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HEARI NG DAY 1
Cameco Corporation: Application for a licence to
operate the Port Hope Nucl ear Fuel Facility

THE CHAI RPERSON: Item no. 8 on
t oday's agenda is Hearing Day One on the
application from Cameco Corporation |ndustries for
a licence to operate the Port Hope Nucl ear Fuel
Facility.

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

| would like to start with the
oral presentation by Cameco Corporation as
outlined in CVD documents H32.1 and H32. 1A.

M. M chel.

01-H32.1/01-H32. 1A
Oral Presentation by Cameco Corporation
MR. M CHEL: Thank you, Madam
Chair. | will ask John Jarrell to proceed
i medi ately with his oral presentation to the

Comm ssi on.
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MR. JARRELL: For the transcript
record of the hearings, my name is John Jarrell,
and | am Vi ce-President of Environment and Safety.

As in the previous hearing on
Blind River, I will give a summary of the written
presentati on and ask Bob Steane at the end to
provide a summary and di scuss future outl ook.

First, | should point out that the
Port Hope conversion facility is about 600
kilometres fromits sister Blind River Refinery,
which supplies it its purified UO, powder. This
feedstock is converted to the chem cal and
physical forms necessary for the next stage of
processing toward nucl ear fuel.

Cameco's Port Hope operation is
t he ol dest nuclear facility in Canada. In fact,
it is likely one of the oldest nuclear facilities
in the world still in operation. The facility
started in 1932 as a radiumrefinery, owned by
El dorado Gold M nes, extracting radium 226 for
radi oi sotope use. The facility's first chief
chem st was actually a graduate student of the
Curries.

In 1942 the enphasis shifted from

radium to uranium and the federal governnment took
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control of the conpany. Reactor produced
radi oi sotopes started to supplant uranium and by
1953 radi um producti on was shut down.

In 1955 a solvent extraction
uraniumrefinery was opened using technol ogy
simlar to that enployed at Blind River today.

The facility operated as a federal
crown corporation until 1988, when Canmeco was
formed and assumed operatorship for this now
al most 70-year-old facility.

As this picture shows, the plant
is situated directly on the | ake shore, as was
commonpl ace for such facilities when operations
began. I n fact, operations in 1932 started on
| and already in use for industrial purposes.

The current plant site i s about 20
acres in size. The original site, which housed
radiumrefining and then UO, refining plants, was
situated behind the large building on the |eft of
this picture, between it and the harbour. This
| arge building is the UF, plant. The building on
the far right of the picture, showi ng steam
plumes, is the UO, plant. The tall building nmore
or less in between the UF, plant on the left and

the UO, plant on the right was the original UF;
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pl ant which operated from 1970 t hrough 1984.

There are two off-site storage
areas: a ten-acre Centre Pier site, which is the
strip of |land behind the harbour in this picture;
and a five-acre Dorset Street warehouse site, in
the top left corner of this picture.

Unlike Blind River, the Port Hope
conversion plant is multi-product operation. The
site housed the UO, refinery from 1955 through
1984, the year following start up of its
replacement in Blind River.

Urani um metal production started
in 1957, first to supply natural uranium netal for
CANDU fuel technol ogy devel opnent and later to
produce depl eted uranium nmetal, which is produced
fromthe tails of the enrichment process being
depleted in its uranium 235 content.

UO, production for CANDU reactor
fuel started in 1958, and in 1970 UF, operations
began, this being the feedstock for uranium
enri chment plants.

The currently used UF; pl ant went
t hrough environmental assessment with public
meetings in lieu of public hearings before its

start-up in 1984. This change in assessnent
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process resulted fromthe fact that the Port Hope
area had just hosted two extensive environnment al
assessments for a planned new integrated refinery
and conversion plant in the late 1970s and early
1980s.

The nmost recent facility safety
report was carried out in 1997 in fulfilment of an
earlier AECB licence condition.

As previously noted, one of the
mai n UO, products is high purity ceram c-grade UQ,
powder used in CANDU reactors and for blanket fuel
and |ight water reactors. The UO, plant currently
operates on 24-hour, three-to-five day canpaigns
with a nom nal five-person crew working on 12-hour
shifts.

Depl eted uranium metal is produced
from depleted UF,, which in turn is produced from
enri chment plant tails or depleted UF,. The UF,
is mxed with magnesium netal, then heated until
reaction takes place, producing uranium nmetal and
magnesi um fl uori de

At present the uranium metal
business is quite Ilimted, focusing on fabrication
and refurbishment of radiotherapy radiation

shi el ds, housings for radi ography cameras and
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aircraft wi ng counterwei ghts. Actual new metal
production is very limted.

This picture shows the furnace
used to produce new netal when required. 1In the
bottom | eft corner is a picture of the ingot
formed fromthis furnace, and on the right side
corner is a picture of a finished product; in this
case, a shielding conmponent for a radiotherapy
unit designed to ensure that the radiation beamis
focused in a specific direction.

The primary product fromthe Port
Hope operation is UF,., This is one of two such
facilities in North America, the other being
situated in Metropolis, Illinois.

As Bernard M chel noted in his
Blind River presentation, there are al so UF,
plants in Britain and France, for a total of four
in the western world. And to this we could add
t hat the Russians al so have commercial UF;
producti on capabilities.

The plant runs 24/7, with a
12-person crew, including three tradespersons and
a first line supervisor, working on 12-hour
shifts.

Since 1994, Port Hope has been the
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home of the conpany's technol ogy devel opment
group. Much of the current work focuses on the
Port Hope production processes, |ooking for ways
to inmprove efficiency, reduce waste volunmes, and
further reduce environmental risk and

envi ronment al i npact.

During the current licensing
period, the technol ogy devel opment group broadened
its contacts with Canadi an universities, with the
obj ective of expanding the technical resource base
supporting nucl ear fuel cycle activities, and
hel ping to raise nuclear industry awareness at
t hese universities, specifically bringing
engi neering students to Port Hope for tours,
devel opi ng col | aborative graduate | evel research
progranms, and giving guest |ectures on the nuclear
i ndustry.

The nmost not abl e process change
during the current licensing period was the
installation of a liquid hydrogen storage system
as shown in this picture. It is located in the
centre of the site, where the original UF; pl ant
flooring cell room existed.

