© o0 N oo o b~ wWw N P

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

278

--- Upon resum ng at 3:30 p. m
HEARI NG DAY 1
Cameco Cor poration:
Application for a licence to operate the
Key Lake Operation

THE CHAI RPERSON: | will now go to
Agenda Item No. 7, which is the Hearing Day 1 for
Cameco Corporation: Application for a licence to
operate the Key Lake Operation. Day 2 is
schedul ed for October 4, 2001.

| will ask Cameco Corporation to
start with their oral presentation. This is
outlined in CMD documents 01-H22.1 and 01- H22. 1A.

| will turn it over to M. M chel, please.

01-H22.1/01-H22. 1A
Oral Presentation by Cameco Corporation

MR. M CHEL: Thank you, Madam
Chair. John Jarrell will again present the Key
Lake operation, and will be supported in his
presentation by Bill Wakabayashi, the General
Manager of the operation.

MR. JARRELL: Thank you. For the
transcript record of the hearing, my name is John

Jarrell, and | am Vice-President, Environnment and
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Safety for Cameco.

| would like to give a brief
overview of our written subm ssion.

The Key Lake site is defined by
two former uranium deposits: The Gaertner
deposit, which was discovered in 1975, and the
Dei | mnn deposit, which was discovered the
followi ng year. This picture depicts the mill.

Fol |l owi ng a four-year approval
process, production commenced in the year 1983.
M ning was conmpleted in 1997, with about 200
m llion pounds of uraniumrecovered fromthis
Site.

The site has two tailings
management facilities, three main waste rock
piles, and two special waste piles. MArthur
Ri ver ore processing comenced in the year 2000.
The operation is owned by Canmeco and COGEMA and
operated by Caneco.

The Key Lake surface | ease
consi sts of approximately 3,500 hectares of | and.
This is an area smaller than the city of
Saskat oon. Not all of the | eased Crown | and has
been di sturbed, as shown by this plan view of the

property. The | ease extends in a narrow band to
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t he northeast to enconpass the air strip. Note
the two pits, the former ore stock pile area, and
the grinding plant are separated fromthe mlling
facility and the enmpl oyee residence.

The two open pits, Gaertner and
Dei | mann, provided the mlIl with feed until the
end of 1999, despite mne closure in 1997. Both
pits are now used as waste managenment facilities.

One mllion cubic metres of nickel
rich waste rock has been placed in the Gaertner
pit, covered with two netres of sand. This
prevents further oxidation of the material and
rel ease of contam nants.

The Deil mann pit has been
converted to the current tailings managenent
facility.

The above-ground tailings
management facility was used from Oct ober 1983
until December 1995, when tailings deposition was
switched to the Deil mann tailings managenent
facility. The facility consists of a bentonite
liner base overlaid with a drainage collection
system The north, south and west enbanknments are
constructed of conpacted glacial till. The east

embankment contains a sand and gravel drainage
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system which collects the tailings supernatant
and seepage. These waters are collected and
pumped to the m Il facilities for treatnent.

The facility presently contains
approximately 6 mllion cubic metres of tailings.
The outside dinmensions of this facility are 720 by
720 by 20 metres, or about 45 hectares.

Waste materials grading |l ess than
0. 05 per cent U;O, are stored on piles at the pit
perinmeters. Waste rock at Key Lake is classified
into three categories: Clean waste rock grading
| ess than .05 per cent uraniunm nickel rich waste
rock, which contains greater than .02 per cent
ni ckel ; and special waste, which contains uranium
in the range of .05 up to .15 per cent U,G,.

The three waste rock piles, the

Dei |l mnn north contains about 17 mllion cubic
metres. It is the largest pile. The next |argest
pile is the Deil mann south with about 13 mllion

cubic metres, followed by the Gaertner pile, which
is about 6 mllion cubic netres of waste rock.

Al'l I owgrade materials, that
bei ng between the .05 and .19 per cent, were
pl aced on two |ined waste pads called the Gaertner

speci al waste pad and the Deil mann special waste
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pad. Both have about 500,000 to 600, 000 cubic
metres of material. Current plans are to blend
these materials to reduce the feed grade at the
McArt hur River ore.

We are currently processing
McArt hur River ore at about 4 per cent U,Q, feed
grade. The first high-grade ore from McArthur was
received in March 2000. A notable change was the
transition of the in-pit tailings facility to
fully fl ooded subaqueous di sposal conditions.
Thi s change was successful. The main problem has
been in achieving the targeted tailings density
consistently.

I n essence, the issue is
mai nt ai ni ng proper pipeline and flow velocities to
avoi d sandi ng out or plugging the tailings |ine.
Key variables are m |l throughput and tailings
conmposi tion.

As m ght be expected, converting
Key Lake to a different ore source was not without
its challenges. This slide lists the main issues
whi ch were addressed. I n essence, avoiding
pl uggi ng problens, be they from sandi ng out of
tailings or high-grade pitchblende or from

generated gypsum or cal cium sul phate material, was
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the core issue which had to be addressed during
the switch

This slide shows the draw ng of
the Deil mann tailings management facility and the
cross-section and shows the main design features.
Tailings pour water and ground water are collected
from an underdrai nage systemthrough a verti cal
raise to the mll water treatment system A side
drain collection systemwas initially utilized
during subaqueous phase of operation and has since
been capped off. The tailings delivery system has
been nodi fied for subaqueous tailings deposition
at a targeted 35 per cent solids content,
injecting directly into the tailings body.

Conversion of the Deil mann
tailings facility to subaqueous di sposal has a
number of benefits, which include protection from
frost build-up, reduced water pumping and water
treatment requirements due to reduced ground wat er
gradients, elimnation of potential dusting
probl ems associated with subaerial tailings
surface, and elim nation of radon gas rel eases and
gamm fields fromwater cover.

This is a picture of early

operation of the tailings facility prior to
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fl ooding. The capacity of the Deil mann pit is
sufficient to store all of the McArthur River
tailings, based on currently-known reserves. It
is also possible that all of the existing surface
tailing may be moved to this facility as well.
Overall capacity of about 12 mlIlion cubic metres
has been estimated based on a fill level to the
sandst one overburden contact horizon at about 476
metres.

This is a picture of the pit
partially flooded. You may note in the background
a ridge which shows that there are actually two
conpartments to this tailings disposal facility.

Finally, here is a picture of the
facility taken about two weeks ago for this
presentation. Water elevation is currently about
470 metres. Recall that | said that the | owest
sandst one overburden contact was about 476 metres.
That will give you some perspective of where the
water is.

The nmost recent bathymetric survey
carried out in September 2000 showed t hat about
1.8 mllion cubic metres of tailings have been
deposited so far in this facility.

