fed from the Ottawa
River where tritium is near the detectable limit of 5
becquerels per litre.

CNSC Staff conclude that

residents in the area and the Muskrat River remain
protected.
On the next slide we will look at the
trend for the monitoring well MW06-10, which is
located on the SRBT premises next to the main stack.
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This graph shows the average measured
concentrations of tritium in groundwater since 2006
for the monitoring well located under the stacks, and
compares it to the predicted concentrations from CNSC
staff’s groundwater model.

This shows that the

observed concentration pattern is consistent with
predicted

values from CNSC staff’s groundwater

modelling.
A good accordance between both curves
can be observed, and although measured concentrations
slightly increased from 2013 to 2015 tritium levels
have continued to decrease since 2015.
In 2016 SRBT had no regulatory limit
or action level exceedances and no lost-time injuries
occurred.
CNSC Staff are satisfied the SRBT has
adequately controlled radiation exposures and
environmental releases, and continues to implement a
highly effective health and safety program in addition
to a maintenance program.

SRBT continues to protect

the health and safety of workers and the environment.
This concludes the section on SRBT.
will now move on to Nordion.
Nordion Canada Inc. is a nuclear

I
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substance processing facility located in Ottawa,
Ontario.

Nordion manufactures sealed radiation

sources used in cancer therapy and radiation
technology and a variety of medical isotopes used in
nuclear medicine.
The satellite photo on the right-hand
side on this slide shows both the Nordion and Best
Theratronics facilities, as they are directly adjacent
to one another.

Nordion’s facility is highlighted in

the red box.
Nordion’s licence is valid from
November 1st, 2015 to October 31st, 2025.
Nordion manufactures sealed radiation
sources for medical and industrial applications and
processes unsealed radioisotopes for health and life
sciences applications.
Effective October 31st, 2016 Nordion
made the business decision to cease production and
sale of iodine-125, iodine-131, and xenon-133.

There

was no impact to Nordion’s environment, health and
safety programs as a result of this change.
There were no changes to the licence
conditions handbook in 2016, and Nordion maintains the
facility according to the licensing basis.
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In 2016 Nordion had no regulatory
limit or action level exceedences.

There were three

lost-time injuries in 2016, and CNSC Staff reviewed
and accepted Nordion’s corrective actions.

CNSC Staff

are satisfied that Nordion continues to protect the
health and safety of workers and the environment.
CNSC Staff are satisfied that Nordion
has adequately controlled radiation exposures and
protects its workers.

Nordion has implemented an

environmental protection program and security program
that both exceed CNSC requirements.
Nordion continues to protect the
health and safety of workers, the public, and the
environment.
This concludes the section on Nordion.
I will now move to Best Theratronics Ltd.
Best Theratronics Ltd. is a nuclear
substance processing facility that is also located in
Ottawa, Ontario, directly adjacent to the Nordion
facility.

The photo on this slide is the same one

that was presented for Nordion.

However, now the Best

Theratronics facility is highlighted in the red box.
Best Theratronics’ licence is valid
from July 1st, 2014 to June 30th, 2019.
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In 2016 Best Theratronics maintained
the facility according to the licensing basis and
there were no changes to the licence conditions
handbook.
This slide provides an update to the
Commission regarding the status of Best Theratronics’
financial guarantee.

On August 24th, 2015 a

CNSC-designated officer issued an order to Best
Theratronics following a failure to comply with the
financial guarantee licence condition that required
the provision of an acceptable financial guarantee by
July 31st, 2015.
Best Theratronics reduced its
inventory of nuclear substances and subsequently
submitted a revised preliminary decommissioning plan,
including a revised decommissioning cost estimate of
$1.8 million.
The Commission accepted the financial
guarantee on July 14th, 2017.

The order has since

been closed by the Commission and Best Theratronics is
in compliance with its financial guarantee licence
condition.
In 2016 Best Theratronics experienced
no regulatory limit or action level exceedences.

Due
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to the nature of its activities, there are no
environmental actions levels for Best Theratronics’
facility.
There were three lost-time injuries in
2016.

CNSC Staff reviewed and accepted Best

Theratronics’ corrective actions.
CNSC Staff are satisfied that Best
Theratronics has adequate measures to protect the
health and safety of workers, public, and the
environment.
This concludes the section on Best
Theratronics.

I will now move the presentation back

to Kavita Murthy.
MS MURTHY:

Thank you.

Before we

conclude, we are going to present an overview of the
CNSC's Participant Funding Program and interventions
received regarding the regulatory oversight report.
The CNSC offered participant funding
to assist members of the public, Indigenous groups,
and other stakeholders in reviewing CNSC Staff’s
regulatory oversight report by providing new,
distinctive, and valuable information through informed
and topic-specific written submissions to the
Commission.
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In total, participant funding
reimbursement of up to $32,055 in funds was approved
for three applicants.

The CNSC received five written

interventions for the regulatory oversight report, the
three Participant Funding Program recipients:

Swim

Drink Fish Canada; Lake Ontario Waterkeeper;
Northwatch.

Algonquins of Ontario and the Canadian

Nuclear Worker’s Council and BWXT Nuclear Energy
Canada are some of the interventions that we have
received.
CNSC Staff have reviewed all of the
interventions.

Several of the comments are related to

topics that were discussed during the licence renewal
hearing for the Port Hope Conversion Facility, and
generally during the proceedings in November 2016, and
they relate to matters that are beyond the scope of
the licensee’s performance review, which is the
subject of this meeting.
A detailed disposition of comments
received is provided in Annex A attached to the
presentation.

However, some of the key themes

identified in the interventions are listed on this
slide, and will address them in the next few slides.
One comment received from Northwatch
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was regarding the availability of reference documents.
The CNSC responded to an initial request from
Northwatch and provided the licences and the licence
condition handbooks for all of the facilities included
in this regulatory oversight report.
Northwatch responded with a second,
more extensive, request for documents related to the
licensee programs referenced in the licence condition
handbooks; primarily their waste management and
decommissioning programs.

Staff directed Northwatch

to contact licensees directly to obtain these
documents.
As the regulatory oversight report
pertains to licensee performance in 2016 calendar
year, it is CNSC Staff’s opinion that the request for
additional documents was beyond the scope of an annual
review.
We further note that all of the licensees
discussed in this Regulatory Oversight Report post their
annual
compliance reports on their public websites.

These reports

include detailed information on environmental monitoring
and waste management activities.
One principal recommendation from
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Northwatch is that waste management safety and control area
should be reported on in future Regulatory Oversight
Reports.
It is CNSC Staff's position that these -
the three SCAs of radiation protection, environmental
protection and conventional health and safety are a good
representation of licensee performance in other SCAs.
CNSC's regulatory oversight, however, extends to all 14
safety and control areas, including waste management.
Regardless of the three SCAs reported on
in detail in this Regulatory Oversight Report, any
noteworthy changes such as improvements or deteriorations
of licensee performance in any of the other SCAs would be
reported in Regulatory Oversight Reports.
Further, licensees annually report on
their safety performance in all safety and control areas
and, as noted before, these reports are available on their
public websites.
Finally, with regards to waste management,
we wish to note that Canada is a contracting party to the
IAEA's Joint Convention on the Safety of Spent Fuel
Management and on the Safety of Radioactive Waste
Management.

Every three years, the CNSC, on behalf of

Canada, tables a national report on waste management
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practices and activities in Canada.
This comprehensive report is peer reviewed
by international counterparts in waste management.
Canada’s national report, the accompanying
presentation and responses to questions raised by the peer
reviewers are available on the CSNC’s public website.
The latest report was tabled on October
23, 2017 and an executive summary is already posted on the
CNSC’s public website. The full report will be posted,
pending translation.
Intervenors have noted that for all of the
facilities included in this Regulatory Oversight Report,
environmental releases are very low.

They have therefore

recommended that the release limits in the licence be
lowered to match the actual releases.
Release limits are set at levels that are
protective of the public and the environment and are
indicative of the facility's safe operating envelope based
upon its design and its operations.
The CNSC's regulatory framework ensures
that licensees have programs in place to protect the
public, the environment and
workers.

Similar to dose limits to workers, which are far

higher than the actual doses received but are,
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nevertheless, safe, release limits determine the outer
bound of facility operations while ensuring that the public
and environment remain safe.
Licensees are also required to establish
action levels and monitor environmental
releases much more closely so that they can identify and
intervene when there is deviation from normal operating
conditions and take corrective actions as
needed.

Underneath the action level are the licensees’

administrative levels, which are even more sensitive
indicators of potential issues with operations.
CNSC staff do recognize the need for
increased clarity and standardization of the
methodology used to establish release limits at CNSC
licensed facilities.

To that end, CNSC staff are currently

drafting a regulatory document which will go through the
normal process of document development and approval.
Lake Ontario Waterkeeper has made several
recommendations for the standardization and expansion of
monitoring of liquid discharges from uranium processing
facilities in general and PHCF in particular throughout
their intervention.
CNSC staff note that the effluent
monitoring programs that the facilities have in
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place are risk informed, graded and effective in
controlling releases from these facilities.

In the coming

year, with the implementation of guidance from the CSA
standards on effluent and environmental monitoring, we
expect that there will be further standardization in
environmental monitoring practices.
The draft CNSC Regulatory Document 3.1.2
which staff will present to the Commission tomorrow for
approval, if approved and once implemented, will ensure
standardization of reporting environmental and other
performance data to the CNSC.
Finally, with regards to PHCF, as noted in
the consultant report by Mr Wilf Ruland, which is attached
to Lake Ontario Waterkeeper’s intervention, it is the
CNSC’s expectation that the Vision In Motion project that
PCHF is going to undertake will result in site-wide broad
scope improvement in water management at the Port Hope
conversion facility.

In their intervention, the Algonquins

of Ontario have recommended improvements in or enhancements
to CNSC and licensee engagement and outreach activities
with their indigenous communities.
The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
recognizes the value of community knowledge and indigenous
traditional knowledge and understands the importance of
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consulting and building relationships with Canada's
Aboriginal peoples.
To this end, CNSC staff will continue to
explore opportunities to provide objective
scientific information in a user friendly manner on the
activities that it regulates, and continue to meet with the
Algonquins of Ontario to discuss their issues and
concerns.
Further, it is CNSC Staff’s expectation of
licensees that they will develop their public information
program in line with the interest and information needs of
their stakeholder community which will include indigenous
communities that have an
interest in their operations.
Intervenors also provided several
recommendations for improvements to the regulatory
oversight reports.
Based on this input from the intervenors,
the regulatory oversight for 2017 next year will have a
separate summary table as an appendix to all events
reported to the CNSC, with explanatory notes as
appropriate.
Where feasible, we will provide the
maximum and average values of monitored parameters and
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provide additional information on public information and
outreach activities that licensees have undertaken.
There are a number of other suggestions
that we are in the process of evaluating at this time, and
we wish to thank all the intervenors for their
recommendations.
I will now return the presentation to Ms
Haidy Tadros.
MS TADROS:

Thank you.

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

These last

two slides will summarize CNSC Staff's conclusion on the
licensee's performance for uranium and nuclear substance
processing.
In conclusion, CNSC Staff compliance
activities during 2016 have confirmed that uranium and
nuclear substance processing facilities across all 14
safety and control areas were rated Satisfactory or better,
that radiation protection programs adequately controlled
radiation exposures, keeping doses as low as reasonably
achievable.
We also conclude that environmental
protection programs were effective in 2016 in protecting
the environment and that conventional health and safety
programs continue to protect workers.
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And finally, CNSC Staff conclude that all
other programs in support of the remaining safety and
control areas required to ensure the protection
of the health and safety of workers, the public and the
environment continue to be effectively implemented.
CNSC Staff therefore conclude that in
2016, each facility operated safely and met performance
expectations with respect to the health and safety of
workers, for the protection of the environment, and to
Canada’s international obligations.

This concludes CNSC

Staff’s presentation.
Thank you for your attention.

We are

available to take any questions you may have.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I think we now would like to give an
opportunity to all the licensees to comment, starting with
Cameco Corporation.
Mr. Mooney, the floor is yours.
MR. MOONEY:

For the record, my name is -

oh, can you hear us now?
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. MOONEY:

Yeah, go ahead.

Good morning, President

Binder and Members of the Commission.
For the record, my name is Liam Mooney.

I
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am the Vice-President of Safety, Health, Environment
Quality and Regulatory Relations at Cameco Corporation.
With me today is Kevin Naugey -- sorry, is
Tom Smith, our Director of Compliance and Licensing with
our Fuel Services Division.
We are joining you as part of our review
of the CNSC Staff's 2016 Regulatory Oversight Report for
uranium and nuclear substance processing facilities.
We want to take the chance afford by this
proceeding to emphasize that Cameco's highest priorities
are the safety and protection of our workers and the
public, along with the protection of the environment.

We

also take pride in the quality of our processes that
support these priorities.
Cameco's strong performance in these key
areas is demonstrated in a 2016 Regulatory Oversight
Report.

In addition to sustaining our ratings on all

safety and control areas, the Blind River Refinery received
a fully satisfactory rating in conventional health and
safety.

This is well deserved as noted by staff that it

has been more than 10 years since the facility has had a
lost time incident.
In 2016, Cameco's Port Hope conversion
facility was engaged in the process to renew the facility
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operating licence.

We were pleased that the Commission

granted a 10-year operating licence earlier this year.
Also in 2016, we presented the required
status reports for our Blind River refinery and Cameco fuel
manufacturing facilities at a public proceeding.
For many years, Cameco has been dealing
with challenging market conditions for refining and
conversion services.

As a result of these conditions and

as a clear indicator of the state of the industry, we have
recently witnessed the suspension of product at the only
conversion plant in the United States.
While we continue to operate safely, the
industry is faced with significant economic pressures that
impact available resources. As such, while responding to
changing and increasing regulatory demands, we must focus
on core activities that relate to our priorities of the
safety and health of our workers as well as the protection
of the environment.
Irrespective of these difficult market
conditions, Cameco remains committed to the continued safe
operation of our facilities.
In 2016, we continued to engage with our
key stakeholders near our operations.

We see the results

of these efforts in polling that showed 86 percent of
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residents support the continuation of Cameco's operations
in Port Hope.
High levels of public support and trust
are a product of both our strong operational performance
and mature management systems that are assessed and
verified by independent regulators with their subject
matter expertise.
Thank you for the opportunity to speak
today in relation to staff's report.

We will be available

to respond to any questions that you might have for us.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I would like now to turn the floor to
Mr. MacQuarrie, President of BWXT.

Over to you, sir.

CMD 17-M45.5
Oral presentation by
BWXT Nuclear Energy Canada Inc.

MR. MacQUARRIE:

Thank you.

Good morning,

President Binder and Members of the Commission.

My name is

John MacQuarrie, I am President of BWXT Nuclear Energy
Canada.
With me today from BWXT are Jonathan
Lundy, Vice President of Business Services; David Snopek,
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Director of Environmental Health and Safety and Regulatory
Affairs; Sara Forsey, Manager of Community Relations and
Communications; and Ted Richardson, Director of Fuel
Manufacturing Operations.
Thank you for the opportunity to present a
little bit about BWXT's operations.

We have a brief

presentation that we would like to share with you.

Please

refer to the information on your screen.
First, just briefly, a little bit about or
corporate profile.
BWXT operates nine major manufacturing
facilities.

All of these facilities produce nuclear

products and only nuclear products.

We have about 6,000

employees worldwide, although a vast majority of those
employees are located in North America.

The majority of

those employees, about 4,000, have security clearances from
various government agencies due to the nature of our
business operations.

The skill sets of our employees

include nuclear engineers and scientists, technicians,
skilled trades and other administration personnel.
We hold licences from the United States
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and of course from the CNSC
for a number of our facilities.
THE PRESIDENT:

I'm sorry to interrupt,
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can you get the microphone closer to you?
MR. MacQUARRIE:
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. MacQUARRIE:

Thank you.

I hope that's better.
Yes, much better.
So to summarize on our

profile, we have a significant business and depth in
nuclear operations and a proud heritage of safety in our
nuclear business.
So in terms of how we are organized in our
business, we operate in three segments.
The first segment is the Nuclear
Operations Group.

This is the group that produces reactors

for the United States Navy.

We are the sole provider of

reactors to the United States Navy.

We have successfully

produced hundreds of reactor components and fuel core loads
for the Navy.
The second segment of our business is the
Nuclear Services Group.

This group operates substantial

nuclear facilities on behalf of government, various
government entities.
And then finally we have the Nuclear Power
Group, which is essentially our Canadian business.
group is divided into two entities.

This

First we have BWXT

Canada which provides components, field services and
construction project work for various nuclear power
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operators, and then we have BWXT Nuclear Energy Canada
which provides fuel of course and fuel handling systems and
related services.
Our company is entirely focused on the
nuclear energy business.
In terms of the acquisition and subsequent
integration, as was already mentioned, we completed the
acquisition on December 16th in 2016 and we feel we have
achieved our goals in terms of a seamless transition with
no interruption to safe operations.

The facilities were

rebranded immediately upon conclusion of the acquisition.
Public reaction was neutral, perhaps maybe muted.

Media

coverage was, in our opinion, balanced and we have achieved
consistent performance across all of the safety and control
areas.

So in conclusion, the acquisition and integration

proceeded exactly as we had planned.
With regard to our facilities, we operate
on three sites, in Peterborough where we produce fuel
bundles, in Toronto where we produce fuel pellets, and in
Arnprior where we produce the tubes for fuel.

There is no

significant change to any of these operations as a result
of the acquisition.
With regard to radiation protection for
our workers, if you refer to the two charts on your screen
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here, what we have are the total effective worker dose to
workers in Peterborough and Toronto.

These are logarithmic

scales and as you can see here the worker dose is far below
regulatory limits, which is identified by the red line on
these charts.
As was previously mentioned, we did have
an action level exceedance which has already been
discussed.
I would also point out that if you look at
the Toronto chart in 2016 for the bar for maximum worker
dose, we did have a higher maximum worker dose in 2016.

We

investigated that, took corrective actions with that
individual, and we have seen that in this year we are happy
to report that that worker dose is significantly lower and
back towards the levels that we have seen in prior years.
So we feel that the radiation protection
program that we have is effectively implemented at both of
these sites.
With regard to environmental performance
in Peterborough, again I refer you to the charts that you
see here that describe our emissions to air and water, and
again you can see that these missions are well below the
regulatory limits.

There are no action level exceedances

and the public dose is essentially zero.

So we operate
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these facilities -- we operate the Peterborough facility
with no impact to the public.
In Toronto with regard to environmental
performance, again you see similar two charts here with
regard to emissions of uranium in air and water.

Again,

these emissions are well below the regulatory limit, no
action level exceedances, and the public dose is extremely
low, so there is an extremely low impact to the public from
the operation of the Toronto facility.
With regard to conventional health and
safety, we are happy to report we had no lost time
injuries, but of course we are focused on continuously
improving our safety performance.

So you can see on this

slide several of the improvement projects that have been
underway in Peterborough and Toronto.

Of course, our goal

is to continue with this good safety performance and so we
will continue to focus on improving each and every day.
With regard to emergency response, this is
an area of opportunity for improvement for us that we have
identified and we continue to work on improving our
emergency response capability.

On this slide you see a

variety of actions that we are undertaking and we are also
leveraging all of the capability within the greater BWXT
company and we are satisfied with our progress and quite
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happy with how all of these actions are proceeding.
With regard to our public information
program, immediately following the acquisition there were a
large number of communications made in the form of
newsletters and press releases.

We didn't notice any

significant impact to the communities we operated in or any
significant reaction.

Immediate rebranding of the

facilities occurred, as I mentioned previously, and our
website was rebranded as well.
We have, over the last few years,
significantly increased our engagement with the public in
the communities in which we operate.

We feel that we have

established a good rhythm of communications with the public
and we will continue to operate in a transparent manner in
these areas in which we operate.
So, in summary, we feel that our current
safety programs are effective, we have no environmental
issues or impacts to the environment, and there was no
impact from the acquisition of the business.

Thank you for

the opportunity to make some comments.

Oral presentation by SRB Technologies (Canada) Inc.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you very much.
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I would like to turn now to SRB
Technologies.

Monsieur Levesque, do you have any comments?
MR. LEVESQUE:

President for SRB Technologies.

Stephane Levesque,
Thank you very much for

allowing me to make some comments.
Although we were graded satisfactory and
fully satisfactory in the safety and control areas and our
emissions dose to the public and to our staff are well
below both regulatory limits and our own limits, we are
continuously seeking improvement and to reduce those
further and to improve in all our programs and in all the
safety and control areas.

That also includes, following

the receipt of the interventions by aboriginal groups and
Northwatch, incorporating some of the comments that they
have said and some of the requests in our future compliance
reports and activities.

Thank you.

Oral presentation by Nordion (Canada) Inc.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I would like to turn the floor now to
Nordion.

I understand that Mr. McGregor will make a

presentation.

Over to you.
MR. McGREGOR:

Thank you, President Binder
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and Members of the Commission.

I am here today with

Michael Epp, who is responsible for security; Richard
Wassenaar, who is responsible for transport and import and
export licensing and U.S. NRC licensing; Jennifer Mahoney,
who is responsible for the Occupational Health & Safety
Program at Nordion; Jackie Kavanagh, who is responsible for
Canadian licensing; and Richard Decaire, who is responsible
for radiation safety.

I am the Vice President of Quality,

Regulatory and Environmental Health and Safety for Nordion.
Nordion is divided into two businesses, as
was highlighted in the staff presentation.

We make sealed

sources for industrial uses and healthcare, for
sterilization of medical components and devices and that
kind of thing, as well as food and some drugs.
The other side of the business is the
medical isotope side of the business.

As it was noted in

the staff presentation, we decided to discontinue
manufacturing of iodine-131, -125 and xenon-133 when
regular production of molybdenum-99 ceased.

We remain at

the ready -- should the Canadian government suggest that
there is a shortage for molybdenum-99 in the world, we
remain at the ready to produce molybdenum-99, but we
understand that the NRU reactor will be ceasing operations
at the end of March.

So at that point in time we will
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stand down for that readiness, but we continue to develop a
new source of molybdenum-99 and hope to have that ready
sometime in late 2018, in the 2018 timeframe.
We remain committed to the protection of
the safety of our employees and of the public and of the
environment around us and we always seek to look at ways to
reduce our impact both from a radiation emissions
perspective and from other perspectives as well, our impact
on the environment.

So we appreciate the opportunity to

make this comment and we stand ready for any questions that
the Commission may have for us.

Oral presentation by Best Theratronics

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Now to Best Theratronics.

I understand

that Ms Soleimani will make the presentation or make
comments.
MS SOLEIMANI:

Good morning.

Mojgan

Soleimani, Radiation Safety Officer from Best Theratronics.
Thank you for the opportunity.
We continue working with CNSC staff to be
compliant with our Licensing Handbook conditions.

In 2016

we did not have any exceedance of our action limits and our
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dose limits to our staff were well below the regulatory
limits.

We continue to work on our radiation protection

programs.
Fortunately, we do not have any
environmental releases because we only deal with sealed
sources, so we do not have any emissions to -- any releases
to the air or water.

There were some comments in the

interventions about Best Theratronics not monitoring air or
water and this is only due to the fact that we only have
sealed sources in our facility.
Again, thank you for the opportunity and I
am here to answer any questions that the Commission may
have.

CMD 17-M45.1
Written Submission from the
Canadian Nuclear Workers' Council

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

So before we get into the question period
we will start now with the written interventions.
The first written submission is from the
Canadian Nuclear Workers' Council, as outlined in CMD
17-M45.1.
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Commissioners, does anybody have any
questions on that submission?
Dr. Soliman...?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Thank you very much.

The

intervenor raised a question about the limit given on Table
F-10, page 138 of the staff report.

They indicate that the

limit for uranium discharge to sewer is 9,000 kilograms per
year.

This number looks high, because if we have 10

utilities like this, 10 facilities like that, it means we
are talking about 90,000 kilograms per year.

This number

is very high, so are we looking at this number -
THE PRESIDENT:

I'm sorry to interrupt.

It's a good question actually, one of my questions too, but
it's the wrong intervention here.
union intervention.
as M45.1.

I think this is the

This is the Canadian Nuclear Workers'

But since the question was posed I think it's a

good question and I would like to hear some answers once we
start with staff.

I think this is not the first time we

spoke about these numbers and in fact if you look at BWXT,
the limit, the actual regulatory limit in all the charts
bears no resemblance to actuals.

Could somebody help us

here?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

We will ask our colleagues in Environmental Protection to
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go through the numbers on the limits that are identified.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

I am the Director General for the Directorate of
Environmental and Radiation Protection and Assessment and
it is a good question.

It is something that staff have

been and are continuing to work on.
The limits for these releases are based on
dose constraint to a member of the public of 50
microsieverts per year and so from a radiological
perspective these limits are protective, but I think it's a
very sound observation.

It is something that we discussed

a year ago regarding the Port Hope Conversion Facility, are
these suitable release limits considering that the
operations can reduce or control uranium to much lower
levels?
But first of all I guess I want to
indicate that the facilities are not releasing to the same
sewer system, so they are not having that cumulative impact
that was mentioned.

So we do not see multiple facilities

at this high level releasing to the same point.
The second is that the Port Hope
Conversion Facility that went through a licensing action a
year ago has reduced its -- we have reduced or altered the
limit for releases to sewer to a concentration-based value

64

that is also protective from a chemical point of view to
the surface water quality.

We are proceeding with that on

a case-by-case basis throughout the industry as we look at
a process for setting release limits across the industry
for both nuclear substances and hazardous substances.
THE PRESIDENT:

But I have to tell you,

when you look at some of those charts -- and I'm just
picking one at random because it's the last one, I'm just
picking on BWXT, not because I'm picking on BWXT, it's
because there is a Chart 7 for example that shows the
uranium air monitoring emission and it talks about almost
1,000 grams -- I don't even know if it's grams -- to air
and in water it's almost 1,000 kilograms to water.

And

then you introduce something called licence limit.

I have

no idea how licence limit gets into this calculation.

This

is one of those -- also a new limit that I see throughout
those presentations, which is a licence limit, and I have
no understanding what is the difference between licence
limit and regulatory limit or standards, or whatever.

You

are introducing new vocabulary which really is confusing.
And it's not only the radiological issue with uranium and
water, it's a toxicity, as you know.

So you have to do

something about those numbers, I don't think they make
sense.

65

MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So there were two issues I think I heard
in the question.

One is regarding the terminology, what is

a release limit versus licence limit versus regulatory
limit?

It sounds like three things but they are really the

same thing.
If I could explain how we regulate limits.
The regulatory framework for releases to the environment,
whether they are airborne or liquid releases, is at the
first level there is something called an administration
level and that is a value that the licensee sets in their
internal programs for which if they exceed they must
internally investigate and if needed conduct corrective
actions.

So that is not a reportable exceedance, but it is

something that CNSC staff inspectors look at to make sure
that licensees are adhering to their program and making
corrective actions if required.
The next level is action level and
exceedance of an action level is a reportable exceedance.
It is not necessarily a non-compliance.

It is an

indication of whether the program is showing indication
that the program could be failing for environmental
protection.

So there is a report to the CNSC, there is an

investigation to see if corrective actions are indeed
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necessary.
And then there's that third level, which
is the ultimate limit.

We are looking to standardize the

approach for that third level and so we hear different
terms such as "release limit", "licence limit", "regulatory
limit", but we really mean that final third level.

So it's

one limit that is there.
The CNSC is conducting a process to set
release limits for hazardous substances such as chemicals
and for nuclear substances such as uranium in this case in
a consistent manner and we are documenting that approach
and we will be requiring licensees to adhere to it as
opposed to a case-by-case.

So that's the terminology.

The second part you mentioned is why would
we set a limit to air in grams but we set a limit to water
in kilograms and the reason for that is because of the
manner for which people are exposed.

So somebody -- if we

use BWXT in Toronto as an example, there are residences
within a couple of 100 metres living there, or 100 metres
living close to that facility, they could be breathing the
air directly into their lungs, and so the calculation
required to ensure both the people and the environment are
protected requires that those emissions are extremely low.
In contrast to releases to sewer which would then go
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through a wastewater treatment plant before it would
eventually get released at end of pipe quite a far distance
away from the plant.

The amount of uranium that would

actually result in a very small dose is much larger.

And

I'm not trying to justify the high number, I am explaining
the health consequences of a high number to the sewer is
very similar to the health consequences of a low number to
air.
We are in the process to go through the
facilities over time, much like we did with the Port Hope
Conversion Facility, to have more concentration-based
limits set for uranium as an example for protection of the
environment for the people who work in wastewater treatment
facilities and on a concentration basis.
THE PRESIDENT:
to do.

I think you have some work

What I'm curious about is when is your regulatory

document that clarifies and standardizes and sets up some
of those limits will be available, because I, in reading
all those presentations for the whole day today, I came
across the same kind of issues on units, limits, standards,
provincial standards, release limit, licence limit, et
cetera, et cetera.

You need to do something about that.

MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker.

Just to

conclude, because I don't want to give the impression that
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there is a lack of oversight or unsafe condition.
By analogy, if we look at radiation
protection, operational radiation protection programs, it's
really the action level that is our greatest control and
that's what we will be talking about today, is what were
the doses to workers, were there any action level
exceedances and have there been corrective actions, and
it's very rare, the regulatory limit for radiation
protection is much, much higher than it is for oversight
for action levels.
THE PRESIDENT:

I understand that, but

action limit normally is set up as a function of the upper
limit.

So if your upper limit is very high I'm not sure

that setting up an action limit will help you in many of
those -
MR. RINKER:
statement, though.

I would disagree with that

The action level for RP, radiation

protection, purposes is not a percentage of the regulatory
limit.
THE PRESIDENT:

Not for RPs, I was talking

about some of the uranium -
MR. RINKER:

Yes.

THE PRESIDENT:

Yes.

-- action levels will

never be exceeded because they are set up so high.
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MR. RINKER:

So for environmental

protection purposes, we do have a CSA standard for releases
to the environment that has been published and is being
implemented and that is already being acted upon.

So much

like radiation protection, for environmental protection
purposes the admin levels and the action levels are a fully
documented process.

It's the release limits for which we

are working on in 2018.
THE PRESIDENT:

Does anybody want to

engage in this or are we still on the union?

This wasn't a

union question, but I think we should deal with the union
question.

Does anybody have any comments on the Canadian

Nuclear Workers' Council submission?
So I have one.

It says here:

"Union representatives also have
access to CNSC inspectors if the need
arises to help resolve worker safety
issues."
I'm curious to know if they actually apply
that access.

How many times do you see a union member come

to an inspector and engage in dialogue?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

Yes indeed, inspectors onsite engage
regularly with staff performing the work.

As recently as a
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couple of weeks ago there was an inspection at one of the
facilities and there was a conversation between inspectors
at that inspection and staff from the licensee's operations
and there were issues that they wanted to bring to our
attention.

I don't have the exact number of how many times

that has happened, but it does happen.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Anybody else?

Okay.

CMD 17-M45.2
Written submission from
Swim Drink Fish Canada and Lake Ontario Waterkeeper

THE PRESIDENT:

So let's move on.

The

next submission is from Swim Drink Fish Canada and
Lake Ontario Waterkeeper, as outlined in CMD 17-M45.2.
sure there are going to be questions about that.
to start?

I'm

Who wants

Dr. Soliman...?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Yes.

As a supplementary

to my earlier question, Recommendation 8, page 5, also
talks about the licence limit for liquid discharges, and in
our response in Slide 87 we identify that the limits are
defined as technology-based or exposure-based.

Can

somebody explain how we reach -- how we use these two in
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order to reach the limit?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

We again will pass it to our colleagues in Environmental
Protection who will provide an explanation on the
technology base and an exposure base basis that these
limits are looked at.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So this is a very good question and if I
could use a facility that isn't a processing facility as an
example, a uranium mine.

There are two types of limits

that we have, one is exposure-based and one is
technology-based.

