© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

N N N N N N B B BB R R R R R
a A W N P O © 0o N oo 0o M W N O

220

HEARI NG DAY 1
Cameco Corporation: Application for a licence to
operate the McArthur River Operation

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much.

Then we will now move to Agenda
ltem No. 6, which is Hearing Day 1 for Canmeco
Corporation's application for a |licence to operate
the McArthur River Operation.

July 10th was the deadline set for
filing by the applicant and the CNSC staff and
both met the deadline.

August 1st was the deadline for
filing supplementary information for the Applicant
and for the Comm ssion staff.

The Applicant met the deadline and
staff did not provide supplementary information on
this.

| would |ike to start by the oral
presentation by Cameco Corporation as outlined in
CVD Docunments 01-H21.1 and 01-H21. 1A.

THE CHAlI RPERSON: Monsi eur M chel .

01-H21.1/01-H21. 1A

Oral Presentation by Cameco Corporation
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MR. M CHEL: Madam Chair, this
will be presented by John Jarrell first of all,
supported by Bill Wakabayashi, who is General
Manager of MArthur River and Key Lake for Cameco.

Wth your permssion, | will ask
John Jarrell to present the matter.

MR. JARRELL: Thank you.

For the transcript record of the
hearing, my name is John Jarrell and | am
Vi ce-President, Environment Safety for Cameco
Cor porati on.

What | would like to do this
afternoon is give you a very brief overview of our
written subm ssion.

Whi | e Rabbit Lake may be the
ol dest uranium m ne, MArthur River is the
youngest. Canmeco and its predecessor have been
active on the site for over 20 years. The main
di scovery was made in 1988 and we undertook a
seven-year underground exploration and approval
process prior to the start of construction.

A two-year construction period
foll owed, then approval to operate in |late 1999 by
way of the issuance of the current licence. The

operation is owned by both Cameco and COGEMA.
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This is a picture of the site.
think what | amtrying to show you here is that it
is arelatively conpact m nesite.

You can see shaft No. 2 in the
foreground in the bottom | eft-hand corner of the
picture outfitted with exhaust fans.

You can see the main shaft or the
Pol |l ock shaft. It is fairly obvious fromthe
headframe in the background on the right-hand side
of the picture.

You al so note a fairly extensive
use of paving, which is somewhat unique for a
m nesite.

As m ght be expected,
comm ssioning and start-up were not without their
chal l enges. This slide tries to outline the main
i ssue that we had to deal with during that period
of time, specifically a change in the ore
col l ecti on met hod.

A transportable m ning unit, which
was the device that we designed to collect the ore
fromthe bottomof the raise, was replaced with a
sinpler ore collection chute.

The issue was really essentially

one of rock characteristics below the ore which
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was not seen during the comm ssioning work that
was done in waste rock.

The change that we made was
primarily made for safety and for radiation
concerns. | would say as well, though, it was
al so made for efficiency, in other words the time
that a raise is spent open.

The devel opnent alternative that
we ended up with was introduced into the process
in sort of a phased nethod. It involved a fair
number of trials and reports.

Ot her changes that are listed in
this slide include the fixed screening unit which
was installed -- and I will show you a picture a
little later -- was installed to reuse the ore
storage capacity that was built into the circuit
in the first place.

We al so have a change in the ore
tramm ng route in order to keep as nuch of the ore
tramm ng route in fresh air as possible.

We sought approval for and
recei ved approval to develop a conventional ore
haul procedure for material that was |ess than
2 per cent uranium

We devel oped an under ground wat er
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recycle program and a change was al so nmade in the
backfill aggregate requirenments in order to use
more of the potentially acid generating waste rock
whi ch has devel oped.

Three ot her changes which are
under way or proposed at present are |listed on
this slide, specifically the devel opnent of an
underground ore storage area for process upsets,
modi fications to the ore slurry transportation
operati on and nodifications to the waste rock
scanni ng procedure.

This is an isometric view of the
m ne which shows the Pollock shaft or the main
shaft, as well as the No. 2 and No. 3 shafts,

No. 2 being the exhaust shaft and No. 3 being the
suppl ementary air intake shaft.

It al so shows that the m ne has
been devel oped at two primary |evels, at the
530 metre level, which is the mning | evel, and a
640 metre | evel or production |evel.

It al so shows isometrically the
first four zones of mneralization on this
property.

| f you | ook very carefully, there

are a couple of thin Iines there which are the
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slurry hoisting lines to the surface.

This schematic represents the type
of general configuration that we find for the main
ore deposit and the relative position of the two
| evel devel opnents.

A freeze carton has been
established to prevent high pressure flowi ng water
fromentering into the m ne.

Calciumchloride brine is chilled
to m nus 35 degrees celsius in the 700 tonne per
day amoni a freeze plant on surface. For trivia
buffs, the freeze plant is | arge enough to service
27 NHL arenas | amtold.

The brine is piped to the
530 netre level into freeze holes drilled
100 netres into the ore body at about a two metre
i nterval spacing.

In this plan view, the freeze
hol es are represented by blue crosses. The freeze
hol es extend down approxi mately 100 netres. This
freeze curtain separates the water-bearing
sandstone fromthe ore. Raises are depicted by
the green circles.

The raise bore m ning method

involves drilling a 300 mlIlimetre diameter hole
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down fromthe 530 netre |l evel to the 640 nmetre

| evel. The hole is probed to define the ore
interval and then the reamer head is attached to
the drill rods and pulled up through the ore.

The ore cuttings are collected in
the ore collection chute below the raise and
hauled to either a SAGm Il grizzly or this fixed
screening unit, which I mentioned earlier, by
renmote scooptram

The reamer rotates as it bores its
way up through the rock into the ore. This mning
met hod ensures that workers do not enter the ore
ar ea.

A remote breakout tool is used to
remove the reamer head after conpleting m ning of
a specific raise. The use of renotely operated
equi pment reduces wor ker exposure.

Here is a picture of the raise
bore machine at its upper level. In general, the
accuracy of the pilot hole system has been very
acceptable and the ream ng rates have been as
expected. Efforts continue to inmprove upon set up
and nove times and the tinme necessary to drill
t hese pil ot hol es.

The function of the original
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transporting mning unit was to capture the m ned
ore, screen it and punped the undersized to coarse
ore storage bins.

