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Pembroke, Ontario / Pembroke (Ontario)
--- Upon resuming on Thursday, January 25, 2018
at 8:30 a.m. / L'audience reprend le jeudi
25 janvier 2018 à 8 h 30

Opening Remarks

M. LEBLANC : Bonjour, good morning,
Mesdames et Messieurs.

Welcome to the continuation of the

public hearing on the application by the Canadian Nuclear
Laboratories for the renewal of the Nuclear Research and
Test Establishment Operating Licence for the Chalk River
Laboratories.
During today's business we have
simultaneous interpretation.

Des appareils

d’interprétation sont disponibles à la réception.

La

version française est au poste 2 and the English version is
on channel 1.
Please keep the pace of your speech
relatively slow so that the interpreters have a chance to
keep up.
I would also like to note that this
hearing is being video webcast live and that the hearing is
also archived on our website for a three-month period after
the closure of the hearing.
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Les transcriptions seront disponibles sur
le site Web de la Commission dans environ deux semaines.
To make the transcripts as meaningful as
possible, we would ask everyone to identify themselves
before speaking.
As a courtesy to others in the room,
please silence your cell phones and other electronic
devices.
Monsieur Binder, président et premier
dirigeant de la CCSN, présidera l’audience publique
d'aujourd'hui.
President Binder.
LE PRÉSIDENT : Merci, Marc.
Good morning and welcome to the
continuation of the public hearing of the Canadian Nuclear
Safety Commission.
Welcome also to those joining us via
webcast and teleconference.
Mon nom est Michael Binder.

Je suis le

président de la Commission canadienne de sûreté nucléaire.
For those who were not here for the past
two days, I will begin by introducing the Members of the
Commission that are with us here today.
On my right is Dr. Soliman A. Soliman; on
my left are Dr. Sandy McEwan, Dr. Sandor Demeter and Mr.
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Rob Seeley.
We already heard from the Secretary Marc
Leblanc and we also have with us here today Ms Lisa Thiele,
Senior General Counsel.
Marc.
MR. LEBLANC:
hearing.

This is the third day of

We have heard so far the presentation from CNL,

CNSC staff, as well as 36 intervenors.

Fifteen intervenors

are scheduled to present today, 14 orally and one has
informed us that he wants his presentation to be a written
submission instead.
Ten minutes are allocated for each
presentation, with the Commission Members having the
opportunity to ask questions after each presentation.

To

help you in managing your time, a timer system is being
used today.

The light will turn yellow when there is one

minute left and turn red at the 10-minute mark.
We have in attendance or by
teleconference, available for questions from the
Commission, representatives from Environment Canada and
Climate Change, le ministère de la Sécurité publique,
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited and the Office of the Fire
Marshal and Emergency Management of Ontario.
Your key contact persons will be Ms Louise
Levert and Ms Johanne Villeneuve from the Secretariat
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staff.

You'll see them going around at the back of the

room, if you need information regarding the timing of
presentations or some documents.
The break for lunch will be around 12:30
and there will be short breaks in mid-morning and the
afternoon.
The hearing will end with final rounds of
questions from the Commission Members once all the
intervenors have been heard.
As was stated by the President in
introductory remarks on Tuesday, this CNSC is an
administrative tribunal.

As the Commission is a tribunal

and wishes to hear all intervenors today and ask as many
questions as is necessary, as there's no time limit to the
question period ascribed to each intervention, we ask that
everyone respects the decorum of a tribunal setting and
assists with the orderly, civil and respectful conduct of
these proceedings.
Mr. President.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

So, let's proceed with the first
presentation for today which is from the Métis Nation of
Ontario as outlined in CMD 18-H2.50.
I understand that Mr. Alibhai will make
this presentation.

I'm not sure I pronounced the name
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right.
So, over to you, sir.

CMD 18-H2.50
Oral Presentation by the Métis Nation of Ontario

MR. ALIBHAI:

Good morning, Mr. President,

Panel Members.
My name is Aly, A-l-y, family name,
Alibhai and I'm the Director of the Lands, Resources and
Consultations Branch of the Métis Nation of Ontario.
I will be speaking briefly, as will our
retained consultant MNP as represented by Ms Germaine
Conacher who's sitting to my right.
I also want to mention for the benefit of
the Panel that with us today are members of the Regional
Rights-Bearing Community seated behind me from the Métis
Nation of Ontario, what are known as Regions 5 and 6, and
they're represented by their respective Chairpersons of
their Consultation Committees.
This is in keeping with our consultation
framework.

So, we have both Mr. Dan Boulard and Mr. Tomas

Thompson representing their regional communities as Chairs
of their Regional Consultation Committees.
I will commence then this morning's
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submissions.

Having appeared before this Commission

previously and having explained the Métis Nation of Ontario
and its governance structure, I won't spend too much time
on that.
I want to emphasize today, or spend most
of my time telling the Commission about a historical
research report that the Métis Nation of Ontario
commissioned in 2014, the results of which came out in
2014, together with the Government of Canada and the
Government of Ontario regarding the Métis in the historic
Mattawa/Nipissing Region.
But before I do that, just a reminder, or
a refresher if you will, that the Métis Nation of Ontario
is recognized in legislation in Ontario in something known
as the Métis Nation of Ontario Secretariat Act of 2015
which clearly recognizes that the Métis Nation of Ontario
was created to represent and advocate on behalf of its
registered citizens and the Métis communities comprised of
those citizens with respect to their collective rights,
interests and aspirations.
Today the Métis Nation of Ontario receives
its mandate from its citizens, that there are over 19,000
citizens in Ontario, and the MNO has a well-established and
well-known governance structure at the local, regional and
provincial levels.

As I mentioned, we have with us today
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representatives of the Regional Consultation Committees of
which there are nine throughout the province and through
which we expect consultation to take place.
This is governed by something called our
Regional Consultation protocols and the governance
structure of the Métis Nation of Ontario is clear in
respect of how we expect the consultation to be undertaken
where an activity has a potential impact on the traditional
territories of the MNO, including the licence application
before you in respect of the Chalk River Labs.
And contrary, I would say, to the advice
given to you by your staff that there is no duty to
consult.

With the greatest of respect, the MNO would beg

to differ with that.

We firmly believe that there is a

duty to consult with Indigenous peoples in respect of this
licence renewal application.

And the case law under

section 35 of the Constitution Act (1982) makes that very
clear.

And I'm not going to take you through that, I'm

sure your Senior General Counsel is more than able to
furnish you with the line of jurisprudence that tells you
that.
Let me then turn very briefly to -- very
quickly to this research I averted to earlier that we
undertook and the results of which came out in 2014.
After an extensive and independent review
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of both English and French historic records of this region
where the project in respect of the licence is located, the
researchers in what is known as the Mattawa research,
concluded that a distinct and interrelated Métis population
emerged in the Mattawa/Nipissing study region in the early
1800s.
Significantly, and for the purposes of
this Commission, what I want to accentuate today is that
based on the history of this region, therefore, it is
clear, it is unequivocal that the Métis community in this
region meets the legal test as enunciated by the Supreme
Court of Canada in its seminal decision in 2003 known as
Regina and Powley, which is the test in respect of the
establishment of a Métis community historically and the
existence of a rights-bearing community.
So, today it is the Métis Nation of
Ontario that represents the descendants of this historic
Métis community throughout the region.
As I indicated earlier, this research was
funded by both the Governments of Canada and Ontario.
Now, some of the key -- very quickly, some
of the key conclusions from this research include the
following:
First, that the Métis community existed in
the Mattawa Region, and I keep coming back to this region
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because this is the region in which the Chalk River Labs is
situated and is the region in respect of which this licence
renewal is at issue.

The Mattawa Region -- the Métis

community existed in the Mattawa Region that has links
to -- with the countrymen population of the former
Northwest Company and Hudson's Bay Company employees.
This Métis population was present
throughout the entire study area and is visible through
common kinship, economic and religious practices.

The

community lived alongside and interacted with First Nations
communities.

And although this research focuses on the

settlement of Mattawa, the extended network of the Métis
community is clearly evident along the Ottawa River and its
tributaries in 1850 and 1920 respectively.
Secondly, the settlement of Mattawa
provided a focal point for this research.

In this regard,

at the confluence of the Mattawa and Ottawa Rivers two
historic fur trade routes.

Mattawa is a complex

geographical hub with an extensive network of historical
canoe and portage trails and eventually roads and
railroads.

Consequently, Métis populations in the study

area were mobile and moved at different seasons and stages
of life which affected their presence in the historical
record and the artificial boundaries required by the study.
A crude triangularly-shaped territory with
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its apex above Lake Timiskaming in the north, west on the
Mattawa River, as well as as far as Lake Nipissing, and
then east on the Ottawa River as far as Fort William and
Lac Des Allumette (ph).
And, finally, the research found that the
kinship links within this community are significant.
Almost 90 per cent of the 1,142 people -- sorry, it was
1,027 of the 1,142 people studied were connected to each
other via immediate kinship links.

Marriages were either

endogamous, that is between groups of a same cultural
community, or exogenous, incorporating First Nation or
Euro-Canadian persons into a mixed ancestry framework.
The researchers found common behaviour and
association within the community based on the visual
representation of immediate kinship relationships,
occupational data and religious relationship of baptism.
So, while the social network analysis was
also limited by the availability of sources, the findings
clearly demonstrated the presence of a cluster of 200 plus
persons who strategically associated with one another
through time and space, creating a distinct social and
cultural environment for themselves, the rights-bearing
Métis community.
So, it is clear that there is a historical
presence of the Métis Nation in the subject area in respect
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of this licence application.

The duty to consult clearly

applies.
And I'm now going to turn to Ms Conacher
to give you very quickly an overview of what we see as
significant deficiencies in respect of the application and
its lack of consideration of the impacts on Métis rights
and way of life in keeping with the duty to consult.
MS CONACHER:
Good morning.

Thank you.
So, Germaine Conacher.

I'm

a consultant working on behalf of the Métis Nation of
Ontario and my area of practice is predominantly Aboriginal
consultation and the incorporation of Indigenous interests
into environmental assessments.
Our review of the application on behalf of
the MNO really wasn't intended to look at safety or
regulatory compliance, per se, but rather how did the
application assess effects to Métis rights and interests
and accommodate those effects where appropriate.
So, as has already been discussed during
earlier parts of these proceedings, CNL and CNSC staff
concluded that the duty to consult was not triggered in
this case based on the conclusion that there were no
adverse impacts on the health and safety of persons or the
environment as a result of the operation.
However, in REGDOC-3.2.2 it does note that

12

as an agent of the Crown, the CNSC has responsibility for
fulfilling its legal duty to consult and, where
appropriate, accommodate Aboriginal peoples when its
decisions may have an adverse impact on proposed or
established Aboriginal treaty rights.
We believe that there are activities
proposed as part of this licence renewal that may adversely
impact Métis rights, largely related to some of the
evolutionary initiatives proposed.

These include some key

changes, new buildings, conversion of current facilities,
shutdown of the NRU reactors, waste management and
transportation, all of which may include dust, noise, other
nuisance effects, other animals that the Métis Nation
relies on that may move off and on the CRL site.
Additionally, there are project works
related to the impingement and entrainment of fish in the
Ottawa River.
So, we recognize that CNSC's comments that
despite the conclusion that the duty to consult was not
triggered, they understand the importance of Aboriginal
engagement.

However, unfortunately in this case, that

engagement largely consisted of the provision of project
information and the ability to participate in this hearing.
It didn't allow for a sort of exchange of information back
and forth with the Métis Nation of Ontario.
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Some valuable information that the MNO
could have contributed that may have informed the
assessment of effects in this case would have been
traditional knowledge and land use information that
described Métis harvesting and cultural practices in the
project vicinity, Métis harvesters' preferences and
behaviours in relation to the exercise of Métis rights,
Métis country food consumption, data to inform the human
health assessment.
The understanding of effects to Métis
rights and interests isn't merely informed by the potential
effects to the underlying biophysical components, but
rather needs to consider the effects to the activity
itself.
So, as an example, one could conclude that
the population effects on Lake Sturgeon are negligible,
however, if Métis harvesters can't access the resource or
change their harvesting behaviours based on additional
nuisances or fears and perceptions in relation to
contamination of resources, there may be an effect on the
exercise of their right.
Additionally, it's important to note
collection of information must be done through a
consultation protocol with the MNO, including knowledge
sharing agreements.
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Moving forward, we'd recommend the
development of a consultation protocol with the MNO between
either CNSC and/or CNL, conduct of a land use study and
development of Métis value components; in relation to the
projects, MNO input or co-development of monitoring
programs, and development of education training or economic
and employment opportunities with the MNO.
And in closing, we'd note that there are
two other applications coming up before the Commission, the
near surface disposal facility and the nuclear power
demonstration closure project where some of these
opportunities for improvement or moving forward can be
implemented in the near future.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I'd like to start the question period.
Who wants to go?