An example of the technology-based limit

is coming out of the Metal Mine Effluent Regulations where
there was a considerable amount of work that was conducted
to determine, based on the technology that is available for
mines, what kind of limits based on that technology would
we expect any mine in Canada to be able to achieve, and
that's what the Metal Mine Effluent Regulations limits are
based on.

So there is a series of technology-based limits

that we have implemented and these are listed in our
Licence Condition Handbook for the metal mines.
In contrast, selenium and molybdenum have
been shown to be at levels that were causing effects,
particularly in the case of selenium, and so limits were
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set for Key Lake as an example such that the effects would
not be observed or would no longer be observed.

So that

was a limit directly related to an effect and so we call
that an exposure-based limit.

That's the difference

between the two.
THE PRESIDENT:
Anybody else?
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.
Dr. McEwan...?
Mr. President, if I may,

I'm going to use the Lake Ontario Waterkeeper's
intervention for a more generic question, but first I would
like to congratulate staff on the report.

I thought it was

very good.

I thought it provided information that was

important.

I will note that in your presentation I

particularly liked, I think it was Slides 7 to 10 where you
provided a nice overview of some of the issues we have been
discussing.

So thank you.
One comment.

on the graphs.

You didn't put action levels

It would have been very, very helpful to

see them on it.
But if I can use the Waterkeeper's overall
presentation for a very generic question.
as the goal of these annual reports?

What do you see

What do you feel are

the important pieces of information in the products, if you
like, that you will be providing to us and to the public
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and how do you see those goals in the context of some of
the very specific almost licensing questions that you see?
I mean Waterkeeper, Northwatch, and so on.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

It's a very important question and we will
go back to some of the messaging that CNSC staff have used
on our slides with regards to the facilities, no changes in
operational activities and staying within their licensing
basis.
So the goal of our annual compliance
reports is focused on licensing performance.

At the time

of licensing and before this Commission information is
presented, both on the programs that are put forward by the
licensees for how they will meet regulatory requirements as
well as CNSC staff's review and assessment of those
programs in meeting those regulatory requirements.

Once

that is set by the Commission, once a licence is issued,
the licensees are held to account and that is the licensing
basis by which we conduct our regulatory oversight
activities, looking at compliance verification criteria
that are found in the licensees' Licence Condition
Handbooks, and we assess and verify and at times enforce
licensees' actions to ensure that they meet the programs
and the implementation of those programs as set out by what
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the Commission has approved for them to do.
So with regards to your question on what
is the goal, the goal is to present the performance over a
certain span.

We have determined that to be one year for

these facilities here, the uranium and nuclear substance
processing facilities, to provide both the Commission and
the public and our assessment of the licensees' performance
according to what they committed they would do throughout
the authorized licence period.
What we do is we use very specific key
indicators to look at those programs and, as before you
today and as you seen previously, radiation protection,
environmental protection and conventional health and safety
across the majority of the fuel cycle facilities provide us
with the opportunity to gain data, analyze that data
against regulatory requirements, guidance, limits and
provide our assessment of how those programs are
effectively maintaining the health and safety of workers
and the environment.
So a long-winded answer to say that our
goal here today is to ensure that before you is our
opportunity to provide the assessment of how licensees have
performed based on the commitment that they provided us and
the Commission in their licensing term.
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MEMBER McEWAN:

So I mean I think it's -

you make it very clear, but it's important to state again,
you are looking at all of the safety and control areas as
you look through the year's performance?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

Yes, that is correct, sir.

We use the

three indicators, but across the licensing term we use a
risk-informed decision-making process to determine what
safety and control areas will be looked at during
inspections, desktop reviews, and all safety and control
areas are covered, and nothing prevents the CNSC from
coming before the Commission when there is a specific
highlight or issue that deals with other safety and control
areas outside of RP, EP and conventional health and safety.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So let me just go to one

very specific piece then, Table F-7 on page 138 of staff's
CMD -- I'm sorry, F-8.

F-8.

So if I look at the Dorset

Street site, for the last five years the gamma monitoring
results have consistently been above the licence limit and
I don't remember any broad discussion of that in the text.
So could you perhaps give us some context around that?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

Just to ensure we understand what you are looking at, sir,
you are talking about "Table F-8: Gamma monitoring
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results"?
MEMBER McEWAN:

Gamma monitoring results.

So if I look at the licence limit, it is .4; if I look at
2012 it was .56 (sic), .44 (sic) in '15 -
MS TADROS:

It's .0.

MEMBER McEWAN:

Point zero.

that again, that's twice I have done that.
MS TADROS:

I have done

My apologies.

Thank you for the

clarification.
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER DEMETER:

Dr. Demeter...?
Thank you.

Thank you for the report.
start with a general comment.

I want to just

Something that I really

appreciated in BWXT's slides when they looked at regulatory
dose limits to workers, they have the description of a
limit of 50 mSv in a single year and 100 mSv over five
years.

I really like that clarification because if you are

doing an annual report and you see the regulatory dose
limit is 50 mSv, that misleads people to think that you
could have that every year and I think that language really
clarifies to readers that it's an average of 100 over five
years.

So that's just a comment that I really like that

and I think that would serve the staff well.
There are two comments in their report
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that I thought deserved discussion for the CMD that we are
discussing.
The first is on their page 4 at the very
top.

They make a comment that historically and currently

there is detriment to the "swimmability, drinkability, and
fishability of the Port Hope Harbour and surrounding
lakeshore, Alexander Creek, and the Ganaraska River."
Can someone give me a sense of are these
activities impacted recreationally and otherwise in this
harbour?

What is the current state of this harbour

relative to these activities and how are they impacted?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

We will pass the question on to our colleagues from the
Environmental Protection to answer that.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So I disagree with this comment.

The

Ganaraska River is a very healthy fishable location.

If

you were to go to Port Hope in September and October during
the trout and salmon runs, there is a massive fisherman -
fisherperson population and a very excellent place to go
even to observe the salmon runs.
place.

It's a very interesting

Both the licensees and the CNSC's Independent

Environmental Monitoring Program have been measuring water
in the harbour as well as at the beachfront located nearby.
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We have not seen any indication that contaminant levels are
impairing the swimmability or fishability.
Now, like any natural lake where there are
fish and there are geese, I wouldn't drink the water out of
the harbour, it needs to be treated to make it safe, but
there are no impacts from a radiological aspect that would
be impairing its drinkability.
I would note that there was a Canadian
commitment to clean up the Town of Port Hope because it was
a Crown corporation who formed the contamination, and that
includes the harbour.

There are sediments that are

contaminated in the harbour at depth and the harbour will
be cleaned up, but certainly the water within the harbour
is not unsafe.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

So for my summary, at this point in time
and based on these industries, there are no restrictions on
fishing or swimming in these waters?
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker.

To the best of

my knowledge, that is correct.
MEMBER DEMETER:
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.
Well, okay.

I thought in

the harbour itself, it's not like the river that goes from
the hill down into the harbour, so the river itself I agree
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is healthy and there are fish in it, but once you get into
the harbour I thought that our advice has been we are going
to clean -- that Port Hope will be cleaned and only then
you would recommend actual fishing and swimming in the
harbour as opposed to the other West End beach.

So I'm not

sure I remember correctly that the harbour itself is
swimmable and drinkable and fishable in the harbour itself.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So certainly the uranium concentrations in
the harbour are at levels that are well below the levels
for protection of aquatic life, including fish, and they
are below the drinking water standard.

So uranium in the

harbour is below the drinking water standard and that would
not require dilution or any other such concern.
THE PRESIDENT:

Cameco, do you want to

clarify some of this?
MR. MOONEY:

Sure.

It's Liam Mooney for

the record.
I think it's important to emphasize that
that harbour is fed by the Ganaraska River and that is a
large watershed that covers a number of different uses,
including agricultural, major road and railroads and
numerous communities.

So that of course would be affecting

the river water quality that then flows into the harbour.
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That being said, there was mention made by
yourself, President Binder, of the plan to clean up the
sediment in the harbour at depth which will be undertaken
by the Port Hope Area Initiative as part of their planned
activities to establish a long-term waste management
facility.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Question...?
MEMBER SEELEY:

Maybe just a couple of

general comments and then a question.
Maybe number one, thank you, staff, for
the report.

I really appreciate it.

You know, seven

different facilities, 14 different control areas, we are
going to go through this all in a couple of hours.

I think

overall, you know, reporting on the performance around
safety, safety of staff, safety of the public, safety to
the environment, well done.
And I did want to maybe just congratulate
Cameco Blind River.

Ten years without a lost time

accident, that's, you know, primary to the goal of
performing -- of the Commission is around safety of staff
and my experience in industry, 35 years working at
facilities, if you can get 10 years without a lost time
accident, this is really a significant achievement.

So I

81

would like to congratulate staff and the employees at Blind
River for that milestone.
With respect to questions, I think we are
getting down into the minutia, so I'm very pleased that we
are sort of on track over all performance for these
facilities in terms of safety.

A lot of the questions are

related to environment I note and environmental performance
and around continuous improvement in this area, so that's
also very good news that we are not into major exceedances
and compliance issues.
Waterkeeper had some questions around the
Port Hope facility.

Maybe I could direct this one perhaps

to staff or Cameco, but there was some request -- well,
actually there is some reference to CSA standard around
environmental performance reporting, particularly frequency
of reporting as it relates to stormwater.

So I don't know

if anyone can clarify what the frequency will be, but it
keeps referring -- the staff were referring to stormwater,
environmental reporting will be in compliance with CSA
standard, and the Waterkeeper were requesting more than two
times per year on the reporting for stormwater.
sure what the standard frequency is.

So I'm not

Does anyone have that

information?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.
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So as we stated in our presentation, the
monitoring programs for facilities are developed by the
activity -- informed by the activity conducted by the
facility and the operating environment in which they
conduct these activities, namely large bodies of water,
population.

So there are specific frequencies and limits

that are established based on what the facility is actually
doing.

The intent of the CSA standard and in general the

standardization is to bring more clarity and transparency
around how these are set, how the frequencies are
established and what appropriate frequencies are for these
activities to be monitored at.
I will pass the question back to
colleagues, specialists in environmental protection to
provide more precision on the CSA standards.
MR. JONES:

Mike Jones, Program Officer,

for the record.
For the Port Hope Conversion Facility,
stormwater is currently monitored twice a year.
part of the environmental monitoring program.

That is
As part of

the update to one of the CSA standards, 288.4 -- or 288.5
on effluent monitoring and 288.4 on environmental
monitoring, the current monitoring programs are being
assessed to validate their effectiveness and modify if
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necessary.

They are being based upon the results from an

environmental risk assessment which was done about a year
ago.
For the purposes of frequency, it would
depend on whether or not the contaminants of potential
concern were identified in the environmental risk
assessment and which would then indicate it would need to
be monitored on a more frequent basis and/or if the
discharges were extremely variable in inflow, at which time
you could increase the frequency, but at this point we are
waiting upon Cameco to evaluate their programs against the
CSA standard to see if a change is needed.
MR. MOONEY:

Thank you.

It's Liam Mooney for the

record.
In that regard I would just add that the
plan that we have is to revise our stormwater monitoring
program and include monitoring of all outlets on an
interval that will be determined after the infrastructure
improvements that are part of the Vision in Motion Project
are installed.

Staff had touched on this earlier today in

their presentation, that we have a significant amount of
rework to take place at the conversion facility, after
which time we would be revising that program.
So in addition to the risk assessment and
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the subsequent review of the CSA standards on environmental
and emissions monitoring, we have that as a variable that
we are taking into account with our plans moving forward.
MEMBER SEELEY:

Okay, thank you for that.

I guess my observation would be if you have an increased or
a high level of activity on with respect to reclamation on
the site, you know, would it not make sense to have a
higher frequency of your storm water sampling.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

So when the reclamation activities get
into full swing and before these activities are going to be
undertaken, Cameco will be required to submit their plan
for environmental monitoring.
those activities.

We will be monitoring all of

There will be specialist review of their

monitoring program to make sure that releases and
monitoring is set in place that is appropriate for the
activity.
And I think, Cameco, sorry, I interrupted
you.

You wanted to add something?
MR. MOONEY:

No, that's okay.

Thank you.

It's Liam Mooney for the record.

And

maybe I'll ask Tom Smith to provide some more detail in
this regard, but there's a facility monitoring program that
it talked about in generic detail, but there's also a plan
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with the Vision in Motion activities specific to those
works that would have monitoring associated with those
activities.

So think of it as sort of a subset within the

broader operational framework of the facility.
MR. SMITH:

For the record, Tom Smith.

Yes, we have developed a supplementary
environmental monitoring program for the Vision in Motion
project.

Once we actively start to pursue remediation

projects in a larger scale, that supplementary program will
be put into play.
And I might also add we're on track to
submit our updated environmental monitoring program for the
conversion facility this month.
MEMBER SEELEY:

Thank you for that.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Dr. Soliman?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:
question.

I have another

Waterkeeper, page 5, recommendation 8 and other

recommendations.
the ROR next year.
consider.

Yes.

They would like to see some changes to
And they highlighted some items to

On slide 90 of the presentation, we accepted

that, and I would like to know which recommendation is
accepted and which one is not, based on recommendation 8,
and what changes will be done next year for the ROR.
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MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

So there were many recommendations, and so
we have not yet evaluated all of them to see if -- how many
of those are practical for us to implement in next year's,
given that next year is the year when a lot of the CSA
standards will be implemented in full.
However, we have noted amongst all of the
recommendations that were made to us, there were three that
we identified that we feel we can immediately action on,
and those were listed on slide 90.

Specifically, they

relate to providing a summary of events that happened at
each one of the facilities as an appendix.

This wasn't

Lake Ontario Waterkeeper, it was a Northwatch
recommendation.

We're accepting that.
And there were general recommendations on

monitoring results to include the maximum and average
values.

And we accept that.

That might not be a practical

thing for every parameter that we represent -- that we
present in the oversight report, but where it is possible
to do it we will be presenting the maximum values as well
as the average, even though we don't think that there's any
concerns to be -- concerns that are overriding concerns
about the maximum values, because we have, as we mentioned,
action levels already in place.

And we do report on that.
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And then a general recommendation was also
made about public information and outreach programs, and
specifically in the Lake Ontario Waterkeeper intervention,
there was a request for more information to be available
publicly.

Again, as we said in our presentation, that

there is an active communication going on with the Cameco
facilities, and specifically because a lot of Lake Ontario
Waterkeeper's intervention related to Port Hope Conversion
Facility.

But in general, there is communication going on

on licensees providing more information on their own public
information -- through their public information programs to
the public for general consumption.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, I think there will

be many more rounds of questions, so this is a time to take
a 15-minute break.

So we'll come back at 11:15.

--- Upon recessing at 11:05 /
Suspension à 11 h 05
--- Upon resuming at 11:23 /
Reprise à 11 h 23

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, we're back.

we're continuing with our question period, here.
to go next?

Who's ready to go next?

Dr. Demeter.

And

Who wants
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MEMBER DEMETER:

Again on page 4 of the

M45.2 intervention, they speak to a number of
recommendations.

And one of them which has been dealt

with, the issue of semi-annual versus quarterly water
monitoring.

But the preface to that statement is -- it

said that all active sewer outlets should be monitored and
all should be monitored on a quarterly basis.
My assumption is that if there's an active
sewer outlet coming out of that facility, it is monitored,
knowing that there's progress being made on a bunch of
other issues, but at present time it would make sense that
if there's an active water sewer outlet from that facility,
that it is being monitoring, noting that there's some
remediation and work being done down the path.

I just need

that clarification.
THE PRESIDENT:

Asking Cameco there?

MEMBER DEMETER:

Cameco or staff.

But I

just need assurances that all active sewer outlets are
being monitored, noting that there are some -- as changes
happen in the plant, they're obviously going to change what
they monitor and how they monitor.
MS MURTHY:
answer.

I think Cameco is ready to

Oh, do you -- okay, I can start, and perhaps

Cameco will take up and provide more precision.
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Dr. Demeter, your question is about
sewer -- monitoring of sewer releases?
MEMBER DEMETER:
4, Recommendation 1, item (b).

It says it's -- it's page

It says:

"Monitoring

should be done at every active storm sewer outlet."

My

assumption would be that monitoring is being done at every
active sewer storm -- storm sewer outlet.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

I'll ask Cameco to respond.
MR. MOONEY:

Sure, it's Liam Mooney for

the record.
And there are some limitations imposed by
the current system -- sewer system -- storm water sewer
system infrastructure layouts and the accent points -
access points.

So with elevated lake levels in 2016, there

would be a challenge, for example -- sorry, in elevated
lake levels in 2017, there would have been challenges to do
sampling at some of the locations because they would have
been inundated by water from Lake Ontario.

So you're not

actually able to sample storm water flow.
The other challenge is with the schedule.
There has to be storm water flow.
measurement.

It's an intermittent

So in that regard, not all of the stations

would have flow at the time of the sampling.

So that would
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be a limitation that would also prevent all of them being
captured at the same time as part of the same sampling
program.
MEMBER DEMETER:

So I do understand that

if it's dry, it's -- can't sample it.

I understand that.

So maybe you can give me a sense of
proportions.

What proportions of active storm sewer

outlets that are not dry are currently being sampled?
MR. MOONEY:

Sorry, it's Liam Mooney for

the record.
Could you repeat the question.
MEMBER DEMETER:

So understanding that you

can't sample storm sewer outlets that are not active in the
sense that there's no water in them, they're dry, of the
ones that you -- you've mentioned that there are
limitations based on water levels of the lake.

Give me a

sense of what proportion of active storm sewer outlets
you're not sampling based on these mitigating factors.
--- Off record discussion / Discussion officieuse
MR. MOONEY:

So it's Liam Mooney for the

record.
The current program is that we sample six
locations preceded by a precipitation event.
specific to that precipitation event.

But it is

If there is not
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enough flow, then we may not be sampling all the six
sampling locations.
In 2017, we've seen very high lake levels,
and in that context it has prevented sampling in relation
to many of those sampling stations.
MEMBER DEMETER:

And maybe a question to

staff.
What are the implications from an
environmental point of view of not sampling many of these
six outlets that they've mentioned?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

I'll pass the question on to our project
officer involved in the environmental monitoring program at
Cameco.
MR. JONES:

Mike Jones for the record.

In addition to storm water monitoring,
Cameco also samples the surface water in the turning basin.
So that is basically where all the water flows combined.
And that is what is our indicator of performance.

The data

that is provided for the storm sewers is -- it's good to
have, but it's not critical, so.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

So just so I understand,

you do monitor the lake water, the harbour water, and all
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the surrounding of the facility water.

And we have an

independent IMPD -- IEMP program that independently
measured the water quality.

So is that a proxy to know

what's coming out, you know, and that would be also an
indication of if the environment is protected?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

That is correct, sir.

We have our

independent environmental monitoring program that samples
and supports the compliance activities that are conducted
by staff.

And release to the harbour is monitored.

harbour water is monitored.

The

And perhaps our colleagues in

environmental protection can provide the details of what is
outlined in Cameco's environmental monitoring program.
MR. JONES:

Mike Jones for the record.

So both the groundwater and the storm
water loadings of surface water and near lakeshore Ontario
have been assessed in the most recent environmental risk
assessment for the Port Hope Conversion Facility, which did
modelling of ammonia, arsenic, fluoride, uranium, zinc.
And CNSC staff has reviewed the environmental risk
assessment that was provided by Cameco and has determined
that the pathways were adequately assessed and there were
no -- and meaningful human health and ecological effects
due to the current discharges are unlikely.

So that that
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was the result of the environmental risk assessment.
As for what's currently being monitored,
Port Hope Conversion Facility does not discharge process
water to Lake Ontario.

That is sent to the evaporator for

treatment, though the intake water is monitored going into
the facility, which is an indication of what the levels are
in the harbour, as well as surface water samples are
collected and the groundwater and storm water is monitored
as well.

So as a whole, we feel that there's a

comprehensive view of the condition of the water by the
conversion facility plant.
THE PRESIDENT:

Just to add, since we are

on this page, there is a recommendation about release of
the Fisheries Act self-assessment.

Is that a -- for

Cameco, is that a self-assessment that you did yourself for
yourself or for Fisheries and Oceans?

And is this report

available or posted?
So let me start with Cameco.
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney for the

record.
That Fisheries Act self-assessment was for
the consideration by the CNSC staff.

Ultimately, we

received acceptance from the CNSC staff of that
self-assessment that a Fisheries Act approval was not in
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the circumstances required for the Port Hope Conversion
Facility.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS TADROS:

And that report?

Haidy Tadros for the record.

So we have our environmental protection
specialist on hand who can speak to the Fisheries Act
review and the Lake Ontario Waterkeeper's recommendation.
MS DUCROS:

Dr. Caroline Ducros.

I'm the

director of the Environmental Assessment Division for the
record, also the division that's responsible for the
coordination of the implementation of the memorandum of
understanding between CNSC and DFO.
So yes, we requested that Cameco do a
self-assessment.

The self-assessment tools are on the DFO

website.
We reviewed the self-assessment and got
concurrence from DFO that Fisheries Act authorization was
not required for this facility.

And the report -- the

self-assessment report itself is on Cameco's website, has
been since the fall.
And from the meetings that we had in
November, we understood that Lake Ontario Waterkeepers
wanted a copy of our review.
November 28th, 2017.

So that was sent out on
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So I don't know if you want to know the
reasons behind why we came to the conclusion that serious
harm to fish was not at a level that would require a
Fisheries Act authorization.

But if you do, I can

elaborate.
THE PRESIDENT:

Well, I would just want to

know the report was released and available.
MS DUCROS:

Yeah.

sent to Lake Ontario Waterkeepers.

Our self-assessment was
And it's available upon

request -- or sorry, our review of the self-assessment.
The self-assessment is actually posted on the Cameco
website.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

I'd just like to put the

storm water to bed, that there's one perhaps less measured
statement in the Waterkeeper's CMD on page 11 than much of
their commentary, and that is the last sentence in the
second paragraph under Concerns Over Lack of Oversight:
"As such, the CNSC's complete lack of regulatory oversight
... continues."
My sense is that is actually something
that we have now cleared up.

There is oversight; there is

regulatory oversight, and there will continue to be
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regulatory oversight.
Do you have any comments on that sentence,
why they would have made it?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

So I'll start with the first part of your
question, sir.

There continues to be regulatory oversight.

We not only have indicated the person days that go towards
licensing but also the person days that go to compliance
and the detailed work that CNSC staff conduct during
inspections, during reviews of reports that are submitted.
So the regulatory oversight is there and will continue to
be there.
With regards to the second part of your
question, we're not quite certain why the Lake Ontario
Waterkeepers would have chosen those words.

Our

understanding of some of the information that's being
brought forward is I think there needs to be more of an
appreciation for having the information in the public view.
And once that is maybe brought to bear, some of these
comments will not be as specific as dismissing some of the
oversight the CNSC staff continues to do and share with the
public during these regulatory oversight reports and
throughout the year by meeting and holding open houses in
the communities.
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THE PRESIDENT:
Mr. Seeley?

Question, Dr. -- question?

Oh, you surprise me, here.
To Cameco, just my final question here is

you mentioned that first of all the intervener on page 4
talk about the Port Hope Facility exclusion zone.
an exclusion zone?

Is there

Staff, let me start with this -- is

there an exclusion zone to the PHCF?

Is there such a

defined concept in that facility?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

In the same vein as there is for

nuclear

power plants, no, there isn't an exclusion zone.
THE PRESIDENT:
from:

So where does that come

"lie with its one kilometre exclusion zone."

Anybody?

Any idea?
The other thing is I was interested in --

Cameco, you mentioned this, there was a survey of the
population.

This is right in the beginning of the Port

Hope cleaning project, the waste cleaning project.

I was

interested, is your survey available or posted?
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney for the

record.
I was corrected after I gave my
introduction -- introductory remarks in that the support
was 89 percent and not 86 percent.

So make sure I get that
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on the record.
With respect to the results of the survey,
a summary of them is posted on our Cameco Fuel website.
THE PRESIDENT:
Anybody else?
All right.

Okay, thank you.
Last chance.

So let's move on to the next

submission, which is from Northwatch as it pertains to
uranium processing facilities, outlined in CMD 17-M45.3.

CMD 17-45.3
Written submission from Northwatch

THE PRESIDENT:

Who wants to start?

MEMBER McEWAN:

So I'd actually like to go

Dr.

McEwan.

back to this, because I know we've covered this at previous
meetings, but as it's a commentary on this report, on page
8 of the Northwatch CMD, "CSA standards are not publicly
available."
Could you explain to me around the
availability of those reports, please.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

CNSC staff makes available through
registration to the CNSC website access to anyone who is
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interested to all CSA standards that we are a part of.

So

through this mechanism of registering, public can get
access to it.

It's not an open access document in the same

sense as you can't download it and print it, but you can -
public through that mechanism can see the documents.
MEMBER McEWAN:

(indiscernible - speaking

off mic) available.
THE PRESIDENT:

And just so I understand,

CSA -- the organization CSA is a profitable organization.
They rely on selling their standard.

And in fact, if I

understand correctly, CNSC are paying for this particular
access to those documents.

So I guess I would like it to

be on the record just so I understand it correctly.

So

it's not publicly available, but you'll have to go to their
website and be able to read it because of CNSC staff paying
for that service.

Did I get it right?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

Yes, you got it exactly right.

CNSC

contributes to CSA to make these documents available to the
public.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

And then just following

down to the next paragraph, "CNSC directed us to 'contact
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the licensees directly.'"
So again, I -- it would be helpful for me
to understand at what stage a licensee's private
documentation remains with them, and where you would expect
documentation to be available to us or through us.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

In general, documents such as licences and
licence condition handbooks are documents we can release
freely.

These are also downloadable from our own website.

A licence application that a licensee submits is generally
a document that a licensee without any difficulty should be
able to release to anyone who's interested.
When it comes to documents that are
submitted to the CNSC by the licensee in support of an
application, there are a lot of details in those documents
that can be proprietary to the licensee, and therefore when
going through the normal process of screening these
documents, as we would when we get an Access to Information
request, we would screen through every line of those
documents to make sure that we were not inadvertently
releasing any information that we could not.
In this case, a lot of the documents that
were requested were documents that were buried in licence
condition handbooks, and they all related to programs that
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the licensee had.

And as such, it was more appropriate for

us and it would have been quicker for them to get those
documents through the licensee.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So do licensees have any

comments of how they make the decision on which documents
would be proprietary and which you would consider to be
accessible?
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney for the

record.
And we do take the position that those
program-level documents are proprietary and confidential.
We do make efforts to have summaries prepared of documents
that would have broader public interest, but we do maintain
that our program-level documents and below are confidential
and are treated as such in response to requests for them.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So what would, I mean, a

very generic example of a program-level document within a
company be?
MR. MOONEY:

The example that has been

discussed a number of times with the Commission has been
our preliminary decommissioning plans.

Those are documents

that are developed in accordance with regulatory
requirements.

And the product of those, the preliminary

decommissioning cost estimates, feeds into a financial
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guarantee.

And that financial guarantee and the PDP are

accepted by the Commission upon submission by the licensee.
But we view those documents as being replete with
confidential and proprietary information and so in that
regard we don't distribute them.

We do provide summaries

of those and post those for the review.
In that context as well, I don't want to
get ahead of myself on PDPs, but there are cost elements.
Those are conceptual plans, but they do have costs
associated with further consultation in relation to the
plans when you move into the detailed decommissioning
phase.

So there's not -- there is an opportunity for

further discussion of those plans, and a lot of the details
are themselves discussed and relevant environmental
assessments that would have preceded the facility over the
activities that are assessed under environmental assessment
legislation.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Okay, thank you.

Any of

the other licensees want to comment?
MR. LEVESQUE:

Stephane Levesque for the

record for SRB Technologies.
Other than the security program, the
facility security program, we release all the programs, the
documents to the members of the public upon request.
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THE PRESIDENT:

Dr. Soliman.

MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Thank you.

Northwatch, page 5, under the title
Licence Conditions and Compliance.

Tables on Appendix F of

the report, example Table F-1 and Table F-2, we report in
Table F-1 the average and in Table 2 the maximum in the
same table, the average and the maximum has been reported.
But in Table F-2, all the average has been reported.

And

when we report the average, the peak value is gone.
And I understand that in slide page 99 you
have accepted that in the future or in the next year ROR
you are going to report the two values, the maximum and the
average.
I just would like you to confirm your
acceptance.

And please tell me if you receive the maximum

and the average all the time, or there is barrier to that
reporting the maximum.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

As I mentioned during my disposition of
that particular comment, we don't see at this point in time
any barriers to us presenting information related to the
maximums.

We -- I believe we do get that information.

Where we don't, we will make sure that the licensees give
it to us.
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MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Thank you.

MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

I was a bit intrigued with their -
Northwatch's public awareness survey, which is in Appendix
6.

And this relates to Best Theratronics.

Now, they

didn't give sufficient methodology for their survey for me
to assess it critically, and noting that the total sample
size at the end of the day was 13.

So I'm not sure if

that's in relation to sparsity of population around the
area, whether or not it actually represents a reasonable
sample size or whether it doesn't.
But it raises the question based on their
results -- this may be a starter or hypothesis generator
versus an actual conclusion, what are the communication
strategies for your company relative to those that reside
close to your facility for Best Theratronics.
And I know it's a licence condition from
CNSC, so maybe I'll get staff to respond as well.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
Maybe I'll start with staff's
compliance oversight and our regulatory requirements
as you've indicated, sir, with regards to our RD/GD
99.2 Regulatory Document that speaks to licensees'
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public information and disclosure program.
So licensees are required to assess
the -- their stakeholders, their immediate communities
and determine what that community would be interested
to know about and to find out about.

And they hold

several outreach activities as well with those
communities.
And that forms part of their public
information and disclosure proposal to the CNSC
according to the Regulatory Document, after which we,
colleagues in our communications group, will review
the information.
And I will ask our specialist in
communication to give you a feel for Best Theratronics
specifically.

And then, with that, compliance

verification activities are conducted to ensure that
the licensees maintain their commitment to their
communities by discussing during different
opportunities whether the outreach or going out on
inspection and discussing with the licensees what they
are doing to ensure their communities remain engaged
with their activities.
So that's a little bit of our
compliance oversight.
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Maybe I'll hand it over now to our
specialist in communication that can speak directly to
the Best Theratronics while we wait for Best to
provide you answers with -- for that first question.
MS DONNELLY:

Lisa Donnelly, Senior

Communications Advisor, for the record.
The licensees program is commensurate
with the level of risk of the facility with the
potential impacts on health and safety and the
environment and with the level of public interest,
which historically has been quite low for the
facility.
So staff confirm that they meet all
requirements when it comes to public information.
However, we do encourage licensees to
take a closer look at the intervention and determine
if any improvements are needed to the program in light
of the intervention raised.
So I'd ask the licensee to comment on
that going forward.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Sorry.

I just wanted

to confirm from your -- from your compliance point of
view as a regulator -- or as a staff of a regulator,
you're comfortable and you feel that their
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communication program is acceptable.
MS DONNELLY:

Lisa Donnelly, for the

record.
Yes, that is correct.

The program is

accepted.
THE PRESIDENT:
to give us a little update.

Maybe I can ask BWXT

I think the Commission

had a traumatic experience with your facility in
Toronto a few years back.
We want to hear where are you nowadays
with the community.

And I think you heard from staff

about the risk based assessment.
Well, here there was a facility for 50
years nobody heard about and, all of a sudden, it
became very of concern.
We're not going to get into the debate
as to the why, but what's the community thinking about
the facility now?
MS FORSEY:

Sara Forsey, for the

record.
We've made a lot of improvements to
our communications program since the time that you
speak of.

We have -- we're currently issuing about

three newsletters every year to our communities in
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both Toronto and Peterborough, providing them with
information specifically to our operations, community
activities or events and ways that they can engage
with us.
We have a community liaison committee
in Toronto, and we're currently recruiting for.

We

recruit annually to get new members on that committee.
And we hold annual barbecues at both
of our facilities in Peterborough and Toronto and
invite the community to come in and have access to
speak to senior leadership.