Early on in the m ne comm ssi oni ng
a failure of this unit occurred due to unexpected
ground conditions. The raise becanme bl ocked with
rocks and clay and then became saturated with
groundwat er .

It was recogni zed that a
potentially dangerous situation existed and the
drift was evacuated and roped off. Approxi mately
three hours later there was a |liquefaction of this
material in the raise, resulting in approxi mtely
30 tonnes of rock being released into the
extracti on chamber.

This is a picture of the
transportable mning unit replacenment. It is
clearly a sinmpler mechanism easier to nmonitor
froma distance.

The scrubber system which is
shown on the right, draws long-Ilived radioactive
dust, radon gas and radon progeny from around the
ore collection chute, thereby providing a measure
of secondary contai nnent.

Radon rich air, downcast air from
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the raise, travels in the return air drift and is
exhausted up shaft No. 2. Wbrkers are not all owed
down wi nd of the ore collection chute without
respiratory protection.

The scooptramis situated under
the ore collection chute in the extracti on chamber
and operated renotely to allow the operator to
stand in fresh air and well back fromthe ore.

Once in place, the filling
operation is monitored by closed circuit
tel evi sion.

M ni ng stops when the bucket is
approxi mately 70 per cent full. The scoop is
backed out of the extraction chanmber in renote
control mode and the ore is dunped into the m |l
for processing.

This picture shows the ore
scanni ng station to determ ne urani um content.
Al'l buckets are scanned and m neralized materi al
is either sent through the underground grinding
circuit or hauled to surface, dependi ng on grade.

This picture shows the
sem - aut ogenous or SAG mll. The ore is ground
into a water-based nud or slurry and I would say

that controlling the particle-size distributionis
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probably the nmost inportant control aspect of this
operation.

This picture shows the fixed
screening unit which was built fromthe ori gi nal
transportable mning unit or TMJU. It permts use
of the coarse ore storage bin, as | mentioned
earlier.

Ground and cl assified ore is
t hi ckened to approximately 50 to 55 per cent
solids in one of two thirteen metre di ameter
underground t hickeners. Note the cover installed
to control radon and radon progeny em ssions from
this vessel

Finally, positive displacement
punmps raise the slurry to surface.

In the surface slurry | oad-out
buil ding ore is blended to produce a consi stent
grade. It is thickened again in a surface
t hi ckener and | oaded into specially designed ore
slurry containers which are shown here.

So, in summary, the m ning
sequence involves the following: First, pilot
hole drilling, followed by raise boring, followed
by isolating the bottomof the raise with a high

strength concrete plug and then backfilling the
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raise fromthe upper |evel.

Several operational changes and
procedural changes were required in the mlling or
ore processing end of the underground process.

The root cause of the necessary changes was
vari abl e characteristics of the ore.

The chal |l enge before us is to
produce a consi stent product to avoid plugging and
regrinding requirements. MArthur River has been
successful in ramping up its production rate over
the |l ast 18 nonths since comm ssioning and
start-up conmenced.

Al t hough McArthur River, in
conjunction with Key Lake, was awarded the 1999
John T. Ryan Award, there was room for
i mprovement, particularly with regard to m ne
devel opment wor k.

Contractor performance in 2000 was
not judged satisfactory by either Cameco or the
contractor.

Al t hough devel opment wor k has
sl owed down, focus will continue to be placed on
assuring that good safety performance is achieved
by all people working at the site.

The other priority issue has been
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assured safe performance of the shaft conveyance
system

Whi |l e conventi onal safety
performance may be judged | ess than desired in
2000, radi ation safety performance is anot her
story. We achieved good performance despite the
newness of the activity that we were undert aking.
Radi ation safety is, | believe, a cornerstone of
this operation and we believe that the technical
design of the process is fundanmentally sound.

The radi ation safety program has,
we believe, been responsive to changi ng operating
conditions. The ALARA focus has been on basically
three things: start-up incident investigations,
establ i shing baseline conditions and focusing on
reduci ng potential inpacts fromupset conditions.

Ot her priorities are housekeepi ng
and efficiency of the radiation nmonitoring
program

This slide shows the year 2000
radi ati on exposure broken down by work group and
exposure sources.

As expected, the underground
wor kf orce has the highest exposure levels relative

to surface workers.
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The effluent treatment system has
operated well. No significant concerns have been
identified in air quality monitoring. There were
two m nor SERM reportable spills during the
i censing period.

The site has an active four hour
recycle program and plans to install a new on-site
contam nat ed garbage incinerator to further reduce
waste inventories.

In the areas of comunity
consultation, two meetings were held with the
Environmental Quality Comm ttee during the current
i censing period.

One was related to radiation
protection for workers to give them an overvi ew of
what i nformati on was given to workers.

The ot her was associated with the
relicensing of the operation for SERMrelicensing.

We were also involved with what is
call ed a Mudj ati k Co- Managenment Board which
basically deals with road access issues on the
road between Key Lake and McArt hur, and also the
Nort hern Labour Market Comm ttee. Activities are
coordi nated out of an office in La Ronge in

nort hern Saskat chewan.
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The focus in deconmm ssioning is
obvi ously on revegetation, specifically
revegetation of |ands affected by the original
construction activity. Priority is also given to
controlling future waste rock liability and the
decomm ssioning of the original site access road.

We hope to ramp up production to
i cense production | evels over the next |licensing
period and investigate the feasibility of
i ncreased production rates.

Begi nning in the year 2003 we wil
need to suppl ement production from Zone 1 and by
the year 2005 we will need to commence m ning from

Zone 4, subject, of course, to favourable outcome

of the current licensing process.

We will need to test alternative
Zone 4 mning methods. We will need to conplete
Shaft No. 3. We will need to enhance water

pumpi ng capabilities and continue to develop the
new management systenms such as were descri bed
earlier under the Rabbit Lake heari ng.

I n summary, we believe that
McArt hur River has demonstrated a high | evel of
comm tment to safety, particularly radiation

safety, has given ongoing priority to radiation
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safety, not just in design and construction, and
has met its challenges in a responsible fashion.

McArt hur River has al so
denmonstrated ongoing commtment to reclamati on and
di al ogue with our northern nei ghbours.

We therefore respectfully request
t hat the Comm ssion give favourable consideration
to renewal of the McArthur River l|icence.

