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HEARI NG DAY 2
Cameco Corporation: Application for a licence to
operate the MArthur River Operation

The first day of the public
hearing on this application was August 9th. The
public was invited to participate either by oral
presentation or written subm ssion on Hearing Day
Two. Septenber 4th was the deadline set for
filing by intervenors. The Notice of Public
Hearing 2001-H10 was published on June 4, 2001.

Comm ssi on Menbers present for Day
One of the hearing included: M. Graham Dr.
G roux, Dr. Barnes and nyself. Ms MacLachl an was
absent. As Ms MaclLachl an was absent, she will be
participating in the question period today but she
will not be participating in the decision.

Presentati ons were made on Day One
by both the applicant, Cameco Corporation, under
CMD's 01-H21.1, 01-H21.1A and by Comm ssion staff
under CMD 01-H21. | note that the staff of the
Comm ssion will present supplementary information
under Document 01-H21. A.

| would |like, though, to start
with Cameco Corporation. | understand that Canmeco

has not provided supplenmentary information and has
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not requested time to make an oral presentation on
t he McArthur River Operation. But in attendance
to respond to questions as per Rule 18.3 are
representatives of the applicant.

Just to clarify and to confirm
with the applicant that they do not wi sh to make
an oral presentation. |Is that correct?

MR. CHAD: That is correct,
Madam Chai r .

THE CHAI RPERSON: We will then
nmove to the staff, to M. Pereira and it's
outlined in CVD 01-H21. A, the Comm ssion staff
presentation.

M. Pereira.

01-H21. A
Oral presentation by CNSC staff

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

For the record ny name is Ken
Pereira.

The Cameco Corporation has applied
for a uranium m ne operating |licence for the
McArt hur River Operation. The MArthur River

Operation is a new high-grade ore underground
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m ne. CNSC staff has assessed the performance of
the facility as being acceptable. Information on
assessment along with CNSC staff's recomendati on
is docunented in CMD 01-H21. Staff recommended a
28-month termfor this licence.

At the request of the Comm ssion,
suppl emental information has been provided in
CMD 01-H21. A on the general form of Environmental
Monitoring Prograns at uranium m nes. Some of the
specifics of the McArthur River Operation's
Envi ronmental Monitoring Programare provided in
the CMD to denonstrate the principles.

CNSC staff is available to provide
any further clarification the Conm ssion may
require on the basis for our recommendation for
renewal of the licence of the McArthur River
mning facility.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

| will now open the floor for
questions from Comm ssion Menmbers with regards to
t he oral presentation by Conm ssion staff or to
t he applicant. |Is there any question at this
time?

Ms MaclLachl an.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you.
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| would refer to your written
document CMD 01-H21. A and on page 4 under
"Regul atory Limts and Controls." Because of the
publication of the revised metal m ning effluent
regul ations on July 28th, at the point in tinme
that this subm ssion was written, you were only
able to conduct a prelimnary review of the
licence to determ ne whether it required
modi fi cati ons. Have you reached a conclusion yet?

MR. PEREIRA: Our reviewis still
in progress. | will ask M. MCabe to el aborate
on the progress we have made and how far we are
from maki ng further changes.

MR. McCABE: Thanks. Rick McCabe.

Yes, we have compiled -- we have
reviewed the | egislation. W have conpiled sone
coments with regard to that. W have submtted
them and they will be put in through the CNSC back
to Environment Canada i ndicating our position on
some of these.

We do not see a great change.
There is some possibility of changing in toxicity
testing, some radium nunbers, some pH ranges may
change over what we have in our current |icences.

