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Port Hope, Ontario

-—- Upon commencing on Wednesday, November 29, 2006
at 8:34 a.m.
Opening Remarks

MR. LEBLANC: Welcome to this hearing of
the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission. Mon nom est Marc
Leblanc. Je suis le secrétaire de la Commission et
Jj’aimerais aborder certains aspects touchant le
déroulement de I1”audience.

We will continue today with Day Two of the
Public Hearing regarding the application for renewal by
Cameco Corporation for its Port Hope facility. This is
not only the second day but Day Two of the hearing. Day
One was held on October 4%, 2006.

Today, we are going to continue with the
interventions where we left yesterday, that is with the
submission 06-H18.24.

The Public Hearing being held today does
provide for simultaneous translation. Des appareils de
traduction sont disponibles a la réception. La version
francaise est au poste 8 and the English version is on
channel 7.

We would ask you to please keep the pace of
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speech relatively slow so that the translators have the
chance of keeping up.

The plan today is to continue, as |
mentioned, with the interventions. We are going to go
until dinner tonight, after which we"re going to have a
dinner break and we will resume at seven o’clock in the
evening for a session that will allow the people who had
requested to iIntervene in the evening to so present.

IT we have not gone through all of the
interventions by the end of today, we will adjourn to a
date to be set later to continue this hearing and allow
all the iIntervenors to make their presentations.

Madame la présidente?

THE CHAIRPERSON: Good morning, and as the
Secretary has said, this is Day Two of Day Two of the
hearing with regards to the application by Cameco Port
Hope for a licence renewal.

This is, as | mentioned yesterday, an
opportunity for us to hear from the community, to hear
from people that are interested in this renewal and to
have an opportunity to be heard by all of you.

This is an opportunity for you to hear from
each other, as well as Cameco to hear the issues that have
been put in front of you -- In front of them and for the

staff as well. So this i1s an opportunity to listen for us
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and to ask questions.

Your written submissions have already been
read by the Commission. We have had them for a couple of
weeks and had an opportunity to read them and the written
submissions are important to us. Whether they result iIn
an oral iIntervention here today or i1f people choose just
to put In a written submission, they“re all equally
important to us and we treat them all equally.

We have allocated about 10 minutes for each
of you, the oral iInterventions, and this is to allow us to
have a chance to hear as many people as possible, and we
thank you for your cooperation to make sure that everyone
that is put on the list has the chance to be heard, if
possible, here in the community. That"s why we"re here.

So with that, we*"ll move on for a very full
day of listening and for the Commission Members to ask
questions of this submission.

I"11 turn i1t back to the Secretary now.

MR. LEBLANC: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would also want to remind many of the
intervenors who have filed similar interventions with
respect to the Cameco Port Hope hearing, as well as for
the Zircatec hearing, we would ask you to indicate to us
and we will consider what i1s said in today’s hearing that

is relevant to Zircatec, for the record of the Zircatec



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

matter.

So 1T some intervenors are satisfied with
the presentation they have made today, please indicate
whether you will come back tomorrow to emphasize key
points pertaining to Zircatec or perhaps that have been
made today because they were of a more generic nature.

With this, we will start with the
interventions. We will move to the fTirst intervention of
the day which is an oral presentation by the Alderville
First Nation as outlined in CMD 06-H18.24. Mr. Randy
Smoke 1s here to present this submission on behalf of the
Alderville First Nation.

Mr. Smoke, the floor i1s yours.

06-H18.24
Oral presentation by

Alderville First Nation

MR. SMOKE: Can you hear me? Boy, what a
start. | forgot what 1 was going to say now.

Randy Smoke and (native language),
Alderville First Nation (native language). My English
name Is Randy Smoke. 1 come from a First Nations called
Alderville. They"ve asked me to come here and share a bit

about our ways, the way our ancestors lived and the way we
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lived to the present.

I come for a Bear Clan. That"s a clan of
medicine people. That"s how we live in this clan. And
like I say, 1 was asked to come and share some things with
you about our ways and how we make decisions and 1 feel
very honoured to have this opportunity to share with this
Panel of Commissioners because you have a great
responsibility today and tomorrow to listen.

I*m going to talk about listening for a
little while first because the old people that I spent my
time with, the first thing they taught me i1s how to listen
and not just listen with your ears but listen with your
eyes and listen with your heart. And that®"s what I™m
going to focus my talk today upon that.

It is hoped that you will use these gifts
that you were given to listen to a little bit what 1 have
to say.

I never thought 1°d have to talk about this
ever in my life, but 1"ve heard it many times from the old
ones. When 1 was young, 1 would spend a lot of time with
the old ones. My first five years was spent with my
great-grandfather and lots of other old people would come
and visit him. When they came and talked at these
circles, they talked a lot of times about the changes that

were to come and the changes that have already come.
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Since I was a child, all 1 can remember and
I recall i1s that all of these changes they were talking
about were things that I would never believe. Forty-eight
(48) years ago, they talked about a time when we"d be
having to drink out of these containers, our water, and
I*m going to talk about the water today.

They talked about other changes, about
things that were going to hurt our people and hurt all
creation because of the changes that were going to come
with our non-native brothers when they come to this land,
changes that we could not see. We could not imagine the
impact that i1t was going to have on our people and on
Mother Earth.

Some of these changes that 1"m going to
mention, like 1 say, have come true; this bottled water,
people breathing through bottles and tubes, people’s skin
burning but they don’t know why, because of what’s in the
air. All of these things, no one has the answers to and
never had the answers to at that time either. But they
talked about them 48 years ago when 1 was just a little
one.

And the old people around the circle, some
snickered, some laughed, but today, just about all of
these changes have already been experienced by my life

here In earth. Some of these changes have yet to come and
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there’s one that I haven®t -- 1 was here yesterday and I
never heard anything mentioned about it.

There is a change that’s going to happen
here on the shores of Lake Ontario in the form of
earthquakes and 1 don’t know 1f this plant that we are
talking about, I don”t know much about i1t, but are they
prepared for such a disaster? Because iIf a disaster like
that comes and we’re not prepared, then the decision we’re
going to make today could be a decision like you’re the
Creator.

You’re going to decide what my life is
going to be, because I don’t plan on going away. [I°m
going to live here and 1°m making decisions today based on
my grandchildren and their children and so on. Most of my
decisions today are based on seven generations and most of
you have probably heard that phrase, the seven generations
when decisions are being made.

But we don’t only go seven generations
ahead. We go back seven generations and find out what the
decisions, what the effect it had on us today, were those
good decisions. These are the kinds of things that you’re
going to have to think about when you make your decision
in the next few days.

Anyway, 1 will carry on.

From my experience throughout my somewhat



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

50-some odd years -- I’m not going to give you my real age
because 1’11 just let you guess on that one -- but I’ve
noticed that all of these changes have a strong relation
to money and pollution. They come one on one and they
work together, and i1t’s because of these changes, and 1
use money as a pollution also because a lot of our people
have died because of these pollutions whether in the form
of money or changes to the environment.

A lot of our people have died; not just our
people but all people, and they don’t know why. They’re
still trying to figure it out today why.

I somewhat get emotional about this because
I see what’s happening to our earth today. And I will
talk a little bit about that today too.

The end result is that pollution has come
upon us. It’s here.

There 1s a lot of sadness amongst our
people because of what is going on and then our First
Nations communities throughout Canada, the United States,
we’ve never had a say on any of the decision-making
processes of plants similar to this.

And 1 often think that if we were given the
opportunity, our old people were given the opportunity to
share their visions, to share their prophecies before

these plants were created, these nuclear plants -- 1°m not
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against nuclear energy. 1In no way am | saying this,
because as a society we demand energy. We have been
conditioned to use this energy. We need it. It makes
life easier. It’s very convenient.

There 1s a negative to that because now we
won’t go out and chop out a few cords of wood in the
woods. That’s too hard a work. It’s easier to press a
button. That”s where our society is going. We’ve
forgotten how to work. We’ve forgotten how to respect
these gifts that we were given to live on this earth.
We’ve forgotten our responsibilities. A little bit of
that 1s going to happen today too when you hear these
speeches.

But along with the suffering and sadness
that our people are experiencing today also comes a
suffering of mother earth because of environmental changes
and the pollution, things that we don’t even know are
still happening.

I brought some notes because yesterday I
had everything prepared what | was going to say, but after
hearing all the presentations, | threw them away. They
weren’t applicable because | was coming here ready to
fight for something I knew very little about; the nuclear
-- the radioactivity. But today I°’m not going to do that.

Today, I°m just going to share the native perspective on
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how we make decisions and maybe some of it can help.

I want to share an experience with you that
I have gone through throughout my life. When I was young,
we used to do a lot of fishing. My family came from
families of providers where we provide food for the
mothers, single mothers, and the families that didn’t have
very skilled hunters and providers. So my family was
pretty good at this.

So when I was young, | remember when we
walked In the waters and did our fishing. It was very
hard because we would have to fish iIn swift currents and
it was slippery, but we created the skill and we got good
at 1t. It was difficult but we could do i1t.

And when 1 started going back to this way
of life a few years later -- just a few years later —- 1
went back into these same waters and it was even slippier
but 1t wasn’t because of the swift current because the
water table has gone down. The water i1s moving a lot
slower. 1t was slippier because of the slimes and the
slimes are on everything. And this was an indication to
me that the water is suffering, and we need water to
sustain life.

That 1s so important to us, and when | see
these stacks through all these plants and 1 see these

emissions coming out, It really -- 1t affects me in a way
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that -- because 1 have no control of this nor have 1 had
any input or has our people have input on the creation of
these facilities.

And when | see these great clouds of
emissions going into the air, I’m wondering i1If that has
some Impact on the water.

They talk about a safe amount of
contaminants going out that’s tolerable. 1 believe none
IS because we have upset that balance. By using fossil
fuels, we have reversed the natural balance of mother
earth.

So what we have to ask by using these
nuclear plants, are we putting an ease on the use of
fossil fuels? No one knows yet. 1 don’t think enough
research has been done.

I think more has to be done. They talk

about spending millions of dollars to clean up this

immediate area. That’s a bandaid. That’s just a bandaid.

What about the surrounding communities? Because all of
this stuff that comes out of these stacks, It’s got to
come down somewhere. What about those communities?

I1’ve noticed already the decline of fish,
the decline of all aquatic life. 1°m not saying it"s
because of this plant but i1t could be accumulative of

several changes with the pollutions that come with it.
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Another example to do with water is when we
were young we’d have to walk for about a mile to get --
we’d put these old milk cans on a bobsled and dragged them
to the creek where you could just scoop the water and
drink 1t. And then they put these deep wells iIn, so we’d
go there and just pump this water into our containers and
dragged them home.

But after a while these containers were
getting that same slime scum built up on them and we’re
drinking this stuff, you know? What are we doing to our
bodies? They’re talking about cancers and diseases, all
blowing out of proportion now. It could be a multitude of
everything that’s causing this.

So we have a chance to slow it down. We
have a chance to do more research. So let’s spend some of
them millions of dollars and not trying to undo the damage
but prevent further damage to mother earth. That i1s more
important, Is preventing damage, further future
destructions.

Don’t be in such a hurry to make the money
because soon we will have nothing to spend it on. There
will be nothing here.

You know, in Canada and I think throughout
the world it’s an illegal act to commit murder or plan a

murder. So it should be illegal for what we are doing to
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mother earth. We”re killing her; we’re killing her.

Our old people had these special gifts when
they made decisions. They would look far ahead into the
future before they made their decisions. They seen this
coming when I was a child. They seen all of this. How
they know, 1 don’t know, but 1 think that’s what this
Panel of Commissioners have to do, today and tomorrow, is
look way beyond today, use that seven generations, maybe.
Just think about it. What’s going to happen to our
grandchildren’s children because of decisions that we’re
going to make today?

Some say go back to nature. You know, why
do we need all this? Go back to nature, that’s what
people tell us. Our people have never left nature. Our
people where we live, we have a very close connection to
all nature, all natural things, all natural environments.
We still have that.