We al so request consi deration for
extending the |license period, given the fact that
the m ne plan over the next several years is
generally set subject to articulation and
acceptance of detailed m ne devel opment pl ans.

Thank you for your attention.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much.

Wth the perm ssion of the
Comm ssion Members, | would like to turn to the
presentation by the CNSC staff before we open for
guesti ons.

Therefore, | would turn to the
oral presentation by CNSC staff as outlined in
CMD Docunent 01-H21 and turn the floor over to

M. Pereira.

StenoTran



© 00 N oo o b~ w N P

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

235

01- H21
Oral Presentation by CNSC St aff

MR. PEREI RA: For the record, ny
name is Ken Pereira. | amthe Director General of
the Directorate of Fuel Cycle and Materials
Regul ati on.

The McArthur River mning facility
has been subject to regulatory control by the AECB
and more recently by the CNSC since 1990.

An operating licence for the
facility was granted in October 1999 and the
comerci al production rate was achieved late in
2000.

Over the term of the current
i cence, CNSC staff has conducted a number of
i nspecti ons and has undertaken several assessnents
of the licensee's managed prograns.

They have revi ewed and approved a
number of initial changes in the m ning process.
An overall evaluation of the |icensee's
performance is presented in CVMD 01-H21.

| will now pass the presentation
over to M. Barclay Howden, who is the Director of
the Uranium Facilities Division.

MR. HOWDEN: Madam Chair, Members
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of the Comm ssion, nmy name i s Barclay Howden.

For the McArthur River operation |
would like to brief you on the environnment al
assessment history of this site and how it |inks
to the Key Lake operation.

As well, | would Ilike to note that
the corporate QA i ssue spoken about earlier
applies to this hearing and the foll owi ng hearing
on Key Lake.

| will not speak further on this
|atter issue, as the details are contained in the
respective licensing CMDs.

Wth respect to environmental
assessment, in April 1991 the Governments of
Canada and Saskat chewan announced a j oi nt
f ederal - provincial environnmental review of five
proposed uranium m ne devel opnents in northern
Saskat chewan.

The joint federal-provincial panel
on uranium m ni ng devel opments was appointed in
August 1991 to conduct a public review of the
proposed devel opments. Included in the review was
a proposal to mne the McArthur River ore body and
tomll this ore at Key Lake with Cameco

Cor poration as the operator.
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Prior to the preparation of its
environment al inmpact statement, Cameco indicated a
need to assess the nature of the MArthur River
ore body at depth and to carry out test m ning
activities.

The test m ne proposal was
revi ewed by the joint panel. Followi ng public
hearings held in December 1992, the panel
submtted a report with recommendati ons in January
1993. The project was |licensed by the Atom c
Energy Control Board under a mning facility
excavation |icense and was all owed to proceed.

The Key Lake operation had
previ ously undergone a provincial environmental
assessment review and was already |icensed by the
AECB to m || Key Lake ore.

Cameco submtted its environment al
i mpact statenment for McArthur River in Decenber
1995 and an addendumto this information in June
1996. This proposal included underground m ni ng
at McArthur River, the processing and di sposal of
mll tailings at the Key Lake site and the
buil ding of a road fromthe McArthur River mne to
the existing Key Lake m || .

The joint panel held public
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hearings in Septenmber and October of 1996 and
submtted a report with recommendati ons in
February 1997. The joint panel recommended t hat
t he project be approved subject to certain
condi ti ons.

The Governnment of Canada responded
to the joint panel's report in May 1997. The
federal response took into account the fact that
recommendations on technical, environmental and
safety i ssues would be addressed during the normal
phased |icensing process of the Atom c Energy
Control Board.

AECB staff took the joint panel's
recommendati on and the federal response into
consi deration when | ooking at the applications for
Cameco for approval to mne the ore at MArthur
River and to m |l that ore at Key Lake.

Based on this, AECB staff
formul ated |icensing recommendati ons that were
presented to the Atom c Energy Control Board. The
Board subsequently authorized m ning the ore body
at McArthur River and mlling this ore at Key
Lake.

| will now turn over the

presentation to M. Rick McCabe, who will provide
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you with an overview of CNSC staff's assessnent of
this facility.

MR. McCABE: Thank you.

| am Ri ck McCabe.

Cameco's McArt hur River operation
is currently licensed by the CNSC.

Cameco Corporation has applied for
renewal of its uranium m ne operating |licence for
a five-year term

The Comm ssion is requested to
consider issuing a uranium m ne operating |licence
for a 28-nonth term

The Applicant is seeking CNSC s
approval to continue its uranium m ne operation at
McArt hur River for a five-year period.

The activities requested include
the follow ng:

M ning Zone 1 and Zone 2 ore
bodi es;

test m ning of Zone 4 ore bodies;

process urani um ore underground;

package and transport nucl ear
subst ances;

operate the M ne Water Treat ment

Pl ant ;
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store waste rock;

handl e and store materials and
di spose of hazardous wast e;

possess and use nucl ear substances
and devi ces.

This presentation includes the
results of CNSC staff's assessment of the major
progranms in place at the McArthur River operation.

CNSC staff finds that with respect
to the radiation protection that Cameco has net
t he application requirenments.

The year 2000 was the first ful
year of ore m ning and processing operations. The
average dose for a nuclear energy worker was
1.2 mllisieverts and a maxi mum i ndi vi dual dose
was 9.3 mllisieverts. The results indicate that
radi ati on doses are being adequately controlled at
the facility and are below the limts of
50 mllisieverts per year and 100 mllisieverts
effective dose in five years.

The proposed action |evels for
effective dose of 1 mllisievert per week and
5 mllisieverts per quarter are considered
acceptable for this licensing period. Action

|l evels will be reviewed on an ongoing basis to
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ensure they remain appropriate.

The radi ation protection program
in operation at the MArthur River operation has
operated effectively during the Iicensing period
and was able to accomodate special projects and
eval uations required due to the changes in the
m ni ng and processi ng operations during the
comm ssi oni ng phase.

The radi ation protection program
is acceptable to CNSC staff.

CNSC staff finds the MArthur
Ri ver operation's environmental program meets the
application requirements in the Act and the M ning
and M| Iling Regul ati ons.

