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HEARI NG DAY ONE

Cameco Corporation:

Application for a licence to operate the Blind
Ri ver Nucl ear Fuel Facility

THE CHAI RPERSON: The next item on
t he agenda is number 7. This is Hearing Day One
for the Application from Cameco Corporation for a
licence to operate the Blind River Nucl ear Fuel
Facility.

Oct ober 16th was the deadline set
for filing by applicant and by the CNSC staff.
November 8th was the deadline for filing of
suppl ementary informati on for applicant and
Comm ssion staff. No supplementary informati on was
submtted by the Comm ssion staff.

We will begin by the oral
presentati on by Canmeco Corporation as outlined in
CMD Docunents 01-H31.1 and 01-H31.1A. | would cal
upon M. Bernard M chel, Chair and Chief Executive

Officer of Caneco.

01-H31.1
01- H31. 1A
Oral Presentation by Cameco Corporation

MR. M CHEL: Good afternoon,
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| adi es and gentl| emen.

For the record, my nane is Bernard
M chel and I'm Chair and Chi ef Executive Officer of
Cameco Corporation. | ampleased to be here today
in support of my conpany's request for renewal of
l'icences for the Blind River and Port Hope
operations.

| have with me on nmy right
John Jarrell, our Vice President of Environment and
Safety and on ny left, Bob Steane, Vice President
of Fuel Services who has responsibility for
Cameco's Ontario refining and conversion
facilities, these facilities being grouped together
in what we call the Fuel Services Division.

We al so have with us, behind ne,
ot her menbers of our management team from Bl i nd
Ri ver and Port Hope who will be introduced | ater by
Bob St eane.

Before | turn matters over to John
Jarrell and Bob Steane who will present details
related to these licence reviews, | would like to
say a few words.

When | was here before you a few
mont hs ago, | provided you with an overvi ew of

Cameco as well as ny views on the general state of
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t he business in the nuclear industry and Cameco's
comm tment to safety and quality assurance. Today
| would |like to begin by providing you an overvi ew,
more directly focused on Cameco's fuel services
operations and the business environnent they face.

Cameco' s Fuel Services Division
provi des conversion services on a fee for service
basis to utility custonmers around the world. Qur
two production centres in Blind River and Port Hope
combi ned enpl oy about 370 enpl oyees.

Blind River has been in operation
since 1983 and Port Hope since the early 1930s when
it was first devel oped as a radiumrefinery.
However, today's Port Hope UO, pl ant was
comm ssioned in 1980 and its UF, plant commenced
operations in 1984.

We serve two markets with our
conversion capability: one for uranium di oxide,
Uo,, for the Canadi an desi gned CANDU heavy water
reactors; and the other for uranium hexafl ouride,
UF,, for light water reactors. Our market share
for western world requirenents is almst 100 per
cent in natural enrichment U0, and about 25 per
cent in UF.

On the U0, side of our business
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there is no other commercial supplier. There are

t hree CANDU fuel fabricators, two in Canada -- one
appeared in front of the Comm ssion this norning --
and one in Korea that takes ceram c grade UO, from
Cameco to make fuel. The high quality and

consi stency of Canmeco's UO, powder along with our
strong marketing and custonmer focus accounts for
Cameco's success in this business.

Our second product UF, represents
about 80 per cent of our fuel services product m x.
There are currently four UF, conversion plants in
the western world. At Port Hope Cameco has a
capacity of 12,500 tonnes per year. Elsewhere,
Comur hex in France has a capacity of 14,000 tonnes.
ConverDyn in the U S., 12,700 and British Nucl ear
Fuels Limted in England, 6,000 tonnes per year.

W th annual western demand for UF,
at about 40,000 tonnes, sinple mathematics wil
confirmthat there is too much capacity and the
negati ve i npact of this overcapacity has al so been
exacerbated in the |l ast ten years by the
availability of secondary supplies of UF, nostly
from Russia. Uraniumconverters, including Cameco,
have reduced output in response to these

conditi ons.
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| n February this year, British
Nucl ear Fuel s announced its decision to exit the
conversion business in 2006. That deci sion, we
believe, will bring the conversion market more in
bal ance and this should have a positive and | asting
i mpact on Caneco given that BNFL's market will have
to be taken up by the three remai ning industry
participants. The inmpact of this announcement has
al ready been reflected in the inmproving prices for
conversion services.

Due to market constraints over the
past decade, our conversion facilities have
operated well bel ow capacity in a depressed market.
Wth the rationalization of worldwi de conversion
services and the positive outl ook for nucl ear
energy we see our production at fuel services
remai ning stable in the short termand increasing
moderately in the |longer termas additional nuclear
power plants come into service and as the present
trend to higher capacity factors for existing
pl ants conti nue.

Now, | would like to focus on
Cameco's comm tment to safety and environment al
performance specifically at our fuel services

operations.
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Cameco is commtted to high
st andards of safety and environnental performance
at all our operations, including our Blind River
and Port Hope operations and to conti nued
i mprovement. We have successfully introduced
envi ronment al managenent systens based on continua
i mprovement at Port Hope and Blind River achieving
| SO 14001 registration at Port Hope in 2000. W
expect to receive simlar certification at Blind
Ri ver early next year.

Our new corporate Quality
Assurance Program which is being devel oped, wil
be integrated with the effective Quality Assurance
Prograns devel oped at Port Hope and Blind River.
As part of our |arger quality assurance initiative,
we expect to further devel op our health and safety
managenent systens based on an | SO conpati bl e
British Standard at both Port Hope and Blind River.

We at Caneco believe our safety
and environmental performance record at both Blind
Ri ver and Port Hope denpbnstrates a strong
comm tment to these very inportant aspects of our
busi ness. We have maintai ned good conpliance
records at both sides and continue to make

i mprovements in our attempts to further reduce
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risks to our enmployees, to the public and to the
envi ronment.

Of particular note is our ongoi ng
strong comm tnment to progressive waste managenment,
a commtnment to a programto i nprove dust control
at both Blind River and Port Hope, the new | ung
counter for internal dosinmetry being devel oped, the
strengt heni ng of our quality assurance prograns and
our | eadership in the devel opnent of the Community
Awar eness and Energency Response, CAER, whi ch was
di scussed this morning in front of the Conm ssion,
and the Comunity Awareness Network, CAN, at Port
Hope.

| would |like to present to the
Comm ssion a chart showi ng a conpari son of the
combi ned Port Hope and Blind River accident
frequency chart from 1988 when Caneco was formed to
2000, conparing our fuel services performance to
t he Canadi an chem cal producers average
performance. As you can see, our continual
i mprovement since 1988 with Cameco's combi ned
statistics doing better than the Canadi an chem ca
producers average in six of the | ast seven years.

We have reduced the lost tinme

acci dent frequency by about 90 per cent at Port
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Hope since 1988. And until just recently, Blind

Ri ver had al nost 12 years without a |lost time

injury, a truly remarkabl e achi evement by any

i ndustrial enterprise.

| would be remiss if | did not

note the presence of | egacy issues surroundi ng our

fuel services operations, specifically at Port

Hope. I n our

i ssues at Por

view, nost, if not all, environnental

t Hope are | egacy issues, not issues

caused by Cameco's current operations, which we

believe to be very safe.

Cameco is very supportive and

encour ages the federal government and the Town of

Port Hope and the Township of Clarington in the

i mpl enent ati on of the agreenment to conplete the

cl ean up Port

Hope and conmplete the work to put

hi storic waste in secure, long-term storage with

m ni mal requ

moni t ori ng.

rement for ongoing treatnment and

We are al so supportive of constructive

community consultation on | egacy issues, and we

wi Il support

t hese di scussi ons as best we can.

We realize security is an

i mportant part of our obligations as a CNSC

licensee. We have increased our security at Port

Hope and Blind River since September 11th and are
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fully cooperating with the CNSC on security issues.

I n closing, in support of our
request for five year licences, we submt that
Cameco has two operations which are mature with
hazards which are well known and well controlled as
docunented in recent safety analysis. Cameco has
i mpl enent ed appropriate safety and environment al
policies and prograns for protection of our
empl oyees, the public and the environment, and is
commtted to continual inmprovenment in these very
i mportant aspects of our business.

Cameco has had a good regul atory
compliance record at Port Hope and Blind River.
The | onger licence period will be beneficial to the
public and to the environnent as it will allow
Cameco to shift resource and focus, otherw se
commtted to licence renewal applications, to nore
directly engage in safety and environnmental rel ated
performance i mprovement nmeasures.

| thank you for this opportunity
to address you today. | will now turn over the
presentation to John Jarrell and | would |like to be
pl eased to answer any question which you may have
after the presentations.

John.
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MR. JARRELL: Thank you

For the transcript record of the
hearings, my name is John Jarrell and |I'm Vice
Presi dent of Environnment and Safety. | would |ike
to give a brief overview of our written subm ssion
but at the end I will turn this presentation over
to Bob Steane to provide a summary and i ntroduce
the Blind River Canmeco personnel who are here
t oday.