Anybody?
Dr. McEwan...?
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you for those

submissions and for the presentation, hopefully.
You didn't reference this historical study
in the document, which is a shame because I think it would
have been valuable, and certainly very interesting to have
read it.

So if you could let the Secretariat have that

reference I'd be very grateful, because I think it would
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help us with a broader understanding.
MR. ALIBHAI:

Thank you, Member McEwan.

We will definitely do that.
I should mention that the study is
available on our website.

A link is available on our

website, but we will be sure to furnish a copy of the study
to Commission staff and through them, to you.
I regret that that was an oversight that
we didn't include it in our written submissions.

I had

understood that there was a footnote to it, but if not, be
that as it may, we will ensure we get it to you.

I'm

obliged.
THE PRESIDENT:

Well, maybe it's a good

time for staff to share, because I understand there were
some meetings with the Métis.

So why don't you share with

us, what has been done in the past?
MS TADROS:

Thank you.

Haidy Tadros, for

the record.
That is correct.

We have had a couple of

meetings at this point with the Métis Nation of Ontario at
which Canadian Nuclear Laboratories was also in attendance.
They were specific project meetings that discussed the
Métis' interests in the land and their traditional
knowledge around the project for the near surface disposal
facility.
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But notwithstanding the project-specific
information, as was mentioned yesterday, we are as staff
moving toward a more meaningful engaged and structured
forum to discuss interests, to discuss concerns.
So with that, I'll pass it to Ms
Cattrysse, who can identify sort of the different meetings
that we've had with the Métis group and the conversations
that have started.
MS CATTRYSSE:

Clare Cattrysse, Director

of the Policy, Aboriginal and International Relations
Division at the CNSC.
I just want to follow up here that we have
a very proactive, robust approach to meeting with
communities.

We are really happy with how we -- I mean we

have been working with the MNO now for a number of years,
particularly more so with the headquarters and answering
questions about the site.
meetings.

We have appreciated having the

We have learned a lot, and we appreciate this

intervention.
We are currently right now reviewing,
because we do understand.

We have been asking questions

trying to understand what the impacts from the facility are
and we recognize that we probably do need to understand
more about what's happening in terms of use of medicines or
fishing from the membership.
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So we have been open to accepting an
application to review, which we're under the process of
doing right now -- it just came in -- to look at land
use/traditional knowledge study, working with the MNO to
better understand what activities are taking place around
the site.
We have also been encouraging CNL to
engage with the communities.

Maybe I'd pass it over to

them to talk a little bit about the work that they have
been doing.
MR. COX:

David Cox, for the record.

I will just, before turning it over to Pat
Quinn for the additional information, reconfirm to the
Commission that CNL is committed to engaging with local
Indigenous communities, communities that are in the region
of Chalk River, and this includes the Métis Nation of
Ontario, and there has been dialogue on going with them,
along with the CNSC.
But I'll ask Pat to describe that in more
detail.
MR. QUINN:

Good morning.

Pat Quinn, for

the record.
Just to provide a little description on
some of the activities with the Métis Nation of Ontario
over the past, I will say several years in general we have
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had a -- we are pleased to have the Métis Nation of Ontario
represented on our environmental stewardship council.

This

has been a very -- an entry point in the relationship with
the MNO.

However, they have participated in our

environmental stewardship council and received updates
through that mechanism.
More recently though, as referenced to
project activity, and I will say probably over the last 18
to 24 months, we have had meetings with the Métis Nation of
Ontario, in particular Region 5, and we have attended
meetings in North Bay and Sudbury where we have been able
to provide updates on our project activities and receive
feedback and listen to concerns.
We have also discussed, in general, land
use and traditional knowledge features, and we are looking
at the development of an arrangement where we can help to
further that understanding and work together in a
relationship with the MNO.
THE PRESIDENT:
Questions?
MR. DEMETER:

Thank you.

Dr. Demeter...?
Thank you very much for your

presentations.
Can you give me a snapshot of the sense of
current activities to traditional activities occurring in
land around the Chalk River site?
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MS CONACHER:

I think that's exactly what

we're asking for, the capacity to do, so it is to
understand from the citizens of the MNO what those
activities are.
There hasn't been the opportunity to
undertake a study with any sort of social science rigour or
methodology to interview citizens, to document their
cultural practices and their land uses in the vicinity.

So

anything we know would be sort of anecdotal or what we have
heard from the political representatives.
MR. ALIBHAI:

If I can just very briefly

add to that, the idea of something known as traditional
knowledge and land use study is essentially the gold
standard that's employed today for purposes of assessing
the very question that you asked, Dr. Demeter, in respect
of use of land.
Indigenous communities usually conduct
these types of, or have these studies undertaken for them
on their behalf.

These are time consuming and costly

endeavours, and one of the things that we have been
endeavouring now for some time to do with CNL is to obtain
the requisite capacity in order to be able to have this
kind of study undertaken.
At the end of the day, and I will be quite
frank and forthright about this, you know whether it is a
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wholly-owned subsidiary that CNL is of AECL, which is a
Crown corporation, which falls under the Ministry of
Natural Resources, these are artificial distinctions that,
quite frankly, are irrelevant at the end of the day.
The reality is that the Indigenous peoples
and organizations require the capacity to be able to
undertake this kind of very technical work, to inform the
issue of the impact of a particular project on their rights
and way of life.
One of the challenges we have been having
is having, you know, CNL say, well, we function like a
contractor.

We're not really the Crown.

Quite frankly, we

find this problematic and, with respect, somewhat
disingenuous.
The reality is that there is a duty to
consult.

The case law is clear.

The Crown has that duty

whether it's done through a wholly-owned subsidiary of an
entity that's the Crown.
distinctions.

These are artificial

Fictions are created which only serve to

frustrate exercising this duty which, as we know, is part
of a fundamental need to ensure reconciliation.
THE PRESIDENT:

Did you try to formally

ask for funding from CNL or AECL, CNSC?

You know there's a

lot of mechanisms to fund, particularly research.

There is

all kinds of programs that support such a request.

Did you
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try to actually go and tap into that?
MR. ALIBHAI:

With utmost respect, we have

tabled what is known as a memorandum of understanding
between the Métis Nation of Ontario and CNL.
dollar figure.

It has a

We haven't even received the courtesy of

what I would call any meaningful response.
We have received a response.

I don't want

to engage in hyperbole, but I can tell you that the type of
response we received is not even tepid.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. COX:

You guys want to counter?

So Dave Cox, for the record.

This is ongoing relationship building that
is underway.

I will ask Pat Quinn to just elaborate a bit

on that.
It might be appropriate also to ask if
AECL can comment on that in their relationship with MNO as
well.
MR. QUINN:

Pat Quinn, for the record.

With respect to the referenced MOU and
capacity, I would like to state that CNL has actually
provided capacity to the MNO through ways to facilitate
meetings that we have held.

This is by no means intended

to suggest that's the extent of our capacity, but we are
willing to look at those aspects.
We have reviewed and commented back on the
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MOU and have had discussions with the MNO on the subject of
an important matter, the traditional knowledge and land use
study, and we have discussed first accessing funds through
the participant funding mechanism of the CNSC.

I

understand that an application has been made, and then we
would continue our discussions on the MOU and how we would
proceed with additional capacity.
So it's not an instantaneous process, I
agree.

However, the discussions are underway.
THE PRESIDENT:
DR. QUINN:

AECL...?

Shannon Quinn, for the record.

So I am not familiar with the MOU and AECL
currently has not been engaging with the MNO.

But I

understand from the discussion just now that the MNO is
interested in building a relationship with AECL, and AECL
likewise is very interested in building a relationship with
the MNO.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

You'll get your

opportunity too.
Let the other commissioners.

Anybody else

a question?
Dr. Soliman...?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

The duty to consult has

been mentioned many times now, and I know you have
explained that -- the staff has explained that on Day One.
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But I would like to ask the intervenor his
opinion why you consider the impingement and entrainment of
fish as a requirement to trigger the duty to consult.

And

after that I would like the staff to comment and give us
some brief discussion about when the duty to consult is
triggered.
MR. ALIBHAI:

I'll have Ms Conacher speak

to this as well, but from my perspective, and I'll keep
this at a very general and high level, the proposed
evolutionary initiatives that were spoken of and which are
captured by the application in this case, such as the ones
that you have adverted to, Dr. Soliman, impingement and
entrainment of fish populations, simply put, in our
submission, will result in precisely the types of changes,
the types of alterations that are clearly contemplated by
REGDOC 2.9.1, Environmental Principles, Assessments and
Protection Measures, which as you know, fall under the
Nuclear Safety and Control Act.
So that is my short sort of non-technical
answer, that is that these changes that will result fall
squarely within the type of change envisioned and
contemplated by that provision.
MS CONACHER:

Germaine Conacher, for the

record.
So I think, you know, specifically in
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relation to impingement, entrainment, and continuing on
Aly's comments, you know our understanding of the duty to
consult is that the trigger, the impetus for consultation
is low.

So there may be or there is the potential to

adversely affect the right.

The killing of fish species

that the MNO relies on or eats or uses for other cultural
practices is the potential to affect that right to fish.
How big that effect is, whether it is
small or negligible or large is part of the consultation
process and the discussion that continues after that duty
is triggered.
THE PRESIDENT:

I'd like some staff --

because that is not my understanding.
if there is adverse impact.

My understanding is

That's my understanding of the

trigger.
Staff, please explain.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

So again, as was stated, it is our
determination there are no adverse impacts from the current
application which is the continued operation of the Chalk
River Laboratories site.
We have colleagues in Ottawa from Legal
Services who can potentially put a bit more clarity on the
legality of the trigger and how that trigger is determined.
So I'll pass the mike over to our colleagues in Ottawa for
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that.
MR. JAMES:
there.

Hi there.

Excuse me.

Hi

It's Mike James from CNSC Legal Services.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. JAMES:

Go ahead.

Thank you.

I think what's

missing from this conversation is the fact that this is a
pre-existing facility and, while I agree with much of what
has been said about a trigger, it's important to understand
that in the case of a pre-existing activity, a decision
maker needs to be looking for something new to affect the
trigger.
So the question would be, what is it about
this application if granted, if an authorization is
granted, would be new from what has pre-existed.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Well, let me bite

before I pass it on.
Somebody mentioned specifically -- that's
what triggered it in my mind -- closing NRU is a positive
impact on the environment, if anything, because it reduced
risks.

It stopped all those activities.

Why would that

be -- it's something new to close down a machine.

Why is

that a trigger for consultation?
Mr. James, maybe I should start with you
and then pass it onto staff.
MR. JAMES:

No, something that actually
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results or does not result in an adverse impact would not
be a trigger.

I apologize.

When I spoke what I meant was

something that is new that is also an adverse impact.
So cleaning up a site, for example, would
not be an adverse impact.

Doing something that would

likely increase fish stocks, increase access to -- again,
increase access to a territory, that would not be a
trigger.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. RINKER:

Staff...?

Mike Rinker, for the record.

I'll leave it to my colleagues to address
the legal question of duty to consult.
And I use the word "accommodate" in a
non-legal sense, but we have been working with the Métis.
We have met with the Métis and heard some of their
concerns.

I think you're correct, the loss of fish due to

impingement and entrainment will disappear in March when
NRU no longer is operating, if it hasn't disappeared
already.
There is another concern that the Métis
have brought to us, and that is the fear that country food
could be contaminated near the Chalk River site has led to
the avoidance of fishing and conducting traditional
activities in that area.