Cameco's policy on environment al
protection is conprehensive. |t includes
comm tments to regul atory conpliance, pollution
prevention, control of environmental inpacts to
| evel s as | ow as reasonabl e achi evabl e, as well as
moni toring and assessnent to achi eve continual
i mprovements in environmental performance. The
policy outlines applicability, accountabilities
and programs to achieve these objectives.

The Environmental Code of Practice

submtted with the current |icense application
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i ncludes both adm nistrative and action | evels.

The Environnmental Monitoring
Program and results obtained through it are
subj ect to ongoing review by CNSC staff as part of
the regul atory conmpliance activities.

The Environnmental Monitoring
Program al so i ncorporates an environmental effects
moni toring conponent for aquatic biota. This
conponent of the programrequires further
eval uati on when specific |levels are reached in
wat er, fish and macroinverti brates. The
eval uation determnes if any effects can be
observed as a result of the | evel having been
reached and what follow-up is required, if any.

Air quality nonitoring results for
2000 and to the end of February 2001 did not
i ndi cate any significant issues.

Results of surface water quality
monitoring up to and including February 2001 were
conpared to Saskatchewan Surface Water Quality
Obj ectives and ot her applicable criteria intended
to protect aquatic life. No significant issues
were identified.

Addi ti onal environmental and

bi ol ogi cal effects monitoring conducted in 2000
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did not indicate any significant issues and
contributed to strengthening the Environment al
Ef fects Monitoring Program The next series of
bi ol ogi cal effects monitoring is schedul ed for
2003.

There were no exceedances of the
effluent discharge limts during the licensing
peri od.

Based on the program documents and
environmental monitoring records revi ewed, CNSC
staff concludes that the Environmental Protection
Program provi des adequat e provision for the
protection of the environment.

Qual ity assurance program the
same conmments as has been made with regard to the
Rabbit Lake operation apply to this and | wil
just move through that.

G ven these circumstances and the
comm tments that have been made, the Quality
Assurance programis conditionally acceptable.

| would further make comments on
Slide 8 with regard to the rol es of Saskatchewan
Labour, Human Resources Devel opment Canada. That
portion is the same and referred to in the Rabbit

Lake presentation.
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| will nove on to our efforts to
co-ordinate reviews with Saskatchewan Labour.

Saskat chewan Labour did reviewthe
CNSC staff assessnent for a |licence renewal. Sask
Labour's position on the conventi onal safety

programis as follows, and | quote:
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"McArthur River has
experienced a nunber of

di sturbing incidents,
particularly in their shafts,
but in other areas as well.
Our inspectors have
investigated these incidents
and i ssued a number of

Noti ces of Contraventions.
We have al so conduct ed
several training sessions
with their site Occupati onal
Health Committee. 1In the
opi ni on of our inspectors,
safety has i nproved at

McArt hur River in recent
mont hs al t hough we conti nue
to nonitor events at this

m ne cl osely.™
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CNSC staff finds, with respect to
t he conventional health and safety program that
Cameco has met the application requirements
specified in the Regul ati ons.

The program as described in the
docunmentation, is acceptable to CNSC staff.

Cameco Corporation has provided
vari ous opportunities for the public to be
i nvol ved and i nformed of the McArthur River
Operati on.

Cameco is part of the Athabasca
Wor ki ng Group. The At habasca Working Group
consists of three uranium m ni ng operators, COGEVMA
Resources, Cigar Lake and Caneco, for the three
projects, MArthur, MClean and Cigar Lake in the
At habasca regi on, and the seven At habasca
communi ties.

Cameco involves the South Centr al
Environmental Quality Comm ttee, which consists of
appoi nted representatives from 18 northern
communities in the south central region of
nort hern Saskatchewan. They typically meet three
or four times a year and are responsi ble for
bringing to the management of McArthur River

i ssues and concerns fromthe conmmunities and for
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reporting back to the communities follow ng
comm ttee neetings.

Cameco is also a co-sponsor of
"Opportunity North", a newsletter published five
times annually, and reports on mning site
activities, northern business and EQC activities.

CNSC staff has participated in
several of the site information sessions with the
South Central Environmental Quality Comm ttee.
Based on the public consultation program descri bed
in the application and the operation's ongoi ng
comm tment as stated in the application, CNSC
staff finds this programto be acceptabl e.

A series of inspections were
conducted by CNSC staff to evaluate the |icensee's
conpliance with the radiation protection program
CNSC staff reviewed the management of
radi oi sot opes, radiation technician training and
performance, radiation work permts, the phased
i mpl ementati on of the underground ventil ation
systenms and the ore slurry transportati on system

These inspections confirmed that
an effective radiation protection programwas in
pl ace and that the operation was in conpliance

with the approved programs.
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The enmergency preparedness, health
and safety, training, corporate quality management
and security prograns will be further eval uated
during the lIicensing period.

A financi al guarantee for
decomm ssioning, in the formof an irrevocabl e
letter of credit for the sumof $8.6 million, was
put in place December 21, 1998.

There is a need to revise the plan
in accordance with new CNSC requirenments.
Consequently, two conditions have been included in
the licence. One condition requires Cameco to
mai ntain its current financial guarantee, while a
second condition requires Cameco to review this
guar ant ee.

The Joi nt Federal - Provi nci al Panel
on Uranium M ning Devel opments in Northern
Saskat chewan revi ewed the proposal to process
uraniumore fromthe McArthur River Operation at
the Key Lake facility under the federal
Environmental Assessment and Review Process
Gui del i nes Order.

The panel issued its report in
February 1997, in which the potenti al

environmental effects were determ ned not to be
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significant, taking into account the

i mpl ement ati on of appropriate mtigation measures.
The joint panel recomended approval of the
project with several conditions. The federal
government responded to the panel's report in
1997, agreeing that the project should proceed.

The AECB's position on the
Government of Canada's response to the joint
panel's recomendati ons was included in BVMD 97-125
and updated in BMD 99-72.

The activities at the MArthur
River facility that are to be authorized by the
proposed i ssuance of the operating |licence are the
same as those authorized by the current licence,
for which the conclusions of the environmental
assessment remain valid. The appropriate
m tigati on measures have been i npl ement ed.

Accordi ngly, pursuant to Section 3
of the Exclusion List Regulations and Section 2 of
Schedul e 1, Part | of the Exclusion List
Regul ati ons, an environnmental assessnent of the
proj ect pursuant to the Canadi an Environnment al
Assessnment Act is not required.