The CNSC staff attends

that as well with us.
And we're also out identifying
opportunities to update groups.
You know, in 2016 we presented to the
Rotary Club and then had about 70 members of the
Rotary Club come through our facility in Peterborough.
So we're doing a lot more in both of
the communities and are actively engaged in
identifying new opportunities.
So I think it's fair to say that we've
come a long way since those days.

And the feedback

from the community, I would say there's peace in the
valley.

And we are -- you know, we get occasional
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emails from the community asking questions, but no
negative reactions to the acquisition that we
experienced last year.

And it's been good in both

communities.
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.
Thank you.

So back to Best Theratronics.
So I guess after the response from
staff, given the very limited and perhaps preliminary
results of this survey, one, did Northwatch engage you
to help with this survey?

Did they even know it was

going on?
And then two, based on the results of
the survey, does it -- do you feel like you have to go
out there and engage more with your immediate
residential stakeholders?
MS SOLEIMANI:

Mojgan Soleimani, for

the record.
We are going to work with the staff -
after the intervention, we're going to work with CNSC
staff to be -- to engage more in public outreach.
We have organized an open house early
in spring to -- and we're going to invite the
residents, businesses and also CNSC staff, member of
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the police, also hospitals around us.

So we're going

to have an outreach that way, and we are hoping that
we get high attendance.
We had done this before, but we did
not have that many people showing up.

They were not

that interested.
So we are hoping this time we have a
better communication and have a better attendance.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Okay.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Thank you very

much.

Question?

Mr. Seeley.

MEMBER SEELEY:

Maybe a question on

waste management.
I know Northwatch had requested that
the staff actually include a section in their report.
I note that individual operators do, in their annual
reports, include a section on waste management, so
it's not that we're excluding this in the annual
reporting process.

It's just how this information is

rolled up for the public.
But you know, knowing that the waste
management piece is increasingly in the public -- you
know, in the public's mind how this is managed for
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these facilities, would it not make sense at some
point -- maybe not annually, but on some periodic or
frequency to include it in the CNSC report?
Perhaps staff could comment on that.
Thank you.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
So we had provided in 2016 a waste
management facility Regulatory Oversight Report, and
as was noted at that time and continues to be the
case, waste management is associated with all the
facilities that are regulated.
So after our presentations on the
waste management report, we looked at the feedback and
we looked at our experience with putting the
information out to both the Commission and to the
public, and we found efficiencies and, actually, some
of the interventions at the time brought forward some
ideas with regards to reporting on waste management
when we come to report with the facilities themselves.
Not as a safety and control area, but with regards to
the waste management facilities.
So we've partitioned out that report
in various other annual reports.

And while the
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intervention by Northwatch is quite interested in
waste management, CNSC staff believe that providing
the current structure of the Regulatory Oversight
Reports will describe the information needed on all of
the programs, and if there was any specific
information needed on waste management practices of
the uranium and nuclear substances facilities that are
needed to highlight, we would highlight them coming
back to Dr. McEwan's question on reporting on all
SCAs.
We do take their point that waste
management is a topic that is of interest across the
board and that we have pointed to several different
mechanisms that bring waste management in Canada
together.
Ms Murthy can describe the staff's
position on providing information on the Joint
Convention.

We do present it in front of the

Commission as well.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy, for the

record.
In addition to what Ms Tadros has
already said, we do note and we do make -- we do have
a requirement for licensees to report to us in their
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annual compliance report on all 14 SCAs, so all 14
SCAs are discussed in detail with respect to the
activities they have undertaken in that -- in the
calendar year in the annual compliance reports.
These reports are posted on the public
web sites of all of these licensees and are easily
downloadable.
Given that we have to make a judgment
call on what is reasonable to include in this report
as a performance review report for the calendar year
simply because, as you noted, there are 14 SCAs and
then a few others, like the public information
program, all of which -- reporting for all of these
licensees on all of them would make this report
extremely large.
So we had -- we made a decision early
on several years ago that the key performance
indicators of radiation protection, environmental
protection and occupational health and safety provide
us with enough reassurances and provide surrogate
measures to ensure that all of the other programs that
the licensee has are working.
However, where there are -- like I
said before, where there are deviations and where
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there are changes that are outside of the normal scope
of operations that we want to highlight, there's
nothing that restricts us from reporting on any other
SCA.

We would bring those forward.
With regards to the joint convention,

I’d like to ask Ms Karine Glenn to comment on the
comprehensiveness of that report.
MS GLENN:
record.

Karine Glenn, for the

I am the Director of the Wastes and

Decommissioning Division at the Canadian Nuclear
Safety Commission.

As Ms Murthy highlighted in her

presentation, Canada is a signatory to the joint
convention on the safe management of used nuclear fuel
and of radioactive waste.
As one of the obligations to that
convention Canada, as a whole, must submit a report
every three years.

That report covers waste disposal

facilities, an overview of the type of waste
management programs found at licensees, inventories of
waste stored at each of the licensees, including the
licensees that are reported upon in the ROR that’s
before you this morning, as well as any waste disposal
projects or facilities that are going forward in
Canada and the regulatory framework.
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That report is published every three
years and, as Ms Murthy pointed out, it is quite
comprehensive, it undergoes a thorough international
peer review.

Canada will be receiving questions early

in 2018 about our most recent report.

We will publish

both the questions we have received and the answers we
provided, and that will be posted on the CNSC website
in the spring of 2018.
Canada will also participate in the
actual review meeting in May 2018, and we

will also

post the presentation we will make on that.
As Ms Murthy pointed out, currently
only the executive summary to the report is posted,
and that’s simply because we’re waiting for the
translation of the report.

However, should anybody

wish to get a copy of the English version of the
report, it is available upon request at this time.
MEMBER SEELEY:

Great. Thank you for

THE PRESIDENT:

So let me jump on

that, Staff.

this.

So, you know, I agree about selecting three

SCAs to represent, but it’s across a really wide range
of different facilities.

So I think some of them

there’s more interest in waste than others.

For
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example, used to always be interested in the waste
plan for SRBT.

All the returns, you’ll remember we

had long discussions, and Mr. Levesque can remind us
about this, as to which one goes into the municipal,
which one goes into recycling.
So I would implore you not to blanket.
It has to be three and only three.

Sometimes there’s

also interest in waste, and what happened to uranium
in Blind River? So I’m actually sympathetic to
Northwatch, that sometimes you have to talk about the
waste because of a particular interest in it.
But I have a specific question.

She

mentioned that radionuclides are not reported to
Canada National Pollutant Release Inventory.

I never

heard of those guys, or else my memory is failing me.
What is this, and should they have been reporting?
Staff?
MS MURTHY:
record.

Kavita Murthy, for the

Dr. Binder, with respect to your first

comment, as we noted before, a good example would be
vision in motion.

When that project starts up and the

remediation of the Port Hope conversion facility
premises begins.

We fully expect that we will have a

section in the regulatory oversight report that will
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speak to waste management activities.
So it is not to say that there is a
blanket no.

Other SCA rules in the regulatory

oversight report, we would highlight any other SCA
that needed to be highlighted, depending on the
facility and the activity that was currently in place.
With respect to the pollutant, the
CPRI, National Pollutant Release Inventory, I’ll as
our specialist from environmental protection to
comment on that.
MR. RINKER:
record.

Mike Rinker, for the

So it’s the National Pollutant Registry

Index, and this is something under Environment and
Climate Change Canada for which industries, including
the nuclear industry, report their releases.
For now, the nuclear industry in
particular, reports on if above thresholds carbon
dioxide releases, sulphur releases in terms of
quantities per year, so kilograms or tons per year.
This is something that can be found online.
A couple years ago there was a request
to Environment Canada to include nuclear substances as
something that should be reported to this pollutant
registry index.
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Environment Canada consulted with the
CNSC.

They have certain criteria for which they would

add things.

One of those criteria are is the

information available elsewhere?

So is it necessary

to provide this if the information is available
elsewhere?
The conclusion that Environment Canada
came to was that this information is available on the
CNSC’s website, but noted certain improvements that
would be needed to make it more accessible and that
Environment Canada would like to link with our
website.
So if someone were to go to the
National Pollutant Registry Index and be looking at
licensees’ hazardous substance releases there would be
a clear link for which they could go to find the
nuclear substances.
So we have an action plan in to
address this.

We’re looking at this from many

different fronts.

If we think about open data, having

as much information available from a data perspective
to the public as possible.

This is something that we

agree with and I think Northwatch is raising a good
issue, that our data is often found in reports and we
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need to make it more accessible.
So the first thing that we did was our
independent environmental monitoring data is now
reported, you can find it on a map, but you can also
click on a link where it will download to excel
immediately.

So someone could come and download that

data onto their computer.

But that’s our data.

For next year in the regulatory
oversight reports for the next step, we are going to
put what the equivalent would be on the National
Pollutant Registry Index, which should be the total
quantity released in a year for nuclear substances.
That will be appended to the regulatory oversight
report in next year’s report.
We’re going to take it one step
further, and we have a working group to try to get the
actual release data.

So as opposed to total

becquerels in a year, which is very hard to interpret,
we’re going to start working on what are the actual
releases; in milligrams per litre or becquerels per
litre, as it’s reported, whether it’s monthly or
quarterly.
So we are working on improving our
website to have all of this data inclusive, and link
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that to the National Pollutant Registry Index.
THE PRESIDENT:

Oh, does the link not

exist between that inventory and CNSC?
MR. RINKER:
record.

Mike Rinker, for the

The link does not exist.

available in the same format.

The data is not

So I would say by a

year from now there will be links to begin to be
established.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you for that.

Dr. Soliman.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

On page 15, Port Hope

Conversion Facility atmospheric emissions, there is a
table there which shows that the values for the
emissions reported for the limit in the ROR is
different than the value reported on the licence
condition handbook.
I know that you have given an answer
in slide 102 in your response.

But the question is

can we change the values on the LCH without amending
it?
MS MURTHY:

Yes, Kavita Murthy, for

the record, provided any change that is requested by a
licensee or that is made is in a safe direction, that
there isn’t an exceedance of the limiting conditions
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on the facility.

So changes to licence condition

handbooks are allowed under very specific conditions.
It isn’t an approval that Staff
grants, there is an authorization to approve that
rests within the Program Manager and the Director
General and the VP of the organization.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Okay.

So moving

forward, are we considering the values in the ROR or
in the LCH?
MS TADROS:
record.

Haidy Tadros, for the

Moving forward, we need to consider the

values in the licence condition handbook.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:
MR. MOONEY:
record.

Thank you.

Liam Mooney, for the

I just want to weigh in here because I think

what we’re seeing is a change that was precipitated by
the licensing process.

So the 2017 licence condition

handbook does have different values than the numbers
that were relevant in the 2016 timeframe.

That’s

because we did a derived release limit calculation in
accordance with the CSA standard, so the licence
condition handbook, the numbers, were revised.
current LCH would have numbers different
reported on for 2016.

So the

than what’s
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MEMBER McEWAN:
President.
page 28.

Thank you, Mr.

Page 26 of the Northwatch CMD, and also
But on page 26 they have two comments on an

SCA rating with which they appear to disagree; one
relates to the Nordion environmental monitoring
program.

Noting the gap analysis is ongoing and

asking how an FS rating can be applied.

Would you

like to provide an overview and an answer to that,
either Staff or Nordion?
MS MURTHY:
record.

Kavita Murthy, for the

So a fully satisfactory rating is based on a

licensee’s sustained and continued good performance or
excellent performance in showing an initiative to
implement standards that is above and beyond what we
would have normally expected.

So it is a cumulative

assessment of where the licensee stands.
With respect to Nordion and the fully
satisfactory, I will ask Michael Young to provide his
comments.
MR. YOUNG:
record.

Michael Young, for the

The rating for the SCA is covering many

specific areas for the environmental protection SCA,
which includes effluent and emissions control, their
environment management system, assessment and
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monitoring, protection of the public and the
environmental risk assessment.
So when CNSC staff review the
information from the licensee in the annual compliance
report and the programs, the rating is applied to the
overall program.
So regarding the gap analysis, Nordion
did submit the documents to CNSC staff and they were
extensively reviewed and feedback was provided to
Nordion to ensure that the CSA standards were being
met completely.

So Nordion has subsequently returned

the information to CNSC Staff, and that has been
accepted.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

So if I go

to page 28 in BTL where again you provide a
satisfactory waste management, and they comment on an
order that was issued in 2015, perhaps again you could
square that circle for us please?
MS MURTHY:
record.

Kavita Murthy, for the

There is a little bit of confusion in this,

and I expect part of it is because it dealt with Best
Theratronics decreasing its inventory.
So the order that was issued to Best
Theratronics was not in relation to its practices
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related to waste management, it was related to the
fact that they had a requirement to provide a
financial guarantee by a certain date, and they failed
to meet that obligation.

So they were in violation of

a condition of their licence.
The subsequent actions that Best
Theratronics took was to actively decrease its
liability by disposing of through a licensed facility
that can accept these sources, by decreasing its
liability and thereby reducing the amount of financial
guarantee.
Therefore, at the end of the day when
they were able to provide us the financial guarantee
of $1.8 million they were in fact compliant with the
financial guarantee conditions, but it was because of
the reduction of a significant number of sources that
they had.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So that source

reduction has nothing to do with a waste management
program?
MS MURTHY:

The source reduction would

have been them consolidating a lot of depleted
sources, packaging them properly and sending them to a
facility where it would be safely disposed of.
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THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Questions?

So no more questions for Northwatch,
is that what I hear you saying? So now we’re going to
move to, you know, general questions to all the
licensees.
So I’m just getting instructions about
our own complex issues here.

So we’re now going to

move to the next two interventions or one?
Let me go through this and then we’ll
open up for everything.

Okay, so let’s

move on to

the next submission from the Algonquins of Ontario, as
outlined in CMD 17-M45.4.
Questions?

Who wants to start?

Dr.

Soliman.

CMD 17-M45.4
Written submission from the
Algonquins of Ontario

MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Okay, thank you.

On page 12, comment number 2, AOO is
raising a comment about the communication between
CNSC, AOO and SRB in 2016.
So this is a specific question about
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the outreach and engagement with AOO.

Can anyone

comment on that please?
MS
record.

TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the

I’ll ask our Director of the Aboriginal

Affairs group to answer that question.
MS CATTRYSSE:

I’m Clare Cattrysse,

Director of the Aboriginal International Relations
Division.

I would think that question might go to SRB

to respond to that.

Could you maybe clarify what the

question was?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

CNSC and AOO,

this

is specific to outreach and engagement.
MS CATTRYSSE:

Okay.

Well, maybe I

can give a bit of background.
The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
has been engaging with the Algonquins of Ontario quite
regularly.

We’ve just had two significant meetings,

but most of the focus was on Chalk River, and we’ve
talked about the ROR, but we’ve not got into any of
the specifics about notifications about SRB, Best
Theratronics or Nordion, because we have been trying
to set-up meetings now for the past three months to
talk about these facilities and to see what the
communities in trust were, because this is the first
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time we’ve talked to them about these specific
facilities, these three, and we’ve not been able to
meet with them in the past three months.

They are

very busy at the moment.
But our plan is to hold meetings in
the future.

We’re trying to set-up more structured

meetings with the Algonquins of Ontario to just talk
about any issues or concerns that they may have, to
get clarity on what it is they are looking for.
Because we were a little bit surprised by this
intervention, because we’ve never heard these issues
raised before.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Well, maybe now is the

time to ask a more generic question.

I actually was

pleased to hear that practically in every of our
licensees there’s now recognition on the need to
consult with the First Nation communities near them.
I just heard you talk about more structure.

As you

know, I’m a real fan of structured periodic meetings
with minutes and any issue can be raised.
It would be useful if CNSC start
structuring a list of all the tables that now have
been established or in the process of being
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established for all licensees across the country.
You’re not going to establish a table to all
licensees, but those where the table will be
established would be nice so we can understand where
and when those meetings occur.

Okay?

So I don’t know when such a list can
be produced.

Do you want to venture a guess?
MS TADROS:

record.

Haidy Tadros, for the

Maybe I’ll start, and I’m sure Clare will be

able to supplement my answer.
So, yes, you are correct, sir.

We are

committed to establishing formalized structured
continuous engagement opportunities with all
Indigenous communities.

You may have already seen our

efforts, especially in the section that we talk about
Aboriginal engagement practices, that we’ve started
listing the groups, the dates.
It’s more from a licensing perspective
that this information is coming forth, but I believe
part of the initiative that staff is going to be
taking is also for the regulatory oversight reports.
Once we get these engagement dates and
structured, formalized outreach sessions implemented
we’ll be able to, in the regulatory oversight report,
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provide a list of sorts or a table of sorts that can
provide the Commission with when we met, what the date
was, who the groups were, and what the discussions
points were.
So, with that, I’ll maybe call on
Clare provide any further details on that.
MS CATTRYSSE:
Cattrysse, for the record.

Thank you.

Clare

We have made a lot of

movement forward with respect to trying to get
engagement forums, we’re calling them Indigenous
engagement forums across the country, around the
nuclear facilities.

We’ve been meeting with our

management on a regular basis, talking about the best
way to frame this.
We’ve also been engaging with
communities around the facilities asking them too some
of the -- because everybody has different views about
how they want this to work.

One cookie-cutter

approach in one region of the country, such as New
Brunswick, may not work quite as well around Toronto
and the facilities.
Anyways, we’ve really made a lot of
headway.

We’re getting really positive feedback from

communities and some of the organizations that
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represent a large umbrella of the communities on how
they want to move forward.
So to get to your answer in terms of
when you would get some information from us, I think
we could get something by late spring that would be -
because we still have to talk to more communities and
it would be a high level but we’ve already mapped out
some potential timeframes of when these meetings would
start coming forward.
Does that work for you?
THE PRESIDENT:
MS CATTRYSSE:

Yeah, thank you.
Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Dr. McEwan.

MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you, Mr.

President.
So, again, if I look at specifically
the SRB and the Nordion and Best Theratronics, there
are comments there and request for accommodations
around archaeological surveys and understanding of
sort of the history of the area.
So a couple of very specific questions.
What is the Stage 2 archaeological survey?

And when the

three facilities were built, was there any archaeological
review performed?
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And this would really fit into a licensing
process rather than annual report processes.

Is my

understanding correct?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
Yes, sir, you are correct.

And again,

as these things are being developed and unfolding, you
will be hearing more about it during our licensing
activities and renewals and the opportunity to
summarize the implementation of such activities will
come before you once again during Regulatory Oversight
Reports.
So with regards to your first
question, I believe it was what is a Stage 2
archaeological assessment.

I believe Ms Clare

Cattrysse can answer that question.
MS CATTRYSSE:

Clare Cattrysse, for

the record.
I can't -- I don't know all the
details of what a Stage 2 archaeological assessment
is, but now we do.
Do you?
MS DUCROS:
record.

Caroline Ducros, for the
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I'm not aware of what a Stage 2
archaeological study is, but when we do environmental
assessments or even EAs under the SCA and we -- and we
need to validate some of the findings, we would go to
the department that would know more about that.

In

this case it would be Parks Canada.
I think this is an item that we will
have to put on the agenda for the next time we meet
with the AOO so that we can get more understanding
from them what it is exactly that they're seeking.
THE PRESIDENT:

I like the idea of,

you know, there's another thing that we can learn,
what is a Stage 2.

And I also like the way this

submission was put together.
And you notice that they use -- they
don't use recommendation.

They use accommodation,

which I found was a different approach which I think
is a little bit more user friendly.

Let me put it

that way.
Mr. Levesque?
MR. LEVESQUE:

Thank you very much.

Stephane Levesque, for the record.
I just wanted to provide a bit of
insight on SRB's technologies communication with local
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Aboriginal groups.
We recognized that -- when we renewed
our licence that it was an important group to be
involved in licensing process, and we identified four
groups that we've contacted and provided them all the
licensing information and details on our public
information protocol which we actually included local
Aboriginal groups as part of.
So we were a little surprised by this
intervention, but now that we have a new contact which
wasn't part of those four, we'll be contacting him and
seeing if we can bridge the gap and meet with them and
satisfy some of the demands that they have here.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS CATTRYSSE:

Thank you.
Clare Cattrysse, for

the record.
We are definitely meeting with the AOO
in the new year and we will find out what's happening
because we have been going back and forth with them.
This is a complete surprise to us.
Also, the area is built up around
these facilities, and it -- two of the facilities are
in downtown Ottawa.
So again, we -- if it's private land
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around that, we're not quite sure how such an
assessment, an archaeological study, could take place.
So we will find out more from them and try and
understand what their issues are.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

But I guess the way I

interpret the intervention here is there's not only
SRBT; there's many, many files that they are
interested in throughout the whole vast territory of
theirs which will include Chalk River and Ottawa
itself.
So I think once you set up this
structure of consultation, there will be many, many
items with many, many other licensed activity they
would be interested in discussing.
MS CATTRYSSE:
one more point.

I just wanted to add

For the record, Clare Cattrysse.
These engagement forums, I mean, the

aim is to -- is once we learn what sort of issues want
to be discussed, we would bring licensees to the table
if they want to hear from licensees or bring issues
forth, so we would like to try and do something that's
a bit more collaborative if they have issues to make
sure licensees know about them and if licensees have
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information they can bring to the table, too.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Thank you.

Dr. McEwan?
MEMBER McEWAN:

So on page 28, comment

20 and accommodation 20, would there be any specific
need to set dose limits for harvesters and land users
over and above the public dose limits that we have?
Would we expect that population to
have any significant differences in exposure risk?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
So the radiation protection dose
limits exist for the public and for nuclear energy
workers, so at this time I do not -- we do not believe
that the dose limits will need to be specific to this
community, but perhaps our colleagues in radiation
protection may want to elaborate a little bit further.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the

record.
So we're in agreement.

We would not

want -- expect that the dose limits would be changed
and what we would take into account are the behaviours
and patterns in food consumption for which those
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individuals would be partaking.
The standard that we use for
calculating dose to public involves releases, but also
levels throughout the environment in water, fruits,
vegetables and, in this case, country food.

So an

assessment of what they would be exposed to would be
considered and compared against that public dose
limit.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So broadly, you would

expect that those individuals would fall within the
public dose range, dose limits.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the

record.
Yes, because those dose limits are
protective of all people.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy, for the

record.
Dr. McEwan, if I can provide
another -- another perspective on this, with respect
to IEMP, there is an example of the Blind River
facility and the IEMP program that was -- that has -
sampling program that has been developed specifically
taking into account the environment that the
Mississauga First Nation that lives around the
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facility -- the foods they consume, the activities
they take -- partake in.
That has informed how we have
developed the sampling plan.
So with respect to any community that
lives around it, if they have specific patterns of
consumption of the food, vegetation, then that would
be taken into consideration in the IEMP, but not in
setting the dose limits.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Dr. Demeter?
Dr. Soliman?
Okay.

So we finished with that

intervention.
Now let's open it up for any of the
licensees, any other intervention, any other comments,
any other questions that Commissioners, colleagues
would have.
Go ahead.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

I'll refer to slide 15 of staff's
presentation where it talks about licensing
activities.

There's person days licensing and person
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days compliance.
I just noted that Port Hope as a
centre took up 672 out of 738 person days for
licensing and 438 out of 1,177 days for person days
compliance.
Maybe put that in context for me.

Why

does it look like such an outlier relative to the
amount of time and energy spent on regulatory
licensing and compliance activities versus the other
sites?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy, for the

record.
Port Hope conversion facility
underwent relicensing last year, so in preparation for
the licensing -- the relicensing of the facility,
there was an extensive amount of licensing effort that
was expended at that facility, so that explains the
number of person days spent in licensing, why is that
high for the Port Hope conversion facility.
In the -- of all the facilities that
are covered in this Regulatory Oversight Report, by
far the most complex and the largest site is Port Hope
conversion facility, so commensurate with its
complexity, the number of person days that are spent

139

on compliance activities there are proportionately
higher.
And purely by coincidence, there's
another facility in Port Hope, the Cameco fuel
manufacturing, which is also in the same geographical
location, so the numbers do add up that way.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Okay.

Thank you.

That explains it.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

I would like to

return back to one of the questions which has been
asked many times, but I would like to ask this
question in another way.
The SCAs, we have chosen three SCAs in
order to represent the activities.

And we report

satisfactory for all the 14, so all of the 11
missing -- I mean from the report.
In order for me to accept the rating,
they have to provide evidence.

Where is the evidence

that you have given all the other 11 SCAs?
I know that maybe the radiation
protection, environmental protection and the
conventional health and safety, maybe it is the most
representative for this ROR, but at least you should
have given us some evidence about the other 11.
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I know you have given information and
visit and oversights on Appendix J, but I don't think
it cover all the 11.

It is only for selected -

selective choices.
So there is -- number one, what is
your answer to that?

Where is the evidence?

It is not referenced in the report.
It is not given in Appendix J.

It is not in the ROR

report.
I would like also to have some
commitment for next year ROR that you will include at
least an appendix with the references about the work
which we -- which CNSC has done in order to convince
us as a Commissioner that the SCA and the FS is -- is
confirmed.
MS TADROS:

So Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
And you are absolutely correct, sir, in
the sense that we do talk a lot about this subject.
So one perspective that we would like to
offer is, in providing the Commission the three key
performance indicators, SCAs of radiation protection,
environmental protection and conventional health and
safety, we are, in effect, providing a perspective on the
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other 11 SCAs.
And where I'd like to clarify my statement
is, in order to ensure that doses remain below the
regulatory dose limits, we look at the licensee's
management system practices, how is their management system
established.
We look at management control over work
practices which speak to the licensee's management system.
We look at how training is effective in that all workers
identify and understand their job, know what radiation
protection practices are in place at the licensee's
facility.
So with that, we've touched a bit upon
training, human performance.
So while it might not be evident that all
11 are identified, with the three key ones that we are
providing, we do indicate that the whole structure around
how licensees have established their programs is working
effectively.
Now, one may argue what about emergency
preparedness.
Again, the emergency preparedness SCA
would be reflective of how licensees conduct and react to
events, for example.

We conduct inspections, and should
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there be any updates or highlights with regards to events
that have occurred, we provide a table of all of the events
in our Regulatory Oversight Report and provide the
Commission with the outline that CNSC Staff review all of
the licensees' corrective actions for those events.
So the report may not be bucketed
according to each safety and control area and may not
dedicate the information to all 14 across all facilities in
how it's portrayed and how it's structured, but the
information provided, the tables that are put forward, the
inspection report listing that we have, they're all
evidence to support CNSC Staff's conclusions on not only
the three key one, but that the three key one being the key
indicators, of sorts, all other 11 safety and control areas
are reviewed, looked at, assessed during compliance and
brought forward in different ways within the Regulatory
Oversight Report.
I may want to turn it over to Ms Kavita
Murthy because these particular facilities, they have
facility assessment and compliance teams, and these are
expert professional CNSC staff, both licensing compliance
and technical staff, that come together and discuss these
facilities across all of the 14 safety and control areas,
so perhaps she can give that perspective on how the
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facility assessment and compliance teams look at a facility
and how the information then becomes generated to provide
the Commission with the report that you see before you
today.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy, for the record.

For compliance verification of all the
facilities listed in this Regulatory Oversight Report, CNSC
Staff uses the facility as compliance -- facility
assessment and compliance team, called the FAC team.

It is

made up of the project officer and all of the specialists
from the relevant safety and control areas for that
facility.
So as a group, this team of experts will
review actions that have been placed on a licensee during
the course of an inspection, will review events, will get
copied on inspection reports, will participate in providing
assessments on significant changes to licensee documents.
And I know that's not what you were
getting at.

You were getting at how do you or the public

know that all the other SCAs.
I think what Ms Tadros said is very
correct in that, you know, we do feel that these three
safety and control areas provide enough insight into the
other safety and control areas for us to -- for -- to
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enable us to say that performance in other safety and
control areas are satisfactory or not, or fully
satisfactory, whatever that -- whatever the case may be.
But in addition to all of that, the fact
that we have a system, perhaps we can do a better job of
explaining how we derive the grades for the ones that we
are not reporting on.

Maybe that is a section we can look

at providing information on in future reports.
As I said earlier, we will report any
outliers, good or bad, safety control areas that are not
amongst the three that we're reporting on, and highlight
those as needed in any report that we do.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Okay.

So you commit

yourself for an appendix next year in the ROR where you
just explain what you said and close this matter once and
for all?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

What I commit -- what we commit to doing
is coming before the Commission and presenting how the
rating methodology across the fuel cycle facility is
presented and based -
THE PRESIDENT:

Don't commit anything.

This is something we'll discuss in the back room.
I'm quite comfortable with your approach.
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I don't think I want a mountain of paper, particularly
since you also added the commitment that any of the
safety -- the other safety and control area, any deviation
or anything of interest you would share.
And so something we should -- before
you -- before we commit ourselves to increase the volume of
those annual presentations, we'd like to discuss it amongst
ourselves.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

I understand, sir.

So just to be clear, I

was not committing to provide more information.

I was

committing to provide our opportunity to come before the
Commission and explain the rating methodology and, based on
that presentation, we would show improvements from there.
THE PRESIDENT:

And I think the other

issue that you'll have to make a better case of
explanation, it's the risk informed concept, that there's
got to be some trust about -- trusting our inspectors
unless we're going to get every inspection and read it
ourselves, I'm -- there's a lot of thought to be given to
this.
Mr. Jammal.
MR. JAMMAL:
record.

It's Ramzi Jammal, for the
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Just -- I'd like to take the Commission to
page 150 with respect to what improvements would you like
us to make to an appendix.
There is an Appendix J in the existing CMD
of Staff, CMD 17-M45.
The inspections list what safety
controlled area did cover with respect to security; for
example, let's take Table J1.
And, as Ms. Tadros looked at and Kavita -
Ms Murthy mentioned, the fact that there's a FAC team.
So as we are conducting the inspections,
we are covering the SCAs.
So I will leave it up to the Commission to
look at this appendix and let us know what improvements
they would like us to do with respect to what else should
we cover with respect to an annex or appendix to the
Commission because we -- this is an improvement we made
from previous annual report or Regulatory Oversight
Reports, where we list all the inspections now, and we
determined -- what part of the SCA is covered in that
inspection.
So if the Commission would like changes to
this annex, we'd be more than happy to take it.
THE PRESIDENT:

So is every -- so are
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those -- that's inspection title.

Is that -- are those

reports that are -- if somebody really wanted to know a
particular specific inspection, they can ask for it and
they could be released depending on various sensitivities
or what have you?
MR. JAMMAL:

It’s Ramzi Jammal, for the

record.
The answer is yes.

Of course, we're not

going to disclose a security report -
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. JAMMAL:

Right.

-- in its entirety, but any

reference we put in the CMD and the annex is publicly
available taking in consideration prescribed information or
sensitive information.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Okay, back to Mr. Seeley.
Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So this is a very granular

question.
On page 16 of the Staff CMD, you look at
the three Cameco facilities in BWXT and note that the
frequency for sampling is three-yearly.
Why has a three-yearly sampling cycle been
picked and not a one-yearly or a five-yearly for uranium
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and soil?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

I'll -- I'd like to ask our environmental
protection specialist to speak to the choice of sampling.
MR. ILIN:

Michael Ilin, for the record.

If I understood correctly your question,
the question is on the sampling frequency at the BWXT
facility; right?
The question is three years as -- versus
to the annual sampling; right?
Okay.

So there is no regulatory

requirements for the sampling frequency.

Rather, the

sampling frequency is based on the risk associated with the
particular passway, in this case soil passway that bring
some contribution to the total exposure.

And basically,

they -- given the timeframe, it's not always possible to
get statistically significant variations from year to year
due to the amount of the release.
So basically, the disposition of
contaminants to soil is compensated by the process of the
removal of the contaminants from the upper soil horizons.
This process is called leaching to the subsurface soil
horizon and in this case it's not always possible or
practical to do the sampling on an annual basis as opposed

149

to three-year or five-year sampling and I believe that in
this case when the emissions are low, relatively low, the
three-year sampling frequency is reasonable.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So that sort of leads to

the second part of my question, which was going to be:

Do

you sample at different depths or is it a constant depth?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

Sampling is done at different depths, so
there's surface and there's, I think, 5 centimetres, 10
centimetres.
Perhaps Cameco can provide some more
detail, or maybe BWXT.
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney for the

record.
Soil sampling is performed at three
depths.