That's something that I think we

can work with the Métis to help resolve through our

27

independent environmental monitoring program.
We can design some studies to provide the
information to reduce that level of fear because, from our
perspective, the work that we've done, and the CNL has done
to look at the environment has shown that the fish and the
country food are indeed safe to eat, but we need to
communicate that better to resolve one of those concerns
that the Métis has.
THE PRESIDENT:

So just to put a finale to

this, so my understanding is -- and I am not going to get
into the legalese about the duty to consult got triggered
or not -- CNSC still wants to engage in trying to
understand the community.
I think that's the important point that
we -- I understand from staff, it's the policy of CNSC to
engage, regardless of whether there was a trigger, a legal
trigger or not.
MEMBER SEELEY:
going to be my question.

Yeah, I think that was

I think regardless of duty to

consult, the knowledge of traditional land use in the area
would be helpful for all parties, for the Métis Nation of
Ontario, for CNSC, and for future activities at the site.
So I see a lot of energy maybe to start
making -- start on that work.

Whether it's through a

memorandum of understanding I'm not certain, but AECL and
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CNSC also has some resources in this regard with their
annual funding programs and whatnot.

So there may be

opportunities to source some funding for some of that work
there.
And then I'm not sure where CNL is on
this.

I know you're in discussions but it would be maybe a

good time to start on that work.
THE PRESIDENT:

Before we go there, Ms

Cattrysse, you wanted to say something on this?

You're

good?
MS CATTRYSSE:

I mean it's extremely

important for us to continue the relationship.
We are also -- you know, the near surface
disposal facility environmental assessment is ongoing.
are definitely consulting with the Métis.

We

It's very

important for us to be doing this, and the other First
Nations with rights and interests in the area to better
understand the impacts.
So there is also the NPD project on the
CNL land.

So there is a lot going on at the site.

So we

are going to be meeting with the Métis regularly about
these issues and trying to understand them because it's
really, really important for us to try and understand what
those impacts are.
We have also -- I had mentioned this
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before.

There was a discussion about a communications

protocol and I know there has been some frustration in
terms of trying to hear what's happening on the site.

We

are proposing to set up these Indigenous engagement forums.
We have been working with different
communities around nuclear facilities to come out on a
regular basis, on an annual or biannual basis, to also just
talk about activities at the site to see if there is any
new issues to offer opportunities to do education in the
communities on radiation protection.
There is a lot of things that we could do
from this, and as was mentioned by Mike Rinker, we have the
independent environmental monitoring program.
We are very open and we have been
discussing, for example, with the MNO at the Bruce site to
actually work with them in terms of identifying species
through their knowledge sharers that maybe we had not
thought where it maybe is important, because the
consumption rate is different, to do monitoring.

So we are

very open to exploring that and to protecting their
knowledge as well.
Some of this is very new for us and we are
working together on this and we would like to continue
working together on this.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.
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Dr. McEwan...?
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you, Mr. President.

I guess I've got two questions which are
linked.

So if I can use the term "full", a study were

embarked on, what would that look like?
in building that?

What is involved

I'm not talking about the capacity for

it, I'm simply saying what would the structure of the study
look like?
If I look at page 11 of the tables that
you submitted, there's a paragraph that caught my eye,
which is that biophysical components are only one facet of
rights, and cultural and societal values could be missed if
that's all you focus on.

Would that also be built into

this type of a structured study?
MR. ALIBHAI:

I'll endeavor to respond to

the first part of your question with respect to what is
involved.
These are actually fairly ambitious
undertakings that require, first and foremost, the
development of a detailed work plan for what is known as a
traditional knowledge and land use study, and the terms of
reference that would be used for reporting.
There's then the development of interview
protocol and a question guide relevant to the particular
project or initiative that’s contemplated.

There's then
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the need to review and provide feedback on the methodology
that's contemplated for the interviews.

Then interviews

have to be scheduled with the interviewees, and you need a
sufficient number to be able to inform the study in a
meaningful and real way.
There's then of course the need to conduct
the actual interviews, which is quite time-consuming.
Sometimes they're recorded, sometimes they're audio and
video, so there's a need to transcribe the interviews.
Then you move to the compiling of all the
information, presenting of preliminary findings,
preparation of reports.

These are usually studies that are

undertaken with the help of professional consultants like
Ms Conacher and her colleagues, as well as others that do
this kind of work.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So, again, very

simplistically, it's a qualitative study which is based
upon individual historical perspectives and individual -are there any, I don't know, DNA data or archaeological
data, actual sort of land use studies, that are
incorporated into it to give a holistic picture of what's
happening?
MS CONACHER:

Not typically.

Sorry,

Germaine Conacher, for the record.
I just wanted to pick up too on the second
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part of your question in terms of not just looking at the
underlying biophysical component and how do we incorporate
cultural practices and preferences into studies like a
traditional land use study or traditional knowledge study.
What we've been moving to do, like Ali
mentioned, the methodology is, for the most part,
interview-based, so social science, qualitative information
collection, sitting down with a harvester and a map of
project locations looking at where they harvest, where do
they go to hunt, trap, fish, gather, exercise other areas
of their Métis rights or aboriginal rights, so cultural
practices, gathering places.
What we've started trying to understand
from individuals who participate in the studies is not just
where is deer but why do you go to a certain place, why is
that place valued, why is that place important, why is that
place preferred for the exercise of your right.

What we

found, not with this community particularly because we
haven't done this type of work here, is that people will
avoid certain locations based on fears around industrial
activity, or noises, or populations, there's too many
people, there's too many cars, different things like that.
People will go back to the same places because it's a
cultural place or a place where they would go to teach the
next generation.

Trying to bring that information into the
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study to understand a broader picture is some of the goals,
and kind of what we're referring to here.
In terms of archeology or DNA in these
studies, typically they're not the ones that we would do.
The MNO has undertaken some historical research, like we
talked about earlier, but that hasn't involved that level
of detail.
THE PRESIDENT:

In your submission on page

13, just in general terms, I think you're noting that the
environmental risk assessment that's coming up would be a
good place to start identifying some of those things.
CNSC, the next update is 2019, I
understand.

Is that a good time, a good place to at least

start this kind of data collection?
MR. McALLISTER:

Andrew McAllister,

Director of the Environmental Risk Assessment Division.
I will frame it from CNSC's perspective.
Then I would ask CNL, who will be responsible for doing
their update on the environmental risk assessment, to
perhaps comment.
Certainly, from CNSC's expectations, and
it's inherent in the CSA standard 280.6 on environmental
risk assessment, that choices of receptors, whether they be
biota, animals, fish, or the human receptors, are aspects
to be discussed with affected parties.

The expectation,
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therefore, is that those discussions happen with the Métis,
with the first nations, with other groups, to get a sense
of, if they looked at certain receptors in the current
environmental risk assessment, do those still stand, does
there need to be some adjustments.

We would expect that to

be reflected as appropriate in the next risk assessment, so
certainly it would represent a starting point to start to
integrate that sort of information.
THE PRESIDENT:

CNL, are you planning to

incorporate any of this into the next ERA?
MR. COX:

I'll ask George Dolinar to

provide that information.
MR. DOLINAR:

George Dolinar, for the

record.
We are in the process of updating the ERA
that was mentioned.

Our delivery date to the CNSC for the

next update is this year, so it's important for us to
incorporate, where available, information on indigenous
land use into that ERA.

To the extent that information is

available to us, we do use it.
I mentioned this yesterday in response to
a question.

For example, in 2013, in order to inform us on

food consumption habits, this includes gathering of
berries, for example, or hunting and fishing to inform our
consumption rates for impacts to human health, we did a
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survey of individual households and people who live in the
area of Chalk River labs, so that's the type of information
that we have that we incorporate into the ERA.

As part of

that information- gathering, some individuals chose to
disclose their indigenous status, and there are some
indigenous peoples that were included as part of that
information gathering, so to the extent that information is
available, we do include it.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

At the risk of opening up a political
debate, which I don't want to do, many of those issue have
been raised by the Algonquins, and, as you know, this
particular territory is being deemed to be on the Algonquin
Nation, and they're also in negotiations with the Ontario
government and the federal government, so I'm trying to
understand how you interact or not. Are you part of the
AIP, the approval in principle?

I don't want to get into

the politics, what I'm trying to understand is, from the
science, how do we satisfy everybody who needs to engage
and understand the impacts on the environment?
MR. ALIBHAI:
Ali Alibhai, for the record.

Mr. President, thank you.
Let me thank you for your

question.
I do appreciate that you're not trying to
open up a political debate. I think what's important, and
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at the risk of dumbing this down, which I'm not trying to
do, and I would not want to insult your addition, sir, as
you well know, there are three distinct aboriginal peoples
clearly recognized under the Constitution Act, 1982, one
being the Métis Nation, and the other of course being
Indians and the Inuit.
In my respectful submission today, first
of all, we are not part of the -- just to be clear for the
record -- we are not part of the agreement in principle,
and we would not be because we are a distinct aboriginal
people.

The reality here is that we acknowledge the

position that the Algonquins of Ontario are taking, but
really it's not for us to opine on their positions in
respect of any land claims.
Our position is that, as I tried, through
my submissions, and I appreciate they were a bit dense in
terms of the research -- we're very confident that there is
a historical presence of the Métis in this area, in keeping
with the case law which I referred to, the Powley decision,
so from our perspective, this is an area in which there has
been historical presence.

There continues to be use of

this area for traditional practices, gathering, harvesting,
hunting, fishing, trapping, and so on.
From our perspective, the sandbox is big
enough for everyone to play in nice, and we're not going to
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opine on the legitimacy or otherwise of any assertions made
by a first nation.

We're here to make submissions in

respect of our assertion of indigenous rights in keeping
with the information that we have.
I will draw an analogy.

You're familiar

with the OPG project and the Saugeen Ojibway Nation.
work in that area.

We

We're a distinct aboriginal entity

there, there's the Saugeen Ojibway Nation, so I don't think
that it's in any way, shape or form, from our perspective,
problematic.

I appreciate that it might place greater

demands and pressures on the Crown, but reconciliation is
something that applies to all indigenous peoples.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Anything else?

Go ahead.

MEMBER SOLIMAN:

On the table you provided

in your submission, from item almost 13 to item 19 you
requested documentation.

Did you make an official request

for this documentation and you could not get it?
MR. WAGNER:

James Wagner, for the record.

Could you repeat the question, please?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

The question is from item

almost 13 to item 19 in the table, there is a statement
that's always repeated, "The Métis Nation of Ontario should
be provided access to public documents".

Did you make any

requests for these documents and were denied?
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MR. WAGNER:

James Wagner, for the record.

Following the Métis Nation of Ontario's
submission, we identified that these documents would help
support the Métis Nation of Ontario's review.

There's been

very little communication or response from CNL or from the
CNSC with regard to our submission, so in essence these
documents have not been provided to the Métis Nation of
Ontario.
THE PRESIDENT:
the web.

But they were available on

That's the thing that we're trying to figure out,

a lot of them were available, but you had to go and look
for them.
MR. WAGNER:

James Wagner, for the record.

In that instance, then capacity becomes an
issue, like the funding that’s provided was earmarked
specifically and has been used in accordance to that
capacity initiative.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

If I can take this

opportunity, the staff should provide some information
about the availability of the documentation, please.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

The documents that have been identified in
the Métis Nation of Ontario's intervention are CNL
documentation with regard to the application and the
programs that they have in place.

We know that some
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licensees put their documentation application on the web,
and if they can't put it in its totality they provide a
summary of it, so I would ask CNL to address what is
available on their website.
As was stated yesterday, when CNSC staff
write their commission member documents, any reference
document that is identified in our section of references is
readily available through the CNSC.
MR. COTNAM:

Good morning. Shaun Cotnam,

for the record, chief regulatory officer.
I'm just looking through the items 13
through 19.

A number of these actually were released.

We

released them to CNSC and allowed them to disseminate them,
the 2015 ASR, for example.
On our website it is important to note
that we give both quarterly updates that are very timely,
so if you're looking for the more recent information that
we talked about yesterday, the environmental information,
there's about eight or nine pages.
quarterly basis.