Initially, Port Hope generated

hydrogen needed in both UO, and UF; plants from
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anhydrous ammoni a. This was replaced with a
conpressed hydrogen gas supply system then the
['iquid supply system shown here.

A variety of steps are taken to
control worker exposure to radiological hazards,
primarily airborne uraniumdust inhalation and
external beta gamma exposure. These steps are
based on the time, distance and shiel ding
principles, job specific procedures, training,
prevent ati ve mai ntenance and proper personnel
protective equi pnment.

Exposure is nmonitored by a number
of ways: external dosimetry and free uranium
i nhal ation by urinalysis and in vivo |ung
counting. Shown in this photo is the current |ung
counting facility. Although its four phosw ch
detectors are very sensitive, it has limtations
froma dosimetry perspective, giving strong
i nfluence of individual body shapes on the
counter's signals as well as the relatively
non-di scrim nating energy |evel specific signals
fromspecific radionuclide decays that it
measures; in this case, U235 and thorium 234.

Despite these limtations, the

 ung counter has served us well for the past 20
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years. The lung counter has generated no evidence
of significant accunmul ati on of uranium when its
results are combined with the urinalysis program
results.

Est abl i shing individual doses from
i nhal ed uraniumdust is a fairly conplicated
busi ness, given the wi de range of physical and
chem cal forms of uraniumfound in a multi-product
site and the fairly extensive use of respiratory
protection to safeguard agai nst inhalation while
equi pment is opened.

During the current licensing
period a nunber of supporting studies were
undertaken with the objective of devel oping a well
integrated internal dosimetry system
Specifically, particle size analysis, simlated
lung solubility testing and special |ung counting
activities were carried out.

Wth the technical support of
Heal t h Canada we were able to develop a dosinetry
test based on collective |lung counting using
sim|ar work groups. Testing of this new system
demonstrated that individual internal doses were
less than 5 mIli Sieverts per year, with no

i ndi cation of significant |ong-termaccunul ati on
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of uraniumin any one given individual.

The proposal as described in
CMD 01- M35 consi dered at the May 30, 2001 CNSC
meeting led to a decision to purchase a new, nore
decay energy sensitive lung counter, as shown in
t his photo.

Over the current |icensing period
radi ol ogi cal performance indicators such as
ai rborne uraniumlevels, whole body and skin
external dosimetry results, urinalysis and |ung
counting results have been relatively stable,
provi di ng evi dence that personnel are foll ow ng
procedures established to control exposure and are
usi ng appropriate protective equi pnment.

During the current licensing
period one significant event report associ ated
wi t h radi ol ogi cal exposure was issued. This
invol ved a non-routine urinalysis result from an
asbestos removal contractor, likely a conbination
of ingestion, inhalation and absorption through
abraded skin.

Addi ti onal methods to prevent
upt ake from contam nated insul ation were
i mpl ement ed.

A dust control inprovement project
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has been initiated to further reduce in-plant
ai rborne uraniumlevels. The primary focus was
initially focused on the UO, pl ant operation,
given the relative insolubility of UQO, in the

l ung.

The UQO, product drum handling
process is being nodified to provide nore
automati on and dust containment, as shown in this
pi cture.

As shown in this graph, which
plots the nunber of lost time injuries at the Port
Hope facility since Cameco's inception in 1988,

t here has been significant sustained performance
i mprovement for this specific safety performance
i ndi cat or.

We believe this is reflective of
continued effort to both inproved safety
performance and foster a constructive safety
culture. A trained and experience workforce, |ow
empl oyee turnover, inmproved positive outl ook for
t he industry in recent years, as well as ongoing
communi cation efforts, all contribute to this good
performance, in our opinion.

Havi ng said that, we must report

two lost time injuries in 2001, after 18 nmonths
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| ost time free. Both occurred | ast week and
i nvol ved back pain fromlifting and a broken ankl e
froma slip on stairs.

I n keeping with recent HRDC
changes to the Canada Labour Code, a new Policy
Heal th and Safety Conmm ttee has been established,
and work continues on the devel opment of a formal
heal th and safety managenent system based on | SO
principles.

On February 18, 2000 the Port Hope
facility successfully registered its environmental
management systemto the | SO 14001 standard and
denmonstrated ongoing conmpliance to the standard in
2001. This quality assurance initiative
successfully integrated aspects of an existing
CNSC requi red operations QA program whi ch was
initiated in 1984 associated with start-up of the
UF, plant. It is also integrated with various
product quality assurance programs.

One of the nost significant new
features of this systemis the formalization of
environmental continuous i nprovement processes.

Equi pment and procedures to
protect workers inside the facility naturally also

serve to protect the public and the environnment
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outside the facility. These are not nutually
excl usive goals.

The combi nati on of point of
rel ease nonitoring and anbi ent environnment al
monitoring, particularly airborne related area
monitoring, is used to assess i npact. Area
monitoring includes Iime candles to measure
ambi ent fluoride | evels, dust fall and soil
sampling to measure uraniumdeposition, high
volume air sanpling for suspended uranium
concentrations, and vegetation sanmpling for
fluoride uptake.

These progranms verify the point of
rel ease nonitoring results and hel p assess
envi ronment al i npact.

The data show some evi dence of
continuing reduction in uraniumem ssions. These
reductions are believed due to good control on
em ssion abatement equipnent, tinely and effective
response to any action | evel exceedences on
process upsets, as well as formalized target
setting under this I SO 14000 envi ronment al
management system

There were four m nor reportable

spills during the current |icensing period, al
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wi th negligible environmental inpact. Corrective
action to reduce risk of reoccurrence were
i mpl emented in all four cases.

To this must be added that on
Oct ober 22nd, about 10.5 litres of hydraulic oi
escaped froma heat exchanger into the harbour via
the cooling water system This material was
cont ai ned and recover ed.

The Port Hope site is subject to
Ontario Municipal Industrial Strategy for
Abat ement, or M SA regul ation. This requires
additional toxicity, total suspended solids and
metals testing of the cooling water and process
effluent discharges at | ocations such as the one
shown on this photo.

