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HEARI NG DAY TWO

Rio Algom Li mted:

Application for a Radi oactive Waste Facility
Operating Licence

The first item on the agenda is
hearing day two on the application by Ri o Al gom
Limted for a radioactive waste facility operating
l'icence.

For the record, | would like to
informall participants at this hearing that the
proceedi ngs are being broadcast by video
conference to Elliot Lake. There had been a
request for the Comm ssion to nove the hearing to
Ell'i ot Lake. For reasons of the Comm ssion's
wor kl oad and plans, this request has been deni ed.
| wish to acknow edge that there are citizens of
Elliot Lake that are receiving a video feed at
this time.

The first day of the public
hearing on this application was held on April 18,
2002. The public was invited to participate
ei ther by oral presentation or by written
subm ssion on hearing day two. May 28 was the
deadline set for filing by intervenors, and the

Commi ssion received six requests for intervention.
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Comm ssi on Menbers present for day
one of the hearing were Dr. Barnes, Dr. G roux,
M. Graham and myself. Since Conm ssion Menmber Ms
MacLachl an was absent on April 18, she will not be
participating in the discussion or the decision
today. Since Dr. Barnes is not here today he wil
not be participating in the decision making.

Present ati ons were made on day one
by the applicant Rio Algom Limted under CWVMDs 02-
H10.1, 02-H10.1A, and by Comm ssion staff under
CMD 02- H10.

| note that today supplenmentary
informati on has been filed by the applicant and by
CNSC staff.

| would like to start the hearing
today by calling on the oral presentation by Rio
Algom Limted as outlined in CMD Document 02-
H10. 1B.

| would turn it over to Ms W ber.

Good norni ng.

02-H10. 1B
Oral Presentation by Rio AlgomLimted
MS W BER: CNSC intervenors that

are present and to those watching in Elliot Lake,
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quickly I will try to introduce who we are. My
name i s Maxi ne W ber. | amwith Rio AlgomLimted
and BHP Billiton. M title is Vice-President of
Heal th, Safety, Environment and community. | have
responsibility for closed mnes within the
conpany. Also, | aman officer of Ri o Algom
Li mted.

Wth nme on nmy left is Art Coggan,
Manager of Environment and Recl amation for Rio
Algom Limted based in Elliot Lake. To ny right
is Ken Bl ack, Director of Health, Safety,
Environment and Cl osed M nes for BHP Billiton Base
Metals. Also, just behind us and to my right is
| an Ludgate. Ilan is Manager, Denison
Envi ronment al Services, and has responsibility for
t he operation, care and mai ntenance of the Ri o
Algom Limted properties in Elliot Lake.

| would like to, in | hope brief
words, respond to the CNSC Comm ssion questions
from day one. These are around reporting, public
communi cati on and our annual operating budget.
Secondly, | will try to give a response to the
i ntervenor questions, not all of them but some of
t hese that were presented.

On reporting, Conm ssion, we
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believe that the current nmonthly reporting on
wat er quality and our annual assessnents of
results and the annual CNSC i nspection of the
sites is appropriate to continue.

We further suggest that the status
report to the Comm ssion should coincide with the
results of the environmental effects nmonitoring
program  This way we can conmbine the performance
of the operating care and mai ntenance program with
t he environmental effects that we observe.

On public communication, | would
say that it has always been the practice of our
conpany to engage with the public. W do intend
to work closely with the standi ng environnment
commttee that has been formed by the communities
to work with us and to give ongoing reports on the
status of our closure activities.

| think we are very flexible and
community reports can be given at the request of
the communities thenselves, either through SEC or
directly with the municipalities and first nation.

Just some ideas that we have and
we don't really know it is appropriate, | think
some of the intervenors made a comment that I

think is very relevant and that is that the open
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houses are not effective ways of engagi ng

communi ties and they are not effective ways of

real ly explaining because of the difficulties
peopl e have in attending such neetings. W need
to do a better job of -- different ways perhaps in
engaging with the |Iocal communities.

Some ideas are of course an annual
public report. | think there is some value in
having a nore formal annual event. We would
present our results and, in addition, we would
di scuss public conplaints and any non-conpliance
t hat we had, any spills that we had for that year.

Annual meetings with SEC or with
each municipality and Serpent River First Nation
woul d be possible as well.

Public tours. We have made it our
practice and we will continue if there is an
interest in doing so.

There were some requests that
communities participate in site inspections and in
audits. This is a little bit new for us, but we
are willing to engage and invite menbers of SEC or
members of the community to participate in site
i nspections and in audits. For exanmple, it could

be that in a particular area, let's say enmergency
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pl anni ng or emergency response, that the community
may have a particular interest and we would be
happy to run through our procedures with the
community and have them audited.

| think just in general we do need
and we have an obligation to respond to the
interested people in the comunity and we are
commtted to doing so.

We al so recognize we do have sone
[imtations, but | think with nodern technol ogy
and with the depth of know edge that we have and
t he people at Elliot Lake we can do a good job of
that. So we do see a value in having the public
participate with us in these types of things.

On the annual operating cost, this
issue is raised to clarify some questions from day
one.

The annual ongoi ng managi ng and
operating cost is approximately $3 mllion. This
was 2001 dollars. This is only for the historic
m nes.

The annual nmonitoring costs for
the 2001 fiscal year was approximately $1 mllion.
That i1 ncludes our analytical costs, consulting and

reporting. When we break it down, we find that
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about $300, 000 was to analysis of the sanmples and
then the other two-thirds is for the consulting
time for preparing reports, for the stewardship of
the sanples, for the interpretation of results and
submtting reports. It is about a one-third/ two-
thirds relationship.

This is really all | have. I'n
conclusion, Rio Algom does request approval of the
environmental assessnment screening report and our
application for a radioactive waste facility
operating licence.

Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much.

Wth the perm ssion of the
Comm ssion Members | would like to turn to the
staff to make their oral presentation as outlined
in CVMD Document 02-H10. A. Il will turn to Ms
Mal oney, Director General, Directorate of Nucl ear
Cycle and Facilities Regul ation.

Ms Mal oney.

02- H10. A
Oral Presentation by CNSC staff
MS MALONEY: Thank you, Madam
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Chair. For the record, | am Cait Mal oney,
Director General of the Directorate of Nuclear
Cycle and Facilities Regul ation.

Wth me today for day two of this
hearing are Rick McCabe, Director of the Uranium
M nes and Lands Eval uation Division, and Robert
Bar ker, the project officer for the Elliot Lake
facilities, as well as several CNSC staff.

Rio Algom Limted has applied to
licence five uranium mne tailings management
sites in the area of Elliot Lake, Ontario. These
five sites, Spanish-American, MIIliken, Lacnor,
Nor di c/ Buckl es and Pronto, are associated with
uranium m nes that were in operation between 1955
and 1968.

The activities to be licensed are
t he possession, storage and management of nucl ear
substances currently located within the existing
facility. No new construction is proposed, nor
woul d any new nucl ear substances be added to the
facility. Management of the nucl ear substances
consists of routine site inspection, maintenance,
environmental monitoring and the treatnment of
effluent water.

The staff presentation today
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addresses five topic areas as a result of day one
of the hearing for itens that have been identified
since then. The topics are: proposed

modi fication to the draft licence; a clarification
on the environmental monitoring program a
recommendati on on the timng of status reports to
this Comm ssion; an update on comunication with
members of the public; and a clarification on the
sequenci ng of the environmental assessnent and the
i censing decisions.

| will pass this over to M.

Bar ker, the project officer, to further the
presentation.

MR. BARKER: Thank you.

For the record, my name is Robert
Bar ker . | am a project officer in the Uranium
M nes and Lands Eval uation Division.

| would speak first to the
modi fication to the proposed |licence.

The draft |licence subm tted during
day one of the hearing referenced the
environmental assessnment screening report in its
entirety in Appendix B to the licence. As an
inclusion to the licence, this report would become

part of the licence, yet it references a
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significant volume of information not directly
related to the ongoi ng operations of the proposed
facility.

CNSC staff requested that Rio
Al gom extract the commtnments made in this report
and submt them as a separate document for CNSC
staff review. This has been done and CNSC staff
are satisfied that it represents the comm tnments
made in the environmental assessment screening
report. Therefore, CNSC staff have reconsi dered
their initial recomendati on and now propose that
Appendi x B, item 1 of the proposed licence that
previously referenced the entire environnment al
assessment screening report be replaced by a
reference to this document.

During day one of the hearing,
concerns were raised by Comm ssi on Menbers about
t he scope of the environmental monitoring prograns
in the context of Rio Algonis estimted annua
operating budget for the Elliot Lake area.

CNSC staff note that these costs
represent mai ntenance, operations and inspections
of its water treatnment facilities, tailings
management areas and other |and holdings. In

addition, funds are expended on the conduct of its
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environmental monitoring progranms and its
environmental effects monitoring prograns.

Therefore, the proposed
environmental monitoring prograns related to this
application are an incremental cost and activity
covering a portion of the total expense of all of
the facility operations and prograns.

CNSC staff have considered the
directions fromthe Comm ssion Menbers from day
one of the hearing regarding optim zing the timng
and frequency of CNSC staff status reports to the
Comm ssi on and now recommend that a staff status
report on the facility be provided to the
Comm ssion initially in December 2005 and
thereafter every five years.

This recomendation is based upon
t he objective of including both a summary facility
performance as reported by the facility-rel ated
operational and environmental monitoring program
data, and a summary of the off-site environmental
effects nonitoring program

This timng would allow the
licensee sufficient time to conpile and report to
CNSC staff on the environmental effects nonitoring

program which is reported on a five-year cycle
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and to allow staff the opportunity to review the
data for presentation to the Comm ssion in
conjunction with facility performance dat a.

CNSC staff note that this is not a
further reporting requirement for Rio Al gom
Limted, but represents an alignment of reporting
frequencies to inmprove efficiency and all ow nore
conprehensive staff reports to the Conm ssion on
facility performance.

| would like to update the
Comm ssi on on recent communi cations with menbers
of the public and others in Elliot Lake.

Recently, CNSC staff met with
members of the standing environmental comm ttee of
t he Serpent River Watershed, the Elliot Lake area
joint review group, city staff and members of the
public as represented by several recreational
clubs. As part of the annual CNSC conpliance
program at the Ri o Algom and Denison facilities,

i nspections were conducted during the week of May
27.

Members of the standing
environmental commttee, including the acting
chair, attended with staff from Ri o Al gom

Deni son, the CNSC and the joint review group.
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This provided an opportunity over a three-day
period for the menbers of the commttee to review
and discuss |licensee operations in the Elliot |ake
area with those in attendance. Discussions
centred around technical aspects of facility
operations, facility upkeep, access by the public
to areas of the facilities and information
prograns.

In addition, a meeting was held in
Elliot Lake City Hall with menmbers of the public,
as represented by various recreation clubs and
CNSC staff, Rio Algom Denison, City of ElIliot
Lake staff and menbers of the standing
environmental commttee. The meeting was
requested by the public to review and discuss both
the licensing process and issues of site access by
the recreational clubs. CNSC staff believe that
clarification on these topics was provided to
t hose in attendance. As a result of this nmeeting,
the recreational clubs were to continue to neet
with Rio Algom and Deni son regardi ng occasi onal
public access to areas of their properties.

These interactions provided a
forum for the parties to discuss and respond to

issues related to the ongoing operations of both
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currently licensed facilities and those that are
subject to this application. Furthernore, CNSC
staff commtted to organizing a one-day open house
in Elliot Lake in September to explain CNSC
activities when CNSC staff will be in the area
di scharging other comm tnents.

Wth respect to the decisions
before the Comm ssion regarding the approval of
t he environmental assessment and the decision
regarding the licence application in the framework
of one public hearing, CNSC staff recognize that
this could create some concern. However, CNSC
staff note that this is clearly defined two-step
process.

The first step involves the
Commi ssi on considering the environment al
assessnment, the views of CNSC staff and interested
parties and maki ng a decision pursuant to section
20 of the Canadi an Environnmental Assessment Act.

As a second step, if the
Comm ssion agrees with the assessment of CNSC
staff that the project is not likely to cause
significant adverse environnmental effects, the
Comm ssion may proceed to make a |icensing

deci sion on the application pursuant to section 24
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of the Nuclear Safety and Control Act.

CNSC staff note that this two-step
process is taking place in the context of one
public hearing. However, this process does not
result in a prejudging of the outconme of either
deci si on.

CNSC staff also note that both of
t hese activities allow sufficient opportunity for
public input into the process and that decisions
are made considering CNSC staff views and those of
interested parties.

Thank you.

8:55 a.m

MS MALONEY: This concludes our
presentation.

M. MCabe will co-ordinate any
guesti ons you have of staff. Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

* | now open the floor for questions
to the licensee and to the staff by Comm ssion
menbers.

M. Graham

MEMBER GRAHAM Thank you.

Thank you, first of all, with

regard to the presentation with regard to the
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annual operating costs. | thank you for the
clarification. | am still not fully clear, if I
could go through it for a monment.

The issue raised in the Day 1
hearings, the ongoi ng managi ng and operating costs
are approximately $3 mllion. Does that include
the Quirke and Panel site also, or is that just
sites we are tal king about today?

MS W BER: \What Art prepared was
really trying to apportion the costs. So these
are trying to represent only the historic m nes,
operating, care and mai ntenance cost. It does
include the nonitoring cost for them as well.