It's updated on a

If you look at the website, I've been

doing that the last couple of weekends, we have all our
latest information, including executive summaries and some
full reports, but CNL's main sites are all on the website.
There's maybe two things I should add.
One is when we did submit our information to the
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secretariat we did fill out the confidential information
filing for our management system that has commercial value
to us and to our future plans, so we filled out one of
those for the management system.

The rest of those

documents there were either released or, in one case, the
dosimetry licence there, Dr. Binder, that would not be of
course ours to release, that would be a CNSC document.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Thanks

We covered a lot of territory here.

Any

final thoughts that you want to share with us?
MR. ALIBHAI:

Just, again on behalf of the

leadership here from the two regional consultation
committees, to extend our thanks and gratitude to the
Commission for listening to us so patiently.
obliged.

We're

We look forward to moving forward in a spirit of

reconciliation, and hope that we can address some of these
issues, including, importantly, as I indicated at the
outset, the issue of capacity, for us to be able to make
some meaningful advances.

I'm obliged.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I'd like to move on to the next
submission, which is an oral presentation by the CANDU
Owners Group, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.49.
Mr. Dermarkar, the floor is yours.

41

CMD 18-H2.49
Oral presentation by CANDU Owners Group Inc.

MR. DERMARKAR:

Thank you very much.

For the record, my name is Fred Dermarkar,
and I am President and CEO of the CANDU Owners Group.
Thank you, President Binder and Members of
the Commission, for giving the CANDU Owners Group, or COG,
as we are often called, the opportunity to present our
thoughts on CNL's request for a 10-year licence renewal.
I don't intend to repeat what I have
already submitted in the letter of support but rather to
complement on what I wrote or amplify upon its content.
First, I'd like to start off with a brief
history of COG.

The origins of COG go back to 1979.

That

year, AECL, the developer of CANDU technology, together
with Ontario Hydro, the first operator of CANDU technology,
joined forces with a common vision to advance CANDU
technology.
In 1984, Hydro-Québec and NB Power, the
other Canadian utilities operating CANDU reactors, joined
AECL and Ontario Hydro to establish COG.
Today, all operators of CANDU reactors in
seven countries worldwide, together with AECL's successor,
Canadian Nuclear Labs, are members of COG.

Together,
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through COG, they invest about $65 million annually in
R & D activities in six areas of research to advance
technology, to strengthen safety performance, reliability
and affordability of the technology to the benefit of
society.

To put this amount in context, it is in line with

the spending of the top 15 or so private sector research
investors in Canada.

This work not only helps develop

better nuclear plants, but it also fosters innovation and
progresses Canada's innovation agenda, and creates an
opportunity for advancement in other sectors, such as
health care.
CNL plays a key and unique role in COG.
It is not only a member of COG, collaborating with utility
operators to define COG's direction and work program, it is
also COG's largest provider of R & D services, so that
$65 million that I mentioned, a large amount of it goes
toward work being done by CNL.
As a member of COG, subject matter experts
from CNL participate on almost all of COG's R & D technical
committees, alongside other committee members from the
utility operators.

The utility operators bring to the

table an understanding of what is needed to support safe,
reliable and economical performance, while CNL researchers
and scientists bring to the table an understanding of what
is possible through R & D.

This unique collaboration
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between the utility operators and the scientists at
Canada's national lab results in R & D solutions that are
at the leading edge and are state of the art, yet having a
very high degree of relevance to utility operations. I used
the word "unique" to describe this collaboration, because
in my 37 years of experience in the industry I have not
seen a model anywhere that enables the same breadth and
depth of direct collaboration between a national research
lab and utility operators.
What's the result?

Our surveys

consistently show that close to 90 percent of the R & D
undertaken through COG has been or is in intended to be
implemented by the utilities.
The benefits?

After more than 30 years of

operations, CANDU reactors continue to have an excellent
track record for delivering safe, reliable, economical, and
clean energy.
performance.

In fact, they are setting new records of
These remarkable achievements are a direct

result of excellence in design, excellence in operation,
excellence in regulation and, thanks to CNL’s
contributions, excellence in innovation through R&D.
I could spend the whole day talking about
the exciting work being done by CNL to support COG’s R&D
program and barely scratch the surface.

So I will restrict

myself to three examples by way of illustration.
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The first example comes from the area of
chemistry, materials and components, which is one of the
six R&D areas I mentioned earlier.

One of the projects

that CNL is leading involves cutting-edge research to find
cracks in materials long before a crack is visible to the
most sensitive measuring technologies we have today, such
as ultrasonic, eddy current and x-ray technologies.
This research will help utilities to
extend the life of steam generators, thus avoiding the need
for their replacement over the life of the plant.

And by

the life of the plant, I mean the original life and the
refurbished life.
This not only enhances the economics of
operation but it also avoids generating the waste that
comes with replacement of these components, and it allows
resources to be focused in other areas of plant
maintenance.
Although this research is being undertaken
specifically for the alloys used in CANDU’s steam
generators, the science could be applied to other materials
and used in applications beyond nuclear.
I would like to now turn my attention to
health, safety and environment, another research area at
COG.
CNL is leading a series of projects to
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explore the effects of tritium on the environment.

One

project that CNL is undertaking is looking at how naturally
occurring tritium diffuses and distributes in the
environment and why it concentrates in some areas more than
in others.
Releases of tritium from Canadian NPPs
today are small and far below regulatory standards or World
Health Organization guideline levels.
However, in the nuclear community we
strive for continuous improvement in environmental
performance and understanding the factors that drive
variations in background tritium will help us to better
understand the incremental contribution of tritium from
nuclear power plants.
Another project that CNL is leading is
looking into the impact of very low doses of tritium on
living organisms.
CNL’s facilities and scientists are looked
upon internationally as world leaders in this area of
research.

Recently CNL, COG and the CNSC collaborated with

the IRSN, Institut de Radioprotection et de Sûreté
Nucléaire, in France on a four-year multi-million dollar
project in this area.
The learning from these two projects that
I just mentioned will help to inform decisions taken by
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operators and regulators to ensure environmental
protection.
One more example is in the research area
of safety and licensing, where CNL has made outstanding
contributions to enhanced nuclear safety, both domestically
and internationally.
The events at Fukushima reminded the
international community of the importance of being prepared
for the unexpected, of understanding how events not
anticipated in the design basis might impact the plant, and
of developing approaches to mitigate them.
Even before this event the scientists at
CNL, funded partly by COG, were already ahead of the curve.
I am sure you will all recall seeing on TV
the horrific explosions from the accidents at Fukushima.
These explosions were caused by hydrogen gas formed during
the event.
Prior to the accident CNL had been working
for a number of years to better understand the generation
of hydrogen following extreme events and had developed a
special facility just for that purpose.
In addition, CNL pioneered the development
of passive autocatalytic recombiners, or pars, to remove
this hydrogen from the atmosphere should an accident occur.
The installation of pars at CANDU nuclear
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power plants in Canada had already started when Fukushima
happened and was completed for all Canadian MPPs not long
after the accident as part of the Fukushima Action Plan.
To conclude, CNL through its facilities
and researchers is a national asset that makes Canada
stronger.

Through its contributions to the nuclear

industry CNL is helping Canada meet its goals for climate
change through nuclear energy, is helping utilities enhance
the safety, reliability and affordability of nuclear energy
through innovation, is helping to assure and enhance
environmental protection and, as noted by other speakers,
is making a significant contribution to advancing the
application of nuclear technology in many other areas that
benefit society, such as health care.
Ultimately it is helping to improve the
quality of life for all Canadians and should be granted a
ten-year licence.
Thank you for your attention.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Questions?
Go ahead.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Thank you for the

presentation.
Can you give us some idea about the
current projects and also the future projects you have
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planned with CNL?
MR. DERMARKER:

As I mentioned, it would

take me a very long time to go through the list of
projects.
At COG we have on average about 300
projects on the go.

We add 100 new projects every year and

we complete 100 projects every year.

But at any snapshot

in time we have about 300 on the go.
I would say CNL is probably involved in
probably half of those projects.

So it would be a large

undertaking to describe it all.
But the projects that CNL is involved in
involve chemistry, materials and components, safety and
licensing, health, safety and environment, fuel and fuel
channels.

And they also contribute towards advancing our

understanding of the analytical codes that underlie the
safety analysis that supports the plants.
THE PRESIDENT:

So how valuable will the

site be without the NRU?
MR. DERMARKAR:

That’s a very good

question because the NRU contributed very significantly to
our understanding, to the technology that we have today.
Without NRU we will have to go outside of
Canada to conduct the research that was being conducted at
NRU.

We are right now in the process of looking at

49

alternatives, and we are confident that for our needs, for
the industry utility needs, there are alternatives that we
can use.
THE PRESIDENT:
with the government, AECL?

So are you campaigning

There’s lots of innovation

funds, clean energy funds.
Are you helping CNL tap into this?

If

it’s going to be the national nuclear laboratory, how can
it be a national nuclear laboratory without a running
facility?
MR. DERMARKAR:
is a technical organization.

I want to be clear.

We don’t advocate.

COG

We don’t

intervene with government to make cases for policy
decisions.
What we do is we execute research work
within the scope of the facilities that are available, and
we seek out the facilities that we need.
However, we are working actively.
a Memorandum of Understanding with AECL.
for collaboration opportunities.

We have

We are looking

But we don’t have an

active campaign, to answer your question, that advocates
for a new nuclear reactor.
THE PRESIDENT:

Well, the reason I’m

asking is because you mention it’s so critical to the
research that you do for your ongoing operation.
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MR. DERMARKAR:

What I said is –-

THE PRESIDENT:

What happens when you

cannot get external facilities to test your needs?
MR. DERMARKAR:

Canadian Nuclear Labs is

much more than NRU.

They have facilities that are able to

do analysis for us.

They have other research facilities.

They have a biological research facility.

They have

another reactor even, the Z2 reactor, that enables us to
continue to progress science.

And that is extremely

valuable to us.
So NRU, when I mentioned the scope of
about 300 projects, only a very, very small number of those
projects, probably -– I don’t have the precise number but I
am almost certain it is less than a number I could count on
one hand would have involved NRU.
So there was not a large amount of work
going on for NRU.
Having said that, I believe that it is a
key requirement for a country to have a reactor facility to
enable advancing the technology.
At COG we are focused on the operating
reactors.

And if you wanted to do advanced research beyond

the operating reactors, I think it would be a significant
benefit.
THE PRESIDENT:

You wanted to say
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something here?
DR. McCARTHY:

Yes, did you see me

squirming in my seat?
Kathy McCarthy, for the record.
Thank you for saying that, Fred.

I would

absolutely agree that there is benefit to Canada in having
a research reactor.

Because right now we will have a

research gap, we are discussing agreements with various
reactors outside of Canada.
And what’s important in that is our
intention is, and in the discussions that we’re having one
of our requirements is that our personnel will be involved
in the designing of the experiments.

We will have in many

cases people on site and then the post-radiation
examination, our intention is that it will be done at CNL.
And one of the investments that’s being made is in a new
hot cell and shielded facilities laboratory for fuels and
materials research to replace the ones that we are
currently using.
So our intention is that we will still be
that provider of those services for customers such as COG
during the period of time when we don’t have a research
reactor in Canada.
However, I would agree with Fred’s
assertion that there is certainly value to Canada in being
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a tier one non-nuclear country.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Any other questions?
Go ahead.
MEMBER SEELEY:

It would seem to me at CNL

one of the primary mandate initiatives is the site
remediation and this becomes a great opportunity for
learning.

Probably for the COG and the CANDU Owners Group

is the prime directive right now on site.
So my question to you is:

Is the COG

group involved in any way in some of those initiatives to
learning around the site remediation, safe storage,
long-term storage of the facilities?
MR. DERMARKAR:

Fred Dermarkar, for the

record.
Thank you.

I think that’s an excellent

question.
We’re involved in a couple of different
ways.

One way, this is indirectly related to remediation,

but the shutdown of NRU gives us an opportunity to harvest
material from NRU, material that has seen 60 years of
irradiation, and it will help us to much better understand
material properties.
So when we think about site remediation,
one aspect of it is:

Is there an opportunity to use
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materials that have been at the site for a long period of
time that have been exposed to a unique set of conditions?
On the other side, through the CANDU
Owners Group we have established a forum called the
Radioactive Waste Leadership Forum, and leaders from CNL,
from the utilities are all part of this forum.