In relation to the soil sampling at CFM that's

conducted on a three-year basis, we do see over the last
number of sampling periods a reduction generally across the
board, but these are very low numbers and they are subject
to some variance given activities in the area.

But in

large part the soil contamination is a legacy issue in
relation to the CFM facility, but the numbers are still
very low and well below the CCME guideline for industrial
commercial development.
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MR. SNOPEK:

David Snopek for the record.

In Toronto we sample soil and we do that
sampling annually.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Doesn't Ontario Ministry

of Environment also do soil sampling in Blind River and in
Toronto?

If memory serves, I thought they also do some

sampling.

Does anybody know?
MR. ILIN:

Mike Ilin for the record.

Yes, the Ontario Ministry of the
Environment and Climate Change, formerly Ontario Ministry
of the Environment, does sampling around such facilities
like Port Hope Conversion Facility, Blind River Facility.
They did it not on an annual basis, rather they used their
own reason to do it.

For example, for Blind River it's

been done -- to my best knowledge, it has been done in 2005
and 2013, so it's not actually too frequent.

But for Blind

River basically they concluded that the soil concentrations
are not increasing over time and therefore the CNSC staff,
when they review the licensee's data, also consider data
from the different sources, particularly for the studies
done by the Ministry of the Environment around the
facilities.

Thank you.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So going to the next page,
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Table 32.4, so the differences that are seen in the soil
concentrations is simply what you would expect from normal
variation, it wouldn't be reflective of changing deposition
or anything like that?
MR. ILIN:

Could you please clarify what

kind of data you mention?
MEMBER McEWAN:

Figure 2, concentration in

soil on page 17, in the figure there are quite wide
variations.
2.7.

So if I pick BWXT, they go from 1.9 to 5 to

That is reflective of just normal sampling variation

or is it reflective of real change?
MR. ILIN:

The data for the BWXT in this

table is a reflection of -- actually, let me just clarify
it a little bit, that basically the results here provided
for the sampling that has been done on industrial or
commercial lands and this as opposed to their data for the
residential locations.

So I would say that for residential

locations the numbers for BWXT provided in Table F-13 for
2015 and 2016, the data are well below those indicated in
the Table -- in the Figure 2.4 and these data are at the
lowest level of the background concentrations.
0.5 in Table F-13 for example.

It's 0.7,

The numbers provided in

this table are representative of the concentrations,
greater concentrations of the samples collected in the
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locations located at the industrial and commercial ends.
But in this situation another benchmark is applicable,
which is Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment
benchmark of 33 milligrams per kilogram, which is higher
than 23 for the residential properties.

We can see these

numbers as conservative and representative of the
conditions around the facility.
MEMBER McEWAN:
they are low.

Yes.

No, I accept that

I just want to know, is the difference

between 1.9 in 2012, 2.7 in 2016 and 5 in 2014, are those
real changes in concentration or is that simply what you
would expect from sampling differences?
MR. ILIN:

Yes.

This range of variations

is expected due to the effect that sometimes concentrations
are not related to the deposition of the annual or current
emissions from the facility, rather the indication of the
historical contamination of soil that basically we have
around many facilities.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. MOONEY:

Thank you.

Sorry, not to weigh in there

where it seems to be closed off, but I think we would echo
that we see this as within the range.

Again, the values

are very low and within the expected variation for
sampling, but they can be impacted by a number of factors,
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including vegetation growth and tree canopies in relation
to the soil sampling.

So it's an indicator, but it's one

that has to take into account that those sampling locations
may be impacted by other things than the industrial
activities that are the subject of the ROR.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Dr. Demeter...?

MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

A number of times in the report it talks
about urine bioassay for uranium.

It talked about one

exceedance that -- that's not the question I have though.
So when I was looking for guidelines on action levels I
found a value in the report of 10 mcg/L.

I don't know if

there is an action level and I don't know if there is a
regulatory level or if the same action level is applied
across these industries and the industries we are going to
talk about later.

Action levels are usually a

communication between the licensee and the regulator and
depend on the specifics of their operation, but this is
like a radiation protection or a toxicological protection
and I wanted to see, is it the same action level for
licensees and is there another level that creates like a
dose limit equivalent for uranium in a bioassay?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.
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So maybe on the first part, typically the
action levels are set by the licensees, so they may not
necessarily be the same across all licensees because,
again, as you mentioned, they are operational.
I believe our colleagues in Radiation
Protection would be able to provide the details on the
specific dose information.
MS DODKIN:

Good afternoon.

It's

Christina Dodkin, I'm a Radiation Protection Specialist.
So with regards to action levels that are
set for uranium in urine, it actually is facility-specific
and it depends -- they are informed on the type of uranium,
so we look at the solubility factors.
by the dosimetry methods as well.

It is also informed

So in all of the cases

when they are setting the action level it can be traced
back to a dose.
for instance.

So I can speak to, I will say Blind River
So they have their action levels for uranium

in urine set whereby they look at the critical work group
and the frequency for urine sampling, which is biweekly,
and the action level that is set for that corresponds to a
dose of approximately .1 mSv.
MEMBER DEMETER:
will rephrase my question.

Thank you, but I guess I

So the risk of uranium is not

radiologic, it's toxicologic to the kidneys and so it would
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make sense -- because it's a deterministic endpoint, it
would make sense to have a consistent approach across that
once you reach a certain dose, chemical dose, that there
may be risk from a deterministic point of view.

You have

answered the question about different action levels based
on the solubility and the type of uranium.

Is there a

regulatory limit from the toxicological deterministic
endpoint that the regulator has?
MS DODKIN:

Okay, thank you.

Christina

Dodkin again for the record.
Yes, I'm sorry I failed to mention that
part.

So initially there is action level set for -- based

on dose for uranium in urine.

Also, our licensees have

taken into account the chemical toxicity.

So there is also

a screening level that is done that is well below where we
would see any effects on the kidney.

So the approach that

we have taken and our licensees have adopted is an acute
toxicity level of 3 micrograms of uranium per gram of
kidney tissue and that would correspond to a uranium in
urine concentration of approximately 2,000 micrograms of
uranium in urine.

So if we look at Port Hope Conversion

Facility as an example, their chemical toxicity screening
level for all the post-shift urine samples is actually set
at 500 and that would initiate actions to be taken.

Below
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that is the action level which is set at approximately 65
micrograms of uranium per litre of urine.

So again, there

is the acute toxicity taken into account at the facilities.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Okay, thank you.

That

answers my question, thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Dr. Soliman...?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

I have a question about

the conventional health and safety.

I understand that this

is one of the SCA and you explain it very well in the
report throughout, but a provincial government like Ontario
has an Occupational Health and Safety Act and occupational
again is conventional.

What is the difference between the

two if -- I think in general protecting the worker and the
workplace?

And what is the difference and what is our

jurisdiction, what is the division of responsibility
between CNSC and the province and if there is a conflict
how do we resolve that conflict?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

So all the facilities in question are
under federal jurisdiction by virtue of them being licensed
by the CNSC, so occupational health and safety is governed
by Part II of the Canada Labour Code and the Canada
Occupational Health and Safety Regulations.

Where there is
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a contract worker that is brought on these sites, those
workers would be subject to the provincial requirements.
An employee of Cameco for instance or BWXT would be
accountable to us and to ESDC through the Canada Labour
Code and the Canada Occupational Health and Safety
Regulations.

And, as the Commission heard when we reported

about the beryllium incident at BWXT, the limits that we
applied in that situation were the federal limits.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

If there is a conflict,

how do we resolve it?
--- Pause
MS MURTHY:

To my knowledge, as it is the

Canada Labour Code and a federal jurisdiction that applies
it would be the federal rules that would apply to those
workers who are subject to our regulations.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Okay.

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Mr. Seeley...?

MEMBER McEWAN:

So I have one generic

Dr. McEwan...?

question again which I think will help understand these
RORs.

On page 4 you mention this:
"CNSC staff also verify compliance
through desktop reviews..."
Can you explain what those are and how
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they are performed and how they actually integrate into
your understanding of performance with respect to an SCA?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

When we say a desktop review we mean a
review of the annual compliance reports that the licensees
have to submit to us by March 31st of every year.

These

are comprehensive reports that report on all of their
performance in all 14 CSAs in a lot more detail than we
have presented here in this Regulatory Oversight Report.
We also do desktop reviews of any events that are reported
to the CNSC and as needed we will do reactive or follow-up
inspections to follow up on those.

Desktop reviews are

done of the licensee's submission in response to actions
raised during an inspection.

In other words, we will

review what actions they have proposed to address any
deficiencies that were noted during inspections.

We will

also do desktop reviews of program changes that they may
propose to us, improvements to their program.

In all these

cases, the review is done not only by the project officer
for the facility but also by the relevant members of the
fact team.
So again, many of these -- and it is not
unusual for us to review an annual compliance report and
have follow-ups, questions to the annual compliance report
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for additional clarification.

For example, SRBT's annual

compliance report for 2016, if you go on their website you
will see they have an addendum to it which addressed staff
comments.

So that is a very important aspect of our

compliance verification because we have a lot of documents,
quarterly reports, annual reports, event reports, licensee
program changes that we review on a regular basis here in
Ottawa.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So I think for future

reports it may be helpful to have perhaps a brief appendix,
it would be generic I think, just explaining what is
performed in these desktop reviews.

Again, I just think it

would help at the end of the day provide a broader
understanding of how a lot of the data and a lot of the
conclusions are arrived at.

It may be worthwhile thinking

about.
MS TADROS:

Thank you.

We will

definitely -- with all of the interventions and information
that we have received today, we will take that back and
provide something that might help detail all of the
regulatory oversight work that goes behind these regulatory
oversight reports.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Just a short question.

When I was looking at the map of many of these facilities,
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some are very close in proximity.

Is it possible that the

same member of the public may receive a dose from multiple
facilities, given where they live, and if so, is it
worth -- even though the public doses are phenomenally low,
and I acknowledge that, is it worth saying that for that
individual in that setting they actually would receive a
combined dose from the two facilities, versus listing them
all separately?

Some of these facilities are like

neighbours and I didn't know if the same public receive -
and you are reporting your doses separately, but they are
probably in proximity to maybe two facilities.

Maybe they

are not that close based on the maps, but it's just a
question I had on methodology.
THE PRESIDENT:

The only one I can see is

Nordion and Best Theratronics.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

As explained by staff, there are no
emissions from Best Theratronics, so there wouldn't be a
dose incurred from the activities that are currently there,
but we do take your question, Dr. Demeter.

I believe that

when we try to portray the public dose it's focused in on
the general public given the activities per facility.

So

our baseline is always the facility, it's not a lens on who
the individual is.
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Perhaps our colleagues in Radiation
Protection can take a stab at providing you with the
methodology that is looked at.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Yes, that's okay, I

understand the critical person methodology.

I just -- and

I just looked at these maps and it would be unusual to have
two emitting facilities that close together and I realize
that we probably don't have that scenario here, but thank
you very much.
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Dr. Soliman...?
My question to BWXT.

In

Slide 5 I noticed that you have fuel handling services.
Can you elaborate on that and also if you manufacture some
of the fuel handling equipment for the CANDU reactor?
MR. MacQUARRIE:

John MacQuarrie for the

record.
So yes, we are the original equipment
manufacturer for a number of fuel handling systems for
Darlington and for Bruce Power reactors and we have a
business where we are involved in providing services
related to changes to those systems, engineering changes,
and sometimes replacement components or parts of those
systems, so we have a parts and service business that
supports the continued safe operation of those systems.
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MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Can you specifically say

which equipment you manufacture in this facility?
MR. MacQUARRIE:

It's John MacQuarrie for

the record.
So if you go back in time, we were
responsible for manufacturing large portions of the fuel
handling system, from fresh fuel delivery into the reactor
all the way to its delivery into the irradiated fuel bay.
These days our business is not so much about providing new
systems, because there are not new reactors to provide, or
at least not very many opportunities for that, but now we
are involved in just managing the lifecycle of those
systems and so we are involved in supporting all of those
systems from an engineering and parts and occasionally
field service perspective.
THE PRESIDENT:

Let me jump in.

You know,

you saw no opportunities to build, but you guys, you
mentioned that you provide reactors to the Navy.

I

assume -- does that also include submarines?
MR. MacQUARRIE:

John MacQuarrie for the

record.
Yes, it includes submarines and aircraft
carriers out of the U.S. parts of our company.
THE PRESIDENT:

So you know all about
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SMRs.

Are you into that now where all the real interest

should be?

We have lots of SMR floating around.
MR. MacQUARRIE:

Yes.

So John MacQuarrie

for the record.
BWXT has had a significant interest in
SMRs.

We developed a technology that we branded mPower, a

small modular reactor that we developed.

At this point in

time it is a technology that we are not spending a lot of
money on because we don't see a lot of customer interest in
proceeding.

Despite what you read in the media, there

isn't a great deal of customer interest in spending money
on that technology as far as we can see.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Mr. Seeley, still no questions?

Dr.

McEwan...?
MEMBER McEwan:

Again, another generic

comment that goes right back to the beginning.

The one

area of the report where I think it would be helpful to add
a brief commentary is on the public outreach piece.

I

think it was a comment that came from all of the
intervenors.

I had certainly written it through my notes

and I think it does fit very much with sort of the annual
performance of each facility and each licensee.

So I think

that might be helpful just to see a very, very brief
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synopsis.
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

We agree with you and with the intervenors
and, as we said in our Slide 90, that is definitely an area
where we think there are going to be changes in the next
one.

Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Dr. Demeter...?

Dr. Soliman, okay.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

In page 10, M45:

"...continuous improvement for the
uranium processing licensees is
taking lessons learned from the
International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) Fuel Incident Notification and
Analysis System (FINAS)."
Can someone explain what is this lessons
learned and also what is our relation to this committee
FINAS?
MS MURTHY:

Kavita Murthy for the record.

So FINAS, the Fuel Incident Notification
and Analysis System, is a web-based system set up by the
IAEA for exchange of lessons learned from operating
experience in fuel cycle facilities.

So fuel cycle

facilities like the ones that we have reported on here
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would be good contributors to lessons learned and we have
initiated contact with FINAS.

We are full partners in

FINAS and we have the National Coordinator, Mr. Julian
Amalraj, sitting right behind me who will give you more
information.

So for a safety significant event, its

description, cause analysis, lessons learned, are all
provided in the FINAS database.
Julian...?
MR. AMALRAJ:
record.

Julian Amalraj for the

I am the National Coordinator for the Fuel

Incident Notification Analysis System for which Canada is a
member.
It is one of the three databases that the
IAEA maintains in terms of reporting from all jurisdictions
under IAEA purview in terms of events and incidents that
are reported to the international jurisdiction for a peer
review as well as a sharing of information for lessons
learned.

The kind of events supported include safety

significant events as well as any plans or analysis done on
the local jurisdiction, which is the country, in terms of
opportunities for improvement as well as lessons to be
learned from them.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Any more questions?
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I only have one last one and it's for
Nordion who has been very quiet here.

What I am curious,

you mentioned that you are now out of the technetium
production and moly, but you did mention that you are
looking for a different way of producing moly.

Can you -

so the first question is, is your assessment that Canada is
going to have sufficient supply and maybe where from and
are you aiming to come up with your new technologies for
supplying moly and technetium?
MR. McGREGOR:

Ron McGregor for the

record.
We are working with two partners right now
to develop a process.

One is General Atomics in the United

States, they design reactors and reactor fuel systems.

And

we are working with the University of Missouri reactor
site, MURR, and they would be the ones that would irradiate
it.

So we started out with a novel concept where we would

be extracting molybdenum from a target and that didn't work
out the way we thought it might work out, so we moved more
to a more standard processing model.

So we will be making

low enriched targets and irradiating those low enriched
uranium targets and then processing those.

We have a novel

way of extracting the molybdenum from the targets when we
take the targets out of the reactor and then we bring that
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material back, it would be a crude molybdenum, to Canada
and process it in Canada.

So it has to be a business, so

it has to be efficient, so we have to have cost efficiency
associated with it and the novel nature of it is the way
that the molybdenum is extracted from the targets at this
point.
THE PRESIDENT:

So you are not worried

about a lot of the new technology being invested in
Cyclotron, Linux and how -- I'm worried about -- I'm not
worried, but I want to know what's your assessment about
what's going to happen next April.
MR. McGREGOR:

Ron McGregor for the

record.
I don't know that I would be in a position
to speak much about what would happen next April, I'm not
really involved in the supply aspect, but what I would
point out is that we were on standby to support any
shortages that would occur over the period of time from
when Chalk River stopped processing molybdenum to when the
reactor shuts down and we haven't been called upon.

So I

think what happened is the world kind of responded to a
potential shortage and they really increased the amount of
supply available over that period of time.

So the existing

processing facilities have been managing any potential
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shortfalls without requiring our input into it as well.
And then, sorry, the second part of your
question?
THE PRESIDENT:

I am just trying to push

you to give me a forecast for April.
--- Laughter
MR. McGREGOR:
the other technologies.

Oh yes, the other part was

Ours is a more standard

technology, so there is less technological barriers to
implementing that.
merit.

All the technologies have a degree of

If you are producing technetium from a cyclotron

directly you are stuck with the geographic area that you
can service because of the short half-life.

Any of the

cyclotron technologies that produce molybdenum, it's a
different way of producing molybdenum, so they have some
health regulatory barriers.

Ours is a more standard

technology, so we believe ours is a quicker path to
approval, not as much from the CNSC perspective but
certainly from the health regulator perspective.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

Thank

you very much.
Any final comments?

So any final burning

observations that any of the licensees want to share with
us?
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Okay.

Well, thank you very much.

We are going to break for lunch.
coming back at 2:15.

We are

Thank you.

--- Upon recessing at 1:19 p.m. /
Suspension à 13 h 19
--- Upon resuming at 2:21 p.m. /
Reprise à 14 h 21

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, we are back and the

next item on the agenda is the "Regulatory Oversight Report
for Uranium Mines and Mills in Canada: 2016", as outlined
in CMD 17-M47 and M47.A.
The public was invited to comment in
writing on this item.

The Commission received seven

written submissions.
Now joining us by videoconference in
Saskatoon are representatives from the licensees Cameco
Corporation and AREVA Resources Canada.
Let's test the technology.

There you are.

Can you hear us?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKERS:

We can hear you,

yes.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

And we can hear you
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now.
We have also some representatives from the
Ministry of Environment and Climate Change who are joining
us via teleconference.
Ministry of Environment?
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

Yes, we are here.

Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

And I also understand that we have a
representative from Denison Mines online.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
THE PRESIDENT:

Yes, you do.

Okay, thank you.

Now we also have Mr. Tim Moulding from
Saskatchewan Ministry of Environment and Dr. James Irvine
of Population Health Unit, and Mr. Keith Cunningham for
Saskatchewan Ministry of the Economy and CNSC staff from
Saskatoon.
Did I miss anybody?
Okay, so let's pass the floor to Ms Haidy
Tadros.
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CMD 17-M47 / 17-M47.A
Oral presentation by CNSC staff

MS TADROS:

Thank you and good afternoon,

Mr. President and Members of the Commission.

For the

record my name is Haidy Tadros, I am the Director General
of the Directorate of Nuclear Cycle and Facilities
Regulation.
For this item I am joined by my
colleagues, Mr. Robert Lojk, Director of the Uranium Mines
and Mills Division; Ms Karine Glenn, Director of the Wastes
and Decommissioning Division; Mr. John Glover, Project
Officer in the Uranium Mines and Mills Division; and
Dr. Karina Lange, Senior Project Officer of the Wastes and
Decommissioning Division.
We are also joined by Licensing and
Compliance staff as well as subject matter experts here in
Ottawa and in Saskatoon to help answer any questions the
Commission may have.
We are here to present Commission Member
Document 17-M47, titled "Regulatory Oversight Report for
Uranium Mines and Mills in Canada: 2016".
As noted earlier, the CNSC produces a
number of these regulatory oversight reports, as shown on
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this slide.

This is the fourth regulatory oversight report

that CNSC staff have presented to the Commission in public
for this year.
The 2016 Regulatory Oversight Report for
Uranium Mines and Mills in Canada presents CNSC staff's
assessment on the performance of operating uranium mines
and mills and provides updates on significant activities at
active remediation and decommissioned uranium mine and mill
sites.
This is the sixth annual regulatory
oversight report on operating mines and mills presented to
the Commission.

The public has been invited to intervene

on each of these reports.
This report includes a summary of the
CNSC's regulatory efforts at uranium mines and mills,
including information on the Independent Environmental
Monitoring Program as well as the public information and
community engagement that CNSC staff conduct.
The report also includes an overview
comparing performance across operating uranium mines and
mills for all 14 safety and control areas, with a focus on
radiation protection, environmental protection, and
conventional health and safety.
And finally, this report also includes an

173

update on licensing activities, performance ratings and
significant events at historic and decommissioned sites.
Our presentation today starts with an
overview of the CNSC's risk-informed regulatory oversight
activities listed on this slide.
In line with the regulatory oversight
report, the presentation is then segmented by the operating
facilities, followed by historic and decommissioned sites.
I will now pass the presentation to
Mr. Robert Lojk.
MR. LOJK:

Good afternoon.

Good

afternoon, Mr. President and Members of the Commission.

My

name is Robert Lojk and I am the Director of the Uranium
Mines and Mills Division.
The CNSC regulates Canada's uranium mines,
mills, historic and decommissioned sites to protect the
health, safety and security of Canadians and the
environment.
The CNSC achieves its mandate by licensing
facilities and providing regulatory oversight through
verification enforcement and reporting activities which
include onsite inspections, desktop reviews, technical
assessments, reviews of licensee programs and ongoing
exchange of information.
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The nature of the oversight is
commensurate with the risk associated with the licensed
site, with the activity or program and the performance of
the licensee.
The base level of risk is reflected in
CNSC staff's facility-specific compliance plans, which
include the number and scope of inspections.

These plans

are regularly reviewed and, if need be, revised.
CNSC staff evaluate licensees' performance
using safety and control areas.

The 14 safety and control

areas are common to all CNSC licensees but the relative
importance of each safety and control area is related to
the type of operation being regulated.
While in this report we focus on
environmental protection, radiation protection and
conventional health and safety, CNSC staff assess licensee
performance on all 14 SCAs for the operating mines and
mills and, where applicable, for the active remediation
projects and decommissioned sites.
Licensee performance is rated for each SCA
as fully satisfactory, satisfactory, below expectations or
unacceptable, as applicable.
Regulatory oversight activities involve
set criteria such as key performance indicators, compliance
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with licence conditions, events, repeat non-compliances and
repeat licensee action in response to events, as well as
the nature of the events themselves.
Staff met earlier this year to assign
ratings to safety and control areas based on CNSC staff's
professional judgement, expertise and information
collected.
CNSC staff consider all the factors and
multiple inputs, and assign a rating that best represents
licensee performance in a holistic manner.
As discussed in this morning's
presentation of the Regulatory Oversight Report for Uranium
and Nuclear Substance Processing Facilities in Canada:
2016, this graph shows a representation of relationships
between a regulatory limit, action level and normal
operating conditions.
To keep the public informed of regulatory
activities occurring at mine and mill sites, CNSC staff
regularly engage with the public, Indigenous groups and
their leadership through attendance at community meetings,
site tours and technical information sessions.
In addition to these outreach activities,
the CNSC also provides information through the CNSC
website, social media and CNSC online, and also
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communicates with Indigenous leadership and representatives
on a regular basis through phone, email and letters.
In 2016, CNSC staff participated in
community activities such as the CNSC 101 presentation in
the Wollaston Post/Hatchet Lake First Nation community,
also attended Cameco's northern tour, and participated in
community and Indigenous group meetings.
In June 2017, the licence renewal for the
McClean Lake Operation was held in La Ronge, Saskatchewan.
Nine participant funding opportunities were awarded.
Licensees continue to have in place public
information programs to engage communities and keep them
informed of the overall performance and any major
developments at uranium mines and mills.

These programs

are regularly reviewed and verified by CNSC staff.
To support existing and ongoing compliance
activities, the CNSC implemented its Independent
Environmental Monitoring Program to verify that the public
and environment around CNSC-regulated nuclear sites are
safe.

This verification is achieved by CNSC staff through

independent sampling and analysis of the air, water, soil,
vegetation and various foods.
A five-year plan for the Independent
Environmental Monitoring Program at operating uranium mines
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and mills was established in 2015.

As part of this plan, a

sampling campaign took place around the McClean Lake
Operation in the summer of 2016.
The results from the Independent
Environmental Monitoring Program demonstrate that the
licensees' environmental protection programs are effective
and support the licensees' environmental monitoring results
and conclude that the public and the environment in the
vicinity of these sites are protected.

Results are

provided on the CNSC's Independent Environmental Monitoring
Program webpage.
Complementary to the Independent
Environmental Monitoring Program, the Eastern Athabasca
Regional Monitoring Program was initially established in
2011, building on the previous Cumulative Effects
Monitoring Program.
In partnership with the Government of
Saskatchewan, industry and Saskatchewan communities, the
program monitors the safety of traditionally harvested
country foods from representative communities located in
Northern Saskatchewan.
The intent of the program is to evaluate
the quality of country foods, to assess any potential
impacts resulting from industrial activities and to provide
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confidence to community members that traditional country
foods remain safe to eat today and for future generations.
CNSC staff support the Eastern Athabasca
Regional Monitoring Program and are working towards
collaboration opportunities on this valuable program.
The map on the right shows the region
covered by the Eastern Athabasca Regional Monitoring
Program.
The program is designed to report on
cumulative effects downstream of uranium mining and milling
operations and gives a good representation and assurance
that country foods are safe to eat, the water quality is
safe to drink and the environment is protected.
I will now pass the presentation over to
Mr. John Glover.
MR. GLOVER:
and Members of the Commission.

Good afternoon, Mr. President
My name is John Glover and

I am a Project Officer in the Uranium Mines and Mills
Division.
The presentation will now transition to
focus on uranium mine and mill operations.
There are currently five operating uranium
mine and mill facilities in Canada, all located in the
Athabasca Basin in Northern Saskatchewan.
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Cameco operates the Cigar Lake mine, the
McArthur River mine, the Rabbit Lake mine and mill; and the
Key Lake mill, while AREVA operates the McClean Lake mill.
To ensure compliance at the operating mine
and mill facilities, in 2016 CNSC staff conducted
30 inspections, six at each of the five operating
facilities.

The 30 inspections resulted in 43

non-compliances, all of which were inspection enforcement
actions.

No orders were issued at the operating facilities

in 2016.
Enforcement actions from the inspections
ranged from low to medium in significance and covered a
variety of safety and control areas such as human
performance management, management systems and radiation
protection and were provided to the licensees in detailed
inspection reports.

All enforcement actions were recorded

in the CNSC regulatory information bank to ensure they were
tracked to completion.
CNSC staff have reviewed, verified and
accepted the licensees' responses and corrective actions.
All 2016 enforcement actions have been closed.
To ensure consistency in reporting events,
on February 25th, 2016 the CNSC issued a formal request
under subsection 12(2) of the General Nuclear Safety and
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Control Regulations, requiring all uranium mines and mills
and select Class 1A and 1B nuclear facilities to undertake
a review of their reporting processes.
Responses from both AREVA and Cameco have
been received and accepted.

Elevated numbers of

person-days in compliance and licensing associated with the
McClean Lake Operation are a result of a licence renewal
that took place in June 2017.
The 2016 performance ratings for each of
the 14 safety and control areas, determined by CNSC staff
based on regulatory oversight activities, are shown on this
slide.
For 2016, the operating uranium mine and
mill facilities received a satisfactory performance rating
across all safety and control areas.

The satisfactory

rating indicates that implemented control measures are
sufficiently effective and compliance with regulatory
requirements is satisfactory.
The following slides focus on the three
safety and control areas of radiation protection,
environmental protection, and conventional health and
safety, and have been provided to further support the
satisfactory rating.
The primary sources of radiation exposure
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at uranium mines and mills comes from gamma radiation,
long-lived radioactive dust, radon progeny, and radon gas.
As part of routine and focused compliance activities, CNSC
staff verified and confirmed that licensees have effective
radiation protection programs and practices to monitor and
control radiological hazards.

CNSC staff concluded

radiation doses were kept as low as reasonably achievable
and workers are being protected.
This graph shows the maximum and average
individual effective doses measured for nuclear energy
workers at each of the five uranium mine and mill
facilities during 2016.

The annual maximum individual

effective doses for nuclear energy workers at the five
facilities were well below the annual regulatory limit of
50 millisieverts or maximum of 100 millisieverts over five
years.
This slide shows the five-year trend of
the collective dose for nuclear energy workers at the
operating uranium mine and mill facilities from 2012 to
2016.

The collective dose is the total dose received by

persons and is expressed using the unit
"person-millisieverts," as it is a product of the number of
persons that received an exposure and the average dose.
The significant decrease at the Rabbit
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Lake operation in 2016 is due to its transition to a state
of care and maintenance.

An upward trend at the McClean

Lake operation is indicative of the systematic increase
towards design production levels beginning in 2014.
The five operating facilities have the
same action levels for the nuclear energy workers of one
millisievert per week and five millisieverts per quarter of
a given year.
In 2016, radiation protection action level
exceedances occurred at McArthur River, Key Lake, and
McClean Lake operations.

There were no radiation

protection action level exceedances at the Rabbit Lake and
Cigar Lake operations.

CNSC staff assessed and were

satisfied with the actions taken by the operations to
address these action level exceedances.
As part of routine and focused compliance
activities, CNSC staff verified and confirmed that
licensees have effective environmental protection programs
to monitor and control the protection of the environment.
In 2016, no environmental regulatory
limits were exceeded at operating uranium mines and mills.
Two action level exceedances were reported at the McClean
Lake operation.

In 2016, CNSC staff's compliance

activities verified that the environment was being
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protected.
Licensees are required to report to the
CNSC and other regulatory authorities any unauthorized
release of hazardous substances or nuclear materials to the
environment.

Reportable spills in 2016 at each uranium

mine and mill facility is displayed on this slide.

For

each of these spills, the licensee investigated cause and
implemented corrective actions to remediate and prevent a
recurrence.
CNSC staff rated all spills in 2016 at
mine and mill facilities as "low significance," and all
spills were mitigated, resulting in no impact to the
environment.

CNSC staff found that the licensees'

reporting and responses to environmental spills during 2016
was acceptable.
This slide displays treated effluent
annual average concentrations in 2016 for the five
operating mine and mill facilities.

All metal mines and

mills in Canada are subject to the Metal Mining Effluent
Regulations of the Federal Fisheries Act.

As shown, all

average annual concentrations are below the Metal Mining
Effluent Regulations discharge limits and site-specific
action levels.
This slide shows the five-year trend of
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molybdenum concentrations in treated effluent at each
operating uranium mine and mill facility from 2012 to 2016.
In the absence of a provincial or federal limit, the action
level for the Key Lake facility, the most stringent of the
operating facilities, is shown for reference.
Additional chemical treatment processes
were installed at the Rabbit Lake operation to reduce
molybdenum.

As shown on this slide, molybdenum

concentrations observed a marked reduction from 2012 levels
and have remained relatively consistent from 2014 to 2016.
This slide shows the five-year trend of
selenium concentrations in treated effluent at each
operating uranium mine and mill facility from 2012 to 2016.
In response to rising selenium trends, the McClean Lake
operation has developed the Selenium Adaptive Management
Plan.

An update on this management plan will be discussed

on slide 44, later in this presentation.

The 2012 to 2016

selenium concentrations in effluent at uranium mines and
mills are well below the provincial licence effluent
discharge limit.
This slide shows the five-year trend for
the uranium concentrations in treated effluent at each
operating uranium mine and mill facility from 2012 to 2016.
Again, concentrations in treated effluent are low compared
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to the provincial licence effluent limit and meet the
requirements of as low as reasonably achievable.
This slide shows the five-year trend of
the radium-226 concentrations in treated effluent at each
operating uranium mine and mill facility from 2012 to 2016.
All operating uranium mine and mill facilities continued to
meet licensed discharge limits outlined in the Metal Mine
Effluent Regulations.
On this slide, effluent quality compliance
data for uranium mines and mills is compared to base metal,
precious metal, and iron mines.