MEMBER GRAHAM And the $1 million
monitoring is strictly for the historic site and
not the Quirke and Panel again?

MS W BER: Correct.

MEMBER GRAHAM So that's $4
mllion approxi mately?

MS W BER: Yes. The total then
woul d be $3 mllion still.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Three mllion
dollars | mean.

MS WBER: So $2 mllion is for

t he operating, care and maintenance; $2 mllion of
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that, $1 mllion is for the nmonitoring program

MEMBER GRAHAM In the
presentation that we had on Day 1 there was an
irrevocable letter of credit, | think $14.6
mllion in place. |Is this witten down or reduced
as you spend certain amounts of money or does it
al ways remain in place at $14.6 mllion?

MS WBER: | believe it's
annually. Yes, there is an annual review of the
amount, the appropriateness of the amount, so an
annual review.

MEMBER GRAHAM A question then to
CNSC staff: In the licence that you would be
i ssuing you don't have an amount and you don't
refer to an ampunt as such as a line of credit, as
an irrevocable line of credit or some sort of
securities. Could you explain how that would be
more or | ess catal ogued or reduced and so on and
what is your interpretation of that?

MR. McCABE: Thank you. Rick
McCabe.

Yes, the $14.6 mllion, as
i ndicated for the financial guarantee, is a
licence condition that they have to maintain that.

These financial guarantees are held by letters of
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credit that are issued to the Comm ssion in this
case and held in the finance department. This
provision is in the proposed financial guarantee
for an annual review. W don't see probably
changi ng the value of the financial guarantee on
t hat basis. W see it sort of taking time to
establish a trend and see how things are
happening. | think the annual review would be
wor t hwhi | e.

The letter of credit will be self-
renewi ng, as are the other letters of credit that
we have for the operating uranium m nes.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Yes, but | guess
my concern or question is in the licence itself
under conditions of the licence is it spelled out?

MR. McCABE: No, the value is not
in the licence condition.

MEMBER GRAHAM  But will there be
in the licensing condition that certain guarantees
have to be maintained and that they will be
annually reviewed and so on?

MR. McCABE: That is a generic
condition in the licence.

MEMBER GRAHAM It is worded there

as such, is it? | didn't see it.
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MR. McCABE: Yes.

MEMBER GRAHAM  All right. Sorry.

That is my only question with
regard to guarantees. | will go to Dr. G roux and
then I will come back

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. G roux.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Thank you.

For Rio Algom |l would like to
clarify one thing first. It has been indicated by
at |l east two intervenors that you are planning to
move your headquarters south of the border and
| eave a single person in place. s that correct?
Coul d you explain what is your strategy?

MS WBER: Sure. | think that the
conpany of course has based its headquarters for
base metals, which includes the Rio AlgomLimted
in Houston. So Ken Bl ack has noved to Houston. |
am still based in Toronto.

Then the resources that we need
for each of the sites, of course they are at the
sites. So we have in East Kenmptville in Nova
Scotia we have soneone there. We have three
people there. We have other operations in Quebec,
for exanple, in Island Copper in B.C.

| think that these days it is
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possi ble to manage from anot her place, if it is
Houst on or Toronto or Vancouver or some other

pl ace, it is possible. Ri o Algom does maintain --
| believe the majority of the board members are
Canadi an citizens. So Rio Algom continues to
exi st and continues to be in Canada.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Thank you.

Then the other question is
concerning -- you have a sonmewhat devel oped
communi cation program You stated that in your
presentation and in the document we have also with
public annual reports and inspections and al
that. Wuld that be done by the single person
t hat you plan | eaving on site?

MS W BER: Dependi ng, yes, --

MEMBER Gl ROUX: | am j ust
wondering if it is enough?

MS W BER: Yes, depending on the
scope of the review or the scope of the
inspection. | think we also have the resources of
Deni son and within Denison if, lan, you could tell
us the nunmber of people you have?

MR. LUDGATE: For the record, ny
name is lan Ludgate. | am the manager of Denison

Envi ronnment al Servi ces. We have a total of five
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full-time staff dedicated to the management of the
Ri o Al gom and the Denison sites in Elliot Lake.

MS WBER: So we are suppl enented
by the resources of the contractor. Also we would
send in -- | mght come for a visit. Ken Bl ack
woul d certainly be in attendance as having direct
responsibility for the ongoing care. Our |ocal
person at the monment is Art Coggan. We are
wor ki ng on a replacement for Art.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: And so you m ght,
if you are taking up again your program of tours
as you nentioned that you were willing to do and
you hol d open houses and all that. This would be
done by the person there plus possibly
suppl ement ed by people from Deni son?

MS W BER: Yes. I think it
depends in part on the topic that is being
revi ewed. So there is quite a lot of retired
workers in Elliot Lake that have a good know edge
of the sites, a good know edge of the reclamation
work as well. We can also enlist the help of the
| ocal people.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Thank you. That
answers my question.

For staff, it is interesting, Rio
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Al gom has said they do not believe open houses are
very useful any more. Then staff proposes having
open houses for CNSC. There are two questions |
woul d i ke you to comment on. The first is:
Woul d that be a precedent for CNSC to hold open
houses at the licensee's facility or in the
vicinity of the licensee's facility?

The ot her one: Do you have any
concerns about the image of the independence of
t he Comnm ssion if you hold an open house? You
m ght be in a position of defending whatever
operations or whatever is going on there, even
t hough your intention would be to explain what the
Comm ssion is doing and what Conmm ssion staff is
doing on site. It mght turn into a situation
where you woul d get aggressive questions and when
you say, "well, no, there is not dangerous,"” and
all that. Wuld you coment on that?

MS MALONEY: Thank you, Dr.
G roux. It is Cait Maloney here.

| would start off this activity is
not a precedent. We, in fact, have had public
meetings on various issues. |In fact, M. MCabe
and | had one the other night in Saskatchewan

tal ki ng about work we are doing with m nes up
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t here.

Are we concerned about getting
aggressive questions? No, we are not. W do get
t hose.

We understand what our role is and
woul d stick to that. W do depend on the |licensee

to explain themselves and their activities, but we
do expect to be able to explain what environmental
i mpacts are expected, how they would be
control |l ed, what nonitoring we would be requiring,
what radi ation protection progranms would be in

pl ace, that type of thing. Il think it is a
perfectly reasonable activity for us to undertake.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Thank you.

The other questions | have is in
your CMD on page 2 you address the issue of the
costs of the environmental nonitoring that you are
asking the applicant to do. You say that this is
an incremental cost and it corresponds to a
fraction of the costs which are already necessary
for the overall monitoring program Could you be
more specific on the size of the fraction? 1t can
be anything between zero and one | think.

MR. McCABE: Could I ask M.

Barker to respond to that?
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MR. BARKER: The main point in
t hat part of the subm ssion was in fact the
incremental costs are associated with the care and
mai nt enance of the historic properties that are
subject to this application, to the additiona
environmental monitoring requirements subject to
this application. The ongoing costs that Ri o
incurs are also related to three uranium m ne
decomm ssioning licences. So there are costs
associ ated with water treatment facility
operations, care and mai ntenance of sites and the
Serpent River watershed.

The fraction of the costs, | think
per haps Rio Algom would be in the best position to
answer the specific fraction of what the costs
woul d be.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Then would you --

MS WBER: Art is going to answer
t he question for us.

MR. COGGAN: As | understand the
guestion it is what the fraction of the cost is
for monitoring. It is approxi mtely 30 per cent.

We do a wi de range of activities;
dam i nspections, road mai ntenance, snowpl ow ng,

vegetation renoval, sanpling, operation of the
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pl ants, buying of reagents and so on. The two-
thirds covers those costs and one-third covers the
environmental monitoring which includes sanpling,
anal ysis and data acquisition and reporting.

' m sorry, did | answer the
guestion?

MEMBER Gl ROUX: | am not quite
sure. I think --

MR. COGGAN: | am not sure | quite
under st ood the question.

MEMBER GI ROUX: | think you
answered the question about what fraction of the
annual budget is used for nmonitoring. But | think
t he question was referring to the staff's
document. They argue that the environnment al
monitoring is a fraction of the total expense of
nmoni toring and mai ntai ning.

MR. COGGAN: | thought it was the
same question.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Maybe that is the
question. Yes. Thank you.

So it is 30 per cent and that
refers back to what you said of about $300, 000
over a mllion. | am sorry, | failed to see the

connection there.
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| have a further question for
staff. We heard Rio Algomtell us about their
pl ans for staffing and having a single person on
site. Are you satisfied that they will have the
staff necessary to do whatever is necessary for
the licence, all the monitoring and all the
operations which are necessary? Are you satisfied
that either a single person or with a
suppl ementary person from Deni son, for instance?

MR. McCABE: Rick McCabe. Yes, we
are satisfied at this time. We will certainly do
as we do with all operations, continue to nonitor
the staffing and what is happening in Elliot Lake.
At the present moment we are confortable with what
i's happening and accept that. Rio Algom can
respond either directly or through their
contractor to the needs at that site.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | have a
question for staff with regard to your proposed
reporting frequency on the licence. My
understanding then is that staff would do a status
report to the Comm ssion as part of regular
Comm ssion meeting business. |Is that correct?

MR. McCABE: Yes, that was our

intention, to sunmari ze the operating experience
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and summari ze an environmental effects nonitoring
program results and present those to the

Comm ssi on which would have Ri o Algom do that.
Then we woul d summari ze and accept that, or review
that. Then we would have an overall program by
whi ch we could assure the Comm ssion that the
performance of those facilities would be as
predicted or nodified as needed.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Coul d you
el aborate on why the date of Decenber 2005 was
chosen?

MR. Mc CABE: Il will ask M. Barker
to give us the exact timng for the sanples.

MR. BARKER: Thank you. For the
record, Bob Barker.

2005 is coincidental with
basically the | ongest term of the program which
is the Serpent River watershed nonitoring program
It has a five-year cycle and it started in 1999.
Therefore, the first cycle will be concluded in
2004. Then that allows Rio Algomtime to conmpile
t he report of the environnmental effects monitoring
program submt it to CNSC staff for staff to
review it and accept it, and then be in a position

to present it to the Comm ssion in 2005.
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THE CHAI RPERSON: A question for

the licensee, acknow edging that the staff will be
the group filing this report with the Comm ssion,
but is Rio Algom -- know ng that Ri o Al gom woul d

be contributing to this report is that timng in
[ine with your activities?

MS WBER: That timng will be
satisfactory, yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: s Rio Al gom
supportive of the subsequent five year reporting,
status reporting to the Comm ssion?

MS W BER: Yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Furt her
guesti ons, M. Grahan?

MEMBER GRAHAM Yes. On the
communi cations and consultation process that you
are proposing here this morning do | gather that
this sole responsibility of annual public
reporting, the tours, the stakehol der
participation, the meeting with first nations, al
of that will be conducted by the sole enpl oyee
t hat you woul d have remaining there?

MS WBER: As | said, | think it

depends on the nature of the nmeetings and the

topics that are being presented. So very often we
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will have in attendance a consultant or experts
t hat have hel ped us. It could be that the

consulting engi neer would be present to answer

questions around dams. It could be Ken woul d
likely be there in his manager role. | mght come
also. | think we can supplement resources with

t hat.

This is not an onerous
requirement. | think that the meetings usually
are held, even if they are held three or four
times a year, this is not onerous. It is not
really that hard to organize. Art would like to
have the neetings at Tim Horton's. He thinks nore
peopl e would attend.

If the Comm ssion permts me, |
would i ke to clarify the comment around open
houses. | think that really an open house for us
has shown quite poor attendance and that was
really what | was speaking to. W have an
obligation to make our information accessi bl e. | f
we only do that through an open house we are
restricting a | ot of people. Either they are shut
in and cannot come or they are watching hockey or
somet hing, or even their son or daughter's hockey

game which is also very inmportant.
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So | think that really it is about
accessibility. Open houses do not give that kind
of accessibility, but they are inportant to give
face-to-face contact and for this I think we do
support open houses, but have to recognize there
are also limtations.

MEMBER GRAHAM Thank you.

| realize that what you are
t al ki ng about are the schedul ed meetings,

schedul ed consul tations, schedul ed reporting and

so on.
9:15 a.m
How wi I | you handl e, and hopefully

there aren't any, but how will you handl e public

information or informng the public if, say, there
is a dam rupture or something of that nature that
comes up over a weekend or something |like that so
the public is aware of what is going on and what
is being done to renedi ate the problem also what
damage or environnmental damages were done and what
moni toring, extra nonitoring, would be done? All
t hose things. How will you handle that?

MS. WBER: In a case like -- this
is a non-routine event for sure. What we do have

is a crisis and emergency management plan. We
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have on call 24 hours every single day a
management system for handling crisis and
emergency events. The process is: W would get
notification, Ken Black would get it or it would
go to our notification centre which we have that
operates on a worl dwi de basis. Elliot Lake wil
be able to notify the centre that something awful
has happened or something unexpected has happened.
That centre i mmedi ately notifies the members of
the crisis team The teamincludes nyself, Ken
Bl ack, others within the Rio Al gom organization;
it would include the Rio Algom president, as well
as some of the resources within

BHP Billiton out of Houston. W would have a
response teamthere, talking to the site, | hope,
within hours. W do have quite a well-devel oped
system for emergency response. | think that we
have, through our contractor, access to equi pment.
We have our consultant's access. In this area we
woul d respond in the proper way. We rely very
heavily on the time. W put a |ot of enphasis on
a very quick response time, which is the reason
for the 24-hour emergency call centre. So Ken

Bl ack could get a call one mdnight fromArt -- |

guess it would start with Denison. I think we
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have this understood and we have plans in place
for that.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Thank you. The
confort level for the comunity, | guess of non-
routine events, is the concern. That is all
have for the moment.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Groux...?