They are

developing a consistent approach and a harmonized approach
towards the management of radioactive waste.
That’s their objective, to work together
to have best outcomes, rather than working in isolation.
THE PRESIDENT:
Okay, thank you.
MR. DERMARKAR:
opportunity to speak.

Anything else?
Last words?
I very much appreciate the

And to reiterate again, I think CNL

has been a huge contributor to our technology and we very,
very strongly support its continued operation.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

MR. DERMARKAR:

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

I would like to move now

to the next submission, which is an oral presentation by
the Anishinabek Nation, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.52.
I understand that Grand Council Chief
Madahbee will make the presentation.
MR. HARE:

No?

My boss, Grand Council Chief

Madahbee, is at another session this morning.

So we shared
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our work and I’m the Deputy Grand Council Chief Glen Hare.
THE PRESIDENT:

Please go ahead, sir.

CMD 18-H2.52
Oral Presentation by Anishinabek Nation

MR. HARE:

Thank you.

First, good morning, Commissioners.

I

have ten minutes to save Canada here.
A letter was submitted on our behalf, on
behalf of the citizens, and basically it just highlights
the ten-year renewal of the licence.
So the Canadian Nuclear Laboratories is
owned by a private consortium of multinational companies.
This is worrisome as the goal of multinational companies is
for profit.

And the gentleman that just spoke before me,

I’m pretty sure I heard him say he doesn’t consult with the
Government of Canada for the work that they have to do.
A ten-year licence should not be granted
to the consortium of a multi-national company.
Again, you know, we have a government in
this country, also ours as a government as we operate, the
maximum our government to keep them accountable and to keep
the safety in this country is four years.
And to open this up to a ten years to some
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companies that are from not even this part of the world is
absurd.

We just can’t do that.

That’s too long a period.

Less regulatory oversight with fewer
reporting requirements and operational permissions would
place the environment and people at risk.
Canadian Nuclear Laboratories also plans
to revitalize the Chalk River site by building a new
surface disposal facility.

A giant mound of radioactive

waste, one kilometre from the Ottawa Valley, five to seven
storeys high, covering an area equal to 70 hockey rinks.
The Chalk River site is located within the
Algonquin Anishinabek territory and this territory does
encompass in our area that we represent, the First Nations,
which stretches from the Superior of Fort William, Thunder
Bay, to the Ottawa Valley and shoots straight across to
Sarnia Aamjiwnaang First Nation, and all of the First
Nations, mostly all of them in between, including
Manitoulin Island, 40 First Nation communities.
What consultation has CNL completed with
First Nations requiring site licence renewal?
The onus is on the Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commission to ensure that this process is completed in a
proper and meaningful way to protect our citizens and the
environment.
I understand this may be looked at as
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consultation, I don’t know, sitting here right now.
it is, ten minutes is not it.

We need more.

And if

We need a lot

more.
And for us to do a proper presentation I
would have my team here.

We don’t have the resources to

travel with our team as maybe these companies do.

We don’t

have that.
What we do have is the land that they want
and that is what we want to protect here.

And not only the

land but also the waters and the citizens.
Meaningful consultation has not occurred.
Again we heard numerous times already that
the United Nations declaration says and states that no
storage and disposal of hazardous material shall take place
in the lands and territories of indigenous peoples without
free, prior and informed consent.
We demand that the free, prior and
informed consent is required to ensure that no storage or
disposal of hazardous materials shall take place in First
Nation lands and territories which this renewal will grant.
As First Nations we share a connection to
the land and the right to protect the land and the water,
which all of life depends on.

And that includes the

animals, whether they be the ones that fly in the sky, the
ones that are in the forests and the ones in the water.
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Our life is a circle of life.

Tomorrow

does not belong to anyone.
So, you know, if we ruin the waters, any
leakage.

The earth moves and we don’t know when that is

going to happen.

I understand it’s shaking right now in

the west coast, in British Columbia.
activities.

Those are dangerous

Those are things that we don’t know.
But at least we know now what we’re

talking about and that’s what we want to stop and protect.
Our citizens, ourselves as leaders, are
not asking for much other than we want to be at the table
with all the decision-makers.

Let us be part.

Let the

citizens be part of the decision-making, so whatever
happens again we meet together.
I’ve been to so many.
inquiries, inquests.
them take years.

I’ve been to many

Some of them take months.

Some of

And some of the recommendations never

happen.
That is scary.

Why have them if they’re

not going to be implemented right away?
Train derailments.

Lac Leamy -- I forgot,

I’m sorry, I don’t know the town, but the one that
sacrificed the most where the town was almost lost.

There

was recommendations before that accident that trains should
not pull over 100 cars.

But yet today I count them.
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There’s 250 cars and they’re double-decked.
I thought the inquiry said no more of
that.
Speed.

No more speed. Speed is a factor.

One of our neighbouring communities south
of Timmins, the First Nation where the train crashed, I
think we still have to boil water there.
That was never there before the crash.
But there’s nobody helping them.
But somebody benefited from whatever
happened there.
The fact that the licence is going to a
consortium of multi-national corporations is worrisome.
Thousands of employees’ positions have been eliminated to
less than 50 employees.

That fact alone is alarming

regarding operation of this type of facility which deals
with radioactive materials.
The current licence is in stay for a
two-year period and should not be granted the ten-year
licence.

A ten-year licence with less regulatory

oversight, fewer reporting requirements and seeking
permission for operations would result in too much risk and
damage.

We cannot accept these risks.
The mandate of the Canadian Nuclear Safety

Commission is to protect the health and safety of all
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Canadians and the environment.

Granting a ten-year licence

with less regulatory oversight does not agree with this
mandate to protect the citizens and the environment.
Why would the CNSC even consider this
approval?
In April of 2017 the Anishinabek Nation
and the Iroquois Caucus joined together to issue a
radioactive waste joint declaration.

We reject the storage

of radioactive waste near the water bodies.

Given the

location of the Chalk River site and the proximity of one
kilometer to Ottawa Valley, the storage facility that
Canadian Nuclear Laboratories plan to build must not be
built.
In terms of licensing operations at the
Chalk River site, radioactive waste would need to be
transported throughout our territories, which we also
oppose.
On January 7th there was a collision on
Montreal River Hill and some liquid leaked there.

And the

little I followed that shortly after that, there was one
announcement that there was that little leak and there was
no danger.
Is that a possibility that can happen here
should there ever be a leak?
not important?

One little leak and that’s

I don’t agree with that.
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Any leak should be important, especially
again at the site of where this crash happened on Montreal
River Hill, which is a big body of water as Lake Superior.
We cannot accept the risks associated with
the storage and transportation of radioactive waste.
The Anishinabek Nation-Iroquois Caucus and
the CNS and the Government of Canada all have the
obligation to protect our citizens and the environment.
We do not support the granting of a
ten-year licence as we have not been meaningful consulted.
We call upon the CNSC to reject the
10-year application for the Canadian Nuclear Laboratories'
Chalk River site.

This is critical as currently there is a

lack of federal policy governing the long-term management
of radioactive waste other than the nuclear fuel.

The

licensing must not go ahead.
We need to protect the Kitchissippi,
Ottawa River.

The people of the Ottawa River are citizens

and future generations.

It is not a legacy we want to

leave our children, our future generations.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:
Anybody?

Thank you.

Questions?

MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Go ahead.

In response to the

intervenor's concern about the ability of CNL to run the
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site, this is given on page 3, first bullet -- first
paragraph.

Would you please give a short introduction or

something about the ability and the capability, experience,
history of CNL to run the site?
MR. COX:

Thank you for the question.

David Cox, for the record.
So our application for a 10-year licence
is based on a track record of delivery of safe operations
in compliance with requirements and of continuous
improvement in a number of areas and founded on the
programs that make up, and the people that work, the skills
and abilities of our employees, at the Chalk River
Laboratories.
And I say that last piece because the
foundation of our processes and our people is what makes
CNL.

And I should emphasize, because this intervention

suggests that it's an international consortium that's the
licensee, in fact CNL is the licensee and the enduring
entity and it's made up of the people and processes that
have demonstrated good delivery of safe performance.
It is a significant objective of ours to
conduct additional remediation and improve the
environmental footprint and reduce the emissions from our
laboratory operations in the coming licence period.

Our

emissions are extremely well characterized and far below
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regulatory limits, but we strive to further improve that.
--- Off microphone / Sans microphone
MR. COX:

I think another point of

clarification is around the transition from AECL to CNL,
where there's the misconception that there was a loss of
employment for a large number people, and in fact really
what happened was the company changed names and everyone
remained employed.

And so there was -- there has been no

loss of employment through that transition from AECL to
CNL.

AECL really changed its mandate and identity as an

oversight organization, very skilled at overseeing the
contract and activities, and CNL remains the research,
science and technology organization that's been described
to us this morning.
THE PRESIDENT:
Questions?
MR. DEMETER:

Thank you.

Dr. Demeter.
Thank you for your

intervention.
The 10-year licence has been a recurring
theme and I think it's worth asking the frank question,
based on historic licences for this site, and I could be
corrected if I'm wrong, that the maximum duration for this
site has been in the past five years.

I could be corrected

if I'm wrong.
From a regulatory point of view, what is
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the pros and cons of granting a five-year versus a 10-year
licence?

We've heard from CNL before their request for a

10-year licence, and the arguments thereof, but perhaps
confirm that the maximum licence for this site in the past
has been -- understanding the trend with other licensees
has -- what the time has and what are the -- this has got
to be a balance.

There's got to be a reason to change the

duration of the licence, and perhaps you can address the
pros and cons.
MR. LeCLAIR:

Jean LeClair, for the

record.
I think to provide some context we should
explain what was a five-year licence and what is being
proposed.
One thing we should mention is the
licensee applied for a 10-year licence.

CNSC Staff

reviewed that and recommended based on what the licensee
had applied for.
But to come back to how things -- when we
have a five-year licence, the normal process that we've
been doing over the last licences is you have a mid-term
review.

So you have a five-year licence, and then around

the two-and-a-half-year period there's now a meeting, like
what we've -- we've talked a lot about the regulatory
oversight report, the annual review.

Well, it wasn't an
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annual review.

It was a mid-term review that would happen.
With a 10-year licence, what we've been

discussing over the last few days, the licence term is now
10 years long, but now with regards to appearing before the
Commission to actually talk about the performance of the
licensee, we've been saying for the last few days that it's
annually.

So, in fact, we're in front of the Commission

often, not less often, than what we might be doing with the
longer licence terms.
The difference is -- and this was the
premise on why we quite a while back were asking for -- or
recommending longer licences.

I personally have been

involved in other hearings on other files where licences
have been are now 10 years long.
The main idea that we were putting forward
is the ability for us to then focus more on compliance.

I

think it's important that we recognize the licensing
exercise, what we're embarking on right now, is a
significant amount of effort on the part of staff in order
to come forward and prepare and appear before the
Commission.
When we were going to longer licence
terms, the main premise behind that is by moving to these
regulatory oversight reports, again, we're still before the
Commission, they're still done in a public meeting, but
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they're not focused on compliance.

They're focused on

verifying the oversight of the site, the inspections, the
verification activities, which we believe fundamentally is
a very important part.

It's going out and seeing that

they're meeting their commitments, that their programs are
effective, that they're delivering on them.
So that's the main direction with regards
to going from five-year to 10-year licences.
In the supplemental CMD, in fact, we've
laid out why we recommend 10 years.

It's on the basis of

we've done this across all the licences, and it's that
shift to longer licences, however with more frequent
appearances before the Commission to focus on performance
and talk about potential impacts on the environment, the
doses to workers, public doses, conventional safety.
So it's not a reduction, I would say, with
regards to how often we would be in front of the Commission
and discussing the files.

So I hope that provides some

context.
THE PRESIDENT:

Just maybe add a couple of

things.
First of all, I'd like you to talk a
little bit about benchmarking.

