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Ottawa, Ontario
--- Upon resum ng on Thursday, June 27, 2002
at 3:15 p. m

02- MO
Openi ng Remar ks

THE CHAI RPERSON: Ladi es and
gentl emen, could | ask you to please take your
seats.

MR. LEBLANC: Good afternoon,
| adi es and gentlemen. Welcome to today's neeting
of the Canadi an Nucl ear Safety Comm ssion.

Mon nom est Marc Leblanc. Je suis
secrétaire de la Conm ssion et j'aimerais aborder
certains aspects touchant |e déroul enent de |a
réuni on.

There is simultaneous
interpretation to facilitate communications in
both official |anguages. I f you woul d, please
keep the pace of speech relatively slow so that
transl ators have a chance of keeping up and hence
communi cating to everyone.

Des appareils de traduction sont
di sponi bles a la réception. Les versions angl aise

et francai se sont respectivement aux postes 7
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et 8. Les transcriptions devraient étre
di sponi bl es sur le site web de |la Comm ssion dés
| a semai ne prochai ne.

To aid those transcripts and make
t hem as meani ngful as possible we would ask
everybody to identify thenselves clearly before
speaking so that the transcripts are as conplete
and cl ear as possible.

La réunion de |la Comm ssion est
enregi strée et transcrite textuellement. La
transcription se fait dans |'une ou |"autre des
| angues officielles conpte tenu de |a |angue
utilisée par le participant a la réunion.

Pl ease silence your cell phones.

Madame Keen, présidente et
prem ére dirigeante de | a Conm ssion, va présider
la réunion d' aujourd' hui.

Madame Keen.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Good afternoon
and wel come to the meeting of the Canadi an Nucl ear
Safety Comm ssi on.

| would like to introduce the
menmbers of the Comm ssion that are with us today.
On my right is Ms MacLachlan; on ny left are

Dr. G roux and M. Graham
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In addition to M. Leblanc, the
Secretary of the Comm ssion, Ms Irene Gendron is
with us, the Legal Counsel to the Conm ssion.

| would like to rem nd you that
the Comm ssion is still on enhanced security
status, as are many of the facilities which we
regul ate, and as such |I will as appropriate take
measures to ensure that security matters of a
sensitive nature are not discussed in public. W
will, if necessary, nmove in camera at any time for
di scussions on security matters.

| would like to start by calling
for the adoption of the agenda as noted in
CMD Document 02-M41.B. | would Iike to ask the
Secretary of the Comm ssion to read the |ist of
suppl ementary docunments that have been added to
t he agenda since its publication on June 12.

M. Lebl anc.

M LEBLANC: Mer ci .

Three CMDs were added to the
agenda after publication on June 12:
CMD 02-MWM3. A, Significant Devel opment Report
No. 2002-5, supplementary information filed by
CNSC staff; CMD 02-MWM44. A, Status Report on Power

Reactors, supplementary information filed by CNSC
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staff; CWVMD 02- MA9. A, Nucl ear Security: Review of
CNSC Order 01-1, supplementary information fil ed
by CNSC staff.

02- w41/ 02-MW1. A/02-M41. B
Adopti on of Agenda

THE CHAI RPERSON: W th the reading
in of those supplementary CMD docunents, may |
have the agreement of the Comm ssion Menmbers on
t he adoption of the agenda?

For the record, there is

agreement .

02- 42
Approval of M nutes of Comm ssion Meeting Held
May 22 and 23, 2002

THE CHAI RPERSON: Il will now call
for the approval of the m nutes of the Comm ssion
meeting held May 22 and 23, 2002. The m nutes are
outlined in document CMD 02-M42. Are there any
comments, additions or deletions that the
Comm ssi on Members wi sh to make to the draft
m nut es?

We have approval. Approved.
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02- M43/ 02- M43. A
Significant Devel opment Report No. 2002-5

THE CHAI RPERSON: The next item on
t he agenda is the Significant Devel opment Report
No. 2002-5 as outlined in documents CMD 02- M43 and
CMD 02-M43.A. | would like to call upon the
Director General, Directorate of Nuclear Cycle and
Facilities Regulations to begin the report.

Ms Mal oney.

MS MALONEY: Good afternoon,

Madam President. | am Cait Mal oney, Director
General of the Directorate of Nuclear Cycle and
Facilities Regul ation.

We have no supplementary
information to that which is before you on the
McArt hur River operation raise borer issue. W
are available to answer questions on that.

| will also note that the licensee
is avail able and has indicated they will respond
to questions as well.

We had invited Saskatchewan Labour
to participate in this. Unfortunately, they were
not able to do so.

At this time | would al so ask that

after we have dealt with that issue, M. MCabe
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woul d i ke to update you on the forest fire
situation at MArt hur.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Per haps | just
should read into the record that the Significant
Devel opment Report, 2002-5, is titled "CAMECO
Cor poration: Repeated Failures of the Raise Borer
Drill Strings at McArthur River Operation". That
is for the record.

Are there any questions from
Comm ssi on Menmbers with regard to this report?

Dr. Giroux?

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Yes. Do we have
somebody from CAMECO here? Yes, maybe you woul d
be the one to answer. | have just one or two
technical questions to help ny understandi ng of
what happened.