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Just one further
question for the staff along the same |ines.

You mentioned in your CMD that you
set up a meeting, or two neetings, in a week in
May in Elliot Lake. You had menbers of the public
at the neeting and you had, also, nmembers of the
SEC joining the inspection team

My question is: How many people
fromthe public -- how many nmembers of the public
attended that meeting?

MR. McCABE: The nmeeting was set
up initially to meet with some of the clubs, the
wal ki ng cl ubs, the skidoo clubs and those type of
people, in ElIliot Lake. As we were in Elliot Lake
t hat week, it became apparent that others wanted
to talk to us. To say exactly direct members of
t he public not representing another specific

group, there was no one there fromthat
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perspecti ve.

We called that meeting very
specifically to discuss with these people casua
access to the site. Each of the people at that
meeting represented a group of the -- or the
presidents or the executive of a group. There
were some what, 17 people at that meeting. That
included the Standing Environmental Comm ttee.

What becane apparent at that
meeting, to us, very quickly in the discussions
was that people did not understand the |icensing
process that was taking place. They didn't
appreciate a |lot of the things that were happening
with regard to the licensing. Wrding certainly
caused them some confusion. That is why we
commtted to what we are calling now an open
house. But it was really to explain our process
so that the people, particularly those who are
continually involved in the Elliot Lake monitoring
type thing, the SEC particularly, would understand
what the licensing meant. |t was how the
activities are restricted, how the reference
documents work and all those things. That is the
objective of this open house, to do that.

VEMBER Gl ROUX: If | understand
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correctly, the main objective of the neeting you
did hold was nmore concerned about access and non-
access, not about safety. s that correct?

MR. McCABE: The neeting started
out with the clubs, like | say, the skidoo clubs,
et cetera, wanting access in proximty, to use the
trails adjacent to the property and those kind of
t hi ngs. Subsequent to the nmeeting, they were to
meet with Rio Algom and Denison to work out those
details.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Just out of
curiosity, do they have access to the site, for
ski doos and wal king clubs? Or is the site
prohi bited?

MR. McCABE: We don't provide for
t he access. Rio Algom allows the access for people
to those sites, not in close proximty to the
tailings areas or anything but around the
peri phery of the sites, for walking trails and
things |ike that.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Do you m nd
commenti ng?

MS W BER: Art Coggan is the best
to answer this question.

Access is a concern of ours and
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public safety is the very first concern in all of
our plans.

MR. COGGAN: Art Coggan, for the
record.

In response to the question, we do
not all ow public access to the tailings
themsel ves. We do have some public access to the
peri pheral areas, which are also within the
l'icence, which would cover the former m ne sites,
for exanpl e, which have been scanned for gamm
radi ati on and shown to be below the public limt
and so on.

Wth regard to the direct question
of skidoo trails, that type of thing, we have no
difficulty with it providing there isn't a
l[iability issue for the conpany or there isn't a
potential interference with water flows and that
type of thing.

I n general, we discourage
mechani zed access to the properties because they
tend to be nore disruptive, but we do not
di scourage casual access for hiking and so on,
excluding the tailings areas. We do not permt
access to the tailings areas for any types of

activities.
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MEMBER Gl ROUX: Are these fenced
in?

MR. COGGAN: All of the access
areas, roads and so on, to the tailings areas are
fenced or otherw se bl ocked, but the entire
tailings area isn't. W have to realize that
t hese are very |arge areas, hundreds of hectares
in some cases, and in bushland and a person could

enter them through the bush, yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: I would like
then now to nmove to the interventions. | woul d
just like to rem nd all the intervenors before the

Comm ssion today that we have all ocated
approximately 10 m nutes for each oral
presentation and | would |ike your help to help us
with our time managenment.

On that basis, we would begin by
t he oral presentation by the Elliot Lake Research
Field Station of Laurentian University, as
outlined in CMD Document 02-H10. 2.

| understand the director of the
field station is with us today. Welcone.
02-H13.B
Oral presentation by Elliot Lake Research Field

Station of Laurentian University
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MR. McCREATH: Thank you, Madam
Presi dent, Menmbers of the Comm ssion, and thank
you for the opportunity to address you today.

My name is Dougal McCreath. | am
a Professor of Engineering at Laurentian
Uni versity in Sudbury.

My interest and involvenment in
this matter derives fromtwo sources.

Firstly, | was a member of the
Federal Environmental Assessment Review Panel, the
so-cal |l ed Kirkwood Panel, which reviewed the
decomm ssi oning plans for the uranium m ne
tailings areas around Elliot Lake.

Secondly, | am the current
Director of the Elliot Lake Research Field Station
of Laurentian University.

To set the context of my remarks,
| would like to briefly coment on these two
itens.

The Kirkwood Panel report was
submtted in 1996 and contained a series of
concl usions and recommendati ons regarding the
uranium tailings disposal areas. Throughout our
consi derations as that panel, we remained sharply

aware of the special nature of these areas with
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respect to the communities around them These are
not renmote sites but are closely connected to the
communities at Elliot Lake, Serpent River and the
North Shore. It is particularly this speci al
nature of the sites that underlines ny
intervention before these hearings.

The Elliot Lake Research Field
Station of Laurentian University was set up with
initial seed funding from both public and private
sources, with a requirement to become ultimtely
financially self-sufficient.

The field station was, and is,
intended to fulfil two m ssions.

One, to maintain as much econom c
and scientific presence within the comunity as
possi bl e associated with the long-termtesting and
moni toring of the tailings disposal areas.

Second, to support, with
Laurentian University, ongoing education and
research associated with the long-termresponse of
the tailings areas. These m ssions have been well
addressed to date.

The rel evant point here is the
continued existence of this community-based

facility depends directly on continuation of the
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work that is currently being done for Ri o Al gom
and Denison with regard to the monitoring
prograns.

From t hese perspectives, | wish to
make three points regarding this licence
application by Ri o Algom

First, let me be clear that | am
fully supportive of the need to operate these
facilities under CNSC licence. This approach
responds directly to one of the recommendati ons of
t he Kirkwood Panel. The recommendati on was based
in part on our judgment that public confidence in
t he saf e managenent of the so-called historical
waste sites would best be served through a formal
i censing process.

| am please to conmpliment the
applicant, Rio Algom and the CNSC staff on what |
believe to have been a thorough process of testing
and review that has been undertaken as part of
this licence application process.

Secondly, given the special nature
of these facilities with respect to the proximty
of the communities within the watershed, | am
concerned that continuing reduction in the scope

of the nonitoring prograns, if permtted by the
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CNSC, runs the risk of eroding social confidence
in the safety of these facilities. | note that
the CNSC screening report, dated May 2001,
comments that the then current monitoring prograns
gave them confidence that the project was not
i kely to cause significant adverse environment al
effects. However, it is also noted that sanpling
frequenci es, parameters and |l ocations will be, and
| quote, "further rationalized", unquote, and this
phrase causes me some concern

| am seeking assurance fromthe
Comm ssi on that no changes to the nmonitoring
programs will be permtted w thout specific
regul atory review and, most inportantly, that al
such reviews will take full account of the
critical need to maintain the confidence of the
wat er shed comunities. A mnimalist approach
based strictly on scientific arguments, data
interpretations and projections into the future
will not be sufficient alone to maintain comunity
trust.

Again, | would enmphasize these are
not renmote sites.

Third, and finally, | am concerned

that Rio Algom and the Conm ssion do not | ose
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si ght of the undertakings and obligations given by
t he applicant in front of the Kirkwood Panel to
keep as nmuch of the monitoring-associated work as
possi ble within the community rather than sending
it off site. There are inmportant reasons for
doing so. There is, of course, direct economc
benefit to the comunity that actually lives with
these tailings facilities on a day-to-day basis.
More importantly, this approach brings the
know edge to the community that there are people
who |ive and work and raise famlies within the
community, friends and nei ghbours, who have direct
i nvol vement with and who have confidence in the
accuracy and veracity of the nonitoring results.

| am seeking public assurances
fromthe applicant, Rio Algom and fromthe
Comm ssion, that provided two conditions are met,
(a) the Elliot Lake | aboratory nmeets all
applicable technical standards and (b) that the
| aboratory demonstrates that it remai ns cost
conpetitive for the services provided, then under
t hose conditions work associated with the
moni toring programs and which can be done
effectively within the comunity will not be

removed fromthe comunity.
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| would add that in response to
t hese two conditions, the | aboratory has
undertaken and is now a fully accredited
| aboratory.

Secondly, we provide, on an
ongoi ng basis to the applicant, documentation of
our cost-competitive nature for all testing work
that is done.

| am pleased to say that to date
we have had excellent relationships with the
applicant and I am pleased to say that this
approach clearly has been the policy of the
applicant to date. It is my hope that this wil
continue to be the case.

| 1l ook forward to confirmation of
my understanding in this regard.

However, | would add the commment
t hat we have been informed that both Rio Al gom and
Deni son intend to put this work out to conpetitive
bi dding from |l arge commerci al | aboratories in the
near future. Such a process would place an
onerous burden on a small | aboratory and it would
pl ace us at high risk of losing this work. | f
this work is lost in the comunity for a single

year, this facility will close inmmediately.
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Thank you for your attention to
t hese concerns.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you for
your subm ssion. The floor is now open for
questions from the Comm ssion menmbers.

Dr. Giroux...?

MEMBER GI ROUX: This is quite an
interesting presentation. | ama bit puzzled
about how the Comm ssion should view this.

You have not mentioned safety in
your presentation, | believe, and | understand
very well that your argument is econom c and
communi ty- based.

The first question would be: |Is
your | aboratory the only one in the community that
can do this work? Or are there others that m ght
conmpet e?

MR. McCREATH: I ndeed this is the
only | aboratory. This is a very sophisticated
| aboratory in a very small comunity and depends
solely on this work.

If I may, my argument is not
solely econom c. The existence of the |aboratory
is clearly econom c, but nmy argument also is

strongly that enmbedding this work within the
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community, and my belief, is a fundamental part of
the monitoring process and the public confidence
in that process. That will not be the case 10 or
20 years down the line if this work is being done
by some renote | aboratory and the results shipped
via the applicant to the CNSC staff. That is a
very different frameworKk.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: | must say that
personally | am quite synpathetic with the idea,
not of answering directly your request but that
the university m ght devel op and mai ntain
expertise in tailings management. This makes a
| ot of sense because of your | ocation.

But you said that you should be
appoi nted as the contractor under two conditions,
one, that you have the conpetency and, two, that
you be cost conpetitive, and yet you seemto
obj ect to having an open conpetition based on
cost. Could you answer that?

MR. McCREATH: Of course.
understand the puzzl ement.

This is a relatively small
| aboratory. | worked in the consulting industry
for 25 years and if | was seeing an RFP, a request

for proposal, for this work to come out and | was
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running a |l arge southern Ontario |aboratory, |
m ght very well be prepared to go to low-ball this
bid for the first year or two on the basis that if
| win this work for the first year or two the
Elliot Lake Laboratory will be out of business and
we have a chance then to have that work for many,
many years. We cannot do that in this |aboratory.
We do provide clear and continuing
documentation that every single test that we do is
cost conpetitive. If we are forced, however, to
go to a head-on conpetition with | arge comerci al
| aboratories, we are at very real risk of |osing
t hat conmpetition to them because we cannot afford
to cut our throats for one year of bidding. That
is my concern, Dr. Giroux.
MEMBER Gl ROUX: What you are
tal ki ng about here is a fraction of the $300, 000

spent yearly on nonitoring --

MR. McCREATH: Yes. It is a very
significant fraction, indeed, | would say. I
don't know the -- virtually all of it.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you. I have

no ot her questions.
THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Graham..?
MEMBER GRAHAM  As a follow up
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maybe Ri o Algom can give us an idea of roughly
what that contract is worth and how large it is.

MS W BER: Actually, the value is
300, 000. That nunber that we gave of a mllion,

t he 300,000 is the annual analysis of the sanples.

Just if I may, Comm ssion, | would
like to comment on the cost conpetitive issue that
Dougal rai ses.

We have been sensitive to that
issue and in fact we have not gone for conpetitive
tender on this work. It does not follow good
busi ness practice. However, we did believe in the
integrity of the sanpling and we do continue to
want to support the |local |aboratory. | believe
we did help participate in the set-up as well.

We are concerned about integrity
of our data. It is a big issue for us, and of
course with the community it is a very topical and
big concern. | think we share this concern about
the integrity of the data absolutely with the big
investment we make in this information that we
have real confidence around the integrity of data.

MEMBER GRAHAM If I may, | had
anot her question that | really wanted to ask to

Ri o Al gom
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I n your presentation -- and this
may relate back to the nmonitoring -- you nmentioned
in the presentation, in the documentation, that
the primary issues are control of seepage, need
for treatment, stability of dams and the potenti al
radi ol ogi cal exposure to the public, that these
issues will be ongoing for many, many years to
cone.