During the current |icensing

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

285

period, a nunmber of other notable activities took
pl ace. Construction of a new |lined waste rock
pad; repairs to the Deil mann speci al waste pad;
investigations of the Gaertner special waste pad;
a performance revi ew of deposited nickel rich
waste rock and associated well failure in the
Gaertner pit; approval to carry out a mll scale
trial of uraniumrecovery fromfuel services,
that is our Port Hope and Blind River operation
mat eri als; and a business practices inprovement
initiative.

This picture shows construction of
the new waste rock pad | ast year in the vicinity
of the original Key Lake ore pad. The first phase
of this pad, or about 12,000 square netres, was
constructed in 2000. You may note sonme remai ni ng
Key Lake ore in the background of this picture.

This is a current picture of the
new waste rock pad taken two weeks ago for this
presentation. Note the MArthur River ore slurry
trucks in this picture as well.

Here is a picture of an 8,000
square netre extension of the waste rock pad,
agai n taken about two weeks ago. You may al so

note the renoval of sonme of the residual Key Lake
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ore since the year 2000 in the background.

This slide shows a picture of the
north end of the Deil mann speci al waste pad which
required repair in the year 2000.

Here is the repaired area prior to
sand cover. About 2,500 square netres of
pol yet hyl ene |iner were placed where the original
bentonite |Iiner had been damaged.

This is a picture of the Gaertner
pit. Note the deposition of about 1 mllion cubic
metres of waste rock and about 300, 000 cubic
metres of sand cover which was done in 1998. You
may note on the slope failure and the crib well
movenment at the end of the causeway -- this is the
crib well right there | amshowing with the mouse
in there -- the elevation is about 500 netres.

The plan is to flood up to about 510 netres or
about an additional ten metres. This would be
about ten netres below the final ground water

recovery |l evel of about 520 metres.

This is a picture fromthe other
end of the Gaertner pit. You can see in this
pi cture the ore receiving and the crushing and
grinding plant in the background. Again, this

pi cture is about two weeks ol d.
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From a radi ation protection
perspective, good control was maintained on
exposure. We have seen | ess than what we expected
and was predicted in the EIS. However, it is
also fair to say that we have yet to see a ful
year of production at 4 per cent ore grade.

We neverthel ess judged the first
year to be a success froma radiation protection
vi ewpoint, with a fundamentally sound desi gn of
t he process. The ongoing challenges we see in
this area are that of enployee training,
housekeepi ng and the previously nmentioned settling
i ssue with high-grade pitchbl ende.

The site has experienced a very
good safety performance. There has been no
| ost-time accidents to date, however there may be
one arising froma year 2000 medical aid this
sumer. The combi ned work force has operated
about 2.3 mllion person hours accident free.
They currently have a 46-nonth run of lost-tinme
injury-free accidents, which is nuch greater than
t he 16-month run, which had been achi eved on two
ot her occasions. As previously noted, the site
was awarded the John T. Ryan award in conjunction

with McArthur River for 1999 performance.
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This plot shows |lost-time entry
performance for both Cameco and | ost-time
contractors since 1988. The Y axis is the number
of lost-time accidents which occurred in any given
cal endar year.

The effluent treatment system has
operated reasonably well. However, there was one
monthly trout test failure in the year 2000, the
first since 1994 or the first failure in over 100
tests since the original problemwas uncovered in
the 1993-94 peri od.

We al so discovered intermttent
fish toxicity in the small | ake which received the
effluent. Two failures occurred in 2000 or two of
56 tests since testing at this |ocation began in
1994. We did see fish toxicity but we have never
seen mcro-toxicity, which is a surrogate for
toxicity using bacteria. W have had no failures

of this test in over 2000 sanpl es taken since the

year 1994.

Here is a picture of Wbl f Lake.
It is about eight hectares in surface area. It is
about two netres deep. In other words, it

cont ai ns about 160, 000 cubic metres of water,

whi ch i s equivalent to about one nmonth's of
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ef fl uent production. You can also see the mlIl in
t he background. The discharge fromthis |ake is
to the left of the picture.

Here is a picture of the Wil f Lake
di scharge towards the next | ake call ed Fox Lake,
whi ch you can barely see in the background of this
picture. The streamat this point is about two
and a half to three feet wide. It is about ten to
30 centimetres deep. You can see a one-nmetre
staff gauge in this picture as well. This is just
to give you a perspective of what this discharge
| ooks |Ii ke when it crosses the highway.

There were ten SERM reportable
incidents to date in the current |icensing period.
None were judged to have significant environmental
effect. We filed the second wi de-ranging State of
Envi ronment Report. The overall conclusion from
this work was that Key Lake essentially operates
as predicted with the EI'S boundari es.

We have seen significant
reductions in the nickel |oading fromthe
dewat ering system which was installed around the
Dei | mnn and Gaertner pits due first to the
installation of a reverse osmosis plant, and

secondly due to the refl ooding for subaqueous
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tailings disposal. Nevertheless, we anticipate
addi ti onal biol ogical -based environnent al

moni toring and assessnent work over the next

i censing period.

We have al so put a fair anount of
priority in developing an | SO 14000- based
envi ronment al management systemfor this facility.

The site has an active community
consul tation program focusing on the
Environmental Quality Comm ttee, which has been
di scussed previously; the Mudjati k co-management
boards, which deal with road access issues; and
t he Northern Labour Market Comm ttee. The site
al so coordinates its activities out of an office
in LaRonge in northern Saskat chewan.

In the current |icensing period,
decomm ssioning work has | argely been overshadowed
by work on the Deil mann tailings managenent
facility, special waste and ore waste rock
investigations and rel ated construction
activities.

Active decomm ssioning projects
include a waste rock research program which is
entering its fourth year in conjunction with the

Uni versity of Saskatchewan and the University of
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British Columbia and COGEMA, an update of
geochem cal waste rock nodelling to refine the
model to basically tune it up to existing
conditions, and also an above-ground tailings
management relocation feasibility study.

The picture shown here basically
shows ongoi ng consol i dati on of the above-ground
tailings facility. That is what is in this
picture in the backdrop.

The site operates an extensive
revegetati on program focusing on tree planting
and hydroseedi ng. However, the efforts in 1999
t hrough 2001 have been sonewhat |ess than in 1997
to 1999.

We hope to ranmp up production to
i censed production |limt, and we al so hope to
investigate the feasibility of increased
producti on capacity and also some m || process
sinmplification.

We hope to seek nmore permanent
approval to recover uraniumfrom Fuel Services
Di vi si on Recycl abl e Products, pending the m |
scale trial, which is going to be underway
shortly. We are seeking cost reductions obviously

wi t hin appropriate environmental and safety
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boundari es, and we hope to adopt a more systematic
gual ity assurance program as described in Bernard
M chel's original presentation of the Rabbit Lake
heari ng.

In summary, we believe Key Lake
has demonstrated a high | evel of commtment to
safety, has operated in a responsi bl e fashion, has
successfully transformed its operation to one of
customm lling McArthur River ore, and has
denonstrated an ongoing commtment to
decomm ssioning and its dial ogue with northern
nei ghbours.