The question is: what is the node
of separation between the head of the reamer and
the rods? |Is that a thread failure? Could you
explain that?

MR. JARELL: Yes, | could. I
t hink our current thinking is that this is a
fatigue failure. It occurs at threaded joints,
close to the reanmer head. It is brought on we

t hink by sort of off-centric |oading on the reanmer
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head.

| have a number of slides here
t hat could sort of walk you through, just to give
you some sense of just what the issue here is, if
you care to see those.

THE CHAI RPERSON: M. Jarrel,
woul d you m nd identifying yourself for the
record, please.

MR. JARREL: My apol ogi es. I am
John Jarrel, Vice-President, Environnmental Safety
f or CAMECO Cor porati on.

So with your indulgence, | could
just go through a few slides here and just give
you a bit of a sense on this or a little briefing,
if you so desire.

This first slide shows basically
the raised formt. Let me just go back a couple
here.

The first thing we do is we drill

a pilot hole fromthe upper chamber down to the

| ower chamber. The next step of course is the
actual raised boring. You may recall, you have
seen this sort of pictorial I think during the

relicensing about six nmonths ago.

Anyway, we ream up through waste
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rock first and then the ore. \When we reach the
ore then we drop the reamer head back down to the
| ower | evel.

The next step in this process is
to put in a high strength concrete plug at the
bottom and then finally to fill the void with
| ower strength concrete fromthe top.

This picture shows the upper
| evel .  You can see the freeze holes and in the
background there you can see this actual drill

Here is a close-up picture of the
drill again fromthe top level. This next picture
here, | think what is inmportant here is to | ook at
-- in the foreground here is the actual drill
rods. These drill rods are about 11 inches in
di ameter. They wei gh about 1,200 pounds a piece.
They have a centre hole in the mddle of them

What we do is we attach the reamer
head at the bottom using these drill rods. W
just progressively add to these up to |I think a
maxi mum dept h of about 120 nmetres. These are
about five feet |ong each.

This is a picture of a reamer
head. There are two types we use. There is one

that is an eight foot reamer head. The other one
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is 10 feet. This shows the 10 foot reanmer. You
can see the various cutter heads on the device.
In the centre is the stem

One of the primary failure points
on this thing is on that stemright at the top of
the thing, the threaded joint up there.

Here is another picture, just
anot her close up of one of these reamer heads
before it is put onto the drill string.

This picture here shows the actual
process of putting the reamer head onto the drill.
What we have is we put this thing in a scooptram
bucket and then we are just basically torquing
this on to the drill string before we start the
rai sed boring.

You have probably seen this
pi cture before when we considered relicensing | ast
year. This is a picture of the ore collection
chute and the scoop tram underneath it to coll ect
the ore. \What we do is we basically mne for
upwards of typically about 30 centinmetres and then
stop the process when the bucket is full of ore.

Here is a picture again at the
bottom of the thing with the scoop tram renmpved.

You will notice there is quite a bit of styrofoam
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up top just to provide a seal at the top of the --
sort of at the raise there.
Of course the whole process is one

of renmote scoop trapping, as we have nenti oned

bef ore.

This shows a picture of sort of
the strategy of drilling. What we are currently
drilling is right in this area here. This will be

about row 20. You can see that the enphasis
obviously is to overlap these holes to sonme
extent. We believe that is part of the issue with
t he reamer head failures as well.

Here is a picture of a failure.
What you see here is a reamer head that has
fallen. You can see that some of the stemis
still attached to the thing. You see that it has
sat down on this ore collection chute and actually
di sl odged it and can crush the legs on it
somewhat .

Here is another picture of the
same one just taken froma slightly different
angle just to give you sort of a sense of the
i ssue that we have here.

As the significant devel opment

report indicates, there has been 18, | think there
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is 19 now, of these incidents that have occurred.
It is a fairly frequent event, and certainly this
is one that is getting sonme priority obviously
froma m ne engineering perspective to try to
reduce that frequency.

Basically, what this diagram shows

is the location of the failures. It is basically
at the threaded joints, as | indicated, basically
right here where sort of the stem if you will, of
t he raised bore attaches to the drill string.

There is what is called a
stabilizer section, which is the first section of
pi pe here. This is basically a rib section. This
also had quite a few failures here.

Over the |l ast couple of years, we
have actually had a couple where we have actually
unscrewed these things. You can imagine a hundred
metre of drill steel. If you torque the thing up
it acts as a bit of a torsion bar and if the thing
lets go it can actually unwind the threads, which
has happened on a couple of occasions.

These things are torqued up to
about 150, 000 foot pounds, so this is no sort of
trivial force here.

I n any event, here is just another
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cl ose up of one of these raised bores. You can
see there is a series of cutterheads. One of the
i ssues when | talk about off-centric |oading is
the fact that if you |l ose sone of these
cutterheads obviously the thing | oses bal ance and
puts extra forces on those threaded connecti ons,
particularly the ones that are closest to the
reamer head because that is the ones that see the
nmost force.