When the non-natives came here to this
country the old ones would talk about this. They had a
lot of good ideas iIn their minds. One that I’m not so
favourable i1s they wanted to change native peoples. Some
of our people, in fact a lot of them, fell into this way.

There’s very few of us that live a
traditional life with that closeness to the environment,

that closeness to mother earth and all our relatives.
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When 1 talk about our relatives 1 should
explain that a little bit. We refer to the earth as our
mother. We refer to the plants and all that lives on this
earth as our sisters. We refer to the sun as our elder
brother. The moon, we refer to as our grandmother. These
are our relations.

So when I talk about my relations that
gives a little bit of perspective on what 1°m referring
to, and because of the way we refer these things we are
taught to respect all our relations as we live. And we
must live In harmony. We’re always taught that.

Today, to live In harmony has somewhat
fallen on the wayside and that harmony is all but gone.
But even so, our people continue to live in a traditional
way, with that close respect for all our relations.

IT we could share with the rest of the
world just a little bit about how we live, how we make our
decisions then perhaps if we all got together we might
last a lot longer on this mother earth.

We can live without our mothers and our
fathers, as they pass on. We can live without our
sisters, our aunts, and our uncles but we can’t live
without our mother earth. So we have to find some way to
get together so that we can stay here a lot longer.

As First Nations peoples and not only that
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but as peoples, we have a lot of considerations to think
about when we make decisions.

That seven generations 1 was talking about,
go back to -- look at the decisions we’ve already made,
even as much as 50 years ago, and look what we’re having
to live through today, the impact that 1t’s had on us.

Something that I1’ve often thought about is
iT our seven years -- or seven generations ago if those
decisions, if those people making those decisions had the
ability to see how it would impact us today, would they
have made those same decisions? We don’t have that
ability but we do have the ability to listen; with our
hearts, with our ears; with our eyes and that might help
us make a really great decision.

As 1 was saying before, our old ones,
somehow they knew. They knew enough to look ahead, but 1
think that’s because they had faith in what they were and
who they were and how they got there. 1 think that’s
what”s happening today in this world as a lot of our
people all over the world has lost faith in their
responsibility of why they’re here and that is -- and a
lot is happening because of money, pollution. It all goes
hand in hand.

In closing, 1 hope that I have not offended

anybody because that is not my intent when I sit here. 1
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also hope that you will consider some of these things that
I have talked about. | could go on for days but 1°m told
I only have 10 minutes so | had to really sum a lot of
stuff up.

But Alderville is not very far away from
here, 1t’s only about 25 miles. 1°m extending an open
invitation for anyone who wants to come out and just have
a cup of tea and talk with us. There’s a lot of good old
people out there and a lot of good young ones that have
the same knowledge as those old ones because they have
been brought up by them.

Miigwetch for listening to me, and 1 hope
you all do well with your decision.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Well, thank you very
much, sir. You could have heard a pin drop in this room
and 1 think it’s because not only the Commission but
everybody here was listening too.

Are there any questions for Mr. Smoke?

1°’d actually like to know a little bit more
about the Alderville First Nation. For example, you
talked about fishing. Does your First Nations -- do any
of your First Nation members fish in Lake Ontario now?

MR. SMOKE: Yes. A lot of our members --
because of the fish population declining In our own

territories we have an alliance with lroquois Mohawk
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Nations and we fish with our Mohawk Brothers in the
Tyendinaga area and that’s where we’ve noticed the changes
in the waters that are so drastic.

Even if we leave our canoes in the water
for overnight there’s a slime build-up on the bottom of
our vessels.

So we fish the Lake Ontario waters quite a
bit, only because we have to. We never had to before,
there was an abundance of everything when 1 was young.

THE CHAIRPERSON: As well as the water
quality which you’ve mentioned and changes in water
quality -- so these would not have been your traditional
fishing grounds, but i1s there a comment on changes to Lake
Ontario In any other way in terms of other areas, except
for water quality? 1 was thinking in terms of fish
abundance or not, or other areas.

MR. SMOKE: For the last 25 years or so we
have tried not to fish -- take any fish from Lake Ontario,
because about 25 years ago our people were going to Lake
Ontario and the fish were bigger, but our people were
getting sick from consuming these fish, so we stayed away.
So we had to re-educate our people on how to identify
health and non-healthy fish because our young ones, they
got egos and they want to take that big old lunker and

bring it home and be proud. So we had to teach them how
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to be responsible.

So to make a story short, we’re scared of
this lake now because of what is happening to the fish.
And our people, the old ones have told us that it was the
water. When the fish are gone man will be gone soon
after.

So we’re kind of scared of Lake Ontario
fish right now.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Any further questions?

Thank you very much, sir, for coming. We
do appreciate this. 1It’s the fTirst time you’ve been
before the Commission so we hope it wasn’t a bad
experience, and 1 hope we see you again.

Thank you.

MR. SMOKE: Thank you.

MR. LEBLANC: We will move to the next
submission which 1s an oral presentation from Mr. Bart
Hawkins Kreps as outlined in CMD 06-H18.26.

Sir, the floor i1s yours. Welcome.

06-H18.26
Oral presentation by

Bart Hawkins Kreps

MR. KREPS: Thank you for this opportunity
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to address the CNSC.

Like many citizens who have asked to
intervene, | have no formal expertise in nuclear science
and | have never worked in any branch of the nuclear
industry.

Like many citizens | am deeply concerned
about what our society is doing to our environment, both
in our own lifetimes and in the lifetimes of our children
and our grandchildren.

With those concerns in mind, 1 have become
a registered supporter of environmentalists for nuclear
energy and I add my voice In support of the important
points made by Rod Anderson in his presentation yesterday.

Since having the good fortune to move to
Port Hope two years ago | have been raising a family just
a few hundred metres from Cameco’s conversion facility.

As a close neighbour of Cameco 1°d like to
focus on two specific issues but two issues which have
broad implications here and in other places.

The first is the issue of emissions from
Cameco’s conversion facility. As you might guess, before
I made a decision to buy a house in the neighbourhood of
the plant I did my own research because 1 wanted to be
sure that the activities at Cameco were not going to

threaten the health of me and my family. |If evidence of
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unsafe emission levels ever emerged | would certainly
expect the CNSC to enforce safety regulations to bring
those levels down.

But 1 urge the CNSC not to adopt a zero
emission standard for the Cameco plant. | believe a zero
emission standard would be pointless, unfair and
unreasonable. Further, 1 believe a zero emission standard
for Cameco and Zircatec would most likely result in
unintended but serious damage to the environment for
future generations.

Regarding uranium in particular, 1°ve
studied, with great iInterest, the data about the
concentrations of uranium in the air that 1 breathe as a
close neighbour of Cameco. This data shows that uranium
concentrations are far below levels at which any damaging
effects have ever been documented, either in humans or in
animals studied in lab tests.

To consider just one guideline, the minimal
risk level for inhaled uranium for chronic exposure 1is
reported by Health Canada to be three-tenths of a
microgram in every cubic metre of air. How does this
compare to the air | breathe everyday? There is a
monitoring station on Shooter Street, just a block away
from my home. Over the past two decades this station has

measured uranium concentrations at the high end of those
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measured in residential areas of Port Hope, and yet these
readings are far below the minimal risk levels. For the
past five years they have averaged about four thousandth’s
of a microgram per cubic metre of air, 75 times lower than
the minimal risk levels.

With these facts in mind 1 reached the
conclusion that changing to a zero emission standard would
be of zero benefit to public health and safety. With
uranium emissions already just a tiny fraction of minimal
risk levels mandating further reductions would be
pointless. The negative consequences of Imposing a zero
emission standard for the nuclear industry, on the other
hand, could be severe.

In the next generation or two, I believe,
we will have an increasing need for nuclear power.
However, the imposition of a zero emission standard for
Port Hope’s nuclear industry might not only hobble the
industry here but 1t would set a precedent which would be
eagerly seized upon by anti-nuclear groups around the
province and across the country. [If such developments
impede the switchover to non-fossil fuel sources of energy
the results will be tragic.

With each passing year there is more
evidence that the safety record of the nuclear power

industry i1s far superior to that of any other major
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industry. Also, with each passing year there is more
evidence of the staggering death toll caused by fossil
fuel emissions.

To take just one example, the Ontario
Medical Association estimates that smog contributes to the
premature deaths of 5,800 people each year iIn Ontario
alone.

Also, with each passing year, the
scientific consensus grows stronger that our fossil fuel
consumption not only damages our own health but now
threatens our children and our grandchildren with
catastrophic climate change.

So 1t would be i1ronic In the extreme if
Cameco were expected to reduce its already safe levels of
emissions to zero while thousands of cars and trucks
continue to spew their smog and greenhouse gas emissions
in and around Port Hope everyday.

I am not suggesting that Cameco should be
allowed to cut corners on emissions. | think Cameco
should maintain and should be required to maintain their
emissions at levels well below the levels at which any
health dangers have ever been documented.

But let’s keep this iIn perspective. The
emissions which are a clear and present danger and the

emissions which must be drastically reduced are not
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nuclear industry emissions but fossil fuel emissions.

Finally, 1°d like to briefly address an
issue in regard to Zircatec. There have been calls in
recent weeks for this assessment process to be expanded to
a full panel review. As a local citizen, a taxpayer and
an environmentalist, 1 believe that a full panel review of
the Zircatec proposal would be a great waste of resources
and focus.

In Port Hope we have already gone through
years of public information sessions and public debate on
issues around the processing of slightly enriched uranium.
Thousands of hours of time on the part of citizens,
private industry and government regulators have been
devoted to this subject in Port Hope alone. |If a full
panel review were to be called now, we would devote months
or years more to this subject. Another significant
improvement in the efficiency of the nuclear industry
would be delayed indefinitely and therefore made more
costly, perhaps to the point that the project would be
cancelled.

Antinuclear groups elsewhere would see this
as a precedent and call for full panel reviews every time
the nuclear i1ndustry proposes to introduce any new or
improved process.

The major greenhouse gas-free method of
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energy production would be impeded and public attention
would be diverted from the urgent priority of our age, the
decommissioning of the fossil fuel economy.

The cost to taxpayers of just one panel
review might well be in the millions of dollars. The cost
to Port Hope residents would be that for another year or
two or three far more pressing issues of public health,
safety and sustainability would be short changed.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you very much, sir.

Are there any questions for this
intervenor?

Thank you very much for your presentation
today.

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission, which is
CMD 06-H18.27 was to be an oral presentation from Miss
Nina Murchie. However, she cannot attend today and asked

us to consider her submission as a written.

06-H18.27
Written Submission by

Nina Murchie

MR. LEBLANC: So we will move to the next

submission which is an oral presentation from Mr. Tom
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Lawson, as outlined in CMD 06-H18.28.

Mr. Lawson, the floor is yours, sir.

06-H18.28
Oral Submission by

Tom Lawson

MR. LAWSON: Can you hear me?

My name is Tom Lawson. My wife became
deeply involved in the seventies when Eldorado’s massive
contamination of the town was discovered and a school had
to be closed for a year. Hundreds of homes had to be
decontaminated over the ensuing years.

I became involved in 1995 when 1 initiated
the Citizens Coalition that derailed the Crazy Caverns
scheme to bury a million tonnes of radioactive and toxic
waste right under our waterfront.

Since then, three citizen groups; the
Health Concerns Committee, the Watchdogs and F.A.R.E.,
have raised crucial issues and helped Cameco to try to
cleanup 1ts act. At no time has Cameco been willing to
debate these issues. You are the closest we have come to
a genuine debate and we see you In something of a
straitjacket. We need you to ask for a full panel review,

with all due respect to Mr. Kreps.
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Before I go on, 1°d like to bring up the
rosy picture painted by Mr. Kreps and particularly by Rod
Anderson and Chris Levtov about a nuclear renaissance to
stave off climate change. Both of them are -- all of them
are 100 per cent right, that civilization faces i1ts
greatest crisis ever, but even Bruno Combi, the French
leader of environmentalists for nuclear energy, admitted
in our library, that to bring about the nuclear
renaissance and save mankind from this climate crisis, we
would need about 5,000 nuclear reactors.