Compliance with the Metal

Mining Effluent Regulation limits provides a good
environmental performance indicator across the metal mining
industry.
Data presented on this slide comes from
Environment and Climate Change Canada and is provided for
the 2015 year, as this is the most current information
available.
This table illustrates the number of mines
in each mining sector that are out of compliance with at
least one Metal Mining Effluent Regulations parameter in
2015 and also provides the specific information on the
individual parameters that are out of compliance.
the uranium sector was in full compliance with the

In 2016,
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provisions of the Metal Mining Effluent Regulations for all
regulated parameters and compares well to other metal
mining sectors.
This slide shows the radionuclide
concentrations measured in ambient air at the uranium mines
and mills in 2016.

High-volume air samplers are used to

collect and measure total suspended particulate in air and
the particulate samples are also analyzed for metals and
radionuclide concentrations.

Concentrations of lead-210,

radium-226, thorium-230, and uranium are below referenced
annual air quality levels.
CNSC staff confirmed all uranium mine and
mill facilities demonstrated strong performance mitigating
atmospheric effects of their operations on the environment
and conducted regular air quality monitoring.

CNSC staff

concluded that results indicate no risk to the environment
from atmospheric releases and that the environment was
protected.
This slide shows the five-year trend of
the radon concentrations in treated effluent at each
operating uranium mine and mill facility from 2012 to 2016.
As the Cigar Lake facility transitioned into operation
through 2015, an increase was noted in the concentrations
of radon in ambient air.

As shown on this slide, radon
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concentrations remained well below the reference level.
Lost-time injury statistics are a key
measure of licensee performance for conventional health and
safety.

A lost-time injury is a workplace incident that

results in the worker being unable to return to work for a
period of time.

CNSC staff also consider the injuries'

frequency severity rate.
CNSC staff and Saskatchewan's Ministry of
Labour Relations and Workplace Safety monitor and review
each reportable injury to ensure that cause is identified
and satisfactory corrective actions are taken.

CNSC staff

confirmed that the operating mine and mill facilities
implemented effective management of conventional health and
safety in their activities.
The following slides will focus on 2016
activities at the five operating uranium mines and mills.
The picture on the right of this slide
shows an aerial view of the Cigar Lake mine.

Cameco's

Cigar Lake operation is the world's second-largest known
high-grade uranium deposit.

Uranium ore mined at the Cigar

Lake operation is ground into ore slurry, loaded into
containers, and shipped by truck to the McClean Lake mill.
Cameco's Cigar Lake licence is valid from July 1st, 2013,
to June 30th, 2021.
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In 2016, surface construction activities
resulted in upgrades, increasing the freezing capacity at
the Cigar Lake operation.

In addition, underground

expansion continued with ongoing commissioning of mine
workings.
The Cigar Lake operation identified in
their 2016 annual report an increasing arsenic trend as a
result of mining activities.

In response, Cameco set up a

working group to identify cause of the elevated levels and
develop mitigation strategies.

CNSC staff reviewed

implemented mitigation techniques, such as altering pH to
allow for more favourable conditions for arsenic removal.
CNSC staff will continue to review monitoring results and
controls to ensure they are effective and meet regulatory
requirements.
The picture on the right shows the surface
facilities at the McArthur River mine.

Cameco's McArthur

River operation is the world's largest high-grade uranium
mine.

High-grade uranium ore is mined, mixed with water,

ground in a ball mill to form slurry, and pumped to the
surface.

The ore slurry is loaded into specifically

designed containers and transported to the Key Lake mill.
Cameco's McArthur River licence is valid from November 1st,
2013, to October 31st, 2023.
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During 2016, the McArthur River operation
focused on underground development for ongoing ore
production and ground freezing continued to ensure
effective control of groundwater.

Ventilation improvements

in 2015 at the McArthur River operation resulted in
significant improvements in the reduction of radon progeny.
On November 8th, 2017, Cameco announced a
period of suspended production for the Key Lake and
McArthur River operations in northern Saskatchewan,
scheduled to take effect in January 2018.

Cameco has

confirmed to the CNSC that during the period of suspended
production at these operations, Cameco will maintain the
necessary resources and essential services to ensure all
CNSC regulatory requirements will continue to be met.
CNSC staff have requested that Cameco
provide additional information detailing the activities
necessary to ensure continued health, safety, and
protection of the environment during the period of
suspended production.

CNSC staff will continue to conduct

compliance activities to verify continued safe operations
and protection of the environment.

CNSC staff use a

risk-informed approach when verifying the safety of the
suspension of production activities.
The picture on the right shows an aerial
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view of the Rabbit Lake facility.

Cameco's Rabbit Lake

facility has been in operation since 1974 and has both a
mine and a mill.

Cameco's Rabbit Lake licence is valid

from November 1st, 2013, to October 31st, 2023.
On April 21st, 2016, Cameco Corporation
formally announced that due to market conditions,
production at the Rabbit Lake operation was to be suspended
and the facility was placed into a safe state of care and
maintenance.

The transition to care and maintenance

involved the suspension of production and the safe shutdown
of the mine and mill operations.

CNSC staff reviewed

transition plans and schedules as well as carried out
compliance inspections to ensure transition to care and
maintenance was conducted safely and met regulatory
requirements.
The Rabbit Lake in-pit tailings management
facility continues to provide storage of solids produced by
the mill water treatment system and progressive reclamation
activities will continue throughout the care and
maintenance period.

In the care and maintenance

configuration, the Rabbit Lake operation is maintaining
compliance of the facility to applicable regulations,
approvals, and licensed programs.
The picture on the right shows the Key
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Lake operation.

Cameco's Key Lake mill is the world's

largest producer of yellowcake.

Cameco's Key Lake licence

is valid from November 1st, 2013, to October 31, 2023.
During the 2016 performance period,
Cameco's Key Lake operation continued to mill McArthur
River high-grade ore.

Old tanks and pipes were dismantled

and transferred to the west cell of the above-ground
tailings management facility for disposal.

And in order to

mitigate risks associated with basement rock remaining on
the Gaertner Waste Rock Pile, approximately 35,000 metres
cubed of basement rock was removed and transferred to the
south bench of the Deilmann Tailings Management Facility.
At the end of 2016, the remaining volume of rock to be
transferred was approximately 5,000 metres cubed.

In

addition, over 18,000 tree seedlings were planted with a
mixture of white birch and green alder as part of the
general site re-vegetation program.
The picture on the right shows the McClean
Lake mill.

The McClean Lake mill has been designed to

process high-grade Cigar Lake ore.

Following a hearing on

June 7th and 8th, 2017, in La Ronge, a new licence was
issued which is valid from July 1st, 2017, to June 30th,
2027.
In 2016, AREVA's annual production limit
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increased to 9.2 million kilograms of uranium, while
production at the site increased to 6.67 million kilograms
of uranium, which is approximately a 35 percent increase
from 2015.
In August 2016, CNSC staff carried out
monitoring around the McClean Lake operation as part of the
Independent Environmental Monitoring Program.

Samples were

taken upstream at reference stations with no operational
impacts and downstream at exposure locations.

The IEMP

results are consistent with AREVA's results and indicate
that the public and the environment are not impacted by the
McClean Lake operation.
In 2016, JEB Tailings Management Facility
optimization stage 2 work was in progress and now, in 2017,
is complete.

The JEB Tailings Management Facility is split

up into three projects, and includes contaminated landfill
relocation, tailings pipe bench relocation, and JEB
Tailings Management Facility infrastructure
decommissioning.
During the McClean Lake 2017 licence
renewal, CNSC staff committed to providing an update on the
Selenium Adaptive Management Plan to the Commission during
the 2017 meeting of the uranium mines and mills regulatory
oversight report.
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After restart and commissioning in
September 2014, AREVA identified an increasing trend in
selenium effluent concentrations from the JEB Water
Treatment Plant.

This increase in concentration was still

well below the provincial limit and was attributed to the
milling of Cigar Lake ore.
AREVA has been proactive in addressing the
selenium increase and has developed process improvements to
control selenium.

CNSC staff reviewed AREVA's proposed

administrative and action levels, which have now been
implemented to ensure selenium removal continues to perform
within design specifications.

To further process

improvements, AREVA is continuing to evaluate different
technical options for the treatment of selenium.

A final

submission will be provided for the CNSC review in 2018.
I will now pass this presentation to Dr.
Karina Lange.
DR. LANGE:

Good afternoon.

My name is

Dr. Karina Lange, and I am a senior project officer with
the Wastes and Decommissioning Division.
This section provides information on
CNSC's oversight of uranium mine and mill sites that are
undergoing remediation and sites that have been
decommissioned and are under long-term care and
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maintenance.
In December of 2016, CNSC staff presented
information to the Commission on all historic and
decommissioned uranium mines and mills in Canada that
included background information for each site and
performance ratings for the year 2015.
This year, this CMD only reports on
historic and decommissioned mine sites that had changes in
performance ratings, notable events, or licensing
activities in 2016.
So this map shows the locations of all
licensed historic and decommissioned uranium mine and mill
sites in Canada.

CNSC staff plan to report on the

performance of all of these sites every two years, and the
next report will take place in 2018.
This year's report focuses on two sites
that are currently undergoing remediation -- the Gunnar
legacy mine site and the Deloro mine site -- and on four
decommissioned sites -- the Beaverlodge and Cluff Lake mine
and mill sites, the Port Radium mine site, and the Elliot
Lake mine sites, which are managed by Rio Algom Limited and
Denison Mines Incorporated.
The following section provides performance
highlights for the active remediation projects.
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So the objective of active remediation
projects is to establish long-term, stable conditions,
ensuring the safe use of the site by both current and
future generations.

Active remediation projects consist of

ongoing clean-up activities, using full-time staff and
contractors, and of frequent monitoring and reporting on
licensing requirements.
The legacy Gunnar uranium mine site is
being remediated by the Saskatchewan Research Council.

The

licence was granted in 2014 and is valid until 2024.
Following a public hearing on September
the 22nd, 2016, the Commission removed the phase 2
regulatory hold point for the project.

This allows the SRC

to proceed with remediation of the entire Gunnar site.
CNSC staff conducted one site inspection
during 2015 [sic] and confirmed the site remains in a
stable state and that SRC was preparing the site for
remediation activities by setting up a work camp and
associated safety measures.

SRC plans to transfer the

Gunnar site to the province of Saskatchewan's Institutional
Control Program by the year 2025, if the Commission
approves.
The Ontario Ministry of Environment and
Climate Change (MOECC) is responsible for the remediation
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of the Deloro mine site.

The remediation of the Deloro

mine site has been organized into three separate clean-up
projects:

the tailings area, where remediation was

completed in 2012, the industrial and mine area, where
remediation was completed in 2016, and the Young's Creek
area, which is still undergoing remediation.
In September of 2016, MOECC submitted
information to CNSC in support of demonstrating that
radiation levels at the Deloro site were below conditional
clearance levels.

As the licence was approaching its

renewal date, the MOECC applied for a licence renewal for a
period of 10 months to provide CNSC staff with the time to
review the information submitted to support conditional
clearance.
The short-term licence was granted on
December 30th, 2016.

CNSC Staff reviewed and assessed

all of the information provided by MOECC and
determined that only certain portions of the licensed
site, specifically the tailings area and the
industrial and mine area were below conditional
clearance levels.
On October 31st, 2017 a designated
officer issued a licence renewal with a modified
footprint that now only encompasses the Young’s Creek
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area to MOECC.
In 2015 CNSC Staff rated the
licensee’s performance for the management system’s SCA
as below expectations for the Deloro site due to poor
implementation of procedures.

An order on this matter

was issued to MOECC in 2015.
In 2016 MOECC made a number of
improvements and CNSC Staff, based on inspections and
other compliance verification, activities now rate the
licensee’s performance for this SCA as satisfactory
for the 2016 calendar year.
This next part of the presentation
focuses on decommissioned uranium mine and mill sites
in Canada.

Activities at decommissioned sites consist

of routine monitoring and maintenance activities.

In

most cases, there are no permanent staff on site.
All decommissioned sites, with the
exception of Cluff Lake and Beaverlodge, are expected
to remain under a CNSC licence for the foreseeable
future.
The Province of Saskatchewan has
developed the institutional control program for the
long-term management of decommissioned mine and mill
sites on provincial Crown lands.
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The transfer of decommissioned
properties would only take place after the following
conditions have been met:

decommissioning has been

completed; post-decommissioning monitoring
demonstrated the site is safe and table; the site is
closed; sufficient funds are in place to provide for
long-term monitoring and maintenance; additional funds
are provided for unforeseen events, and the Commission
has decided to transition regulatory oversight to the
Province of Saskatchewan.
Beaverlodge, Cluff Lake, and Gunnar
are examples of properties which are currently planned
to be placed into the Saskatchewan Institutional
Control program.
Cameco has a 10-year licence for the
Beaverlodge site that expires in 2023.

Five

Beaverlodge properties were released from CNSC
licensing and entered into the Saskatchewan
Institutional Control Registry in 2009.
Activities in 2016 included the
completion of a cover over the Ace stope area crown
pillar, focused remediation efforts such as rubbish
removal and licensee submission of documentation and
review by CNSC Staff.
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CNSC Staff carried out one inspection
at the site in 2016 and found no items of
noncompliance.

Cameco’s goal is to transfer all of

the properties to institutional control by 2023, which
is also the end of their current licence.
AREVA is the licensee of for the
decommissioned Cluff Lake uranium mine and mill site.
AREVA has a 10-year CNSC licence for the Cluff Lake
site which is valid until July 2019.

In 2016 AREVA

carried out campaign monitoring and continued
maintenance of the site.
CNSC Staff carried out one inspection
at the site in 2016 and found the site to be
well-maintained and stable.

AREVA plans to apply for

transfer of the Cluff Lake site to institutional
control in 2019.
The licensee for the Port Radium
closed uranium mine site is Indigenous and Northern
Affairs Canada, INAC.

A CNSC-designed officer renewed

the licence for a period of 10 years on December 31st,
2016 in order to authorize INAC to continue the
long-term maintenance and monitoring of the Port
Radium site.
CNSC Staff carried out one inspection
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during 2016 at the site and were satisfied that INAC
was implementing their programs consistent with CNSC
requirements.

For the foreseeable future the site

will remain under long-term monitoring and
maintenance.
On May 24th, 2016 Denison Mines Ltd.
Informed CNSC Staff that a small bush fire had
occurred near its licensed area.

CNSC Staff updated

the Commission on the event at the public meeting held
on June 23rd, 2016.

The fire had no radiological

impact, nor did it cause any impact to the health and
safety of workers or the public.

However, there

damage to the trees near the Denison Mine tailings
dam.
A summary report was submitted on July
31st, 2016 to CNSC Staff that confirmed the response
to the incident was well coordinated and that lessons
learned have been implemented.
CNSC Staff provided an update to the
Commission during the December 14th, 2016 public
meeting through the 2015 regulatory oversight report
and determined the event is closed.
This section presents a status report
on the environmental performance of Rio Algom Limited
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(Rio Algom), Elliott Lake historic mine sites (the
Elliott Lake sites) from January 2010 to December
2016.

Upon issuance of Rio Algom’s licence in 2005

the Commission requested that CNSC Staff provide
periodic updates on the performance of the Elliott
Lake sites covered by this licence.
There are 11 decommissioned uranium
mine sites and associated tailings management areas in
Elliott Lake.

Rio Algom is the owner and licensee of

eight of the decommissioned sites, which include:
Stanleigh, Quirke, Panel, Spanish-American, Milliken,
Lacnor, Buckles, and Pronto.

These eight sites are

consolidated under one CNSC licence.
Denison Mines Inc. is the owner and
licensee of the other three sites, which include:
Denison I, Denison II, and Stanrock, which are grouped
into two licences.
At Elliott Lake there are no mining or
milling structures remaining on any site and all mine
openings have been sealed.

The TMAs, tailings

management areas, are in the long-term care and
maintenance phase that includes water treatment,
environmental monitoring, and maintenance of retaining
structures such as dams, berms and spillways.
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The risks associated with the licence
activities at Elliott Lake sites are low and are
related primarily to the integrity of the engineering
features associated with the containment of nuclear
substances, the operations and monitoring of the
facility water treatment plants, and the competence of
other static structures to minimize contaminants
released to the environment.
The long-term plan for the site is to
reach a steady state where water treatment may no
longer be required and reliance on engineered
structures can be reduced.
Rio Algom, in conjunction with Denison
Mines, implements a comprehensive set of monitoring
programs to assess any environmental impacts and
facilitate improvements to the sites.
programs focus on three components:

The monitoring
the water quality

in the tailings management areas; concentrations of
constituents of concern in treated effluent; and,
aquatic environmental conditions in the watershed
downstream of the mine sites.
The status of environment report,
called the SOE report, integrates data from all of
these programs and provides an assessment of TMA
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performance and the conditions in the downstream
Serpent River water.

The results of these programs

for 2010 to 2015 inclusively were analyzed and
summarized in the SOE report and submitted to CNSC
Staff in January 2016.
CNSC Staff reviewed the results of Rio
Algom’s environmental monitoring programs and the SOC
report and noted the following for the period of 2010
to 2016.

That Rio Algom has effectively implemented

environmental protection programs that include
measures to control the releases of nuclear substances
and other hazardous substances from the facility, that
concentrations of all constituents of concern in
effluent waters from all TMAs were below CNSC licence
limits.
In general, water quality in the
Serpent River watershed has improved over time and the
reporting period, and all annual mean concentrations
of constituents of concern measured in the Serpent
River watershed were well blow the CCME guidelines.
CNSC Staff reviewed and accepted the
state of environment report in 2017.
Rio Algom’s geotechnical inspection
program is undertaken in conformance with the

204

guidelines of the Canadian Dam Association.

Key

program components include routine inspections by Rio
Algom’s staff of all containment structures and annual
inspections and performance reviews by a qualified
third-party professional engineer.
In addition, a dam safety review is
conducted by an independent qualified engineer every
seven years in accordance with the dam safety
guidelines.
CNSC Staff reviewed the licensee’s
annual inspection reports and the dam safety review
reports to assess the performance of the containment
structures.

In addition, CNSC Staff conducted three

geotechnical compliance inspections in 2012, 2014, and
2016 to observe site conditions and confirm the
integrity of all containment structures.
CNSC Staff conclude that the integrity
of all containment structures at Elliott Lake is
maintained and all dams are safe under current
conditions.
An independent environmental
monitoring program sampling plan was undertaken for
the Elliott Lake sites in 2015 that focused on both
nuclear and hazardous contaminants.

A sampling plan
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was developed based on Rio Algom and Denison’s
approved environmental monitoring programs, CSA group
standards, and the CNSC’s regulatory experience with
the site.
In 2015 samples were collected in
publicly accessible areas, outside licensed areas of
the Elliott Lake sites for Rio Algom and Denison, and
included surface water, sediment and sand.

The

results were made available on CNSC’s website in 2016.
CNSC Staff confirm the measured radioactivity levels
in water samples were below federal and provincial
water quality guidelines.
With respect to non-radiological
analysis, the concentrations of analyzed substances in
water were below CCME guidelines and natural
background levels.
While the concentrations of analyzed
substances in three sediment samples had elevated
heavy metal concentrations of lead, zinc, nickel,
arsenic and copper that exceeded the CCME’s interim
sediment quality guidelines, these remained below the
CCME’s probable effect levels and the provincial
sediment quality guidelines severe effect levels.
Based on CNSC Staff’s review of the
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SOE, supporting monitoring programs and compliance
inspections results for the period of 2010 to 2016
CNSC Staff conclude that the environmental performance
for Rio Algom’s Elliott Lake sites continues to be
satisfactory.
Rio Algom’s environmental protection
program consists of contaminant source control, water
treatment, and monitoring.

This program is being

effectively implemented and meets CNSC requirements
for environmental protection.
The integrity of all containment
structures at Elliott Lake is maintained and all dams
are safe under current conditions.

CNSC Staff confirm

that environmental conditions are improving at the
Elliott Lake sites.
Will now pass this presentation back
to Mr. Robert Lojk.
MR. LOJK:

Bob Lojk, for the record.

The next part of the presentation focuses on the
interventions that we have received.
The CNSC awarded up to $55,045 through
the CNSC’s Participant Funding Program for reviewing
the 2016 ROR on uranium mines and mills. The funds
were awarded to organizations, Indigenous groups and
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individuals which are noted on the above slide.
In addition to the written submissions
received from the five participant funding recipients,
CNSC Staff received interventions from Northwatch, Val
Drummond, and Rodney Gardiner.
CNSC Staff have reviewed the
interventions that identify six key themes which are
presented on this slide.

The following slides will

discuss each of these key themes and further details
specific to each intervention is provided in the annex
to the presentation.
The first theme is on engagement with
Indigenous groups and communities, an important
consideration.

The CNSC is committed to ongoing

engagement of relationship building, but interested in
Indigenous groups and communities.

This includes

funding opportunities for interventions through the
Participant Funding Program, engagement opportunities
through workshops and meetings with various Indigenous
groups and communities, Commission meetings such as
this year’s regulatory oversight report, posting to
the website, social media, and radio.
As part of our continued commitment,
recent initiatives include the development of a
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structured formalized approach to ensure regular
consultation with all interested Indigenous
communities and organizations.

Updates on this

initiative will be provided in the 2017 regulatory
oversight report.
In addition to the CNSC’s engagement
efforts CNSC staff review and attend and participate
in licensee public and Indigenous outreach programs.
The second theme relates to the issue
of the releases from operation of decommissioned sites
and potential impacts on the environment.
CNSC ensures protection of the
environment through regulatory limits, action and
administration levels to ensure programs continue to
operate within design specifications, environmental
risk assessments, licensee monitoring programs,
independent monitoring programs such as the CNSC’s
independent environmental monitoring program, and by
reviewing the results of the Eastern Athabasca
Regional Monitoring Program.
This defence in-depth approach ensures
the safety of the environment at all operating,
historic and decommissioned uranium mines and mills.
The third theme is on reporting
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priorities and information.

Specifically, some

interventions sought to clarify why all historic and
decommissioned sites were not being reported on.
CNSC Staff are only reporting on those
sites that had changes in licensing events or other
developments for the year 2016.

There’s not much

change from year to year at most historic and
decommissioned sites.
Therefore, CNSC Staff plan to report
on decommissioned and historic sites in the ROR every
two years.

The last ROR took place in 2016 and

provided background information on all sites and
performance in the applicable SCAs for 2105.

The next

performance update will take place in 2017 regulatory
oversight report.
The fourth theme is on radiation
protection for workers and the public, an important
consideration.

Similar to environmental protection,

the CNSC requires a defence in-depth approach to
ensure the protection of workers and the public.

This

approach includes regulatory limits, action at
administrative levels, in addition to licensee
monitoring programs.
The fifth theme is on the safety of
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dams and tailings management methods.

CNSC Staff

verify the safety containment structures through
periodic baseline geotechnical inspections, dam safety
assessments, and annual desktop reviews, very much as
Dr. Lange just presented to us.
CNSC Staff’s review of all existing
tailing dams and lessons learned from the Mount Polley
event were presented in the 2015 ROR, CMD 16-M49.
That review demonstrated that all CNSC regulatory dams
have adequate design and are not at risk for an event
similar to Mount Polley.
Finally, all containment structures,
effluent treatment, and overall tailings management
practices meets CNSC requirements and compliances
confirmed through ongoing CNSC oversight.
The sixth theme identified pertains to
the adequacy of financial guarantees. Licensees are
required to develop decommissioning plans and
associated financial guarantees to ensure work
activities and installations are financial covered and
no liability is passed on to the government.
Financial guarantee values for
operating mine and mill facilities range from
approximately $48 million at the McArthur River
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operation to $218 million at the Key Lake operation,
and are reviewed in detail on a five-year basis by
both CSNC Staff and the Province of Saskatchewan,
which are present to discuss this issue. Any
modifications must be approved by the Commission.
Haidy Tadros will now present the
conclusions.
MS TADROS:

Thank you.

So for the

record and to conclude, for 2016 CNSC Staff confirm
that all facilities had satisfactory performance,
radiation protection measures that were effective in
keeping doses as low as reasonably achievable,
environmental protection programs that were effective
at protecting the environment, and we conclude that
effective conventional health and safety programs are
in place to protect workers.
CNSC Staff conclude that each
regulated facility operated safely and met performance
expectations with respect to the health and safety of
persons and for the protection of the environment, and
to Canada’s international obligations.
CNSC Staff also conclude historic and
decommissioned sites are safe and well-maintained.
Rio Algom’s environmental protection plan is being
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effectively implemented and meets CNSC’s requirements.
The next state of environment report for Elliott Lake
is due in 2021, and that CNSC Staff will report on all
historic and decommissioned sites in the 2017
regulatory oversight report.
We’d like to thank you for your
attention at this time, and we are available to take
any questions you may have.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Before

getting into the questions, I’d like to hear from the
two licensees.

Let’s start with Cameco Corporation.

I understand Mr. Mooney is still online with us.

Over

to you.

Oral presentation by Cameco

MR. MOONEY:

Yes.

Good afternoon,

President Binder, and Members of the Commission.

For

the record, my name is Liam Mooney, I’m Cameco’s
Vice-President of Safety, Health, Environment Quality,
and Regulatory Relations.
With me today is the previously
introduced Kevin Nagy, our Director of Compliance and
Licensing for Uranium Mining and Milling Operations in
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Saskatchewan.
We’re joining you today as part of
your review of CNSC Staff’s 2016 regulatory oversight
report for uranium mines and mills.

We want to take

this opportunity to re-emphasize that Cameco’s highest
priorities are the safety and health of our workers as
well as the public and the protection of the
environment. We also take pride in the quality of our
processes that underpin these priorities.
Cameco’s strong performance in these
areas is demonstrated in the report that CNSC Staff is
presenting today.

We sustained our ratings on all

safety and control areas while responding
appropriately to events at our operations.
In particular, we are proud of our
safety record, which we feel is a product of our focus
on keeping people safe.

In 2016 Cameco was dealing

with challenging market conditions that continue to
persist.

We were forced to make some difficult

business decisions.
For example, suspending production and
safely placing the Rabbit Lake operation into care and
maintenance.

You’ll also hear that we’ve had to make

further decisions this year to suspend production at
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the Key Lake and McArthur River operations.

While we

continue to operate safely, the uranium industry, and
Cameco specifically, are faced with significant
economic pressures that are impacting available
resources.
As such, we must focus on core
activities that support our highest priorities while
adapting to changing and increasing regulatory
demands.
In this context, it has been more
important than ever to effectively engage with our
target audience in Northern Saskatchewan and sustain
public support for our mining and milling operations.
2016 polling showed 77 per cent of Northern
Saskatchewan residents support the uranium mining
industry.

That support is directly related to the

quality and consistency of our communication and
engagement with the people and leaders of Northern
Saskatchewan.
High levels of public support and
trust rests on a foundation of strong operational
performance.

That performance is drive by robust

management systems that are assessed and verified by
provincial and federal regulators with their subject
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matter expertise.
In addition, community-based
monitoring programs in Northern Saskatchewan confirm
that country foods continue to be safe to eat and the
water safe to drink.
Regardless of difficult market
conditions and the resulting changes we have made,
Cameco remains committed to the continued safe
operation of these facilities.
Thank you for the opportunity to
speak, and we are available to respond to any
questions that you may have.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I’d now

like to open the floor to AREVA Resources for any
comments that you may want to make.

Oral presentation by AREVA

MR. HUFFMAN:

Good afternoon, Mr.

President and Members of the Commission.

My name is

Dale Huffman, I am Vice-President of Health, Safety,
Environment and Regulatory Relations at AREVA
Resources.
I have with me today Tina Searcy, our
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Regulatory Relations Manager.
At McClean Lake, 2016 was again a year
of milestones.

We continued to receive high-grade ore

slurry from the Cigar Lake Mine and successfully
ramped up production at our mill to achieve a record
for McClean Lake of just over 17 million pounds of
packaged uranium.
We processed ore slurry at grades ranging
from eight percent to 32 percent uranium while achieving
average worker radiation doses near the public dose limit.
We published a report validating that the
many radiation protection features of our mill are serving
their purpose at keeping radiation doses as low as
reasonably achievable.
In 2016, the CNSC

undertook an

independent environmental monitoring program for the McLean
Lake operation which concluded that the public and the
environment in the vicinity are protected and that there is
no unreasonable risk to health and the environment.
We continued our stakeholder engagement
activities with a focus on the renewal of the McLean Lake
operating licence public hearing that was held in mid-2017,
and we communicated on continued process at the Cluff Lake
site as we progressed towards entry into the provincial
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institutional control program.
We've reviewed the CNSC Staff Regulatory
Oversight Report and find it accurately summarizes
performance at the McLean Lake operation.

As is seen in

the report, uranium mines continue to be outstanding
performers in the mining industry in terms of the
protection of health, safety and the environment.
The protection of our employees, the
public and the environment is of paramount importance to us
at AREVA, and we are proud of the results that we've
achieved.
We're available to answer any questions
that you may have.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Does Denison Mines want to make any
comments?

Ms Law?
MS LAW:

No, we don't.

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

How about Rio Algom?
Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you.
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CMD 17-M47.1
Written submission from the
Saskatchewan Environmental Society

THE PRESIDENT:

So now I'd like to open

the floor for question as we go through the various
submission, the written submission, starting with the first
submission from Saskatchewan Environmental Society as
outlined in CMD 17-M47.1.
And who wants to go first?
Dr. Soliman.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

I would like to express

my appreciation for the report and for the presentation,
and also for the response to all the comments which has
been raised.
As a matter of fact, most of my comments
has been dispositioned except one for this intervenor.

And

it is on page 6.
The first paragraph on page 6, there is
indigenous resident of Cluff Lake requested to accompany an
inspector to identify some area of concern.

Initially, the

request was granted but later, when the -- an inspector -
another inspector assigned to the site, the request was
denied.
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The intervenor here is -- would like to
have some explanation about this.

I know that it -- there

may be some technical reason or reasons for denying the
request, so I would like to hear from you, please.
MR. LOJK:

Bob Lojk, for the record.

It wasn't a change of inspectors that
caused the note to say that the person was no longer
invited.

It was the -- it was the Director who, upon

reviewing the informal offer that was given to the
individual, that reviewed the consequences of having
someone who has already seen the site, who has demonstrated
the site, who had opportunities to be there, who has raised
the issue many times and had the issue answered.
We felt that the risk of sending -- of
having someone participate in a CNSC inspection in
unofficial capacity did not -- did not support extending
the invitation -- formally extending the invitation.
In order to compensate, the -- AREVA did
go with the person as a visitor to their site.

AREVA

invited the person to once again show the areas of concern
and the information was communicated to us.
But you may see that the same individual
did make a -- did make an intervention -- this is the
second intervention we're going to be looking at -- but did
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not raise that issue himself.
So the matter, while it was not directly
supported as presented, we accommodated that person through
other means to the extent that there was no complaint
carried to the Commission by the individual.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:
THE PRESIDENT:
question.

Thank you.
So let me generalize a

I know that it's kind of difficult to get the

people down into the mine, but I also notice that both
AREVA and Cameco have some guided tours that they provide.
Can maybe start with Cameco and then AREVA
about how often, how widely, you know, access do you give
to some of the community or some of the Chiefs that
actually want to visit?
MR. MOONEY:

Liam Mooney, for the record.

And I think that taking a step back, we do
have a good deal of public involvement in the monitoring
programs that we have under the Eastern Athabasca Regional
Monitoring Program.

It has a community member that

accompanies the people taking the samples.
As well, there's a community-based
monitoring program under our collaboration agreement that
also has a community participation component in it.
We have northern stakeholder attendance at
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our sites as part of our collaboration agreements.
sub-committee work under those.

The

They meet at our sites.