The other sources of off-centric
| oading are in the process of what they cal
sunping in the reamer head. This is where you
first start. You can imagine that if you have a
hole that is on sort of a 60 per cent dip, when
you first start to cut it of course you get some
pretty strong, dynam c forces on this thing.

| think the third reason we see
this sort of dynam c | oading is the obvious
difference in strength between the quartzite and
the sort of soft concrete below the ore and the
difference between sort of this mud-like ore and
t he concrete above. So there is a fair number of
dynam c forces on this thing which all sort of
focus on these threaded joints.

Here is a picture of some of the
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failures. You can just sort of get a sense of
this thing. Wat it is doing is just basically
shearing this 11-inch drill's stabilizer.

You can see here is another one
where it has actually sheared off right inside the
t hr eads.

Here is another one. What | would
point out to you is this whole in the m ddle,
which is instrumental here in a couple of slides.

Finally, here is just another one
again showi ng just sort of the -- all of these
failures seemto occur right at these threaded
j oi nts.

My final slide here is what we
have tried to do to try to control this a little
bit better in the interimis to put in what we
call a reamer catcher, which is essentially a
1/ 4-inch diameter steel rod which goes up through
that centre hole and just sort of anchor bolts the
thing so that if the joint fails it will actually
catch this reamer so that it doesn't sort of cone
down all of a sudden.

We are one for one using this
device so this is pretty formative.

| think the significant
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devel opnment report indicates some of the things we
have done. We have other plans. Obviously this
is sort of an ongoing effort to try to reduce the
frequency of these failures. W can discuss that
if you would like, but I think that is just sort
of a snapshot of the issue here.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Does that answer
your questions? Good.

Any further questions?
M. Grahant

MEMBER GRAHAM My question is:
t here has been no accident or no bodily harmto
anybody yet, hopefully, has there?

MR. JARREL: No, there hasn't.
There are really sort of three issues here. There
is obviously the conventional safety issue of
t hese things dropping. There is also the issue of
course of rock com ng down out of an open hole.

There is what | call sort of the
conventional or chronic radiation exposure, which
is the amount of time you spend in proximty to
t he ore.

Then the third issue we are trying
to deal with obviously is just what | would cal

acute or accident-type radiation protection, which
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is you don't want people collecting doses from
radon, so that is why we have this ventilation
system and so on.

The only accident that has
occurred this year on ream ng actually occurred
when we were putting a backfill gantry in and a
rock came down the hole, m ssed the backfil
gantry because it was slightly out of place, and
it rolled and broke someone's ankle. That was the
only issue we have had but that is not related to
a reamer failure.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Ms MacLachl an?

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you.

Do | understand that you are still
carrying on with operations. You are still
operating reamers, a reamer.

MR. JARREL: Yes, this the m ning
met hod for this what we call zone two or the main
area of the ore.

What we are trying to do obviously
is reduce the frequency of these reamer failures,
but I would stress that the key point of this
thing is just to keep people out of harm s way.
That is why one of the great advantages obviously

of remote mning is the fact that you keep people
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30 to 50 metres away from the activity when you
are actually m ning.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: How many
reamers do you have on site?

MR. JARREL: We have five drills
and | don't really know the total number of --
there is obviously at |least five reamer heads. I
think there is nore because we have kind of gone
t hrough a process of obviously -- that is one of
the key points is: is one reamer better than the
other? There are sort of two main suppliers we

have and we have kind of changed some of these

t hi ngs out. We have some that are eight foot,
some are ten foot, but |I can't -- it is obviously
nmore than five but I don't know the total number.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Have t he
reamer heads incurred any damage or is the damage
all to the pipes?

MR JARREL: When they come down
they seemto be m ssing sonme of the cutter heads,
t hese tungsten-carbide bits on the thing. W are
not certain obviously whether the failures occur
whi ch sort of precipitate this off-centric
| oadi ng, whether that is part of the problem or

whet her they fall off on the way down. It is
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not cl ear.

What we obvi ously are doing, we
hired a position called raise bore foreman just to
try to start tracking this. Obviously the more we
can | earn about these things -- for exanple, we
want to know when we find individual cutterheads
in the grizzly we want to know about that, so we
are trying to track this thing down.

We do find occasionally
cutterheads m ssing as well as having to repl ace
the stem

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: I notice in
CMD 02- MWM3. A that staff was expecting an
application for a change to the licence by the end
of June. This is June 27. I's an application
still anticipated for the --

MR. JARREL: The plan was to file
it this week, but a little forest fire got in our
way | think so it is probably next week.

What we would like to try is we
think we can -- what we would like to do is get
rid of the ore collection chute, at |east on a
trial basis, and actually put the ore directly
onto the floor and then pick it up on a scoop

tram The advantage of that fromthis perspective
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is the fact that | think we could probably reduce
t he nunber of times we have to stop and start,

whi ch again |I think adds extra force on this
reamer head.

But the main driver for trying a
test without the ore collection chute is to try to
reduce the chronic radiation exposure. Part of
this subm ssion is we will make the case hopefully
t hat we can actually reduce the chronic radiation
exposure by our estimte upwards of 45 per cent if
we actually got rid of the ore collection chute.

Time will tell. Obviously our
cal cul ati ons have to be evaluated by the staff but
we think that this is worth [ooking at fromthe
perspective of just reducing chronic radiation
exposure.