At present we have what is 1t, 500? And
even 100 per cent switch to nuclear power, if 1t were
possible, which it isn’t, would not make 10 per cent
difference to global warming. Let’s get real. 5,000 new
reactors and why will no one but government anywhere
invest in a nuclear reactor?

I just want to say this. |If you forget
everything | say and everything that everybody else says,
I hope —- I hope you will take home what Randy Smoke said.
I hope you will see the great wisdom in what he iIs saying.

Our problem is not a problem between
different forms of energy. Our problem is the way we
think. We’ve got to change the way we think and the way
we live and we’ve got to begin to talk about a thing

called conservation instead of just more energy of one
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kind or another.

I have four reasons why you should not
give, even a two-year licence, to either Cameco or
Zircatec.

Number one i1s the location. You’ve heard
it before; you’ll hear i1t again. No one disputes the fact
that Port Hope’s waterfront is the wrong place for this
facility.

No one disputes the fact that there are
alternatives, one close enough to ensure no loss of jobs.
Cameco can move but Cameco can move only if by doing so
they can maximize profits or 1f they’re forced to do so by
losing their licence to operate here.

Cameco’s radioactive emissions are not its
only problem. Just one case: The large-scale use of
lethal hydrofluoric acid at the facility makes another
Bhopal In our community a distinct possibility. It could
be mechanical breakdown. 1t could be human error. It
could be terrorist activity, but things that can happen
eventually do happen. No community should be subjected to
such a threat, however unlikely.

With the construction of such a facility on
our waterfront to be proposed today, it wouldn’t receive
even cursory attention. Should not renewed licensing

include instructions to start plans now for relocation?



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

28

Our second concern: This fall only — or at
least our three citizen groups held a forum on health
issues related to this industry. Cameco declined to
participate. They will not debate. Instead, it held its
own forum involving a panel of eight distinguished
experts. All morning we were reassured in many ways by
this panel that Cameco poses no significant health hazard
in Port Hope.

In the afternoon question period, 1 asked
the panel the following question: All morning you have
been reassuring us that Cameco poses no real health threat
here and, yet, here we are spending over $250 million of
taxpayers” money to try to cleanup just our historic
waste. What sense does that make; $250 million for
nothing?

IT, on the other hand there is a hazard,
why on earth are we spending over $250 million cleanup
while the facility goes on polluting and at an elevated
rate? What sense does that make?

I pleaded for any one of them to enlighten
me. Not one had a word to say. They just sat there
speechless. What sense does that make?

I’m asking you people, you Commissioners.
What sense does that make to you?

My third concern is Cameco’s public
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relations campaign this past year. Last year’s 105
interventions over the proposal to process enriched
uranium here revealed an extraordinary degree of knowledge
of nuclear issues among the informed citizenry. In the
face of F.A.R.E.’s questions leading up to the recent
municipal election, Cameco ran an unprecedented campaign
to marginalize mounting criticism, to get a submissive
council elected and to convince the town and you that our
future depends on Cameco’s continued presence among us.

In particular, they waged an intense
campaign to discredit an extremely able councillor who had
just won a prestigious international award for his work to
protect and enhance our Ganaraska River watershed. Why
did they do this? Because more than anyone else, he kept
Cameco on its toes with penetrating questions.

I ask you to compare the substance of
interventions on behalf of Cameco with the critical
interventions of concerned citizens. Of course, Cameco
employees praise their employer. They’re the best-paid
people In town. The bulk of the townspeople are, as
usual, uninvolved. They just want the problem to go away.
It won”t.

Only a dozen or so not connected to either
Cameco or informed citizen groups turned up at our health

panels. 1 decided to join 13 other candidates for four
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council seats, simply to give voters a chance to say we
want our waterfront back. 469 voters bypassed 10 other
worthy candidates to make that statement. Why? Because
they see that our waterfront is a potential goldmine, the
key to a genuine Port Hope renaissance.

The closest proposal to counter this stand
is Cameco’s 2010 scheme to beautify the plant for the
benefit of families wishing to enjoy the waterfront again.

It’s a whitewash. Have a look at the
place. For 60 years this massive eyesore has dominated,
defaced and contaminated not only our waterfront but the
town i1tself at an enormous cost to the whole community.
You can’t heal a boil with a Bandaid. The emperor has no
clothes and the town is more divided than ever.

My fourth concern is studies verses
testing. Many questions have yet to be answered. Surely
no licence should be granted before these gquestions have
been addressed, especially those dealing with a need for a
genuine health testing, not studies, testing of those who
have lived here all these years. Contrary to what you’ve
heard from Bliss Tracy we have had to date nothing but
studies that have been inconclusive by design. If there
were no health hazard why would Cameco not be demanding
genuine testing of the people who have lived here to clear

the air and silence widespread citizen concerns? |Is there
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a government fear of billions of dollars iIn lawsuits if
such tests should prove positive? Donations to the local
theatre and other worthy causes do nothing to answer these
questions.

My conclusion i1s the issue is not
essentially between FARE and Cameco. It’s rather between
concerned citizens and you, the regulator. Cameco is
simply doing its thing to maximize profits.

But our town is deeply, deeply divided. We
will remain divided until we get our waterfront back.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you, Mr. Lawson.

Are there questions from the Commission
Members for this?

Yes, Mr. Harvey.

MEMBER HARVEY: My question goes to Cameco.
Could you inform Commission on the nature of the risk of
the use of the hydrofluoric acid within the plan?

MR. STEANE: Bob Steane for the record.

Hydrofluoric acid is a toxic chemical and
because of that reason we have the hydrofluoric acid
systems In place to contain. We contain it at all stages
of its use, monitor it, detection and control of 1t. So
the risk of escape of hydrofluoric acid from the facility

is controlled very -- it’s very controlled such that i1t is
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a very unlikely un-credible event to happen.

MEMBER HARVEY: But if an accident would
happen what could be the impact? If a leak -- well, an
accident is an accident, so what would be the nature of
the impact i1f it would happen?

THE CHAIRPERSON: Perhaps we could broaden
the question to talk about what are the accident scenarios
that have been examined by Cameco. And 1 think, Mr.
Harvey, i1t would be a question for staff too afterwards.
And what are the scenarios and the possible mitigation for
those areas to reassure the public?

MR. STEANE: Bob Steane for the record.

The most -- the scenarios that we have
looked at, and we have examined accident scenarios, and It
is the time of greatest potential for an accident to
happen, is during the transfer of the hydrogen fluoride
from the railcar into the storage tanks. We have dealt
with and put in place those scenarios of a catastrophic
failure of the hose and also control, and then we have
designed -- and the systems are iIn place that will contain
those quantities of material. We’ll put it through
emergency scrubbing systems and neutralize that material.

We also have -- and 1t comes back to our
Emergency Response Team, and we have the Emergency

Response Team members who are capable and competent and
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trained to go into such a scene and also mitigate anything
that’s happening. And when we’re offloading and dealing
with -- doing that transfer, that only happens when the
Emergency Response Team is available during the daytime.

MEMBER HARVEY: And to staff?

MR. HOWDEN: Yes. Barclay Howden speaking.

I’m going to ask Mr. Marty O’Brien to
comment on our assessment of the HF hazards at this
facility.

MR. O’BRIEN: Marty O’Brien for the record.

Yes, | believe as mentioned somewhat
yesterday, CNSC staff evaluates this aspect primarily
through the safety report that’s issued for the facility.
It’s a licensing requirement and they have to assess all
potential scenarios such as potential leaks of
hydrofluoric acid in the plant and that they have
sufficient safeguards in place to deal with such a leak,
things like detection systems, emergency shutoff systems,
diversion of any leak into standby scrubbing systems so
that they don’t get released unmitigated to the
environment, containment systems, emergency response
systems, et cetera. And our view iIs -- reviews they have
done today have concluded 1t’s satisfactory.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Other questions?
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Well, thank you very much, Mr. Lawson, for
taking the time to put iIn a submission and being with us
today.

MR. LEBLANC: We”ll move to the next
submission which 1s an oral presentation from Ms. Audrey
Levtov, as outlined in CMD 06-H18.29.

Ms. Levtov, the floor is yours, ma’am.

06-H18.29
Oral presentation by

Audrey Levtov

MS. LEVTOV: Good morning, Madam Chair, and

Members of the Commission. We are really pleased to have

you in Port Hope. 1t’s lovely to see you face-to-face.
My name is Audrey Levtov. 1 live on Dawson
Street West. 1 am a grandmother and a happy, positive,

optimistic person. So when I tell you that my fears for
the children of this town haven’t been allayed; 1 feel
worried enough to put myself through this ordeal of
speaking to you again.

I am part of Cameco’s buffer zone. 1 am a
proud member of FARE. And although I disagree with Mr.
Miller on Cameco’s location, because of the way our world

has changed so dramatically with threats of terrorism and
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dire climate change predictions, 1 feel there is no place
for Cameco in our town.

Here we are with them once more asking for
a long licensing period. | strongly oppose this. This is
a company operating In our beautiful town without a buffer
zone and not prioritizing 1ts emissions which continue to
rain down on us in increasing amounts.

They have no grey days on your report card,
but they do have the temerity to ask for a long operating
licence. They are still not compliant with the Fire Code.
You gave them a “C”, hardly a passing grade on fire and
emergency. They don’t meet the municipal safety
standards, yet you keep giving them more and more time to
be compliant. Why does your staff recommend giving them a
five-year licence renewal?

You were told in 2005 about our concerns
with neutron radiation outside the plant and you dismissed
this as of no concern. It certainly concerns us and still
concerns us.

They are embarked on a massive PR campaign
which is supposed to give us factual information about
them and their plant operations. Public relations is not
public information. We resent being massaged by them.

The money they are spending would be better spent making

our town safer, investing iIn emission control systems and
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meeting municipal requirements on safety and security as
set out In Mr. Rostetter’s memo to council, which as 1
remember was unanimously endorsed by council. Did the
staff take this into consideration?

Our town will shortly be undergoing a
massive cleanup of historic low-level radioactive waste
during which Cameco will decommission certain of its
buildings. Will the company be up and running and able to
operate even up to their non-compliance standards during
this upheaval? Who knows?

Should they be licensed to operate for more
than a year at a time during this uncertainty? Did your
staff give this enough consideration? If you allow Cameco
a five-year licence, will you be operating in the best
interest of Port Hope citizens?

I ask for your consideration in this
matter. Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you very much,
ma’am. We realize that i1t takes full effort to come here.
So thank you very much. We realize that.

Are there any questions? Dr. McDill.

MEMBER McDILL: Thank you very much. 1
understand sometimes people on the far side of this room
have trouble hearing me. So wave your hands and 1’11

know.
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I wonder if I could ask staff to define
what a “B” rating iIs and what an “A” rating means, and
perhaps just in rough numbers how many “As” we actually
see In a year?

MR. RABSKI: With respect to the -- Henry
Rabski for the record.

The *“B” rating issued on our assessment of
programs and implementation of programs means meeting
requirements and the intent of the objectives of CNSC
requirements and performance expectations. This rating is
given when we evaluate programs and perform inspections of
facilities based on specific safety program areas.

And during the course of those types of
inspections and evaluations, there are issues that are
raised and there are improvements and directions given by
staff to continuously improve programs based on what we
see iIn the field and what we"re evaluating.

So that"s -- meeting our requirements means
that we will find those things from time to time and the
response of the licensee is adequate to bring those things
back into compliance or to address those significantly and
not pose any risk In terms of compliance in those
particular safety program areas.

When you speak of an “A” rating, you“re

talking about an assessment of again the same types of
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programs, evaluations, iInspections that consistently
exceed applicable CNSC requirements and performance
expectations. So it"s going well above and beyond
consistently in a program area and the implementation of
those that can be shown that far exceeds any type of
expectation that we would have, going above and beyond any
type of expectation.