First | should point out that the
Blind River refinery when coupled with the Port
Hope conversion facility is one of only two such
urani um conversion facilities in North America.
The ot her service is located in Illinois. It's
situated on a single site. However, there is
precedence el sewhere in splitting this conversion
operation into two parts. The French also carry
out this operation in two facilities, but they make
the split at the UF, stage rather than the UG,.

The Blind River refinery is
si tuated about m dway between Sudbury and Sault
Ste. Marie, about an hour and a half drive from
each community. The refinery is about 600
kilometres fromits sister Port Hope conversion

facility which receives virtually all of the
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refined UO, generated at Blind River

The Town of Blind River currently
has a popul ati on of about 4,000 people, which is an
i ncrease of about 3,100 due to recent annexation of
surroundi ng areas. About 80 per cent of the
refinery enployees live in the town with the
remai nder in the surroundi ng rural areas and ot her
communi ties.

Cameco is one of the | argest town
empl oyers but smaller than public sector enployers
such as school boards and the hospital. Prior to
the refinery, the surrounding area, m ning and then
forestry was the | argest source of non-public
sector enpl oynent.

Blind River is |ocated about 55
kil ometres by road or about 32 kilometres by air
fromElliot Lake, which was the centre of Canada's
uranium m ni ng sector before Northern Saskat chewan
t ook the forefront.

As shown in this photo on the
slide, the Blind River refinery is somewhat renoved
fromthe town. [It's shown where the arrowis
| ocat ed.

The refinery site is | ocated where

the M ssissagi River discharges into Lake Huron.

StenoTran



© 00 N oo 0o b~ w N P

N N NN NN B R PR R R R R R R
ga A W N P O ©W 0O N o 0o A W N B+, O

12

The original design objective was to situate the

facility with the surrounding controlled | and use
zone of about one kilometre in radius. This zone
hosts a golf course as you can see in this photo;

initially nine holes but it was recently expanded
to 18 holes | ast year.

| ncluding the controlled | and use
zone, the site occupies a total of 636 acres with
an additional 481 acres of | ease arrangenment to the
east, or in the top right portion of this photo.
The actual CNSC |licensed site is 28 acres in size.
The refinery has been in operation since 1983
replacing a simlar circuit which operated in Port
Hope between 1955 and 1984.

It was initially assessed for a
potential site for an integrated refinery and
conversion facility under the EARP process in 1978.
The pl an was subsequently reduced in scope to just
a UQ;, refinery and the actual |ocation on the
property was somewhat nodified as the project wound
its way through the then AECB site construction and
operating approval processes.

The process beings with uranium
ore concentrate, which is the form of uranium which

results fromthe first stage of purification at the
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mne site. An earlier common formof this
concentrate, anmmoni um di uri nate was bright yell ow
in colour and hence the term"yell ow cake."” Yell ow
cake is now usually calcined to black U,Q, to
elimnate the amonia, which is why it's done.

I n any event, the material is
first wei ghed, sanpled, blended prior to entry into
the circuit. The process consists of a number of
steps. The first step is dissolution of the
concentrate in nitric acid and a three stage
di gestion. This is followed by a three stage
sol vent extraction process to provide the actual
refining. This is followed by a three stage
evaporati on process to boil down the solution and
prior to a high tenperature thermal deconposition
or what we call denitration to UO,;, which also
ironically is also yell ow powder.

There is two key suppl enent al
features on this circuit. One is to produce a
recl yabl e or cal cine product for uraniumrecovery,
which is fromthe rejected inmpurities of the
solvent extraction process. The other is a nitric
acid recovery circuit which recovers nitric acid
fromthe denitration and the cal ci ned product,

production circuits.
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I n sunmary, the refinery provides
the second and final stage of purification of
uranium before it's chemcally converted into the
forms necessary to make natural UO, pellets or
enrich the material prior to further conversion to
U0, as enriched material .

The Blind River refinery is hence
a single product site producing a highly purified
internmedi ate for further chem cal conversion prior
to nucl ear fuel production. The refinery was
desi gned for and licensed for 18,000 tonnes of
urani um per year, however, the market has not yet
required that |evel of production. The UOQ, is
shi pped in 11,500 kil ogram UQ;, tote bins. These
tote bins are | oaded on a truck, three to a truck
and shi pped to Port Hope using a sole source
contractor for consistency.

The containers which are used were
nmodel ed froma smaller but simlar container used
earlier in the U S. They are cycled between the
two sites and there is about a hundred -- well,
there are 198 tote bins in service.

Di sposal and then recycle of the
sol vent extraction circuit raffinate stream has

been the main waste managenent focus for the
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refining operation, both at Blind River and earlier
at Port Hope since 1955.

In 1979 recycle of raffinate to
uranium mlls began, both to recover the urani um
content of the material and al so uses its sul phuric
acid content. It contains sulphuric acid because
of a process to recover nitric acid fromthe
mat eri al .

In total, concentrated |iquid
raffinate was recycled to five different Ontario
uraniummne mll operations over a 19-year period,
recovering over half a mllion pounds of uranium
before closure in 1996.

The dem se of this recycle program
rested with the economc realities of | ow-grade
uranium m ni ng, not with the technical or
envi ronmental concerns with this material. 1Inits
place a circuit was installed to produce an even
more concentrated product in oxide rather than
purely sul phate form with about 2 to 6 per cent
urani um content .

The refineries al ways operated
with a batch effluent rel ease system which affords
addi tional protection against the discharge of

of f-spec effluent. In addition, an offshore
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di ffuser pipeline was installed, conplete with a
di ffuser, to ensure that the effluent is well

di spersed, with a m ni mum 100-fold dilution some
one-half kilometres offshore in about four metres
of water.

The picture shows where the
effl uent pipeline enters the North Channel of Lake
Hur on.

While this | evel of environmental
protection may have been considered fully
acceptable in the 1980s, Ontario | egislative change
led to the installation of additional equipment,
begi nning in 1996, to better control end of pipe
toxicity and suspended soli ds.

Most notably Blind River installed
a hydrogen peroxide ultravi ol et photo oxidation
wat er treatnment systemto inprove the toxicity of
the effluent.

In the fall of 1999 a fourth
ef fl uent | agoon was constructed to provide
additional flexibility. This fourth |Iagoon was not
lined on the inside with sand and gravel, as was
done with the original three | agoons. An
ultraviolet resistant |liner was used. As well, two

of the three original |agoons were also relined.
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The objective was to reduce the
surface area for algae growth, since algae forms a
| arge part of the suspended solids load in the
water. In conbination, the changes made to the
effluent treatnment system have been quite
successful in meeting the new Ontario requirenents.

Ef fluent toxicity objectives are
consi stently being met. However, periodic
suspended solids excursions, particularly in the
sumrer, are requiring ongoing attention.

The Blind River refinery currently
operates on a sem -conti nuous node, whereby the
pl ant operates on a sustained basis for 20 to
25-day canpaigns and is then shut down. During the
shut down the cal ci ned product circuit used to
process the raffinate continues to operate
typically for an additional five to ten days, and
of course the feed sanpling activities also
continue.

This picture shows the denitration
gallery on the upper level and the tote bin filling
area bel ow, and part of the nitric acid recovery
circuit can be seen in the background.

The refinery currently operates

with 95 job positions, in addition to a security
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contractor which provides 24-hour coverage.
Continuous shift operations are staffed by a
si x-person crew, which includes a shift supervisor.

Production rates have been in the
range of 10,000 to 12,000 tons of uranium per year
in recent years.

The picture in the background of
this slide shows the anmmoni a storage tanks.
Ammonia i s used for pH control since it can
neutralize acid, yet thermally deconposes | eavi ng
no residue in either the U0, product or the
raffinate based cal ci ned product.

Over the past two-year licensing
period priority has been given to further
optim zing the effluent treatment systeminstalled
over the 1996 through 1998 time frame. Other
priority projects have included a maj or update to
the refinery safety analysis and devel opnment of a
formal EMS system or environnental management
system

I n addition, the recycle program
for calcined product is served both to elimnate a
potential future waste managenent liability and
preserves a val uabl e energy resource as well.

The picture in this slide shows
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the bottom of the three-stage uranyl nitrate
evaporator circuit which is between the sol vent
extraction and denitration processes.

The Blind River refinery continues
to be a Cameco | eader in conventional safety. As
this graph shows, the refinery achieved al nost 12
years lost time free during the current |icensing
period, achieving the 2 mllion work hours | ost
time action free benchmark on September 27th of
this year.

Unfortunately, we have to report a
recent lost time injury. On October 31st a wel der
suffered a crush injury to the tip of his index
finger while carrying out some fabrication work.

Despite this setback, it would be
fair to say that the Blind River organization has
exhi bited a strong comm tment to addressing
conventi onal safety issues and achieving high
| evel s of performance.