You may recall that during the
relicensing we indicated that we wanted to focus
on the radiation exposure of some of the nost
hi ghly exposed workforce, that is, these raised
bore operators, and this is part of that
initiative.

MEMBER MacLACHLAN: Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: In order to

ensure the transparency of the Conm ssion, | would
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li ke CAMECO to provide, if you would agree to, a
copy of the slides and we would assign these a CMD
number. The suggestion is CMD 02- MA3. Al for those
who may wi sh to access this at sonme point.

Thank you very nuch.

We now will nove to the next --
oh, yes, the forest fire report. Sorry. Thank
you. The forest fire report.

MR. McCABE: Thank you.

Ri ck McCabe, Director, Uranium
M nes and Lands Eval uation division. W would
just like to update the Conmm ssion on the forest
fire in close proximty to McArthur River.

Yest erday nmorning we received
notification that there was a fire in the area,
that the mne site visibility was getting poor,
the airport had been shut down and that the only
means of noving out of there was via the road
bet ween McArthur River and Key Lake.

We have had about two updates
since that time. Yesterday norning a Saskatchewan
environment and conservation officer arrived on
site to take charge of directing the fire
fighting. They were inmplementing nore fire breaks

in close proximty around the mne site and
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protecting key areas.

They evacuated 110 enpl oyees to
Key Lake, which is some 80 kilonmetres from
McArt hur to Key by road, and they kept
approximately 60 people on site to do the work
t hat was necessary to keep the plant operating and
to continue with doing the fire breaks, wetting
down areas and things of that nature to protect
the facility.

3:35 P. M

As of this morning and this
afternoon, | ast night the fire slowed down in its
progress. It had been progressing toward the
site, but it slowed down in its progress and
condi tions had gotten better. | guess the w nd
had di ed down and it did not progress a |ot.

They are setting up equi pment to
provide fire protection of the buildings, et
cetera, if required. But as | understand just
prior to this meeting, the most recent update is
that the airport will be reopened and staff wil
be going back in there because the fire has
sl owed. | just wanted you to be aware of that.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very

much.
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We will now nmove to Item No. 5,
St atus Report on Power Reactors, as noted in CMD
documents 02- V@4 and 02- M44. A and call upon an

oral presentation fromstaff. M. Blyth.

02- M4/ 02- v44. A
St at us Report on Power Reactors

MR. BLYTH: Thank you very nmuch.
For the record, my name is Jim Blyth.

| will briefly go over the key
points in the status report. The unit that was
shut down at Pickering to inspect the turbine
generator spindle has been returned to service.
The spindle that was removed did not show any
evi dence of cracking and plans are in place to
i nspect other turbine spindles and OPG has not yet
determ ned the root cause of the cracked bl ades.

NB Power presented information on
their restructuring, so | do not propose to speak
to that.

In the addendum this 44.A, the
SLAR incident at Bruce B where both the pressure
tube and the calandria tube were breached during
t he course of relocating garter springs in the

fuel channels, Bruce Power is now proceeding with
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repairs. We do not have a | ot of additional
information on that at this tinme.

Staff has contacted Bruce Power to
solicit assurances that there were not any
mal functions with the SLAR tool that may have
damaged the ot her fuel channel that were being put
t hrough this process during the outage. The unit
will not restart until we have that assurance.

There are staff from Bruce Power
and OPG in the roomas well, | believe, if the
Comm ssi on menmbers have any questions.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much.

Are there any questions or
comments from the Comm ssion menmbers with regard
to the staff?

Thank you very nmuch, M. Blyth.

We will now then nmove to the
St atus Report on Atom c Energy of Canada Limted:
Approval to Restart Comm ssioning of the MAPLE 1
and 2 Reactors. As noted, CVMD document 02- M45.
We will turn to the oral presentation by CNSC

staff and Mrs. Mal oney.
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02- VA5
Status Report on Atom c Energy of Canada Limted:
Approval to Restart Comm ssioning of the MAPLE 1
and 2 Reactors

MS MALONEY: Thank you, Madam
Chai r.

| am Cait Mal oney, Director
General of the Directorate of Nuclear Cycle and
Facilities Regulation. Wth me today are M.
Barcl ay Howden, Director of the Research
Facilities Division and M. Bruce Pearson, Project
Officer for the MAPLE reactors.

At the December 13, 2001
Comm ssion hearing on the MAPLE reactors the
Comm ssion directed staff to provide a status
report on licensing prerequisites and progress to
date at each regularly schedul ed Comm ssi on
meeting until staff had authorized resunption of
comm ssioning at MAPLE 1 and fuel | oading at MAPLE
2. The authority to make this authorization was
granted to CNSC staff by the Comm ssion at that
heari ng.

The CMD in front of you
constitutes the fourth status report. | will now

turn the presentation to M. Pearson who will
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provide you with an update on progress since the
CMD was subm tted.

MR. PEARSON: Thank you.

Madam Chair and menmbers of the
Comm ssion, for the record, my name is Bruce
Pearson, Project Officer for the MAPLE reactors.
CMD 02-M45 is the fourth report to the Comm ssion
on the status of the prerequisites identified
during the December 2001 hearing. | do not intend
to address any of the issues reported in the CMD.
However, | would like to report that all issues
are progressing as planned, with only m nor del ays
bei ng experienced in a few areas. W consider a
m nor delay to be two weeks or |ess.