And in the evaluation In my division which
looks at and is responsible for licensing, fuel
fabrication facilities and production facilities across
Canada, we have not issued an “A” rating to any facility
in any program area.

MS. LEVTOV: Madam Chair, 1 really am sorry
for you and the Commissioners when you get answers that
are so long that you forget what the question was.

THE CHAIRPERSON: I don’t think you should
be concerned because we do understand this question and we
do understand the answer.

I think the Commission asked for these
levels to be developed because we felt that it was
difficult for citizens to understand at a larger level
exactly what was happening in terms of the performance.

It would be wrong to say that these levels are considered
so quantitatively iIn a box that there is -- that

everything is -- all “Bs” are really absolutely quantified
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in terms of iIt.

What we believe in the Commission is that
there i1s a standard of health and safety and protection of
the environment and safeguards in a number of other areas
that companies in Canada must meet. Our requirements from
the CNSC meet or exceed any of those in the world. That"s
one of the things that the Commission does iInsist on.

I think that companies can decide to exceed
those for a number of reasons and they do -- sometimes, as
Mr. Rabski says, they have exceeded in many cases.

But the Commission knows what its job is,
and 1ts job is to set standards for Canadians across the
land. Be that in a health clinic or in a power plant,
there are standards for every facility that we regulate,
and those are to ensure that they meet those standards.

I must say to you the amount of resources
that would be necessary for us to monitor where they are
between “Bs” and “As” would be, I think, what one would
consider in the wrong place. A number of companies even
said to us, “How do we get from here to there”, and | say,
“That"s not the job of the Commission. That"s the job of
you to talk about how you get from “A” to “B”.”

So 1t"s not an unreasonable gquestion for a
citizen to ask a company, “What from your company’s

philosophy is where you would like to go?” but the
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Commission has a clear idea of what is i1ts job.

So 1 think Dr. McDill’s question and your
question has been asked before, and 1 think it"s a valid
question to ask.

Other questions? Dr. Dosman.

MEMBER DOSMAN: Mrs. Levtov, your question
on neutron radiation, there was -- 1 realize the hearings
are spread over two days, but there was discussion
yesterday and this issue was explored and I would advise
you to read the transcripts because it isn’t reasonable to
have the same explanation again today.

MS. LEVTOV: Thank you. 1 do remember
yesterday.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Well, thank you very
much, ma’am, for joining us today.

MR. LEBLANC: We will move to the next
submission which 1s an oral presentation from Ms. Patricia
Lawson, as outlined in CMD 06-H18.30.

Ms. Lawson, the floor is yours, ma’am.
06-H18.30
Oral presentation by

Patricia Lawson

MS. LAWSON: My name is Patricia Lawson. 1
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have lived in this town my whole life. 1 went to school
here. 1 taught school here. 1 love the town. 1 feel 1
am very lucky that I have not had to move away.

In the early eighties the Town of Port Hope
appointed me as the first Chair of the town’s
Environmental Advisory Committee.

I think perhaps the most useful thing 1
could do right now for the Commissioners is to pick up on
questioning yesterday and the recent questioning on the
HF, though 1 would much rather talk about the issues that
Randy Smoke put before you and I hope to do that within
the context of the recent Massey lectures.

First of all, the HF problem, 1 have
written about that in my written submission to you and |
won’t read i1t. Simply, I would like to add that the
majority of the energy we receive today comes from oil
refineries. We know that"s coming to an end.

You should know that all Canada’s oil
refineries have taken away the HF component that they had
to use in the process there. They have done that because
they consider it too hazardous for the surrounding
communities.

There 1s no place perhaps on this continent
that receives the volume of HF that comes into the plant

in our midst here. 1°ve told you the approximate numbers.
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You should also know that before the UFs plant was
licensed and built here, that a railcar fell off the
railway lines right on the edge of the Cameco property.

Now, I think the best way for you to
understand the criticality of the HF situation is within
the context of a letter from the Medical Officer of Health
to the Environmental Advisory Committee.

After the fTire at Cameco, the Committee was
concerned about a lot of issues and we wrote to Dr.
Michael who was the Medical Officer of Health for
Kawartha, Haliburton and Pineridge District, and he says:

“Responding to Mrs. Lawson’s request
for answers, an explosion iIn the plant
as a result of the fire could have
meant the instant release of either or
both ammonia and hydrogen fluoride.
The site and power of the explosion
would determine the extent of damage
and risk to health.”

And this i1s a question of wind.

“IT the wind at the time of the fire

had come from any other direction than
north, the plumes could have extended
over an area for ammonia of six and a

half square miles and for hydrogen
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fluoride of nine square miles.

Thus, depending upon the direction of
the wind, a semi-circle from the
outskirts of Cobourg to south of
Rossmount, somewhat east of
Westleyville, could be involved.”

We were given a description of how this
chemical would, on contact with the air, be sucked into a
cloud and pulled up our river valley.

So I also would like to comment on the
issues raised about the flooding issue, which I wrote
about 1n my supplementary.

The Municipality of Port Hope in i1ts long-
term development plan, now approved by the Province,
states:

“There will be no toxins allowed in
the floodplain.”

The i1ssue of where floodwaters come was
discussed yesterday and the Ministry of Natural Resources
states that:

“Any new buildings in the floodplain
should adhere to the PMF
requirements.”

Now, what is worrying the Ganaraska Region

Conservation Authority and Mark Peacock is that in one of
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these unexpected storms, the floodwaters could -- will
move in the direction of the Port Hope Water Intake Plant.

Can you -- 1 just want you to -- can you
understand what 1’m saying? Cameco has a lot of
monitoring stations right on the west of the UFs plant. A
tornado, something unexpected that causes a huge amount of
water will push the water right over to the water
pollution plant. | hope Mark Peacock is here. You can
question him about that.

So my whole thrust here, like Randy
Smoke’s, i1s I will never allow the continuation of the
pollution of Lake Ontario as long as 1 live and i1t’s not
only the fact that the majority of the emissions coming
out of this plant, out the stacks and out the pipes go
into the lake. That’s what you have to realize.

Two-thirds of the emissions are coming
right down onto Lake Ontario. For instance, recently, the
company had trouble in the last two or three years with a
pump that wouldn”t work on theilr western side near the
lake there and all this stuff goes into the lake and it
never goes away.-

I could read you another -- history is
important, as Randy Smoke said. We can learn from
history.

In 1983, there was a huge radioactive spill
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out the cooling water outlet that comes into the harbour
slip and Mr. Joe Didyck, a member of your staff at the
time, said about 700 kilograms of UF; were discharged into
the harbour. That never goes away. It’s there, and 1 was
present when Dr. Durham of the Inland Waterways told how
he had analyzed a salmon coming up the Ganaraska River and
found uranium in the bones of the salmon.

We are facing a critical juncture and I
urge you, Madam Chair, to follow the lead of your
predecessor, M. Levesque, when he delayed giving the
licence to the company as a result of the evidence that 1
brought before him on behalf of the Environmental Advisory
Committee.

Your staff at that time wished to raise the
DRL and the Committee talked about this issue. They were
against i1t, of course, because all of this triggers more
pollution over our town. This was in the “80s, and they
sent me to Ottawa and Dr. Levesque said, “We’re not going
to give this licence until we’ve thought about it, what
you’ve said”.

And so I went home and Mr. Andy Oliver was
there and at the next meeting of the Environmental
Advisory Committee, Mr. Andy Oliver said 1 was just an
anti-nuke and 1 didn’t represent the people of Port Hope.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Ma”am, you just have one
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minute left, please.

MS. LAWSON: All right.

I want to concentrate. | can’t begin to
tell you all I want to tell you. But | do want to ask
you, Commissioners, two vital questions that 1°ve put in
my supplementary submission.

The first is, and 1 hope you can answer
this for me, what standard do you require for uranium
toxins in the floodplain?

THE CHAIRPERSON: Please complete your
intervention, Mrs. Lawson.

MS. LAWSON: And what standard -- how do
you relate the standard on which you base risk to the
other jurisdictions on this planet that have lowered their
standard by a factor of at least a hundredfold -- I don’t
know how much but a lot lower than Canada.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you very much,
ma’”am.

I just wish to note you mentioned Mr.
Peacock from the Regional Conservational Authority and he
will be doing an intervention later today. He’ll be here
approximately three o’clock, 1 believe. So we will have
an opportunity to talk to Mr. Peacock directly about the
issues from the Regional Conservations Authorities.

So thank you for that.
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MS. LAWSON: Mr. Trumper should come to
speak to you about the water pollution issue. He runs
Port Hope’s intake water plant and he needs to tell you
how he analyzes for radioactive substances.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Well, as you know, Ms.
Lawson, we had an opportunity for people and groups to
intervene and so the list is now available and set.

Are there any questions for Mrs. Lawson?

Yes, Dr. Dosman first, and then Mr. Graham.

MEMBER DOSMAN: Thank you, Madam Chair.

I would like to ask Cameco if they could
briefly summarize the manner in which fluorides are
handled in the plant.

MR. STEANE: Bob Steane for the record.

First, 1 would like -- for the record, the
scenarios and situations that Ms. Lawson presented in her
intervention were related to another plant, another
situation. It was the Port Hope plant that was the old
UFe plant. At that time the nature of the plant was
completely different than today.

Today, hydrogen fluoride is contained. All
railcars when they arrive, all handling of the railcars,
happens indoors. The railcar is moved indoors. It 1s
sealed 1n an indoor location. All of the transfer and

storage i1s indoors. So the whole manner of handling
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hydrogen fluoride iIn the current UFs plant is completely
different than the manner it was done in the plant that
Ms. Lawson described, or that is done in most other
plants. This is a complete containment. It is a very
unique feature that was designed into the UFs plant.

MEMBER DOSMAN: I°m wondering, may I ask
staff it staff could comment on staff®s view as to the
safety with which fluorides are handled in the plant.

MR. RABSKI: Henry Rabski for the record.

Staff would like to begin by saying that
under subsection 12.1(c) of the General Nuclear Safety and
Control Regulation, there i1s a requirement of every
licensee to take all reasonable precautions to protect the
environment and health and safety of persons to maintain
security.

We do this on a case-by-case basis, as
pointed out by the project officer. HF Is a hazardous
chemical that has been addressed extensively in the safety
report for this particular facility because the chemical
IS so important in the processing of uranium at the
facility.

Now, to speak to what is iIn place speaks to
the fact that the company iIs required to put extensive
defence In depth In place at this facility, relating to

the fact of the hazardous properties of the chemical that
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they are using.

This has been a concentration of effort on
behalf of the company and oversight by the regulator to
ensure that defence in depth is properly placed in this
particular area. This takes iInto account also the fact of
the facility™s proximity to populated areas, a concern
that has been raised time and time again about lack of
buffer zone.

The defence in depth method of providing
sufficient barriers -- and we"re not relying on one
particular barrier but a number of barriers in place that
stem from analysis of the situation, the processes,
procedures, instrumentation, chemical handling and
scrubbing systems of gases -- have all been taken into
account and are continuously reviewed to ensure that
enough defence in depth is properly placed on this
particular safety area.

With respect to HF, 1t has been pointed out
as well, another defence in depth, and a measure that has
been put in place at this particular facility is that all
handling of HF is done within the confines of the facility
in the plant. As pointed out, railcars are off-loaded
inside the facility where the defence iIn depth mechanisms
can be properly used to ensure the safety of workers, the

public and the environment.
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Our staff has benchmarked this type of
process of dealing with HF in the uranium conversion
process against other similar facilities and the measures
that are taken go a long way to ensure that the public,
workers and the environment are protected. They far
exceed other standards that are used at facilities
comparable and have to be put in context of their
particular location.

We are satisfied that the defence in depth
approach provides a protection that a buffer zone would iIn
the case of this particular chemical and process that is
used In the conversion facility.

MEMBER DOSMAN: If I might ask CNSC staff
iT there have been any incidents at the plant involving
fluorides during the current licence period?

MR. RABSKI: Henry Rabski for the record.