But | indicated at the | ast session that we woul d
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be | ooking at that. Once those regul ations become
promul gated, we will | ook at that and then our
updat e our Appendix Cto our licence to bring it
in compliance with that. But we are not making --
proposi ng any changes at this tinme.
MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you.
THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes.
MEMBER BARNES: Just a question
that is contained in the conclusion, the first
par agraph of the conclusion of the staff report,
to quot e:
"The aquatic biota monitoring
conponent of the program
includes: fish (three sanple
| ocations), sedinment (five
sanpl e |l ocations) and benthic
invertebrates (four sanple
| ocations) which are
collected on a three-year
basis with the most recent
collection in the year 2000."
(As read)
Coul d you comment again as to the
robustness statistically of this [imted amount of

sanpl e |l ocations and al so the appropri ateness of
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collection on a three-year basis?

MR. PEREI RA: Il will invite
Dr. Thompson to provide our comments.

DR. THOMPSON: In review ng the
proposed program what we have done is | ooked at
the -- in the Environmental |npact Statement there
was consi derabl e nodelling done to predict
sedi ment and water concentrati ons downstream from
t he point of release of effluent. So we have
ensured in selecting the nmonitoring stations that
the monitoring stations would be |ocated in the
near-field as well as some further afield fromthe
poi nt of discharge.

The predictions in ternms of
changes in sedinment quality are that sedi ment
quality will change over a | onger period of tinme.
So that having a three-year cycle is sufficient to
detect changes that will be happening slowly over
time.

| n preparing the programthe
licensee did an extensive baseline study where
t hey | ooked at the statistical robustness of the
sampl i ng program and the requirement in the
Environmental Effects Programis for a

statistically significant change in either -- for
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benthic invertebrates it's the number of toxins on
total abundance and in sedinent it's a
statistically significant change relative to a
reference or pre-operational |evels.

So we are confident that the
information will be appropriate given that the
nmost sensitive environmental media will change
over a |longer period of tinme.

In terms of water quality, which
responds more quickly to changes in effluent
quality, for exanple, the Water Monitoring Program
is part of the regular Environmental Monitoring
Program and i s done on a very much nmore frequent
basis. In addition the Environmental Effects
Monitoring Programis designed to be able to
validate essentially that the controls are in
pl ace before the effluent is released and if it
isn't, then the program woul d pick up changes t hat
are not expected so that we could then work back
on the effluent treatment system

The program for the Environmental
Monitoring Programintegrating the Environment al
Ef fects Monitoring Programessentially has
stations that are fromO0.5 kilometres to

9 kilonmetres fromthe point of release. So we do
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have a range of stations both near-field and
further afield.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: Again, just to
come back to clarify it so I understand it
properly.

In the case of fish and benthic
invertebrates, do | understand that you are
sanpling these each once every three years?

DR. THOMPSON: Yes.

MEMBER BARNES: Assum ng t hat
there is a fair degree of variability, natural
variability in any systemlike this, | just don't
under stand how you woul d be able to attribute
effects fromthe m ne operations to something |ike
that without a limted degree of sanpling. And
what ki nd of baseline studies do you have to
determ ne natural variability? Presumably this is
going to be at the same time each year but
separated by three years.

DR. THOMPSON: The program
essentially is based on information fromthe
baseline monitoring program Before the operation
started, there was an extensive baseline

monitoring program |In review ng the
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Environmental | nmpact Statement, the Panel had al so
requested that additional baseline information be
collected. This was done.

The information collected during
t he baseline programwas al so anal yzed
statistically to determ ne the power of the
sanpling program The power is sufficient to
detect the changes that we expect will occur over
time.

The programis also designed to,
in addition to having that baseline information,
there is information fromreference stations that
are matched for the physical characteristics of
the station that are receiving the treated
effluent. So we have both baseline information,
pre-operational information as well as matched
control stations for the operation.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes,
think it mght be suitable to ask the applicant if
they wish to add to that.

MEMBER BARNES: Yes.

MR. W TTRUP: Mark W ttrup.

Again, the natural variability is
generally covered off by having a good set of

reference stations that you can conpare the data
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to. \When you were | ooking at the EEM nmonitoring
data you are | ooking at not only a difference

bet ween t he previous sanpling period, you are al so
| ooki ng at any changes in the reference station.
So theoretically the natural variability is
covered off by making those two compari sons.

| lTost my train of thought. Just
give me a noment, please.