This slide summari zes average and
maxi mum i ndi vi dual whol e body ganmma doses over the
current licensing period to June 2001. The data
show a good margin of conpliance with the five-year
average effective dose Ilimt of 20 m|li Sieverts

per year. However, this Iimt also includes
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internal dose fromradioactive dust, specifically
uranium and to a | esser extent fromthoriumin our
case, as well as radon progeny exposure, which are
not yet fabricated into this dose dat a.

Whil e radon is not a significant
source of exposure, we do need to devel op an
i mproved internal dosimetry system We have
el ected to purchase a replacenment nore sensitive
germani um based detector system as outlined to the
Comm ssion on May 30, 2001 in CVMD 01- M35.

No significant body burdens of
urani um had been measured using the existing
phoswi ch | ung counting facility when its results
are combined with the urinalysis programresults.

Whil e the original lung counting
facility which was purchased in 1979 cannot provide
the resolution necessary for |low | evel internal
dosi netry, the existing systemover time provides
assurance of long-termprotection and conpli ance.

Over the current licensing period
t he focus has not been solely on internal dosimetry
but also on work to reduce the dose fromi nternal
exposure. A nunber of workplace dust control
initiatives have been carried out or are under way.

Specifically, overall process area clean-up
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canmpai gns were organi zed in 2000 and 2001 to reduce
the possibility of long-lived radi oactive dust
resuspensi on during operations and mai ntenance.

As shown in these two photos, the
ore concentrate drum dumpi ng package has been
sel ected for upgrade in early 2002 specifically to
provi de a greater | evel of automation, thereby
reduci ng potential operator exposures and
m nim zing area airborne uranium|levels.

A canpai gn was also carried out to
upgrade and i nprove mai ntenance on mechanically
seal ed equi pnment, again to reduce potential dust
exposure.

We see an overall improving trend
in dust control and hence in internal dose control.
Havi ng said that, however, these inmprovements
cannot be attributed to any one specific initiative
yet .

Over the last licensing period no
CNSC regul atory | evel s have been exceeded. The
combi nati on of good control on em ssion and
ef fl uent abatenment equi pment, coupled with tinely
and effective response to process upset events, has
resulted in good environmental performance.

The environmental nmonitoring
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program i ncl udes sanpling of air and water

em ssions, high-volume air sanmpling of anbient air,
bot h near the plant and in the town of Blind River,
as well as both surface and groundwater nonitoring.

The photo on this slide shows a
hi gh volunme total suspended particulate air
sampler. The filter paper collects particul ate
typically for two weeks or a two-week period before
change.

In the year 2000 the overal
refinery derived release limt, or DRL, was
reassessed. The DRL defines the maxi mnumem ssion
rate which would result in a public dose of one
mlliSievert per year, to the maximlly exposed
i ndi vi dual .

This is obviously not a rel evant
control point and provides insight into the public
dose associated with various facility em ssions.
Even t hough the public dose Iimt has been reduced
by a factor of five, the DRL value for air
em ssions is virtually unchanged, primarily due to
t he use of nore accurate or |ess conservative air
di spersi on nmodel s.

The DRL value for water em ssions

was | owered by a factor of seven, primarily due to
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this | ower public dose limt.

The maxi mal |y exposed i ndivi dual
assuned in this DRL calculation is an adult |iving
in what is called the Lantane subdivision, which is
the cl osest resident, and working at the golf
course. This individual would receive |ess than
0.7 per cent of the public dose limt, not |ess
than the 7 per cent as noted in the written text,
which is also true but is a typo in our witten
text.

Ei ghty-five per cent of the dose
is attributed to gamm exposure due to proximty of
the golf course to the refinery.

As previously noted, effluent
treat ment nmodifications have been quite successful
in meeting Ontario requirements for end of pipe
non-toxic effluent and reduced suspended solids
concentrations.

For reference, the Ontario M SA
effluent toxicity requirements are simlar to but
somewhat stringent to those proposed new federal
metal mning liquid effluent regul ati ons which we
di scussed with you with respect to the m ne sites.

The only remai ni ng probl em of note

i's occasional suspended solids excursions due to
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t he presence of sub-mi cron algae. While retaining
wat er in ponds for nmonitoring no doubt provides an
addi tional measure of environmental protection, it
also is likely at the expense of sone additiona

al gae growt h.

I n any event, the effluent passed
all MSA required acute toxicity tests during the
current licensing period. Chronic tests for which
there is no pass/fail criterion has shown neither
none or m nimal growth or reproduction inhibition
for the test species used.

During the current |icensing
period six separate soil sanpling canpai gns were
carried out. Uraniumconcentration in soils are
wel | bel ow phytotoxic or observed effects | evels.
The main objective of the work is to nonitor and
study the potential buildup of uraniumin soil in
close vicinity to the refinery, as well as the
controlled | and use zone previously described.

Soi | uranium concentrations are
generally | ow, averaging under 4 parts per mllion
in close proximty to the perinmeter fence, while
more di stant sites remain at pre-operational
average levels of less than 2 parts per mllion.

That said, there is background
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variability in these pre-operational baselines with
numbers rangi ng from about one to three parts per
mllion.

Our best current estimate of
urani um accumul ati on since 1983 in close proximty
to the fence line is about 1.1 to 1.3 parts per
mllion of uranium

During the current |icensing
period Blind River was able to maintain a stable
inventory of both cal ci ned product generated from
sol vent extraction raffinate, as well as the
regeneration material, this |latter material being
an organi c based material also generated fromthe
sol vent extraction process.

These two waste materials
essentially define the refinery's processed
gener ated waste, but both are further processed to
recycl abl e products.

The pictures on this slide show
what the cal ci ned product | ooks like. It is a
free-flowing fine to coarse powder. It is reddish
in colour due to its iron content. The normal
on-site inventory of this material is about 1,500
to 3,000 drums. |Including other non-process

related materials, the average drummed i nventory of
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material is about 5,200 to 6,200 drums, which is at
present the stabilized inventory due to fairly
aggressive internal recycling and waste

consol idation efforts.

The current waste management
priorities are the devel opment of an alternative
outlet for calcined product, the ongoing program
for waste consolidation, and i nproved managenent of
scrap druns.

A one-nmonth trial of processing
cal ci ned product at Key Lake took place from August
21st through Septenber 16th of this year. A total
of 67 tonnes, or 357 drums of this material, were
processed during this test period.

Pendi ng regul atory approval of
test results collected to verify that this materi al
can be successfully recycled, we expect to see
per manent approval to continue this operation.

The most recent prelimnary
deconm ssi oni ng plan was submtted to CNSC staff in
May 2001. We are presently working on addressing
staff comments.

It should be noted that a
prelim nary plan has been in place for the Blind

Ri ver refinery since 1990. Costs associated with
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this plan have until now been dealt with as an
accounting provision in Cameco's financi al
statenments, not as hard financial assurances.

Copi es of environnental sections
of the CNSC quarterly reports are regularly
submtted to what is called the Blind River Area
Envi ronnmental Monitoring Comm ttee, which is
currently scheduled to meet on a sem -annual basis.

This commttee met four tinmes over
the current licensing period, with two of the four
meeti ngs achi eving a quorum

At the | ast neeting, held on
Oct ober 30, 2001, we presented this current CNSC
presentation to the commttee. Quarterly reports
have al so been provided to the town of Blind River
and the M ssissauga First Nation. The refinery
manager has given priority to maintaining |iaison
with these | ocal government organizations,

di scussing the licensing process and providing
updates on Cameco's activities.

On Novenber 5, 2001 this current
CNSC presentation was also given to town council,
and a sim |l ar presentation to the M ssissauga First
Nation is scheduled for later this nmonth.

Cameco will continue to maintain
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l'iaison with | ocal emergency measure groups,
not ably the volunteer fire departnment and the
Ontario Provincial Police.

Pl ant visits and tours were
carried out during the current licensing period for
two | ocal high schools, a |local college group and
t he Enmergency Measures group. In addition, |oca
school and community initiatives, such as student
internship replacements, support of science fairs,
hi gh school career day presentations, and
i nvol vement in annual Salute to Emergency Services
Community Fair, such as that shown on the slide,
all help to support the position that Cameco pl ays
an integral role in the local comunity.

Cameco retained an enmergency
response plan devel opment consultant to review and
assi st in updating the site emergency response pl an
for on and off site emergency response. A copy of
this update will be forwarded to the Blind River
CNSC project officer, as well as the town,

M ssi ssauga First Nation, police and | ocal
hospi tal .

During the original |licensing

process for the refinery in the early 1980s a

safety anal ysis was prepared. Over the years this
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wor k has been suppl emented through facility

i censing manual subm ssions, and in 1999 work was
initiated on a major revision to the original work,
usi ng HAZOP net hodol ogy.

This 14-mont h consul tant assisted
but internally driven systematic revi ew was
compl eted in October 2000. The work generated
listings of risk based objectives to further
i mprove the safety of the operation and to hel p us
formal |y define safety related systens, such as
em ssion control systens, anmoni a and back-up power
systens.