Al'l acute toxicity tests using
rai nbow trout fingerlings and Daphni a magna wat er
fl eas passed except those utilizing chlorinated
town water. There were three such failures during
the current licensing period. The most common
test result has been zero per cent toxicity in
both test species.

Sem - annual chronic toxicity tests
have shown neither growth nor reproduction

inhibition effects. The only physical chem cal
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M SA paranmeter showi ng periodi c exceedence was
total suspended solids. Two such failures
occurred in June of 2000, due to low fl ow and
resulting increased al gae growt h.

Strong water nonitoring during the
current licensing period showed relatively
constant | oadi ngs of uranium which are about
two-thirds of the initial survey results in 1996
t hrough 1997, and are now about 40 kil ogranms per
year.

The groundwater monitoring program
continues to show that contam nant |evels are both
relatively constant and historic in nature. Flow
is predomnantly toward the harbour and the | ake.
A consultant re-evaluated this programin the year
2000, and as a result additional upgrading at
wells were installed to better understand fl ow
patterns in the vicinity of the plant site.

Cameco's soil sanpling programis
nowin its fourth year of operation. |t continues
to show some accumul ati on of uranium However,

t he observed i ncrease cannot necessarily be
attributed solely to current period deposition.

For instance, predicted rates of

accumul ati on based on these soil tests plots would
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result in area soil levels well above those
actually being measured. Furthernmore, dust fall
monitoring results do not support the postul ated
urani um deposition rate.

Accumul ation of uraniumin these
test plots may be due to re-entrainment, mgration
of contam nated soil and other mechani sms, not
just current period deposition.

Quarterly conpliance reports have
consistently been presented to the public since
1984 when the current UF, plant commenced
operations. Currently, these presentations are
made to the Municipality of Port Hope's Protection
to Persons and Property Commttee.

Council has recently
re-established an Environnmental Advisory
Comm ttee. However, the mandate of this new
comm ttee has not yet been finalized.

Council has requested that Canmeco
continue to report to its council commttee for
the time being.

Cameco periodically conducts
public open houses. The nmpst recent was held on
Oct ober 27, 2001, offering the public tours of the

facility and poster presentations on such matters
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as emergency response capabilities, environmental
nmoni toring, waste managenment and the current CNSC
relicensing process.

Previ ously Port Hope held an open
house in the fall of 1999.

The picture in this slide was
taken fromthe nmost recent open house taken three
weeks ago.

Cameco continues to work closely
with the municipality in establishing and
mai ntai ning the community awareness and emergency
response program which was di scussed earlier today
under the Zircatec public hearing. W have al so
hel ped with the | ocal emergency response
organi zation, the conmmunity awareness networ Kk,
whi ch again was di scussed at a previous hearing.

During the current licensing
period a revived Derived Release Limt report was
filed. This establishes em ssion |evels which, if
continued for an entire year, would result in a
dose of one mlli Sievert per year, to the
maxi mal |y exposed menber of the public.

Such a limt is obviously not a
rel evant control point; rather, an Operating

Rel ease Level, or ORL, report was filed to define
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t he actual em ssion control level. It is based on
bot h ALARA anal ysis and, in the case of gamm
exposure, a dose criterion of 0.3 mlliSieverts
per year.

The ORL is proposed as a
repl acement for the current limt, defined as a
derived operating limt, which was set at 10 per
cent of this DRL value, or 0.5 mlIli Sieverts per
year. This was first established in the md 1980s
when the public dose limt was 5 mlli Sieverts per
year.

Work is also being carried out in
responding to an Ontario Mnistry of Environnment
proposal to establish ambient air quality
standards for uranium and a site-wi de em ssion
inventory review was also initiated in 2001.

During the current licensing
peri od CNSC staff focused on a number of specific
progranms for regulatory audit and assessnment:
specifically on new pressure retaining conmponent
| icence conditions which were introduced in the
1999 licence; fire safety code conpliance, which
has been di scussed previously; |AEA safeguards
i nspections; and an organi zati on and management

assessment of the facility which focused on safety
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performance.

We believe we have been maki ng
satisfactory progress on issues which arose out of
t hese regul atory assessnents.

In the case of the organi zational
and management assessnment, training was identified
as an area deserving additional attention. More
work on formalized training prograns is expected
to support the variety of quality assurance
initiatives which have been discussed, as well as
address additional training pressures associ ated
wi th an agi ng wor kforce enpl oyee turnover.

In 2001 a one-month mll-scale
trial of fluoride product recycle was carried out
at the Key Lake mll. The objective is to
eventually |license a permanent second outlet in
Canada. At present, the material is shipped to
the United States at a m Il for uraniumrecovery.

As of June 30, 2001, only 343
drums of this material were in storage.

This photo shows the fluoride
product drum | oading station, as well as picture
of the material itself.

Scrap nmetal is routinely

decont am nated and shi pped to a steel m Il for

StenoTran



© o0 N o o~ wWw N P

N N N N N N RBP B RP R R R R R R
ag A W N P O O 00 N oo 0o p»dM W N - O

20

recycle. These photos show sandbl asti ng and
equi pment di sassenbly for cleanup. High-pressure
wat er wash is al so extensively used.

An estimated 615 tonnes of scrap
metal will be recovered over the current two-year
i censing period.

In 1996 a maj or programto
di smantl e and decontam nate obsol ete equi pment and
facilities was initiated. One of the main
obj ectives of the cleanup crew formed to carry out
this work was to carry out site reclamation work,
which is all the more chall enging, given the | ack
of a general licensed |ow-|evel radioactive waste
managenment facility for this type of materi al.

The current focus is on the
removal of three buildings: a formal metallurgical
products buil ding, an unused office building, and
t he original UF, pilot plant.

The Port Hope plant has been
operated for 13 years without access to a | ow
| evel radioactive active waste disposal site. The
Port Granby facility shown in this picture was
shut down in June of 1988. As early as 1955,
Cameco's predecessors introduced a number of

conservation and recycle practices. In 1978,
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increasing priority was given to environment al
issues resulting in formati on of many of the
current recycling progranms, specifically for
raffinate, which is now produced in Blind River,
ammoni um nitrate and the fluoride which we just
di scussed.