One of the problems with the basin
area is that it's not a very productive
environment in terms of biomass generated per any
unit area that you care to consider. And one of
our concerns which was expressed quite strongly in
t he Panel hearings in the eco risk work that was
done, was that monitoring not be too frequent
because we believed that there was a greater
i mpact on the biota fromthe monitoring than from
t he project em ssions.

For instance, the three-year fish
sanpling was of a sufficient |level that in fact it
was i npacting | akes on its own, and we are afraid
that we will see the sanme effect in any of the
ot her nonitoring prograns.

Now, in Key Lake to address this

i ssue we have gone to the small-bodied fish
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prograns at the three sites. W have also gone to
in Key Lake itself, a catch and rel ease nmonitoring
programwi th tagged fish. | will |eave it at

t hat .

Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Furt her
questions, Dr. Barnes? Further questions?

M . Graham

MEMBER GRAHAM | have to
apol ogi ze because sonetines | get some of these
applications m xed up. But | believe it was this
application on Day One that there had been a
relatively high accident rate with contractors --
is that right -- with regard to this application.

Coul d you maybe update the
Comm ssion as to 2001 how your record is for this
year with regard to accidents?

MR. JARRELL: M. Graham there
has been actually no contractor injuries at any of
the mne sites this year. However, in fairness |
woul d al so point out that there has not been a | ot
of devel opment work at McArthur River either. But
generally it's a clean record this year so far.

MEMBER GRAHAM  The only ot her

guestion | would have then is, and | think |I asked
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it at Day One, union support, | realize they may
not be here but union representative and so on in
support of the application and so on, have you
anything to add to that for your unionized

empl oyees?

MR. JARRELL: | can't really add
anything toit. I'malittle reluctant to talk on
t heir behal f obviously.

MEMBER GRAHAM No. But | mean
t hey have not indicated they wanted to conme and
appear with you or anything. There is no one here
fromthe union today, | guess, that is the first
guesti on.

MR. JARRELL: That is correct.
Yes.

MEMBER GRAHAM  Okay. Thank you.

01- H21. 2/ 01- H21. 2A
Witten subm ssions from Mai si e Shiel

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much.

We will now nmove to the written
subm ssion by Ms. Shiell as outlined in CMD
Documents 01-H21.2 and 01-H21.2A. The floor is

open for comments or questions from Comm ssion
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Members with regards to this witten subm ssion.
Ms MaclLachl an.
MEMBER MacLACHLAN: In the first
paragraph of Mrs. Shiell's intervention, she
st at es:
"The Environnmental Effects
Moni toring Program was not
agreed upon at that time and
now nearly two years |ater,
as | write ..." (As read)
And she writes effective August 17 2001:
"... Is still not agreed upon
| realize these are her words, but
| would |ike a comment fromboth the applicant and
staff as to what this m ght mean. Agreed upon by
whom and it sounds to nme as though the programis
in effect and taking place. |Is there any
background information here as to criteria that
may not have been agreed upon or certain elements
of the program
MR. PEREI RA: | woul d ask
M. McCabe to provide some clarification.
MR. McCABE: Yes, Ms. Shiell is

quite right that the Environmental Effects
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Monitoring Prograns are not in effect yet. Sone
time ago at the Comm ssion hearings we believed
that we could get these Environmental Effects
Monitoring Prograns in place in a relatively short
period of time.

It became clear, once we got into
wor ki ng on the details of these prograns that
t here was much scientific debate to be held over
t he establishment of the trigger |levels, and that
debat e has been going on for a period of tine.

We have over that period of tine
met with Cameco and di scussed these triggers and
have gone through this debate. W have gone
t hrough many interpretations of the Environnment al
Ef fects Monitoring Progranms. We are up to
versions 3 and 4, or 4 and 5, sonething |like that,
for the various sites. That is Key Lake, MArt hur
and Rabbit.