Since the | ast status report, AECL
has made satisfactory progress in neeting the
prerequi sites established for restart of the MAPLE
1 reactor and for |oading fuel into the MAPLE 2.
CNSC staff will provide a further update on
progress at the Septenmber 2002 Comm ssion neeting.

That concludes ny presentation.
Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | woul d just
like to ask M. Labrie from AECL if he could

approach the m crophone. | just wanted to ask if
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he has had an opportunity to review this report
and if he has any conments on it?

MR. LABRIE: | have reviewed the
CMD and it is true that there has been sone
slippage, both in the review of our subm ssions
and ourselves in conpleting some of the work
related to meeting the prerequisites.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Are there any
questions from Conm ssion nenbers with regard to
this status report?

Dr. Giroux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Just one question
to staff, in your report under 2.3 you are
di scussing control absorber rods and you are
di scussing problems with stepper notor and saying
that this will not affect the safety and
reliability, but will affect the operational
reliability. Does that mean that the rods wil
continue falling down and with other problens and
the stepper motor is to raise the rods after they
have gone down? Am | interpreting this correctly?
| f not, please correct.

MR. PEARSON: For the record, ny
name i s Bruce Pearson, Project Officer for the

MAPLE r eactors.
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Yes, the stepper nmotors -- the
control absorber rods have two functions; one is
part of the reactor regulating system and the
other is part of safety system two.

The stepper motors are used in the
reactor regulating system function to raise and
| ower the rods, but the safety system action is
i ndependent of the stepper motors. The control
absorber rods fall into the core under gravity on
the rel ease of the magnetic clutch.

So the problemwith the stepper
motors is tied to more operational considerations
t han safety.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: And these are
probl ems that you expect to be solved at sone time
during comm ssi oni ng?

MR. PEARSON: Yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Ot her questions?

Then we will nmove to Item 5. 3,
Status Report on Atom c Energy of Canada Limted:
Approval to Commence Active Comm ssioning of the
New Processing Facility, 02-M46. Again | will
turn to the oral presentation by CNSC staff and

Ms. Mal oney.
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02- VA6
Status Report on Atom c Energy of Canada Limted:
Approval to Commence Active Comm ssioning of the
New Processing Facility

MS MALONEY: Thank you, Madam
Chai r.

| am Cait Mal oney, Director
General of the Directorate of Nuclear Cycle and
Facilities Regulation. Wth me today are M.
Barcl ay Howden, Director of the Research
Facilities Division and M. Stephen Cook, Project
Officer for the New Processing Facility.

At the December 13, 2001
Comm ssi on hearing on new processing facility the
Comm ssion directed staff to provide a status
report on licensing prerequisites and progress to
date of each regularly schedul ed Comm ssion
meeting until CNSC staff had authorized
commencenment of active comm ssioning of the new
processing facility. The authority to make this
aut hori zation was granted to CNSC staff by the
Comm ssi on at that hearing.

The CMD before you constitutes the
fourth status report and I will now turn the

presentation over to M. Cook who will provide you
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with an update on progress since the CMD was
prepared.

MR. COOK: Madam Chair, menbers of
the Comm ssion, my name is Steve Cook. | am
Project Officer for the New Processing Facility.
The following is an update of the status of
prerequisites since CVMD 02-MM46 was fil ed.

On June 14, 2002, AECL submtted
t he Phase A Comm ssioning Conpletion Assurance of
NPF.

CNSC staff have initiated their
review and schedul ed compl etion for June 28, 2002.

Al'l other issues are progressing
as planned with only m nor del ays being
experienced in a few areas. W consider a m nor
delay to be two weeks or |ess.

Since the | ast status report, AECL
has continued to make sati sfactory progress
t owards conpletion of the prerequisites to
commence active comm ssioning of the New
Processing Facility.

CNSC staff will provide an update
on progress on the remaining items at the
September 2002 Conmm ssion neeting. Thank you.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.
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The same question to M. Labrie
with regards to AECL's know edge of this report
and do you have any comments?

MR. LABRIE: | have reviewed the
report and it is true that there has been some
slippage in some of the reviews. AECL has
requested fromthe CNSC staff the authorization to
start the active comm ssioning in the new
processing facility because we believe that we had
conpl eted several of -- well, the prerequisites.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Comments, Ms
Mal oney, on that?

MS MALONEY: Staff is review ng
the requests that we have just received from AECL
and we will update you at the next meeting.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much to all of you.

We will now nove to the
| nformati on Reports portion of the meeting. W
will turn to Item 6.1 which is the Cancer and
General Mortality in Port Hope Study, 1956 to 1997
as contained in CVD document 02-M47. | will turn

it over to M. Blyth and his staff.
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02- W7
Cancer and General Mortality in Port Hope,
1956- 1997

MR. BLYTH: Good afternoon.

Again, for the record, nmy name is Jim Blyth. | am
the Director General of Power Reactor Regul ation,
but | also have the privilege of working with the
CNSC' s experts on radiation protection. W are
here today to present for your information a study
sponsored by the CNSC staff and carried out by
Health Canada on our behalf, concerning general
nmortality and cancer mortality in the Town of Port
Hope for the period from 1956 to 1997.