Practically all research

facilities internationally, in the U.S. particularly, all
over the world, what is the normal licensing?
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Also, on the shorter period, if I
understand correctly, all the effort was on the licensing
part rather than the verification part.
And the last thing is:

there's also this

10-year public sector review -- what do we call it? -- PSR,
which is a 10-year cycle.
So all those dimensions I thought I
understand the why.
MR. LeCLAIR:

So I want to -- before I

pass it back to Mr. Jammal, who will provide us the
benchmarking in the international context, I just want to
touch a bit more on.
We have a team here.
them aren't here.

In fact, a lot of

There's several people sitting in Ottawa

right now who have been patiently waiting if a questions
comes up to be able to answer it.
The last six months for us have been
almost entirely dedicated to preparing for this hearing, so
it's hard to -- for people to recognize that our efforts
are not these three days, there's about six months of
substantial effort for us to get ready for a licence
renewal hearing.
Not to trivialize how much effort goes
into these regulatory oversight reports, they certainly
require a lot of effort as well, but I think it's not
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necessarily visible for people the significant amount of
effort that goes in.
In fact, if you notice in the table that
we presented to the Commission in the CMD, as well as in
our presentation, we actually show, and you can see, that
the licensing effort actually goes up significantly and the
compliance effort goes down.
So overall we still make sure the
regulatory oversight is there, the compliance is being
done, it's effective, but there's an actual shift in
resources in order to focus on licensing.
So I'll pass it back to Mr. Jammal, who
could provide us the more -- the benchmarking, to answer
Dr. Binder's questions with regards to how other countries
operate.
MR. JAMMAL:

Ramzi Jammal, for the record.

Before I start the benchmarking, I got to
recognize the fact that the intervenors have probably a
root cause for requesting a shorter licensing term.
Mr. LeClair mentioned how we moved away
from a mid-term to an annual report.

The key point here

is, that, the big difference was when we gave him mid-term
reports there was no eligibility for intervention with
respect to being a written intervention for comments for
the report itself.

Currently, with the annual report, the
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public has, through the rule of procedure, intervened.

So

that's a major difference.
In addition, we are providing a
participant funding program for the annual report that we
did not do for any other reporting to the Commission.
The other point, we moved away from a
annual report with respect to the licensee performance.
That was being published and no one really cared about it.
And that's the evolution that we went through.
A lot of times we published the
performance report and it was not presented.

It was more

presented into an outreach process rather than before the
Commission.
Very briefly, we did put in place
transparency for the pillars of engagement of the public on
an annual basis.

PFP is one, interventions is the other,

and then putting the emphasis, as was mentioned, on the
performance of the licensee during the evolution.
So I do have -- I have empathy for the
intervenors, but the key point here is the licensing term
has nothing to do with regulatory oversight.
So on the benchmarking internationally, we
are one of the -- probably the only one of the
international regulators who puts a term on the licence
that is not either 30 years or indeterminate.

So the
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USNRC, for their facilities, they have up to 30 years in
the term.

The French do not have a licensing term.

The UK

does not have a licensing term for research facilities or
facilities equivalent to CRL.
So the key point here is we are -- as I
mentioned yesterday, we are the most transparent regulator.
As a matter of fact, I just got an email from a colleague
from the Netherlands who is following on Twitter and very
impressed with the public engagement in the licensing
process that they're trying to learn from us how we are
able to do it.
So the key point here is, transparency is
paramount and we increased the reporting the Commission and
we have supplemented it by the increase of the participant
funding and the engagement of the intervenors.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

I'd like the intervenor now.
lot of stuff.

You heard a

Over to you.
MR. HARE:

Well, again, it's very hurtful

to hear that they're still asking for the 10-year here
after listening to the gentleman here earlier who said we
still have some regulatory work to do, et cetera, et
cetera.

So that tells me there's -- they still got a lot

of work yet to do, but they're asking for a licence and
this work to keep going on.

That is not assuring to the
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public.
I got up 1:30 this morning.

I haven't

slept since thinking about what I'm expected or what we're
expected to do and say here.

But it is very harmful.

Again, I want to reiterate, the top
government of this country, to keep them intact and in line
and accountable, we do that every four years.
highest government in this country.

That's the

We cannot let stuff

and people like this come here and just do what they want
at our expense.
Losing a life, there's no money dollar
figure to that, please.
that's our life.

And the losing of life of animals,

That's us.

If we don't have that, if the

Ottawa Valley should ever be poisoned, are we going to go
through Fort William, and that corridor, the Wawa corridor,
to ask them for some water to be transported here so the
people of Ottawa can live like us?
Let's not wait for that to happen, please.
The town that lost -- that I talked about earlier, that's
one hell of a price to pay:
around the town.

to direct the railway now

There's no dollar figure on that.
This land belongs to each and every one of

us no matter what colour we are.
10-year.

So again I ask not the

Include us at the table, that's all we're asking.

We have no funding to do -- to be up here today as I am and
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representing.
done so far.

We had no funding, no money to do what we've
And we're trying to do the right thing.

We're trying to get people involved.
The way we do consultation, we do it face
to face.

I meet.

In my 12 years at the Deputy Grand

Council, Chief of the 41st Nation communities, when I
consult with our citizens, I've travelled, literally,
myself, on the land 1.6 million kilometres already in 12
years.

And what I have achieved, the Grand Chief and I,

and our leadership today, and especially our identifying
the education, it went so smoothly.

That's because

everyone had a say.
So again meegwetch for listening to me,
and, please, let's listen to our people.
My last three words is never say never.
Thank you very much.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank

you very much.
--- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

I'd like to move now to

the next submission, which is an oral presentation from Ms.
Buckingham, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.40.
MR. LEBLANC:

She's online, so by

telephone.
THE PRESIDENT:

Ms Buckingham, can you
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hear us?
MS BUCKINGHAM:

Hello.

THE PRESIDENT:

Yes, we can.

Can you hear me?
Please

proceed.

CMD 18-H2.40
Oral presentation by Darlene Buckingham

MS BUCKINGHAM:

Okay.

I would like to say quickly before I begin
that my oral presentation is different from my written
submission, which was done at the eleventh hour to meet the
deadline.

I hope you find my oral presentation more

thorough.
So, Commissioners, for the record my name
is Darlene Buckingham.
Thirty percent, this is the percentage of
people that, when their health and lives are in danger due
to their choices, will make the changes necessary to heal
and thrive.
Chalk River Laboratories was first opened
in 1944, built in wartimes for military purposes.

The

reactor that generated the first electricity from nuclear
energy on December 20th, 1951, for civilian purposes, was
led by Enrico Fermi.

The first commercial
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electricity-generating plant powered by nuclear energy,
located in Pennsylvania, was opened by Eisenhower on May
26th, 1958.
Over the past 60 years it has become
abundantly clear the problems inherent with nuclear energy,
for which to this day there is no satisfactory solution,
continue unsolved.
The ideology of human supremacy leads us
to believe that humanity's cleverness allows us to ignore
the parameters placed on all life forms by the larger
living world, of which we are only one component.

This

ideology is not adequate to deal with the cascading
problems presented by the usage of nuclear energy and the
accumulation of toxic nuclear waste.
Thinking that these problems will be
solved when looking at the destructive nature of uranium
are a two-edged sword.

Uranium is unstable, able to be

fissioned, creating a long-lived heat source, making it
perfect for boiling water used to power generators.
However the sword edge is this energy
cannot be turn off with the flick of the switch.

The

radioactivity continues on for many hundreds of thousands
of years and has to be dealt with in a complicated,
expensive procedure that in 60-plus years is still only
temporary.

A final safe resting place for nuclear waste
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has yet to be found.
It is important to remember that the first
purpose of uranium was for war, an efficient killing
substance.

It is admirable to look for peaceful ways to

use uranium, but the very nature of its destructive powers
do not translate into an energy source that can be used
effectively and efficiently.
Due to the instability of uranium, ways to
recycle nuclear waste have not been found that do not still
produce nuclear waste.

The methods available for

reprocessing are cost-prohibitive, plus produce plutonium,
used in nuclear weapons.
Nuclear holocaust is mutually assured
destruction, and in the public eye at the moment, with
people such as Trump and Kim Jong-un hurling nuclear
threats at one another, the strongest human instinct is to
survive, so these threats are, we trust, more than likely
that, just threats.
However, continuing to have uranium in
play does affect the quality of life and puts a long life
in jeopardy.

Do we want to survive or thrive?
People are experiencing what has been

termed, in quote, "institutional betrayal" where
organizations do not effectively respond to problems or
unexpected events.

There have been two major accidents at
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the Chalk River facility, the first December 12th, 1952, and
five years later, in 1958.

There are people involved in

the cleanup of these accidents who feel betrayed by the
industry that they were not properly compensated for their
role in cleaning up the accidents and that there was no
follow-up to see if the population of people involved in
these accidents showed a higher than normal incidence of
cancer.
There is anecdotal evidence that indeed
some men's health were affected, and who died from cancers,
but because there was no follow-up it cannot be said for
certain.

This was a perfect opportunity for follow-up and

a big question knowing that radioactivity does cause health
problems that a follow-up was never conducted.
We see the same betrayal scenario over and
over in the more recent serious nuclear accidents, such as
Chernobyl and Fukushima, that to this day are hotly
contended by professionals in the medical field and that so
profoundly adversely affect the lives of millions of
people.
People are in an ongoing learning curve
about the consequences of using uranium, from it being a
miracle cure, when radioactivity was discovered in 1896 by
Henri Becquerel, and was even called magic radiation.
When polonium and radium were discovered
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by Madam Curie, in 1898, the use of radium became
commonplace by the 1920s, used to treat every kind of
disease.

At this time it was considered that it would be

good for health to drink a glass of radioactive water a
day, prepared by using, of all things, a radium percolator.
This period lasted for more than 25 years,
when usage decreased dramatically when the dangers of using
radium became apparent.
the dangers are revealed.

As we use uranium more and more,
Sixty years is but a blip in

time with a growing body of knowledge that becomes clear as
time passes that the benefits of using uranium causes more
problems than it is worth, as well as the medical use of
radioisotopes does come with enough problems that moving
further away from their use to other treatment and
diagnostic tools makes good sense.
This is another hotly contended topic.
The use of radioisotopes, due to their unstable nature,
that decay to stable isotopes can cause harm during their
decay.

"Justification" is a term used to determine if the

harm of exposure is less than the benefits of this
exposure.
What is the minimum exposure and dose?
Hereto is a growing body of research and knowledge that
there is less and less justification to be using
radioisotopes in treatment and diagnosis of disease and
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that any exposure and dose of radioisotopes can have
deleterious consequences to long-term health and longevity.
New ways to deal and diagnose illnesses have to be
explored.
There is also a growing problem that used
radioactive materials are accumulating in hospitals and
research installations around the world, including Chalk
River.

What is going to happen to the intermediate- and

high-level waste materials after the NRU is shut down?
Will it become a nuclear waste site?
How can dealing with nuclear waste not be
in the scope of a 10-year licence?

This is an ever-present

problem with nuclear waste and becomes a larger problem
every day that uranium continues to be used.
Everything in life is about the use of
energy.

Think of people who make dietary choices that fuel

bodies who decide to eat a diet high in sugar and processed
foods.

There's a growing body of research that with

different dietary decisions these same people may have
lived a much longer, healthier life.
What differs here, too, is that these are
personal decisions that affected quality of life.
The decision use uranium is being made for
others, so there is a huge responsibility to choose wisely
and make decisions that support life to the fullest.

We
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can all see that there are many people that, once they
become more informed about uranium, come to the conclusion
that they would never have chosen to use this form of
energy and have not consent to the risks that the
regulatory bodies have deemed to be safe.
In quotes, "regulatory capture" is where a
regulatory body advances the concerns and special interests
of the industry it is charged with regulating at a cost to
public interest.

This has created an environment that does

not pay attention to the parameters set by the real world
in which we all inhabit.

This is a human foible that, due

to the ever-increasing negative consequences, has to be
continually looked at.
Solutions will not be found in trying to
escape the limits of the real world, but in deepening our
understanding of these limits, and in fact may discover
that what we now think of as limits will open doors to
solutions that will create a world that is much better than
the one we have now.
Humanity is at a crossroads, where we are
continually learning the downside to using uranium, and at
the threshold to move towards the production of energy that
is regenerating.

The decisions made here going forward

have to be in the 30 percent that allow life to thrive to
its fullest potentials.