We, therefore, respectfully
request that the Conm ssion give favourable
consideration to renewal of the Key Lake Licence.
We al so request consideration for extending the
licensing period in light of the anticipated
relative stability of the operation.

Recogni zi ng the CSNS st aff
reconmendation to report back to the Conm ssion in
about two years' time, we recommend some form of
md-termlicence in lieu of formal relicensing.

We believe the work required in formal relicensing
may very well be nore appropriately revisited on a

time frame greater than every two years.
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Thank you for your attention.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. Wth
t he concurrence of the Comm ssion menbers, | wil
hol d questioning to the licensee until after the
presentati on by CNSC staff.

On that basis, | will turn to the
oral presentation by CNSC staff, which are
referenced in CVD docunment 01-H22, and | will turn

to M. Pereira.

01- H22
Oral Presentation by CNSC staff

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 licence held by Cameco
Corporation for the Key Lake operation authorizes
the mlling of ore and waste management activities
at the site. During the termof the current
licence, a number of changes have been i npl emented
in the mlling operation to accommodate the
processing of ore fromthe McArt hur River m ne.

Conditions in the current licence

requi red Cameco to report to the CNSC on the
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changes and on radiati on exposures during the
first year of mlling of the McArthur River ore.

CNSC staff reports in CVD 01-H22
on the assessment of this information and of other
i censing programs at the Key Lake facility over
the termof the current licence. The CNSC staff
reconmendation for licensing of the operation is
based on assessnents of the status of a number of
t he managed prograns at the facility.

| will now pass the presentation
over to M. MCabe for review of Canmeco's
performance of the facility and to present the
CNSC staff recommendation for renewal of the
i cence.

MR. McCABE: Thank you. Madam
Chair, menmbers of the Comm ssion, Rick McCabe
speaki ng.

Cameco's Key Lake operation is
currently licensed by the CNSC. Cameco has
applied for renewal of its uranium m ning
operating licence for a five-year term with no
change in activities being proposed. The
Comm ssion is requested to consider issuing a
uraniumm | operating licence for a 27-nonth

term
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The Applicant is seeking CNSC
approval to continue its uraniumm/|lling operation
at Key Lake. The activities requested include the
foll ow ng:

Moni t or and manage exi sting ore
st orage and waste managenent facilities; receive
and store ore and m neralized waste rock fromthe
McArt hur River operation; mll mneralized rock
and ore fromthe Key Lake and McArthur River
orebodi es; produce a concentrate containing no
more than 7.2 mllion kilograms of uranium per
year; di spose of solid waste products frommlling
in the in-pit tailings management facility; treat
waste water and rel ease treated effluent to the
environment; monitor and manage their ancillary
facilities; conduct mll-scale tests to optim ze
and expand the present capability of the mlling
process; and possess, store, transfer, inport, use
and di spose of nucl ear substances.

This presentation includes the
results of CNSC staff's assessment of the nmajor
programs in place at the Key Lake operation.

| have previously with the Rabbit
Lake subm ssion descri bed the process involving

Saskat chewan Labour, Human Resources Devel opment
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Canada, and the CNSC, with Sask. Labour taking the
| ead role and CNSC s being | ess.

The Occupational Health and Safety
Comm ttees are established at the Key Lake
operation in conformance with provincial and
federal regulatory requirements. There are two
commttees at the Key Lake operation consisting of
empl oyees and supervisors, who are charged with
the responsibilities of review ng past incidents,
conducting inspections, evaluating safety prograns
and recommendi ng health and safety inmprovenments.

The OHC i s consulted on safety
issues and is copied by CNSC on all safety-rel ated
correspondence sent to the |licensee.

Saskat chewan Labour has provided
the CNSC with their evaluation of Key Lake's
performance with respect to conventional health
and safety as foll ows:

"I n our opinion, the site
Occupati onal Heal th

Comm ttees at Key Lake,

McArt hur River, and Rabbit
Lake are operating in a

sati sfactory manner. The Key

Lake m ne has traditionally
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had a very good attitude

t owards safety and this is
reflected in their safety
record.”

Section 29 of the General Nuclear
Saf ety and Control Regul ations requires the
licensee to report incidents related to
conventional health and safety. These include
events that either constituted a serious risk to
heal th and safety or that actually resulted in
serious injury or death. There were only four
such incidents reported during the |icensing
peri od, Decenber 1999 to present. Only one of
t hese incidents actually resulted in injury and
i nvol ved an el ectrician, who received flash burns
whi |l e working on an el ectrical panel.

Overall, the Conventional Health
and Safety Programis acceptable.

CNSC staff finds that Cameco has
met their application requirenments in the guidance
t hat has been provided to them

The Radi ation Protection Program
in operation at Key Lake has operated effectively
during the current |licensing period. The

performance of the radiation programis
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accept abl e.

The revi sed Radi ation Protection
Program manual subm tted provides an acceptable
basis for an effective Radi ati on Protection
Program as required by the CNSC Radi ati on
Protecti on Regul ati ons.

During the licensing period, the

ore grade through the plant was increased to 4 per

cent. The average effective dose in 2000 was 1.1
mllisieverts, and the maxi mrum effecti ve dose was
8 1 mllisieverts. These doses were within the

range predicted in the Environmental |npact
St atement and are consi dered accept abl e.

A radiation protection eval uation
was conducted by CNSC staff at Key Lake in June of
this year. While the final report has not been
i ssued, the prelimnary findings have been
reviewed with Key Lake staff. The eval uation
found i mprovements in work control procedures and
radi ati on nmonitoring progranms, but noted
weaknesses in training and general plant
housekeeping. CNSC staff intends to issue the
final report soon -- | understand "soon" is
tonorrow -- and will follow up on the |icensee's

response to the identified weaknesses.
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The proposed action | evels for
effective dose of 1 mllisievert per week and 5
mllisieverts per quarter are considered
acceptable for this licensing period. These
action levels also are supplemented with
adm nistrative |l evels contained in the Code of
Practice and will be reviewed during the licensing
peri od.

Overall, the Radiation Protection
Programis accept abl e.

CNSC staff finds that, with
respect to the Environmental Protection Program
t he application requirenments have been met. CNSC
staff finds Cameco's Environmental Protection
Operating Policies and Principles are
conprehensive and i nclude suitable comm tnments for
ensuring the environnmental protection requirenments
under the NSCA and the Regul ations. [In addition,
t he Key Lake operation is developing a quality
assurance program for environnmental protection
call ed an Environmental Management Systemt hat
i ncorporates the key elenments of |SO 14001.

The Code of Practice for
environmental protection identifies action |evels

for effluent rel eases as required by the Uranium
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M nes and M| Is Regul ati ons, and is consi dered
acceptable for this licensing period. Staff
intends to review these action | evels during the
l'icensing cycle as operating experience is gained.