Based upon this assessment, CNSC

staff recommends that the Comm ssi on:
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a) accept the CNSC staff
assessment that the applicant is qualified to
carry on the activity that the licence wil
authorize the licensee to carry on; and will, in
carrying on that activity, make adequate provision
for the protection of the environnment, the health
and safety of persons and the mai nt enance of
nati onal security and measures required to
i mpl ement international obligations to which
Canada has agreed;

b) accept staff's assessnent that
pursuant to Section 3 of the Exclusion List
Regul ati ons and Section 2 of Schedule 1, Part I,
of the Exclusion List Regul ations, an
environment al assessnment pursuant to CEAA i s not
required; and

c) consider issuing the proposed
Uranium M ne Operating Licence for a period of 28
nmont hs.

Thank you.

MR. PEREI RA: That conpl etes the
staf f presentation, Madam Chair.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

The fl oor is now open for

guesti ons.
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Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you.

Let me start with a question about
units.

As | read the written docunent
t hat we had, we have sonme indications of
guantities which are expressed in kilogranms, and
bet ween parent heses there is an expression in
pounds.

As | read this, | thought they
were giving us the equivalent in pounds of these
kil ograms, not being clear about this. Then it
struck me that there is not 2.6 pounds to a
kilogram but 2.2. Then | started | ooking again
and decided you were tal king about two different
substances. One is uraniumand the other one is
U,G;.

The next question was: \Why did
t hey change units? Was it to check the awareness
of Comm ssioners, or is there some tradition in
t he systenf?

Both staff and Canmeco do this
change of units. Maybe one | eads the other.

This is a light question, but is

there some tradition that for uraniumyou talk in
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kil ograms and for U;O; you talk in pounds?

MR. M CHEL: If I may answer the
guestion, in North America one is used to pounds
of U;O;,. Elsewhere in the world the commmodity is
really traded in tons of uranium

It woul d appear that the licence
to us is given in mllions of kilograns of
uranium which is consistent with international
practice.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: It is interesting
to see that in essentially the same quantity two
units are used. | understand and thank you. As |
said, it was a |light question.

A nmore serious question to Cameco
is about the numerous accidents that are reported
in your report involving your staff and your
contractors.

The question is, | think -- and
you say you are addressing this -- what were the
principal causes of the accidents? Was it
procedures or human negligence?

How woul d you qualify thent

MR. JARRELL: First of all, it was
related to the contract devel opment worKk. | t

wasn't so nmuch the regular m ning.
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I nterestingly, it seemed to be
experienced m ners rather than the new m ners. W
t hought and we spent a |lot of time with the
management of the contractor to try to exam ne
t his.

The way we dealt with it
essentially was to | ook at breaking up teanms to
avoid the sort of camaraderie that you get with
certain groups. We |ooked at the use of tour walk
meetings, to exam ne jobs before they do them

One of the difficulties with
devel opment work is that you are doi ng one-off
t hings, so there is nore of a requirement to sort
of think before you act.

The effort was really one of
trying to change the attitude, | think, of mners
and to use sone of the conventional safety tools
t hat we had before us. That was the main issue.

We struggled with this over the
year 2000. We had a number of neetings with the
management of the contractor to try to i nmplement
di fferent ways, to weigh different procedural
met hods, different inspection techniques and so
on.

We had sonme success towards the
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end, but clearly in our viewthe performance in
2000 needed i nmprovenent.

| would say it is nostly
procedural based. That was the main issue.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you. A | ast
guestion for this first round.

Concerni ng your nonitoring
programm ng in Cameco, you indicate that you are
pl anning to review your program The inplication,
| understand, is that you m ght make it a bit
i ghter or less intensive.

| would |ike confirmation of that.
What is your reading on this?

MR. JARRELL: | would respond as
foll ows.

Because this was a new venture, we
took the tactic that we would use a rather
extensive nmonitoring program at |least initially,
because it was new, because people were not
famliar with what they were doing, and that we
woul d perhaps go into this a little deeper than we
woul d ot herwi se do on sort of a normal state.

We wanted to make sure because it
was new and because the potential for exposure was

hi gher than under a | ower grade mne. So we had a
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rat her extensive program

What | was referring to was sort
of taking a | ook at the efficiency of that after
we devel op sone routines to see where the nost
effective use of that effort is.

What we found, sort of
paradoxically, is that during the first years we
actually had to increase the number of radiation
technicians to meet that need. | think what we
will ook at in the next licensing periodis to
try to put some additional efficiencies in that:
reduce frequency, | ook at progranms fromthe point
of view of are we getting useful information on
these? Where we can we make proficiencies?

| think it was based on the
recognition that we probably, if anything,
over-reacted initially on the radiation nonitoring
and now we should | ook at what is the resting
state for it.

THE CHAlI RPERSON: M. Graham

MEMBER GRAHAM | have a question
for Cameco.

First of all, is your facility
uni oni zed? Are the contractors unionized?

MR. M CHEL: Our enployees are
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uni oni zed. The m ning contractor which was
referred to earlier is not unionized.

MEMBER GRAHAM As a second
guestion, then: Are any of the union represented
here today with you?

MR. M CHEL: No.

MEMBER GRAHAM My question
foll ows what Dr. G roux had mentioned. The
di sturbing incidents, particularly in the shafts
but in other areas as well, were all those

incidents pertaining to the contractor?

MR. M CHEL: | cannot answer this
guestion. | believe that Bill Wikabayashi can
answer it.

MR. WAKABAYASHI : Bill
Wakabayashi

Yes, the shaft incidents in
particular were all related to contractors and
incidents related to them

This year we had a single incident
with one of our own enployees who was | earning the
job. That is the single disabling injury that we
have received to our enpl oyee.

MEMBER GRAHAM As a second

guestion, Occupational Health or Saskatchewan
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Depart ment of Labour have been at the site and
have been very concerned. | had asked that
guestion on the previous application.

On this one you have had probl ens
and there have been citations by Occupati onal
Heal t h and Sask Labour?

MR. WAKABAYASHI : Yes, we have
been contravened by the M nistry of Labour. All
this is associated with the conveyances on the
Pol l ock shaft. We have since reconm ssioned the
shaft and the conveyances, having participated
with external experts, assigning resources,
manpower and supervisory resources, to make sure
t hat those recommendati ons were i ncorporat ed;
revanpi ng our preventive mai ntenance systens to
make sure that we are paying attention to the
right things in the shaft.