Scrap netal recycle, waste
incineration, waste oil paper and asphalt recycle
progranms have al so been inmplemented. On this
basis it would be fair to say that Cameco has
shown [ ong-termcomm tment to i mproving Port Hope
wast e management practices. The conpany has
adopted recycle initiatives where program costs
have clearly not been the prime driver. As a
result of waste m nim zation, inproved chem ca
reagent utilization and recycle, the facility has
managed to reduce its waste managenment
requi rements by over 90 per cent since the |ate
1980s.

The Centre Pier site is | eased
fromthe Port Hope municipality. The |ease
expires on June 1st 2005. Canmeco plans to
term nate active operations on or before the | ease
expiry date, the site is used for drummed UO, and

waste storage. Significant remedi ati on cannot
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practically occur until a low | evel radioactive
waste site for Port Hope historic wastes is
established. In the meantime, the site wl

l'i kely continue to be licensed by Canmeco.

The most recent updated
prelimnary decomm ssioning plan was submtted to
the CNSC in May of 2001. We continue to work to
address staff comments on the current plan. Note
t hat the prelimnary decomm ssi oning plan has been
in place for the Port Facility since 1990. Canmeco
has traditionally handled these decomm ssi oni ng
pl an costs as an accounting provision.

The picture in this slide shows
the removal of the former UF, plant cell roomto
make room for the liquid hydrogen system which we
di scussed earlier.

Cameco is also in the process of
revising its on-site emergency response plan with
t he assi stance of a specialized consultant, and in

conformance with the CNSC regul atory guide on such

prograns. In the year 2000 a joint emergency
response drill was held with the municipality
involving a sinulated chemcal spill froma
hydr of l uoric acid denmonstration rail car. This

slide shows a photograph taken from that drill.
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Representatives fromthe HF supplier led the
exercise providing classroomtraining and
instruction for Cameco, Port Hope, emergency
responders and representatives fromthe | ocal
hospital. Regular tours and drills with the | ocal
fire departnment are performed to pronote
coordi nated response should this be necessary in
t he future.

Efforts to elimnate outside
chem cal unloading facilities and a means of
further reducing risks continue. The nitric and
sul phuric acid tank farmin the north end of the
facility was elimnated. Currently only potassium
hydroxi de i s unl oaded outside and we are currently
assessing this operation to see what can be done
to further reduce spill potential.

| mprovements were made in the UF,
pl ant for process upset, detection and
containment. This included installation of snoke
detectors to remotely sense UF, rel eases and
additional fluoride detectors to reduce response
time to process upsets. Emer gency ventil ation
capabilities have been expanded. Additional high
efficiency filters were installed on ventilation

equi pment exhaust to reduce uranium em ssions to
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t he environment.

| will now call about Bob Steane
to discuss the future outl ook of the Port Hope
facility, to summarize this presentati on and
introduce the Port Hope personnel joining us here
t oday.

MR. STEANE: Thank you, John.

Madam Chai r man, Conmm ssi oners.

Now, | will address the future
out | ook and sunmmari ze our subm ssion.

There are no maj or changes in the
Port Hope operation that is currently contenpl ated
during our requested five year |licensing period.
It is anticipated that production requirements
will continue to increase, but at a slowto
noder at e pace as additi onal nucl ear power plants
come into service and as the present trend to
hi gher capacity factors continues.

British Nucl ear Fuels' decision to
exi st the UF; conversion business in 2006 should

have a positive and lasting inpact over the | onger

term

Now, this stable outlook is not to
suggest we will not continue to find ways to
enhance our operation, we will continue to seek
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ways to further reduce environmental and safety
ri sk and i npact.

We are also in the process of
i mpl ementing a nunber of quality assurance
initiatives and of particular note is the
corporate quality managenent system and the fornmal
heal th and safety managenment system

Now, the Port Hope operation is
t he Cameco quality assurance | eader by virtue of
its regulatory history and finished products
focus. We expect the Port Hope operation wil
continue to play a lead role within Cameco as
t hese QA prograns evol ve.

As well, we expect to be involved
in other topics of regulatory interest over the
next few years. The Port Hope Safety Report
provi des a good tool to guide continuous
i mprovement and our risk reduction initiatives and
that is schedul ed for update in 2002. The
facility will also continue to be involved in
| ocal enmergency response discussions to ensure
t hat good liaison is maintained with the community
response resources. It is also possible there
will be some nodifications made to the public

reporting mechanisms for environmental information
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but this will depend | argely upon the wi shes of
t own council .
Il n any event, we are convinced
t hat regul ar, open discussion of our environmental
performance will continue as it has since 1984.
We al so anticipate additional discussions arising
from studi es undertaken to address the concerns
expressed by the Port Hope Conmmunity Health
Concerns Comm ttee, as well as further discussion
on historic waste, specifically Centre Pier
decomm ssi oni ng and Cameco's general support for
the current Port Hope historic waste initiative.
In summary, we believe that Port
Hope continues to denonstrate a strong comm t ment
to chem cal plant safety. It has denonstrated
good control on radiation exposure while
mai nt ai ni ng stead producti on operations. It has
denmonstrated good control on environnment al
em ssions, both chem cal and radiological, while
al so devel oping and mai ntaining |1 SO certification
for its formal environmental managenment system
As shown, a responsible approach
to waste management by m nim zing waste
generation, converting waste into products for

recycle and achieving a waste reduction greater
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t han ten-fold since closure of the site's | ow

| evel radioactive site over 13 years ago. And it
has sought to maintain an open di al ogue with the
communi ty and has been a | eader in the devel opnment
of improved | ocal emergency preparedness measures.

I n concl usi on, we believe
satisfactory | evels of performance have been
demonstrated. Policies and programs for
protecti on of workers and the environment are in
pl ace as are conpliance control and assessnent
measur es.