When combi ned with a new anal ysi s
of credi ble accident scenarios arising fromthe
original work, the current safety analysis forns
t he basis of our confirmation that the design and
operating controls that are in place are
sufficiently protective to operate a safe facility.

| will now call upon Bob Steane to
descri be future outl ook for the Blind River
refinery, summarize the production and introduce

the Blind River personnel here today.

MR. STEANE: Thank you, John.

| would now |like to address the
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future outl ook and summari ze the presentation.

There have been no maj or changes
in Blind River operations that are currently
contenpl ated during the requested five-year
upcom ng |icence period.

It is anticipated that production
requirements will continue to increase, but at a
sl ow to noderate pace as additional nuclear power
pl ants cone into service and as the present trend
of increasing the higher capacity factors for
exi sting plants continues.

But that is not to say that we
wi Il not continue to find ways to enhance our
operation. Our efforts will continue to inprove
t he plant operation and further reduce the inpact
of the operation.

Cameco is also in the process of
i mpl enmenting a nunber of quality assurance
initiatives. These include an Environnment al
Managenent System or EMS based on the | SO 14001
standard. The EMS Certification Audit for Blind
Ri ver was carried out by the Registrar on October
22 to 25. And we are anticipating registration
early in the new year.

We are inplementing a Health and
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Saf ety Managenent System or HSMS, as well as an
Operational Quality Management System based upon
the CNSC request to Caneco

to devel op a corporate-w de
gual ity assurance program

The formal UO, product quality
product QA programis also in devel opment.

We will strive to integrate all
these initiatives to the maxi num extent practicable
as these programs continue to evolve over the next
i censing period.

We have requested a five-year
l'icence renewal |argely on the basis of what we
believe is a good record of maintaining safe and
environmental ly responsi bl e production. W feel
t hat we have denmonstrated good occupati onal health
and safety performance, consistent good
envi ronmental protection, significant progress on
i mpl enenting formal quality assurance and have in
pl ace policies and progranms to protect workers, the
public and the environnent.

Now, this isn't to say that issues
of regulatory interest won't devel op over the next
i censing period. Rather, we are saying that the

combi nati on of the good foll ow-up on issues,
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priority to continual inprovenment and a well
established regul atory reporting and assessnent
mechani sm produce a system which is conpatible with
| onger licensing periods.

The bal ance between |icensing-
based activity and activity focused on safety
program operati on anal ysis and inspection is, in
our opinion, beneficial for both CNSC staff and
Cameco staff, given the anticipated limted future
safety program change from exi sting status over the
next five years.

So in summary, we believe that
Blind River continues to show | eadership in Cameco
pl ant safety, being a Cameco | eader in terns of
conventi onal health and safety, have denonstrated
good control on radiation exposure while
mai nt ai ni ng steady production operations, have
demonstrated good control on environnment al
em ssions, both chem cal and radiol ogical while
also inplementing a formal environmental nonitoring
system

We have al ways shown a responsi bl e
approach to waste management, havi ng operated the
refinery for over 18 years without any access to a

| ow | evel reactive waste disposal site and have
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shown conmm tment to maintaining good rel ationships
with the | ocal neighbours by participating in
community initiatives, maintaining ongoing dial ogue
with the town and the M ssissauga First Nation and
provi ding public review of its performance.

I n consi deration of Cameco's
ability to operate the facility in a safe efficient
manner and in conpliance with our CNSC |icence, we
respectfully request renewal of the Blind River
i cence.

Now, | have with me today
Cat herine Green who i s the manager of the Blind
Ri ver operation and Joe DeGraw who is the
superintendent of Environment and Quality
Assurance. We have centralized the QA radiation
safety, environmental and conventional health
safety aspects of the operation into the QA group
whi ch Joe heads.

We have assenbl ed here at this
hearing a group of enployees who hopefully can
provi de any clarification or address any questions
whi ch the Comm ssion may have on this presentation,
or on any other matter which the Conm ssion may
wi sh to discuss today.

If we are unable to adequately
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address these i ssues, we would, of course, be fully
prepared to do so at the Day 2 Hearing currently
schedul ed for January 17th, 2002.

In any event, we will be glad to
answer your questions either now or later in these
proceedi ngs.

Thank you for your attention.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very

much.

Wth the perm ssion of the
Comm ssion menbers, | would |Iike to del ay
guestioning to the licensee until we have heard

fromthe CNSC staff.

| would therefore call upon the
CNSC staff to give their oral presentation as
outlined in CMD docunent 01-H31. | would call upon

M. Pereira, please.

01- H31
Oral presentation by CNSC staff

MR. PEREI RA: Thank you, Madam
Chair. For the record, my name is Ken Pereira.
' mthe Director General of the Directorate of Fuel
Cycle and Materials Regul ation.

CNSC staff's recommendati ons with
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respect to the Cameco Corporation request for
renewal of the licence to operate the Blind River
fuel facility is that the Comm ssion approve the
i ssuance of a licence with a termof five years.

This recommendati on i s based on
CNSC staff conclusions regarding the stability of
t he operations, their managenment of safety hazards
and environmental impacts and the operating
experience and conpliance record of the facility.

| will nowinvite M. M chae
White, head of the Uranium Processing Facilities
Section to present an outline of the considerations
that formthe basis for the CNSC st aff
recommendati on

MR. WHI TE: Thank you, M.
Pereira.

For the record, nmy nane is M chae
White. | am head of the Urani um Processing
Facilities Section.

Madam Chair, menmbers of the
Comm ssion, nmy presentation this afternoon
represents a summary of the key points of the CMD
concerni ng Caneco Corporation's application for the
renewal of the operating licence for its nuclear

fuel facility in Blind River, Ontario.
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Assessnent of the licence
application: 1In it application for the renewal of
its licence, Cameco submtted i nformation on the
desi gn, operation, maintenance and deconm ssi oni ng
of the facility and the controls it will inplenment
to prevent unreasonable risks fromthe activities
to be carried on. This information is presented in
a nunmber of docunents, as listed in the CMD.

CNSC staff has assessed these
subm ssi ons and has determ ned that the information
meets the requirements set out in the Genera
Nucl ear Safety and Control Regul ations, the Class |
Nucl ear Facilities Regul ations, the Radi ation
Protection Regul ati ons and the Nucl ear Substances
and Radi ati on Devi ces Regul ations and that it is
acceptable for licensing purposes.

Sources of risk: The activities
to be licensed pose risks to the workers at the
facility, menbers of the public and to the
environment. These are due to the properties of
t he urani um and ot her hazardous substances used,
the characteristics of the equipment and the
operations invol ved.

The risks of primary concern to

the CNSC are those arising fromthe radi oactivity
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of the uranium and the properties of the other
hazar dous substances used in the refining
operati on.

Ri sk control measures: A
conmprehensi ve approach is taken to mtigate the
hazards, to prevent unreasonable risk to the
environment, the health and safety of the workers
and the public and to national security.

The measures enployed to m nim ze
radi ati on doses and other risks can be thought of
as a series of barriers

First, there are the built-in
features of the processes and equi pment to contain
t he hazardous substances and to capture any
| eakages, so as to preclude their dispersion in the
wor kpl ace and to rempove urani um and ot her
pol lutants from airborne em ssions and |iquid
effluents prior to their discharge to the
envi ronment.

The second barrier in the series
is Cameco's internal controls. These include the
gual ity assurance programto maintain the integrity
and reliability of equipment; the radiation
protection programto nonitor radioactive

contam nation levels in the workplace and the
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radi ati on doses sustained by workers; and the
envi ronmental nonitoring programto neasure the
rel eases of uraniumto the atnosphere and to the
| ake and the uraniumconcentrations in the air,
wat er, including the ground water, and soil around

the facility.

The third barrier in the series is

t he assessments and conpliance verification
activities carried out by CNSC staff to check the
design and efficacy of all the precautions taken.
These activities are conmplemented by Ontario

M nistry of the Environnent's review and approval
of the em ssion abatenent systens.

Ri sk control performance,
protection of workers: Details of the data from
t he radiation protection program specifically,
external radiation doses sustained by workers to
t he whol e body, the skin and the extremties and
the results fromanalysis of urine sanples and
t horax burden nmeasurenents, |lung counts, are
reported in the CMD.

Briefly said, no external
radi ati on dose exceeded the applicable limt and
al most all the doses were only a fraction of the

limt.
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Simlarly, the data from
urinalysis and fromlung counts, which serve as
i ndi cators of uraniumin workers' bodies, showed no
measur abl e i ntake in al most all cases.

Protection of the environnment and
the public: Data fromthe environmental nonitoring
programis reported in the CVMD. During the current
l'i censing period, none of the results for uranium
or any other hazardous substance in releases to the
environment exceeded the limts prescribed in the
i cence.

The stack sampling results have
consistently shown that the em ssion abat enment
systems in place at the facility are effectively
controlling releases to the atnosphere.

The liquid effluent sanpling
results have al so shown that the effluent treatnment
systemis effectively controlling uranium and ot her
substances in discharges to the | ake.