Wth me today is M. Rod Utting,
the Director of Radiation Protection and
Environmental Conpliance Division; and Ms Rachel
Lane who is the CNSC epidem ol ogi st and a menber
of M. Utting's division; also M. Robert Semenciw
of Heal th Canada who | believe was the principal
aut hor of this report.

Wth that | would now |ike to ask
Ms Lane to present the report. Thank you very

much.
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Oral Presentation by CNSC staff

MS LANE: Good afternoon, Madam
Presi dent and Comm ssion menmbers. | am Rache
Lane, CNSC s epidem ologist. | amthe project
manager for the project, Cancer and Gener al
Mortality in Port Hope, 1956 to 1997.

As an overview of today's
presentation | will be discussing the follow ng
for your information: as a general background
some residents of Port Hope have expressed concern
about possible adverse health effects in Port Hope
as a result of radium and uranium processing
industries in the town since the 1930s and the
| ocal disposal of radioactive and heavy net al
wastes in the town.

Numer ous studi es have taken pl ace
in Port Hope to study both the levels of
contam nation in the town and the health status of
the community. Recently, the CNSC rel eased a
cancer incidence study on Port Hope in August
2000. Overall the cancer incidence in Port Hope
was no different fromthe rest of Ontario,
al though some increases and decreases occurred
when exam ned by cancer type, tinme period and sex.

The objectives of the current
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study are to, nunber one, extend the cancer
mortality analysis to an earlier time period, from
1956 to 1997, which is 42 years of nmortality.

Second, to exam ne results of
cancer and all other major causes of death.

Third, to compare the cancer
mortality results with the previous cancer
i nci dent study.

This and the cancer incident
report descriptive studies, this type of study
studi es the amount and distribution of disease
within a popul ati on by person, place and tinme.
Thus the current studies are designed to answer
the question are there nore or |ess cancers in
Port Hope than what one woul d expect based on the
age and sex of the people who live there.

The materials and met hods are
standard and directly related to the main
obj ective which is to conpare the mortality in
Port Hope with that of the entire Province of
Ontario. These are not analytic studies.
Anal ytic studies study the determ nates of disease
or reasons for relatively high or |ow frequency of
di sease in specific groups. These type of studies

woul d attenpt to answer the question what factors
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are linked or associated with the risk of a
di sease.

The study was conducted by Health
Canada scientists as part of a mandate for
nati onal disease surveillance. The researchers
who conducted the study are internationally
recogni zed for their |eadership in cancer
surveillance. The study was peer reviewed for
scientific merit by three internationally
respected i ndependent university based
epi dem ol ogi sts. They all deemed the study to be
scientifically sound.

The main results of the study are,
nunmber one, there was no overall evidence of
increased cancer nortality in Port Hope from 1956
to 1997. There were 836 cancer deaths observed in
Port Hope conpared to 845 expected based on
Ontario rates.

Nunmber two, there was no evidence
of excess nortality for cancers known to be
associ ated with radiati on exposure. There is no
increased nmortality from | eukaem a, breast cancer
or lung cancer or childhood | eukaem a in
particular. These findings on the whole are

consistent with the cancer incidence report.
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However, there was a consistently
increased nortality fromcirculatory di seases.
From 1956 to 1997 there were 2,301 circul atory
di sease deat hs observed in Port Hope, which was an
increase of 15 per cent fromthe 2,000 deaths
expected based on Ontario rates.

El evated nortality included
coronary heart disease, stroke and di seases of the
arteries. Elevated circulatory disease nortality
was al so noted in the |arger Northunberl and
County, so it was not unique to Port Hope.

Number five, there were some
increases and decreases in nmortality when data
were divided into finding units by time period and
sex. There were significantly higher nortality
for pneumonia, cirrhosis of the liver and of brain
cancer.

For pneunoni a, both men and wonmen
had significantly higher nmortality for the whole
time period. Men had significantly higher
nmortality fromcirrhosis in one time period and
women had higher mortality for brain cancer for
one time period.

There are also a few di seases that

had significantly |lower mortality than what woul d
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be expected. Diabetes and Al zhei mer's disease for
both men and women for the whole time period had
| ower mortality than what woul d be expected.

I n conclusion, there was no
overall evidence of increased mortality in Port
Hope. The overall pattern of cancer incidence and
mortality in Port Hope was conparable to that of
the rest of Ontario. These findings are
consistent with existing know edge of those
response relationships of radiation risk.

Finally, there were significantly
increased circul atory disease nortality in Port
Hope t hroughout the 42-year period studied.

Ci garette smoking, high blood pressure, high fat
di et and | ack of exercise are the main risk
factors for circulatory disease. It is unlikely
the increased rates are a result of the town's
industrial activities, especially since results
were not specific to Port Hope.

Thank you.

MR. BLYTH: Thank you very nmuch,
Ms Lane.

CNSC staff and our coll eagues from
Heal th Canada are avail able to answer any

gquestions that the Comm ssion Members m ght have.
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THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you very
much. We will open the floor for questions.