Recent environnental performance
is relevant in assessing the Applicant's ability
to meet the licensee's environnmental protection
obl i gations under the NSCA and Regul ati ons.
Environmental nonitoring is carried out by the
| i censee according to the CNSC approved program
The monitoring results for the current |licensing
period indicate that environmental inmpacts are
within the scope of the Environmental |nmpact
St at ement predictions and that the |icensee is
t aki ng adequate measures to prevent further
i mpacts on the environment.

| nmust report that, as of August
the 4th, there was a failure of a sanmple to neet a
regulatory limt. We just received the report
yesterday. The situation was batch di scharge of
liquid fromthe Key Lake operation. The effluent
is treated and di scharged into a pond. During the
filling of the pond, there is a sanple collection
-- there is an onstream anal yzer -- and the sanple

is anal yzed and deposited in the pond.
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Prior to discharge, you would get
the results of the analysis. |If they are
acceptable within the ranges for discharge, then
t he pond can be discharged to the environment, and
a sanmple is also taken upon discharge to the
envi ronment .

In this case, the initial
i ndi cati on was that the parameters were acceptable
for discharge fromthe pond filling conmposite.
However, when the pond was bei ng di scharged for
the first couple of thousand litres, it was
i ndi cated that the pH was outside of the range.
The bottom range of the pHis 5 and this sanple

was in at 4.8, not a substantive variation.

However, it indicated failure of
t he equi pment. It was operator error and failure
of equi pment that led to this sanple. | just

wanted to bring the Comm ssion up to date because
we just got that information.

During the current |icensing
period there were two incidents involving failure
of fish toxicity tests. G ven that there is a
hi story of inmpact and i npairnment of fish health in
t he David Creek watershed, CNSC staff concl udes

t hat Cameco nust continue to nonitor the treated
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effluent closely and must conduct investigations
in the receiving environnent to determ ne what is
happeni ng that there may be causing periodic fish
heal t h probl ens.

| n Sept ember 2000, CNSC st aff
carried out an evaluation of the Key Lake
Envi ronmental Protection Program Cameco has
responded to all the action notices identified
during that evaluation, but some of those
responses were unacceptable to CNSC staff.
Consequently, Cameco has been requested to revise
t he unacceptabl e responses and to submt themto
t he CNSC by August 20, 2001. We will be able to
update the Comm ssion at Day 2 with regard to
t hose responses.

Overall, CNSC staff finds that the
Key Lake operation has an Environmental Protection
Program whi ch has adequate provisions to prevent
unreasonable risk to the environment. However,
action notices identified during the September
2000 eval uation have not all been addressed
satisfactorily, and the periodic problenms with
fish health in the David Creek watershed remains
unresol ved. Therefore, staff concludes that the

Environmental Protection Programis conditionally
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acceptabl e, pending the satisfactory resolution of
all action notices and the conpletion of an
investigation of possible causes of fish health
problems in the David Creek watershed. CNSC staff
may be able to update the Conmm ssion on these

i ssues at Day 2 of this hearing.

The same coments that have been
made with regard to quality assurance for Rabbit
Lake and the McArthur River apply. The
requi rement for a report to the Conm ssion by
April 30, 2002 is also in the Key Lake licence.

Cameco undertakes comunity
consultation. This is all clearly defined and is
very simlar to what we have read into the record
before and is clearly contained in CMD 01-H22 for
reference. | will just pass through that.

| woul d advise you that CNSC st aff
has participated in several of Cameco's
communi cati on sessions. Based on this experience,
on the public consultation program and on
Cameco' s ongoing comm tment as stated in the
application, CNSC staff finds this programto be
accept abl e.

Emer gency Preparedness, Waste

Managenent, Health and Safety, Training and
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Security Programs were al so reviewed and found to
be accept abl e.

Wast e management issues that have
been identified that will continue to receive
attention in the upcomng |icensing period are as
foll ows:

Operating problenms with tailings
density and solids segregation in the Deil mann
in-pit TMF in 2000 do not threaten the integrity
of the facility but may create problens in
decomm ssioning if this problem persists.

Field research and model i ng
studi es on waste rock, due to be conpleted in
2002, will formthe basis for a plan to
decomm ssi on the Gaertner and Deil mann waste rock
piles.

Remedi al wor k and ongoi ng
monitoring in relation to faulty bentonite liners
wi |l continue.

A financi al guarantee for
decomm ssioning in the formof an irrevocabl e
letter of credit for the sumof $45.6 m|llion was
put in place on October 31, 1997.

There is a need to revise the plan

in accordance with the CNSC requirenments.
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Consequently, two conditions have again been added
to the licence: One for Cameco to maintain the
current financial guarantee, and the second
requiring Cameco to update this.

The Joi nt Federal - Provincial 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
Environment al Assessment and Revi ew Process
Gui del i nes Order.

The panel issued a report in
February of 1997, and the federal governnent
responded to the panel's report in May of 1997,
agreeing that the project should proceed.

The AECB identified the panel
conditions in Appendix 1 of BMD 99-107 and
expl ai ned how t hese woul d be dealt with during the
l'icensing period. While nmost of the actions
identified in the BVMD were addressed, some of
t hese actions are ongoing and are being nonitored.

The ones that are being nonitored,
for example, are those recommendati ons t hat
applied to the province or other federal agencies,

and we continue to follow up on these. A good
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exanple of this is a reconmendation for the
province to | ead the establishment of a group to
work on water quality objectives. W agreed to be
a part of that, and just |l ast month we received a
request fromthe province to be part of that

group.

The measures that have been
identified for the control of the environmental
effects have been substantially inmplenmented, such
as the water treatnment plants and the dewatering
wel | s are exanpl es of the measures inplenmented to
reduce the environnmental effects.

The activities at the Key Lake
facility that are to be authorized by the proposed
i ssuance of the operating licence are the same as
t hose authorized by the current |licence, for which
t he concl usi ons of the environmental assessnment
remain valid. The mtigation nmeasures and the
rel evant controls for environmental effects have
been substantially inplemented.

Accordi ngly, pursuant to Section 3
of the Exclusion List Regulations and Section 2 of
Schedule I, Part | of the Exclusion List
Regul ati ons, an environmental assessnment of this

proj ect pursuant to the Canadi an Environnent al
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Assessnment Act is not required.

Therefore, staff recommends that
t he Comm ssion: Accept staff's assessnent that
the Applicant is qualified to carry on the
activity that the licence will authorize the
licensee to carry on, and will, in carrying on
that activity, make adequate provision for the
protection of the environment, the health and
safety of persons, and the mai ntenance of nati onal
security and measures required to inplement
international obligations to which Canada has
agreed; accept CNSC staff's assessment that,
pursuant to Section 3 of the Exclusion List
Regul ati ons and Section 2 of Schedule I, Part | of
t he Excl usion List Regul ations, an environment al
assessment pursuant to CEAA is not required; and
consider issuing a Uranium M || Operating Licence
for a period of 27 months.