Usi ng data from anal yses of
em ssions to the atmosphere fromthe facility in
t he exposure pat hway nmodel, the maxi mum radi ati on
dose to a member of the public has been esti mated
as approximately 3.9 pSv. This is equivalent to

0.39 per cent of the public dose Ilimt of 1 mSv.
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Ct her performance factors: CNSC
staff has concluded fromthe assessnments and
i nspections that have been carried out during the
current |icensing period, that:

Cameco's internal controls and
performance with respect to Saf eguards and Security
are acceptable; its Quality Assurance Program to
be i mpl enented, is acceptable; and that its
Emer gency Preparedness and Response Pl an and
Conventi onal Health and Safety Program are
accept abl e.

The Prelim nary Decomm ssi oni ng
Plan for the facility did not entirely satisfy
CNSC' s expectations, however. Cameco is currently
wor king to supply additional information and to
devel op a formof financial assurance which nmeets

the requirements set out in the Regul atory Docunment

G 206. It is expected that the shortcom ngs in the
Plan will have been remedi ed and that a suitable
financial guarantee will be in place before the Day
2 Hearing on Caneco's application. [If this is not

t he case, then at that time, CNSC staff wil|l
propose an appropriate condition to be included in
t he operating licence.

Ot her rel evant i nformti on:
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Canadi an Environmental Assessnment
Act: Renewal of the facility Iicence provides for
activities relating to a physical work. This
constitutes a project for the purposes of the
Canadi an Environmental Assessnment Act and thus, the
environmental effects of the facility have to be
assessed before the Comm ssion can make a deci sion
on renewal of the operating |licence.

A screening report was prepared
for the facility prior to the renewal of the
operating licence in 1995. It was concluded at
that time that the activities to be carried on were
not likely to cause significant adverse
environmental effects with the mtigation measures
in place. The activities to be carried on under
t he proposed new licence are the same as those
assessed in 1995. For that reason, the screening
report remains valid and, by virtue of the
provi sions of the CEAA Exclusion List Regul ations,
a new environnmental assessnment as a basis for the
Comm ssion's decision making on this licence
application is not required.

Fire safety program CNSC staff
and Canmeco have taken a nunmber of actions to

improve fire safety precautions at the facility to
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comply with the National Fire Code and the National
Bui l ding Code. Certain work remains to be done to
meet the applicable requirements. CNSC staff wil
check for the conpletion of these i nmprovenments
during future inspections of the facility. The
absence of full conpliance at this time is not
consi dered an i nmpedi ment to the renewal of the
operating licence, however.

Cost recovery: Cameco has paid
the licensing fee for the facility.

Public information: A notice of
t he Conm ssion's Hearings on Cameco's application
for renewal of its operating |licence has been
publ i shed on the CNSC website, in accordance with
t he Comm ssion's Rules of Procedure.

Cameco has given separate notice
of its application and the public's opportunity to
make presentations at the Comm ssion's hearings by
means of a letter and a presentation to the town of
Blind River and the M ssissauga First Nation Band.
CNSC staff consider Cameco's programto comuni cate
with the public to be acceptable.

Changes to the licence: The
proposed |icence contains several changes fromthe

current one. These conprise a condition to require
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a corporate quality assurance programto conpl ement
the site quality assurance program five conditions
concerning fire safety and one requiring an annual
compliance report for the facility.

Also, the limts for uranium
em ssions to the environment have been reduced and
"daily" Action Levels for em ssions to the
at mosphere, which relate to the em ssions from each
source neasured on a daily basis, have been added
to the existing Action Level for weekly
measur enent s.

Licence term Caneco requested in
its application that the termof the |icence be
extended fromtwo to five years.

CNSC staff believes that a five-
year term should be considered for the reasons set
out in the CMD. These may be summari zed as
foll ows:

The hazards associated with the
activities to be carried on are well known. In
CNSC staff's opinion, Cameco has put appropriate
precautions in place to control the risks and the
results fromthe internal control prograns
demonstrate the effectiveness of those measures and

Cameco's performance. There are no known reasons
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which will mlitate against a | onger termfor the
i cence.

CNSC st aff concl usi ons:

CNSC staff concludes that:

(a) Cameco is qualified to carry
on the activities that the proposed licence wil
aut hori ze;

(b) Cameco has made, in relation
to the activities to be authorized, adequate
provi sion for the protection of the environment,
the health and safety of persons and the
mai nt enance of national security and measures
required to i nplement international obligations to
whi ch Canada has agreed; and

(c) taking account of the measures
and progranms which Caneco has commtted to
i mpl enment to control the facility hazards, the
ri sks posed by the operation of the facility to the
environment, the health and safety of persons and
to national security are not unreasonable.

CNSC staff recommendati ons:

CNSC staff recommends that the
Comm ssi on:

(a) accept CNSC staff's assessnent

that the applicant is qualified to carry on the
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activities that the licence will authorize and
will, inrelation to those activities, make
adequat e provision for the protection of the
environment, the health and safety of persons and
t he mai nt enance of national security and nmeasures
required to i nplement international obligations to
whi ch Canada has agreed;

(b) accept CNSC staff's assessnent
t hat pursuant to section 3 of the Exclusion List
Regul ati ons and section 2 of Part | of Schedul e |
of those regul ations, that an environmental
assessnment pursuant to the Canadi an Environment al
Assessnment Act is not required; and

(c) consider issuing the proposed
Operating Licence FFOL-3632.0/2007, for a period of
five years.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. The
floor is now open for questions.

Ms MaclLachl an.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you. I
refer to page 2 of 01-H31.1, Cameco's subm ssion
and the discussion about the enpl oyees that work at
the Blind River Refinery.

Cameco has a | audabl e track
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record, especially in northern Saskatchewan, of
i nvol ving and enhancing the capacity of aborigina
people to participate in their operations. Has
Cameco undertaken any such activities in relation
to the Blind River Refinery?

You have tal ked about consultation
with the adjacent First Nation.

MR. STEANE: We do maintain close
relationship with the M ssissauga First Nation. A
number of those people do work with us.

Kat herine Green can talk a little
nmor e about our interaction with them

MS GREEN: We have both a nunmber
of enpl oyees that cone fromthe M ssissauga First
Nati on, as well as maintaining regular contact with
the conmmunity.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Do you have
any specific training prograns in the same vein
t hat the conmpany has in northern Saskatchewan?

MS GREEN: We don't have what |
t hi nk you woul d consider to be a formal initiative,
ot her than we maintain a conplement of enployees
who are fromthe community.

VMEMBER MacLACHLAN: Approxi mately

how many?
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MS GREEN: Of the 95 there would
be ei ght positions. The relative size of the
comunity is about 400 conpared to 4, 000.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you

You mentioned in your presentation
that certification for |1SO 14000 had been obtai ned
for the Port Hope facility. In the witten
subm ssion you said that you expected that
certification would be received for Blind River in
Oct ober 2001. It is now Novenber.

Woul d you care to coment on your
progress with respect to achieving that
certification?

MR. STEANE: Yes. It would be a
pl easure.

The registration audit for
| SO 14001 for Blind River was done October 22nd to
25th. There were five mnor findings. W are
addressing those five mnor findings, and then
registration will proceed.

Bet ween the Regi strar and us,
there is nothing between us and the registration
once we address those five mnor findings.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: | have ot her

guestions, but perhaps | could ask one nmore now.
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This follows up on the internal
dosi metry programthat we discussed earlier with
Zi rcatec.

On page 9 of CNSC staff subm ssion
01-H31 the extension for conpliance with the

Radi ati on Protection Regul ati ons has been extended

to the same deadline as Zircatec. But to me -- and
| would |like staff to comment on it -- ny
observati on here or ny understandi ng of what | read

here is not necessarily that there is an issue with
met hodol ogy, but that it is a matter of waiting for
new equi pnment for a nore sensitive lung counter.

Coul d staff please clarify this
and the rationale in terns of the approaches by the
two different conpani es?

MR. PEREI RA: Il will ask M. White
to coment.

MR. WHI TE: At the time we
prepared and submtted the CMD for the extension of
the exenption fromthe internal dosinmetry
requi rements of the new regul ations, this was in
the early spring at a time when the met hod using
the lung counter, as proposed by Caneco, had only
just been -- | wouldn't use the word certified, but

endorsed by the CNSC s expert working group on this
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t opi c.

Cameco foresaw at that time a
period of up to two years to acquire and make
operational this new systemand to have confi dence
inits results.

Per haps Caneco's representatives
coul d speak further on this topic after | have
cl osed.

At that point the Zircatec
proposal was still in devel opment separately, and
it wasn't decided at that tinme whether they would
avail thenmselves of the systemthat Caneco are
devel oping -- which they have made use of the
present |ung counter system-- or whether they
woul d devel op their own approach based on the
urinalysis results.

They subsequently decided to go
the urinalysis based approach, which can be
devel oped and brought into operation earlier than
t he new equi pment at Caneco.