In a nonitoring process what role
would -- | guess | should put it this way.
Budget -wi se, would that $300,000 be needed for the
next 50 years? Or what is your feeling of these?
Because the need for treatment may di m ni sh but
seepage may increase or stability of dams may
increase and so on. M concern is exactly how
this is going to be nonitored and that sufficient
funds be there for public safety.

MS W BER: In the design of the
moni toring and sanpling program of course the
frequency of sanpling at different points depends
on what the purpose of sanpling is for that sanple
point. For the direct discharges fromthe
tailings areas, we have a nore frequent
moni toring. Also, for the water treatment plants

when they are operating, it is daily, weekly
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sanpling, so very frequent sanpling.

If in that sanpling program which
is quite frequent, we detect changes, then it
automatically requires additional nmonitoring and
it triggers a nmore intense | ook at that data. |
think that in the long termthe design is
basically you have to be responsive to the data.
You have to be | ooking at the data, you have to be
responsive to it and make adjustments as needed.

| believe that the cost estimate
considers sort of some risks as well, so in that
$14 mllion guarantee we have an assunption that
some things will go wong at some time and so
there is money in there |I think that can account
for that.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Anot her question
have is is the sanpling done by staff and then
taken to the Elliot Lake research field station
for analysis or howis this carried out?

MS WBER: Art will talk about the
stewardshi p of the sanmpling.

MR. COGGAN: Art Coggan, for the
record.

Yes, Deni son Environnent al

Services, under contract to Rio Algom does the
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actual sanpling. W do essentially everything
except the actual analysis and the entry of the
analysis results into the conputer. So we
schedul e the sanpling, we collect the samples, we
deliver the sanples and we analyze the results.

What we contract to the field
station is the actual analysis and the entry of
those results into the data management system

MEMBER GRAHAM If I may, the work
t hat Deni son does, is that included in the
$300, 000 cost?

MR. COGGAN: No, it is not.

MEMBER GRAHAM  The reason | am
asking this question, and we really can't get into
the econom cs but | am going to ask it regardl ess,
is that if you had an off-site research facility,
whet her it be a hundred mles away or thousand
mles away, would it be as efficient in getting
the results there, getting the turnaround time and
getting information back and so on? |Is this being
addr essed?

MR. COGGAN: Yes. | guess the
main difference would be the delivery time of the
sanmple to the lab. You have to recognize that

most of these sanples are taken fromthe watershed
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and it is not critical to have the results the
next day sort of thing.

There are a few fromthe effluent
treatment plants that we do need quite quickly.
That can be arranged | think either locally or at
a reasonabl e distance for commercial |abs within a
300-m |l e radius, for example. There is overnight
delivery to any of those types of areas should it
be required.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Those | ocal | abs
woul d be privately-run operations or university-
run operations other than the Elliot Lake research
field station. Il's that what you are saying?

MR. COGGAN: Yes. We would go out
on a normal tendering process and it would be a
commer ci al | ab. | think primarily they are
private although, for exanple, we use the
Saskat chewan Research Council to do radiol ogical
anal yses at times and they are governnment. I
think it is a crown corporation, if | am not
m st aken.

That is basically what we have to
say.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

| just would |like to make a
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statement at this point just to clarify the
comments of nmy coll eagues and the views of the
Commi ssi on.

The responsibility of the
Comm ssion and its licensing process is safety.
Clearly, we are interested in public views towards
safety, so that is why this is a public process.
That is why we invite intervenors and that is
extremely inportant to us to hear the views of the
community, and we will continue to hear that, and
the fellow intervenors.

However, our responsibility is not
the econom cs. The way that we regulate in Canada
is that we expect the licensees to be the primary
custodi an of safety and to frankly do their job.
We nonitor and ensure that happens. Although the
Comm ssion regularly hears comunity peopl e,
communi ty spokespersons com ng before us with
regard to economcs, | just want to make it clear
t hat the nature of the questioning should not be
seen as any responsibility by the Comm ssion for
how in this case Rio Algom does their business.

We do know that conmmunity
confidence in facilities that we regulate is a

very, very inmportant part of the continuing
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ability for everyone to do their job successfully.
| just wanted to clarify that.

Yes, one quick --

MR. McCREATH: I have one final
comment .

The driver of my concern is in
some sense econom c because that is survival, but
| really must try to enphasize that safety is not
only a direct technical thing, which it is,
perceptions of safety are of course very much part
of the process. Perhaps | haven't made nmy poi nt
very clearly.

By having this | aboratory within
and as part of the community, the perception of
safety is greatly enhance. My concern is that
perception of safety will be gravely damaged if
this work | eaves, for reasons which are certainly
not clear to me as to why they woul d.

Finally, I would just like to add,
our relationships to date have been excellent and
continue to be with both applicants. This is not
a conpl ai nt about the applicants. It is a warning
that a shortsighted bidding process may result in
a very real impact on the comunity perceptions of

safety in the |longer term
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Thank you, Madam

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much.

We will now nmove to the next oral
presentation by Northwatch. M Lloyd is with us
t oday, who will present the organization's
subm ssion as outlined in CMD Docunment 02-H10. 3.

Ms Ll oyd, wel come.

02-H10. 3
Oral Presentation by Northwatch

MS LLOYD: Thank you, President
Keen.

| believe this is our first
appearance actually before the Comm ssi on,
al though we had previously appeared before your
predecessor organi zation, the Atom c Energy
Control Board, so I will just take a monent,
recogni zing the pressure to be brief, to introduce
Nort hwatch to you

We are a regional coalition in
nort heastern Ontario consisting of environment al
and soci al devel opnent organi zations. W have
been around since 1988 and focus on regional

i ssues, issues of a regional nature, primarily
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m ni ng, forestry and | and use rel ated.

Our experience specific to the
matters before you today include participation as
a full-time participant in the federal
environment al assessment review process regarding
t he Quirke and Panel, and Denison tailings
management areas and their decomm ssioning, the
Ki r kwood panel, as previously referred to by ny
col | eague at the table, and al so participation in
t he decomm ssi oning of the Stanleigh m ne and
tailings management area, and this current review,
in addition to related experience in mning, |and
use and ot her nucl ear issues.

Today | hope to speak very briefly
to three key issues and three overarching concerns
we have with respect to the proposed |licence
before you. In ternms of the key issues, | am
going to speak from our subm ssion of May 28 and
speak to the issues we identified in that
document .

The first was with respect to the
aci d-generating potential of the tailings and the
way that had been assessed and addressed in the
environment al assessment documents and now in the

subsequent |icensing exercise, or rather the
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concurrent |icensing exercise.

We are concerned, as we expressed
in our previous subm ssions, about the currency of
the work. For example, the Nordic studies were
dated 1987. The science of acid m ne generation
and acid base accounting has devel oped
consi derably over the |last 20 years but
particularly over the last 10 years. W are
concerned about the currency of the work as well
as the thoroughness/comprehensi veness of the work
t hat has been done.

Staff's response to us on that
poi nt was that -- because the 1987 study, which we
had used quite rightly as an exanple, they quite
rightly responded |I suppose to that exanple that
because that 1987 study had been based on a
prem se that the sul phides would fully oxidize
that the study then was currently valid. Perhaps
we failed to make our point.

Our point was that the |evel of
t horoughness and rigour in earlier studies and
from what we could surm se in the work done for
this exercise was not adequate and we are not
persuaded by staff's response about the wi sdom of

relying on the limted work that was done. |
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think Rio Algom s, the company's, subm ssion
confirms in at |least a few points, our concerns
about the acid m ne drainage potential fromthese
sites.

Al t hough | am somewhat further
confused by Rio Algonm s statenments in their
subm ssion of | believe it was April 18 where they
state that they have relied in their preparation
on the Ontario Mnistry of Northern Devel opnment
M nes m ne rehabilitation code, that was a code
that came into effect only in 1999, was rel eased
only in 1999, and | find in the subm ssions by
both staff and the Comm ssion, by both conmpany and
Comm ssi on, no evidence of that reliance on the
OMDM m ne rehabilitation code.

That code, as | understand it,
sets out protocols which include extensive acid
base accounting, extensive sanpling of various
tailings and waste rock sources and so on.
simply don't see any evidence that those codes
were followed or that the rigour that we would
wish to see is there.

Further, and finally on this
point, we see primarily throughout the company's

subm ssion but also throughout Conm ssion staff's
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subm ssion repeated references to the reliance on
t he science and research from the EARP review, the
Ki rkwood panel review. But as | recall those

di scussions, a substantive part of the work that
was done and a substantive part of the discussion
was with respect to acid m ne generating potenti al
and the rel ated mechani sms of metal |eaching, so |
find it again odd that significant absence of any
conprehensive AMD work fromthis review.

Secondly, we had noted a concern
with respect to climte change in that we could
find no address of that phenomena, although again
t hat was an item of discussion when we were
reviewi ng the other very different sites, Quirke
and Panel, and Denison TMAs in the m d-1990s, but
we found no evidence of thoughtful consideration
of the effects of climte change. G ven that some
of these sites are relying on water cover and
saturation, that seems to us to be a significant
absence.

Staff response to this concern
directed us to | ook at section 8.8, which we did.
We did find that that section did discuss drought
again, although not specifically or directly

di scussing climte change. But even in a drought
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scenario, there were concerns identified that the
Pronto and the Lacnor tailings would both become
potentially exposed in drought conditions. W
found no discussion of either the MIIliken or the
Nordi ¢ study tailings management areas in that
section 8. 8.

We believe climte change is a key
i ssue and needs to be addressed. We noted that
Dr. Barnes raised this in the day one hearing and,
again, in response to concerns about climate
change the response was to discuss drought.

We don't think those discussions
are interchangeable. Certainly they are rel ated,
but giving consideration to drought conditions
under the climate up to year 2002 is not
equi valent to considering the |longer terminpacts
and effects of climte change. Again, | want to
stress, we consider this to be a significant
defici ency.

The third point I will speak to
you about briefly is our overall concern with
respect to the risk posed to the environment. W
noted in our February and our May 28 subm ssions
that there is a significant volume of hazardous

radi onucl i des, metals and other potenti al
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contam nates at the historic waste sites and we
are not confident that the mtigation measures
proposed are adequate to the task, particularly in
the |l onger term and particularly given

unantici pated events potentially occurring at the
sites.

Staff has indicated to us that
they are confident the mtigating measures will be
adequate. We regrettably don't share that
confidence. We also wish to note that a | arge
part of our concern is with respect to the sites
and the question of whether they are yet stable,
whet her they will become stable in the future.

We note that Rio Algom in their
April 18 subm ssion, state:

"The data reviewed for the
most recent study indicates a
steady i nprovement in the

wat er quality throughout the
Serpent River without
declining metals and

sul phides." (As read)

On the face, we would take that as
a positive indication that we are perhaps

approaching a steady state and wi tnessing inmproved
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condi tions, but then when we ook to the tables
t hat i nmedi ately follow, we note that copper,
ni ckel, radium 266 and uranium have all increased
despite a decrease in the |evel of sul phates.

| appreciate that it is only one
exanple. Regrettably, we don't have the capacity

to examne all data and provide you with a nore

full and conclusive conmment on that, but | think
it illustrates quite well the cause for our
concern.

| think our key concerns which
have carried with us through the February conment
period and the May conmment period, and our review
of all avail able Comm ssion Menber docunents still
persi st.

| will just close with identifying
our three overarching concerns.

The first is with respect to the
environnmental assessment and the |icensing
interface. This is a matter which troubles us
greatly as outlined in our subm ssion to staff of
February 15, and to the Comm ssion of May 28.

Our view is that the environnment al
assessment process should have been conpl eted, the

Comm ssion come to a decision and rel ease that
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decision with reasons for its decision before
proceeding to the |licensing exercise.

We note that staff has noted that
doi ng otherwi se, as you are doing, conducting this
dual process, this dual process does not prejudice
t he outcome but we are not convinced of that. W
woul d really encourage you in fact to defer your
i censing decision until the EA process is
conpl eted, which in our view it is not.

Our second overarching concern is
with respect to the dimnishing public role. You
have received a nunber of excellent subm ssions
and Northwatch wi shes to adopt the coments
provided to you by the City of ElIliot Lake, the
St andi ng Environmental Commttee, the United
St eel workers of America and the Elliot Lake Field
Research Station, particularly with respect to
their concerns about the review process, the
accessibility of information, the availability of
techni cal support and the i ndependence of the
revi ew process or the need for an independent peer
review process avail able to the public and, |
woul d suggest, driven by the public interest.

Further, | wish to encourage you

to further develop the public role in the
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Comm ssion's review and in |licensing exercises and
subsequent renewal s.
| note that the staff comments in
CMD H10. A that it is:
"...appropriate for the
Comm ssion to review
performance.” (As read)
| fully agree with that. It is
more than appropriate for the Comm ssion to review
t he performance of these sites, it is absolutely
essentially, but it is equally appropriate and |
woul d say essential that the public be engaged in
t hat performance review, and | would encourage the
Comm ssion to |l ook for ways and means to engage
with the public in that performance review.
| would just |like to add our
support for the staff proposal to increase a
Canadi an Nucl ear Safety Comm ssion presence in the
community of Elliot Lake. | think the proposal of
open houses and direct interaction, beginning with
the session they are proposing for September is an
excellent start to that and one that should be
built on.
Our third overarching concern is

with respect to licensing and the licence before
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you. As | have already said, | think the licence
shoul d be commencing only after the conpletion of
t he EA process.