Thank you.

MR. PEREI RA: That concl udes the
staf f presentation, Madam Chair.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. We
wi Il now open the floor for questions fromthe
Comm ssi on memnbers.

M. Graham
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MEMBER GRAHAM  Thank you. Just a
clarification. At the start of staff's
presentation, you refer to a five-year term and
then you refer to a 27-nonth term The way | am
reading it is: |Is 27 months the Conm ssion's
reconmendati on and the five years is Canmeco's
recommendati on?

MR. McCABE: That is correct.

MEMBER GRAHAM  That was the
clarification.

On the financial guarantees of the
$45.6 mllion that is in place now, you refer to
the fact that that has to be reviewed. How do you
come up with a $45 mllion or $50 mllion or $30
mllion figure? Do you get third party
consultation or is it something that is just
agreed to between the CNSC and the Applicant?

That question is to CNSC.

MR. PEREIRA: Ken Pereira. | wl
start off and then pass over to M. M Cabe.

There is consi derabl e experience
with deconm ssioning of mnes and so there is
benchmark i nformation that is avail able. W have
m nes in the Elliot Lake regi on, where a

consi der abl e amount of deconm ssi oni ng work has
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been done. So, there is some basis for the
figures that are reported here in these docunents.

The updating that we are | ooking
for is to bring the decomm ssioning plans into
conpliance with our new regul atory gui des, G 206
and G- 219 for decomm ssioning and financi al
guar ant ees.

Il will ask M. McCabe to comment
on the assessnment of the individual subm ssions on
financi al guarantees and decomm ssi oni ng.

MR. McCABE: Thanks, Ken. Rick
McCabe agai n.

We started off in 1994 with the
requi rement to have financial guarantees for
uranium m nes. By 1996 we had started
i mpl ementing the requirements for financial
guarantees. We began by assessing a prelimnary
decomm ssi oni ng program breaking down all of the
el ements that would require costs. We made
certain assunptions that the operation of the
facility had failed. They were no | onger there,

t hat we would have to hire staff or contractors or
somet hing. So, these kinds of costs were factored
into there.

We put in costs for environnent al
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assessment and all of the things that would be
required. Then we costed out the movenent of

mat eri al or whatever was acceptable, building of
covers, tearing down of buildings, breaking up
foundations. All of these things were consi dered.

We devel oped a spreadsheet to | ook
at the costs over the different operations to gain
some confidence in that. Costing is not sonmething
that we do on a regul ar basis, so we had to build
up this kind of information.

When we started the process of
putting through these financial guarantees, we
made two sort of criteria on which we would revise
them One would be on a regular basis, i.e. about
every five years, and the second thing would be
when t here woul d be a substantive change in the
operation. |If you were about to m ne anot her open
pit or something |like that, that m ght be an
opportune time. That is what we have used in the
McCl ean as a trigger on which to nmake these
revisions.

So, we have devel oped this process
over a period of time and it is based upon our
experience. We are sonmewhat confortable with the

numbers. We will feel nmore confortable once we
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get to review them W are getting, again,
increased i nformation and spreadsheet, so | think
we are nore confortable with the information.

MEMBER GRAHAM  But what you are
going to be doing is we are going to be asked to
approve a |licence without knowi ng how nuch the
next round of financial guarantees will be. Is
t hat correct?

MR. McCABE: That is right.

MEMBER GRAHAM  So, dependi ng on
the licensing approval of 27 nonths or five years,
what ever the termis, we would never know as a
Comm ssi on how much was affixed until such time
there was a problem and the guarantee had to be
called. |Is that correct?

MR. PEREIRA: In the licence there
are deadlines for subm ssion of the revised
decomm ssi oni ng plans and revised financi al
guarantee. This is something that is updated at
regular intervals, so it is part of our normal
l'icensing follow-up action that Conmm ssion staff

MEMBER GRAHAM  But it doesn't
come to the Conmm ssi on?

MR. PEREI RA: It comes to the
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Comm ssion at licence renewal time each time.

MEMBER GRAHAM  So, this we will
not know until the licence comes up again after
this time?

MR. PEREIRA: That is correct.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Just one ot her
guestion | have, Madam Chair.

You tal k about fish health
problems. As a |ayperson, what does that mean,
the fish died or it has a headache or what? What
are fish health problems?

MR. PEREIRA: Ken Pereira. | wl
ask Dr. Patsy Thonpson to coment on that.

DR. THOMPSON: In the early to
m d- ni neties, there was some problemwi th the
effluent treatment process at Key Lake because of
process upsets.

At that time, the standard
toxicity test conducted with rainbow trout
i ndi cated that the trout died when they were
exposed to treated effluent. Cameco undertook
extensive investigation to identify the
contam nant that was being entrained in effluent
and causing the toxicity. They resolved that

probl em
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Fol | owi ng that, because toxic
effl uent had been rel eased for a period of tine,
Cameco did investigations in the receiving
envi ronment of whether resident fish had been
affected by the effluent. Essentially what they
found was fish with | esions on their body,
essentially sores and things |like that.

What was al so seen for a period of
time after those were first observed was sone
recovery in the fish. The |esions were
di sappearing and the tissues were scarring.

VMEMBER GRAHAM  \What you are
saying is that the fish didn't die, but there was
a maj or problemwi th | esions and so on?

DR. THOMPSON: The investigation
showed problenms with | esions. What we are
uncertain about are the effects on reproduction,
for example. The results were |ess clear on that
aspect .

More recent issues were with
recei ving environment water causing rainbow trout
to die in standard toxicity tests. That has been
seen as an intermttent problem W have not yet
been able, in Cameco's investigation, to find a

cause of that. W have not al so had
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investigations to see the relationship between
trout dying when exposed to this water and
actually having fish problens in the receiving
environment. Those studies haven't been done yet.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Have there been
any studi es done on what it does to the food
chain, whether it is up the food chain where
osprey or something may be feeding on the fish, or
down the food chain? Have you done studies? You
know about fish, but what about both ways within
t he chain of devel opment ?

DR. THOMPSON: As indicated in the
CMD, and there was also mention by Cameco in their
presentation, they have recently conpleted in year
2000 a Status of the Environment Report. So, we
have i nformation indicating that there are effects
on benthic-invertebrates in the near field
receiving environnment both on the watershed
receiving treated effluent and on the watershed
receiving ground water dewatering effluent.

So, the effects seemto be limted
to aquatic biota. The types of contam nants that
are being released by this operation aren't the
types of contam nants, for exanple, if you think

of DDT that would accunul ate up the food chain.
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Those are not those types of contam nants. They
don't tend to accunul ate. So, we don't expect to
see effects on fish-eating birds or fish-eating
mammal s.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Thank you.

