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HEARI NG DAY TWO
COGEMA Resources Inc: Application for a Uranium
M ne Site Preparation Licence for the M dwest
Joint Venture Mning Facility Excavation Site

THE CHAI RPERSON: The next item
on the agenda is Hearing Day Two in the matter
of the application by COGEMA Resources for a
Uranium M ne Site Preparation Licence for the
M dwest Joint Venture M ning facility Excavation
Site.

Could I please ask the applicant
and staff to approach the front.

--- Pause

THE CHAI RPERSON: The first day
of the public hearing on this application was
hel d February 28, 2002.

The public was invited to
participate, either by oral presentation or
written subm ssion on Hearing Day Two.

March 19th was the deadline set for filing by
intervenors and the Comm ssion, as of that date,
had not received any request for intervention.

The Notice of Public Hearing
2002-H1 was published on December 3, 2001

Comm ssion Members present for
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Day One of the hearing included Dr. Barnes,
Dr. Giroux, M. Graham Ms MaclLachl an and
mysel f. Since Ms MaclLachlan is absent today,
she will not be participating in the decision.

Presentati ons were made on Day
One by the applicant, COGEMA Resources Inc.
under CMDs 02-H6.1 and 02-H6. 1A, and by

Commi ssion Staff under CMD document 02-H6.

02-H6. 1B
Oral presentation by COGEMA Resources |nc.

THE CHAI RPERSON: I note that
M. Pollock from COGEMA Resources is here today
to present supplementary information which is
contained in CMD document 02-H6. 1B.

Mr. Pollock, you may begin.

MR. POLLOCK: Thank you.

Good morni ng, Madam Chairman and
Members of the Comm ssion. For the transcri pt
record, | am Robert Pollock, Vice President of

Environment, Health and Safety of COGEMA

Resources Inc. | am here in support of our
application for a uranium mning facility site
preparation licence fromthe CNSC for the

M dwest Project, for which Day One of the
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hearing was held on February 28.

Also with me this morning is
M. Brian Reilly of our conpany, who is actually
here for the next hearing on Kiggavik-Sissons,
and he has agreed to advance nmy over heads during
this presentation.

There were no specific
requirements for additional data identified in
the transcript of Day One, however, after
reviewi ng our responses to several of the
guestions raised by Comm ssion Menbers, we felt
t hat we should make a brief oral presentation
today to provide further details to some of the
i nformati on provided on Day One.

The format | will use is to
identify each item for which we are providing
further details, together with a reference to
the location in the Day One transcript, and then
provide the information for that item

|"m sorry, that is the one that |
actually had intended to have up on ny
i ntroduction. Do you want to go to the next
one.

This slide lists the items.

On pages 19 and 20 of the
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transcript, in response to a question on whether
t here have been any lost time accidents during
the period of nearly a decade since COGEMA
Resources has been the operator, | indicated I
didn't recall any since 1997, which covers the
period with which I amdirectly fam/liar.

| have subsequently reviewed the
annual reports since COGEMA Resources became the
operator in 1993, and consulted a coll eague who
has held senior management positions in the
Saskat oon office since then. No | ost time
accidents have been identified.

At the top of page 21, a question
was asked about downstream surface water
moni toring. | responded that the current
monitoring |location, which is at approxi mately
the m ddle of the M nk Arm of South McMahon Lake
adjacent to the test mne site, shows only
nor mal background concentrations.

| can now add that historically
surface water monitoring extended to several
| ocations further downstream <certainly as far
as the inlet of the next | ake beyond South
McMahon Lake. W th the approval of the

regul atory agencies, these |ocations were
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di sconti nued after 1993, since this was sever al
years after the test mning period and the data
showed only normal results.

On page 23, a question was asked
about the water quality in the HDPE I|ined
settling ponds, shown in the centre of this
aerial photo. These are the settling ponds that
were used previously during the test m ne period
to receive water from the water treatment plant,
which is the very small blue building just to
the right of the l|ined ponds.

These ponds were | ast sampled in
1997 and the results submtted to the regul atory
agenci es as part of the process for obtaining
t heir approval for the 1997 site cleanup
program The results were simlar to previous
1996 results, showing radium 226 val ues bel ow
Saskat chewan Surface Water Quality Objectives,
or SSWQO, uranium elevated in one pond but bel ow
100 m crograns per litre, and arsenic slightly
el evated at both ponds, ranging from about the
SSWQO val ue of 50 m crograms per litre to
several times this amount.