Secondly, | would encourage you to
have proposed changes to the nonitoring and
reporting protocols entertained only as part of
l'icence renewal or as part of a regulatory
process, as ny colleague fromthe field station

has referred to it.

09:55 a.m
Thirdly, an initial |licence period
should be, | believe, only for two years. | know

that staff is now suggesting that the report
earlier proposed for a two-year period now conme
back to you after 3.5 years. | would have to seek
some direction from my organization before |
adopted that 3.5 year interval for an initial
licence period. But | expect we would be willing
to positively consider that at least. But | think
the key point is that there needs to be an initial
|'icensing period where we | ook at performance in a
very thorough way.

Closely related to that, | would
urge you to reject the notion of an indefinite

l'icence period. | think for all of the reasons
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t hat you have heard in the witten subm ssions and
| expect you will hear fromthe video subm ssions
fromElliot Lake and frommy fellow intervenor
today, a public role, public involvement is
absolutely necessary. An indefinite |licence does
not hing for that public engagenent, public
confidence. In fact, it really means that today
is the end of the road in terms of the public's
ability to affect the Comm ssion's governance or
regul ation of these very significant sites.

Thank you very nuch for your time
t oday.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

The floor is now open for
guesti ons.

Dr. Giroux.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Il think I will
first ask staff to react on the three points which
have been raised concerning the EA and the | ack of
satisfaction which has been expressed. You have
heard them Could you react to that and say what
is your view concerning the remarks heard?

MR. McCABE: Yes. Il will ask Dr.
Thompson to respond to the performance or the

i mpact of the environmental assessnment and Dr.
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Fl avel |l e to speak on the acid generation.

DR. THOMPSON: Good nor ni ng. For
the record, my name is Patsy Thompson. | am
Director of the Environmental Protection and Audit
Di vi si on of CNSC.

During the staff technical review
of the environmental assessment we have
essentially considered all the avail able
information fromthe sites. These sites have been
in operation for quite sonme tinme. W had the good
fortune in this case to have in parallel an
environmental assessnment done on predictions of
performance, as well as environmental nonitoring
data that essentially supported the concl usions of
t he predictions done froma nore theoretical
cal cul ation point of view.

We are confident that the risks
have been properly assessed. There is a follow-up
programin place to ensure that there is
addi ti onal validation of the assessment.

In terms of the specific issues
related to the volunmes of metals and radionuclides
contained in the tailings, essentially the tailing
management areas and the effluent treatment plant

have been designed to retain the material in
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pl ace. The releases to the environment are
essentially controll ed. It is those releases from
t hose controlled facilities that pose the risk to
t he environment from an ongoi ng operational point
of view.

There are contingencies in place
in case of a change in performance due to various
natural hazards. There has been consideration of
drought, a decrease in water cover and these have
been included or | ooked at in the environnmental
assessnment. Perhaps Dr. Flavelle could address
the acid generation potential issue.

DR. FLAVELLE: Thank you, Dr.
Thompson. For the record, my name is Peter
Fl avel | e. I am Seni or Specialist with the Waste
and Geoscience Division.

In the matter of acid generation
and acid base accounting, acid base accounting is
a technique of accounting for the net acid
generating potential of a material. It bal ances
the potential acid generation fromthe sul phides
in the tailings with the potential neutralizing
capacity of other mnerals in the tailings.

The work which has been done in

support of this and earlier environmental
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assessnments has been based on using the total

sul phi de content of the exposed tailings, that is
t he unsaturated tailings where they are not
immersed in water, ignoring the neutralizing
capacity of the tailings. So the predictions are
for a gross acid production.

In spite of developments in recent
years in measurenment techniques and interpretation
t echni ques for acid base accounting, review ng and
redoi ng work which was done two decades ago to
apply a balance to it, we would not expect to
increase the amount of acid produced, since the
predictions were based on a gross production
rat her than a net.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: My ot her question
is for the lady from Northwatch. You mentioned in
your final recommendati ons that any amendments
should be part of -- well, you write the
relicensing exercise and you said verbally the
regul atory process. We are in the habit here at
t he Comm ssion that having amendnents to the
l'icence done between |icensing periods by
desi gnated officers. Are you challenging that and
saying that this should not be done in this case?

s that your intent?
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MS LLOYD: MWy intent is to say
t hat changes particularly to the nmonitoring
program and to the proposed mtigation strategies
should be a matter that come before the Comm ssion
in the context of a licence renewal exercise
because that is the way that (a) the public has
some ability to speak to those matters in front of
t he Comm ssion for your consideration; and, (b)
t he manner in which we can receive consi stent
noti ce of those proposed changes. That's ny
reasoni ng.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: The other point is
t hat we have heard Ms W ber give indications of
the willingness of Rio Algomto have annual
reports and have different ways of communicating
information to the public. Does t hat answer at
| east a good part of the needs that you expressed
for information?

MS LLOYD: I woul d encourage Rio
Algom to continue to make information avail abl e.
| would al so encourage Rio Algomto provide that
informati on and notices consistently to those who
have an identified interest in the area in those
sites, including Northwatch, which |I believe they

generally do, but do not consistently do. For
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exanmpl e, we frequently do not receive notice of

| ocal events which | hear of through our menmbers
and col | eagues in the area. But | would encourage
Rio Algomto take a | ook at that part of their
communi cati ons systens.

So | view that program those
efforts on the part of Rio Algomto date quite
positively, although certainly there may be some
areas where there could be inmprovenent.

| am concerned with the nove to
Houston, as | believe other |ocal and regional
resi dents are, about how that is going to affect
the programin the future.

We have a view that a role with
the regul atee is not the same as a relationship
with the regulator. So we wish to see these
matters come before the Comm ssion on a regul ar
basis, so that there is that transparency about
the exercise. So again so we have sone ability to
provide our input to you.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Thank you.

A final question to staff now.
Your proposal or your reconmendation is for a
licence of indefinite duration with five year

reporting periods after have things started. In
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your view, in the five-year reporting would there
be an opportunity for the public to make
presentations to the Comm ssion? Wuld that be an
open presentation and with public intervenors
invited to make coment s?

MS MALONEY: It is Cait Mal oney
here.

Our intention would be to report
to the Comm ssion at a meeting rather than a
hearing because it would be a sinmple reporting.
It would certainly be appropriate that the public
be invited to participate as it does in any of our
meeting processes. How t he process evol ves over
time may dictate whether there would be active
intervention by the public at that time.

THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Graham

MEMBER GRAHAM | have two
guestions. The first one, though, is a follow-up
to what Dr. G roux's line of questioning was to
Nort hwat ch. Wbuld the applicant care to coment
on Northwatch's concerns and how they see a better
communi cation or |ine of conmmunication?

MS WBER: Yes, | agree with
Brennain's observation that we are not al ways

consistent. | think it is sonmething that we do
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need to inprove.

We are in a way going through a
peri od of renewal for how we manage Elli ot Lake
and, in fact, all of our closed sites. W have
some conpany practices that guide us in making
deci si ons on how we interface with interested
parties.

As Brennain pointed out there are

certain members of the public or groups that have

a specific interest. They do have a very specific
purpose in their interventions. | think we
actually benefit fromthat. So |I think our

intention is to be nmore consistent, more rigorous
on how we identify the way that we are
communi cating the information avail able and so on.

MEMBER GRAHAM Thank you.

The other question |I have is to
staff. In your response from Northwatch's
concerns you responded with regard to acid
generation and you al so responded with regard to
risk. | did not really hear any conmment with
regard to climte change. Maybe | m ssed that.
wonder if you would |like to comment on that?

MR. McCABE: Thank you. Rick

McCabe agai n.
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The potential environmental
i mplications of extreme environnmental events,
including floods and droughts, were addressed in
the EA and determ ned to be mnor and mtigable.

The focus of the assessment was on
the long-termintegrity and performance of the
tailings managenment areas. The assessnment period
was a thousand years.

Whi | e separate consideration of
climate change and potential effects on the
project were not an explicit part of the EA, the
scenari os considered in the analysis include
environmental conditions and effects on the
project that could be associated with climate
change.

M tigati on measures are proposed
to enable the nmonitoring and detection of such
potential effects and the inmplenmentati on of
appropriate response.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Has there been any
significant change in the trend of climte change
since that documentation was done? Has there been
any notable climte change in this region of
Canada?

MR. WMc CABE: I will ask Dr.
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Thompson to respond to that.

DR. THOMPSON: Excuse nme, for the
record, Patsy Thonpson.

The environmental assessnment, as
M. McCabe just indicated, made essentially |ong-
term predictions over a thousand years, based on
know edge of potential changes in climate.

The issues that were considered,
al t hough there is no heading in the environnmental
assessnment called "climte change", essentially
fl oods and drought, the two main components of
climate change that can affect the integrity of
the tailings managenent areas and their
performance were considered with predictions over
a thousand years.

The work that is currently being
conducted around the world on predictions of |ong
termclimte change has not progressed to a point
where what has been included in the environmental
assessnment has been invali dated.

In the course of staff review of
environnmental performance we do review on an
ongoi ng basis the performance of the sites. W
woul d be able to require that the licensee take

action if we see a degradation in performance over
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t he course of the licence period.

MEMBER GRAHAM  So in other words
this could be, not could be, but would be
addressed if there was a significant change on the
five-year review?

DR. THOMPSON: The review that
staff does is nmore frequent than on a five-year
period. There are regular inspections and we do
get annual reports which we review on an ongoi ng
basis. So our reviewis not |limted to a five-
year period, although there are some conponents of
the nmonitoring programthat we do get on a five-
year period, but there is more routine monitoring
that is reported to us nore frequently.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Just three
points | would like to question. M Lloyd, you
made this comment about an independent review and
an i ndependent peer review and used the words.
Could I ask for your clarification of what that
woul d mean to you? What does an independent peer
review, et cetera, nean?

MS LLOYD: Certainly. Thank you.
Brennain LI oyd.

What we mean by that is a peer

review -- the difficulty we have is that we have,
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and this was expressed very well in the subm ssion
by the City of ElIliot Lake, we have a | arge number
of technical documents, a large volume of data is
avail able to intervenors such as Northwatch, but
also the City of Elliot Lake, the standing
environment commttee and so on. W have a
[imted ability to review those materi al s. I n
our case we were able to rely on a limted but an
i ndependent review done by Paul Robinson for

M ni ng Watch Canada. That was prepared in advance
of the February deadline for comment. That
provided us with some confort and confidence in
our own reading of the materi als.

However, we did not receive a
response. We have not seen a response from staff
to those professional opinions expressed by M.
Robi nson. But that is an exanple, albeit a
l[imted one, of an independent review. | do not
have all the answers to it because the biggest,
si mpl est answer is one of noney.

| think that in part these
difficulties of technical Iimtations experienced
by public intervenors, both municipalities, first
nati ons and non-governmental organizations, can be

addressed perhaps by inmproved working
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rel ati onshi ps between CNSC and those entities,
per haps by having the review process in a nore
sequential manner.

For us it was a great difficulty
t hat we were review ng both the EA docunment and
then the licensing documents at the same tinme.
And perhaps there is a bigger solution somewhere
outside of either these entities or the CNSC that
we have to look to to find an ongoing response to
t hese problenms and chall enges of |limted capacity,
particularly in technical areas, but that was the
nature of my comment and echoing those comments
made by other intervenors in their witten
subm ssi ons.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Perhaps just a
foll ow-up question then to clarify. So when you
are tal king about peer review you are talKking
about engaging an expert in this area to provide
advice to say, in your case, to Northwatch that
woul d be i ndependent, meaning it would be sonmeone
who works for you to provide an analysis of the
documents and give you the advice fromthat point
of view.

10: 15 a.m

| say that because quite often the
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word "peer" is used to |ook at, for exanple,
bringing of peers of Rio Algomto |ook at Rio
Algom s facilities, and | don't gather that is
what you are tal king about at all here.

MS LLOYD: No, | am not meani ng
here in the corporate sense. | am neaning a peer
review in the sense of others with technical
expertise equivalent to, for example, the
expertise that may have been retained by the
conpany to conduct that peer review. That is what
| mean by a peer review.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | just wanted to
clarify that for the record.

MS LLOYD: Thank you. Excell ent
clarification.

THE CHAI RPERSON: In terns of the
Comm ssion views the Comm ssion staff as being
i ndependent, meaning paid by the people of Canada,
to provide public interest and Canadi ans' views,
you made some comments about co-operation with the
staff or whatever.

| think the Conmm ssion would |iKke
to know if you have any concerns with regard to
t he i ndependence that the Comm ssion staff brings

to the review of any |icensees.
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MS LLOYD: | have no specific
concerns, conplaints, et cetera, against any
Comm ssion staff menber. | want to be very clear
about that.

THE CHAI RPERSON: The word

"independence”, as you said, you clarified that

earlier.

Wth regard to, | suppose, sone
very -- if | could summrize, and please tell me
if I amincorrect here, your subm ssion talks

about concerns with regard to the environment al
integrity of -- and perhaps integrity is the wrong
word -- the environmental state of the facilities
that we are tal king about today, some issues that
you have with regard to the know edge of, say, the
acid m ne drainage issues, et cetera, and then
there is a set of issues toward public
transparency of that and other types of
i nformati on.