THE CHAlI RPERSON: Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Let's first follow
up on the question of the fish toxicity.

We have the report that there was
a sequence of failed tests, then two passes, then
one failed and then a number of successes. What
wanted to have is some numbers. | want to get a
feeling for the scale around the limt.

There is a limt of five fish
surviving in 96 hours, | think. [If five fish
survive you pass. How many fish did not survive
in the failed tests and how many fish survived in
t he passed tests in that sequence? Does sonebody
have that information?

DR. THOMPSON: Of f hand, normally
the standard toxicity tests are fairly routine,
and it is unusual to see fish die in the controls
where there is no exposure to effluent.

In terms of the number of fish

t hat di ed exposed to effluent or exposed to
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receiving environnent water, | don't have that
information right here, but it is in our office.
So, it can be obtained quite quickly. Perhaps
Cameco has that information.

MR. JARRELL: Actually, Dr.
Giroux, | can't remenmber the numbers. As Dr.
Thonmpson says, a past failure is considered 50 per
cent or five of ten fish.

What | can say is that repeat
sanpl es of the failed tests passed, but | can't
recal |l what percentage it was. Was it 10 per
cent, 20 per cent or whatever, | can't recal
that. We would have to | ook that up.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Could we have that
informati on for Day 27?

MR. JARRELL: Yes.

MEMBER GI ROUX: | amtrying to
understand if we are hovering at the limt,
failing and passing, or if there is a strong
change?

DR. THOMPSON: What | can renmenber
is that the toxicity test failure on the treated
effluent; all the fish in the test died.

What | can't remember is the fish

in the receiving environnment, receiving water
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tests, how many died. But certainly in the case
of the treated effluent, all the fish died.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you. That
is part of the answer.

DR. THOMPSON: We can get that
suppl ementary i nformation.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Yes, pl ease.

My second question is to staff,
and per haps Canmeco woul d want to comment al so. |
amreferring to the ground water dewatering. You
mentioned that after the mlling is conplete and
all that, there will be punmping and treating
operations as | ong as necessary to ensure that
contam nants in the ground water are reduced to
acceptable levels. That is on page 8 of your CMD.

My question here is: MWhat is the
scal e of time envisioned here? Are we talKking
about years or decades? Are the costs of this
pumpi ng and treating operation covered in the
decomm ssioning estimtes that you have now?

MR. PEREI RA: Ken Pereira
respondi ng.

Dewat ering wells is an approach
which is used not only at this facility but many

ot her of the mning tailing managenment facilities.
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It is a long-termprogram One woul d expect these
progranms to go on until there is a judgenent that
the situation is stabilized and there is very
littl e novement of contam nants into the

envi ronment, and that nost of the water fromthe
tailings has disappeared.

| will ask Doug Metcalfe from our
Wast e and Decomm ssioning Division to add to the
response. He is a specialist in ground water
novenment .

MR. METCALFE: Yes. Doug Metcalfe
here for the record.

The punp and treat costs are
factored into the financial assurances so that is
in fact part of the costs.

It is a natural part of the
decomm ssioning work to foll owup and do that Kkind
of pump and treat work until groundwater
contam nati on has been reduced to an acceptable
| evel .

MEMBER Gl ROUX: M. Pereira, do |
understand from your answer that you are talking
about decades when you say "long term'?

MR. PEREIRA: Again | will ask

M. Metcalfe to give us an indication of the time
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scal e.

MR. METCALFE: Yes, it can go on
for that period of tine.

| think one point being here at
Key Lake, though, the two pads that are of
greatest concern for groundwater contam nation
ri ght now are the Deil mann speci al waste pad and
al so the Gaertner special waste pad.

As has been reported in the CMDs,
Cameco's plan is to take that special waste and,
for the nost part, mlIl it through the plant to
help as a diluent for the ore slurry from
McArt hur .

So a | ot of that special waste,
which is the source of the contam nation, will be
mlled through the plant. The rest of it will be
di sposed in one of the pits.

They have already commtted to
excavating out the pads and about a netre of
contam nated soil beneath the pad, so that wil
effectively remove the source termand the punp
and treat continuing work would only be required
to renove any residual contam nation in the ground
t hat woul d exist at the time of the shutdown of

t he m ne.
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The surificial materials in and
around the pit are sand and fairly permeabl e rock,
so that would also help to cut down on the punp
and treat time required.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you.

For Cameco now, you state in your
written document -- you nmade an anal ysis of your
radi ati on protection program that you conpared
your program now with the one that you had
referred to in the environmental inmpact statenent
back in -- | don't have the year, but the
reference here.

You don't specify what was the
out come of your conparison. Could you indicate
what were the results of that conparison?

MR. JARRELL: Certainly. The
results were conpati ble with what was predicted.

The issue was the fact that we did
not -- the year 2000 was not a full year at 4 per
cent. In other words, there was that sort of
phased growth of MArthur River.

So | think the feedback we got from staff
essentially was that even though we prorated the
numbers for the full year, there was still that

issue of to actually get a full years' data.
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But all the evidence we have today
says that we are conpatible with those original
predictions.

If I could add just a little bit
on the waste rock issue, maybe a little clarity on
that as well, if | could, or ny perspective.

| think one of the inmportant
factors here is the fact that the waste rock
pi |l es, because they are | ocated next to the pit,
essentially we captured the sort of seepage of
t hem during operation.

We fully expect that the Key Lake

operation will exist for at |east another 20 years
so, in effect, we have sort of 20 years of, if you
will, sort of free punmp and treat.

As far as the ore pads, it is
correct that the plan is to eventually renove
t hose.

Wth respect to the waste rock
piles, I think we continue to evolve the nodel s,
but it would appear that the Gaertner waste rock
pil e and the Deil mann South are probably
relatively benign.

The issue for us is probably the

Dei |l mnn North pile is the one that is going to
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require the most attention.

The contam nant probably which is
the real driver is nickel, of all things, because
it would appear that the other contam nants, the
arsenic, the radiumand the uraniumare fairly
well retarded by the sand, whereas the nickel
tends to be fairly nobile, as is sul phate for
exanpl e. ,

So if we continue to refine the
model s obvi ously over the next 20 years we have a
number of wells downstream between the poi nt where
we capture the water and where the seepage exists.

| think our current thinking is
that we refine these nodels as time goes on with
the sort of field data, sort of a very grandi ose
sort of geochem cal nmodelling, the current
t hi nking we have is just to do a | ot of
observational sort of refinement to this thing.

| think over the next 20 years we
wi Il probably refine that deconmm ssioning plan for
the Deil mann North pile, which is probably sort of
the principal driver at the end of the day.

The current thinking is that some
formof cover over this to shed water will reduce

the flux of nickel to the point that the |evels
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are very nodest in the receiving environment.