Since those actions have been

t aken, there have been no incidents in the shaft.

MEMBER GRAHAM A question to CNSC

staff.
In that same slide in the
presentation, you say that the program as

described in this docunmentation is acceptable.

Are you saying as it exists now or
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as it was when the accidents were occurring?

MR. PEREI RA: We are tal king about
now. But |I will ask M. McCabe to comment on the
i ssue at greater |ength.

MR. McCABE: We are referring to
as the document exists now, given the
gqualifications that we have put in the text of the
presentation and the CMD, that our role in the
conventional safety area is |limted.

We receive reports on conventi onal
i ssues. The ones that we receive, we review W
t hen request of Saskatchewan Labour or Human
Resources Devel opment Canada foll ow-up action.

What we are | ooking for here is
have they met their requirements to notify us that
t hey have a systemin place to notify us of these
incidents? Yes, they have met that requirement.
It is not an extensive programin that sense.

VMEMBER GRAHAM  \What you are
saying, if | followed correctly, you are aware of
t hese incidents as they happened. They were
reported to you?

MR. McCABE: Yes. They are
requi red now, under the new Regul ations, to do

just that.
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VMEMBER GRAHAM  Not now. | mean
when t hey happened. The disturbing incidents that
are referred to in Slide 8, were you aware of them
as they happened?

MR. McCABE: Yes, nmost of them |
amsure. | couldn't categorically say the initial
ones; but yes, we were aware of this as a
Situati on.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Then my question
to staff is: When does this become a significant
devel opnment that is reported to the Conm ssion?
What is the judgnent of how severe the incident is
bef ore you report it?

MR. McCABE: Well, the frequency
of these incidents was of concern. The nature of
nost of the incidences, | understand, was with
regard to alignment of the equi pment; one of the
incidents going into the dunp.

These are significant incidents,
but somewhat within the Iine of what happens
within the mning i ndustry.

At that time we didn't deemthese
to be reportable to the Comm ssion. It didn't
seemat the time that that was needed.

The ot her incident with regard to
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a personal cage that was being used and
experienced some difficulty, we spent sonme
significant effort co-ordinating the response and
the remedy of this with Human Resources

Devel opment Canada and Saskat chewan Labour.

They were not neglected in that
sense, but they were not reported to the
Comm ssi on.

MEMBER GRAHAM  One ot her question
| have.

On page 2 -- | think it is Slide 4
-- you gave a proposed action |level for exposed
dose of 1 mllisievert per week, or 5
mllisieverts per quarter.

Has t hat ever been exceeded?

MR. McCABE: At the McArthur River
Operation, no.

MEMBER GRAHAM It hasn't.

MR. McCABE: | don't believe so.
No.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: | have a few
specific questions agai n.

| am | ooking at the staff
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presentation, 4.1.1, Clean Waste-Rock Storage and
the Potentially Acid-Generating Waste- St orage,
4.1.2.

Probably the question is to the
Appl i cant Cameco.

| notice currently for the
potential acid generating waste storage there is
74,000 cubic metres been placed on pads.

If I go to the normal clean waste
rock, it tells me that there is 83,000 cubic
metres and gives a number of 900, 000 which will be
stored during the |ocation of the mne, which is a
20-year peri od.

But it doesn't give an indication
of the expected anount of acid-generating waste
storage material that will in a sense be
accunul ated during the |ifespan of the m ne.

It does refer to some materi al
bei ng placed in the m ne, but at the moment it is
only 10 per cent. | know the m ne has not been
fully operating, and so on.

What do we see through the
l[ifetime of the m ne of the amount of
aci d-generating waste storage being on surface?

MR. WAKABAYASHI: We have a good
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i dea on how much waste we will be generating in
devel opi ng and accessi ng other m ning areas, and
that is really just devel opi ng our m ning plans
and pursuing those pl ans.

As part of that, while we are in
t he devel opnent phase, we do come across
potentially acid-generating materials. W don't
have a good prediction of the amount of materi al
that we will generate, but it will be nmuch | ower
t han the normal clean waste that we woul d generate
in the mning devel opment of the orebody.

MEMBER BARNES: Even though at the
moment it is about the same vol une.

MR. WAKABAYASHI : Yes, that is
correct. The clean waste material is used for
ot her purposes, and it is very difficult to say in
the area that we are proceeding to, the south end
of the strike of the orebody, what the acid
generating potential would be of some of that
mat eri al .

MEMBER BARNES: In the zones that
you are mning, is there a significant fluid
pressure at those depths?

MR. WAKABAYASHI: We are only

mning in Zone 2 currently. All the production
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from McArt hur River has come fromthe Zone 2 area.
The experience with the TMU right at the begi nning
of the mning cycle was a good exanmpl e of the
pressure relief that was associated with that
zone.

We do anticipate, as we expand
into panel three of Zone 2, which should occur
someti me next nonth, that we will experience a
simlar event, where there will have to be some
sort of pressure relief of the stresses that are
built up in that particul ar area.

We have taken measures that we
were not prepared to take when we first went into
the mne to mtigate any events that may occur
t here.

Pressure build-up is created, of
course, by the growth of the freeze wall and the
expansi on of the freeze wall, creating internal
pressures in the ore zone.

MEMBER BARNES: Under Condition G5
-- that is the decomm ssioning plan -- | assune
when that plan is submtted it will come back to
this Comm ssion.

s that right?

MR. PEREI RA: No. The plan wil
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be reviewed by staff, and we will then | ook at the
financi al guarantee, whether it is adequate to
support the plan.

Eventual |y, when we come to
decomm ssioning of the mne and a licence is
i ssued, that will be a hearing before the
Comm ssi on.

MEMBER BARNES: Could I ask on
what basis the present value of $8.6 mllion has
been established.

MR. PEREIRA: It is based on the
exi sting plan that was in place, and a new pl an
will be considered as a basis for a revision of
that figure, if necessary.

MEMBER BARNES: \What are the
criteria that you use in establishing for a
facility of this type, that the comm ssioning is
only requiring $8.6 mllion?

| think Cameco may wi sh to reply.