If I can go back to your questions
about the site itself and the environnment al
status, other than doing nore studies, which I
think in the environmental area it is a grow ng
science, it is a developing area of science, and |

bel i eve you acknow edged that this site should be
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i censed, which --

MS LLOYD: Correct.

THE CHAI RPERSON: -- it hasn't
been |licensed before, and the need for ongoing
wor k on various types of issues, is there anything
you would like to add in ternms of specificity of
the type of studies or information that would be
necessary on this particular site, rather than
some general what is not avail able but what could
specifically be done that could alleviate the
i ssues that you have raised of a technical matter.

MS LLOYD: Il will go back to an
exanple that | have already raised, which is with
respect to climte change.

| would like to see some |ong-term
scenarios. \What are the mtigating measures?

What are those responses? | have seen sonme
general responses basically stating that there
will be a response, mtigation efforts will be
undertaken, something to the effect, in response
to drought conditions. \What are they?

As | understand, drought and fl ood
are short-term unexpected incidents. Climte
change is a very different scenario. | think it

is a fundamental question when you are | ooking at
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a number of sites where there is a preval ent
reliance on water cover and wherein a period of

sl ow but al most certain climte change which is
going to reduce the level of precipitation, reduce
the water table, drop the water table and so on.
What is that going to |look Iike in 25, 50 years,
75 years? Here is where our concern cones in with
the |licensing exercise.

Perhaps it is true, perhaps there
will be some mechani sm through the Conm ssion
hearings, through some other process, to have this
come back for public review, but we don't know
what those are. Maybe it is just in my nature
that | continue to be the optimst, | continue to
t hink that as the public and as | ocal governments
wi || have greater capacity in two years or five
years than we have now and perhaps we will be able
to better engage you on those issues in two years
or five years. But there are some areas where |
just think nore work needs to be done.

On another related point, | think

maybe it is a matter of presentation, maybe it is

a matter of language. | will try and do justice
to this and see if | can capture the | anguage from
menmory that staff uses. | think staff makes the
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statement to the effect of there is -- | believe
the statement is, "There is no significant harnt
and we don't disagree with the licence being
granted at some point and we don't disagree that
the systemin place right now is better than no
system at all. W don't disagree with that at
all. But in our view there is a great potenti al
for environmental harm and we are not sure that we
have a | evel of agreement with staff on that
because we don't hear staff saying that. W hear
staff saying "No significant environmental effects
fromissuing this licence". That doesn't say to
us that there is an acknow edgement of the
incredibly significant potential for environmental
harmin the case of system failure at any nunber
of points along the way and al so the potential for
chronic sublethal harm com ng from these tailings
management areas, which we sinply don't have the
capacity to speak to in a conpelling enough manner
at this point. Our failure to speak to themin a
conpel ling enough manner does not mean that those
issues are not still present.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | have a
guestion for the |licensee.

Ms Ll oyd nmentioned the issue of
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the Ontario mnistry code of practices and | would
i ke you to clarify if you could the tim ng
i ssues. But nmy broader question is with regard to
the interaction between Ri o Algom on these
specific sites and the Ontario M nistry of
Nort hern Devel opment and M nes. Is there an
ongoi ng involvement of themat all in terms of
that facility?

MS WBER: If you permt me, Madam
Comm ssioner, | would like to confer with ny
col | eagues on the code issue in particular.
--- Pause

MS WBER: MW clarification with
my coll eagues related to the tim ng issue. | do
believe that MNDM, or the M nistry of Northern
Devel opment and M nes, first drafted the guideline
or code. | am probably on thin ice but in early
1990s they had a m ne reclamati on gui deline that
t hey published at that time and then the
codification really of those guidelines and then
t he addition of the methodol ogies for acid m ne
dr ai nage val uati ons.

The reference, | think, mght in
fact not be correct, literally correct, but I

think the idea was that when we do planning for
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setting criteria for design or for operation
mai nt enance and care, we exam ne all of the

rel evant material. The MNDM gui deline that
existed at the tinme would have been used in our
pl anning for the sites so it could be that the use
of the term "code" was incorrect. But we would

al ways refresh those documents when we | ook at
updati ng our plans.

On specifically the acid drainage,
as Dr. Flavelle pointed out, we did take a very
conservative approach. It doesn't mean that
scientific exam nation isn't something that ought
to be done. We always | ook for opportunities to
| earn more. Because this is a critical issue of
risk for the conmpany, we are always interested in
| ooking at the question. Elliot Lake is a great
spot to do those kind of exam nations, and it
woul d be our intention to continue.

The second question...? Forgive
me, Madam Comm ssi oner.

THE CHAI RPERSON: It was just with
regard to ongoing relationships with the
provincial mnistry and do they have any
responsibilities with regard to the site?

MS W BER: As the |l and stewards
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for the province, yes, they do, and we do nake it
a point -- they are of course part of the joint
review group and very much part of the planning
and deci sion making, | believe, that CNSC uses,

al though | shouldn't speak for them We do neet
with them especially around |and and our
stewardship on |l and and also the |and disposition
intent that we do have. Our plan is that for |and
t hat we don't have an interest in any |onger or

| and that is not required for the ongoing care and
mai nt enance of the sites, we would turn those

| ands or surrender those |lands to the province.
That is a process that we haven't really gotten
started in but that would certainly be an issue

f or MNDM

That is a long way to say "yes
THE CHAI RPERSON: Woul d the staff
like to comment at all?
MR. McCABE: Rick McCabe again.
Just to the effect that Ontario
M nistry of Northern Devel opment and M nes is part
of our joint review group and took part in the
inspections, in May, with us in Elliot Lake. W

have an ongoing relationship with the depart ment

in the province of Ontario also.
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THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Groux....?

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Just a brief
guestion to staff.

Assum ng the Comm ssion were to
have hesitations about the indefinite duration of
the licence, would an appropriate alternative be
three and a half years?

MS MALONEY: Cait Mal oney.

That certainly would be an
appropriate checkpoint, yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much, Ms LIloyd, for your subm ssion and your
presentation today.

MS LLOYD: Thank you

THE CHAI RPERSON: Il would like to
move, then, to the oral presentation by United
St eel workers of Anerica, as noted in CVD Document
02- H10. 4.

| believe that the Assistant to
the International Secretary-Treasurer is with us
t oday and has come quite a way to join us today,
so thank you very much for that. I will turn it

over then to M. Perquin.

02- H10. 4
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Oral presentation by United Steel workers of
Ameri ca

MR. PERQUIN: Thank you very much
and, yes, indeed, for the record, nmy name is John
Perquin and I am the Assistant to the Secretary-
Treasurer of the International Union.

| have a somewhat personal stake
in this, being a former enployee of Ri o Algom and
a former resident of Elliot Lake, and do count as
among ny friends a number of people who still live
there in Elliot Lake.

From an international union
perspective, we represent approxi mtely 800, 000
active nmenbers and retirees across North Anmerica.
We are the | argest union representing Canadi an
m ni ng enpl oyees. As a | abour body we represented
over the years many enpl oyees who worked at both
Ri o and Deni son, some of whom still reside in the
Elliot Lake area, either as retirees or currently
still enployed in the mning industry but commute
on a regular basis. |Indeed some of those members
are in Elliot Lake today listening in on these
presentations in this hearing.

For that, we wish to thank the

Comm ssion for taking the innovative step of
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introducing the video technol ogy as an attenpt to
include those people in Elliot Lake. It is not
exactly what we had hoped for and asked for. We
were one of the intervenors who had asked that you
convene a hearing in Elliot Lake in particular.

We woul d have |iked that. But we appreciate the
effort nevertheless that you have gone to. As you
move forward into exploring new technol ogi es, we
appl aud you for that.

Our union has had a long history
of environmental activism and advocacy on behal f
of our members, including our members who reside
in Elliot Lake. We proudly continue that activism
today in the pursuit of a clean environment.

That is why we are here today.

As everyone concerned is aware,
the tailings managenment areas controlled by the
two uranium m ning conpanies, R o and Denison, are
exceptionally large. W heard today they are many
hectares in size. They contain well over 100
mllion tonnes of |ow-I|evel radioactive wastes and
ot her environmental contam nants. These wastes
and contam nants can't be renmoved of or displaced
to any other areas. They are going to be in

Elliot Lake and that region for ever and ever and
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a day.

These tailings, particularly
historic sites in question, are relatively old.
They have been deposited into the | ocal
environment over many decades and were done so
according to the prevailing understandi ng and
practices of their time and wi thout the benefit of
t he environmental understandi ng and engi neering
practices that are now applied today as we know
t hem

Al'l of this is not to say that

Elliot Lake tailings cannot be securely contained

and safely managed. |Indeed, we believe they can
be and that, indeed they should be. |In fact, they
must be.

However, because of the great
guantity and extent of these tailings and the
original method of their disposal, they require a
very systemati c and sustained vigilance for an
indefinite period of time on the part of al
concerned in order to provide the assurance that
t he good health of the present and the future
residents of the region is not affected by any
breakdown in the environmental security measures

t hat are put in place.
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If I can just step aside for a
m nute. Speaking to the great quantity and the
extent of the sites, as M. Coggan had i ndicated,
they are so extensive in nature that they aren't
really totally protected. | can personally attest
to the fact that despite their efforts it is easy
to get to the tailings. The actual tailings, not
just the land surrounding them One can actually
get to the tailings. | have been there nyself.

By vehicle. Not just walking.

Wth respect to the indefinite
future, we need to and we very much concur with
the presentation that was made by Northwatch that
while the tailings may be there for an indefinite
time, the licence should not be of an indefinite
dur ati on.

Moving on. \While the request for
public comment in matters such as this is
admrable in theory, in practice it is rarely easy
for menbers of the public to respond in a way that
is truly meaningful and satisfactory. The
documentation that is to be reviewed is
volum nous, it is conplicated, it is highly
technical in nature and to lay people Iike

ourselves, it is often very confusing. It can be
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difficult for people to know all of the questions
to ask. As a consequence, we would m ss -- al nost
certainly, we would m ss certain issues.

In the end, people often sense
that their concerns have not been fully expressed
in the regulatory process of public consultation
or when all is said and done, adequately
addressed. There is often dissatisfaction at the
result and public reassurance is |lacking. This
kind of result is not what is intended at the
outcome of the public consultation process and can
be unfortunate equally for the regulator, for the
public and for the applicant.

It is our understanding that the
Comm ssion has already received letters of concern
with respect to this process. |Indeed we ourselves
wrote a letter In addition, the Corporation of the
City of Elliot Lake and the Township of North
Shore did. A further letter sent to the
Comm ssion from the Standi ng Environment al
Comm ttee of the Serpent River Watershed di scusses
at some | ength, among other issues, the question
of an independent review by an external reviewer
and the possibility of a peer review. You have

al ready explored some of those issues with M
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LI oyd from Northwatch. | too have some sim/l ar
opinions with respect to what independent means
and peer review and what have you. All seemto
point to a conmmon theme: The public needs a |evel
of reassurance that is not currently present in

t he consultation process.

We ourselves, as an international
uni on, although not infinitely wealthy with funds,
did seek to try and find just that independent
review. The obstacles that we ran into were, one,
the significant cost that it would take to exam ne
all of the records and, two, the fact that many of
t he consultants that we did try to approach
declared a conflict of interest because they had
already dealt with the m ning conmpani es at sonme
point in time. It becomes very difficult to, one,
seek out an independent review and, secondly, to
afford to pay for it.

The | evel of reassurance that the
public needs can only come through the invol vement
of an independent review of the entire process.

As such, as we have stated, we are fully
supportive of the efforts of the Corporation of
the City of Elliot Lake and the Township of the
North Shore, the SEC and Northwatch in their bid
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to secure assistance and extension of the approval
peri od.

It is our respectfully made
subm ssion that the CNSC |isten to those concerns
being raised by the people living in the Serpent
Ri ver Watershed and in the surrounding
communities. You don't just have to live in the
wat er shed, people enjoy the watershed as well and
they come frommles away to enjoy recreational
opportunities in the area. It is their health and
that of their region that will feel the inmpact of
your ultimate decision for many years to come, far
beyond our lifetinmes and those of generations to
come beyond us. Those concerns can be met by
exercising the authority that is vested within the
Comm ssion to be fl exible.

While it is inportant that a
licence ultimately be issued with respect to the
operation of the waste facilities, it should not
be issued until everyone concerned who lives in
t he area and enjoys the recreational opportunities
of the area has had an opportunity to fully and
meani ngfully participate in this process. W urge
you, as the nmenbers of the Comm ssion, to provide

t hat opportunity. Make it possible for the people
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living in the area to engage an i ndependent
reviewer to help themin their review of this
application. |If you yourselves do not provide the
funding, | believe you have the means and the
wherewi thal to find and to assist in the pursuit
of that funding.

You can make it possible to extend
the time.

Such a decision would not be out
of line with the process that was previously
followed in the deconmm ssioning of the uranium
mne tailings in the Bancroft-Paudash Lake area.
In that process, for exanple, Dr. Rene Levesque,
who was then president of the AECB, highly praised
t he work of the Canadian Institute for Radiation
Safety. In that matter, CAIRS was instrumental in
assisting the community residents in comng to a
better understanding of the decomm ssioning plans
and in the process made hel pful recommendati ons
t hat inproved the overall plan as it was finally
approved.

Wth that, noting the comments
that | made in support of the issues raised by
Nort hwatch with respect to the termof the licence

with respect to the independent review and the
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peer review, | would conclude ny subm ssions.

Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much for your subm ssion and your comments today.

The floor is now open for
guestions fromthe Comm ssion Members.

M. Grahant

MEMBER GRAHAM | just have one
guestion, that would be to the United
St eel wor kers, this nmorning.

We have had a further presentation
fromthe applicant in which they have really laid
out | guess a nore transparent way of
communi cating with the public. W have also been
part of listening to the discussions with regard
to Northwatch and so on.

Are you satisfied, | guess would
be the question, that this is a nmove in the right
direction and that this probably is better than
what you had when you wrote your subm ssion?

MR. PERQUI N: I would have to
agree that yes it is a move in the right
direction. It is better than what was presented
initially.

But one has to also remenber that
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we are not just tal king about the next 10 or 15 or
20 years. We are talking for time far beyond
that. How confortable are we with the assurances
t hat are made today that those same assurances,

t hat those same people, that in fact Ri o Al gom

will still be around? WII there be some
successor to that conpany? WII they have the
same attitudes or will this ultimately be left to
t he governnments, the regulators? WII it become

their burden to manage and control and oversee the
management of these tailings facilities and worKk
with the public?

Much more needs to be done. Muich
more needs to be communi cated and the public needs
a far more involved role in this whole process.
Unfortunately, the way the process is designed at
the monment, the public's ability to be involved is
very limted.

MEMBER GRAHAM  You tal ked about
an i ndependent reviewer. | followed your comments
on that. Would an independent reviewer ensure
t hat years out, 10, 15, 20, 25 years out, that the
same type of involvenment by the conpany would be
in place?

MR. PERQUIN: If the Comm ssion
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were to nmove toward a licence of a fixed duration
whi ch would then allow for a review at the time
when the application would come for renewal of the
licence, there is then a new opportunity for the
public to be engaged, as was very eloquently put
forward by Ms Lloyd. At that time again the
public would have an opportunity, it would be
expected, to seek and consult with an independent
revi ewer, one whomthe public is confortable with.

Frankly, as responsible as the
corporation is, they have a stake in the whole
matter. Although the CNSC staff is put forward as
bei ng i ndependent, frankly they have a stake in
the matter as well. The public needs to be able
to consult with someone or some party or some
organi zation that doesn't have a stake per se, one
that they can trust. |[If we nmove to a time frame
where there is a requirement to renew the |icence,
that allows the public to continue to be engaged
on an ongoi ng basis.

MEMBER GRAHAM If I may, | am
just a little concerned when you say "that the
public can trust”". As an independent Conm ssioner
and Comm ssion and CNSC, are you saying that the

public do not have that same trust that an
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i ndependent reviewer would have with the CNSC?

MR. PERQUIN: This is not neant to
be an attack at any one individual or the CNSC in
particular. It is a general comment. The public
in general does not have a huge level of trust in
t he government or government-run agencies. They
are there, yes the taxpayers fund them but al
you have to do is read the newspaper, all you have
to do is talk to people off the record and what
have you.

When we tal k about an independent
reviewer, it is not meant as an attack on the CNSC
or the Comm ssion Menmbers thensel ves.

THE CHAI RPERSON: However, 1 think
you have made a statement that is a very serious
statement with regard to the -- | am not sure of
t he wording that you used but with the stake that
the staff have in this process. | do think it is
i ncumbent upon you to clarify for the record what
you think is the staff's stake in this process and
the inmplications that you made thereof.

MR. PERQUIN: When | say the staff
has a stake in the process, the staff has a stake
in upholding the regulations as they are written

and as they are interpreted by the CNSC and the
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staff, some of whom may have been directly
involved in the wwiting of that legislation or in
t he uphol ding of that |egislation. It is in that
context that | say they have a st ake.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: It is not very
convincing. | have two brief questions for you
aski ng about nunbers.

The first one is how many menbers
do you have in the Elliot Lake area at the present
time?

MR. PERQUI N: Not specifically in
the Elliot Lake area, but we have nmenmbers from
Sudbury to Sault Ste. Marie who either live in the
proximty or enjoy recreational opportunities in
the proximty or within the watershed area, and
t hey woul d number in the thousands.

In the Sudbury area we have cl ose
to 5,000 members; in Sault Ste. Marie we have a
coupl e of thousand menbers; in Elliot Lake we have
what is called the Steelworkers Organi zati on of
Active Retirees, who, in the Elliot Lake area who
reside there, number in the couple of hundred.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: How many woul d

have expressed concerns about what is happening
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with the tailings managenent? You do state that
member s have expressed concerns.

MR. PERQUI N:  Yes. | don't have a
specific number because | don't have personal
contact with all of them | have personal contact
probably with half a dozen to a dozen who have
expressed concerns and who, by extension, talk to
ot hers and communi cate wi th others.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much. | would just like to take a 10 m nute break
and then we will commence again with the
presentation fromthe City of ElIliot Lake.

Ten m nutes, please. Thank you.
--- Upon recessing at 10:47 a. m
--- Upon resum ng at 11:00 a. m

THE CHAI RPERSON: We will now nove
to the oral presentation by the City of ElIli ot
Lake. | invite M. Daniel Gagnon to present CMD
document 02-H10.5B. M. Gagnon.

02- H10. 5A
Oral Presentation by the City of ElIliot Lake

MR. GAGNON: Thank you, Madam
Presi dent and menmbers of the Comm ssion. It is a

pl easure to appear before you today on behalf of
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city council and by extension the residents of the
City of Elliot Lake. M name is, as you said,
Dani el Gagnon or Dan, whatever you |ike. I am

t he Executive Assistant to the Chief

Adm ni strative Officer and Special Projects
Manager for the City of ElIliot Lake.

Fortunately, since September 2001,
| have also been acting as the adm nistrative
resource to the Standing Environmental Commttee
of the Serpent River Watershed. I n that capacity
| have been included in a nunber of nmeetings with
t he proponent, Rio Algom their contractor Denison
Environment al Services, CNSC staff and the Joint
Revi ew Group. I have been struggling first hand
with the flood of documents and technical data
produced as a result of this licensing process and
t he ongoing reporting requirements of all the
other licensed areas. | have been on two separate
visits to the tailings management areas, the nost
recent with the Joint Review Group and CNSC staff
in |late May, as part of their yearly inspections
of the previously licensed properties.

| would like to say at the outset
that the City of Elliot Lake has received

out st andi ng co-operation from Ri o Algom Denison
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Environmental Services and CNSC staff w th al
requests for information and to field specific
concerns fromthe public. M. Art Coggan, Rio

Al gomi s Manager of Environment and Recl amation in
Elliot Lake and M. Robert Barker, CNSC Project
Officer for Elliot Lake, deserve specific mention.
| have no doubt that this spirit of co-operation
will continue in the future and |I | ook forward the
CNSC staff's planned workshops and public nmeeting
in Elliot Lake in September of this year.

That being said, | will attempt to
fl esh out some concerns that the city feels should
be reviewed carefully by the Comm ssion in the
best interests of Elliot Lake residents and
t axpayers.

| understand we are here today to
di scuss the proponent's |licence application, but |
trust the Comm ssion will forgive me if | make a
brief observation regarding the process at hand.
The CNSC |licensing process, as it stands, puts the
City of Elliot Lake and the general public in a
difficult and unconfortable position. The |licence
application is based on reans of highly technical
documents, drafted by scientists and engi neers,

and there are no nethods established for the |ay
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person to understand the intricacies and science
behi nd the decisions being taken at the CNSC.
There have been no plain | anguage summari es
drafted to date by either the CNSC or the
proponents. There is no funding available to
accommodat e an i ndependent review of the
assumptions and plans laid out in the application.
The hearings are held in Ottawa, despite a nunber
of requests to allow the residents inmpacted to
appear before the Conmm ssion in person. \What is
the point of a public consultation process if the
public is precluded from active participation by
the technical nature of the licence process
itself?

The City of Elliot Lake recognized
this issue early in the process, but obtaining
scientific independent analysis of even a portion
of the docunents is cost prohibitive and resource
draining and begs the question of why should
t axpayers of Elliot Lake be burdened with
obtaining advice to participate in a licence
process that they are already paying for through
their federal taxes?

This process effectively forces

the city to rely upon either the private sector
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m ni ng conpanies for their information or federal
and provincial bureaucrats. G ven the number of
break downs in the bureaucratic process recently
wi t nessed at all |evels of governnment, you wil
hopefully forgive and understand the city's
apprehension. And, in any context, it is
problematic to rely on the private sector for
crucial information on their own activities.

The proponent has indicated that
internal health and safety audit procedures are in
pl ace for all their systens and facilities. The
city is concerned with what becomes of these
audits, what types of documents and comments are
drafted and where they are stored. Releasing
t hese docunments to the public, or again rel easing
pl ai n | anguage summries, will certainly help the
resi dents of the Serpent River watershed feel that
t he proponent takes public accountability
seriously. As such, the CNSC should consider
making it a requirement of the licence to release
to the public some formof internal audit reports.

| was pleased to hear Rio Algom s
comments regarding their plans for inproved
communi cation with the public through annual

public meetings and plain | anguage summaries. |
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trust that stating their intentions before the
Comm ssion will in essence commt themto those

pl anned activities, as part of the licence that
may be granted shortly for the historic sites.
This will certainly go a long way in allaying nost
of the city's concerns and I can commt to work
closely with Rio Algom as a resource to the
environmental comm ttee and as Special Projects
Manager for the city.

There is no doubt that the concept
of a public communications program regarding the
tailings area is a conplex and varied issue. No
st akehol ders, including the City of ElIliot Lake,
woul d be served by unduly alarm ng the public with
an over abundance of information. The public
needs to be aware of the health risks caused by
the | ow | evel nuclear substances and the risks to
t he environment, but equally aware of the
successful mtigative efforts put in place by the
proponent .

However, despite their best
attempts, the city feels that the proponent's
public consultation program over the past few
years has becone reactive in nature and could

stand to be more proactive. As noted, Rio Algom
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Limted is very co-operative in responding to
requests for information and in supplying
documents to their list of stakeholders. But
provi ding information on demand does not
constitute an effective process of consultation
and communi cation. The program could and may
i ndeed become much nore effective with strategic
co-operation of all stakeholders, including the
city, the proponent and the regul atory agenci es.

For examples of the Iimtations of
t he current public communications program one
does not have to |look very far. As noted in the
proponent's application, they have and wil
continue to conduct public meetings to discuss the
contents of project specific reports. This was
done for the Serpent River Watershed Monitoring
Program in May 2001 and obtained Ilimted results.
This may be more indicative of a lack of a
strategic, ongoing and visible awareness program
t han of public apathy. One nust cultivate
awar eness of an issue before expecting the public
to take time out of their lives to attend any
meeti ng.

Further, it appears to the city

that Rio Algom s public communications prograns
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during the decomm ssioning of various mnes in the
1990s is factoring heavily in the current historic
sites application. MWhile no one is disagreeing
with Rio Algom s excellent track record of co-
operation and information sharing, | would caution
t he Conmm ssion agai nst maki ng any assunpti ons that
a proactive programwill continue indefinitely. A
| ot has changed since the 1990s. At that time,
Ri o Algom and all stakehol ders agreed that an in-
depth and proactive public canpai gn was necessary
to educate the public regarding the massive
decomm ssioning efforts of multi-mllion dollar
m nes that had recently been enploying thousands
of people.

During the decomm ssioning, Rio
Al gom had a visible presence in the community,
| ocal offices enploying a nunmber of staff. Those
circumstances are a distant nmemory in 2002 with no
per manent offices in the City of Elliot Lake, in
fact a very limted presence in Canada, and the
city is concerned that the historic sites have the
risk of falling out of sight and out of mnd to
t he general public. Now we observe a reactive and
most |ikely cost-effective public communications

program responding only on demand and being
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managed by a single enployee.

Why now woul d the need for an
active and visible public awareness program be
di m ni shed? We have over 160 mllion tonnes of
radi oactive and acid generating nuclear waste
wi t hin our municipal boundaries, a worldw de
reputation as a successful retirement conmmunity,
with a high turnover of residents who know very
little about the tailings and their managenment.

Simlarly, the proponent indicates
it has adopted the Statement on Conmmunity
Responsibility devel oped by the International
Council on Metals and the Environment on Section
2.5, page 2-5 of their General Operating Plan.
The core principles are certainly admrable, but
vague enough to allow for considerabl e debate over
what is an "effective process of consultation and
communi cation”. Which |leads the city to question
whi ch stakehol ders judges the efficiency of the
public consultation program and at what point?

The public program on that page 2-

5 has limted details on the future. | have no
reason to doubt that anything will change. In
fact, | have a |ot of hope for future co-operative

efforts, but there seemto be a | ack of concrete
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pl ans on which to coment. For exanpl e, despite
the anple technical information, there is no
mention of any plans to make information avail abl e
on a website, corporate or otherw se, or to
reinstate tours of the tailings that were
cancelled in 2001. Surely sone specific details
can be built into the licence with respect to
public service through a visible and proactive
awar eness program

Simlarly, the CNSC has a big job
to do cultivating awareness of its mandate and the
Nucl ear Safety and Control Act. Running ads in
t he | ocal papers for these hearings caused much
al arm due to the unfortunate wording of the
licence for "storing nuclear waste". Had a |ocal
communi cati ons program been in place to explain
t he new | egislation and regul ati ons, consi derable
adm ni strative changes and the new name of the
organi zation, the public would have been much
better served.