The date was set in CVMD 01- M35
with Cameco's needs in mnd. As | said, at that
time it wasn't clear whether Zircatec woul d be
using that systemeither. W didn't separate for

the different |licensees as to the date of

StenoTran



© 00 N oo 0o b~ w N P

N N NN NN B R PR R R R R R R
ga A W N P O ©W 0O N o 0o A W N B+, O

50

application.

VMEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you for
t hat historical background. | would also |Iike sone
coment on the efficacy of each of the proposed
met hodol ogi es.

MR. PEREI RA: Il will ask
Dr. Measures to provide the information requested.

DR. MEASURES: For the record, ny
name i s Mary Measures. | amthe Director of
Radi ati on Envi ronnmental Protection Division of the
CNSC.

You get a better neasurenent if
you do a thorax count, although you have to be
clear. It is a bit conplicated in that you are not
just counting what is in the lung; you are also
counting what is in the bone of the ribs. So it
becomes a bit conplicated.

But it is easier to do the direct
measur ement and convert that to a dose.

It is much | ess expensive to do a
urinalysis measurement and nore conplicated, in
t hat you have to devel op a nmore conpli cat ed
met abol i c nodel to relate fromthe urine
concentrations. There are so many things, |ike how

much you have drunk that day, et cetera, that
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affect that cal cul ati on.

There are two different ways of
doing it. Theoretically, one should be as good as
the other. But you have to do some testing.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Does the
| icensee wish to comment ?

MR. JARRELL: | could add a couple
of points.

| guess the reason we picked | ung
counting was obviously 20 years' experience with
it. So that is certainly something we are fam i ar
wi t h.

We woul d agree there is potenti al
of using very low |level urinalysis results as well.

What ever system used, the one we
pi cked probably the nmost difficulty for us is
different solubility classes. It is sort of
divided into three types: fast, medium and sl ow
type of response. So there is the issue of the
actual solubility of the materi al.

I n our case, because we deal with
mul ti products, that is probably why we | eaned a
bit toward |lung counting as well, because we have
much more different chem cal forns of uraniumthat

Zircatec does, for exanple.
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There is the issue of the
i ndi vi dual shape of the body. That's why we canme
up with this somewhat conplicated method of group
lung counting of sim/lar groups.

What we find in this thing is that
when you first take a | ook at an individual -- of
course you are dealing with very |Iow signals. Wen
you first look at an individual, there are any
possi bl e number of scenarios as to how they got an
upt ake, whether it was acute or chronic, and so on
and so forth.

What ever system you use, as you
keep monitoring that individual over time, you can
start ruling out some of those variabilities. So
you actually become nore accurate as time goes on.

What we have proposed is a system
that is based on this enhanced |ung counting. This
one is a bit nore discrimnating for a particul ar
radi onuclide. W think we can patch together a
pretty confident estimte of what that dose is to
t hat individual, given these nulti-product sites
and the variety of people.

That's the way we have picked.

The reason we asked for an

extension of the transition period was basically to

StenoTran



© 00 N oo 0o b~ w N P

N N NN NN B R PR R R R R R R
ga A W N P O ©W 0O N o 0o A W N B+, O

53

buy this new equi pment, to get it conm ssioned and
to make sure the systemis fully functional.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you.

| woul d begin by addressing a
general comment to Caneco, if | may, on the
presentation. This applies to this and to the Port
Hope presentation.

| find the text very well written
but lacking in illustrations. You referred to the
physi cal and geographi cal |ayout of the plant and
different plants, and I could figure out what you
wer e tal king about from previous presentations that
| heard here. But as we sit in our honmes and read
these, it is difficult to understand exactly what
you are tal king about. And we have, of course, the
presentati on of today.

Maybe you m ght provide a few nore
illustrations of what you are tal king about. Thank
you for accepting that remark.

That being said, you argue -- and
| amtalking to Cameco again. You argue that your
enmpl oyees are -- you have a very good safety record
and what you said about the years of lost time

accident is remarkabl e.
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You argue that you have a
cl ose-knit comunity or group of enployees and that
they are highly notivated. The question | have is:
In a stabl e operation such as you have, and in a
fairly small comunity -- Ms Green just nentioned
about 4,000 people -- how do you maintain the
motivation of enpl oyees?

| s there i nnovation? 1s there
training? Do you have a special approach to
mai ntain at all time the same degree of interest in
the work and the same quality of work?

MR. STEANE: | will turn that to
Kat heri ne Green, the Manager of Blind River.

MS GREEN: Kat herine Green,
Manager of Blind River operations.

It is a challenge. It takes a
great deal of creativity. W conbine a number of
formal programs, as well as informal opportunities
to show recognition and to acknow edge enpl oyee
performance.

One of the prograns that we have
in place that we continue to reinforce is one
call ed Take Two, which is basically an enpl oyee
sel f-assessnment before conpleting a task; as well

as the training progranms for which we try to focus
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on practical applications, and safety rel ated
training that is focused on the enpl oyee's actua
t asks.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Are you invol ving
your union in these strategies?

MS GREEN: We are a non-unionized
operation. The contract security forces is

uni oni zed, but the site direct Cameco enpl oyees are

not .

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you. | have
guestions for staff now, if |I may.

Concerni ng energency measures --
actually, Cameco could answer also. | amassum ng

t hat Cameco is responsible for on-site emergency
measures. |Is there an interface with Emergency
Measures Ontario for off-site emergencies? And is
there a satisfactory plan in place?

MR. PEREI RA: Il will invite
M. White to respond to the question.

MR. WHITE: To the best of ny
knowl edge, Dr. G roux, Emergency Measures Ontario
has not taken a great interest in nuclear
facilities, other than those at the power reactor
sites and Zircatec and Port Hope, because fromtime

totime it does process or have on-site sonme
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enriched urani um

They have been nmore concerned with
the types of facilities covered under the Nucl ear
Liability Act.

Emer gency Measures Ontario | don't
t hi nk has paid particular attention or a great deal
of attention to what may be referred to as the
Cameco type plants, whether nucl ear or
petrochem cal of that nature.

Per haps Caneco representatives
m ght have sonme other information to offer on this.

MR. STEANE: We have, both at
Blind River and Port Hope, not direct links with
Emer gency Measures Ontario, although we do
communi cate with them

Emer gency Measures Ontario are
i nked through the comunity, and we have direct
links and formalized systems for emergency handling
t hrough the comunity emergency response. Then the
communi ties of Port Hope or Blind River can then
take that up through the procedures and protocols
of Emergency Measures Ontario.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Do | understand
correctly that, in principle at |east, Emergency

Measures Ontario is responsible for all emergencies
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in the province, for off-site emergencies, even
with chem cal plants which are nothing to do with
nucl ear operations?

MR. PEREI RA: M. Howden can offer
some additional comments.

MR. HOWDEN: Just to step back on
t he provincial nuclear plan for a monent, it is set
up with a series of sections that are site-specific
to the various power reactor sites and Chal k River.
They al so have a generic section that applies to
sort of the "everything el se" category, which they
woul d apply to a Blind River type event. So they
woul d use the existing structure, obviously having
tolink in with the | ocal municipality.

But you are correct, the off-site
measures do fall under Emergency Measures Ontari o,
and the linkages | think would be through the town
of Blind River.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: M. White's
assessnment stands, that they don't seemto be
payi ng much attention to this sort of operation.

MR. WHI TE: That is ny
under st anding, Dr. G roux. M know edge is a
little out of date. At one stage | was a member of

an organi zation called The Maj or Industri al
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Acci dents Council of Canada, which was a tripartite
organi zation, with federal -provincial
representation, plus industrial, various trade
associ ati ons.

Emer gency Measures Ontario did
participate in that organi zation, but regrettably
it disappeared about two years ago. | amnot sure
whet her any ot her organi zati on has been established
to take over the role that it was trying to
acconpl i sh.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Per haps what |
coul d suggest with regard to this item that this
could be further investigated. |If we could have a
mor e del i neated and el aborated report, please, on
Day Two of this hearing, that may be nore hel pful
t han us continuing to speculate with regard to
t his.

| think we have the gist of it,
but we shoul d have some nore details.

Dr. G roux?

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Just one fi nal
guestion along a different line. This is again to
staff.

You make a recommendati on,

actually a condition in the licence, a fourth
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condition: that the maxi mum di scharge of uraniumto
t he atnosphere should be changed from an
observati on period of one year to one hour, if
read correctly.

| was wondering about the
motivation for that. |t seens a very much nore
nervous system observati on.

MR. PEREI RA: Ken Pereira here.

| think the purpose of the change
was to enable more ready nonitoring of conpliance
with the requirement, so that when we carry out
i nspections and Caneco reports, it is reporting on
a different basis. So it makes tracking of
compliance much easi er.

That is the purpose: to enable
better tracking of conpliance with requirenents.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Isn't that al so
very much nmore demandi ng? Instead of observing for
one year, you are observing for one hour.

| am not sure | understand exactly
the inplications. That is why I am asking the
guestions. Maybe Caneco has coments on this.