Al'l of these concentrations are

well within the discharge limts established by
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the Metal M ning Liquid Effluent Regul ations.

After shutdown of the water
treatment plant after testing m ning was
compl ete, my understanding is that any water to
be pumped from these settling ponds was planned
to be released to the nearby unlined surge pond
for uncontam nated water.

The only instance of this which
has occurred since 1992 was approved in 1997,
after information was provided on the esti mated
evaporation and infiltration rates.
Subsequently, about 5,000 cubic metres of water
was punped fromthe two settling ponds to the
surge pond where it dissipated by evaporation
and infiltration into the ground.

No further pumping has been
required since then, as average annual
evaporation from surface water in the Athabasca
Basin typically is about equal to annual
precipitation. At these ponds, the dark
col oured HDPE liners will pronmote evaporation in
the summer.

In 2001, the freeboard in these
ponds was two metres or greater throughout the

year, conmpared to a m nimum requirement of one
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metre. There remains a small quantity of
contam nated sedi ment, about 0.2 metres, in the
bottom of these ponds and the conceptual
decomm ssi oni ng plan provides for future removal
of this and the liners. Appropriate disposal
will be provided at McCl ean Lake Operation for
these materials.

In summary, the lined settling
ponds are in a stable state posing no risk to
the environment. It is planned to retain them
in this state, since it is possible that they,
and the mot hball ed water treatment plant beside
them will be useful during the early stages of
future site devel opment.

On pages 24 and 25, there were
guestions asked about the pumping of water into
the fl ooded test m ne shaft. Thi s has
hi storically been the method approved by the
regul atory agencies for removal of excess water
fromthe former HDPE |ined contam nated water
surge pond. Unli ke the water treatment plant
settling ponds, this collection pond
systematically captured contam nated water
faster than evaporation, because it collected

drai nage from the adjacent |ined storage pad for
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ore and special waste rock.

The ore and special waste were
transferred to McClean Lake in 1997 and the
cl eanup of the site completed in early 1999.
The cl eaned up area where this storage pad and
collection pond were |ocated is shown in the
foreground of the picture.

A review of the annual reports
since 1992, and of correspondence with the
regul atory agenci es about the site cleanup,
i ndicates that the average rate of water renmoval
was in the order of 1,000 cubic metres per year,
al t hough this was not required every year. Over
t he approximately eight years between the end of
the test m ne period and renoval of the storage
pad and pond, the total amount is estimated to
be in the order of 8,000 cubic metres.

Di scharge to the test m ne shaft
t ook place over extended periods of two to three
mont hs, since dissipation of excess head in the
shaft was sl ow.

The shaft was constructed with a
concrete liner to limt water infiltration
during test mning, and consideration of the

avail able head difference and shaft
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cross-section suggests a rate of water addition
of 10 to 20 cubic metres per day. This is
consistent with the avail able data for amounts
removed over periods of two to three months.

A series of 10 samples collected
over the shaft depth since the Day One hearing

show rel atively uniform concentrations of about

1.2 becquerels per litre of radium 226,
20 m crograns per litre of uranium and about
580 m crograms per litre of arsenic over the

entire depth, with no trends with el evati on.

The test m ne shaft volume of
about 2,000 cubic metres somewhat exceeds the
amounts of water removed each time fromthe
surge pond, so there would not be a full
repl acement of the shaft water inventory each
time. Peri ods of about one year, or in some
cases two years occurred, between successive
additions to the shaft.

The water displaced fromthe
shaft would mx with the groundwater, presumably
at the bottom of the shaft and perhaps for sonme
di stance along the horizontal drift. The rate
of further movement of the groundwater would be

sl ow, since the hydraulic gradient between the
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test mne location and M nk Armwill be | ow.