M. Grahant?

MEMBER GRAHAM  Just a further
expl anation for a | ayperson who needs sonme
clarification. In your very last slide, are you
saying that in the significant increase in
circulatory disease and nortality in Port Hope you
could not tie a correlation to the industri al
activities in that town to that? That would be
more to the three risk factors that you indicate.
| s that what you are saying?

MR. BLYTH: Il will ask Ms Lane to
respond.

MS LANE: The study was a
descriptive study so it only described the disease
rates in Port Hope. It was not an analytic study
so it did not |ook to see what were the causes of
hi gh or low rates of disease within the
popul ati on, but those are the main risk factors
for circulatory disease in Canada.

MR. BLYTH: | think it is also
i mportant to note that that was -- that situation
exi sted beyond the confines of Port Hope but was

high in the Northumberl and County as a whole. The
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popul ati on of Port Hope is in the order of 15,000,
16, 000 people |I believe while as the wi der county
is between 75,000 and 80, 000 dependi ng on which
Web site you go to to find the popul ati on.

MEMBER GRAHAM  The significant
increase you say is -- that sanme trend was for the
whol e county, not just for Port Hope. \here it
says disease/nortality in Port Hope, it really
could be for the whole county. | s that what you
are sayi ng?

MR. BLYTH: That is exactly ny
point, that circulatory disease is higher than you
woul d expect based on the province of Ontario
averages for the whole county and not just the
muni ci pality.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Dr. G roux.

MEMBER Gl ROUX:  Yes. Fol | owi ng up
on that one, that then is the basis for your
statement that it is unlikely to be related to the
pollution in the city because it is also present
in Northumberl and and because it says "mainly in
Canada is one of the main causes of nmortality?"

MR. BLYTH: That is correct. It
is my understanding also that circul atory di sease

is not traditionally associated with radiation
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doses at the levels that we are tal king about. | t
is my understanding that at higher |levels that one
m ght receive in the course of medical treatnment
or something for a cancer that is the case.

But to the best of our know edge
at this time that correlation does not exist. W
are aware that there are studies going on but
there is no consensus on those studies with
respect to linkages between | ower doses and
circul atory problens.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Thank you.

| have a question for staff or for
Heal t h Canada, | am not sure, about the confidence
interval and the |level of the 95 per cent that you
are using. In previous meetings and hearings of
t he Conmm ssion, we had people from Port Hope and
some criticized the use of 95 per cent and said
you m ght instead use 90 per cent and then the
results m ght be different.

Coul d you justify the use of
95 per cent as a level and indicate if the results
m ght be different if you used another one?

MS LANE: Ninety-five per cent
confidence intervals are the standard confidence

[imts that epidem ol ogists would use in this type
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of study. If you were to ook at the literature,
the majority of literature published would be a 95
per cent confidence interval.

By going to a 90 per cent
confidence interval you are narrowi ng the range so
more things are likely to be statistically
significant. By keeping it at 95, that is the
recogni zed standard that epidem ol ogi sts use under
this situation.

MEMBER GI ROUX: Thank you.

The question for staff now. This
is an inmportant study of course for the people in
Port Hope and intervenors that we have had before.
What are your plans for publication and
di ssem nati on and maybe di scussion? WII| people
have a chance to react? They will be informed, |
am assum ng, but please expl ain.

MR. BLYTH: There has already been
a fairly wi de dissem nation of the information.

It was di ssem nated to nunicipal officials,
medi cal health officers and individuals |ike that.

Al so, we have had requests from
interested citizens and groups in Port Hope, at
| east one, and they have been forwarded and

supplied with the report already. | believe there
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have been comments in the newspaper to that regard
already in the nmedia.

Do you want to add anything to
t hat, Rachel ?

MS LANE: | think that pretty much
sums it up. The document is available to the
peopl e of Port Hope as well as other people of
Canada. Selected, elected and appointed officials
received the report in advance of the rel ease. I
have made initial contact with the medical officer
of health in Port Hope as well as the chief
medi cal officer of health in Ontario offering to
di scuss the study with them

They have not been back in touch
with me at this tine.

MEMBER Gl ROUX: Are you pl anning
any public presentation in Port Hope? Are you
t hi nking of creating a forum for discussion of the
report?

MR. BLYTH: We have not planned
any such event. Upon request we woul d obviously
do it, but in this situation we are not going to
proactively offer workshops, townhall meetings or
present ati ons.

THE CHAI RPERSON: My question is
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with regard to |I guess what would be a | ogica
next step. Perhaps this is a naive question but
since the province is responsible for health care,
woul d the province be the group that would
undertake -- for exanmple, if people were worried
about the circulatory di sease question, would it
be the province who would logically follow up?
Would it be the medical officer or would it be a
broader Ontario mnistry of health officials?
What would be the | ogical place for the people of
Port Hope to turn to? To whom would that be

| ogi cal ?

MR. BLYTH: | am going to give a
hi gh |l evel response and then I will pass it to ny
more | earned col |l eague.

This is the reason behind our
initiative to try to make contact with the medi cal
health officers to discuss |ogical next steps and
who m ght take those steps, if any. It is not
clear -- it may well be clear that with respect to
circulatory di sease that maybe sonebody shoul d be
doi ng sonmething in Port Hope. |If you had Iimted
funds to spend, presumably that would be the place
you would start based on this kind of information

if your interest is public health.
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We don't feel that falls within
our mandate but we certainly want to talk to the
provincial authorities. W believe that they are
responsi ble to inquire about |ogical next steps.