According to staff, is that nore
stringent or not?

MR. PEREIRA: | will ask M. Wite
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to comment further.

MR. WHI TE: The change, as
M. Pereira has explained, was done for the purpose
of making conpliance surveillance sinpler and nore
precise.

But to put the situation in
perspective, the limt based, as we discussed this
morning in relation to Zircatec, on one
mlliSievert per year exposure radiation dose a
member of the public is back calculated to the
derived release Ilimt of 5,200 grans an hour or 5.2
kil ograms an hour.

The actual em ssions are running
much | ower than that, and this is indicated by the
fact that the action | evels which have been
incorporated into the licence for the three main
sources of uraniumem ssions are set at
progressively, for the first stack, at 40 granms an
hour, the second at 25 grams an hour, and the third
at 5 granms an hour.

So the ability of the plant to
[imt the em ssions to |levels nuch | ower than the
derived release limt is evident fromthese action
| evel numbers.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Wbould Cameco have
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comments on this?

MR. STEANE: | think your
observation is correct. If you go froman annual
averagi ng period to an hourly averaging peri od,
that is much nore demandi ng.

But I think M. White's coments
al so are true; that our em ssions relative to the
[imt, that is not a new onerous requirement on our
refinery.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Bar nes.

MEMBER BARNES: | will follow up
on a couple of points.

It is interesting to note the
ki nds of presentations we have from Cameco here
conpared to say Cameco's presentati ons on urani um
m nes whi ch was brought before us quite recently;
so on two issues that are slightly conparative.

Certainly Cameco before indicated
a reasonabl e degree of proactive nature in
empl oyment of First Nations in dealing with uranium
m nes.

Just as a follow-up to
Ms MaclLachl an's coments, would you say the conpany
is equally as proactive in dealing with the First

Nati ons community fromthe enpl oynent viewpoint in
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this Blind River facility?

MR. M CHEL: Madam Chair, if I may
address this question. | think the answer lies in
t he proportion of aboriginal people to the rest of
t he popul ati on.

| f one | ooks at Northern
Saskat chewan, at | east 80 per cent of the
popul ati on is of aboriginal ancestry, and about 50
per cent of our enployees are aboriginal. If we
| ook at the context within which you find Blind
Ri ver, as Catherine Green nmentioned earlier, about
10 per cent of the population is of aboriginal
ancestry and this is about the nunber of people
proportionally we have in our workforce.

MEMBER BARNES: Okay. The second
point I wanted to touch on was nore environement al
and relates to the statistics and informati on you
have given on the derived limts, and so on, of
DRLs which are really based on the public dose, but
reall we are | ooking for the protection of the
environement, and so on, in a widely dispersed
popul ation rel atively here.

It seenms to ne that, although it
is not a serious threat to the public, the

information that is given in the document to the
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environment is not well documented in the same way,
for exanple, it was in dealing with some of the
urani um m nes.

So if I |look, for exanple, for
i nformati on on analysis of the biota there is
reference to soil sanmpling canmpaigns or sanpling of
vegetation, but there is alnost no actual data
given in here conpared, agian, to the uranium m nes
where some really specific data would be given to
convince us that it really wasn't a probl em

We have rel eases into the | ake,
for exanpl e, and although the total anounts that
are being released for uranium there is not nuch
informati on given on the other effluent or the PH
factors, and so on, on the other aspects of the
biota. So there is no mention, for exanmple, of
anal ysis of fish, if that is relevant. Perhaps
it's not relevant, but | amjust making a
comparison here. There is a |lot of talk of these,
but wi thout very nuch dat a.

There is information on the air
anal yses, but there are just four points in which
air i s measured basically at the perineter and off
site in a very |large area.

So again, | wonder if four places
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anal yzing that is sufficient and there are just six
for groundwater, again in a |l arge area.

So coul d perhaps first address
whet her the sanpling points are adequate and
whet her you really have information that the biota
as opposed to the public dose is affecting -- the
biota is being affected by sone of the effluent.

MR. JARRELL: | think you have hit
on one of the essential differences between uranium
m ni ng and these operations.

| certainly hold the view that
urani mum m nes and m |l operations tend to be very
water centric, that an awful | ot of the
environemtal nonitoring programis related around
effluents and the possibility of groundwater
contam nation fromwaste rock in the | ake.

In the case of Blind River and
Port Hope, | think it's equally fair to say that
the main priority is airborne emm ssions probably
because nost of those processes are dry and
therefore, for exanmple, at Blind River there is a
cooling tower system so you have sort of fairly
limted anpunt of effluent discharge.

The sanme in Port Hope. What you

have is basically a cooling systemwi th very

StenoTran



© 00 N oo 0o b~ w N P

N N NN NN B R PR R R R R R R
ga A W N P O ©W 0O N o 0o A W N B+, O

65

[limted process effluent. So the focus tends to
be on the air em ssion and it would probably be
fair to say also there is not as well a devel oped
program on air em ssion prograns from an

envi ronemental nmonitoring perspective as there is
for sort of the aquatic environenment.

What people are focussing on now
tends to be the possible accunmul ation of uraniumin
soil. That seens to be the prime driver of these
t hi ngs and that's why we have enbarked over the
| ast four or five years on these types of programs,
totry and determne if there is sone sort of
urani um accumul ation to the soil in close vicinity
to that facility.

That coupled with dust fall
measur ements which we use at Port Hope as well as
t hese high volunme particul ar sanmplers sort of give
you a sense of that, but as far as sort of effects
on the territrial environement, the only one of
real substance, | would say, in Port Hope is on
fluoride em ssions. But other than that | would
say it's very nmuch focussed on urani um dust
em ssi ons.

MEMBER BARNES: Regarding the

ai rborne em ssions, which you cal cul ated, if
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recall, at 35 kilograns a year. 1|s there a way in
whi ch that could be significantly reduced or you
t hi nk not ?
MR. JARRELL: | think it's fair to
say we continually have tried to reduce that. |
t hi nk you can see over a |longer period of time some
fairly significant reductions. W always seek
opportunities to reduce it, but I think to a | arge
extent it's a function, for exanmple, of the
effeciency of bag houses. |It's sort of a common
el ement, particularly for a plant |ike Blind River.
MEMBER BARNES: And could I ask
staff for just a comment? Do you think that if
ai rborne em ssions are the principal enviornenental
concern that four monitoring points is adequate?
MR. PEREI RA: Il will invite
Dr. Thompson to conment on that point.
MS THOMPSON: To address the
at mospheric deposition side, the CNSC staff have
revi ewed and eval uated the environemal nonitoring
progranms for Port Hope and Blind River refineries.
The programs were found to be designed to be able
to provide informati on on the di spersion of
contam nants com ng out fromthe stacks and

reasonabl e neasures of concentrations in the air.
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There are some recommendati ons
about possibly moving one of the nmonitors so that
it would be | ocated in areas where -- that's the
case for Port Hope not for Blind River -- the
predi cted hi gher deposition rates would be
expect ed.

In the case of Blind River, we
haven't done a formal eval uation, but we have
reviewed the programand it appears to be adequate
for the purposes for which it was intended which is
partly historical. It was intended to denmonstrated
the wi shes of the members of the public were being
met in ALARA. CNSC staff, since the new
regul ati ons and the new act cane into force, are in
a process of devel opi ng gui dance to Class 1
facility licensees on further devel opment of
environmental nonitoring prograns to neet all the
requi rements of the new act and regul ati ons.

So we expect in the future to have
some nodi fications of environemmtal nonitoring
prograns where there are potential environnent al
i ssues.

That being said, we have revi ewed
potential environemmtal inpacts fromthe Blind

Ri ver refinery fromthe atnospheric deposition.
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The work done by us as well as by MOE have shown

t hat accurmul ation in soils and potential inpacts on
terrestrial plants is a nore sensitive endpoint

t han woul d be nembers of the public, but the
informati on we have is that with the accunul ati on
rates that we have observed over the |ast 14 years
of operation have not resulted in accunulation in
soils to levels that would be toxic to plants. W
don't expect that accunul ation to happen over the
next 50 or 60 years of operation.

THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Graham

VMEMBER GRAHAM  Thank you.

| had the sane series of questions
that Dr. Barnes had with regard to the I evels of
uraniumin the soil and on page 13 it indicated
that the uraniumin soil levels were slightly above
basel i nes.

We have been tal king about soils
and | am wondering, has there been any -- and this
is to CNSC staff -- sanpling of aquatic |ife around
there also where it is quite close to the | ake and
the river?

MR. PEREI RA: Il will invite
Dr. Thompson to respond.

MS THOMPSON: That's one of the
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mai n di fferences between the nmonitoring prograns
conducted for a Class 1 facilities in conparison to
urani mum m nes and mlls, for exanple.

In the case of refineries, the
sampl i ng program has been focussed on denonstrating
compliance with the public dose Ilimt. So to ny
knowl edge, there is not recent information --
recent environenental monitoring information for
t he aquatic side that would denonstrate the
rel eases have not had an inmpact on receiving
envi ronement biota, on fish and benthic
invertebrates, for exanple.