There were several iIncidences that
occurred. One has to put them into context. The
incidents relate to releases within the containment system
within the plant facility. We have the details regarding
each individual incident that occurred.

What I want to speak to as well is that
each time there is an incident, and not only involving
this particular hazard but any other safety significant

hazard, they are analyzed first of all by the company to
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look at what the root causes were and any corrective
actions and measures that need to be taken to avoid these
incidents from occurring again.

But they are also analyzed by staff. They
are reviewed as part of our continuous iInspection program.
We also bring i1n specialists as required to review these
investigations and incidents. We take them very seriously
and we put the onus on the licensee to continuously look
at improving their defence in depth in the particular
safety areas that have significant consequence.

MEMBER DOSMAN: Madam Chair, I"m sorry to
prolong. I would just like to ask CNSC staff if there are
any injuries to workers as a result of any iIncidents?

THE CHAIRPERSON: 1 will note for the
intervenors that the CNSC Commission Members receive
reports of all the significant development reports right
afterwards. So we do know these as they happen and this
is part of the role of the Commission iIn its oversight as
well.

MR. RABSKI: Henry Rabski for the record.

Our review of the incidents that occurred
during the licensing period indicate that there was first-
aid administered to individuals as a result of the
incidents and Cameco can comment further on the details.

MEMBER DOSMAN: Thank you.
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MR. STEANE: For the record, Bob Steane.

We have some incidents, there have been
some as Mr. Rabski described, some minor injuries to
people. We also have a protocol in which any potential
exposure to hydrogen fluoride is treated very, very
seriously and we have a protocol that we enact which
provides medical treatment at a level to be assured that
there i1s not a lasting effect.

with that, I will ask our Manager of
Production, Tim Kennedy, to further talk to that.

MR. KENNEDY: For the record, i1t"s Tim
Kennedy.

Yes, HF events have occurred over the
licensing period due to loss of a containment inside the
building of the plant and if the personnel had smelled HF
or reported any breathing difficulties, that would then be
treated under their medical protocol, which currently our
plant doctor requires transport to the emergency room for
evaluation.

So during the licensing period, off the top
of the my head, we did have loss of containment due to the
reactive processes that are inside the plant and the
employee response, as Mr. Rabski mentioned, would be
investigated under our Occupational Health and Safety and

corrective actions be taken to improve the performance 1in
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that area.

There was no loss of containment from that
primary area due to the barriers of depths that were
described. The emergency ventilation system along with
automatic detection devices are In place. We also have
digital recording cameras and plum detection systems iIn
those areas of the plant where these activities take
place.

So largely, first aid type incidents on
inhalation, there would also be some minor HF burns during
the licensing period from contact with the chemicals iIn
the plant, doing routine maintenance, largely, or
activities in the plant.

So those are the ones that come to mind
this morning.

MEMBER DOSMAN: Thank you.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Mr. Graham.

MEMBER GRAHAM: Yes, | just have one
question to Cameco and that is with regard to research,
getting away from the use of HF.

As we’ve heard and as we know there are
some processes, new processes that have come into effect
in other industries and I°’m wondering, Is there any way or
IS there any research being done by your company to do

your processing or do another method of processing that
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would not involve hydrogen fluoride?

MR. STEANE: Bob Steane for the record.

The chemistry is such that to make uranium
hexafluoride you must have a source of fluorine and
fluoride atoms. So you have to use fluoride and the
source of fluoride which is commonly used, is a very
commonly used industrial chemical; whether 1t’s iIn plastic
pipe, polyvinyl chloride or the fluorides and it’s very
commonly used as an industrial chemical. But there is no
way to make uranium hexafluoride without using a source of
fluoride.

THE CHAIRPERSON: 1°d just like to comment
that 1 think 1t would be important for the company to be
able to comment for the Commission and for citizens here.
It”s one thing to talk about the incidences and i1t’s
another thing to talk about how you investigate it, iIt’s
another thing to talk about how you report it, but 1 think
iIt’s reasonable to ask a company to reassure the
Commission and the citizens that they’re doing everything
they can to come down to zero. Zero of these areas,
whether you ever achieve it or not is something.

But I think -- we’ve heard this debate
about, you know, everything that’s iIn place but what I’m
expecting is a company to say, you know, that your goal 1is

that these won’t happen and | haven’t heard that yet.
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MR. STEANE: Bob Steane for the record.

Absolutely our goal is to have no contact
with hydrogen fluoride. We do maintain rigorous systems
for control detection procedures, how to work with the
material and everything i1s around the putting in place
systems and methods and work practices that achieve a
workplace with -- that is our goal, is absolutely no
contact with hydrogen fluoride.

Further, we do, within the industry, share
best practices. We meet once a year. The uranium
conversion operators meet to share aspects of safety,
health and safety and particularly most of the discussion
does focus around hydrogen fluoride and what practices
others are using for the safe handling and safe working
with HF.

We also participate and send workers to --
our suppliers, Honeywell have annually an HF users
conference where we send our engineers, send our safety
people to learn about the latest techniques and processes
and working safety with hydrogen fluoride.

Thank you, Madam Chair, for asking that
question. You’re right; we should be putting that out.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Yes, Mr. Rogers.

MR. ROGERS: For the record Terry Rogers.

We’re talking a lot about hydrogen fluoride
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here today and it’s -- the efforts we go through to
eliminate or to greatly reduce the risk of exposures to
it.

But generally in our industry and certainly
within Cameco our goal is to establish a strong safety
culture that would include elimination of all risks and
risks of chemical exposure, risks of conventional safety
issues, risks of radiation exposure as well.

So it’s an ongoing theme and an ongoing
effort at all of our sites, not just the facilities here
in Port Hope but certainly within the company that i1s --
our focus 1s zero incidents.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Mrs. Lawson, one of the
comments you alluded to and a number of other intervenors
is what you’ve called the PR campaign by Cameco.

Certainly 1 won’t speak to the details of
the campaign on the ground but six years ago when | came
in, one of the things that we didn’t have In CNSC was
guidelines for four companies in terms of their public
information.

Some people were quite good; some companies
were terrible at it. Some people were in the middle. The
reason i1t’s a guideline i1s because there’s no one way to
communicate with people that are important to a company’s

day-to-day operations; be that the unions or staff or
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whatever.

But the CNSC, based on the mid-term review
-— I’m sure you’ve looked at the reasons for decision out
of that -- said very clearly to Cameco that their
expectation was that there would be more community
involvement.

What the Commission’s expectations are for
information to go out to the community and for engagement
with the community and that this be sustainable but it
isn’t around licensing time particularly that there’s a
sustainable effort and that these would happen.

So, I won”’t comment on whether i1t’s
considered a PR campaign or whether i1t’s considered great
information or information sessions or whatever. But the
Commission does require that there iIs engagement with the
community and they do require that this is reported in the
licence, which was done In this case, and they do require
that 1t’s sustainable.

In this case the Commission asked the staff
to also -- the CNSC staff to be more engaged in terms of
both the Tribunal Secretariat and whatever.

So, it’s unfortunate if areas are perceived
as PR and that will be the challenge before the company to
put forward a sustainable information -- two-way

information exchange that will hopefully provide the
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information people need and that there’s a back and forth.

So 1 just wanted to comment on this. PR
has become a word that seems to be a bad word. | don’t
know, if I was a public relations professional | might be
not very happy about that but since I’m scientist there’s
no danger of that.

So 1 just wanted to comment on that.

So thank you very much, Mrs. Lawson.

MS. LAWSON: But I need to respond to you.

Until the informed citizens of the
community are given a meaningful role In what’s going on
here iIn the decision making that’s happening in our
community all the rest of i1t i1s simply cosmetic.

We are not allowed to have any reasonable
role in the cleanup that you’re putting millions of
dollars iInto, as a responsible agency.

The citizens who will live with the result
of this, who lived throughout the cleanup have had no
meaningful way of registering their concerns.

THE CHAIRPERSON: And I appreciate that
that’s another licence and another hearing that we will
have.

Just to clarify, the Commission -- with
regards to the work that’s being done in terms of the low-

level waste site -- will play the role that it plays now,
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which is, it will be the regulator. 1t clearly would be
perhaps a cause of confusion because it’s Natural
Resources Canada who is heading that effort.

They are, as you say, involving federal
funds but the Commission on that case, just like this, has
only one job and that’s the oversight role and we won’t be
spending a dollar on that. We will be doing the oversight
and 1t’1l have to meet our -- so thank you, Mrs. Lawson.
We are going to move on now.

MR. LEBLANC: We will move to the next
submission which 1s an oral presentation by Mr. Andrew
Johncox, as outlined in CMD 06-H18.31.

Mr. Johncox, the floor i1s yours, sir.
06-H18.31
Oral presentation by

Andrew Johncox

MR. JOHNCOX: Thank you.

Madam Chair, and Commission Members, my
name is Andrew Johncox. [I’m a retired engineer.

During my career | spent 16 years working
for Eldorado in Port Hope and Blind River in production
and i1n applied research. 1 have presented to this
Commission twice before on the issue of decommissioning

and the bulk of my submission today will be on
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decommissioning.

In my written report 1 have expressed my
displeasure with Cameco and with the CNSC’s ability to
regulate and I don’t think 1 will elaborate on that
anymore as 1t has been brought up many times.

So 1 will go on to decommissioning part.

A few days ago, I got the SNC-Lavalin
decommissioning report. It wasn’t sent to me. | got it
from a friend. And I have been able to get through this
and make some comments. So those comments are not in my
written report.

Anyway, there iIs a considerable cost
increase for the Phase 1 decommissioning. Cameco has also
said that the reason for the cost increase has been to --
the extra labour costs -- increased labour costs and
transportation costs to Blind River. Well, when 1 read
this report it says it’s a tomorrow’s event. So in that,
if 1t was a tomorrow”’s event, it was not going to Blind
River. Tomorrow”s event means the whole establishment
would be taken down and sent to the low-level waste in
Port Hope. And so that cost iIncrease is not due to
transportation. | looked through that report. |1 couldn’t
find any costs associated to transportation.

I think that the report is very well done

by SNC-Lavalin and it’s a far cry better than what we had
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received before. And I think the cost estimates by SNC-
Lavalin will be fairly correct.

Anyway, that’s what | wanted to say about
that.

Also in there it said that there iIs process
waste, non-recycled process waste from Cameco from 1988 to
the present that’s stored in drums in the various
warehouses they have in town on Dorset Street, in the
Centre Pier and 1 don’t know where else, and that that
material is also going to the low-level waste. Well,
excuse me, but that is not historic waste. And when 1
read the agreement, and I read it over in the office the
other day with Glen Case, and it doesn’t say anywhere in
there that Cameco’s process waste will be going to the
low-level waste site in Port Hope.

Personally, | agree it should go there.
Let’s get rid of 1t. But i1t’s not a freebie. I’m sure
Glen Case or AECL can come up with a fee for disposal that
Cameco is well capable of paying, and 1°d like to ask
staff how many drums of non-recyclable waste is being
stored; that’s Cameco’s waste Is being stored in the town
so we can differentiate between the Eldorado waste and
Cameco waste.

I think that those figures are Important.

Okay. The Phase Il decommissioning, we got
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that straightened out last time. 1It’s not -- the low-
level waste site in Port Hope is not going to be re-opened
at the time of Phase Il decommissioning so now Cameco has
decided they were going to send it to Blind River. Well,
that’s interesting. |1 was wondering how they engaged the
community of Blind River iIn that respect.

So 1 phoned the Mayor of Blind River, who 1
used to know, Bob Gallagher. We used to curl together.

So 1 phoned Bob up and asked him if he had heard about
Port Hope radioactive waste going to Blind River. He said
he had never heard of such a thing. It was news to him.

And the nearest neighbour actually to the
proposed cell that’s going to be on the Blind River site
is the Mississagi First Nations. Well, we heard Randy
Smoke this morning talk about engaging these people iIn
decisions. But Cameco has already made this decision that
it 1s going to send this stuff to Blind River as it has
engaged nobody. So there Is communications for you.