Recently in Septenber, the latter
part of this Septenmber we received the | atest
revisions to the Environmental Effects Monitoring
Programs. Staff just got them so we have only
done a cursory review of the revisions.

Most of the major issues have been

addressed or | guess all of the major issues have
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been addressed. There are sonme housekeepi ng and
format things that we have to have so that this
Environmental Effects Monitoring Programcan be
i ncorporated into the Environmental Monitoring
Program so that the format is correct and those
ki nds of things. W anticipate that this should
be done very shortly. But the programs are not
finalized as yet as we speak.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Ms MaclLachl an, |
believe you asked for the applicant's view as wel |
so over to Cameco.

MR. W TTRUP: Mark W ttrup.

Yes, | guess that is fair to say
t hat the progranms actually were in place fromthe
beginning in the sense that the majority of the
sanpling was there. 1In fact, for MArthur River
the Environmental Effects Monitoring sanmple work
was done in the year 2000 and duly reported in the
2000 Annual Environnmental Report.

But that said, we have had sone
di sagreenments on a scientific basis and we have
been working it out in the cut and thrust of
debate with the staff. | believe that everything
is resolved now and we have revision 4 for both

Key Lake and McArthur River and revision 3 for
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Rabbit Lake and I think that should do it.

Now, with respect to having
separate progranms, we had originally been asked to
roll the Environnmental Effects Monitoring Program
into our Environnmental Monitoring Programfor the
site and personally | was quite reluctant to do
t hat because we haven't seen the ful
ram fications of the metal m ning effluent
regulations. Until we see all of that, | am
somewhat reluctant to bring themtogether in a
uni fi ed program

So as it stands we still have a
separate EEM program and an Envi ronment al
Monitoring Programand | will |eave it at that.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Furt her
guestions?

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Yes. I am
still not clear. | thought this comment referred
specifically to McArthur River and now we are
hearing that it affects the Environmental Effects
Moni t oring Program for three of the m nes.

| had understood from di scussion
during the Rabbit Lake application that there was
a programin place, perhaps that was just sanpling

and the time requirements for reporting. But
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hadn't understood that there hadn't been a
finalization of the program

| guess | need to have a cl earer
pi cture of -- you have probably stated it already
but I may have been in a bit of shock -- about
what it is that has been occurring in the absence
of agreement on specific details of the program
with respect to Environmental Effects Monitoring.

MR. PEREI RA: Thank you.

Il will ask M. McCabe to
el abor ate.

MR. McCABE: | appreciate the
confusi on because of the term nol ogy we have been
using and the frequency we use it in ternms of
envi ronment al monitoring.

What there is in place is an
Environmental Monitoring Program and Environment al
Ef fects Monitoring is a portion of that program
it's the last stage. There is, as indicated, in
the CVMD that we just presented with regard to
McArt hur River, it gives you sonme indication of
the frequency of the sampling that is going on and
each of the m nes has their own program This is
done in conjunction with the Province of

Saskat chewan Environmental Resource Managenent
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Secti on.

These prograns that have been
i mpl emented are revised on an annual basis. The
portion that is not, is that latter portion, the
environmental effects. As M. Wttrup has
i ndi cated, there are portions of it have been
goi ng on but the actual finalization of a program
or a detailed programto our satisfaction isn't in
pl ace.

But there has been portions of
t hi ngs happening with regard to this study as he
has i ndi cated happeni ng ad hoc over a period of
time. But we do not have that final bottomlevel
of monitoring finalized in our docunentation.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Ef fects
Moni toring?

MR. McCABE: Environmental Effects
Monitoring. W do not have that portion
finalized.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | believe the
applicant wi shes to add.

MR. WTTRUP: | think we bring a
little different perspective to it in terms of the
fact that in our opinion the programis up and

runni ng and has been for two years at all the
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sites. We did Key Lake two years ago. We did

McArt hur River |ast year and as we speak --

sorry -- as we speak, Key Lake is being done this
year and Rabbit Lake will be done next year. It's
spread out |largely because of limted availability

of consultants to do the work.