We have the environmental quality
committee under the province that also meets at our sites.
And it's important to remember as well that over 50 percent
of our workforce is drawn from northern Saskatchewan.
So there is no shortage of involvement in
and attendance at our sites by residents of northern
Saskatchewan.
MR. HUFFMAN:

It's Dale Huffman with

AREVA.
Maybe I can speak directly about this
intervenor.
You might recall at last year's ROR report
there were interventions concerning Cluff Lake and,
subsequently, we have had quite a bit of correspondence
with the intervenors, Saskatchewan Environment Society, Val
Drummond and Rodney Gardiner.
So we decided to make the opportunity to
take the intervenors to the Cluff Lake site.
in September.

We did this

And rather than continue the paper exchange

between entities, we spent the day walking around the Cluff
Lake site and tried to address the issues in person, or at
least talk about the issues that we had at Cluff Lake.
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So there has been an opportunity for
intervenors to visit Cluff Lake recently.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Question?
Mr. Seeley?
MEMBER SEELEY:
staff for the report.

Yeah.

I'd just thank the

I think it's well done, and also

covering in the -- the document covers quite a bit the
intervenors' questions and responses.
I just have one, and with respect to
Saskatchewan Environmental Society intervention.

It was

the question around country foods, so I think it refers to
page 15 in CMD 17-M47.1.
And they're referring to the fact that,
within the immediate vicinity of McLean Lake, the country
foods -- some of the independent environmental management
program was reporting levels above screening for, I think,
some fish.

I'm not sure what else is being reported above

screening.

And saying perhaps it should be managed,

particularly for local harvesters.
So just maybe any comments on -- from
perhaps McLean Lake on this particular finding and how it's
being managed.
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MR. HUFFMAN:

Dale Huffman with AREVA, for

the record.
This is referring to results that were
published as part of the CNSC staff's independent
environmental monitoring program.
I think there's some confusion by the
intervenor in the interpretation of the results.
The CNSC did set a very low screening
level, and so there were results that were identified both
in the exposure -- the exposure lakes and the exposure
areas and in the reference areas that exceeded the
screening criteria.

The actual text that makes up the web

page report on the independent environmental monitoring
program does a good job, but -- at explaining that these
issues were found both at exposure and reference, so they
shouldn't be perceived as elevated downstream results.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS TADROS:

Go ahead.

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

So perhaps we can call upon our
environmental protection specialist, who can maybe provide
some detail on the independent environmental monitoring
program and the sampling that was used in that area.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker.

I'm the

Director-General for the Directorate of Environmental
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Protection and Assessment.
And I will ask Kiza Sauve, our Director
for the Health Science and Environmental Compliance
Division to follow up.
What AREVA has stated is correct.

We do

set very low thresholds for screening to identify
parameters.

And this is not an unusual finding across

Canada in areas where there is known mineralization of
mining activity where natural background has higher levels
than you would find in other areas for which there was not
mineralization.
But I'll ask Ms Sauve to further address
the results of the independent environmental monitoring.
MS SAUVE:

Kiza Sauve.

I'm the Director

of the Health Sciences and Environmental Compliance
Division.
I don't have a whole lot more to add.
Something I can tell you is that the screening level -
when we're trying to normalize our terminology to make it
more clear, but we are using the words "screening level",
so when a value is above a screening level, then we might
look a little more deeply and ensure that the health of the
public and the environment is still protected.
And right now our screening levels are set
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at about 10 percent or lower than, let's say, a limit where
we might have a concern.
So yes, it was of a screening level, but
still much lower than where we might see a concern.
MEMBER SEELEY:

Maybe just so I'm clear,

so we have screening level, action level and what's -- and
then a regulatory limit.

Is that correct?

THE PRESIDENT:

And provision standard and

licence limit and on and on and on.

And we need -- as you

promised, you need to clarify that.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

But if I could just clarify one item.
there are three levels for effluent, admin level, action
level, release limit.

And then we look at what's out in

the environment, and that's the case now.

So this is a

separate topic.
And there is, again, a number of
terminologies, water quality objectives, what we use for
screening levels to screen in or out the need to further
look at risk.

But there is a lot of terms.
THE PRESIDENT:

Yeah.

Well, that's

another complexity is mixing effluent limit with water -
with drinking water limit, which is sprinkled throughout
some of those documents.

So
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You've got to clarify the difference
between an effluent limit and drinking water limits.
MEMBER SEELEY:

So maybe just on this one,

so what I understand from the report, the screening levels
are very low.

I understand that.

But at the same time, a

number of species have then been indicated that they're
above the screening level.

However, they're very close to

the facility.
And so my question was simply around, I
understand all of that, so how do you ensure you manage,
for example, the harvesting, somebody doesn't over-harvest
that particular species close to the facility?

Is there

any way of managing that or ensuring that doesn't happen if
that could create, then, a risk to public health?
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

So the challenge to that and what we found
in our own results is that while there was some fish close
to the facility with levels above screening, there were
also levels -- fish found through our own sampling far away
from the facility that also had elevated levels above
screening.
So what we're seeing is that the mine is
not having an impact that is different than the natural
environment, and so that, therefore, is not something that
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we felt like we could control or advise consumption because
that is the variability that exists in that region.
MEMBER SEELEY:

Okay.

THE PRESIDENT:

So again, since many of

Thank you for that.

those documents are done for public consumption, I think
when you do some of those traditional food, particularly,
my suggestion is you should consider thinking about,
therefore, you can eat the fish or you can harvest the
plant or you can do -- you've got to bring it to a
conclusion that somebody can understand "So what?" so, you
know, in terms of consuming some of those traditional
foods.
Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you, Mr. President.

So I'm going to go very, very high level,
if I may.

On page 6 of the intervenor's CMD -- page 6 and

page 7, they talk about the -- I mean, broadly the
important of ensuring that, as conversations happen with
different groups, indigenous groups or communities or
towns, cities, rural, urban, it's important that there is
an understanding of the optimum and the best communications
methods.
And they quote a number of different
experts in how that can be built.
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So I'd be interested from both the
licensee and from staff how are we building that capacity
within our organizations to ensure that these conversations
are taking place in a way which is constructive, helpful
and which is actually going to achieve the end goal which,
of course, is the best form of communication and
information sharing.
MS TADROS:

So maybe I'll start and the

licensees can follow.
Haidy Tadros, for the record.
So as we had heard earlier, we are
committed to continued conversation and engagement through
structured, formalized mechanisms with all indigenous
groups.

And to take that down a level in terms of what is

meaningful, one of the key attributes that we look to is
we, for the most part, give them a call and find out how do
you want to engage with the CNSC.

What is meaningful?

There is no shortage of information that
we have that potentially could be of interest, but I think
the first question is to be more informed on what they want
to see, what their concerns are.

And as we move forward

with the initiative on these engagement forums, structure
the conversation along the lines of how do we continue that
dialogue and what is meaningful.
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So perhaps I'll ask once again Ms Clare
Cattrysse to provide you with some detail on how that
initial engagement is conducted to ensure that we are
meeting the needs of engaging with these groups.
MS CATTRYSSE:

Clare Cattrysse, for the

record, Director of Policy, Aboriginal International
Relations Division at the CNSC.
First I was just going to raise what we do
internally with our staff is we are doing a lot of
cross-cultural training, cultural sensitivity training.

A

number of our staff have got backgrounds working with
indigenous groups.
For example, even myself, I have a degree
in anthropology and cross-cultural and Aboriginal law
policy.

I have a Master's degree that focused on looking

at cross-cultural ethnographic studies with respect to
consultation.
Many people we've got on our team have
been working with the indigenous communities for many, many
years, so I would argue that we do have some staff that
have got this background.
We also have hired Elders to come in and
give presentations, and we're also offering our staff
training opportunities at Aboriginal Affairs on various

230

different courses working with looking at the history and
culture.
I'm going to pass this question also over
to Mike Rinker, who is going to talk about one of the
specialists we've been working with.
Thank you.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

So as we've -- we talked about even this
morning, we're looking for a strategy to better implement
engagement with indigenous people.

And I think we should

take the opportunity -- there's some people on the line
here.
One of the models that we think has worked
very well has come out of Saskatchewan.

Environmental

assessment joint review panels between the federal and the
provincial government occurred for the uranium mines in the
nineties, and that resulted in a program that was -- that
we view as one of the more successful programs across
Canada in the north of Saskatchewan and that where there
was an environmental quality committee created with
indigenous groups.
There was a regional monitoring program,
the Eastern Athabasca Regional Monitoring program, that
involved indigenous groups of bringing their country foods
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forward for analysis.
And so that program has been run and
funded between the province of Saskatchewan -- I see Mr.
Moulding is here from the province, who's been involved
with that, as well as industry.
And the real expert on how to communicate
those results to indigenous folks, we have Dr. Irvine is
here as well.
So there's a community of people on the
line here that have created a program that is something
that we see as a model that we want to bring to other
regions influenced by nuclear activities.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

MEMBER McEWAN:

I'll ask if Dr. Irvine or

Mr. Moulding want to comment.
MR. MOULDING:
Moulding.

For the record, Tim

I manage Uranium and Northern Operations for

Ministry of Environment.
Yeah.

There's several of us around the

table that participate on the Northern Mines Monitoring
Secretariat, which is the secretariat that looks after the
environmental quality committees for northern Saskatchewan.
It's been ongoing for many years, since the early 2000s,
basically, providing a vehicle for northern engagement
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whereby community members select persons from their
community -- it's usually two from each of the impact
communities -- to sit on that group.
And we provide information to those folks
to take back to their communities and disseminate to the
people that live in those communities.
Also, the Northern Mines Monitoring
Secretariat, through the EQC, also sets up periodic mine
tours for environmental quality committee members to go up
and observe the mines firsthand as well, so -- and I do
believe that the program has worked reasonably well as a
vehicle for engagement in that way.
DR. IRVINE:

It's James Irvine.

I'm a

public health physician with Ministry of Health and
Northern Population Health Unit.
Yeah, I think the environmental quality
committees have been a good forum by which communication
can be shared.
And one of the things I think Tim didn't
mention that is useful is engaging the environmental
committees as it relates to how best to communicate.
Often, there'd be a number of different
people, whether they're industry or Ministries involved
with regulations, will share information with the
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environmental quality committees to have a dialogue and
often, at the end of that, there's a discussion about how
best to communicate this from a broader perspective.
The other thing is there's a magazine that
gets distributed across the north to each and every home
with a post office box, and that provides information on a
number of different activities of the industry from
expiration to decommissioning.

And often, there's an

opportunity to share information of various studies, a
layperson's forum, in that magazine.
And we've done that in the past with some
of our moose results and things like that, so that's
another thing.
The third component, I think, of
communication is the importance of relationships and the
relationships with communities through ongoing dialogue,
working through issues, connecting with them through groups
such as the environmental quality committees and having
personal contact.
I think that goes a long way for those
people who have been around for a while.

I think it's much

easier once those relationships are developed and trust is
developed.
maintain it.

It's important to obtain that relationship and
Thanks.
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THE PRESIDENT:

So let me jump in and ask

you, Dr. Irvine, so do you ever talk to Saskatchewan
Environmental Society?

Because I was really stunned by

their comments about the dose reporting, about the linear
non-threshold model and then demanding to use this even
though everybody knows you should not do that to come up
with the average cancer increase in northern communities.
Do you ever talk to those people?

Maybe I can hear from

staff about what they are recommending we do and why it is
now known not to do that.

So Dr. Irvine, any comments on

that?
DR. IRVINE:

Yes.

No, I haven't had

connections recently with them on an individual basis.

I

have had with some of the previous people that have been
intervenors with the environmental society in the past, but
no, I haven't over the last year.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Staff, on page 9,

recommending that -- "can offer an estimate of the expected
percentage increase in cancers".
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

I would call upon our specialist in Radiation Protection to
provide the details of what CNSC uses in terms of their
regulatory requirements in this area.
THE PRESIDENT:

Go ahead.
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DR. LANE:

Rachel Lane, Dr. Lane for the

record.
I am going to speak to the use of the
collective dose and the LNT.

The linear non-threshold

hypothesis is used for radiation protection and the
International Commission for Radiological Protection and
the United Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of
Atomic Radiation both are very clear that one does not use
collective dose or the LNT to predict the number of deaths
as a result of cancer.

It's just not appropriate.

The

reason being is when you have a very large population who
have very, very low doses, such as at background or below
background, you inevitably will be able to calculate
something that would falsely indicate cancer deaths when in
reality none would occur.
When we do risk assessments of uranium
miners, we look at collective doses -- sorry, I reject that
comment.

We do not use collective doses.

We use

cumulative doses of individual miners and determine their
risk of developing cancer as a result of their cumulative
dose.

Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

question?

Thank you.

You don't have another question?
Dr. McEwan...?

That's your
Okay.
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MEMBER McEWAN:

This is a very high level

question but it has come up again.

So again, in their

comment they raise concern -- this is page 8 -- about the
extensive use of ALARA and I think again there is a
misunderstanding or there is an implied misunderstanding of
the role of ALARA and just what it means, so I think it
might be helpful again to have a crisp overview of what
ALARA means and what the intent is in radiation safety.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

So our colleagues in Radiation Protection should be able to
help clarify that.
MS PURVIS:

Good afternoon.

For the

record Caroline Purvis, I am the Director of the Radiation
Protection Division.
So yes, we have certainly come back to
this topic many times.

As low as reasonably achievable

social and economic factors taken into account is lifted
from our Radiation Protection Regulations.

Certainly it

can be related to one of the fundamental principles of
radiation protection that ICRP defines, optimization of
protection.

The RP Regulations go further to say that

ALARA is achieved through management control over work
practices, training, planning for unusual situations and
qualification of persons.

237

What does that look like in reality?
Every licensee has different means by which they
demonstrate ALARA.

It can be policies and procedures which

give certainty to workers.

It can be reviews of work and

looking to see is there ways to improve, is there
engineered designs to optimize or reduce doses over time.
The social and economic piece is somewhat bewildering for
people and in some cases it's not a quantitative or a
measured analysis.

It could be qualitative.

Some licensees, and I'm sure McClean Lake
would love the opportunity to describe further the design
upgrades that they did for their mill, where they actually
did a quantitative analysis which was very well done and
demonstrated how they could achieve dose reductions through
engineer controls.

Sometimes engineer controls don't work

and you may have to put in administrative controls like
procedures, policies, protective equipment.
And it is an iterative process.

So our

expectation is that licensees will seek to improve and to
optimize over time.

There may come a time when their

exposures to workers meet a certain threshold and they are
not seeing a lot of differences, but that's not to say that
they shouldn't seek to look for new technologies, seek to
continue their reviews and perhaps over time optimize
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through new information.
I think that's a good place to start and
if you have further questions I would be happy to address
them.

Thanks.
THE PRESIDENT:

intervene here.

Well, I would like to

This intervention -- and I was surprised

because I expected a little bit more of a sophisticated
intervention from this organization.

They seem to imply

that everything is -- the reasonable assessment is
something that you can actually quantify.

In fact,

probably by implication is how do you quantify safety.
That's why this Commission was established, to decide
what's reasonable and what's achievable, et cetera, rather
than some checklist of great precision.
I'm being too harsh here.

So I don't know if

What is staff's view here?

I

mean they are questioning right from the beginning that
they are using reasonable achievement and what's
reasonable, what's insignificant and what is safe enough.
No comment?
MS PURVIS:

Caroline Purvis for the

record.
So I agree with you, Dr. Binder.

I would

say that, you know, reasonableness is in the context that
it's being reviewed.

So certainly what I could say is that
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there are criteria in our regulatory document frameworks
that define at what point no further ALARA assessments may
be required, but that's not to say that licensees would not
have to continue to seek opportunities in the future.
Reasonableness is a demonstration that
licensees have undertaken whatever measures that can be
made within the confines of the economic implications that
may be at play and the reduction in dose at the end of the
day.

At some point those too may outweigh in that they

cannot further reduce doses without a significant
expenditure.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Questions...?
MEMBER McEWAN:

So I have one more.

THE PRESIDENT:

Go ahead, please.

MEMBER McEWAN:

Again, this is a general

question related to page 10.

Again, I think it's important

to note who is a nuclear energy worker and when they talk
about calculating average doses I think it's a fairly easy
question to answer, but again I think it's important that
we overtly state this in light of the question in the
intervention.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

So I will turn once again to Ms Caroline Purvis to put the
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emphasis on the expertise that she has and can speak to the
specific definitions as they are defined.
MS PURVIS:
record.

Caroline Purvis for the

I will start and then will ask Mr. John McManus to

provide some details if you want to go to the licensee
specific -- the specifics of the licensee, pardon me.
So a nuclear energy worker is defined as a
person who has the probability of receiving a dose in
excess of 1 mSv due to a licensed activity -- occupational
dose.

So each licensee in the context of their radiation

protection program has to look at their population of
workers and/or persons that could be exposed, and they may
be contractors, they could be visitors, they could be -
and this is just a very high level answer -- it could be
workers, and they are going to look at that population and
they are going to then define which category those
individuals reside in.

And then from there they would have

provisions in their program to ensure that the doses to
those individuals are below the dose limits that they would
be subject to.

There are also obligations for licensees in

and above for informing nuclear energy workers of certain
information.
Each licensee's program is a little
different.

The way they manage exposures within their
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programs are different.

For these particular licensees,

the mines and mills, the majority of their -- just as a
generalized statement, the majority of their workers that
work in the operational mines and the mills are nuclear
energy workers.

The camp workers for example are generally

not identified as nuclear energy workers.
But if we want to get into the specifics,
as I said, Mr. McManus can provide some more clarity there.
MR. McMANUS:

John McManus, Radiation

Protection Specialist with the CNSC.

I don't actually have

a lot to add to that answer, I think Ms Purvis covered
almost -- well, pretty much all of it.
Just to reiterate that all the licensees
have RP programs and these RP programs have clear criteria
which guide the licensees on how they designate each
individual or not as a NEW and they are very conservative
in nature.

We periodically confirm that through inspection

activities.
THE PRESIDENT:
Question...?

Thank you.
Question...?

So I have two quick ones.

Question...?
The intervenor

recommends that CNSC start calculating, or the licensee and
CNSC, the greenhouse gas emissions.
is in the plan?

Is this something that

I thought there was some sort of
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requirement coming down from the government.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So there is a federal requirement for
reporting greenhouse gas emissions, but there is a
threshold of 50,000 tons of CO2 per year and uranium mines
are well below that threshold and so there is not a
reporting requirement for that reason.
There is no provincial -- I believe there
is no provincial reporting requirement for CO2 emissions in
Saskatchewan.
For the mines that are in Ontario, there
is both a federal and a provincial reporting threshold.
The provincial threshold in Ontario is 25,000 tons, but
federal is 50,000 tons.

But all facilities, including the

processing facilities are very much below the reporting
thresholds.
THE PRESIDENT:

But wouldn't it be useful

for you to just state that somewhere in the report because
that is going to be almost a requirement on all activities?
You may want to say, or at least on a site by site, because
a lot of people believe that there are greenhouse emissions
from mining as part of the nuclear total emission cycle.
So you may want to show where it comes into the equation.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.
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It is a good idea and we do have an
understanding of what the carbon footprint is of the mines.
We have validated that they are well within the reporting
threshold and it would be important information with future
environmental assessments that are requiring upstream and
downstream calculations for any facility.

If there was an

environmental assessment for a nuclear power plant and they
looked at the upstream, we wouldn't have to know how much
carbon is being released by the mines.
THE PRESIDENT:

It would be interesting to

see the downstream calculation.
The other one is there is a comment here
on page 17 from the Saskatchewan Environmental Society
about Beaverlodge properties going to institutional control
and the intervenors say they shouldn't do that until there
is funding in place.

So we have the Saskatchewan Ministry

of Economics here, presumably you will not take it on until
you have funds to take it on?
MR. CUNNINGHAM:

It's Keith Cunningham for

the Ministry of the Economy and the Manager of the
Institution Control Program.
The funds for the remediation of the
Beaverlodge site are certainly separate than the funds that
would be required for the institutional control program and
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they come from Canada Eldor.

So all of the sites in the

Beaverlodge area and any that have been applied for have to
be approved for clearance and signoff by both the Ministry
of the Environment and the Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commission before they would be considered for transfer
into the Institution Control Program, and on that transfer
into the program they have to provide monies for the
long-term monitoring and maintenance of those sites and
also for unforeseen events.
THE PRESIDENT:

So are things progressing

according to plan, staff?
MR. LOJK:
are according to plan.

Yes, Dr. Binder, these things

Bob Lojk for the record.

Beaverlodge is a complex site because it
is not totally clear and we have -- there are still some
discussions, but essentially the ideal would be to proceed
with the peripheral sites and then have a major
determination in front of the Commission when it comes to
the tailing areas or the heavily contaminated areas that
will be passed over.
But the concept, as you probably remember
from the previous hearing, was that these are not being
released into the void, they are being released to another
authority which is a responsible authority which has the
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capacity to deal with any potential issues at the site and
the site will not be released to them until it would be so
confirmed by the Commission that they were satisfied that
that authority has the ability to look after the site
safely.
As you previously pointed out in other
hearings, that doesn't mean that the CNSC would not be
still Canada's nuclear regulator and able to effect and
apply the Nuclear Safety and Control Act to any sites after
the fact.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

CMD 17-M47.2
Written Submission from
Val Drummond and Rodney Gardiner

THE PRESIDENT:

I would like to move on to

the next written submission from Mr. Drummond and Mr.
Gardiner, as outlined in CMD 17-M47.2.
Questions...?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Dr. Soliman...?
A statement has been made

on the ROR M74 and it has been picked up by more than one
intervenor and I would like the staff to explain which
intent this statement has been meant to say.

It is on page
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1, third paragraph:
"Decommissioned and historic sites in
Saskatchewan and Northwest
Territories are located in remote
areas and are only occasionally
frequented..."
So what has been meant by saying this?
Because SES for example said about this statement and also
here that how about future expansion of the population and
also how about the non-human population movement which is
not controlled by any boundaries.
MR. LOJK:

Bob Lojk for the record.

The CNSC provides the same level of
environmental protection and enforcement wherever,
regardless of location or population density.

The Nuclear

Safety and Control Act applies equally across the way.

We

also have to -- we were providing a descriptor to say that
these sites here are not located in heavily populated
areas.

If you were to read the intervention out of

context, you would say, well, these people are building
summer cottages in the area, as in the Kawarthas or Muskoka
or around here, but in fact a very, very low population.
mean you can fly over the area for hours and you don't see
a facility.

So what staff is trying to portray, not that

I
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there is a lower level of compliance or requirements, just
trying to portray a physical characteristic of the area.
This particular comment was taken out of context to
essentially portray an innocent statement describing the
area to the way that CNSC regulates, which is quite clear.
Everything is regulated the same, wherever it is.

Whether

it's the northern territories or in downtown Toronto, the
same rigour applies.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Well, it meant only to

clarify or qualify the statement because it has been picked
by more than one.

Thank you.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

I wanted to

ask a question about the first statement, number one on
page number 1, "a recent large die-off of fish".

I had

considerable trouble following their arguments to support
that initial statement in their question (1) at the bottom.
Maybe someone can address if there has been an issue with
historic fish issues or current fish issues or what the
future is, just to put that comment into context, because
it is kind of a large statement and I don't see a sort of
foundation for it in the intervenors'...
MR. LOJK:

Bob Lojk for the record.

This particular issue is being brought up
again out of context and it has been carried on for years
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and years.

The large die-off of fish was -- the moment

that the plant ceased production the amount of oxygenation
in the water changed and the fish that were not really the
native species, the suckers, died off because the
environment had changed and no longer supported the level
over there.

Then periodically this event gets blamed on

molybdenum, selenium, all sorts of contaminants, and in
fact that is not the case.

It is essentially due to a

change of the environment associated with the ceasing of
productions at a particular mill that changed the
temperatures of the water in the outfall.
Again, it was brought up in previous
hearings, including the 2009 public hearing for Cluff Lake,
where this was disposed of in previous ROR reports, and
even in a letter that this writer wrote to Madam Drummond
in April 25th, 2017, where again it was emphasized what the
situation was, and yet it keeps on being repeated again.
So I would like to pass the continuation
of the answer to Richard Goulet, if you don't mind.

Thank

you.
DR. GOULET:
Goulet.
the CNSC.

For the record I am Richard

I'm an Environmental Risk Assessment Officer at
I also teach Environmental Toxicology at the

University of Ottawa as well.
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So what Mr. Lojk presented to you is
actually pretty accurate.

What happened while the mine was

operating there was a high-volume release and therefore the
water level of the lakes increased, and because also of the
effluent there was some mixing and so the ice cover could
not completely cover the lake and therefore it was
providing oxygen to the fish, more volume, more habitat for
the fish, and therefore once they stopped operation the
water level went down, during the winter the ice would
cover the entire lake and therefore that's where you
become -- you get into situations where oxygen gets
depleted and the fish basically suffocate.
explanation.

So that's the

The intervenor raises a lot of issues with

uranium, radium, nickel, molybdenum, and at these
concentrations we typically don't see impacts the fish and
so that's why we come to the conclusion that it's mostly
related to the oxygen.

That was also the last statement I

was going to say, is that it was predicted at the
decommissioning stage of the mine.
So if you have other questions...?
MEMBER DEMETER:

So I take it that a lot

of these species that died off are non-native because it
increased habitat before the change.
have remained relatively stable?

The native species
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DR. GOULET:

Actually the species are

native, white suckers live in Northern Saskatchewan.

It

was more like -- really, it's pretty much an impact of
oxygen and water level, more habitats, so more individuals,
and when you reduce the amount of water, less space for the
individuals.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thanks.

That answers my

question.
DR. GOULET:

Thanks.

MEMBER McEWAN:

So a very similar question

related to question 3 on pages 3 and 4 of the intervenor,
where these appear to be relatively recent references
relating to abnormalities in fish and concentrations of
polonium and radium in moose.

Can you give a little

background to that and the significance or relevance of it?
MR. HUFFMAN:

If you can get me in that

some point.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:
MR. HUFFMAN:

You're in.

Dale Huffman with AREVA.

Yes, thank you for the questions.
I think before moving on to the comment on
3, just to finish off on the fish issue is to note that the
die-offs of the fish happened at the end of operations,
which isn't recent, which is more than a decade ago, and as
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Mr. Lojk and Mr. Goulet pointed out, it's been discussed at
length in the past.
The Cluff Lake, the moose dialogue that's
brought up, you may recall, started last year at the ROR,
where one of the intervenors had received intervenor
funding to sample a moose and to have it analyzed and
present the results, and there was quite a bit of confusion
about the interpretation of the results at that time.
Dr. Irvine did a wonderful job of clearing that up for
those that were at the ROR report.
comments still persist.

Unfortunately, the

So you can see that they persisted

into this intervention once again, where there have been
quite a few statements that have perhaps been cherry-picked
from our own reports or perhaps held physics references,
but I can assure you that our interpretation of the results
of the moose, and for that matter the results of our fish
sampling, are that the game downstream of Cluff Lake are
safe for hunters and trappers to consume.
MEMBER McEWAN:
MR. HUFFMAN:

Thank you.

Thank you.
Perhaps Dr. Irvine can add

to that.
DR. IRVINE:

Yes.

This is James Irvine,

for the record.
The health physics document has been
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referenced a number of times in the submission of the
intervenor and just to put that into context, because I
think some of the conclusions that may have been praised by
the intervenor been sort of false in terms of the overall
context of the study.
That health physics document looked at
various radionuclides, six different radionuclides and
about 27 different minerals, involved 45 moose and four
cattle, and it talked about looking at those areas in which
mine development is occurring but also two controlled
areas, one area around Meadow Lake which is close to the
Alberta border and then one in the Pasquia Hills, which are
near sort of Nipawin, Tisdale, Hudson Bay, community of
Hudson Bay, closer to the Manitoba border, both of which
those control areas were south, in the south half of the
province.
And some of the statements during the
discussions were that some types of the radionuclides were
actually higher in some of the control sites than they were
in some of the cattle or the moose around the uranium
mining sites.

So for instance polonium levels,

polonium-210 levels in kidney, the group that had the
highest levels were actually cattle, so cattle or beef that
was bought in Saskatoon and sent to the lab to get tested.
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So a lot of the calculations based on that report looked at
radiological dose and it was shown that the consumption
based on the Hatchet Lake food survey, consumption amounts
of meat and organ tissues was well within safety guidelines
as relates to radiological exposure.
Because in that population caribou has
been consumed significantly we thought it was best to
review that and so over the last few weeks we used the
consumption values that are based on the First Nations'
food, nutrition and environment survey in the boreal area
of Alberta that has just been recently released and it used
higher levels of organ consumption.

So we looked at a very

high consumer of moose meat, moose liver and moose kidney
and compared that to the various sites across the study
areas that we had, and actually if you looked at for things
like the exposure of liver consumption, it would be in one
of the control areas that would actually have one of the
higher levels of exposure rather than at Cluff Lake or
Wollaston.

If we look at them all combined, for those that

would consume by far the greatest amount of organ tissues
from the Alberta study, they are still well within the
public limit of exposure tolerance for ingestion of
radionuclides.
So the moose in the Cluff Lake area plus
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the moose that was determined last year and looking at the
results of that, all fit within sort of that general range
of moose that are found within some parts of Saskatchewan,
a long way away from uranium mines, as well as within the
whole range of what you would see in beef that you would
consume through your regular total dietary survey.
So again, I think the importance that -
there is a lot of value in the consumption of country
foods, a lot of value in the procurement and the act of
procurement of country foods that I think it is so
important that we maintain that communication about the
value and the safety of country foods such as moose.

Thank

you.
THE PRESIDENT:

So in listening to you,

Dr. Irvine, have you considered, I don't know, publishing
it or making it kind of more accessible to the people that
have those concerns?

And for AREVA, have you considered,

you know, when such interventions come along you can
actually send them an explanatory note, try to do some
closure to some long-held views here?

I just wonder what

kind of communication instrument you are using.
MR. HUFFMAN:

Dale Huffman with AREVA.

I have tried to get this point across,
both in front of the Commission in writing and standing by
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Island Lake with the intervenors and speaking directly and
I haven't been very successful.
Irvine chimes in.

So I appreciate when Dr.

It would be great to have these results

wrapped into something that is perhaps a peer-reviewed
published paper and we can look into that.

I think there

would be some benefit into supporting some research work in
the future, but anything that would get us to be more
successful in communication than I have been so far would
be appreciated.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Any more questions to this intervention?
Okay.
10-minute break.

So this is a good time to take a

Okay, so we will be back at 25 to 5:00.

--- Upon recessing at 4:24 p.m. /
Suspension à 16 h 24
--- Upon resuming at 4:40 p.m. /
Reprise à 16 h 40

CMD 17-M47.3
Written submission from the
Canadian Nuclear Workers' Council

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

We are back and we
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would like to consider the next submission from the
Canadian Nuclear Workers' Council, as outlined in CMD
M-47.3.
No questions?

Dr. McEwan...?

MEMBER McEWAN:

So I was interested and I

guess this is really a question for Cameco, but the
delegates to the 2015 conference who visited the mine
sites, how would you organize a tour like that?

How would

you develop an agenda to manage this?
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney for the

record.
There was a good deal of work that went
into accommodating that number of people.
limited by plane size it comes down to.

You are usually
In that regard,

McArthur River, Key Lake, Cigar Lake have a great deal of
experience in successfully hosting tours, as does McClean,
I'm not shortselling them either, but in that space we had
quite a bit of notice of course with the scheduling of that
2015 conference and so we are able to set it up so that the
qualified professionals were there to do the safety
briefing at the outset and then conduct the tour.

A big

part of that is making sure people understand the PPE that
has to be worn as well as the emergency rescue procedure if
it were to be activated in the mine context or in the mill
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context.

So it's pretty much similar to the tour that you

received as a Commission Member a few years back, but on a
much larger scale.

So there are some logistics to work

through, but overall it was a success and it was well
received by all of the attendees.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Questions?

So I have one.

Do you, Cameco, and AREVA

Mr. Seeley,

questions?

I guess, do you have any stats in how many endorse USW and
Unifor, how many indigenous people are members?