I think that is an insult to anybody up
there on the north shore. Toronto garbage -- Toronto
decided they were going to send their garbage to Kirkland
Lake some years ago. It didn’t happen. Even though
Kirkland Lake wanted to receive it, it didn’t happen
because northern Ontario doesn’t want Port Hope’s garbage

or Cameco’s garbage or anybody else’s garbage.
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ElIliot Lake decided many years ago that
they didn’t want Port Hope’s garbage. They have the
biggest deposit of low-level waste in the world sitting up
there and when they were decommissioning RIO 1 naively
went to them and suggested that they take Port Hope’s
waste up there and put i1t into the tailings, that it would
be an insignificant amount compared to what’s there
already. They laughed at me. “Get out of town”, they
said. “Don’t want to hear about it.” They don’t want to
hear about it. They want the nuclear industry shutdown in
Elliot Lake and forgotten about. There 1s a whole lot of
widows up there that want to forget about i1t for sure.

Anyway, that’s an example of Cameco’s
communications.

1’d like to also point out that it doesn’t
make any sense to me to have a private company, a public
company or whoever to build a radioactive waste site.
These sites have to be intact just like we read all about
this from Glen Case’s Port Hope iInitiative, that this
mound that they’re going to build in Port Hope has to be
maintained -- monitored, maintained and at least they
treat 1t for somewhere between 400 and 500 years. Well, 1
tell you, Cameco is not going to be around for 500 years.
They’d be lucky to be around for maybe 20 years because

most of these companies get bought out by somebody else
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and we don’t want some other country -- company -- running
our low-level waste sites in Canada.

The only -- if we are going to build low-
level radioactive waste sites, the only people that can do
that for the long term is the Government of Canada. Who
can even be sure the Government of Canada is going to
exist 500 years from now?

But anyway, It doesn’t make any sense to
have a private company or a public company have a
radioactive waste site and | can’t understand how this
Commission or the CNSC can even contemplate that.

So that’s what 1°d like to say about
commissioning, about the waste that’s already there. What
1’d like to say, that before we produce more material that
has to be decommissioned in the future; in other words,
before we build one more -- when we take 2210 -- 2010
Cameco i1s going to decommission their site of the Eldorado
buildings, unused buildings, and they’re going to rebuild
new structures. Well, 1T they were to open up a new plant
somewhere else they would have to have a decommissioning
plan in place before those structures or that plant could
be built.

They haven’t got a decommissioning plan.
Some i1dea that they’re going to ship stuff to Blind River

is not a plan. They don’t even know If it can even be
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located on that site. There’s been no EA done. There’s
been no consultation done. 1t’s right on the riverbank of
the Mississagi River which is one kilometre from Lake
Huron and that’s a threat to the lake. 1It’s a threat to
the river. 1It’s amazing how that’s only a little ways
from the Serpent River where the big wheel tailings dam is
overlooking that particular river, and if that ever lets
go it’s going to wash out right out into Lake Huron and
take half the Serpent River First Nation’s land and our
community with it.

So 1 don’t know i1f we want that. We
shouldn”t have to be building all these radioactive plant
sites on our rivers.

Okay, I have another issue; security.

THE CHAIRPERSON: I’m sorry, sir, you have
one minute. Please summarize.

MR. JOHNCOX: Okay. Security, I°m
concerned about the security of the Cameco site here and 1
think everybody should be. Depleted uranium, Canadian
depleted uranium is being used for weapons over in lraq
and in Afghanistan.

These weapons are massive. Each bullet
weighs over a kilogram and they can pump out 1,500 rounds
a minute, bunker-busting bombs. 1 don”’t know how much

they weight; they weight a lot.
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We are spreading our depleted uranium all
over a country that we’re supposed to be helping. If it’s
going to cost that much to clean up Port Hope how the hell
are we ever going to clean up lrag or Afghanistan?

I believe that we are committing a crime
here. We are contaminating civilians, children all over
Irag, all over Afghanistan and i1t’s Canadian people that
are doing that and our own soldiers are going in there,
our own people are going in there to clean up and do
reconstruction and we’re contaminating them.

Those dosimeters that the soldiers are
wearing, that’s no help at all because when they go in
there, those UO, bullets have burnt into a very fine
powder and they inhale that --

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you, sir.

MR. JOHNCOX: -- and that’s a crime against
humanity which is a war crime and you people are involved
in that.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you, sir.

The floor is now open for questions.

Mr. Harvey.

MEMBER HARVEY: In the text of Mr.
Johncox’s submission you can read the CNSC appears to
accept Cameco’s word at par and later in lieu of

investigation they’re out to uncover very obvious
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shortcomings.

I would like the staff to explain the
nature of their work; the type of inspection or
investigation they do and the nature of their relation
with Cameco.

MR. HOWDEN: Barclay Howden speaking.

Monsieur Harvey, is this just on the
decommissioning issue or in broad -- our compliance
program in general?

MEMBER HARVEY: Compliance program.

MR. HOWDEN: Okay, thank you.

Yes, what we have i1s, part of the
regulatory program following any licensing activity, the
licence is issued with restrictions on the operations of
the facility.

Our compliance program, what we have for
this particular facility is we do quarterly Type-two
compliance inspections which are basically the routine
inspections, done by Mr. O’Brien.

Also, we have a series of what we call
Type-one inspections and these are commonly called audits
on specific programs or combination of programs, and if
you’ll note iIn our supplementary CMD we did a combined
training, quality management and another program audit

that we’ve reported to you. That’s a typical Type-one
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inspection.

As well, the staff -- and those are done,
not -- with specialists who have specialty in the areas
and they involve the project officers. Normally we’d send
a team of maybe three or four people for an audit which 1Is
usually about a week long, at the facility.

As well, we review, what we call desktop
reviews; are quarterly and yearly compliance reports that
are sent in by the licensee. We review event reports; we
also look at any other information.

So when we actually to go the site with the
Type-two and Type-one inspections, part of the job i1s to
do verification that the licensee i1s indeed implementing
the programs that they have been approved by the CNSC.

And that involves interviewing people, reviewing
documentation, doing the physical tours of the facility
with Cameco personnel. Walking down the systems as
required.

We focus on what we see as high-risk areas
or areas where there have been events or we see trends and
then we focus on those areas. So not every inspection is
the same; there’s certain components are the same each
time. For example, because the security folks don’t go
there all the time, Mr. O’Brien would look at certain

things on their behalft and report back. But then, we
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would look at other specific things and follow-up on any
action items or deficiencies that we’ve noted before.

So it’s quite a comprehensive program and
it’s done with our qualified staff.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Dr. McDILL.

MEMBER McDILL: Thank you.

This intervenor and others in their
submission have -- the written submissions have raised
questions about the monitors in town and around town. And
I wonder if I could ask Cameco to comment and then staff
to comment on.

We have, for example, .E i1s raised and
similar questions are raised by other intervenors
throughout, so perhaps you could just discuss that and
then we could ask staff to comment as well.

MR. VETOR: Kirk Vetor for the record.

Cameco uses lime candles as a measurement
of ambient fluorides in the air.

As we showed In our presentation those
stations are located primarily in the areas of maximum
deposition which occur closest to our facility.

Lime candles, during the non-growing season
are placed out and we recover those samples on a weekly
and a monthly basis. During the growing season which is a

greater concern, fluorides iIs a concern with vegetation,
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we’re collecting those samples on a daily basis.

MEMBER McDILL: Thank you.

Perhaps 1 could -- what is the state-of-
the-art of those monitors?

MR. VETOR: Cameco has found these to be
very reliable. We have a very large database and history
using these things and they have been -- they do have the
ability to inform us when we have elevated emissions from
the facility and that is the main purpose for having those
out there. The levels are very low, as we’ve shown, we’ve
reduced our fluoride emissions by more than 60 per cent
over the licence period so we’re measuring very low
levels; they’re typically coming back at ground levels.
But 1T there is an increase in the emissions from the
facility they are detected by these lime candle samplers.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Staff, our staff to
comment.

MEMBER McDILL: I think you were going to
say one more thing. 1 was just waiting.

MR. VETOR: With respect to state-of-the-
art, there are newer technologies available that could be
employed but we have had very good success with these lime
candles and for that reason we haven’t seen any reason to
replace them.

MR. HOWDEN: Barclay Howden speaking.
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1’11 ask Dr. Thompson to comment.

DR. THOMPSON: Patsy Thompson for the
record.

We do confirm what Cameco has just said.
There are other, 1 guess, more modern ways of monitoring
fluorides but the program that Cameco has in place is
suitable for the purposes of regulating and controlling
emissions and verifying that the impacts on vegetation and
human health are as they should be, very low.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you.

We are going to take a 10-minute break.

I’m sorry, sir, we’ll be right back in 10
minutes.
-—- Hearing recessed at 10:33 a.m.
-—- Hearing resumed at 10:47 a.m.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Take your seats please,
we are ready to start.

MR. LEBLANC: Thank you.

The following two submissions which are 06-
H18.32 and .33 by Ms. and Mr. McDonald will be presented
this evening as per their request some time ago.

The next submission Is a submission from
Mr. Farley Mowat, as outlined in CMD 06-H18.34. As Mr.
Mowat i1s not here today, the submission will be considered

as a written submission.
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06-H18.34
Written submission from

Farley Mowat

MR. LEBLANC: The next submission iIs a
submission from Mr. Stephen Smith, as outlined in CMD 06-
H18.35. Mr. Smith is not able to be here today so his
submission will be considered as a written submission

later today.

06-H18.35
Written submission from
Stephen Smith

MR. LEBLANC: So we will move to the next
submission, which is an oral presentation from Mr. Albert
Barraclough, as outlined in CMD 06-H18.36.

Mr. Barraclough, the floor is yours, sir.

06-H18.36
Oral presentation by

Albert Barraclough

MR. BARRACLOUGH: Thank you.

Madam Chair, Members of the Commission, |
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am Bert Barraclough, resident, home owner and concerned
citizen of Port Hope. | have a few thoughts to add to my
written submission, which you have already read.

I stated that F.A_.R.E. is not anti-nuclear.
I would like to repeat that. F.A.R.E. is not anti-
nuclear. 1t is a volunteer group endeavouring to bring
healthier and safer environment to this town.

Perhaps we are ahead of our time in
thinking this way. If Cameco was such a clean and healthy
place of employment, why is it necessary to constantly
monitor the health of its employees? We feel that Port
Hope i1s not an entirely clean and healthy place to live.
Why cannot we residents get health testing done? Is
someone afraid of what the results might be?

Emissions are going up, not down, and with
Cameco’s expectation of increased demand for its product,
emissions will only continue to rise. Cameco will not
decrease pollution with Vision 2010. Knocking down old
unused buildings, landscaping does nothing to correct
emission problems. You cannot make a silk purse out of a
sSow’s ear.

Fire safety; when was or has there been a
time when Cameco met on time your request for an upgrade
in fire protection programs? 1Is it in compliance now with

the standard prescribed by CNSC Commission Member
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documents?

Port Hope should be entitled to nothing
less than A+ ratings in regards to health and safety,
particularly when we consider Cameco’s geographical
location In the town; the only facility of this type iIn
North America with no buffer zone around i1t.

I ask you, as members of this Commission,
iT Cameco had come to your town and wants to build a
similar refining and manufacturing facility, what would
your response be? No buffer zone, highly toxic materials
being hauled through the middle of town. 1 think I know
what the answer would be.

Relocation under these circumstances
should, I believe, be considered. With increased
potential for terrorist attack, it should be seriously
considered.