I n consideration of Cameco's
ability to operate the facility in a safe and
efficient manner, and in conpliance with our CNSC
licence, we respectfully request |licence renewal.
We believe that the combi nati on of good follow up
by Cameco on issues as they evolve, priority to
continual inmprovement and strong exi sting
regul atory reporting and assessment nmeasures are
conmpati ble with I onger licensing periods.
Accordingly, we are requesting a five year licence
term based on this record of safe and
environmentally responsi bl e producti on.

| have with me today Hess Cari sse

who is the Port Hope Manager of Technical Services
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and Franko Dobri, the Superintendent of Quality
Assurance and Environnental Services. W have
assenmbl ed here this group of Cameco peopl e here at
t he hearing who can hopefully provide
clarification or address any questions which the
Comm ssion may have on this presentation or any

ot her matters which the Comm ssion wi shes to

di scuss today. |If we are unable to adequately
address those issues, we will, of course, be
prepared to do so at the Day Two hearing currently
schedul ed for January 17t h.

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

Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

Wth the perm ssion of the
Comm ssion menmbers, | would like to turn to the
presentation by CNSC staff before we open the
floor for questions. | would like to call upon
M. Pereira to address the CNSC staff presentation
as outlined in CMD Document 01-H32.

M. Pereira.

01-H32
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Oral Presentation by CNSC staff

MR. PEREI RA: Thank you,
Madam Chai r .

For the record, my name is
Ken Pereira. |I'mthe Director General of the
Directorate Fuel Cycle and Materials Regul ation.

The CNSC staff has reviewed a
document subm tted by the Cameco Corporation in
support of the application for renewal of the
|'icence for operation of the Port Hope nucl ear
fuel facility. Also the licensee's conpliance
record of other facilities over many years has
been reviewed. CNSC staff conclude that there is
a good history of operating practices and
compliance at the facility. Further the |licensee
has in place a well devel oped quality management
system which will help provide effective
protection health and safety and the environnment
in the operation of the facility.

Based on this assessment, CNSC
staff recommend approval of a licence for the term
of five years.

| will nowinvite M. M chael
Whi te, Head of the Uranium Processing Facilities

Section to el aborate on the basis for the CNSC
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staff's conclusions and recommendati on.

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

For the record, my name is M chael
White and | amthe head of the Uranium Processing
Facilities Section.

Madam Chair, members of the
Comm ssion, | will quickly summari ze the key
poi nts of the CMD concerni ng Cameco Corporation's
application for the renewal of the operating
licence for its nuclear fuel facility in Port
Hope, Ontari o.

CNSC staff has determ ned that the
informati on that Cameco submtted in support of
l'icence renewal application meets the requirenments
set out in the application regulations and that it
is acceptable for licensing purposes.

Sources of Risk: The activities
to be licensed pose risks to the workers at the
facility, members of the public and to the
environment arising fromthe radioactivity of the
urani um and the properties of the other hazardous
substances used in the conversion processes.

Ri sk Control Measures: The
measures enpl oyed to prevent unreasonable risk to

the environnment, the health and safety of the
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wor kers and the public and to national security
can be thought of as a series of barriers. First,
there are the built-in features of the processes
and equi pment, to contain the hazardous substances
and to remove uranium and ot her pollutants from
em ssions and effluents prior to their discharge
to the environment.

The second barrier is Cameco's
internal controls. These include the quality
assurance program the radiation protection
program and the environmental monitoring program

The third barrier in the series is
t he assessnments and conpliance verification
activities carried out by CNSC. These are
conpl emented by Ontario Mnistry of the
Environment's review and approval of the em ssion
abat ement systens.

Ri sk Control - Performance:
Details of the data fromthe radi ation protection
program the external radiation doses sustai ned
by workers and the results from anal ysis of urine
sampl es and t horax burden measurements are
reported in the CMD.

No external radiation dose

exceeded the applicable imt and al most all the
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doses were only a fraction of the limt.
Simlarly, the data fromurinalysis and from |l ung
counts, showed no measurabl e intake in al most al
cases.

Protection of the Environment and
the Public: Data fromthe environmental
moni toring programis reported in the CVD. During
the current licensing period, none of the results
for uranium or any other hazardous substance in
rel eases to the environment exceeded the [imts
prescribed in the licence.

Usi ng data from anal yses of
em ssions to the atnmosphere fromthe facility in
t he exposure pat hway nodel, the maxi mum radi ati on
dose to a menber of the public calculated from
external radiation and uraniumem ssions fromthe
facility in 2000 was 0.10 m | lisieverts.

Ot her Performance Factors: CNSC
staff has concluded fromthe assessments and
i nspections that have been carried out during the
current licensing period, that Cameco's internal
controls and performance with respect to
Saf eguards, Security, Quality Assurance, Emergency
Preparedness and Conventional Health and Safety

are acceptabl e.
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The Prelimnary Decomm ssioning
Plan for the facility did not entirely satisfy
CNSC' s expectations, however. It is expected that
t he shortcom ngs identified will have been
remedi ed and that a suitable financial guarantee
will be in place before the Day Two Hearing on
Cameco' s application. |[If this is not the case,
then at that time, CNSC staff will propose an
appropriate condition to be included in the
operating licence.

Ot her Rel evant I nformation:
Canadi an Environmental Assessment Act: Renewal of
the facility licence provides for activities
relating to a physical work. Thus the
environmental effects of the facility have to be
assessed before the Conm 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
licence in 1995. It was concluded at that time
that the activities to be carried on were not
i kely to cause significant adverse environnment al
effects with the mtigation measures in place.

The activities to be carried on under the proposed

new licence are the same as those assessed in
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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 assessment as a basis for the
Comm ssion's decision making on this |licence
application is not required.

Fire Safety Program CNSC staff
and Cameco have taken a nunmber of actions to
improve fire safety precautions at the facility,
to conply with the National Fire Code and Nati onal
Bui Il ding Code. Certain work remains to be done to
meet the applicable requirements. CNSC staff wil
check for the completion of these inmprovements
during future inspections. The absence of full
conpliance at this time is not considered an
i mpedi ment to the renewal of the operating

|l i cence, however.

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

Or gani zati on and Management: An
eval uati on of the organizati on and management was
conducted at the facility in October, 2000. This

found a nunber of strengths as regards risk
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control and various aspects where inmprovenents
could be made. In light of the recommendati ons
Cameco is currently devel oping a training plan
strategy for facility staff.

Public I nformation: A notice of
t he Comm ssion's Hearings on Cameco's application
for renewal of its operating |licence has been
publ i shed on the CNSC web site, in accordance with
t he Comm ssion's Rules of Procedure. Cameco has
made public presentations on the facility
performance and results fromthe environnment al
moni toring programas reported by M. Jarrell in
his presentation earlier. CNSC staff consider
Cameco's programto communi cate with the public to
be accept abl e.