A conservative cal cul ati on of the
maxi mum potential i mpact on water quality in
M nk Arm can be made by assum ng that the
estimted total amount of 8,000 cubic metres of
wat er discharged to the shaft, containing the
concentrations of radium 226, uranium and
arsenic measured in the shaft water in the
recent samples, is instantaneously transported
to and m xed with that portion of M nk Arm
adjacent to the test m ne and constrained by the
dam As | mentioned last time, the dam has now
been breached by a culvert to allow free
exchange of water with the rest of the | ake.

A sinmple mass bal ance cal cul ati on
i ndicates that there would be no detectable
di fferences from normal background
concentrations of radium 226 or uranium
Arseni c concentrations could be measurably
increased, but would always be more than
10 times |l ess than SSWQO. Any actual transport
of arsenic would be much sl ower, consistent with
the observed data which shows no detectable
changes in the actual surface water monitoring

data from year to year.
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The overall conclusion is that

the previously approved discharge of

contam nated water fromthe lined surge pond to
the test mne shaft has not, and will not, | ead
to any significant environmental i mpacts.

In summary, we believe that the
additional information further confirms our
previ ous statement that the M dwest site poses
mnimal risk. As noted in our Day One
presentati on, COGEMA Resources requests approval
of a site preparation licence by the Conm ssion,
to continue the M dwest Project as an excavation
site in a care and mai ntenance mode for an
i ndefinite period.

Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you

My understanding is that the CNSC
Staff does not have a formal presentation for
Day Two but is here to answer questions.

s that correct?

MS MALONEY: This is Cait
Mal oney.

That is correct.

THE CHAI RPERSON: The floor is

now open for questions fromthe Comm ssion
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Members on this application.

Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: Maybe two or
three small ones to the applicant.

You mentioned that | ooking back
over the issue of lost time you had your own
recollection and you consulted with a senior
col |l eague who had been in that position for the
| ast decade in order to retrieve the
information, so |I am surprised that that kind of
information on | ost time accidents isn't
retained in a database somewhere.

MR. POLLOCK: We do have
dat abases that we now are quite, | think it is
fair to say, consistent in ensuring that we
capture not just lost time accidents for COGEMA
enpl oyees but also for any contractor staff.

Hi storically that was not always the case if a
contractor reports an accident or a lost time
incident directly to Worker's Conmpensati on. So
it is part of the contractor's records. It was
not historically the practice that that was
consistently captured by us. It is now.

MEMBER BARNES: On page 4 where

you are tal king about the settling ponds and
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they were |ast sampled in '97 as part of the
process for the '97 cleanup and there were
simlar analyses in '"96, but it is implied here
that there have been no further analysis since
' 97. One m ght ask the question why and, if
not, when is the next analysis planned, if at
al | ?

MR. POLLOCK: There has been no
need or any indication that there would be a
need to actually remove any water from these
ponds. They appear to have an overall
evaporation | oss that more than offset -- if
there is any precipitation that collects in
them that falls on them the subsequent
evaporation rate is quicker so there has been no
apparent need to sanple them

Clearly they would need to be
sampl ed in advance if one saw that the | evels
were rising so there was going to be a need to
remove water.

| actually would have had them
sampl ed subsequent to Day One, between Day One
and now, except the little amount of stuff that
is in themis frozen solid, so it is very

difficult to get anything that would represent a
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representative sample if you have to do it by
collecting ice. Certainly we would sample them
in future well in advance of any proposal to
have to remove water fromthem

THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Graham

MEMBER GRAHAM: A question to
COGEMA.

The first question really is:
There is no one at the site now. I's that
correct? Or is there caretakers at the site?

MR. POLLOCK: There is nobody
permanently at the site. It is visited on an
absolute m nimum on a monthly frequency by our
McCl ean -- it is basically | ooked after by
McCl ean Lake operation. They go at | east
mont hly, more often if they are heavy rainfall
events in the summer or during spring snow nmelt.
Obvi ously on occasi ons when there is any work
that is being done there, either by ourselves or
by a contractor, we would bring people over to
supervi se that work.

MEMBER GRAHAM: How often duri ng

spring run-offs and large melts -- in the melt
and also in the heavy rain season -- do you
i nspect things like the di kes and dams and so on
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that there isn't a break in any of those that
there could be contam nation?