I am quoting directly from Toronto Sun

article, Kathleen Harris, Ottawa Bureau dated September
the 9™, 2006. This 1 find rather amusing in the sense
that maybe due to our own biased printed media here that
this, | consider, a major news item, was never reported,
to my knowledge. 1 quote:
“Ottawa. The Federal Government is
imposing tough regulations for

Canada’s nuclear facilities to fend



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

75

off future terrorist attacks. The
sweeping safety regimes set out by
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
published this week In a government
newsletter included an onsite armed
response force, intensified screening
for employees and contractors and
stronger physical protection against
forced vehicle penetration. Added
measures will cost the industry $300
million In capital costs and another
$60 million annually to comply. The
possibility of nuclear facility
receiving a threat has increased
significantly since the terrorist
events of September 01, as well as
other global terrorist events that
have occurred since that time said
CNSC spokesman, Aurele Gervais.”
Many emergency security measures are
ordered for high risk nuclear facilities In the wake of
9/11, but the new regulations make the requirements
permanent and add new steps to bring Canada in line with
international safety practices. The penalty set out under

the Nuclear Safety Control Act could result in fines up to
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$1 million a day for violations or could require an
offending plant to cease operation.

I am pleased to see that you have already
set in motion steps to do what 1 have thought should be
done. OFf course, you cannot tell me, the public, what
they are. Perhaps you can answer one question I have for
you. When can we anticipate these requirements being put
into effect at Port Hope’s nuclear facility?

Given the planned decommissioning of the
waterfront plant during the terms of this licence now
would seem to be the time for Cameco and Zircatec to
consolidate their operations in Westleyville, retaining
jobs and economic spin off from its operations within our
community and creating a nuclear facility which could be
the pride of Canada. 1 suspect such a cost would be a tad
more than the $300 million suggested in this article, but
for Cameco, the annual compliance figure could be likely
recouped through planning of a brand new facility, and as
I suggested our federal government should be willing to
anti up most of the costs. After all, it got us into this
mess through the Crown Corporation, Eldorado. It should
get us out.

In closing, 1 believe a five-year licence
term should be out of the question. A two-year term

should initially be put in place, and after Cameco has
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demonstrated that it is in compliance with fire, health,
safety and security, then consider extensions year by
year. | for one, place a much greater value on this town
and its residents than on any industry.

I wish to thank you, Members of the
Commission, for your time and patience and listening to my
intervention.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you very much, sir,
for your intervention today and for your written
submission.

Perhaps 1 just might want to start on the
security area, since i1t was ordered by the Commission here
today. So I think 1t’s the Commission who should answer,
rather than the staff on that perspective.

Immediately after -- we certainly did have
security regulations in place before September 11, but 1
think everyone had a wake-up call, and I think that’s a
reality, and the Commission met literally two weeks
afterwards and put in an order, so what you read in that
article was actually started five years before that. But 1
think one of the problems with short media articles, is
they don’t give the full story of the risk of various
facilities.

So those orders that were in place are not

applicable to either Cameco here or Cameco mines. They
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are requirements that are in place for the nuclear power
stations, of which we have 22 in Canada, and the ACL
facility, because they have been judged by a group of
experts In their assessment, as to the types of materials
that are there and the facilities that are there. The
Commission is fortunate to have a group of experts and
they have consulted other experts, and one of them is here
today of course, Mr. O’Dacre, to look at the various
facilities.

So the requirements for armed forces and a
number of the other issues were requirements made for
nuclear power stations and for AECL. However, every
facility, every fTacility that was regulated in Canada was
also required to go through an assessment. And I will
turn it over to the staff in terms of the specifics of
this facility, but every facility in Canada that is
regulated by us, every use of material, every
radiographer, every person that was involved In every
health clinic that uses nuclear materials in Canada has
gone through a review that was actually led by the CNSC
staff to do that.

So what you saw was the upper echelon in
terms of the announcements, but there could have been
announcements much like that for every facility across

Canada.
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So 11l ask Mr. Howden to comment with
regards to what material he can talk about with regards to
this facility in that way.

MR. HOWDEN: Thank you. Barclay Howden
speaking.

I"11 just give some initial information and
ask Mr. O’Dacre to comment, but yes, following the 9/11
incident, CNSC staff did a three-phase assessment of
security, the first phase being done very quickly with the
order issued by the Commission.

During the second phase, which looked at
the second tier of facilities, which included the Cameco
Port Hope facility, there was actually a designated
officer order issued at that time. That"s issued by
staff.

The third phase was the lower tier
facilities and that did not capture this particular
facility but 1t looked broadly at all of them. So that
was the three phases. The designated officer order was
issued about a month following the Commission’s order to
the nuclear power plants.

The amended Nuclear Security Regulations
that are going into effect -- actually, 1 think they just
went into effect on November 27. Some of the secondary

phase requirements from the designated officer order did
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find their way iInto those Nuclear Security Regulations but
certainly not the ones that were written about in the
article.

So 1°11 ask Mr. O’Dacre if he could just
generally speak about this facility and some of our
requirements.

MR. O’DACRE: For the record, my name 1is
John O”Dacre, Acting Director, Nuclear Security Division
of the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission.

Mr. Howden alluded to the fact that the
amended Nuclear Security Regulations now include and are
applicable to the Cameco Port Hope facility. Those
amended Nuclear Security Regulations are a matter of
public record, but just for the audience’s benefit, they
talk about things where -- about intrusion detection,
enhanced vehicle searches, enhanced background checks of
employees that work at facilities such as the Port Hope
Cameco facility.

And as | stated yesterday, these
regulations came iInto effect Monday of this same week on
the 27%" of November and Cameco meets both the former
regulations, as well as these new amended Nuclear Security
Regulations.

And they were based on a risk-based

approach and we were requested by the Commission to look
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at facilities and, as a result, Cameco is now included in
the amended Nuclear Security Regulations.

THE CHAIRPERSON: So I know that the
intervenor -- | don’t want to put words iIn your mouth but
I think that your expectations would be that there would
be armed security guards in Port Hope. Perhaps 1"m wrong,
sir, but that will not be a requirement of the CNSC for
this facility at this time.

We would expect there would be continual
evaluation of the security, but at this time, based on the
expert advice of people who are experts in the security
field, that will not be a requirement here in this
facility. But I don’t want to assume that that"s what you
were suggesting.

MR. BARRACLOUGH: Madam Chair, 1 am
disappointed in your reaction to Port Hope. We are being
placed, 1 think, again in a second-class position in
regards to generating stations being the all prime
concern.

We are nothing -- by the sound of it, we"re
nothing more than a little old mill town here that has to
put up with higher degrees of pollution that the
generating stations have to come under. Their pollution
standards are much lower than we have -- than we"re

allowed here.
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I would think that due to geographic
location and everything else involved with this operation
in our town should be a major consideration at this time
and by the sound of it, I would say upgraded to at least a
standard that is going to protect us from possible
terrorist attack.

The Cameco plant, as I put in my written
presentation, is vulnerable to air, sea and land. There’s
over-flights, vehicle traffic into that plant, Lord only
knows what is going In and out and who knows what comes
in, in these boats that come In the channel.

Thank you very much.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you, sir.

May 1 ask staff if the assessments of risks
that were done for the facility included the possible
risks and the robustness study that we heard about
yesterday looked into the possible implications for this
facility? Were those considered In your risk assessment
of this facility for security matters?

MR. HOWDEN: Barclay Howden speaking.

Yes, they were.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Can staff assure the
Commission and the citizens of Port Hope that i1f at any
time that risk assessment changed that there would be a

re-evaluation?
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MR. HOWDEN: Barclay Howden speaking.

Yes, we can provide that assurance. Mr.
O’Dacre, with his work with the various police agencies
and CSIS, looks at the threats and vulnerabilities and we
continue to assess the threats against all of the nuclear
facilities with the Port Hope conversion facility being
one of those.

THE CHAIRPERSON: 1°d just like to mention
to the intervenor because I, like my colleagues are, work
in Ottawa and spend time looking at a broad level with
other agency heads, and continually the work that i1s done
by the CNSC is looked at as very forward in terms of the
security area. There"s been probably more security work
put in place on nuclear facilities than comparable energy
facilities and other facilities around.

I wish to assure you that we don"t consider
Port Hope as -- 1t 1s not Port Hope that is assessed for
the security rating. 1It"s the facility, i1ts threats at
the facilities, and then the CNSC is looking to protect
both the workers and the citizens against security
attacks.

So it"s not an assessment of Port Hope
versus Clarington versus Pickering versus whatever. It is
an assessment of that facility and clearly the CNSC takes

very seriously that these assessments are done and the
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work is done. And what we"ve heard is that this facility
has met the requirements for security of that facility.

Unfortunately, as | mentioned at the
beginning, in order to protect the facilities, we do not
go into great detail as we do with other i1tems in this,
because we don"t want to give those people who might want
to hamper that facility any information about how It is
protected. So it is unusual for the Commission not to be
as transparent on security matters.

Are there any other questions or comments
for this intervenor? Yes, Mr. Graham?

MEMBER GRAHAM: Yes. Just for the record,
in the iIntervenor’s iIntervention, written intervention, he
mentions the -- he asks the question -- 1 know it"s in our
documentation but for the record though, i1t said that the
comments were made that fluoride had been reduced in half.

What half 1s an un-stated quantity and 1
wonder 1f you could refer -- that"s on the fTirst page down
almost at the very last or the second-last paragraph. |
wonder 1Tt Cameco could comment on what the emissions have
been of fluoride and what they are today, give us maybe a
scenario of that?

MR_.VETOR: Kirk Vetor, for the record.

I refer to Table 4 in the original CMD

18.1. In the third row, the gram per hour emission rate
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for hydrogen fluoride is shown in 2002 as 138 grams per
hour as the average for the year. You"ll see in 2003 and
in following years 70 grams per hours, 43 grams per hour,
59 and 52.

So those are the actual numbers for the
reduction.

MEMBER GRAHAM: Yes, | knew that they were
in the report, but that’s why 1 was just -- for the
record, for the benefit of the intervenor.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you very much, sir.

MR. LEBLANC: Before you leave, Mr.
Barraclough, you are also scheduled to present the same
submission tomorrow with respect to the Zircatec matter.

Do you wish us to use your presentation
today for tomorrow or do you wish to present tomorrow?

MR. BARRACLOUGH: No, I have a separate
presentation for Zircatec.

MR. LEBLANC: Thank you, sir. We’ll see
you tomorrow then.

We will move to the next submission, which
is an oral presentation from Ms. Louise Barraclough, as
outlined in CMD 06-H18.37.

The floor is yours, Ma’am.
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06-H18-37
Oral presentation by

Louise Barraclough

MS. BARRACLOUGH: Thank you, Mr. Leblanc.

Madam Chair, Members of the Commission, |1
am Louise Barraclough, also a resident and homeowner in
Port Hope.

I appreciate that you are holding these
relicensing hearings here rather than Ottawa. Thank you
very much.

I hope before you leave that you will be
able to take the time to walk about our town to see for
yourselves what a lovely well preserved bit of Upper
Canada it is.

My husband and 1, both retired, have
enjoyed leaving here for these past three years, except

for the presence of Cameco brooding on the waterfront.

We have nothing more than a gut feeling but
it is that a nuclear facility should not be located on the
shore of a lake, on floodplain, at the mouth of a spawning

river, adjacent to two major rail lines in the middle of a

town. You’ve heard this again and again but being
Cameco’s buffer zone does bother us, and it’s about the

only thing about Port Hope that does, to be perfectly
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honest with you.

That said, we are here to listen to the
arguments, pro and con, the relicensing of Cameco, now
Cameco/Zircatec, for another five-year term, and this 1is
just a year after we almost heard the arguments, pro and
con, the production of SEU.

At that time there were a mere 105
intervenors filed and five were written presentations. Of
the 100 oral submissions, 96 intervenors expressed
concerns about the project or asked that specific and
detailed questions be answered before the CNSC granted the
licence, or asked for a full panel review or even of a
judicial hearing of the application. So we aren’t alone
here in our concerns.

A year later there are still more than 70
people still asking many of the same questions who have
taken the time, done the research and gone through the
agonizing and rather intimidating process of preparing
oral interventions for your Commission, whose mandate 1is
to make very important decisions for the nuclear industry,
but also to safe guide the persons in this community.