The program has been in place.
What we have been di scussing and have had sonme
di sagreenment about is largely on sonme of the fine
details. The bulk of the program has been there
and I would have said that this |ast revision we
wer e tal king about one per cent of the program
where we are still having some difference in terns
of the trigger values and just some of the fine
technical details with respect to reporting. None
of these effect the actual nonitoring program
itself; nore on howit is reported, when it is
reported and what response nmechanisms are in
pl ace.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Furt her
guestions on Ms. Shiell's subm ssion?

Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: Just rem nd me
agai n, Cameco, if you would, the anticipated

duration of the mne? Life span.
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MR. W TTRUP: MArthur River m ne
currently has a |life of about 20 years.

MEMBER BARNES: Could you address
t he points being raised in page 2 of Ms. Shiell's
| etter which is concerned about why sediment is
not being used as a threshold trigger? Perhaps a
comment from staff.

MR. PEREI RA: I will ask
Dr. Thompson to address the question.

MEMBER BARNES: | was suggesting
t he applicant m ght start and then staff.

MR. W TTRUP: Mark W ttrup.

Under the originally proposed
Environmental Effects Monitoring Program sedi ment
was a trigger. Unfortunately it was being
overlaid on, in sone cases, already inpacted areas
whi ch i mmedi ately set off the triggers or in the
case of McArthur River where some of the sanmples
had natural background which exceeded the
triggers. The next |logical step, the two tier in
effect was to do the benthic invertebrate work.

So what we have done is we have
moved the benthic invertebrate work to the tier
one trigger. So instead of having sedi nents

trigger the work, we are | ooking actually noving
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to the next level which is the popul ation effects.
We feel in the long run that is a better sanpling
met hod regardl ess.

Now, that is not to say that the
sedi ments are not being sanpled, in fact, are
bei ng sanpled coincidentally with the benthic
invertebrates to supply supporting data. 1In the
| atest revision of the Environmental Effects
Monitoring Program there is wording that the
sedi ment data is part of the weight of evidence,
that it be used in interpreting the benthic data
and the other environmental effects monitoring
data com ng out of that particular station. Thank
you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | woul d just
like to note for the record, just to clarify that
we were tal king about, Dr. Barnes, 01-H21.2A
rat her than -- because there were two subm ssi ons.

MEMBER BARNES: ©Oh, |I'msorry.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Just for the
record I want to nmake sure we are on the same page
literally and figuratively.

Any further comments?

MEMBER BARNES: | was inviting

comment fromstaff as well on that.
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THE CHAI RPERSON: Yes.

MR. PEREI RA: I will ask
Dr. Thonmpson to comment.

DR. THOMPSON: My name is Patsy
Thonpson.

Essentially what M. Wttrup just
mentioned is correct. In the frameworks that have
been devel oped by different jurisdictions using
sedi ment chem stry to | ook at their potenti al
i mpacts on benthic invertebrate communities,
normal |y benthic invertebrate comunities are not
sampl ed on a routine basis. The guidelines, the
sedi ment guidelines are normally used as triggers
for environmental effects.

The frameworks are usually
designed that if sediment chem stry is below an
effects value, then you continue monitoring on a
regul ar basis and take no action. |If the sedi ment
chem stry is above what are called | ow-effects
val ues and above natural background, then this
woul d trigger |ooking at benthic invertebrate
communities to determ ne the extent and the
severity of the inpacts.

In the case of Key Lake the

operati on has been going on for 20 years and there
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wer e al ready inmpacted sedi ments and i npacted
benthic invertebrate communities. |In the case of
McArt hur River some of the guidelines are bel ow
nat ural background concentrations. So that would
essentially in that framework move us into the
benthic invertebrate comunity sanmpling and
interpretation of data.