MR. JARRELL: | think I could add
to it, because it is a bit paradoxical. $8
mllion doesn't seemlike a | ot of noney.

| would say two things.
First of all, I think what it

reflects is an ongoing comm tment to reduce the
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waste rock liability by taking waste rock
material, mneralized waste rock, to Key Lake. So
we basically are controlling the growth of
liability with waste rock.

Second of all, decomm ssi oning
pl ans under the current guidelines tend to focus
on surface facilities, not necessarily underground
wor ks. Basically, we don't expect to see | arge
growt hs in that nunber just because we control the
liability of the waste rock, which I think is the
mai n driver in this.

As | ong as devel opnments stay
underground, as |long as there are not additional
surface devel opnments, | don't see there is any
real need to change that nunmber substantially.

MEMBER BARNES: Except you j ust
told me, or at |east your colleague did, that you
don't know how much waste rock.

MR. JARRELL: That is true. But,
for example, on the acid generating rock we are
also trying to use that material for backfill too.

MEMBER BARNES: At the moment only
10 per cent of the amount -- or |ess than that;
only about 8 per cent of the anount that you

presently have is being used for backfill.
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MR. JARRELL: That is correct. |
guess what | amtrying to say is that it probably
woul d refl ect the ongoing change of waste rock
inventory. You are quite correct.

MEMBER BARNES: | would like to
come to the environmental nonitoring program and
agai n perhaps Dr. Thompson can help me. | ama
little persistent in this, but I do worry about
the fish and mcro invertebrates a little.

| am curious that in establishing
t he environmental nonitoring program on the one
hand | amtold fromthe previous |licensing action
that there are no provincial regulations. So what
| see in Appendix C are sone |limts established on
essentially water quality of a number of arsenic,
ni ckel, radium 226, et cetera.

| think in other licences that
have come before us there has also been built in
some attenmpt to have a toxicity test in having
specific sanples of fish in which, if half of them
di e, you have a problem sort of thing. But when
this came up at the | ast one, | was told -- at
least | don't think that situation was built into
t he environmental nonitoring plan, and it doesn't

seemto be built in here.
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But | read, if I can be a little
faceti ous, we have a level and if we reach that
| evel and we go beyond it, then we start to get
worried about it.

Coul d you tell me how you design
this environmental nonitoring plan that it really
does work to protect the water fish and mcro
invertebrates, that | believe it is intended to?

Per haps Dr. Thompson m ght start.

DR. THOMPSON: | could start
possibly with a clarification of what at | east
intended to say a few m nutes ago.

When | nmentioned that there were
no regulatory criteria, it was in terms of water
quality, for example. Water quality guidelines
don't tend to be, in general, regulatory limts
where if alimt is exceeded we woul d take
conpliance action or enforcenment actions.

They tend to be values that are
representative of concentrations in water, for
exanpl e, of a contam nant that is deemed to be of
no harmto fish or other organisms.

There are regulatory limts and
action levels in the effluent nonitoring program

and the effluent control program and possibly
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that is where the difference is.

In terms of the environmental
moni toring program there are two parts to that
program There is the what | would call nore
routine or operational nonitoring programthat
requires water quality sanples to be taken at
certain locations on a frequent basis.

What we have al so done is required
Cameco to i nplement an environmental effects
monitoring programin a risk managenment frameworKk.

The intent is to nonitor water and
sedi ment quality, as well as fish and benthic
invertebrates on a regul ar basis and associ ate
with that monitoring trigger values at which
addi ti onal assessnents woul d be required.

We have been working with
chem cals to set those trigger values | ow enough
that we don't expect to see significant
environmental effects when those triggers are
reached.

When the triggers are reached, it
is an indication that there may be an effect.
Then additi onal assessnment would be done to see
whet her it is the case, whether there is indeed an

environmental effect; and if there is, what the
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extent is.

The triggers are intended to be
set | ow enough to be preventive in nature and not
to wait until we are in an environmental situation
whi ch woul d not be acceptabl e.

MEMBER BARNES: Looki ng at
Appendix C -- and this is at pages 8 and 9 of 13
in the staff presentation -- the effluent
di scharge limts, it says nothing in there about
sedi ment anal ysis.

s that right?

DR. THOMPSON: No. Those are
values that apply to the treated effluent before
it is being discharged. There are values that
have to be met in order for the effluent to be
di schar ged.

MEMBER BARNES: So the details of
t he environmental nonitoring plan are not actually
inthis licence.

s that right?

DR. THOMPSON: That's right.

MEMBER BARNES: Is that normal ?

DR. THOMPSON: My understanding is
that the environmental monitoring program and the

associ ated environmental effects nonitoring and
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ri sk management framework are part of the program
document for environnmental protection and not part
of the licence.
MEMBER BARNES: Perhaps you could
| ook at page 9 of 13. That is still in Appendi X
C. | may be msreading it here, but seens to defy
|l ogic to me.
That is the total radium 226,
where it says:
"However, should the
concentrati on of total
radi um 226 in any sanple
obt ai ned exceed 0. 37 Bq/L,
all subsequent sampl es of
final effluent collected over
t he remai nder of the cal endar
mont h shall be anal ysed for
di ssol ved radi um 226."
As | understand it, if you catch
this on the first, you sanmple for the next 30
days. But if you sanple it on the 31st, you don't
sanple at all.
s that right?
What does that nmean "over the

remai nder of the cal endar nmont h"?

StenoTran



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

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

270

DR. THOMPSON: | can explain the
intent of that. | would have to think about the
cal endar nont h.

MEMBER BARNES: | assune the

intent was you sanmple for a nonth, isn't it, or 30
days? But, as written, you can sanmple for as many
days as are left in the nonth.

DR. THOMPSON: There is a nonthly
average value which essentially for radium for
exanple, is .37. That is for dissolved.

To nmeasure for dissolved radiumis
alittle bit nore conplicated. There are extra
steps to neasure for dissolved radiumthan there
are for total radium Essentially, the initial
measurements are for total radium and if total
radiumis at that | evel or exceeded, then we
require that dissolved radiumbe anal yzed.

Generally, dissolved radiumis
| ower, or should be | ower, than total radium and
represents the nore bio available fraction. |If
for total radiumwe exceed .37, we nmay not exceed
.37 for dissolved radium which represents the bio
avail abl e fraction.

| don't think that answers the

guesti on.
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MEMBER BARNES: It is over the
remai nder of the cal endar nonth that | am curious
about .