Public safety, particularly safety from the
threat of fire, has been very much on Port Hoper’s minds
recently, and I had planned to discuss the 205 Jacques

Whitford Consultant Report on Safety, Health,
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Transportation and the Environment commissioned by the
community, but that point has been -- that pointed up the
lack of adequate fire protection at Cameco, but 1
mentioned in my intervention the very poor ratings your
staff gave Cameco and Zircatec on safety, et cetera. But
all of these things were covered yesterday and iIn
lightening question-and-answer session among the
Commission and its staff and the licensees.

And 1 also mentioned I wanted to talk about
Cameco, how Cameco and our excellent fire department
collaborated to train firefighters to Hazmat standards and
the reluctance of the municipality to match Cameco’s
funding with the necessary equipment or the legal
framework within which they do our job, and I don’t have
to elaborate on this either because this too has been
covered by Fire Chief Frank Haylow’s remarks and Mr.
Morand’s intervention.

Emissions: | referred to a talk in my
written presentation that some time ago was given by Dr.
Gordon Edwards, who is the President of the Canadian
Coalition for Nuclear Responsibilities. He gave us a
lengthy dissertation on the dangers of inhaling fine
uranium particulate. 1 frankly don’t know anything, much
about i1t, but the man convinced me. He made me a real

believer of me. And I think that zero uranium emissions
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should be Cameco”s goal. [I’m not a scientist but iIf it
can be done, let’s get i1t done.

The hazardous material that can be deadly
toxic most quickly, 1 think, is hydrofluoric acid and it’s
the one that kind of scares me because i1t comes in by tank
cars 1Into Cameco and 1 heard a great discussion this
morning from Pat Lawson about HF and 1 hadn’t even thought
about that, but 1 have heard more 1 guess about straight
hydrofluoric acid. And we have heard a little bit about
how it’s stored, and 1 presume your staff has scrutinized
Cameco’s storage facilities thoroughly.

But can you guarantee iIn any way that iIn
the event of a catastrophic fire, earthquake, hurricane,
or terrorist attack that it won’t get loose on the wind?
Can you direct your staff to do a study of how such a
catastrophe could be compared to the situation in Bhopal?
I think it’s the one thing that could totally destroy this
town, i1s If such a catastrophe occurred.

Cameco i1s planning decommissioning of its
Eldorado legacy in the course of this five-year licensing
application. 1It’s all -- who are preparing for an
anticipated large increase in production of its products
and those of Zircatec, and of course during the same
period the LLRW program may finally get off the ground.

All of these projects have huge unknown
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consequences for the safety and health of the citizens of
Port Hope. 1In all probability we will relicence these
facilities because we’re going to have a nuclear industry
for a good long time and it’s really too late to get away
from that.

But given the unknowns 1’ve mentioned and
the rather poorish records of compliance by Cameco in the
past, 1 would ask that you not give i1t carte blanche
renewal for five years. So I would ask you to please
consider a term of no more than two years with very rigid
terms of reference.

Thank you for your time and patience in
hearing me out.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you for coming and
giving us a submission.

Are there any questions or comments?

Yes, Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: 1 think 1°d like to address
the i1ssue of the fugitive emissions, and 1°d ask Cameco if
they would put an image on the screen that you used
yesterday. It was in between the two on page 7. It’s
this one which indicated the recalculated fugitive
emissions. Yes, that’s the one there.

So 1 wonder if you could explain for us why

that issue of the -- let me just back up. We notice on
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this graph that from 202 to 206 that there is significant
proportion of the UFg plant uranium emissions to air are
made up of fugitive emissions that are essentially
dependent on this new calculation and, as you indicate, iIn
the text just below the box at the top right, fugitive
emission calculations for 2006 are based on the 203 ESDM
report.

Why was this not appreciated earlier in
terms of this amount which is very significant? 1It’s iIn
the order of a third to a half of the emissions in 2002
and 2006 from that particular facility.

MR. VETOR: Kirk Vetor for the record.

1’d like to start by emphasizing that this
iIs not a change to the amount of uranium that was emitted
from the facility. This is a change in the amount that we
have reported, that Cameco has reported.

Cameco, as part of the process to obtain
our site-wide comprehensive approval in 2003, we developed
an entirely new emission summary and dispersion modelling
report. We previously had an emission summary but that
emission summary did not meet the newer, more stringent
requirements of the Ministry of the Environment at that
time. Cameco elected to develop a new inventory from the
ground up rather than revising the existing emission

inventory.
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At that time, we realized that the
emissions from the heating and ventilation unit, primarily
from the UFg plant, formed a significant portion of the
fugitive emissions from the facility and, indeed, a
significant portion of the total uranium emissions from
the facility.

We also recognize that those sources had
never been sourced tested, compliance source tested as we
conduct on our main stacks on a periodic basis. Since
they formed a significant portion or at least in this new
emission summary dispersion modelling report, that’s what
it was telling us, we thought i1t was prudent to bring the
compliance stack testers In and we did that in 2004. It
was the largest source testing campaign that we have
undertaken and the result of that source testing, we bring
in an independent third party and the results confirm that
the emission estimates In the ESDM report, Emission
Summary Dispersion Modelling Report, were indeed very
accurate.

So that gave us the confidence to move
forward in 2005 and make the appropriate changes to the
calculations of air emissions from our facility.

Another little nuance that needs to be
understood is that the emission summary dispersion

modelling report was prepared for preventional purposes
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and the province regulates on point of impingement
concentration and in order to ensure the regulators that
the facility is in compliance, that ESDM report is based
on the worst case climatic conditions. 1It’s a five-year
meteorological dataset and i1t’s also based on the
assumption that all of the emission points are operating
simultaneously. So iIt’s a very conservative approach.

In order to take those calculations in the
ESDM report and apply them to our stack, it’s not a direct
one-to-one relationship because when you’re measuring the
stack you’re interested in what’s actually being emitted
as opposed to that conservative worst case scenario.

So that took some modifications to those
calculations.

The iIncrease you see in 2005 and “06 is an
extrapolated -- those red bars are extrapolated. In fact,
we had started measuring those values in 2005 and 06 and
we felt 1t was important to go back and recalculate the
values for 2002, °03 and 04 so that all the data for this
licensing period was shown on the same basis.

1’d like to point out that the stack
emissions which are shown by the solid blue bar on this
graph, that i1s the emission point at which the action
levels apply to. So when we look at 50 grams per hour,

which is the full scale on this particular graph, you can
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see that from 2000 to 2006 our emissions have been less
than 5 per cent -- or sorry -- less than 10 per cent, less
than 5 grams per hour from that source, and that’s the
action level. That’s not the limit. The action level is
a fraction of the limit. So the emissions from the UFg
facility are very small.

As we move forward with our strategy to
reduce our emissions, this is valuable information. You
cannot reduce what you are not measuring. We have new,
more accurate information and this is pointing us In a new
direction. This i1s telling us that we’ve done a good job
at reducing our stack emissions. They’ve come down from
about 22 grams per hour iIn 1995 and we’re now averaging
less than 5 grams per hour.

The fugitive emissions are now the most
significant portion of our emissions from the UFg plant
and that’s where our attention will be focused. The
difference is not with values In the ESDM report. The
ESDM report was confirmed to be accurate. 1It’s the
difference between the previous emission summary and the
new ESDM report that we have now and there’s primarily two
differences.

The first one was these HVAC emissions and
the second one was the method that Cameco was using to

calculate the emissions from the incinerator prior to the
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ESDM report and, at that time, there was a relationship
between -- prior to the ESDM report there was a
relationship between the quantity of uranium in the ash
from the incinerator and the amount of uranium iIn the
stack as based on compliance source testing.

Subsequent source testing: We have been
doing this on an ongoing basis since the early nineties,
and as more and more data became available i1t was clear
that that relationship we had originally developed was not
as accurate as we had hoped it would be originally. And
so Cameco felt 1t was more appropriate to adopt -- to use
the maximum value that the source testing has given us on
an ongoing basis when the incinerator iIs operating.

And 1 should also point out -- no, it’s not
on this graph, but fugitive emissions on all of that,
that’s the main difference.

MEMBER BARNES: So 1f I can pursue this a
little further, 1T we applied that kind of analysis to the
1995 to 2001 figures, which I recognize are not part of
the immediate past licence, how would those new additions
appear on that histogram?

MR. VETOR: Kirk Vetor for the record.

Thank you. That’s a good question and, as
I mentioned, the 2005 and 2006 data was extrapolated. 1

looked at the 2002, 03 and ’04 data and the red bar is
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roughly two-thirds of the fugitive emissions. So you
could take all of those blue hatch bars in the previous
years and multiply those by two, roughly, and it would
give you a similar emission and would be reasonably
accurate to do that.

MEMBER BARNES: A question to staff, a
question.

A previous intervenor -- | didn’t pick it
up at that time but, certainly -- I think it was Miss
Barraclough indicated a concern about the lack of third
party involvement in the analyses that are being made by
the licensee, and this i1s a case where in order to meet
requirements of the provincial ministry a third party was
involved and the measurements, et cetera, were witnessed
by the MOE.

Does this give staff any concern of the
size of this factor that appeared to have been overlooked
in the past, a concern of that as an issue but also a
concern whether staff are exercising sufficient
investigation to make sure that the values of total
emissions to air really are complete?

MR. O’BRIEN: Marty O’Brien for the record.

In regards to what CNSC staff does to
verify the monitoring information, there is basically two

things done. We require the licensee, in this case
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Cameco, to do third party verification of stack emissions
which they have an independent third party come in on a
regular basis annually, typically, to verify the numbers
they are getting from their own stack emission monitoring.

In some cases they have an MOE doing a
third party independent verification. For example, they
do annual vegetation surveys of the leaf sampling around
the facility and MOE does sort of split sample and also
verifies the numbers.

And during our routine inspection
activities we also do independent monitoring. We take
gamma radiation measurements. We bring instruments to the
site. We take water samples, split water samples with
Cameco and analyse them and we have a lab at the CNSC. We
do similar things for, say, high volume uranium and air
samplers. We will take a split sample and do independent
verification on that line.

Thank you.

THE CHAIRPERSON: Thank you very much.

Any further questions?

Thank you very much.

MR. LEBLANC: 1 would like to ask if the
Commodore, Mr. Robert McCaw, of the Port Hope Yacht Club,
is In the room? We have not been able to locate you and

your are the next submission. So unless -- so Mr. McCaw
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had been scheduled to present CMD 06-H18.38. As he is
absent, we will consider his submission as a written
submission later in this hearing.

So we will move to the next submission,
which 1s an oral presentation from Mr. Phill Boyko, as
outlined in CMD 06-H18.39.

Mr. Boyko, the floor is yours, sir.

06-H18.39
Oral presentation by

Phill Boyko

MR. BOYKO: Merci.
Madam Chairman, Members of the Commission,

1"d like to thank you for having us here and hearing this

presentation.

Je m"appelle Jean Phillip Alain Boyko.

My name i1s Phillip Alain Boyko and when 1
first heard about this, I phoned the Commission offices in

Ottawa and they asked at what level do I submit my
intervention? Grade 3, grade 6? Oh, no, at a
professional level.

So my presentation is at a professional
level, | hope, and that the judgement is up to you. [I™m

not making really any recommendations as to Cameco as
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whether i1t should be shut down, closed down or what, but
these have been my findings.

My background is -- well, 1 grew up In this
area at a place called Lusaka Station and 1 did go to Port
Hope District High School. 1 left and went to Niagara
back 1n the late “50s and then to Cornell, and as you see
before you my research areas at Cornell, 1 worked along
with Dr. Richard Flint, who became a very good friend and
who got me iInto Brookhaven where I did research with Dr.
Vanwynkoop .

Now, for those who are not familiar with
Brookhaven, 1t"s in Long Island, New York, and they did
research, nuclear research, and I went in with plans to
look Into inducing sport’s mutations and effects.

However, 1 didn®"t finish that because my body rejected the
environment. However, 1 was told that my experiments did
result in the white tagetes and the black rose.

After that, my academic led me to the
University of Water -- of Western -- not that other place
-— where 1 studied pliceticine and planetary geology