Changes to the Licence: The
proposed licence contains several changes fromthe
current one. These conprise the replacement of
t he so-called "facility control equation” by an
operating release limt equation; a condition to
require a corporate quality assurance programto
conmpl ement the existing site quality assurance
program five conditions concerning fire safety
and one requiring an annual conpliance report for

the facility.
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Licence Term Cameco requested in
its application that the termof the licence be
extended fromtwo to five years. CNSC staff
believes that a five year term shoul d be
consi dered, 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. 1In
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 neasures
and Caneco's performance. There are no known
reasons which would mlitate against a |onger term
for the |licence.

CNSC Staff Concl usions: CNSC
staff concl udes 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
aut hori zed, adequate

provision for the protection
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of the environment, the

heal th and safety of persons
and t he mai nt enance of

nati onal security and
measures required to

i mpl ement international

obl i gations to which Canada
has agreed; and

t aki ng account of the
measures and programs which
Cameco has commtted to

i mpl ement to control the
facility hazards, the risks
posed by the operation of the
facility to the environment,
t he health and safety of
persons and to national
security are not

unr easonabl e.

CNSC Staff Recommendati ons: CNSC

recommends that the Comm ssion:

(a)

accept CNSC staffs assessnment
t hat the applicant is

qualified to carry on the
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activities that the licence
wi Il authorize and will, in
relation to those activities,
make adequate provision for
t he protection of the
environment, the health and
safety of persons and the

mai nt enance of nati onal
security and nmeasures
required to inplement
international obligations to
whi ch Canada has agreed;
accept CNSC staff's
assessnent that pursuant to
section 3 of the Exclusion
Li st Regul ati ons and section
2 of Part | of Schedule 1 of
t hose Regul ati ons, that an
envi ronment al assessnment
pursuant to the Canadi an
Environmental Assessment Act
is not required; and

consi der issuing the proposed
Operating Licence

FFOL-3641. 0/ 2007, for a
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peri od of five years.

Thank you, Madam Chair.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you. The
floor is now open for questions for the licensee
and al so to CNSC staff.

M . Graham

MEMBER GRAHAM  Question to CNSC
staff.

There was consi derable mention in
your presentation with regard to security, but
there is no nmention to security whatsoever in it,
that | could find, in the licensing condition. It
has a subsection in all other licenses that we
came forward with today but it is not mentioned.
Can you explain that?

MR. PEREI RA: I will ask
M. Howden to respond to the question.

MR. HOWDEN: Barclay Howden
speaki ng.

Technically this security is
covered in item G 1, contents of the appendices
attached to the licence because it refers to
Appendi x A which has the facility licensing manual
init which includes the security provisions.

However, you are correct. There
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is an inconsistency and for clarity in the other
licences we had a specific condition for security
and we will add one to make that consistent with
ot her licenses.

VMEMBER GRAHAM So it will be in
there on Day 2 for consistency purpose.

MR. HOWDEN: Yes.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Okay. Thank you.

The next question | have is to the
Port Hope people and that is: |Is the entire site
fenced, including the waterfront and harbour and
so on?

MR. STEANE: Yes, the entire
l'icence site is fenced.

MEMBER GRAHAM In the
presentation or in your docunmentation there was
some nmention with regard to -- you had one
incident. How was that gained? Has there been
| essons | earned on that, | guess, and can you
explain that further w thout breaching any
security? | think there was a mention that
security had been broken once by someone who got
into a warehouse or sonet hi ng.

MR. STEANE: There was a nention

in the docunment. It was a fisherman, or sonmeone,
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who went into the Crane property facility, just
inside the fence, to gather sone bottles, or
somet hing, and then exited again. He did not
enter in any of the warehousing facilities --

MEMBER GRAHAM  But he was inside
t he fence.

MR. STEANE: He got inside the
fence. He climbed the fence.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Okay. | don't
want to ask a question maybe of security reason
sol will have to -- no, that's okay. We wil
| eave it until later.

THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Graham you
can ask the question. | will just let you know if
you can get an answer to it.

--- Laughter / Rires

MEMBER GRAHAM My question is:
Are your fences nonitored?

MR. STEANE: On that property the
fences are not nonitored, but the warehousing
facilities are. You cannot access or enter those
buil di ngs wi thout triggering alarnms. There are
sensing devices that will do that.

THE CHAI RPERSON: That woul d be

sufficient. Thank you.
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--- Laughter / Rires
MEMBER GRAHAM  That's sufficient.

Okay.
THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.
MEMBER GRAHAM  That's fair. One
ot her question | have -- and | don't want to

bel abour it because I know we have a | ong day --
inventory controls. Have you ever had any of your
finished product ever -- has your inventory al ways
met wi th what production was?

MR. STEANE: To the best of ny
knowl edge that is true. | will ask Carisse or
Franko if they have any experience.

My experience is only a few years
at Port Hope. Their experience is nmuch |onger.

MR. CARI SSE: Bob, you are
correct. Even in the long termwe have not had
any incidences of material being mssing fromthe
site.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Furt her
guestions?

Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: To Cameco first.

| would |ike some further explanations. On page 7
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of the first docunment that we had, you refer to
the "toxicity tests" and you nention that there
were failures which you say were related to the
chlorine contained in the town's potable water.

The inmplication of that is that
the town's water doesn't neet the toxicity
standards of Ontario. |Is that a correct
i nference?

MR. STEANE: That woul d be
correct. Chlorinated water, conmmonly potable
water, is toxic to fish and small organisnms. |
suppose that is why chlorine is added.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: What the town does
i's not your business, but did you convey these
results to the town authorities?

MR. STEANE: Yes, sir. The town
is aware of those. That is not peculiar to Port
Hope. That is any chlorinated water system |If
you own an aquariumyou need to be very careful,
if you put water out of your tap in your aquarium

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you. That
answers that question.