We at this time are not planning
steps beyond that. My reason for saying that is
we don't have a clear policy position with respect
to the kind of research we should or shouldn't be
doing as a regul atory agency and, nmore precisely,
where we fit in the health studies field vis-a-vis
Heal t h Canada and the provinces and things
li ke that.

We need to get our policy with
respect to research and health studies nore
clearly defined and generally accepted before we
are likely -- it would be appropriate for the CNSC
to take next steps, | would say, apart from
di scussions with provincial agencies and muni ci pal
authorities who have an interest in this if they
are so inclined to have those di scussions.

Rachel, do you want to add
anyt hi ng?

MS LANE: | think I should just be
short and sweet.

A study was conducted in 1998, the
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Great Lakes study. In that study el evated rates
of cardiovascul ar di sease were noted in Port Hope,
so our study wasn't providing really any new
information to the conmmunity.

My under standi ng of public health
is that the local health unit has to provide a
heal th assessnent, regular health assessments, of

the community, so they are already aware of

cardi ovascul ar disease in their comunity, | would
not presunme but | would assume that they are
awar e. | haven't had the opportunity to discuss

with them what they have already inmplemented
within their community.

THE CHAI RPERSON: | just would
like to clarify, M. Blyth. | guess my question
was that the studies are done usually for a
reason. There could be | guess scientific
curiosity, but they are done for a reason which
woul d require some inmplementation per se which is
| gather from you not our job, which I know is not
our | ob.

Your comment about policy would to
me then relate to other studies that would be done
rat her than inplementation. Am1 correct in

that triangle?
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MR. BLYTH: That is absolutely
correct. We won't be taking next steps in terns
of additional studies, nmore in-depth
investigations of this or earlier reports until we
have sorted out our policy. W wll be talking to

t he medical health officers and responsi ble people
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in the province of Ontario.

| think as part of our due
diligence to make sure that they are aware of our
report and to discuss, again at |east at an
intellectual level, what they m ght do as a
result, but the ball in my mnd moves clearly in

their court at this tinme.

02- V48
The Canadi an Nucl ear Safety Comm ssion's
Regul atory Transition Pl an

THE CHAI RPERSON: Thank you.

| would like to nmove to item 6. 2,
which is the CNSC regul atory transition plan as
noted in CVMD Document 02-M48. | would call upon

M. M ke Taylor, please.

Oral Presentation by CNSC Staff
MR. TAYLOR: Thank you,
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Madam Chair, Members of the Conm ssion.

My name is M ke Tayl or. | amthe
Executive Director of the Office of Regul atory
Af fairs.

Wth me is M. Jongile Majola from
my office who led the team that put together the
report before you.

We do not have a presentation for
you. Hopefully, the report is explanatory enough.
We are available to respond to your questions.

THE CHAI RPERSON: Questions from
t he Comm ssion Menmbers with regard to the
transition plan?

| guess | have a philosophica
guestion. The transition plan was a document that
came out of the changeover to the new | egislation
two years ago. \When does the transition plan stop
and the just general ongoing exenmptions continue?
Is it a matter of nomenclature or is there a
definite changeover time?

MR. TAYLOR: From nmy point of
view, the transition plan stops when the |last item
on the current transition plan is conplete. At
t he noment, as we have stated in the report, we do

not believe that we need to ask for any further
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amendment to the transition plan.

Should any itemthat is currently
on that plan turn out to require extension, then
beli eve we would conme back and seek the
Comm ssion's approval to change that particul ar
item but at the nonent we believe that there
should be no further requirement to change and
t herefore once the items on this plan are al

conplete I would say that the transition period

is over.

THE CHAI RPERSON: For example, the
date that | see that is furthest out is
December 2006. |s that when the transition plan

woul d expire?

MR. TAYLOR: In my view, yes. But
| think once we have conpleted the other items on
the transition plan, | would not envisage us
introducing extra items onto the transition plan.
| would say that any new itemis sinmply part of
t he ongoi ng process of regul atory change.

THE CHAI RPERSON: When woul d we
see anot her update of the transition plan to the
Comm ssi on?

MR. TAYLOR: If | may consult with

my col |l eague.
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--- Pause

MR. TAYLOR: We suggest that there
is a report to be submtted in June of next year
on the transportation situation and if the
Comm ssion agrees we would update this program at
t hat tinme.

THE CHAI RPERSON: So yearly in
fact --

MR. TAYLOR: Yes.

THE CHAI RPERSON: -- may be
appropriate, including the transportation report.

Any ot her questions fromthe
Comm ssi on?

Thank you very nuch, M. Tayl or.

Cl osi ng of Meeting

THE CHAI RPERSON: We will now nove
to in camera. The next item CMD 02-M49 rel ates
to security matters and will not be discussed in
public. This brings to the end the public part of
this meeting and we will move to cl osed session.

Thanks to all of you for attending
t oday.

--- VWhereupon the nmeeting concluded at 4:14 p. m
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