Al so, a good deal of pertinent
information is buried am dst the technical jargon
and CNSC reports. For example, the Joint Review
Group's conparative sampling results and quality

control measures would be of great interest to the
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public, but it is unrealistic to assume that it
will be picked up on and sifted out of the |engthy
reports without some assistance from either the
regul atory agencies or the proponent.

Overall, the City of Elliot Lake
is quite pleased to see that these historic sites,
after lying in state for decades, will finally be
licensed by the CNSC. Our main concern is
ensuring that the current and future residents of
Elliot Lake are well served by the proponent and
t he regul atory agencies, sonmething that is
slightly problematic given the inherent
[imtations of the system such as the | ack of
avail abl e fundi ng and apparent reticence to alert
pl ans and procedures in |light of |ocal realities.

Thank you very nmuch for this
opportunity.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you for
your subm ssion and for your comments today.

The floor is now open for
guesti ons.

M. Graham

MEMBER GRAHAM What is the
popul ation of the City of ElIliot Lake?

MR. GAGNON: The City of ElIIli ot
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Lake proper as of the 2001 census is approximtely
12,000 people. It has gone down a tad since the
1996 census which was 13, 500.

MEMBER GRAHAM  You nmentioned and
| believe we are aware of it that it is quite a
renowned retirement conmmunity?

MR. GAGNON: There is quite a
reputation. There is a |lot of successful
mar keting on behalf of the city and the Elli ot
Lake Retirement Living Corporation which m ght be
anot her stakeholder in this as well. They do
mar ket and it is quite a well-known reputation.

MEMBER GRAHAM A question to the
application Rio Algom There is nmention here
about a website and information on a website.

Have you your website set up and if you do not
will you be devel oping a website specifically for
information for the public?

MS W BER: We deliberately did not
specify exactly what we were going to do. The
reason is that we wanted a chance to have dial ogue
with the city, with SEC, with others, to be sure
we did not do something unilaterally that people
said "well, no, that's not what we meant. We did

not want it that way."
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We are willing and abl e and eager
to get a website up and running that would serve
Elliot Lake. We could provide links perhaps to
ot her sources of information as well. So that's
t he kind of mechanismthat is cost effective, that
can be reached by many people and we woul d support
t hat.

MEMBER GRAHAM A question for
CNSC staff on CNSC s website, is it easily
accessi ble, the Elliot Lake information, or how
much i nformation do you have on our website with
regard to the Elliot Lake information?

MS MALONEY: It's Cait Mal oney
here.

The CNSC website is a generic
website. However, there is information on the
public hearings if one goes in through the
secretariat part of that there is information
directly on this hearing.

MEMBER GRAHAM  But what you are
sayi ng, though, it's generic to the hearings and
the results and records of proceedings and so on,
but not necessarily providing back-up data. All
of the reports that are in this report though,

woul d that be on the website or not?
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MS MALONEY: It's Cait Mal oney
again. The materials involved in the
environmental assessnent is avail able through the
website. Sonme of it may not be directly
avail able, but it is available to be requested.
The title would be there and one could get it, a
paper copy.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Yes. Staff first.
There is a nmention in M. Gagnon's presentation
t hat you are running ads in the |ocal papers to
advertise what is happening in the hearing and the
i censing process. He quotes you as having
wor di ng the ads about storing nuclear waste.

My question is: Did you actually
use those words and are we tal king here about
storage or disposal?

MS MALONEY: It's Cait Mal oney.
The wording in the ad was indeed unfortunate. It
did tal k about storing wastes. We realized when
we actually got some comment from the public very
qui ckly on that we realized that they were now
under the inmpression that waste was going to be
imported into the area. Possibly they were

t hi nki ng about spent fuel storage in that area.
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So there certainly was a m st ake
on our part. We will ensure that that does not
happen again in our adverti sing.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: The second part of
my question, yes.

MS MALONEY: This is in fact
storage, the material, because there will be care
and mai ntenance of the material, so it is not
di sposal per se. This is an operating facility
licence that is being considered.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Actual l'y, 1 think
| m ssed that distinction. Di sposal is not |ong
term for an indefinite time w thout monitoring
and wi t hout mai ntenance. |Is that correct?

MS MALONEY: Disposal would be the
intent that one could walk away fromthe facility
wi t hout having the human intervention.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Thank you for the
clarification.

A question to M. Gagnon now, you
mentioned the tours of the tailings and you say
t hat they should be reinstated. Could you tell me
how i nportant they are in your view for the
public? W have been told or informed that there

were tours run at some time and then Rio Al gom
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dropped them because there was no attendance.

MR. GAGNON: My understandi ng was
it was a conbination of various issues. Part of
it m ght have been poor attendance. The other
part of it was |local residents seeing it possibly
as something to do as a past time and taking two
or three separate trips over the course of the
same sunmer.

| do not think the city is
di sagreeing that there were reasons to | ook at
that, but | am not sure if they nmade the junmp to
cancelling the tours all together w thout properly
| ooking at it. | think, and they have on the
request of the city and will be doing it over this
weekend because the Uranium Festival and that's
not the name of it any more, but a festival the
city is conducting over the weekend, again that’'s
reactive. The city would request and they woul d
react. | think we can come to ternms since there
is alot of roomfor mddle ground to have a few
tours once a nonth or whatnot over the course of
t he summer.

It seemed odd to me that for
vari ous reasons they cancelled the tours al

t oget her and had we not brought this up through
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this licensing process and through the festival it
m ght not have been reinstated.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: But did you get
requests fromthe popul ation that they were
concerned that they would want to have the tours
reinstated?

MR. GAGNON: Specific requests, |
have had vari ous concerns expressed to nme through
my dealings with the environmental commttee and
members of the public on other issues.

The other issue | alluded to in ny
subm ssion, that because of the retirement aspect
of our community there is a high turnover of
resi dents for various reasons. | think we could
wor k out a way that new residents would be
provi ded an opportunity, if they are interested,
to |l ook at the sites because of that. That way
you could maintain the public awareness of the
i ssue as the demographics change of the comunity
whi ch is happening fairly rapidly in northern
Ont ari o.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: My final question,
| would like to address the question of plain
| anguage. The convergence of intervenors this

morni ng requiring that documents be put out in
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pl ai n | anguage and in your presentation you say
somewhere that it doesn't serve stakehol ders to
unduly alarmthe public with an overabundance of
informati on and communi cations. You are putting
the alarmand linking it with the anount of
documentation. Then you say there should be plain
| anguage.

Pl ai n | anguage can al so be very
easily used to al arm people. When you want to
al arm peopl e you use plain | anguage. You don't
use 50 pages of technical docunents. So there are
two sides to this in my view. | would |like you to
comment .

There are limtations and you say
t he public should be aware of the health risks and
the risk to the environment and the mtigative
factors put in place by the proponent. It is not
easy, in my view, to express all this in plain
| anguage. You are tal king about a health risk and
you have to go into probabilities and you have to
go into something which is a bit nore in plain
| anguage. | am expressing this as a hypotheti cal
opi nion to have you comment and maybe be nore
explicit on what could and should be done in terns

of informng the public.
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MR. GAGNON: | think it boils down
to in some essence summari zing the flood of
documents that are produced. In a public
consul tation program the mayor, for exanple,
woul d receive a huge report on management plan or
a report for a certain mne site for the year.
How are we to do that? | am not sure what to do
with it. The public is not receiving that. W
could receive it before council, but the public
woul d not get it in chewable chunks, something
that they could wrap their m nds around and what

this does need is, an executive summary of some

sort.

We still have the inherent issue
of who would be drafting the summary. It would be
t he proponent and we still would not have an

i ndependent review to a degree, but we just need
to serve the public so that if they ask any

guesti ons we can answer them on the |evel that

t hey are asking. |If we cannot dumb it down to a
level, if it is too conplex, then we will have to
sit them down and have the nmeetings that may or
may not be well attended. | am sure there is

m ddl e ground here that can be reached between the

fl ood of technical documents and a | ack of a
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vi si bl e program and unduly alarm ng them or
forcing themto delve into reports and reports on

sanpling and things that a |layman just can't

understand. | am sure we can find a conmon ground
somewhere.
11: 20 a.m
But | just would stress that the

onus is on the proponent to provide opportunity or
conme to the table and say, "This is what we
suggest. \What are your comments?" | am sure they
agree with that.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | am going to
come back to a variation on the question that |
asked Ms Ll oyd.

| again have concerns about these
broad generalizations about public trust and
public institutions. It would be equivalent, M.
Gagnon, to saying that the people of ElIliot Lake
have a certain confidence in you based on what may
or may not be a broad view of government, because
you are government too. | have a deep concern
that | would like to register and | would like to
know if you could be just a little bit nore
explicit. | found c'est trop facile un peu this

di scussi on that has been made about bureaucracies

StenoTran



© 00 ~N oo o B~ w N P

N NN N NN P R PR R R R R R
gag A W N P O © 0o N oo 0o M W N -+ O

119

and confidence and institutions. | just cannot
let this sit on the table as being not commented
on where there are people in Elliot Lake and
people in this audience who are listening to this
and hearing these comments. | just would Iike
some further clarification. | cannot let this be
| eft as such an easy statenment to be made and this
broad washi ng of public servants.

MR. GAGNON: | can't point to
anyt hing specific besides the various innuendo
after Wal kerton. | have worked for an independent
comm ssion. Regardless of how professional and
wel | -educated your staff at the CNSC has been or
the staff of any public body, including a
muni ci pality, m stakes happen. The CNSC is the
wat chdog of the m ning conpanies. | get this al
the time and | get accused at city council and at
t he munici pal government as well, but it is the
nature of the beast. | am speaking on behalf of
the residents and | amtrying to provide
informati on on behalf of the residents and the
resi dents are concerned, "Who is watching the
wat chdogs?"

THE CHAI RPERSON: So you,

explicitly, have actually heard coments of this
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ki nd, that question, "Who is watching the
wat chdog?" |Is that actual comments that you have
heard in your offices or through city matters?

MR. GAGNON: | couldn't quote
t hose words but, yes, that sentinment has been
echoed to me. Many residents would | ook at the
AECB/ CNSC in the sanme |ight as the proponent:
visible in the comunity at one time. |
understand there were AECB offices in the city of
Elliot Lake and they are gone. They are nowhere
to be seen.

The joint review group does
excell ent work. So does the CNSC staff. But you
have the same public communi cations problemthat
t he proponent has. It is not getting to your
average resident. He does not understand that
there is this independent/sem -independent
sanmpl i ng, whatever you want to call it, of the
JRG. They don't understand that. CNSC, the
proponent and the city needs to get that
information to the public because -- and | just
wrote that down as we were going along -- there
are all kinds of m sconceptions and ignorance
among the public basically that needs to be

clarified. W need to educate them especially
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new residents, and we need to manage expectations.
Their expectations are all over the map.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you for
that clarification.

| would |Iike now then to nove to
t he next subm ssion, which is a witten subm ssion
fromthe Standing Environnmental Conmm ttee of the
Serpent River Watershed, as noted in CVD Document

02- H10. 6.

02- H10. 6
Witten subm ssion from Standi ng Environment al
Commttee of the Serpent River Watershed

THE CHAI RPERSON: Do the
comm ssion menmbers have any questions with regard
to this witten subm ssion?

The next subm ssion is CMD 02-

H10.7 from M ning Watch Canada.

02- H10. 7
Witten subm ssion from M ning Watch Canada

THE CHAI RPERSON: Are there any
comments or questions fromthe Conm ssion nmembers

with regard to this subm ssion?
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| just would like to have one nore
guestion with regard -- | just thought because of
the | ength of the discussions that we have had
t oday and in Hearing Day One, | just would like to
ask the staff just to summarize briefly, if you
coul d, exactly the reasons for the recommendati on
of the indeterm nate |licence.

Coul d you just give us a sunmmary
for the record.

MS MALONEY: Cait Mal oney here.

The reasons for our recomendation
are fourfold.

We believe that the termis
commensurate with the long-term essentially
static, nature of the facility.

The hazards in this operation are
wel | characterized, inmpacts are well understood.
We have been working in the Serpent River basin
for many years and we believe that both the
proponent and the regul ator have a good handl e on
the work that is being done, the impacts there.

The third reason is that the
measures and progranms proposed by the proponent
appear adequate to staff, both the radiation

protection progranms, health and safety prograns,

StenoTran



© 00 ~N oo o b~ wWw N P

N RN NN R R R R R R R R R
w N B O © 00O N oo 0o W N - O

123

emer gency response and the nonitoring prograns.

Finally, although this site is a
new site, the applicant is well known to
Comm ssion staff. They have a consistent record
of good safety performance in the Elliot Lake
area. We have no reason to believe that that wl
not continue with this |licence.

THE CHAI RPERSON: This then
conpl etes the record for the public hearing on the
matter of the application by Rio AlgomLimted for
a radi oactive waste facility operating licence.

The Comm ssion will deliberate and
wi Il publish its decision in due course. 't will
be posted on the CNSC website as well as
distributed to the participants.

| would like to especially thank
t hose people that are on the video conference from
the City of Elliot Lake for participating today
and | would like to thank everyone for
participating in the nmeetings today.

We will have a five-m nute break
in which we will change over to the next hearing

process. Thank you very much.
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