My second question refers to page
8 where you refer to the soil sanpling program |

am not sure | understood conpl etely what you say.
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| read that there are some test plots of the
entire Mnistry of the Environment which showed
some readings which, if projected to the area,
woul d exceed what i s being measured.

| was wondering how many measuring
poi nts you have. There are test plots where you
have measurenents, then you refer to another area
where you have nmeasurenments al so.

MR. STEANE: Yes, there are a
number of soil plots that both Cameco has and the
M nistry of Environment has, as well as we have
dust fall sanpling | ocations.

Wth that | will ask either Hess
or Franco to talk about that in alittle bit nmore
detai | .

MEMBER GI ROUX: But | think the
basis of my question is that there are
i nconsi stenci es between the nmeasurements that you
take and those that are obtained by the Ontario
M nistry.

MR. STEANE: That's why | say that
| think Franko can give you sonme nore information.

MR. DOBRI: For the record nmy nane
is Franko Dobri and | amthe Superintendent of

Qual ity Assurance and Environnmental Services.
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| have an overhead of the area
around the plant. What it shows is all of our
assenbling | ocations. Now, our nunbers refer to
the stations. For exanple, Station 1 is the
wat er wor ks and beside it it indicates that there
is a dust fall, lime candle and a soil plot.

Bet ween the M nistry and ourselves
we have five soil plots. W have one at position
11, we have one at position 1, and one at
position 9. The Mnistry has soil plots in the
vicinity of 5 and 7.

In 1996, the M nistry put out 30
soil plots and the idea was that every year they
woul d take out three. What they were trying to
assess was what the effect of the deposition was
and they had installed soil plots because in the
area there is the additional concern of historic
waste. So they felt that by installing soil plots
t hat they would actually be able to quantify what
t he deposition effect was having on soil.

| think the results indicate that
there is an increase, but the results al so
i ndi cate that the mechani sns are quite conpl ex.

If you take Station 9, for

exanmpl e, which is one of our stations, if we use
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the information that we get fromthe soil data,
fromthe soil plot itself, we would predict that
after 60 years of operation, under current

em ssions which are actually | ower than

hi storical, we should see 42 parts per mllion.

| f you | ook at the dust fall data,
because in that | ocation we al so have a dust fal
jar, we would predict 3.2. What the actual
background is there is 4. But if you go the
wat erwor ks which is 1, the soil plots would
indicate that it should be 30 after 60 years, the
dust fall, say 5, and what we are actually
measuring is about 17, and that is in area where
there is some historical contam nated soil.

So the data is in conflict and all
t hat we can conclude is uraniumand soil is a
conpl ex issue and we are trying to resol ve what
exactly the data is telling us.

MR. JARRELL: If I could just
summari ze that and add to it. | think in our
presentation we tried to indicate that our current
view is that there are probably a number of
mechani sms at play and certainly, | think as
Franko indicated, there is a fairly substanti al

effect of the historical activity that occurred on
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that site, particularly close by. So we will
continue the soil plots, and I could expect to see
some anbiguity in the data conti nue.

But | think as we continue we wil
probably try to get a better understandi ng of what
the -- what we are trying to do is sort out what
is current deposition fromsort of historical
effect, and I think we are going to have to
continue to study that for sone tine.

MEMBER GRAHAM | wonder if we
could get a better copy of that on hard cover for
Day 2 because it's a little hard to follow there.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Actual ly, what

we will do is have it copied, if we could, right
now and it will be avail able before we | eave
today. |If that's fine with the licensee, if the

| i censee agrees. Thank you.

Ms MaclLachl an.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: CMVMD 01- H32,
page 15. There is a table that summari zes
groundwat er nonitoring. |t appears that may be
el evated | evel s of arsenic.

May | have a comment from staff
and applicant on this?

MR. PEREIRA: | will invite
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Dr. Thonpson to comment.

MS THOMPSON: CNSC staff revi ewed
the data on the variety of contam nants that are
found in soils and groundwater around the Port
Hope facility.

From the informati on we have, the
studi es were done by Cameco to characterize the
contam nants com ng out of their stack, and recent
informati on shows that arsenic is not com ng out
of the stack now and so the conclusion is that the
arsenic that is found in groundwater is from
hi storical practices rather than fromcurrent
em Sssi ons.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you.

On page 14, just preceding that,
again CMD 01-H32, the statement is made that:

"There are no federal or
provincial established limts
or guidelines for uraniumin
ambi ent air".

| suspect this is why you have the
derived levels. |Is that correct? And why are
there no |l evels set in either the federal or the
provinci al regul ati ons.

MR. PEREIRA: | will ask
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Dr. Thonpson to comment.

MS THOMPSON: Historically uranium
was controlled on the basis of potential doses to
the menbers of the public fromem ssions to the
environment fromthe facility. Over time there
are questions being asked about the accumul ati on
of uraniumin soils and its chem cal toxicity.

CNSC staff have | ooked at derived
release limts and derived air concentrations on
t he basis of both the radiation effects to people
as well as the chemcal toxicity to kidneys.

There are additional questions about accumnmul ati on
in soils.

The Ontario Mnistry of the
Envi ronment has conducted studi es | ooking at
essentially accunulation in soil with a soi
threshold | evel to protect soil biota and back
cal cul ating uranium concentrations in the air, but
that work isn't finalized. As it stands now there
are no limts on uraniumin air sinply because in
the past it wasn't seen as a priority. But the
action levels on the em ssions for the facility do
result in air concentrations that are well bel ow
concentrations that would be toxic for people, for

ki dneys or for radiation effects.
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MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you.
One nore question. The statenment
is made on page 15 in CVD 01-H32 that:
"No process wastewater from
the facility is discharged to
t he muni ci pal sewer systen’
But it doesn't indicate, at | east
that | see, where that process water goes.
MS THOMPSON: Lake Ontari o.
THE CHAI RPERSON: Per haps we coul d
ask the licensee to comment. There has been a
series of questions where we have not given you an
opportunity to comment from Ms MacLachlan. So if
you would Iike to comment on that or go backwards
into other questions, please feel free to do so.
MR. STEANE: We will start with
the last one first which is the water. The
process effluent is not discharged. The process
effluent to the town sewer goes to our process
effluent system which consists of an evaporator.
Al'l of the process water we evaporate and then
condense it. It is the condensed and essentially
distilled water that we release to the harbour.
The ot her question about the

arsenic content, that material is historical from

StenoTran



© o0 N o o~ wWw N P

N N N N N N RBP B R R R R R R R
ag A W N P O O 00 N oo 0o dM W N -, O

51

t he days of bringing ore from Northern

Saskat chewan and for radium processing into Port
Hope. That's the source of the arsenic, not the
current operation.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: Just three or four
qui ck comments now.

| too would have comments on the
soil sampling programwhich | felt were really
qui te abbrevi ated because when we revi ewed the
previous licence we had a representative fromthe
M nistry of the Environment and we had really
qui te an extended di scussion on the difficulty of
finding appropriate sites, action of soil
organi sms, worms, and redistributing uranium and
so on and so on.