So that is why the informati on has
been -- the program has been redesigned to | ook at
benthic invertebrate communities in conjunction
with sedinment. |If the inmpacts are found to be
significant, then the chem cal information is
t here and the chem cal information would be
conpared to guidelines and this would give us an
i ndi cati on of which contam nants are potentially
causing those effects. Then with additional
toxicity tests or statistical analyses we could
confirmwhich of the contam nants are potentially
causing those effects so that then it can go into
a ri sk management and | ook at options for reducing
t hose em ssi ons.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Giroux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Essentially on the
same topic. Ms. Shiell is quite critical of

staff and of applicants also in her brief and I am
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referring to the sane page here, although this is
a bit more general. She makes allegations. |
woul d Ii ke staff and maybe the applicant to
address two of these.
At the bottom of page 2 referring

to the question of the sedi ment not being a
trigger, a threshold trigger, she says:

"It looks to nme as though the

regul ators have caved in to

t he corporation and have

backed down in order to get

an agreement on the EM

programas if there was a

quid pro quo and that you

woul d have rel axed your

requi rements on site to make

sure you get a program" (As

read)
That is a pretty serious allegation. Could you
comment staff on this and reassure nme that there
is no link between the one and the other decision?

MR. PEREIRA: | guess this point

rel ates somewhat to the comments that Dr. Thonmpson
has made but | will invite her to comment further

on the issue.
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DR. THOMPSON: For McArthur River
when we came in front of the Board two years ago
we had a framework for the programat the time.

We had recomended that sedi ment quality be used
as a trigger to be consistent with other
frameworks that are in use in other jurisdictions.

Through di scussi ons and al so

t hrough | ooking at, | guess in 1999, the end of
1999, we received a docunent from-- it's called
the Pre-M | ling Baseline, a report. |It's a study

t hat was done at Key Lake to | ook at sedi ment and
benthic invertebrate community i nformati on before
mlling of McArthur River.

Some additional baseline work was
al so done at McArthur River to | ook at the
statistical robustness of the sanmpling that was
proposed to be conducted. Taking all that
informati on together as well as the information on
exi sting conditions relative to the existing
gui delines, we came to the conclusion that noving
the triggers for sedinment quality in tier two and
focusing on the benthic invertebrate community
woul d actually give us better information nore
quickly to be able to take action in an

appropri ate manner, | guess, nmore quickly.
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One of the difficulties with using
sedi ment quality as the trigger in tier one, is
t hat there are sediment quality guidelines for a
[imted number of contam nants; nmuch fewer
contam nants than the nunber of contam nants
rel eased through the mll effluent.

The benthic invertebrate
communi ties, as well as other biological
communities are effected by all contam nants
com ng out of the effluent, and focusing on a
sel ect few contam nants for which there are
gui delines may, in fact, lead us to m ss
environmental effects that would be occurring
because we have no guidelines for those
contam nants.

So actually focusing at those
sites on benthic invertebrate community data and
t hen | ooking at the chem cal information fromthe
sedi ment for which we have chem cal data for
contam nants for which there are guidelines as
wel |l as for those that we don't have gui delines
for, then we have a | ot more information that we
can use in subsequent steps in the programto make
deci si ons.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Thank you.
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| think that answers the first
part of my question.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Yes, pl ease go
ahead, Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: The ot her one is
concerning -- starts on page 1, concerning a
meeting that was schedul ed for Septenber 13 and as
she says abruptly cancell ed on September 5 and
al |l egedly, according to her, because risk
assessment was to be discussed without discussion
of risk managenment.

Now, again | would like to know if
there is any basis for this allegation? 1s the
applicant --

MR. W TTRUP: Yes, Mark W ttrup.

Yes, Dr. Giroux, our understanding
the meeting was cancel | ed because of concerns of
Envi ronment Canada over | egal and policy issues
and it was not at the behest of the conpani es at
al | .

THE CHAI RPERSON: Shoul d CNSC
staff reply to that?

MR. PEREIRA: Yes, | will invite
Dr. Thonmpson to el aborate.

DR. THOMPSON: For the PSL 2, the
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Priority Substance List Assessnment of

Radi onucl i des, there was a stakehol der meeting in
December 2000. At that time there was a
comm t ment made by Environment Canada to hold
techni cal workshops in March to deal with the
comments that were of a scientific nature and then
to have anot her stakehol der neeting to deal with
scientific coments but also comments that dealt
wi th policy and process.