In fact, when we do sort of an
inventory of nickel for the whole sort of area, it
woul d appear that actually the | argest source of
nickel is actually associated with the dewatering
effort itself. |In other words, just the concept
of producing this cone of depression we have
oxi di zed material in sort of the periphery of the
deposits and that probably represents the | argest
source of nickel. Obviously that will go away
when we refl ood and rebound the groundwat er
system

So what we are trying to do is
devel op sort of an integrated nodel that considers
the tailings facility, the waste rock piles, the
speci al waste pads, however they expect it to be
gone, as well as this sort of rebound of the
groundwater. So it is sort of an integrated nmodel
we keep wor ki ng on.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: A few questions.

| wonder if we could address the
bentonite |liner problem Although it is so-called
not yet determ ned the problem it must be of sone

surprise. Could you indicate what m ght have
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happened here? Was the bentonite material from
t he same source?

MR. JARRELL: That is a very good
guestion, one we asked ourselves as well, as you
can wel | imagine.

It woul d appear that there is a
number of bentonite liners. The first ones that
were put in was the one for the above ground
tailings facility and that one has performed well.
That was made of bentonite that we are able to
prove through our records was actually from
Wyom ng, which is considered a pretty good source
of bentonite material.

The next two that were produced
were the Gaertner special waste pad and the ore
pad. We have yet to have been able to track down
t he source of that material.

What we can say is that the field
test permeability that we did met performance
criteria at the tinme that they were produced.
However, we have been yet to pin down the source
of the bentonite.

In the case of the Deil mann
speci al waste pad, again we haven't pinned down

t he source of the bentonite, but certainly it
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seens to be performng well as well.

It woul d appear that one specific
contract was let to do both the Gaertner pad and
the ore pad at the same time and those are the two
probl emati c ones. The issue, we think, is
probably related to desiccation, perhaps a
chem cal effect, it may be dispersion of the
bentonite just because of the quality of the
material, that is the research that was all uded
to, but we have yet to pin down the actual source
of, if you will, the reduced -- or the increased
permeability of the bentonite.

What | can say is that when they
were constructed they met design criteria. Wat
we do have is two out of the four that no | onger
meet that criteria. Fortunately for us, one we
have replaced and the other one the | ong-term pl an
is to basically take that material and use it as a
di | uent.

As far as capturing the | eachate
fromthat, as has been indicated in the past,
nickel is the main i ssue and we have probably got
the fl ow path between the Gaertner special waste
pad and the pits as already defined. What we wil

require is that that will eventually have to purge
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itself out because it is a pretty nmobile
par amet er .

MEMBER BARNES: But that amount of
bentonite is a substantial anmount, presumably, for
the area, so you wouldn't have a record? You are
shipping this in and you have no record of where
the stuff comes from

MR. JARRELL: No. What we do have
is we have the field tests. It is a question of
what we asked the contractor to provide. What we
have is evidence that it met criteria, but we
can't actually determ ne the source of the
material. We can in the first one, which was the
original construction, which was Wyom ng
bent oni te.

Our suspicion is this may be a
| ower quality bentonite.

MEMBER BARNES: I n part of the
document ati on you i ndicate that about a metre of
contam nated soil would have to be excavated, |
guess, under lining. MWhy do you think it is just
a metre?

MR. JARRELL: Just drill prograns
we have done to date, plus a general viewthat the

arsenic, the radium certainly they are well
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retarded by the sands.

The surprise to me perhaps is the
fact that the uranium has been retarded as well to
the extent that it has been, but that is basically
based on drill programresults.

MEMBER BARNES: Could | come to
the crib well.

Agai n, why do you think that sl ope
failure took place?

MR. JARRELL: We built it up too
high relative to the water | evel was the core
i ssue.

We had the debate after it had
fail ed whether we had to replace it, because the
t hi nki ng was that we were going to have a fairly
permeabl e chunk of one mllion cubic metres of
ni ckel rich waste rock, and then the debate was:
Do we have to replace this crib well in order to
provi de some punp and treat in order to sort of
flush the pore water, if you will, as quickly as
we coul d.

What we found in the drill program
t hat we undertook earlier this year is that
actually the permeability of that pile is quite a

bit | ess than we thought, but what surprised us
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perhaps the most was that there are areas of that
pile that are still not fully saturated even

t hough they are under water. So we cane to the
conclusion that probably replacing the crib well
probably woul d not be an effective way to sort of
pump and treat.

So our thinking on that has
essentially sort of changed fromsort of flushing
t he pore water of the waste rock to more of the
case that it is going to be a very, very sl ow
flux, diffusion controlled fromthe waste rock
into the pit.

Now, we have to do nmodelling to
prove that point, but that is sort of in the
direction we are headi ng.

MEMBER BARNES: But how deep did
the crib well go, roughly?

MR. JARRELL: | woul d be guessing.
It is probably in the range of 40 metres | would

t hi nk.

Bill, maybe you could -- guessing.
| "' mjust guessing. | think it is in that range.
It was to the bottomof the pit, | just can't

remenber how deep the pit was.

MEVMBER BARNES: It didn't sheer
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of f because you put this coarse material right
against it?

MR. JARRELL: That could be part
of it. | mean, there was an issue with just the
fact that it wasn't -- what we were trying to do
is build it up as the thing was flooding and we
got a little ahead of ourselves is what happened
her e.

MEMBER BARNES: | find it strange
t hat you woul d essentially load tailings with very
coarse on top, right next to the crib well.

MR. JARRELL: Yes.

MEMBER BARNES: |If you were trying
to get material to fail you would put something on
top of it. Right?

MR. JARRELL: Yes.

MEMBER BARNES: So knowi ng the
ki nd of material that you are putting in, and
knowi ng that the material hasn't become saturated,
again, don't you find it sort of curious in terns
of your overall modelling here?

MR. JARRELL: Well, we certainly
came to the conclusion we have to renodel this,
because obviously if it is not as perneable as it

is it is not affecting the surrounding water to
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the same extent. What we haven't done yet is we
haven't done that model ling.

MEMBER BARNES: But that is still
only since 1998. 1Is that right?

MR. JARRELL: That is correct,
yes.

MEMBER BARNES: So we are | ooking
at a pit that you are going to manage over decades
and you are saying this hasn't become saturated in
three to four years.

MR. JARRELL: Yes. But, on the
ot her hand, | guess ny view on this matter is you
want to drive to one of two extrenmes, you either
want the thing isolated fromthe environnment or
you want it well flushed in a short period of
time. | guess what |I'msaying to you is | think
we are closer to that first end of the spectrum

MEMBER BARNES: To CNSC staff, you
reported right at the end in this discharge that

you received information on it yesterday, the

probl en?
M. McCabe, you reported on this.
MR. McCABE: Excuse me, on the one
filling? 1s that what you are referring to?

MEVMBER BARNES: That there was a
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di scharge where the pH was 4.8. Do you renenber?