This is where hope in our future
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lies in the choices we make.
For now uranium has to be closely
monitored and follow-ups made at every opportunity.
Nuclear energy cannot be turned off and left alone.
Everything in life requires taking care; however, taking
care of uranium so that it does not cause harm is proving
to be very difficult.
So for today, we have to be the 30
percent, knowing that there has to be change to thrive, not
survive, and take the action to shorten the relicensing
period of the Chalk River Laboratories from 10 years,
acknowledging how important it is to closely monitor and
stay on top of nuclear substances as research advances and
continues to show just how dangerous the use of uranium is
to health and to all life, as well as know that all steps
to transition to renewable energy have to be made with no
new nuclear builds.
Thank you very much for this opportunity
to speak before the Commission.

It is in free speech and

with open minds that viable solutions are found, where we,
as a species, can live and thrive with all life.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

MS BUCKINGHAM:

Thank you.

--- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

Questions? Questions?
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Okay, thank you for your presentation.
MS BUCKINGHAM:

Okay, thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

We will now take a

20-minute break, which will bring us to 10 to 11.
Thank you.

--- Upon recessing at 10:27 a.m. /
Suspension à 10 h 27
--- Upon resuming at 10:50 a.m. /
Reprise à 10:50 a.m.

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

We are ready to

proceed.
So, the next submission is an oral
presentation by Ms Hrycyna as outlined in CMD 18-H2.43.
Please correct me.

CMD 18-H2.43
Oral Presentation by Bozena Hrycyna

MS HRYCYNA:
Hrycyna.

Thank you.

My name is Bozena

That was pretty close.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS HRYCYNA:

Okay.

Good morning.

So, I'm here today to join my voice to the
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many voices opposing the renewal of the licence for the
Chalk River facility.

I'm here today because I know in my

heart that we must move forward in a new way.

To speak of

the present and the future, we must speak of the past.
And the Chalk River site is just one of
many sites, as we all well know, that has been a place of
irresponsible handling of life-threatening radioactive
materials.
I am grateful to Ms Buckingham who spoke
before me for so clearly setting out the facts about the
history of nuclear energy in general and of the Chalk River
site and the accidents that happened in the 1950s.
As other intervenors have so passionately
put forward, we must consider the history of waste dumps,
leaks and inadequate safety measures that are part of our
atomic energy legacy in Ontario.
It is easier for us to follow the current
course that has been set to debate for hours and days
whether a licence to operate the Chalk River facility
should be renewed, without questioning first whether this
facility really needs to and ought to continue operating at
all.

That is the question that I know must seem irrelevant

or absurd at this point, but perhaps what it is is
inconvenient.

And the truth is, the by-products of the

nuclear industry are permanent and lethal, no amount of
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nuclear waste is acceptable.
As other inconvenient truths, the enormous
amount of labour that goes into avoiding them could be
redirected into finding a way to operate differently in a
paradigm of possibility, rather than one of scarcity, to
forge a gentler and better way.
Our human propensity for hubris makes it
easy to scoff at the notion of a Doomsday scenario or
confidently state the so-called enduring entities will
continue to operate indefinitely in the best interests of
all the people.
As I have been intently listening to the
many interventions over the course of this hearing, I have
been deeply touched by the level of care and dedication
that so many people, especially concerned citizens, have
put into defending the interests of us all, that is, our
continued safety and well-being.
This care and faith is something more
lasting, more enduring than any multi-national consortiums,
experimental facilities, Crown corporations and GOCOs.
I have heard most of the arguments for and
against the licence renewal that have been presented here.
I am grateful for those who spoke truthfully and with
integrity, especially those who spoke from their hearts.
At this point I do not think there is need
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for many more words, but I would like to tell a story.

You

may know this story, but I wonder if you carry it the same
way that I do.
My family, my people come from Ukraine, a
nation plagued by the enduring legacy of a nuclear fallout,
as we all know.

The radioactive particles that were

released into the air and, consequently, into the land and
the water with the meltdown of the Chernobyl Power Plant on
April 26, 1986.
I grew up in the shadow of this horrific
reality.

My family and all the people of Ukraine,

especially Belarus, living in utter fear and uncertainty
for their lives.
As a long-time volunteer for humanitarian
activities in Ukraine directed at helping children,
especially orphans, who receive medical aid and support
through the Children of Chernobyl Canadian Fund and Help Us
Help the Children, I have witnessed first-hand the
crippling, the sickening effects of long-term radiation
exposure.
Today as we speak radiation in the soils
of Ukraine continues to poison my people who live on the
land and who will continue to do so for as long as we can
imagine human life on this earth.
This story is not science fiction, it is
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not an anomaly produced only by the dysfunction of the
corrupt Soviet Union.

Lest we forget Fukushima.

It must

serve as a very potent reminder of what is at stake here.
It's my desire to live a long and healthy
life, to live free of the unsolicited burden of radioactive
waste disposal, free of the fear that such potentially
lethal materials will endanger the health of my future
children and my family.
As you have heard other young people speak
at this hearing, we do not want it.

Now is the time to

make wiser decisions.
To conclude, all I would say is I would
echo the words of others who came before me and offer a
prayer.
A prayer to the Creator to guide us in
wisdom and love so that we may all know in our hearts how
to proceed for the benefit of all creation and future
generations, that we may know that we are sacred beings who
have been given the gift of life, that we may honour this
gift, may we use our immense power and strength as human
beings for the creation of all that is good, clean and safe
for all future generations.

Amen.

THE PRESIDENT:
Question?

Thank you.

Dr. McEwan?

MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you for the
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submission and the presentation.
A couple of questions.

One is one that

I've asked before, and in your submission you mention,
again, the perceived reduction in regulatory oversight that
people read into the licence.
So, you listened to some of the
explanations of the staff and how the restructuring has
been maintained and maybe increased the opportunity for
rigorous oversight.
Does that give you any comfort, that there
remains a strict regulatory regime looking at the way in
which the site operates?
MS HRYCYNA:

Thank you.

I don't think I specifically referred to
that.

I mostly -- I'm really concerned about the disposal

of the waste which hasn't so directly been addressed here
and which will be addressed later.
I don't really have comfort because I
understand what people have been saying about the
regulatory oversight, but I also understand human nature.
MEMBER McEWAN:

If I may, when did you

leave the Ukraine?
MS HRYCYNA:
was still in Ukraine, yeah.
Thank you.

I was born here.

My family
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THE PRESIDENT:
Okay.

Any other question?

Thank you.

Thank you for your

presentation.
MS HRYCYNA:

Thank you for your time.

--- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

The next submission is an

oral presentation by Northwatch as outlined in CMD 18-H2.46
and 2.46A.
I understand that Ms Lloyd and Ms Blaise
will make this presentation.

CMD 18-H2.46/H2.46A
Oral presentation by Northwatch

MS LLOYD:

Good morning, President Binder,

Commission Members, and staff.
My name is Brennain Lloyd from Northwatch
and we are pleased to be here before you.
to get set up.
this morning.

It took a moment

I had a perfect storm of technology failure
So I have got a mix of different pieces of

paper.
Pardon me?
THE PRESIDENT:
MS LLOYD:
This is Northwatch.

It wasn't nuclear.

It was not nuclear definitely.
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So my name is Brennain Lloyd and I work
with Northwatch.

We are a regional coalition in

northeastern Ontario.

Our focus today in this proceeding

is on the radioactive waste management practices at the
Chalk River Laboratories.
So Northwatch and CELA have worked
together to draft the joint submission that is before you.
Northwatch's interest is in the potential
for the radioactive waste management practices, programs,
and endeavours at the Chalk River Laboratories site to be
either precedent-setting or become normative in terms of
decision making with respect to nuclear matters in Ontario,
and then potentially have future effect in Northwatch's
area of interest, which is the neighbouring six districts
of northeastern Ontario.

Our part of the focus has been to

evaluate the waste management practices at the Chalk River
site.
And I am joined by my colleague, Kerrie
Blaise, from the Canadian Environmental Law Association.

I

will pass it over to Kerrie at this point.
MS BLAISE:
Members.

Good morning, Commission

As you know, I am Kerrie Blaise from the Canadian

Environmental Law Association, and as this is a joint
submission from Northwatch and CELA, I will just briefly
introduce what CELA's component of the review was.
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So CELA sought to identify principles
which should inform waste management.

So we conducted an

interjurisdictional review of what are the best practices,
the best principles, which should inform a licensing basis
for waste management.
So we started with a working definition of
waste management, and we adopted the one used by the
International Atomic Energy Agency, which I have included
on this slide, and I will briefly read for you.
Waste management included all activities,
administrative and operational, that are involved in the
handling, pre-treatment, treatment, conditioning,
transport, storage and disposal of radioactive waste.
So our extensive review of international
documents, treaties, and policies allowed us to identify
five sets of principles.
slide for you.

These I have identified on the

I am not going to elaborate on each of

these principles, but I would direct you to pages 7 through
18 of our full submission where I do provide an overview of
the principles, their significance and their relevance to
this licence.
So we took these principles and we sought
to identify if they were included in the CSA standards,
which are now incorporated by reference in the proposed
Chalk River licence.

Our goal was simple.

We just wanted
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to evaluate whether (a) these principles were enforceable
or (b) whether they form the basis for licence and
compliance and verification.
What we found was that the majority of the
principles were either absent from the CSA standard or, if
they were included, they lacked a measurable benchmark for
enforcing compliance.

This was the case for the principles

of waste minimization and prevention, environmental
protection and sustainability and proximity.
For the principles of recordkeeping and
waste characterization, we actually found something
different.

We found that while they may be in the CSA

standards, they were referenced as guidance documents and
not in the compliance verification portions of the licence.
We also found there was some legislative
gaps as well that -- so irrespective of the CSA standards.
We found that because CNL's application covers a host of
facilities and activities that their treatment under the
Nuclear Safety and Control Act isn't the same for each of
the facilities and each of the activities.

So there were

differentiations we found based on that which we addressed
in our report.
And based on our findings, we made a
series of recommendations to the Commission with the view
that these waste management principles that we identified
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should be incorporated into the basis for licensing.

I am

not going to read out our recommendations to you, but I
just will note that they are included in our PowerPoint and
in our submission.
Thank you.
MS LLOYD:

Thank you.

With respect to the waste management part
of our review, so in preparing for our review we looked at
a number of documents, certainly the CMDs, performance
review report from 2013, the preliminary decommissioning
report, and we identified what we thought were the three
key questions to guide our review.
That first question was:

Has AECL

provided adequate information with respect to waste
management, primarily in their application to renew their
operating licence?
We looked for guidance at the general
Nuclear Safety and Control Regulations requirement.

It

sets out, we think, quite clearly that the application for
the licence is to contain information describing volume,
quantity, characteristics, and so on of radioactive waste
to be generated, stored, managed, processed at the facility
during its licence period.
So we looked at, reasonably enough, CNL's
application, a brief exercise, and my summary will be
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brief.

It did not include that information.

At best, in

Attachment B, it included a set of references to documents
they provide to the CNSC and those documents may include
that information.

There is no way for us to ascertain

that.
But I think the question is did they meet
the requirement of the regulation?

They did not.

It is

not included in their application and that alone should be,
you know a stop sign for the Commission in terms of
approving this application.
The second question that we asked was:
Are CNL's practices of accepting additional radioactive
waste from external sources exacerbating the waste
management challenges at the Chalk River Laboratories?
There is no dispute that there are large
challenges in managing the waste already on site at Chalk
River, and there is no dispute that part of CNL's practices
is to continue to import waste to their site from other
operations.

They acknowledge that in their application.
We looked at the documents they provided

for any additional information.

There were several very

general references to the fact that they do accept waste
from third parties.
We looked at the full suite of regulatory
oversight reports that have been much referenced in these
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last three days.

We found in the regulatory oversight

report on uranium and nuclear substances processing, a few
references.

In our overall review of that report where we

had some interaction with the licensees, we learned that
SRB and Nordion do send their waste to Chalk River.

We

assume that others, Best Theratronics, for one, also do,
but there was no information available and the licensee did
not provide information, claiming proprietary interest.
We can -- we ascertain from an application
to the NRC some time ago that Cameco potentially sends
waste to Chalk River, because there is a single application
that named nine consignees, including one in our region,
Cameco's Blind River facility.