The wor kshops were held in March
and then in May, Environment Canada indicated that
t hey woul d be hol ding a stakehol ders meeting in
September to address science policy and process
issues. The neeting was i ndeed cancelled at the
| ast mnute. The nmessage went out about five days
before the meeti ng was schedul ed and essentially
t he reason Environment Canada gave was that they
were not prepared to discuss some of the policy
i ssues for risk managenment.

Essentially if the assessnment
concl udes that the rel eases are toxic, then under
CEPA the next phase is risk management. There was
some indication that stakehol ders wanted ri sk
managenment to be di scussed at that meeting and

t hey were not prepared to do so.
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MEMBER GI ROUX: So there is a
basis for her statenment?

DR. THOMPSON: Yes, Ms. Shiell is
one of the stakehol ders. She had provided
coments during the public coment period. She
had been notified of the meeting. Unfortunately
she had made travel arrangements and had done a
| ot of preparatory work for the meeting and she
found out, |like the rest of us, at the |l ast m nute
t hat the meeting was cancel |l ed.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Has the meeting
been reschedul ed?

DR. THOMPSON: No, it hasn't.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | s your
under st andi ng t hat Environment Canada intends to
reschedul e?

DR. THOMPSON: My understanding is
t hat the nmeeting was postponed and that it will be
reschedul ed.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

Further questions?

Yes, M. Pereira.

MR. PEREI RA: Coul d we comment
further on the first part of Dr. G roux' question

with respect to licensing. This is an issue that
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Ms. Shiell has raised. | will ask M. MCabe to
provi de the additional conmment.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. G roux, do
you agree?

MEMBER GI ROUX: Yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Yes. Thank you.

MR. McCABE: Thanks. Rick McCabe.

| just want to comment on the
statement that Ms. Shiell makes about the
regul ators having caved in.

Some of my staff descri be what we
have been going through with the EEM program as
grinding. This has been a long process. This has
been a hard process but | think that the
di scussi ons have been fruitful. So had we caved
in, this probably would have been done a long tine
ago. It is not done now because we are trying to
get this programto a |level that staff are
satisfied with and that the docunmentation supports
what we think is a reasonabl e program

So | certainly do take exception
to the fact of having caved in. It m ght have
been easier but it's certainly not what happened.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: It is just a
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follow up to that meeting that was cancel |l ed.

s it your understanding that when
the meeting is rescheduled there will be an
opportunity to consider risk management or that
the meeting will be restricted to risk assessnment ?

MR. PEREIRA: Dr. Thonpson.

DR. THOMPSON: The meeting is
intended to address all, | think, the 48 public
comments that came in during the public comment
period. Several of those coments fromindustry
dealt with risk management and ot her policy
issues. The intent is to, under CEPA Environnment
Canada has devel oped a ri sk management process to
deal with substances that are found to be toxic.
Certainly the intent is to discuss risk management
for radionuclides should they be al so decl ared
t oxi c.

MEMBER BARNES: |'m sorry. \Why
was it that they found it necessary to postpone it
t hen?

DR. THOMPSON: |'m uncl ear about
what details remain to be worked out. It was a
deci sion that was made internally at Environment
Canada. | was only informed of the deci sion.

VEMBER BARNES: | assune there is
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no one in the audience from Environment Canada who
could assist in this?

THE CHAI RPERSON: |s there anyone
in the audi ence from Environment Canada?

It appears not, Dr. Barnes.

Are there any further questions?

Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Yes, | think I
would like a further clarification on this same
t opi c.

Ms. Shiell wites that the reason
for the cancellation given to her on the phone
fromOttawa and fromthe Saskatoon office, |
presume this is our office, the reason was that
t he M ning Associ ation had objected to the risk
management not being under consideration.