MR. PEREIRA: | will ask M.
McCabe to comment on it, since he is nore
connected with the drafting of the licence.

MR. McCABE: Just with the wording
t hat we have here, these values and the wording
and the sanpling protocols, as on page 8 of 13 and
9 of 13, including the notes 1 to 7, are virtually
verbatimfromthe Metal M ning Liquid Effluent
Regul ati ons, Departnment of Fisheries and Oceans
Regul ations. Yes, you are quite correct that that
isalittle confusing and probably, in sonme cases,
if you m ssed your sanple on the 29th, you only
have to do it for two days. A good point.

The derivation of this wording
came fromthe Metal M ning Liquid Effluent
Regul ati ons. So, we haven't revised it.

MEMBER BARNES: But you m ght?

MR. McCABE: We m ght, yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | think there
was a certain indication that perhaps we may want
to |l ook at those in line with those.

| think that the Applicant wi shes

StenoTran



© 00 N oo o B~ w N P

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

272

to comment, Dr. Barnes, on this.

MR. JARRELL: Just a coupl e of
poi nts on environmental nonitoring.

First of all, some of the
confusion may arise because sonme of the
requirements that are before us are on a SERM
l'icence and some are on a CNSC |licence. For
exanpl e, your first concern about nonitoring fish
and sedi ments, that has al ways been a requirenment
under the provincial licence to do that. MWhat is
new here is the requirenments to | ook at the effect
on biota. That is probably the new event here,
but in terms of monitoring sediment and fish, that
has al ways been a licence condition, but it is
carried in the provincial licence, not the federal
i cence.

The federal licence, as |
under stand essentially, as M. MCabe says,
basically affects the Metal M ning Liquid Effluent
Regul ations. That likely will change because
t here has been nmodifications proposed to the Met al
M ning Liquid Effluent Regul ations which require
enhanced environnmental monitoring in addition.

So, | think that you will see changes in this as

ti me goes on.
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As far as the radiumresults go, |
t hi nk probably what that is frommy perspective is
an artifact of the requirenment for a nonthly
average. | think that is what is driving that
t hi ng.

MEMBER BARNES: Perhaps if | could
stitch some of my points together, it is always
difficult, I know, to put everything in a document
li ke this, but there clearly is some concern on
t he environnental effects. Here we are | ooking at
a high-grade deposit. W have waste rock, which
is substantial at the nmoment, or could be a | ot
nmore, but you have told me you don't know how much
nmore it is going to be.

When | | ook in here for some kind
of Environmental Monitoring Plan, there are very
few details init for me, reading this docunent.
So, | don't have the information here to be
convinced that there is an Environment al
Monitoring Plan that is going to provide adequate
protection for water, fish and the
m cro-invertebrates or biota. It may be that it
is built in.

| was trying to fish, as it were,

for some additional information here and then
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found these curious regul ations that have sonme
strange logic to themas well.

MR. JARRELL: | guess fromny
perspective, there is a fairly substanti al
enhanced Environnmental Monitoring Programon the
t abl e.

The other thing to bear in mnd is
t here has been an enornmous anount of bi ol ogi cal
studi es done with respect to licensing this in the
first place. So, | can assure you that there is
an extensive programthat has been devel oped with
the CNSC staff. We probably haven't done justice
to it in these presentations.

THE CHAlI RPERSON: M. Pereira?

MR. PEREIRA: We can commt to
provi de the Comm ssion in the Day 2 update sone
informati on on the Environmental Monitoring
Program

M. MCabe will also provide sone
additional comments with respect to the i ssues you
raise.

MR. McCABE: | was concerned that
the inpression was left that this is not a | egal
or reference document. Wth the hierarchy of

docunments that we have referred to in our |icence,
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under Appendi x B of this licence, we refer to the
M ning Facility Licensing Manual. That references
policies and programs and procedures. Those
docunments, therefore, have | egal bearing with
regard to this licence, even though we haven't
provi ded themto the Conmm ssi on.

| want you to be assured that they
do have that | egal path through the licence to
make them | egal docunents.

THE CHAlI RPERSON: | wonder if it
woul d be appropriate, M. Pereira, when that
update is done to also reflect some of the
provi sions that may be necessary with the new
effluent regul ations?

MR. PEREIRA: Yes, we can do that.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | think that
woul d be appropriate. Thank you very nuch.

Further questions? Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: A question for the
Appl i cant concerning the duration of the |icence.
You argue for a five-year licence, indicating that
you expect to be com ng back for a licence
amendment to increase the production at the m ne.
Staff recommends a 28-nonth |icence.

| was wondering if there is a good
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probability of tim ng your request for an
amendment with the 28 nonths which is proposed by
staff. Increasing production isn't something that
you have to have approval for within a month or
two. We are tal king about |ong-term planning in
your devel opment, and you will see this com ng
ahead of tine.

What is the |likelihood that a
28-nmonth |licence m ght by synchronous with your
probabl e request for an amendment?

MR. MCHEL: We will do everything
to ensure that the request for an anmendnment wil
coincide with the end of the period of 28 nonths.

THE CHAI RPERSON: If that is the
deci sion of the Conm ssion? Just to qualify that
that isn't --

MR. M CHEL: This is what | am
assum ng, Madam Chair.

THE CHAI RPERSON: That is
certainly left to a later part of the hearing. |
t hi nk what Dr. G roux asked is a question with
regards to possibilities of that.

Thank you very much for that.

Further questions?

MR. JACK: Then that brings us to
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a close of today's proceedings on this particular
application by Cameco Corporation for an
application for a licence to operate the MArthur
Ri ver operation.

This hearing will continue on the
4t h of October here in Ottawa at the CNSC offices.

According to the Comm ssion Rul es
of Procedure, the Applicant is required to be
present and Comm ssion staff will al so be present.
The public is invited to participate, either by
oral presentation or by written subm ssion on that
date. Anybody wi shing to do so nust file
subm ssions with the Office of the Secretary here
at the CNSC in Ottawa by September 4th, 2001.

Today's hearing is, therefore,
adj ourned until the 4th of October.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | woul d suggest
at this point that we take a break. We will take
a 20-m nute break until half past the hour. W
will start promptly at half past with item number
7. Thank you very much.

--- Upon recessing at 3:10 p. m
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