Does

anybody know?
MR. HUFFMAN:

Dale Huffman for the record.

I don't have the numbers off the top of my
head, but all of our mill operations and maintenance
personnel are members of the union and I know it's about
half of those members are from -- about half of those
members are from the northern administrative district and
probably 40 percent would be the Indigenous.

But I'm

speaking off the top of my head, it's approximately those
numbers.
THE PRESIDENT:

That's very good.

Would

the same math apply for Cameco?
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney for the

258

record.
Similar to my colleague I don't have the
numbers in front of me, but we would be looking at similar
percentages across our facilities.

I think the one other

point I would add on that is we have been operating Cameco
and its antecedent corporations have been operating in
Northern Saskatchewan for a long time and we are seeing
second and third generation employees.

So we see that as

being a real success story and, you know, the trust our
employees have with us and that they see fit to have their
family members involved with the industry is a success
story as well that I think bears repeating in this context.
THE PRESIDENT:
Questions?

Thank you.

Okay.

CMD 17 M-47.4
Written Submission from Northwatch

THE PRESIDENT:

So the next submission is

from Northwatch, as outlined in CMD 17-M47.4.
Questions?

Dr. Soliman...?

MEMBER SOLIMAN:

All my questions have

been dispositioned on that one, so I don't have any
questions.
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THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER DEMETER:

Okay.

Dr. Demeter...?

Thank you.

I was going

to pick up on -- let's see if they have a page number here,
I guess the second page of their report where it has the
bullets.

The first bullet deals with -- I will just read

it here.
"The Report repeatedly referred to
the 'static' nature of historic and
decommissioned uranium mine and mill,
but this report and others reviewed
by Northwatch confirm and describe
how many of these sites are in fact
not 'static' but are still in a state
of flux, with conditions in some
cases improving but in other
instances worsening."
And they don't provide any detail of which
reports they are referring to, what they mean by
"worsening".

It's such a broad statement.

Based on the

discussion earlier, these are sort of sites that have been
decommissioning and are continually working to a better
state.

So maybe someone could comment on if they have a

sense of what this "worsening" means.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.
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So I would like to ask Dr. Karina Lange to perhaps provide
some clarifications on that term.
DR. LANGE:

Dr. Karina Lange.

I acknowledge the intervention that you
are referring to and what they I believe have referred to
is first they are saying that we often refer to
decommissioned sites as being in a static, stable or safe
state, and from what I can understand from the intervention
they are saying that this is not a good term to define some
of the decommissioned sites because some of the
decommissioned sites have concentrations that show slight
increases over time or -- increases or decreases.

The

point is they are saying that if concentrations are
changing, how can you call that static?
So by definition, when we talk about
decommissioned sites what we mean is that there is no
longer operations at the site and that the site is in a
stable and safe condition and concentrations are well below
objectives.

However, we continue to monitor concentrations

to ensure that they are below objectives.

Now, some of

those might fluctuate over time, but in the grand scheme of
things the fluctuations are very minor and they are still
meeting limits.
So I think the point of that intervention
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was that they were focusing on perhaps the Elliot Lake
status report that is in Appendix K where we do note some
increases over time.

However, again, they are much below

licence limits and the environment below CCME.
Nevertheless, we do monitor these changes over time.
Does that -
MEMBER DEMETER:

So I guess thinking this

through from first principles, the only -- one of the
situations that I would think of that might worsen through
the future is if there is a huge pocket working its way
through the geo-hydrological system that will make its way
to some other endpoint with long-lived isotopes.

Are there

any of those kind of scenarios, where modelling forward
there's going to be a slug of material that makes its way
to something more critical?
DR. LANGE:

Dr. Lange for the record.

Most of the sites have had numerical
models to predict exactly what you're talking about, the
potential of a peak concentration.

And at most of the

sites, the peak concentration has passed or, if there is
going to be a concentration, it'll be sort of smoothed out.
So we can't say that contaminants are not
being released from the site; they are, but at a very slow
rate.

And when you take into account, as you indicated,
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hydrogeological models and movement, these concentrations
are not expected to come out at a greater concentration
than is currently being modelled.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Okay, thank you very

much -
DR. LANGE:

Or measured, sorry.

THE PRESIDENT:

So just so I understand,

from your perspective, as long as the fluctuations are
within a low level with respect to impact on the
environment, you consider it to be stable, static.

And you

know, so I think just to build on Dr. Demeter here, is none
of your models will say this continues, right.

She gave

the example -- they gave the example of radium-226 that's
kind of increasing.

And if you -- unless you project that

this will increase beyond a particular regulatory limit,
you consider it to be within the fluctuation -- acceptable
fluctuation, and therefore static?
DR. LANGE:
Yes.

Dr. Lange for the record.

In the example of radium, radium

concentrations at Elliot Lake at one of those tailings
management areas in the effluent has shown an increase.
And CNSC staff are actively reviewing the data.

And in

this case, it's still below licence limit; however, because
there has been an increase, extra attention has been
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focused on this facility and Rio Algom is currently taking
efforts to improve the treatment process for that
particular facility.

They report monthly to the CNSC.

And

this is an item that we are looking at.
And to take advantage, we do have a
representative from Rio Algom who's come all the way here
from Elliot Lake.

And I would ask that she -
THE PRESIDENT:

Absolutely.

Come forward

please.
DR. LANGE:

-- she talk about the efforts

to decrease radium, because they are quite intensive.
THE PRESIDENT:

So what we are interested

to know is what's your plan to fixing or to reversing this
particular trend.
MS BLIER:

Annie Blier, Rio Algom.

Yeah, so we are doing like lots of base
study right now.

So we did, like, some bench tests and

also we had lots of different study, yeah, to find what's
going on and to solve the problems we have.

So we had like

a call with the CNSC like two weeks ago, and we have
another planned in January.

But we have like lots of

action where it's ongoing, so we also by looking at the
sedimentation in the settling pond, and we are doing like
lots of, yeah, physical work.

We also added another, like,
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curtain.

So yeah we are doing like lots of action.
THE PRESIDENT:

This is a kind of an

example where you will keep on monitoring and reporting to
us on progress through us independently of the two years
kind of a system.
MS GLENN:

Karine Glenn for the record.

That's correct.

And as we pointed out,

although we are not reporting on all of the sites on an
annual basis, any site where there is a change in the
condition, a change in the performance of the licensee, or
an event that is significant in nature, we will be
reporting those annually.

And should there be a need for

us to report earlier than through the annual reporting
process due to a poor performance at a licensee site for
whatever reason, we would do so in a timely fashion at one
of the Commission proceedings.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

Questions?

Dr. McEwan.

So I just need help in understanding two
figures.

Figure K-2 and K-3 on pages 137 and 138 of the

CMD, yeah, which I think reflects a number of the comments
that Northwatch make.
Can you just explain what Figure K-2
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means.

And to me, it -- I have no idea.
DR. GOULET:

So for the record I'm

Dr. Richard Goulet.
So I created those figures, so I'm happy
to go through them with you.

And if you need, please stop

me if you need additional information.
So what these figures show are profiles
are sediments.

So on your Y-axis, you have the depth of

the sediment, and you have a zero, that is actually the
surface of the sediment.

So sediments are the mud that

the -- okay, so the mud that are deposited at the bottom of
the lake.
What the licensee has been asked to do by
CNSC staff is to take cores, so take a sample of sediments.
And from these cores you get slices of sediments.

So at

zero to five, let's say, it's zero to five sediments [sic]
from the surface deeper in the sediments.
And those are interesting samples, because
they actually provide a chronology of the contamination of
contaminants in the sediments.

On the X-axis, you'll see

it's concentrations of uranium, for instance, here.

Okay.

So you see that for Quirke Lake, there's the concentration
is to the right, which means that there's a higher
concentration there.

That is related to the activity

266

that's been going on at Elliot Lake.

So that shows that

for that lake, the uranium mining has increased uranium
concentrations in sediments with time.

So as you go deeper

in the sediments, you decrease the concentration because
those deeper sediments were exposed before the activity.
That's why the concentrations are lower.
And then when you get to, let's say, depth
of 10 to 15 centimetres, you see that it's a straight line.
And this is background of uranium in those sediments.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So I mean if we take

Nordic Lake and Quirke Lake, you have at Nordic Lake very
little uranium at the surface.

The highest levels occur at

five centimetres, and then nothing at 10.

Yet at Quirke

Lake there's this sort of gradual drop-off from highest to
lowest at five centimetres.

So are those reflective of the

same processes, just a simple -- a different time scale?
DR. GOULET:
very big, big lake.

Exactly.

So Quirke Lake is a

And so it's going to take a lot of

time for the -- it's going to take a lot of sediment to
accumulate at the surface -- clean sediments.

Because

nowadays there is no more activity; the water is clean.
And so let's say we take a sample.

I think they're

supposed to do a core sample in 2020.

You might start to

see the concentration of uranium in Quirke Lake close to

267

zero going back to the background concentration.
So that's what these graphs are telling
you.

Right now, it's not recovering very quickly because

it's a very, very big lake and therefore it takes more time
for the sediment to accumulate.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So sort of geological

timescales you would actually see the sediment with
concentration and slowly accumulating lower as normal
sediment accumulates on top, yeah?
DR. GOULET:

Yeah, well, for these

sediments, roughly it takes 10 years for one centimetre of
clean sediment to accumulate.

So this is why at some point

in time there's intervention from different people saying
why did we allow for 10 years.

Well, it's because for one

centimetre of sediment to accumulate, clean sediment, it
takes about 10 years, actually, to measure it.
MEMBER McEWAN:
DR. GOULET:

So if I then go to K-3.

Yeah.

MEMBER McEWAN:

First question is what is

a benthic organism.
Second question, am I right in thinking
that from 2005 to 2010 there is no significant difference
in the richness and that it has increased from 1975?
that the wrong interpretation of that graph?

Or is
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DR. GOULET:

So again Richard, Dr. Goulet

for the record.
So you're right, you're interpreting the
graph correctly.

First of all, benthic organisms are any

insects or organism that live in the mud at the bottom of
the lake.
source.

And that's what fish feed on.

That's their food

So that's to answer the first question.
And then if you look at the symbols for

Quirke Lake, you're right, the improvement has not been as
accelerated for Quirke Lake because for the same
explanation I was giving to you, the sedimentation rate is
very low, and therefore, you know, it takes 10 years to
just add one centimetre of clean sediments.

So therefore,

for those organisms, it's hard, like they're not like
recuperating as quickly as in the smaller lake where you
actually see the peak and cleaner sediment at the surface,
and then you can see that actually there's a lot more
variety of benthic organisms or insects or organisms.
THE PRESIDENT:
is richness?

Okay, I'll bite.

So what

Give me a definition and -- because I think I

understand, but if I'm looking at the Quirke Lake, there
are dots all over the map.

So I have no idea what the

richness you're talking about.

So I see richness at, you

know, at 2010 it's reaching, I don't know, seven or eight.
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And then -- so I see the black dots which supposedly are
the lake, the big lake.
dots?

So why do I have those different

Are they different species?

What are we talking

about?
DR. GOULET:

So Dr. Goulet for the record.

So the black dots, so like I need to talk
about the black circle.
longer to recover.
instance, okay.

So that's the big lake that takes

All the circles are below 10, for

Can you see that from the figure?
THE PRESIDENT:
DR. GOULET:

Yeah.

Yeah, okay.

If you go to

other lakes, like Nordic and McCabe, which are much
smaller, and when you look at the sedimentary profile, you
can see that the cleaner sediments are -- the surface
sediments are cleaner.

And therefore, the richness -- so I

get to your first question -- richness is simply number of
species of organism.

Like I said richness, I should -- I

think it's better to just call it number of species.
THE PRESIDENT:

So every dot is a

different species?
DR. GOULET:

Yeah, it's a number of -

yeah, every dot is -- so every dot, for instance, if it's
at 15, it means there are 15 species in that lake in a
sample.

Yeah, in a sample of sediment -
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MEMBER McEWAN:

So these are different

sampling sites?
DR. GOULET:

Yeah.

THE PRESIDENT:
explain this.

I think you need to

I think I like your graphs, but I think you

need to spend some time explaining what is it we're looking
at.

And some of us actually like numbers, so we get stuck

when we don't understand it.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

Just as a non-benthic ecologist, I can
speak in layman's terms.
--- Laughter / Rires
MR. RINKER:

And so richness means the

diversity of the benthic species that exist.

And there are

really tolerant species that can live in contamination and
there are sensitive species that cannot survive when
sediments are sampled -- are contaminated.
So in the early 1970s, there was a lot of
contamination.

Only the really hardy, resistant benthic

species could exist.
low.

So the richness of that community was

As the lakes improve, the value of richness goes up

with time because more -- the more sensitive species are
now recolonizing the sediments and the diversity of species
is becoming improved.
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I may ask Dr. Goulet what would we think a
healthy lake richness should be.
lake size.

I think it depends on

A deep lake, because of its depth, might not

have a lot of benthic species at 20 metres depth, where a
shallow organic lake might have more.
THE PRESIDENT:

But -

But just to really

confuse, so if you look at the white dots, okay, and you
look at between 1970 and 1980, there's a white dot right on
the axis.

Dead richness.

So you know, I can ask the

question, what species died here?

So you see where I don't

get it.
MR. RINKER:

So when it's zero, I would

say it looks like there isn't any benthic community in
those sediments.

In the 19 -
THE PRESIDENT:

there's some more or -- so no?

Only one species, because
The dot -- no, but the dots

are different species.
DR. GOULET:

No, it's simply -- like so if

the dot is at zero, it means that in 1970 in Nordic Lake
there was no benthic invertebrate species present.

So that

is used to show that -- so when you go with time, so 1990
it was still low.
species.

There was still like probably three

And then when you -- in 2000, if you follow the

same circles, then you get about five.

And then in 2004,
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then you get a lot higher variability because these are
different sediment that you sample.

But you're getting

much higher variety of benthic invertebrate in 2004 that
you weren't in 1970.

So this is -- this graph is to

illustrate that the sediments are and the ecosystems are
improving with time.

So that was the objective of that

graph.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I needed that.

--- Laughter / Rires
MEMBER McEWAN:
question.

So just one final

How deep do they live in the sediment?
DR. GOULET:

So again, Dr. Goulet for the

record.
Actually, so the organisms usually roughly
will penetrate from zero to two centimetres in general.
That's where they're going to live.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Any ...?

I remember I had one, the last sentence in
Northwatch, they talk about to encourage -- to direct staff
to make their regulatory oversight report more available
and develop an overall matrix of the regulatory -- which
addressed which report and now -- I thought we -- I thought
you already have done this.

What -- try to explain to me
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what is the intervener suggesting here, and is it a good
idea or you accept that or not.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

So with regards to the first part of that
sentence in terms of making the regulatory oversight
reports more available, the regulatory oversight reports
are available to the public.

They go out for public

comment and they are commented on, as obviously we see here
today.

So we can potentially look to using the regulatory

oversight reports when we conduct open houses or outreach
and bring more attention to them.

So that might very well

be one opportunity to perhaps make the regulatory
oversights more available.

But they are available at any

request.
Develop an overall matrix of the
regulatory oversight report indicating which topics are
addressed by which report.

I think what we understood from

that comment is as the CNSC produces their regulatory
oversight reports, the intervener is perhaps suggesting
that there is more openness to what reports will be
presented which years.
Because I do recognize that between 2016
and this year here there has been a change in terms of not
only the kinds of reports around the fuel cycle facilities
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and the waste facilities and the mines, but there hasn't
been a predictability, for example, of what reports will be
produced when.

That predictability has landed with the NPP

reports, the nuclear substance reports, the uranium mines
reports.

And due to the lack of completing all of the

decommissioned mine sites, this intervener perhaps was
wishing for more predictability of what reports are coming
out when.
And we have made a commitment that the
decommissioned and remediated mine sites will be reported
on in their totality, all sites, every two years, and as
previously described provide highlights of key operational
changes, events, significant changes in rating annually as
the uranium mine reports goes forward.
THE PRESIDENT:

So that's -

But I just think that

there may be merit in actually projecting for the next
three years when the various reports will come out.

It

allows the interveners to start planning their intervention
way, way before the deadline comes in and they can ask the
licensee to provide whatever information they would like a
lot earlier, so it's not all coming down to a crunch at the
11th hour.

I thought that's what she meant by that.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

And we've done that, sir.

I know
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internally after last year's report when we had all of the
waste areas and all the waste facilities articulated in one
report, we took the opportunity and took stock of the
feedback we received, and we do have a plan going forward
on all of the fuel cycle facilities.

So that can very well

be arranged.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

I'd like to move on to the next written
submission, which is from the Buffalo River Dene Nation and
the Birch Narrows Dene Nation as outlined in CMD 17-M47.5.

CMD 17-M47.5
Written submission from the
Buffalo River Dene Nation and the
Birch Narrows Dene Nation

THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Comments?

Dr. Soliman?

Page 5, item number

2.3-3, "collaboration ... between ... Eastern Athabasca
Regional Monitoring Program ('EARMP')."
recommendations out of that.
recommendations?

There is two

Do you accept these

The first one is:

"Future reports should

include details about CNSC efforts to collaborate with the
EARMP."

And the second recommendation is:

"Future reports
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should include details [of] the EARMP reports."
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So we do take that recommendation.

And I

think if we look at the CNSC's Independent Environmental
Monitoring Program web page, you will see that we have our
results, but we're also linking on that page to other
provincial and federal monitoring results related to
nuclear substances.
In addition, the Saskatchewan Eastern
Athabasca Regional Monitoring Program had funding that -
for our program that ended in 2016.

The CNSC and I think

others have high value in this program, so the CNSC has
stepped up to contribute some funds.

It's also being

funded by members in Saskatchewan as well to come up with,
you know, a report that would summarize all of the data
over many years, over the last five or six years.

And the

results of that report will form the basis of continuation
of the Eastern Athabasca Regional Monitoring Program, what
the goals would be.
The goals of our IEMP and the Eastern -
and the EARMP are slightly different, where the IEMP goes
near facilities and assesses contamination levels in
areas where the public may access, but in close
proximity to facilities; lodges for hunting and other
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areas like that.
Whereas the Eastern Athabasca Regional
Monitoring Program has more of a community basis.

So

they have -- that analysis is closer to communities
and it includes country food for which Indigenous
groups have harvested; it could be moose, it could be
fish, berries. That is what’s being analyzed to make
sure that the communities are protected on a more
regional level.
These two studies together make a very
complete picture of what’s happening in Northern
Saskatchewan.

One way or another, either linking to

each other or somehow growing together, I think is a
really good recommendation for us to consider.
MR. MOONEY:

President Binder, it’s

Liam Mooney in Saskatoon.
THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead.
MR. MOONEY:

I just wanted to add in

that regard that the reports are available online, and
Dr. Irvine referred to before that there’s a
publication opportunity north, that is delivered
throughout northern Saskatchewan, and it features
EARMP at a fairly regular basis, the results from it,
and points to that website.
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In addition to that, part of the
budget for EARMP is for the results of it to be
communicated in person by a representative from
CanNorth, the third party who runs the sampling.
So there’s a good deal of
communication in the Athabasca region in relation to
that particular program.
THE PRESIDENT:
information.

So we also value the

We look at it as a study of cumulative

effect over many many years.
do we see the update?

But my

question is when

I think the last report was -

somebody help me -- 2011, was that it?

Is there

periodic updates being planned for this Athabasca
report?
MR. MOONEY:
record.

It’s Liam Mooney, for the

Sorry, if Mr. Rinker wants to weigh in.

The

community-based monitoring takes every year and it’s
based on what is gathered by the community members and
sent in for sampling, whether that be berries or
moose.
Beyond that, there’s a technical
program that’s on a five-year return right now.

So

there’s the two components to the program. But the
country foods, that speaks to the water being safe to
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drink, the berries, and the food harvested from the
country being safe to eat.

That’s done every year and

the results published every year.
THE PRESIDENT:

But it’s the five-year

cycle that I think I was talking about.

I don’t

remember -- it was a bit later than 2011, I can’t
remember the actual date.
MR. RINKER:
record.

Mike Rinker, for the

So it is time for the next report.

So if we

probably go back five years, that’s when the last one
was up for the five-year cycle.
Funding has just been put in place for
the development of that report within the last couple
weeks.

So I believe it’ll be out, I’m guesstimating,

the summer of 2018.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Questions?

Dr. Demeter.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

I’m going

to be a lumper versus the splitter with this one.

The

theme of this intervention has a lot to do with
communication.

At the very end they’ve asked for next

steps for two things:

one, to meet with CNSC directly

in order to discuss the comments of this report; and,
secondly, more specifically, to discuss the relevant
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CNSC monitoring and reporting activities related to
Cluff Lake.
Based on the last two times that I was
in La Ronge, one as a commissioner, one as an advisor
to the Commission, I heard a lot of discussion about
communications with all the Indigenous peoples.

Based

on my recollection, these communications have been
going on and they’re not aesthetic.
So maybe someone can speak to the
state of communications to these particular
interveners and whether or not their requests will
result in further communications to specifically talk
about their intervention?
MS TADROS:
record.

Haidy Tadros, for the

I’ll start and then I’ll ask Ms Clare

Cattrysse to provide the details of what CNSC Staff
are doing with this particular group as a next step.
So based on the information that we
saw in the intervention just for this regulatory
oversight report, we have reached out to the community
and we are in the process of working out a date that
we can provide our availability with them to go
through any comments that they have on the regulatory
oversight report.
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But as you’ve rightly noted,

previous

to this and going forward, there are always ongoing
activities.
I’ll ask Ms Clare Cattrysse to speak
to those.
MS CATTRYSSE:

Clare Cattrysse, for

the record, the Director of Policy, Aboriginal
International Relations Division.
Yes, I do want to just stress that we
have been out in the communities.

Our regional office

is always -- we have a regional office in Saskatoon,
so they are responding to community requests and
questions.

We have also, you’ll see in the next

intervention, met with the Dene and the Yá thi Néné up
in the north for a two-day meeting and we are
regularly engaged and in contact with them, and
keeping them up-to-date on opportunities to
participate.
With respect to Buffalo River and
Birch Narrows, we’ve been reaching out to them in the
past weeks to try and set-up a meeting.

Our ideal

would be to have a meeting in the New Year to go
through all their issues and concerns related to
facilities so that we can sort of one detailed meeting
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structured forum to address issues.

That’s what our

plans are for the near term.
We will be looking at more structured
forums in these regions as well for addressing
questions and issues related to all the facilities in
the area.
THE PRESIDENT:

If there ever were a

region where you need structure and periodicity,
that’s the place.

I hope you can get something moving

fast.
Anybody else?

Any other comments?

Okay, so thank you.

Let me move on to

the next submission, which is from the Yá thi Néné
Land and Resource Office, as outlined in CMD 17-M47.6

CMD 17-M47.6
Written submission from the
Yá thi Néné Land and Resource Office

THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Dr. Soliman?
Yes.

My question

here would also be about communications.

So there is

a few organizations established with a specific
mandate, three of these have been mentioned, one of
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them is AJES, CBEMP, and EQC.

Does the CNSC

communicate with these to get firsthand resolution
about any problems?
MS TADROS:
record.

Haidy Tadros, for the

I’ll ask Ms Clare Cattrysse to provide the

details for that.
Haidy Tadros, for the record.
what might help is just a bit of clarity.

I think

Are you

asking if CNSC are on the committees or are we meeting
through these committees?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:
THE PRESIDENT:

Both.
Well, why don’t you

start by -- is everybody aware of those committees?
don’t remember AJES, YNLR, all those acronyms, CBEMP.
Are we all aware of the existence of those committees
and who’s playing on them?
MR. HUFFMAN:
THE PRESIDENT:

Excuse me, Dr. Binder.
Go ahead please.

MR. HUFFMAN: It’s Dale Huffman with
AREVA.

So I can try to explain that.

These are

relatively new organizations and the Athabasca Joint
Environment and Engagement Subcommittee, which is the
AJES, I think it’s well-described in their CMD.

It’s

an organization that’s been put together that AREVA

I
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and Cameco sit on, plus members from northern
communities, plus the Executive Director of the Yá thi
Néné Lands and Resource Office.

It’s really

specifically driven at our company is getting better
at communicating and engaging on environmental issues.
So we had recognized that that needed
improvement, we’ve established this group, and we are
taking their advice.
The Yá thi Néné Lands and Resource
Office, their Executive Director participates in this,
the AJES.

But the Yá thi Néné is a group that’s come

together from the Athabasca Basin communities with a
mandate that they put on themselves of primarily
looking at environment, social, cultural, economic
health.

So we’re working together.
Again, these are relatively new groups

that have been put together and are providing us with
advice.
MR. MOONEY:
record.

It’s Liam Mooney, for the

I would only add to that, that the AJES is a

product of the collaboration agreement that was signed
last year.

So that was a restatement of commitment in

the Athabasca that built on the impact management
agreement that was originally signed in the
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late-1990s, in that area.

So it represented three

First Nations and four northern communities being
pulled into that agreement.
So the AJES essentially a subcommittee
that was formed coming out of that collaboration
agreement that was executed last year.
THE PRESIDENT:

Would that committee

be a good kind of forum for ongoing systematic
structure, periodic discussion of concerns to the
communities?
MS CATTRYSSE:

Can I -- this is

Clare -
THE PRESIDENT:
MS CATTRYSSE:
record.

Go ahead.
-- Cattrysse, for the

Well we, as it states in here and we wanted

to clarify, we did meet with the Yá thi Néné for two
days.

Our staff did go out there with our regional

staff, and we did talk to them about having structured
engagement forums.
They had tremendous support that we
would do something like that, and so we have been
working closely with them and we’ll be getting back to
the Commission later, but that is our plan, to go and
do something much more structured wit them.
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They also have asked that maybe we
hold these meetings, if we do this, we maybe consider
moving around to different communities, which we’re
very very supportive of doing, depending on what the
agenda issues would be.
So we have made steps forward and the
Yá thi Néné, since they do represent such a large body
in that north, would be a perfect place and sort of
network to use towards meeting the requirements we’re
looking for and their needs in terms of in terms of
having a forum.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

MEMBER McEWAN:

So I’ve got a question

Dr.

McEwan.

related to recommendation 3, which is on page 2.
guess it comes in two parts.

I

Consider the potential

for the ROR to consider impacts on rights in its
annual reviews.
Is that something that will be within
the mandate?
into it?

Is it something that could be structured

Is it something that would be helpful?

Or

is it perhaps something that might develop out of the
conversations you’re planning to start?
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MS CATTRYSSE:
the record.

Clare Cattrysse, for

Yes, we’d like to learn more about what

they’re proposing here.

We do know that at the

licensing hearings they’ve brought up issues the
communities have with respect to cultural foods and
impacts.

So that’s what we are trying to bring forth

in these reports.
Maybe in terms of where we put the
information in the reports, this is something that we
still have to discuss.

We have a section, sort of

other matters of regulatory interest, where we’ve
tried to capture a little bit about what we’ve been
doing and in our presentations.

But we could

definitely look at improving on that.
MR. LOJK:

Thank you.

Bob Lojk, for the record.

The point that Ms Cattrysse made was -- it’s important
from the second part of the question.

The first part

of the question, as was also brought up by previous
interveners, talks about rights and obligations of the
Crown.
It’s not in the mandate of the CNSC to
do that.
that.

There are other government agencies that do

So for us to comment on whether any rights were

impacted, I think we can commit to providing the
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information that would help to know where they sit.
We have an environmental assessment that outlined the
need for local population.
But Staff’s opinion, adding a
discussion of the legal rights and obligations beyond
the consultation point of view to the ROR or to the
work that we do, it’s almost like going into social
licence.

We’re not equipped or allowed or given the

mandate to do so.

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

I don’t think we’re

talking about land rights and treaty rights.

I think

we’re talking about more things about the impact on
the environment, the fishing rights, traditional food,
which we can talk about.
But I think they are quite
sophisticated to know what we can deliver, what we
cannot deliver.

So I’m not worried about that.

I

think it’s more important to get engaged and at a
table where you can share information and concerns,
rather than worry about, you know, precisely what is
it we’re going to resolve here.
Any other questions?
Go ahead, Dr. Demeter.
MEMBER DEMETER:

This is to AREVA and
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Cameco.

The intervener talks about translation and

they specifically talk about Dene.

I gather that

there may be other languages such as Cree, Ojibway, or
Cree-Ojibway, Inuktitut also spoken.
Are any of the communications or
newsletters -- are there any communications in the
Indigenous languages, especially for the elders in
these locations?
MR. MOONEY:
record.

Liam Mooney, for the

We do provide translation services in Cree

and Dene during our engagement efforts to assist in
providing information to those stakeholders.
We also translate important documents
such as EAs into both the summaries of the, the
executive summaries, translate it into Cree and Dene
and post it on our website.
Most of the information on our website
is posted in English, and we make an effort to engage
directly with northern stakeholders in that regard.
But we do have translation services available when
we’re doing more formal engagement activities.
MR. HUFFMAN:
AREVA.

Dale Huffman, with

I have similar comments to Mr. Mooney.

The

translation tends to be for direct conversation during
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engagement with communities and some limited
translation when it comes to summaries of big
documents, to make that information available.
Occasionally, we are supporting other
publications in translation of newsletters and
magazine articles.

Thanks.

MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

You’ve

addressed my follow-up relative to oral translation
when you’re having meetings.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS CATTRYSSE:
the record.

Thank you.
Do you want to add?
Clare Cattrysse, for

Also the participant funding program that

the CNSC has, we do make money available for community
meetings.

So part of the funding could be if they

want to have a meeting around a topic that is tied to
what we’re regulating, they can use those fund to hire
a translator or to have some of the documents
translated?

So it’s quite a flexible program, so we

can look at doing that, if necessary.
THE PRESIDENT:
their recommendation number 4.

Which brings me to
I think they’re

making -- I found your submission here very useful.

I

think that this particular office could be a useful
convener of discussion between CNSC and communities on
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a periodic structured way, because they could
represent a wide range of communities.
So you may want to engage with them
and see how you can actually make it happen.

What do

you say to that?
MS TADROS:

Yes, sir.

Haidy Tadros,

for the record.
MS CATTRYSSE:
the record.

Clare Cattrysse, for

Yes, we agree.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Anybody else

want to add anything to this?
Okay, thank you.
I’d like to move to the last
submission.

It’s from Mr. Natomagan, as outlined in

CMD 17-M47.7.
Any questions?

Dr. Soliman.

CMD 17-M47.7
Written submission from Clarence Natomagan

MEMBER SOLIMAN:

On page 3 the

intervener is citing:
“There is no provincial or
federal limit on Mo in the
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effluent, with the exception of
Key Lake having developed their
own internal administrative
threshold.”
Are we working to develop a limit?
this true, and are we working to develop a limit?

Is
The

intervener citing Sweden has the most stringent limits
in the industry.

So can someone address this please?

MR. RINKER:
record.

Mike Rinker, for the

So there’s a number of statement about

molybdenum, maybe I can address them all, including
the limit issue.
So there was an environmental risk
assessment done by ourselves, also by the various
facilities, Cameco and AREVA’s facilities.

Looking at

molybdenum over many years, dating back to an
environmental assessment for Cigar Lake that was
concluded around 2003.

What’s known is molybdenum

doesn’t bioaccumulate in something like fish, for
example, to a significant extent.

So the human health

risk assessment is not identifying molybdenum as a
concern.

Where the concern lies is when terrestrial

animals, like muskrat or moose, consume aquatic
vegetation.

That’s the pathway for which we think
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that there’s a concern with molybdenum related to
uranium mining up in Northern Saskatchewan.
It’s not toxicity due to molybdenum,
it’s molybdenum blocks or prevents somehow cooper
uptake to these animals, and that causes some dietary
concerns.

So the concern with molybdenum release is

related to certain terrestrial species like moose and
muskrat, so their health.

So this has been known.

There has been at three facilities
where molybdenum releases has been of a concern -
Rabbit Lake, Key Lake, and McClean Lake -- water
treatment plants put into place to specifically -- or
modified, to specifically deal with molybdenum.