MR. McCABE: Yes.

MEMBER BARNES: Did | get the
i mpression that there was only a small amount
actually rel eased --

MR. McCABE: Yes. | think the --

MEMBER BARNES: -- or did the
whol e amount get flushed out?

MR. McCABE: No. The ponds
are -- | believe, about 40 per cent of the pond,
about 2,000 litres was discharged at this 4.8 pH
when it was detected and it was stopped, as
understand it. | just have a prelimnary report
in front of nme.

MEMBER BARNES: Does t hat
represent a significant event or | ess than
significant event?

MR. McCABE: Well, being outside
of alimt is considered a concern to us, yes, and
that is why we reported it at this time.

MEMBER BARNES: Okay.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | have a
guestion for the licensee. It is with regards to
the staff recommendati on was to | ook at licence

| engths that really | ooked at McArthur and Key
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Lake in sync, if | can put it that way, and you
didn't comment on that.

Are there any thoughts, from your
poi nt of view, on whether those two |icence
| engt hs woul d be better |inked or separated? Any
t hought s about that?

MR. JARRELL: | think our viewis
that they are appropriately |Iinked because
obvi ously a production increase in one would
equate to the other as well. So |I think that the
two have to -- the two should be in the sanme
i censing period, yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: And a question
to staff. There are 27 and 28 nonths. Could you
give us the reasoning behind the Il ength that is
more than 24 | suppose?

MR. PEREIRA: It is Ken Pereira.

Well, the reason is -- 27 and 28,
the reason is to bring themon the same date.

Going from24 to a bit |onger is
to stagger the licence renewal dates because we
happen to have four Day 1 hearings today, four
hearings for m nes today, to stagger thema bit so
that we don't end up with this situation again in

two years' tine.
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THE CHAI RPERSON: Are there any
views by the licensee? Three of those four are
yours. Wbuld you prefer that they be together or
is it nore an issue of McArthur and Key at the
same time? Do you have a view about --

MR. JARRELL: Yes. Yes, | do.

Havi ng gone t hrough the process, |
woul d say initially when | started this I |iked
the idea of themall being together insofar as we
have a comon approach at three different
m nesites so it produces sonething that | think
both of us desire, which is basically a common
approach to three different m nesites. So you get
a lot of information sharing and certainly a
shared goal that we have with you.

As | actually prepared for three
together, | realized it is quite an intense
experience so | think alittle bit of break
bet ween themis appropriate.

Probably there is a lot of merit
to have McArt hur and Key together, just because of
their simlarity, whereas Rabbit is probably a bit
separ at e.

Our request for extended licences

is largely based on what you heard initially the
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very first thing this morning, which is a view
that sort of a 9-month process for a 24-nonth
l'icence is a rather extensive amount of work and
we -- it is just obviously a debateable point and
we certainly understand the need to come back to
t he Comm ssion on a regul ar basis for reports.

What we wonder out |oud |I suppose
i's whether an appropriate thing is to try to
delink the formal relicensing fromsome of the
reporting requirenents to the Conm ssion. That is
what we have been proposing, because we find that
probably -- it is not immediately obvious to us
t hat the natural frequency of updating facility
i censing manual s, for example, is every two
years.

For exampl e, you heard that we
revise the decomm ssioni ng plans every five years.
We do state of environment reports every five
years. So | think what we are | ooking for really
is alittle consideration to take some of the sort
of intensity that is involved with sort of the
routine relicensing and sort of separate that from
ot her things, which is why we perhaps have a
di vergent view fromthe staff.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.
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And t he Comm ssion has |istened
very, very carefully to those coments and
continues to | ook at the issue of licensing | ength
in a nore general context than that as well.

So thank you very much.

A further question, Dr. Giroux?

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Just a foll ow-up
on this |last statement from Cameco.

How nuch difference do you
envi sion there m ght be between an interimreport

after two years, let's say, which m ght have some
dept h, and an application for a |licence?

MR. JARRELL: For nyself
personally, probably not a |ot, but in terns of
t he background work of sort of updating |icensing
manual s and that | would say it would be quite a
bit of difference.

| guess ny first vision of this
woul d be sort of an open forumwith a report in
advance to sort of discuss issues |ike we have
di scussed today: What are the current issues
bef ore us? What are we doi ng about them? What
are our action plans? Just sort of focus on sort

of the key issues that have come up over sort of a

md-termreview, if you will
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So what we are | ooking for is just
sort of segregating out sone sort of the nore
formal sort of redo manuals, that kind of work.
That is what we are | ooking for.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: Just one final
thing | forgot.

You al so reported a slope failure
whi ch you attributed to wave action on some of the
pits or one of the pits?

MR. JARRELL: Yes.

MEMBER BARNES: Is this a serious
i ssue and do you think it is going to get nore
serious as time goes on or is it just very m nor?

MR. JARRELL: Well, actually there
is two i ssues there. There is an issue that
mentioned in my written subm ssion about
mai ntai ni ng a proper pore water pressure as we
reflood this thing. So this concern about sort
of, if you will, large scale stability just as we
refl ood these. We obviously have to keep the two
pits in sort of parallel to avoid sort of
pressure, hydraulic pressure on the pits. So we
are nmonitoring that very cl osely.

So that is sort of the real core
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geotechnical issue, is when we reflood to make
sure that we don't pressurize that wall.

What we al so mentioned, though,
was t hat because of sort of the friable nature of
this material we al so see some wave acti on which
is just sort of -- | would say it is a pretty
m nor thing, but we obviously want to watch it if
we had big stornms in that thing because we don't
want to start washing away a | ot of the pit wall
because it is such friable materi al.

In fact, we are currently thinking
of putting in some sort of stop structures or
something |like that just to disperse the energy of
the waves. We don't think it is a large issue, it
is just nmore something that we just want to make
sure that we don't |l ose a | ot of storage space.

It should be borne in mnd that
there is no occupancy in this pit as well right
now.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Wel |, thank you
very much

MR. JACK: And that, | adies and
gentl emen, brings us to the end of Hearing Day 1
on Cameco Corporation's application for the Key

Lake operation licence renewal .
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This hearing will continue on the
4t h of October here in the same pl ace.

According to the Comm ssion's
Rul es of Procedure, the Applicant is required to
be present. Comm ssion staff also will be
present. The public is invited to participate
either by oral presentation or written subm ssion
on that day.

Persons who wish to intervene on
Oct ober 4th must file subm ssions by
September 4th, 2001.

| would thank all participants for
havi ng participated today and the hearing i s now
adj ourned to October 4th.

Thank you.

THE CHAlI RPERSON: The Comm ssion
is going to take 10 mnutes to allow for the
change of the Applicants.

La Comm ssion va prendre dix
m nut es pour changer | e demandeur.

Merci .

--- Upon recessing at 4:40 p. m
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