MR. POLLOCK: There are no actual
dykes or dams that, | think, have any
implications in terms of being necessary for
cont ai nment of materials. We do have those two
ponds, but the worst incident that one could
visualize would be that they overfl owed. I
believe a metre of free board -- the stipulation
is that we maintain at |east a meter of free
board and | ast year there was no difficulty in
mai nt ai ni ng t wo. That would nmore than offset a
maxi mum possi bl e of precipitation event, if |
recall the number correctly for these maxi mum
events.

So other than that, the site has
been cl eaned up and it's essentially just
sitting there in a passive state. | think the

short answer in terms of frequency would be it

tends to be event-driven. If there is a heavy
rainfall, the Environment Department from
McCl ean would go the site. I do think that |

have recoll ection of seeing that they went as
often as weekly when | | ooked at the tables in

the old annual reports.
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Again, it would depend. If there
has been a year |like this year with not very
much snowfall, one could visualize it wouldn't
be necessary at all. | do recall seeing at some

times during the year perhaps as often as weekly

during snow melts.

MEMBER GRAHAM: | guess the
reason |'m asking that is that in one of the
| icensing conditions, proposed licence
conditions, it says that "the licensee shall

notify the Comm ssion within 24 hours of

di scovering any environmental protection action
| evel”. What | am comng at is if you say you
only go once a month, even with that 24 hours in
there, there could conceivably be somet hi ng
happen that m ght be several weeks before
notification.

My question would be: Has there
been any events that have happened that have
given part to giving notice to the Conm ssion?

MR. POLLOCK: No.

MEMBER GRAHAM. Al so, "the
licensee shall also submt the results of site
i nspection and environmental monitoring prograns

at frequencies". How often are these reports
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done and are they done an on annual, sem -annual
basis and are they up to date?

MR. POLLOCK: There is always an
annual report for any licensed facility. I't has
a deadline date, and | believe we have met all
deadl i nes dates at all sites, certainly since |

have been with the company in the | ast four

years.
| believe we also submt a

mont hly report for that site, but |I'm not sure

of that. I know we submt nonthlies for the

main sites. Certainly we have an annual report

t hat summari zes the inspections.

MEMBER GRAHAM: In the licensing

conditions, proposed |icensing conditions, it
says: "You shall submt to the Comm ssion by
March 31st of year a written annual report", but
before that it says, "The |licensee shall submt

the results of site inspections and
environmental monitoring"”. It doesn't say how
of ten.

| think my question would be to
CNSC st aff. How often do you require this and
should that be put into the condition as to how

often, or are you agreeable to just the once a
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year annual report?

MR. Mc CABE: Ri ck McCabe. ' m
the Director for the Uranium M nes and Lands
Eval uati on Divi sion.

For this site because of the very
limted activity that is taking place, the
monitoring is done generally twice a year. So
the frequency is not specified in that licence
condition, but that said the way we read it and
interpret it is that the inspection reports are
subm tted once they are conpl eted. That woul d
be a trigger for the staff -- they would review
t hat and then based upon that maybe take
what ever corrective action is needed. So t hat
woul d be forthwith or after the inspection has
been conpl et ed.

We do not get nmonthly reports for

this facility because the monitoring is not done
on that basis -- I'mtal king about environmenta
monitoring -- and we get that sem -annually and

then summarized in the annual report.

Given the limted activity, we
find this acceptable.

MEMBER GRAHAM: Are you sayi ng

t hough that every time that the company does
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site inspections, an environmental monitoring
program has been carried out at whatever
frequency it is, then you have to report? |Is
t hat correct?

MR. Mc CABE: No. We woul d not
get the inspection reports unless they were
revi ewed on site. The monitoring reports |
referred to we would get an a sem -annual basis.
Any deficiency -- | mean, part of the licensing
and the whole process and the conditions in the
licence indicate that there is degradation at
that site and they would have to report those
ki nds of things. A report not indicating any
ki nd of deficiency would not be forwarded to us.

MEMBER GRAHAM: Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Furt her
guestions? This conpletes the record for the
public hearing on the matter of the application
by COGEMA Resources Inc. for a uranium m ne site
preparation |icence for the M dwest Joi nt
Venture M ning Facility Excavation Site.

The Commi ssion will deliberate
and will publish its decision in due course. | t
will be posted on the CNSC website as well as

di stributed to participants.

StenoTran



20

Thank you very nuch.
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