These

modifications were based on consideration of
international practices, like what is happening in
Sweden is referenced in this intervention.
The licensees of these three sites
have put administrative levels, not only Key Lake, but
at the other facilities.

In addition, there are

action levels at these three mines as well.
So there is an internal control limit
that the licensees have, there’s an action level which
was provided in the staff presentation today.

Then

finally, is there going to be ultimately -- we have
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admin level, action level, is there ultimately going
to be a limit?

There will be.

Like other

constituents, we are putting together that process in
a regulatory document for future setting of limits for
molybdenum.
For now, molybdenum, selenium, uranium
all are being managed, controlled, and there are
action levels for reporting for those three
constituents.
THE PRESIDENT:

So when is Environment

Canada going to produce kind of a nationally accepted
limit?
MR. RINKER:
record.

Mike Rinker, for the

So there has recently been a review of the

Metal Mine Effluent Regulations, and molybdenum was a
topic of that review, but the decision was that there
will not be a limit set of molybdenum nationally, in
part because there's very few mines which would
release enough molybdenum to be of concern, so it's a
rare occurrence.
And what they do require, though,
there's an environmental effects monitoring that's
required under the Metal Mine Effluent Regulations, is
monitoring for molybdenum in the environment is still
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a requirement, but there's no movement on setting a
limit.
THE PRESIDENT:

But for the concern of

this intervenor, it would be nice if Environment
Canada would actually explicitly say we rely on CNSC
to manage it and to set up the reference limit that is
protective of the environment.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the

record.
So I think that's a really good point,
and as we work together to setting the CNSC limits for
these constituents, we are working -- there's a
meeting even this afternoon with Environment Canada to
not only get their advice, but to get them to consider
limits in our licences as meeting sufficient power of
law that that could be acceptable under section 36 of
the Fisheries Act.
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney, for the

record.
And I just wanted to weigh in here
because, you know, the Swedish study that was
referenced in the intervention is from 1999, and
there's been a lot of science then.

And I think it's

important to emphasize that the science has developed
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in that regard.
And Mr. Rinker referred to the review
of the MMER that was under way and the ultimate
decision to not include it in Schedule 4.
I think in the broader context, we
also want to emphasize that we did make changes to our
infrastructure and the concentrations of moly in our
treated effluent are consistently low and the
monitoring shows that the downstream concentrations
are low and that our operations are protective of the
environment.
So we're very comfortable with where
we are in relation to our treatment that we've
installed at our facilities and the performance of
those facilities as evidenced by the downstream
environment.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Question?
MEMBER DEMETER:

So this question that

intervenor raises segues into the more general
session, so I'll use it as a springboard.
The intervenor talks about, on page -
we don't have page numbers.

Okay, 4 of 6.

It's number 2 under current --concerns
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that the Commission must consider.

And it's about

ammonia -- the ammonia issues and the coils.
So as a segue, I'll go to the
Commission CMD, page 127, which is Appendix H, the
last two cells in that page.
In the previous appendix, G, there was
at least nine incidents where there was environmental
release of anhydrous ammonia, and this particular cell
relates to a lost time incident where an individual
who had personal protective equipment in the form of a
respirator didn't smell the anhydrous ammonia.

A

second person smelt it and immediately left the area.
Anhydrous ammonia is a very toxic
substance, and I'm concerned with the number of
releases, environmental, whether they're -- and I
suspect most of these are outside versus inside.

I'd

be much more concerned if they were inside.
And why there's no engineering
solution, a monitor that would trigger an alarm so
that someone wouldn't have to smell it to get out of
the area.
That's a very concerning statement
that someone would have to actually smell it to
protect themselves to get out of there.

And there's
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been other recent incidents and other circumstances
where anhydrous ammonia has led to fatalities, so I -
that's quite concerning, the number of incidents.

And

I don't see any sense of environmental controls with
alarms that don't require someone to smell it before
they leave.
MR. HUFFMAN:

Dale Huffman with AREVA.

And first of all, I agree with you and
we were very dissatisfied with our ammonia situation.
As you point out, we had, in 2016,
four ammonia spills at our ammonia tanks.

They're

small in volume, so sum total of the spills, I think,
is 41 litres of ammonia, but they're events where we
lost control of a dangerous substance, and one to the
point where we had a worker at some distance affected
by this and lost a week at work.
And we want this solved once and for
all and we sat -- so what we decided to do was we
brought in representatives from the vendor that sells
us anhydrous ammonia, which is Agrium, and we got
together with the folks that deliver the ammonia to
us, which is Northern Resource Trucking, and we put
together a working group to rid ourselves of these
anhydrous problems.
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And all of these really occur at the
anhydrous ammonia tank during offloading of ammonia,
so we could work on that problem directly.

And it did

result in some engineering changes to the way that the
ammonia is delivered to the tank and we put in a
common header for our three tanks and a few other
things to improve that situation.
And I am happy to report that since
that time, even though in the last few years we've had
four or five anhydrous ammonia small events each year,
we haven't had any in 2017.
So we're making -- I hear your message
to us and want you to be assured that we are working
on it and we have done work on it.
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney, for the

record.
I wanted to weigh in on this as well.
There was quite a bit of discussion on
this last year during the 2015 Regulatory Oversight
Report, but we're talking about 2016 events.

And in

that context, the anhydrous ammonia leaks that we were
talking with were primarily at our Cigar Lake
operation in relation to the operation of the freeze
plant there.
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And in that space, we ultimately
identified an issue with aluminium condensers in that
particular facility.

So they have been replaced over

the past year, and that has helped us in that regard.
I think the other piece, not to
diminish the seriousness of the releases, but the -
in Saskatchewan, the reporting threshold is any amount
in relation to anhydrous ammonia, so it is tied to
what Mr. Huffman said in relation to some very small
amounts, you know, four and a half kilograms, 1.4
kilograms, et cetera, but that is part of the -- the
reporting threshold is that amount.
The other space that was mentioned was
in relation to alarms.
And in our interior spaces, they are
continuously vented, but they are also alarmed to
indicate if there has been any release, so there is
protection for workers beyond the concern that was
expressed around being able to smell it.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

From staff is there any comments on
the sequence of releases and potential human harm?
MR. LOJK:
Yes.

Bob Lojk, for the record.

As was pointed out previously
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and recently by the two licensees, obviously the use
of aluminium originally on the equipment was not
appropriate for the weather, the location.

Given

these -- the nature of the application, it was unique
and one hates to see the trial and error solutions to
engineering solutions, but sometimes it just does not
exist in terms of survivability, which it did on that
particular issue.
But our concern is the same as yours
regarding the tank itself and whether the systems put
in place to protect workers unloading the tank.
The interior's looked after.
driver's looked after.

The

The casual person walking by

there is not -- is the one at risk.
The new systems, the human factors
associated with the systems put in place have been
determined by staff to be -- to have improved things
greatly and we're going to have to focus on this
particular end and perhaps involve our human factors
people to, in fact, look at it and see whether it's
adequate or not because it is a unique application and
a unique location.
Thank you.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you to
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everyone.
THE PRESIDENT:

Questions?

So I have one.

On second page on

financial guarantees, I found the story line here
interesting.

I'd like some answers on that.
If you look at -- on second page,

number 1, in the middle of the paragraph, case in
point, the Cluff Lake operation has a financial
guarantee of approximately 55 million, and then the
decommissioning was three times that value.
And then the conclusion at the bottom,
which is:
"It is believed that CNSC does
not have the internal expertise
to adequately assess the value of
financial guarantee."

(As read)

That's a big statement here.

Somebody

can tell me what the story was on Cluff Lake and CNSC
competency to assess?
MR. HUFFMAN:
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. HUFFMAN:

Dr. Binder - 
Go ahead.
-- perhaps I can address

the Cluff Lake costs first.
THE PRESIDENT:

Go ahead.
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MR. HUFFMAN:

Dale Huffman with AREVA.

And thank you for the opportunity to
address some misinformation.

I do not know where the

numbers regarding Cluff Lake have come from, but I can
elaborate on them.
I think the message that I'm getting
from Mr. Natomagan's submission is that we, in some
way, grossly under-estimated what it would cost for
Cluff Lake.
In fact, if we go back to 1999 when we
put a decommissioning and financial assurance in place
for $33.6 million, which is the highest financial
assurance that Cluff has ever had, so 33.6

In 1999,

we estimated that the physical decommissioning work
would be about $22 million, and then in 2004 to 2006,
we embarked on that decommissioning work.

And in that

period, it cost us about $25 million.
So about five years later, we have a
marginal increase in -- or reasonable increase in
cost.
And subsequent to the decommissioning
period, 2004 to 2006, we've done a little bit of work
in 2013 to tidy up the site, and we'll do a little bit
more in 2018.
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And so the total -- the total costs
for the physical decommissioning of Cluff Lake is
going to end up being about $28 million.
So we have -- we have always had
sufficient financial resources to decommission Cluff
Lake and put it into a safe and stable state.

And the

decommissioning -- or the financial assurance of 33.6
persists to today, is still in place at this -- at
this point.
Well, we may have under-estimated some
costs associated with the ongoing monitoring and we
may, as a company, have spent more at Cluff Lake by
our own choosing because we chose to continue to
maintain a camp there to support our exploration work
and it was convenient to do monitoring, so we've spent
on that over the years.
But the comparison that Mr. Natomagan
has put forward is -- misrepresents the costs of
clean-up at Cluff Lake.
So the -- in 2014, after we had a
pretty good understanding of decommissioning costs and
the cost of ongoing monitoring and maintenance and
management and fees, we sat down with CNSC staff and
Sask Environment staff and went through a pretty
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thorough review of the costs to make sure that both
agencies had pretty good visibility on what it cost to
decommission a site.

And it was at the time while we

were updating the McLean Lake decommissioning plan,
and we used that as a validation that we are able to
predict -- we're reasonably good at predicting costs
and had a full understanding of what it cost to
decommissioning -- decommission a site, monitoring and
maintenance and all items included.
So I think the -- if you want me to
expand further on ongoing costs, I am happy to do so,
but I think that addresses the primary comments of Mr.
Natomagan that are -- misrepresent the situation.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. HUFFMAN:

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

I want to hear from

staff, particularly about the competency.

I thought

you had a very rigorous process to make sure that the
numbers are correct.
Go ahead.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
That is correct, sir.

For the record,

we want to ensure that this intervention does not
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leave the public or the Commission with the impression
that we do not have competent staff.
I'll ask Ms Karine Glenn to walk you
through our robust process and the expertise that we
have internally that looks at both the decommissioning
activities from an operational perspective and also
the financial information that is looked at.
MS GLENN:
record.

Karine Glenn, for the

I'm the Director of Wastes and

Decommissioning.
All of the financial guarantees that
are accepted and approved by the Commission are based
on a decommissioning plan.

So it starts with the

decommissioning plan that is submitted.
As part of that decommissioning plan,
the licensees propose an end state, detail the steps
that they're going to undertake to arrive at that end
state and then do thorough cost estimates as to how
that work will be costed out projected out in the
future based on the timelines that they're projecting
further decommissioning.
That must include any long-term
monitoring and any maintenance of the site.
All the waste and decommissioning
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staff as subject matter experts do review all of the
decommissioning plans for all the CNSC regulated
facilities, including all of the mines.

Not just the

ones in Saskatchewan, but also the ones that are in
various states of decommissioning in -- such as
Gunner, Laredo, as well as the Ontario sites.
So we have exposure to all of the
ongoing costs that the licensees are encountering and
the costs of real time recent remediation and
decommissioning projects such as Cluff or the Gunner
work and the Laredo work that have been ongoing.
So we have an ability to compare in
between the different cost estimates that are provided
by the licensees.
There is also CSA standards, CSA
N-294, which deals with decommissioning, and details
what must be included in that.
And there is the CNSC Regulatory
Guide, G219.
So that's from -- that's -- we review
the decommissioning plan and the cost estimates.

In

addition, our colleagues from finance will review the
financial assumptions that have been used such as the
contingencies, any discount rates, escalation factors
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that are being used, inflation, and to look at whether
those cost estimates are reasonable.
In addition to CNSC staff reviewing
this, in the cases of Saskatchewan mines, because the
financial guarantee's actually payable to the
government of Saskatchewan, not to the CNSC -- and
this is only the exception with the case of the
Saskatchewan facilities -- the government of
Saskatchewan also reviews the cost estimates and
proposed financial assurances.
So we have that added -- there's a
sort of double review that takes place, and it's not
until they are also in agreement with the proposed
costs that have been projected that the financial
guarantee can then proceed forward for the
Commission's acceptance.
In addition, CNSC staff do collaborate
internationally on various groups, the International
Atomic Energy Agency, that deal with remediation and
decommissioning work on mines, as well as the Nuclear
Energy Agency.

And there's a lot of information

sharing that goes on at that level internationally
with respect to cost estimates with respect to
decommissioning.
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THE PRESIDENT:
MS GLENN:

But - 

Have I covered it?

THE PRESIDENT:

Yeah.

In the NPP world, you also use a third
party and you do every five years reassessment and an
annual update.

Is that the same process here, or not?
MS GLENN:

So Karine Glenn, for the

record.
There's no requirement on the
licensees to use a third party to do their cost
estimates.

The NPPs do so and often use the same

expert, but there is actually the same requirement for
every five years the preliminary or decommissioning
plan must be revised to reflect the current operations
of the facility such as -- I'll give you an example.
The McLean Lake decommissioning plan
and financial guarantee were just revised and the
financial guarantee was accepted by the Commission in
the hearing that took place in 2017, and that took - 
was a sizeable increase in the amount of the financial
guarantee because it took into account the expansion
of the mill and changes in contingencies.
And so there was a number of changes
that they had taken into account into the revision of
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the decommissioning plan and cost estimates, and that
was reflected in the financial guarantee.
So at a minimum, every five years or
when there are changes that would affect that cost
estimate requiring an increase in the financial
guarantee.
THE PRESIDENT:

So Saskatchewan

government, the Ministry of Economic Development, you
don't ask for a third party?
If you're the ultimate recipient here,
are you not asking for third party attestation for the
plan?
MR. MOULDING:

For the record, Tim

Moulding, Ministry of Environment.
We don't require any third party
review of that documentation, either, but as
previously stated, do have our own internal people go
through those documents in detail, prove out the
costs.

And I'm quite confident that the amount

that -- the amounts that we're currently carrying on
those sites are reflective of the real decommissioning
costs.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Thank you.

311

Any other question?
Okay.

Thank you very much.

So we're now going to move to the
general.

Any question you want to ask on anything.
Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

I will start with a

great deal of hesitation because it's about a number.
Slide 29.
THE PRESIDENT:

Whose?

MEMBER McEWAN:

CMD, so the staff -

page 29 of the staff presentation.
So under the mining sector, for the
iron mining sector, you have the number of mines as
eight, you have the number of mines out of compliance
with at least one parameter as four, you have the
number of mines for TSS as nine, and then you have
eight out of compliance for pH.
Those numbers, to me, look wrong.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
Glenn Groskopf will answer that
question.
MR. GROSKOPF:

Thank you very much.

Glenn Groskopf, for the record, in Saskatoon.
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The reason that that appears to be
incorrect is the fact that those mines are -- have to
be out of compliance with at least one parameter over
the course of the year, which is 12 months.

You could

be out of compliance one month or several months, and
each of those months would add up as an out of
compliance, for example, so out of eight mines, that
would be -- represent 96 months' worth of data.

Out

of 96 months, nine times a mine was out of compliance.
And it was only four mines that were
out of compliance in any time of the year.
So that's why, for example, if you
look at pH, they weren't necessarily out of compliance
even in the same month for pH versus suspended
solvents.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Okay.

So could I

suggest you change the title of the individual
elements?

Number of mines out of compliance by parameter

doesn't give any indication that it's once in the year.
And again, as Dr. Demeter just said, this is prevalence,
not incidence.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros for the record.

I believe it should be number of out of
compliances by parameter, not number of mines out of
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compliance by parameter.

So we will look at that.

Thank

you.
MEMBER DEMETER:

In the document there is

discussion that the mines are allowed to produce to a
certain threshold and if they don't use that in one year
that can be carried forward for future production cycles,
but is there a caveat that says up to X?

Because if they

are down for two years, is there an upper threshold or do
they get to carry the full capacity forward?

Is there any

concern with how to deal with this sort of -- without a
caveat of what the upper threshold would be if they have a
huge capacity that has been unused?
MR. LOJK:

Bob Lojk for the record.

The capacities that we normally look at
are the annual capacity, so they may within a certain total
capacity be asked to accelerate production to make up for
the shortfalls back and forth, but it's still within a set
limit.

So just because you didn't produce one year, you

can't double the production next year.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Okay.

That aids my

understanding, because as I read it I thought that they
could just keep adding all their shortfalls to the next
year, but it's to the limit of their annual capacity.
MR. LOJK:

Yes.
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MEMBER DEMETER:
MR. LOJK:

Okay, thank you.

Yes.

MR. MOONEY: It's Liam Mooney in that
regard.
I guess the point there at Cigar Lake when
we look at it is that production flexibility would take us
up to 9.25 million kilograms of uranium.

So the licence is

for 7 million kilograms of uranium, but the maximum that we
could recoup under that production shortfall provision is
up to 9.25 million kilograms of uranium.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Mr. Seeley...?
MEMBER SEELEY:
report.

Yes.

No, I like the

I think overall the reports that we have seen

today on the regulatory oversight, you are summarizing do
these facilities meet the regulatory requirements.

You

have a checklist approach to doing it.

I guess it's in the

nuance where it may be more difficult.

So it's one thing

to say yes, they meet all of our requirements, our base
requirements, but there is kind of then, okay, so what, so
how are they doing, are they getting better, worse?
And maybe a few things that I see in the
report that I think were very helpful.
The benchmarking piece that we just talked
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about in environment was very good, so it gives you a sense
that, you know, actually these facilities relative to other
types of facilities are actually doing very well in terms
of environmental performance when we look at the compliance
numbers for example against some of their peers in other
types of mining.

It would be nice to see that possibly for

the safety as well, because that was one of your three
focal areas.

You had safety, environment, you had

radiation.
Now, radiation is going to be more
difficult.

That's when you are going to go to an

international benchmark maybe and say, hey, how did we do
against some of these other facilities in another country?
It might also be helpful there.

So we get a better sense

of, yes, they passed and they are okay against regulatory
requirements, but how are they doing really when you start
benchmarking them to others?

So that was very helpful.

Maybe a little more of that would be good.
And then another comment would be around
where the facilities are actually doing very well.

I mean

I saw a number of things in here that were extremely good
news and so it would be to highlight, you know, somehow in
the summary that these are the best practices that we are
seeing in our industry in our facilities over the past year
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and perhaps highlight those as well I think because then
they could be translated to other facilities if you
highlighted the best practices.
And then also in the report, maybe at the
end also, you know, again, it's the so what, based on
intervenors' comments and overall performance, what are the
focus areas going forward, so where do the facilities or
groups of facilities really need to focus to bring their
performance up?

Even though they are in compliance, where

does the CNSC staff think they need to focus more energy to
actually improve their performance?

It might be useful to

have that area for focus.
And I think all in with those sorts of
broader parameters that might be -- the report gains more
credibility I think in the public.

Whether then it's just

checking your boxes, you are fully satisfactory I think for
a lot of people or satisfactory scores across all the
board, it's difficult to interpret how are they really
doing.

Thanks.
THE PRESIDENT:

Do you want to react to

all of this?
MS TADROS:
Noted.

Haidy Tadros for the record.

I think you brought forward many

good considerations to improve the report.

Again, I go
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back to the ultimate goal is to ensure regulatory
requirements are met and performance is where we need it to
be, and from a regulator's perspective satisfactory is not
a bad thing, they are meeting regulatory requirements, but
all of these points provide us with some considerations on
how to turn this report into maybe something that is more
of a messaging and provides the so what story behind the
scenes.

Thank you for that.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Dr. Soliman...?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

I agree with Mr. Seeley.

It's very difficult to ask any questions after all of that,
but anyway I have a general question about the radiation
protection.

Section 2.2 in M47 highlights two levels.

One

is the action level and the second one is the
administrative level.

And associated three actions with

the administrative level, stay working, work with
monitoring, leave and initiate investigations.
So how does the action level and three
levels -- I mean the administrative has three actions -
act together?

Now we have the threshold between stay

working and work with monitoring, so that's one level.
Another level is work with monitoring and leave and
initiate investigation.

And also we have the action level.
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If you can give us an example where this action, when it
can be done and where the action level with respect to all
of these exists?
MR. McMANUS:

John McManus, RP Specialist,

for the record.
I will start with the action levels.

So

the action levels are dose-based and at McClean Lake, and
actually Cameco facilities as well, we have two types.

We

have the 1 mSv per week, which is to address acute exposure
situations, and we also have like the 5 mSv per quarter,
which would address lower-level chronic.

Both of those are

designed especially to make sure that we don't have any
dose limit exceedances.

And that's a total dose.

That's

not an unplanned dose, that's a total dose for the week.
So most workers at a mine or a mill would be there
typically 26 weeks per year, because they are either a week
on/a week off, or two weeks on/two weeks off.
the primary objective of the action levels.

So that's
It gives them

an indication of a loss of control, but primarily it's
going to keep them from having a dose limit exceedance.
Below that they have a set of
administrative levels.

There's two parts to it.

There's

hazard-based administrative levels and there's also
dose-based administrative levels.
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They also have dose-based administrative
levels that are actually set below the action levels.

It's

internal to their licensed activities and that will
initiate additional notifications, reporting and sometimes
even work restrictions for workers.

They actually don't

want to get to the action levels.
They also have a set of administrative
levels that are hazard-based and they have those for every
type of exposure situation, be it gamma, radon progeny or
long-lived radioactive dust.

And the workers all receive

training on what these administrative levels are and what
the associated protective actions are.
So initially when you see the prisms or
the continuous -- what they call continuous working level
monitors for radon progeny, when that prism is green it
indicates that the radon progeny levels are very low, they
can continue working as per normal.

When you get a

green/orange indication, it may mean that they can work for
a period of time, maybe up to six hours -- that's an
example, don't quote me on that -- and there should be some
notification.

As the lights go maybe yellow, the time

shortens, the notifications eventually would get to a point
where the work stops, you leave the area, you notify
supervision.
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So provided that the administrative levels
are being detected, the hazards and the protective measures
are being followed, you will never get to those action
levels.

So action levels are actually fairly rare at the

mines and mills when you consider the number of activities
and the number of workers.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Thank you very much.

Very well explained.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Back to Dr.

Demeter.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

This is my

last question and I will really try hard to ask this
question without introducing information.
So you have a number of graphs that deal
with radon.

The first one would be Figure 3.3 related to

Cigar Lake, page 41, so they are all kind of similar, and
you have a radon reference level of 60 Bq per metre cubed
and you reference ICRP, 65 I believe -- yes, ICRP 65.

Are

you aware of any updates to the ICRP models for risk from
radon and radiological protection guidelines that may have
changed since ICRP 65?
MS PURVIS:

Caroline Purvis for the

record.
From a radiation protection point of view,

321

yes, we are aware that ICRP is in the process of making
some updates to radon progeny in terms of dose coefficients
for -- so the development of that through their publication
process.
As it relates to radon and ambient air, I
think one of our environmental folks should probably tackle
that.

Thank you.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Maybe I will comment.

The ICRP changes to this model have been published a couple
of years back and they changed their risk assessment for
lung cancer and subsequently changed their reference levels
for home occupancy, which is what this graph is sort of
based on.

So I would suggest that staff look at ICRP 115

and ICRP 126 which literally cut in half the home occupancy
reference level which may have influence on your radon
reference level here, because that's what it's based on.
That's just a suggestion that you perhaps look at that and
see if that may update your reference level.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So thank you for that, we will do so, and
we are doing some work in general to look at what would be
appropriate ambient air environmental reference level to
consider safety of trappers or members of the public up in
the North as opposed to using the Health Canada reference
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level for occupancy, but I think the science behind those
levels is the same.

So thank you for that reference.

THE PRESIDENT:

And since we are about -

I'm not going to repeat the need to clarify units and
reference level, but I am still trying to understand what a
provincial standard is, because many of those graphs use
provincial standard and where did they come from and why
don't they have a federal standard equivalent to that?

So

I don't know if you can give me an answer now or in the
future.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So in some instances, you know, many
things are directly under the jurisdiction of the province.
So as an example, Health Canada provides objectives for
drinking water, but it's the provinces who set the
standards based on maybe some information from Health
Canada.

So drinking water, for tritium for example, Health

Canada provides 7,000 as an objective, but the Province of
Ontario has the standard.

Similarly for uranium in air,

it's the province who sets the standard.

And I think

that's appropriate, that's where the jurisdiction lies, and
we often implement or rely on provincial standards for our
regulation.
THE PRESIDENT:

But even in that case I
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still want to know what regulatory Health Canada kind of
limit is rather than the standard which is an operational
one.

It's just that many -- like sulfur dioxide, I was

surprised that there is no kind of a top-down from the feds
telling the provinces what that number should be.
they are going to do it on carbon dioxide.

I know

Anyhow I'm

digressing here, but somewhere along the line you have to
give us a hierarchy of who sets those limits.
So where am I now?

Dr. McEwan...?

Mr.

Seeley...?
Okay.

Well, just one last question on the

Rio Algom where they are talking about -- this is on page
133.

The long-term plan for the site, it says +200 years,

is to reach a state where water treatment is no longer a
requirement.

So what I'm trying to understand is water

treatment will continue there for the next 200 years,
that's our current thinking?
DR. LANGE:

Dr. Lange for the record.

It's a good question.

The current

estimate is that water treatment will continue in
perpetuity.

However, as technologies continue to change,

et cetera, Rio Algom's goal is to eventually try to move to
some passive treatment systems in order to -- based on the
models and estimates, in order to achieve and to continue
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to achieve below licence limits, the site does require
water treatment for a very long period of time.

The

current estimate is up to 200 years.
If I can I would ask Rio Algom to comment
on any plans they have to perhaps move to more passive
treatment systems for some of their water treatment.
THE PRESIDENT:

But is that more like a

wishful thinking or is it based on some sort of a model
that you think it will actually happen?
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker for the record.

So it's not -
THE PRESIDENT:

Do you want to answer

that?
M. LEBLANC : Et sentez-vous confortable de
répondre dans la langue officielle de votre choix, Madame
Blier.
MS BLIER:

Yes, like you said, it's maybe

like a wish, but now we are like doing some studies, like,
say, for example like the panel, water treatment plant, now
we actually like see a very good result.

So we expect like

within the next 10 years maybe we decide to move to a
passive water treatment.
THE PRESIDENT:
last question is on dam safety.

My last question, my very
Seven years, that's when
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you do the kind of assessment.

So every seven years one

has to engage a qualified review engineer.
years is a long time.

I thought seven

Is that the lesson we have learned

from Mount Polley?
MS TADROS:
record.

So Haidy Tadros for the

We will have our dam specialist Mr. Zheng answer

that question.
DR. ZHENG:

Dr. Qinghuai Zheng for the

record.
Yes, in terms of the dam safety review it
is conducted every seven years according to the dam safety
guidelines, but between that, like for the Rio Algom, they
have their geotechnical inspection program in place which
includes a routine inspection every month or quarterly by
the licensee staff of all dams, dikes and their apartment
structures and there would be another annual inspection and
a performance review by a third-party engineer.

The CNSC

staff has reviewed the inspection reports submitted by the
licensee.

Also the CNSC staff conducted a baseline

compliance geotechnical inspection on all dams and their
pertinent structures.

This is our current practice we are

doing.
In terms of the Mount Polley, Mount Polley
dam breach, tailings dam breach, following that event the

326

CNSC has taken some actions, including the CNSC has
requested the licensees to evaluate the safety of their
dams.

The CNSC staff has reviewed all the dam safety

assessments submitted by the licensees and also the CNSC
has carried out geotechnical inspections of all dams
structures and to the licensed structures.

The CNSC also

carried out a systematic review of CNSC's regulations and
guidance on dam safety.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

So Cameco and AREVA, do you actually
systematically also verify the soundness of your tailing
ponds?
MR. MOONEY:

It's Liam Mooney for the

record.
We do.

This has been covered a couple of

times through the response to the Mount Polley incident and
we emphasized in those exchanges that we do not have
tailings actively -- we are not actively depositing
tailings behind structures.

So the two facilities that we

have in Northern Saskatchewan that have a tailings dam, we
are not actively using them for tailings deposition.

So we

do regularly inspect those, we have a geotechnical program
that is comprehensive and we do so on a regular basis and
CNSC reviews that report when it is submitted to them.
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MR. HUFFMAN:

Dale Huffman with AREVA.

Similarly, we have a routine of
geotechnical inspections that are provided to the CNSC for
their review for our man-made structures and, as Mr. Mooney
pointed out, and it is similar at Cluff Lake, we had a
tailings dam, we are no longer placing tailings, the site
is closed and so it doesn't present the same issues that an
active facility would.

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Last question.

So Cameco, AREVA, any

final comments you want to share with us?
MR. MOONEY:
the record.

Yes.

It's Liam Mooney for

I did want to just share some closing

comments.
I appreciate the effort by staff who have
stayed here and in Ottawa I see to prepare the report.

It

is very comprehensive and we appreciate the questions from
the Commission.
I do want to come back to a question that
was asked earlier in the day and that was in relation to
what staff is trying to do with this Regulatory Oversight
Report.
You know, it's not easy when you are
looking at it, but I think we do have to have a very firm
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statement about what we are trying to do with that and in
this context we are not ask -- there is not a decision
before the Commission, it's more of a look at the
regulatory activities over the course of the year which is
they provide assurances that the mines and mills in this
case, but our other facilities, are being regulated and in
compliance with the licences that the Commission grants.
The more detailed reviews of course come with the
relicensing proceedings and I am somewhat anxious, or
apprehensive depending on the language, but on the
direction in relation to this report that we continue to
add more and more detail every year and there is a level of
effort required by my staff to prepare for this report and
make me look as good as I do in front of the Commission.
So I do think that we have to be mindful of that and there
are a lot of times where I have mused about it would be
nice to see this or it would be nice to see that and then
my staff goes often and does that when, you know, I didn't
really mean it that way or I didn't take it that way.
So I was heartened to hear President
Binder say at one point during the proceedings that we have
to take a risk-based approach and we have to look at how -
he mentioned a document that was perhaps this thick, but in
any event I think that's an important piece and I don't
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want to close without saying that what's necessary versus
what's nice to have is important to understand.
The last piece I do want to close is I
want to thank the province, Ministry of Environment Tim
Moulding here, Keith Cunningham from Ministry of Economy
and Dr. Irvine who gave a full day for us again.

I really

do appreciate that.
And the last piece is this will be the
last time we get to see you in these proceedings, President
Binder, so I don't want to wax nostalgic over the past two
terms with you but I do want to thank you for your service.
We have always found you to be tough but fair, which I
think is the highest compliment you can pay to a regulator.
So thanks very much.
THE PRESIDENT:

I didn't expect that.

Thank you.
MR. HUFFMAN:

Dale Huffman with AREVA.

I have noted before that Mr. Mooney is a
hard act to follow, so I won't attempt to.

I appreciate

the comments that he made and I would make similar.
There is the considerable effort on all
parts to pull this together and appreciate everybody's
contribution, both in putting the report together and
around this table.

We have seen the effort grow in the six
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years that we have been doing this and I think many parties
would identify that as a concern.

It has been getting

bigger and more effort required each year.

That said, I do

believe that the ROR is serving a good purpose and a good
summary for the mine sites each year.
So again, thank you for the opportunity to
speak directly to the issues that relate to our licensed
sites, Cluff Lake and McClean Lake.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank

you very much.
So I think this brings -- this concludes
the public meeting for today and the meeting will resume
tomorrow at 9:00 a.m.

Thank you for your participation.

--- Whereupon the meeting adjourned at 6:28 p.m.,
to resume on Thursday, December 14, 2017
at 9:00 a.m. / La réunion est ajournée à 18 h 28
pour reprendre le jeudi 14 décembre 2017 à 9 h 00