There is information on the
gquality of the effluent that denonstrates that the
effluent is not toxic, but we know from ot her types
of activities that having an effluent that is not
toxi c doesn't necessarily mean that there is no
i mpact on the receiving environenent. But that's
one of the things that we are providing devel opi ng
gui dance for, guidance to |licensees to devel op
t hose prograns for |icensees that don't have them
yet and where there is the information fromtheir
facility denonstrates that they would need to have
t hose prograns in place.

MEMBER GRAHAM W I that be one
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of the -- | shouldn't say "will", but could that be
one of the licensing conditions, that there be nore
data especially that aquatic data be obtai ned?

MR. PEREI RA: We woul d have to
define our requirements first before placing a
condition on the licence.

MEMBER GRAHAM | will pursue that
on Day 2.

The only other question I have is
with regard to decom ssioning. Wat is the
deconm ssi oni ng program for this facility and how
much securities are in place for that?

MR. PEREI RA: We have received a
subm ssion which has been reviewed. | will ask
M. White to provide nore details on what the
subm ssion cover ed.

MR. WHI TE: The same situation
applies in the case of Cameco Blind River facility,
M. Graham as we discussed this norning in
relation to the Zircatec facility.

The conpany has submitted its
prelimnary plan. W have found some problens with
it interms of need for additional information.

The conpany is working to supply that information

to us and we intend to neet with themin early
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December to find out what progress is being made.

On the basis of that, we will then
deci de whet her there are suitable grounds for
establishing the financial guarantee and what pl ans
t he conpany has in that regard. Otherw se, as
indicated in my presentation, we will be proposing
the condition in the licence at the January 17th
Day 2 Hearing to address this issue.

MEMBER GRAHAM It's not in the
conditiosn as such now that is drawn up, but this
woul d be added to before Day 2. |Is that what you
are sayi ng?

MR. PEREI RA: That is the correct
point at this tinme, yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: If I may? Just
goi ng back to M. Graham s earlier question with
regards to aquatic life inpact. One of the things
we would |i ke to have, perhaps by Day 2, is a sense
of whether the requirements, the guidelines or
requi rements or regulations for that aspect which,
as | understand, are not required now, whether that
woul d change within a five-year period or what
peri od would there be expected change in those
requi rements.

If a licence was given for a
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| onger period of time, how exactly would that be
i nputted and changed if there was a change at t hat
point. 1Is that clear or...?

MR. PEREI RA: We will address it

in Day 2.

Dr. Barnes, would you like to add
to that?

MEMBER BARNES: But | think under
the new act it is nowrequired. 1Is that right?

THE CHAI RPERSON: But | think we
don't have gui deli nes.

MEMBER BARNES: But to the
envi ronement as opposed to the public.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Yes. | think
the issue is that there aren't guidelines or
regul ations in place so it's not possible to hold
| i censees accountable for sonething that we don't
have any standards for.

So woul d that be likely, and if it
happened during any licensing period, be that two
years or |onger, how exactly would that be
i mpl enented m ght be hel pful.

MR. PEREIRA: We will address that
in the Day 2 presentation.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very

StenoTran



© 00 N oo 0o b~ w N P

N N NN NN B R PR R R R R R R
ga A W N P O ©W 0O N o 0o A W N B+, O

73

much.

Ms MaclLachl an.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you

| have two questions related to
CMD 01-H31. On page 12, the statenent is nmade by
CNSC staff, but I think this is a question for the
applicant. It has to do with the statenent that:
"Cont am nat ed non-comnmbusti bl e waste that cannot be
recycled is mnimal and it is stored on site in
drums until disposal".

My question is: MWhat is the
nature of this contam nated non-conbusti bl e waste?
Can you tell me alittle bit about its safety and
security until such time as it can be permanently
di sposed of while it is in your care and
protection?

MR. STEANE: Yes. | will get
Catherine Green to talk to that in detail.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you

MS GREEN: Cat herine Green, the
Manager of Blind River Operations.

This is generally very stable
material. It would be things Iike small
components, perhaps a section of valve, perhaps

contam nated concrete fromrefurbishing of
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equi pment, and it's generally contam nated to the
|l evel that it's not possible to give it
unrestricted release, but that it is quite stable,
solid materials.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: My | ast
guestion | think requires comment from both staff
and the applicant. 1It's on page 17 and it's the
saga of these dueling consultants with respect to
fire safety.

Per haps you could provide us with
some background on this issue.

--- Pause

THE CHAI RPERSON: Licensee,
pl ease.

MR. STEANE: Licensee, | amsorry.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Clearly you
each have consultants that do not see eye to eye
and maybe you could identify for us what those

i ssues are and what the antici pated resol ution of

t hose issues will be.
MR. STEANE: | guess | am not
understanding. | don't think that we have -- ny

under sdtanding is we don't have duelling
consul t ant s. I think CNSC staff had a consultant

who was engaged and did a review of the site. W
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have al so engaged consultants and | don't think
they are at issue with each other. [It's just

| ooki ng at the aspects of fire safety from
differing views and differing | evels of detail, and
we are going down the path and the CNSC s staff
consultant's report gave us sort kind of a starting
pl atf orm and engaged our own consul tants plus our

i nsurance people and are going forward.

So I don't think we have a
conflict of duelling consultants.

VMEMBER MacLACHLAN: Okay. | would
like to hear -- this is the CVMD fromstaff so
per haps they have a different perspective or the
same perspective, but | would like to hear it.

MR. PEREIRA: | would invite
M. Jaferi to provide some coments.

MR. JAFERI: Thank you, Ken. This
is Jafir Jaferi again, Project Officer for Blind
Ri ver Facility.

The reason why there are two
consultants is first the CNSC consultant didn't go
over all the detailed measures and that report
actually suggested to CNSC t hat you should ask the
licensee to have a consultant to go over it

t houroughly and see if the findings fromteh CNSC
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consultants are right or wwong, and at the sane
time see if there are some areas the CNSC
consultant has m ssed so they should pick it up

So that was the reason and we
agreed that yes, Cameco should have their own
consultant to take a | ook at the entire facility
and come up with their own recomendations. |If
they are different than ours then we can see which
ones should be also included to correct it.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: And | gathered
fromthis write up that the i ssues have not al
been resol ved yet.

MR. JAFERI: It's almost |ike
80 per cent resolved at Blind River. There are
only a few things |left which are m nor, they are
not major. Our CNSC fire safety specialist will be
going there to nmake a final inspection of elevation
to close those outstanding i ssues. But the
maj ority of the findings have been corrected.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: We will have a
report on that for Day 2, will we?

MR. JAFERI: Yes, we woul d get
t hat report.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. |
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woul d i ke to just make a coment and a questi on,
guess, to staff.

When we make a recommendati on for
a five-year licence, and we are | ooking at being
consistent. | think that's an inportant quality
for the Comm ssion, and we have a number of
applications before us. When you | ook at the new
conditions on changes to the licence and you | ook
at issues, as Ms MacLachl an has nentioned, fire
saf ety and understandi ng whet her the conditions
t hat haven't been nmet yet to what degree are they
serious inmpedinents to the granting of a |licence
period or a longer licence for sure -- the same

thing with corporate quality assurance.

There have been reconmmendati ons in

the past with regards to the need for a corporate

gual ity assurance programand if it's not in place

what does that mean in terns of inportance to the
granting of the Iicence. W heard about the
deconm ssi oni ng and financial assurances in
response to the question from M. Graham

| guess | would |like some

tightening up before Day 2 with regards to exactly

what are we tal king about here. It is alnost |ike

my earlier question to the former at the previous
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hearing. What is expected to change within five
years? What is the forecast for this? Wat would
be the issues here that could be resolved? How
could they be handled if a five-year |icence was
granted? What are the reporting possibilities
during that period of tine?

| guess | would just |ike that
ti ghtened up and since we are tal king about a
number of herings, | think we need to know what we
are tal king about here. | think this is an
i mportant consideration and | think we need to have
t hat material before us to understand the risk of
t hese various conditions, plus in order to be
consistent | think we need that information. 1Is
t hat fine?

MR. PEREI RA: Certainly, Madam
Chair, we can address that in our presentation on
Day 2.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Okay. Thank you
very much.

That therefore brings to the end
t he question period for this hearing. This hearing
will continue on the 17th of January, 2002 here in
t he CNSC offi ces.

According to the Conm ssion's
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rul es of procedure, rule 18-3, the applicant is
required to be present at that date. Conm ssion
staff also are required to be present. The public
isinvited to participate either by oral
presentation or written subm ssion on Hearing

Day 2.

Persons who wi sh to intervene nust
file subm ssions by Decenber 14th, 2001. The
hearing is now adjourned until January 17th, 2002.

Because of the | ateness of the
hour we will take a five-m nute break and we wil
resume with the next hearing.

Thank you.

--- Upon recessing at 2:55 p. m
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