Am | interpreting correctly that
she is referring to CNSC offices in Ottawa and
Saskat oon and woul d that answer have been given by
us, by staff?

MR. PEREI RA: I will ask
M. M Cabe to comment about the Saskatoon office
duti es.

MR. McCABE: Thanks. Rick McCabe.

| spoke to Ms. Shiell the day she
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received that notification. She was contacted by
Envi ronment Canada, not by the CNSC with regard to
the cancell ation of that nmeeting. [t was not CNSC
staff. She just uses us as the contact and the
conduit and our office but we did not make that
notification.

In fact, we were surprised. | had
a member of my staff slated to go to that and she
was the one who informed me that the neeting had
been cancelled. So it was not through us.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes.

MEMBER BARNES: But | think the
sentence here is not referring to the notice of
cancel l ation but the reason for the cancell ation.
So she is inplying that the reason given by CNSC
was that it was the M ning Association, which you
are denying that.

MR. PEREI RA: I will ask
Dr. Thonpson to comment on the reason.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Per haps | coul d
just clarify. M understandi ng of what Dr. Barnes
is asking is that the inmplication in 01-H21.2A by
Ms Shiell is that it was given orally on the phone
fromOttawa and in the Saskatoon Office and it was

not just the cancellation notice but the reasons.
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So was the reason -- those reasons
given to Ms. Shiell by the Saskatoon Office or
was that from Environment Canada? That is the
guesti on.

MR. PEREI RA: I will ask
M. McCabe on that.

MR. McCABE: There was no reason
given to Ms. Shiell for the cancell ation because
we were equally surprised to hear about the
cancellation. As | indicated, she was the one who
told me that the nmeeting was cancell ed and then |
had to check with others to see that it had been.
We have never been given an official reason why it
was cancell ed and we certainly did not provide her
with a reason.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. Barnes, does
answer the question?

MEMBER BARNES: Yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Graham

MEMBER GRAHAM  Yes, | wasn't
going to enter into this because |I thought it was
wel |l covered but just for clarification, did
Envi ronment Canada ever call you -- call the
Saskatoon Office to advise themthat the neeting

had been cancel |l ed?
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MR. McCABE: No, Environnent
Canada never called us. | would assune if they
were contacting CNSC staff, it would be done
t hrough the Ottawa staff. It wouldn't have been
t hrough us. We just heard and we just checked and
found out the nmeeting was cancelled so we
certainly stopped our participant fromgoing to
t he sessi on.

MEMBER GRAHAM  All |I'm wondering
is, is that Ms. Shiell seenms to have been given
her indication, I amjust wondering did anybody in
CNSC staff have any conmmuni cation with Environment
Canada on this?

MR. PEREIRA: Our | ead staff
menmber in the PSL 2 discussions is Dr. Thonpson.
So if anyone would have heard first, it probably
woul d have been Dr. Thompson. But | will |et her
speak for herself.

THE CHAI RPERSON: And this will be
the |l ast comment on this question. W have no
person here from Environment Canada and | don't
think this line of questioning is terribly
hel pf ul .

Dr. Thonpson.

DR. THOMPSON: Environment Canada
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have a list of stakehol ders and all the

st akehol ders were sent an e-mail the Thursday of

t he week before the meeting. So essentially al

st akehol ders received the same e-mail stating that
the meeting was post poned because Environment
Canada needed tinme to essentially get information
t oget her to properly discuss risk management and

ot her policy issues.

01-H21.3
Witten subm ssion fromWR. Adanson

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much, Dr. Thonmpson.

We will now nmove to the written
subm ssion by WR. Adanmson which is outlined in
Document H-21.3. The floor is now open for
questions fromthe Comm ssion with regard to this
written subm ssion.

No questions or comments?

Thank you very much.

This conmpl etes the record for the
public hearing on the matter of the application by
Cameco Corporation for a licence to operate the
McArt hur River Operation. The Conmm ssion wil

deli berate and will publish it's decision in due
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course. The decision will be posted on the CNSC

web site as well as distributed to participants.
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