At that time it was the early
phase of the soil plot so they were not able to
give a reasonable time series of their analysis.
So | would have thought at this stage we should
have had that information.

So again, | come back to the kind
of information you are providing for us, assum ng
that there m ght be public concern on the

di stribution of particulate matter. 1In the
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document there is no map. You have given us one
now, the one you just provided. You have given us
no i nformation on prevailing winds. Two of the
three Cameco plots, as | see it, nunbers 1 and 11,
are on the W ndwood side of the facility and
probably woul d be | east affected assum ng t hat
prevailing winds come fromthe sout hwest or west.
They m ght be good sites because they are readily
undi sturbed, but at | east you have control of the
sites, and so on, but whether they would attract
much of the particulate matter com ng out of
stacks, and so on, is a concern.

So fromour viewpoint, that one
paragraph in the m ddl e of page 8, which really
gives no information, is | think just inadequate
for us to make any assessment of an aspect which
really must be one of the principal environmental
concerns.

So | hope in Day 2 that we will
in fact, hear some information fromthe Mnistry
of the Environment. Perhaps that same person
m ght come al ong and give some of their results
and conpare it to those of the applicant.

| was interested to see that the

Counci |l was reestablishing the Environment al
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Advi sory Comm ttee and you indicated it's sort of
in process. It mght be useful to have a report
either fromthe Council, or someone fromthe
Council -- a report is probably sufficient to tel
us how that is being done, how the Council is
bei ng established, who is represented on the
Council, and so on.

You said that you had a public
open house in | ate October. How many woul d have
attended that. Do you recall?

MR. STEANE: Yes. We had 65
participants.

MEMBER BARNES: | think that will
be fine.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Giroux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: | had the sane
question that Dr. Barnes nmenti oned about the open
house.

Was that a visit of the facilities
or just a presentation? W had a photograph
showing a roomwith chairs and a few peopl e.

Basically, how did the neeting go?
Was it very active? | amreferring to previous
meetings of the Comm ssion in Port Hope, which

were very active indeed.
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MR. STEANE: The format for that
was that there was advertising and people were
invited to come. The picture you saw was of the
mai n meeting roomat the Port Hope facility.
Peopl e came t hroughout the day. It was on a
Sat ur day.

They were given explanations and
al so went for a tour through the facility, went in
smal |l groups. We had peopl e together and tal ked
with them about various aspects of the operation
and then took themthrough in tour groups of no
| arger than ten; typically, between five and ten.

It was well received. All the
people | met were quite interested and very
interested in what we were doing and happy for the
occasi on.

Yes, there are sone people in Port
Hope who have ot her opinions of our industry.

None of those people chose to avail thensel ves of
t he opportunity.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

| make the same comment t hat
made earlier on the Blind River application: that
with a five-year licence application |I would

expect on Day Two t hat we woul d have a forecast of
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what this facility would | ook |Iike over the next
five years and what would be the issues, either on
l'icensing or on the facility that we woul d see;
and what issues could arise in a period of time of
two, three, four, five years, in that tine.

You can read the transcript from
the earlier one. | would appreciate having that
i nformati on.

On that basis, this brings to the
end the question period for this hearing.

This hearing will continue on the
17t h of January, 2002, here in the CNSC offices.

According to the Comm ssion's
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 is invited to
participate, either by oral presentation or
written subm ssion, on Hearing Day Two. Persons
wi shing to intervene on that date nmust file
subm ssi ons by Decenber 14, 2001.

This hearing is now adjourned to
January 17, 2002.

That brings to the end the public

hearing portion of the Comm ssion. We will go in
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camera for a brief period, and we will | ook at
what portions of the meeting we will be able to
hold for the CNSC this afternoon.

Thank you all for participating in
t he hearings. We will be back in a few m nutes
wi th an announcement one way or anot her.
--- Upon recessing at 4:10 p. m
--- Upon resum ng at 4:25 p. m

THE CHAI RPERSON: Ladi es and
gentl emen, because of the hour, we are going to be
in effect postponing the major parts of the
meeting today. However, on that basis | do want
to call the neeting to order, which was under
CMD M72 and M72. A. The agenda has been tabl ed.

However, the Comm ssion has made a
deci sion to postpone all the itens in the
Comm ssion meeting agenda, but specifically we
want to make reference to two items: M/7 and M78.
These itens were part of the transition plan for
t he Comm ssion for the new | egislation.

They are the Unlicensed Uranium
Tail i ngs Managenment Sites, 01-M/7, to which we
expected an oral presentation today, with
recommendati ons for a decision; and Waste

Managenment Areas Owned by the Crown, Historic
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Cont am nated Lands, Landfills and Radi um
| um nescent Devices, M/8 and M78. A.

W th agreement of Menbers, we are
postponing this item W will informby note on
the web site the exact timng for that.

However, in making this decision,
t he Comm ssion is mndful of the requirenments of
t he General Nuclear Safety and Control
Regul ati ons, and we are satisfied in granting a
t wo- nont h extension to the exenptions. W feel
that this is acceptable under the circunstances.

However, we wi sh to have a ful some
di scussi on on that.

We are extendi ng the exenptions
until January 31, 2002. That does not mean t hat
is the length of time it will take for us to
di scuss this item We just want to make sure
there is sufficient extension of the transition
plan to that time.

| apol ogi ze for those of you who
have waited for particular itenms on the agenda.
However, we feel the time and the hour is such
that we will be postponing the neeting.

Thank you very much.

--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:30 p. m
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