We have not yet been able

to determine that there are any controls beyond the NRC
application process which says waste is coming into the
U.S. from nine consignees and will be returned back to
those nine consignees.
We then looked at ADAMS, the U.S., NRC's
online public registry.

It is quite a useful tool,

voluminous, a little bit hard to handle initially but
voluminous.

We found there -- we looked at over 1,000

documents online.

We downloaded 238.

From them we were

able to determine that there were a number, numerous
shipments of radioactive material.
I think the ATU shipment was the most
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contested and most documented item on the registry.

But,

in addition, numerous waste shipments, things like
uranium-contaminated zirconium, tritium gas, stainless
steel; a number of different shipments of
radioactive-contaminated metals, medical waste, mixed
waste, contaminated waste; hospital waste from a whole
variety of facilities which you can see identified on the
map on the screen.
It did seem the majority of cases were
returning materials, material sent from Canada to the U.S.
for processing, but there seems to be no overall tracking
system.

There is no identifiable system in place for

tracking these wastes.
There seems to be -- the third question
was with respect to:

Is CNL making adequate progress in

addressing the legacy waste and liabilities on the site?
There was very little information.
Now, I am running out of time so I am
going to go very quickly -- very little information
provided in the CNL documents on what we identified as
three key challenges, dealing with the tiles, dealing with
the fist, and dealing with the plumes.

Very -- what really

was lacking was any clear sense of urgency, any milestones,
any progress report in meeting those milestones.
We have had some discussion.

We have
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heard what was stated in their report repeated here, a
little bit added to it, but in our view there's real need
for those milestones, and a real need for a third party
overview of that, and that's lacking.

Not only is detail

lacking but any kind of sense of timelines, and so on.

We

made a number of recommendations, as Kerrie has already
referenced.
In conclusion, with 35 seconds left, we do
urge the Commission to deny the application.

We recognize

they can't operate without a licence, so maybe it's a very
short term delay while they meet the most immediate needs,
for example, describing meeting the regulatory
requirements, and including a description of the waste
should be easily done.

But they really should be limited

to a one or two-year application term.
a one-year term.

We had recommended

We would not cry foul at two or three

years.
We have heard many references throughout
the last three days to these annual reports.
thought is this the performance report?
have seen was 2013.

Initially, we

The last one we

We have slowly, you know puzzled

through, and concluded it's the regulatory oversight
reports.

Ms Tadros, I think, clarified that yesterday with

her reference to the December 2017 Commission meeting in
Port Hope.

That looked at two regulatory oversight reports
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that Northwatch had reviewed and commented on.

Neither of

those included information about the Chalk River site.
We reviewed last night the full suite of
regulatory oversight reports from the last three years.

We

find no information, substantive information, on the Chalk
River site.

There is not an opportunity in the review of

the regulatory oversight reports to engage with the
Commission.

They are very summary reports on the

information that was provided.
I will just finish by saying our
experience -- reminding you of our experience with the
Blind River licence, the uranium refinery licence went from
two years to five years, to 10 years.

We are at the five

year -- last year we were at the five year mark, and at the
five-year licence there was a mid-term performance report
which was substantive.
So last year, seeing we were at the five
year, I requested the mid-term performance report and was
referred to the regulatory oversight report which had the
standard half-dozen to a dozen pages describing the Blind
River facility operations, in no way a replacement for the
mid-term performance reports we have under five-year
licences, in no way a replacement for a licence review.
So with that I apologize for going
slightly over time; so much to say, so little time.

Thank
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you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Oh, you're going to have a

lot more chance to say.
MS LLOYD:

Okay, good.

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

up some pretty interesting issues.

I think you lined

So who wants to get

going?
Dr. Demeter...?
MEMBER DEMETER:
little bit.

I'll just change course a

Throughout our hearings to date, we have heard

very little intervenors' thoughts on emergency procedures
and the emergency preparedness.

In your written CMD, you

brought it up twice as a collection.
Do you have any comments, observations on
emergency preparedness related to this site?
MS LLOYD:

Brennain Lloyd, for the record.

I'll make a brief comment and pass it to
Kerrie to see if she has something to add.
My concern with the Chalk River site and
emergency planning that we might see a reduction in
emergency measures with the shutdown of the NRU.

We saw

that with Gentilly and we were very concerned about that.
So in our view, as long as there is a
hazard onsite, the emergency planning should remain full
tilt and shutting down the NRU should not result in a
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reduction of emergency planning and emergency response
measures.
I am going to hand it over to Kerrie for
any additional comments.
MS BLAISE:

Thank you, Member Seeley.

To that I would just add the scope of our
review was nearly exclusively on waste management as we did
propose in our -- for the application.

So emergency

planning wasn't a focus.
But for further resources I would direct
you to the CELA website or the Northwatch website.

The

CELA website, cela.ca, has a publication page and an
emergency planning subsection where all of our
recommendations on emergency preparedness, as recent as a
few months ago, are posted.
THE PRESIDENT:
of the Fire Marshal online.

But we do have the Office

It's a good opportunity at

least for -- this is, I think, the first time in our
proceeding that they will explain to us the new and
improved PNERP, which is the Provincial Nuclear Emergency
Plan.
MS LLOYD:

If I could add, President

Binder, I would refer you -- CELA did do a substantive
submission at the last -- at the licence extension hearing.
I would also encourage you, if we are going to hear now
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from an unscheduled intervenor on this that we have the
opportunity to bring Theresa McClenaghan, the Executive
Director of CELA -THE PRESIDENT:

No, we're making reference

specifically to your observation on emergency and the fact
the NRU is going down.

So it's a good time for us to know

what the impact on emergency planning is.

We have not only

the Ontario but we have also the Quebec --

Sécurité

publique ici -- and you can hear from both sides about any
remaining emergency planning concerns.
So can we start with the Office of the
Fire Marshal?

I understand it is Mr. Nodwell.
MR. NODWELL:

Correct.

Good morning, Dave

Nodwell here.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. NODWELL:
morning.

It is Dave Nodwell.

Go ahead, please.
Okay.

Thank you, and good

I am a Deputy Chief with the

Office of the Fire Marshal and Emergency Management, for
the record.
So perhaps what I may do, President
Binder, is provide an update on the work that is being done
related to the Provincial Nuclear Emergency Response Plan
and then go into more specific detail in terms of the
implementing plan for the Chalk River site.
So on that basis there has been a
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significant amount of work that has been done over the past
couple of years related to the Provincial Nuclear Emergency
Response Plan.

For those not familiar with that, I'll be

referring to it as the PNERP from this point forward.
This started with the development of a
planning basis discussion paper, so taking a new look at an
assessment of the risks and the hazards.

That particular

document, in addition to proposed changes to the PNERP, was
publicly posted for public consultation in the late spring,
early summer of 2017.
tremendous response.

During that 60-day period, we had a
We had approximately 1,600

submissions that were submitted related to that, and
certainly a wide variety of opinions and perspectives.
An independent advisory group was formed
to address all those submissions.

So this was a group of

people with a variety of expertise from nuclear to
emergency management.

It also had some international

representation on the committee.
possible.

So it was as objective as

This advisory group was tasked with reviewing

the submissions and making recommendations to the Minister.
The advisory group met towards the end of
August, the 21st to the 25th specifically, but did a lot of
work subsequent to that in order to deliver the report to
the Minister.
received.

It was delivered in September and was

The recommendations were agreed to.

Based on
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that direction that we received from the Minister the PNERP
master plan was updated and was approved by Cabinet toward
the end of December in 2017.
At this point in time, for those familiar
with the PNERP, we have seven implementing plans which we
are currently working on.

The primary focus right now is

on some of the larger power reactors, Bruce and Pickering,
in particular.
There is a specific implementing plan for
Chalk River and that will need to be assessed.

I think I

may address the comment that was made earlier with respect
to concern about reduced emergency measures with the NRU
being shut down.

Once the NRU is shut down there will have

to be an assessment of the risk that is posed by, well,
what remains, quite frankly.

I think it is important that

emergency plans and emergency measures be appropriate to
the actual risk.
Once that risk assessment has been
completed it would be reviewed with stakeholders, including
CNSC staff, Health Canada, Ministry of Health and Long-Term
Care, and other stakeholders that are involved in nuclear
planning in the province.

That recommendation would be

made to the Deputy Minister and, ultimately, the Minister
with respect to planning that would go forward for the
Chalk River site.
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To put it into perspective with the -- of
course, the primary focus of the implementing plan is on
the NRU.

There was a very detailed assessment done in

2004-2005, an independent study of the area. It concluded
that in a severe accident arriving from the NRU, sheltering
would not be required beyond eight kilometres, evacuation
not beyond three kilometres, and KI not beyond one
kilometre.

There was a subsequent analysis done which

basically confirmed and validated that information.
Nonetheless, despite that, the decision
was made some time ago that the primary zone for Chalk
River, or the detailed planning zone, as it's known now,
would be in fact nine kilometres.
One of the unique differences with this
site as well, I would point out, is that the exclusion zone
is significantly larger at Chalk River, it's approximately
six kilometres that is within the site boundary, if we
contrast that to a power reactor in Ontario where it is
generally at about one kilometre.
We would do that risk assessment.

Whether

that leads toward a specific implementing plan for Chalk
River or not, I can't speak to that, that would depend on
the risk assessment.
However, there is another implementing
plan which is called the other radiological plan.

That

102

implementing plan deals with all other radiological or
nuclear potential issues.

It deals with sites, such as the

McMaster research reactor, the reactor at the Royal
Military College, it deals with transportation issues,
facilities like Cameco, and so on and so forth.

Based on

that risk assessment, it is a possibility that we would
look at moving that to the other radiological plan, but
again I'm speculating on that because it really boils down
to a risk assessment.
That provides an overview I think of where
we are and where we're going with the PNERP.

I'd certainly

be open to address any other questions that you may have.
THE PRESIDENT:
overview.

Thank you for this

It's very useful.
Now I'd like to hear from Mr. Lessard.

Est-ce qu'il y a des commentaires?
M. LESSARD : Gaëtan Lessard, directeur
régional de la Sécurité civile pour la Région de
l'Outaouais.
Non.

Je confirme que la position du

Québec par rapport au Plan de mesures d'urgence s'aligne
beaucoup avec la position de l'Ontario.

C'est-à-dire que

notre Plan de mesures d'urgence va rester... va demeurer
effectif tant et aussi longtemps qu'il n'y aura pas une
nouvelle analyse de risques qui va être produite après le
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déclassement, et notre tendance est aussi à s'aligner vers
un plan qui ne sera peut-être pas de mesures d'urgence
nucléaires mais radiologiques.

Considérant que les plans

sont souvent basés sur le pire scénario possible, le pire
scénario possible actuel était en lien avec le réacteur
NRU.

Donc, le nouveau pire scénario possible sera

peut-être plutôt en lien avec un incendie sur le site ou le
transport de matières dangereuses.
LE PRÉSIDENT : Merci beaucoup.
Any questions while we've got the Office
of the Fire Marshal on the line?

I think it was pretty

comprehensive.
Do you want to make a comment on that?
MS LLOYD:

Yes, please Dr. Binder.

Brennain Lloyd, for the record.
I just want to note to the Commission that
the PNERP came out December 22, 11 days after our
submission deadline, so I have not looked at it yet.

I

believe that at least Ms McClenaghan at CELA has, so I
would hope that you would consider some additional comments
from us specific to this given these developments.
THE PRESIDENT:

Just for clarity, he is

not an intervenor, he was invited by staff to actually
comment on some of the stuff here.
You will have ample opportunity to deal
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with the Office of the Fire Marshal in all kinds of
hearings coming up.
MS LLOYD:

So, for the purpose of this

comment, just substitute intervenor for invitee, and I
would just encourage the Commission to ensure that, and I
think it's within your abilities to do this, your regular
stakeholders, public interest intervenors like Northwatch,
like the Canadian Environmental Law Association, like the
indigenous organizations, are included in that review of
the NRU risk analysis when it comes to that time.
THE PRESIDENT:

I think PNERP already said

that they are going to review whether they -- the PNERP is
there, it's provincial, so they'll have to do the review,
but I'm sure our staff will be watching it.
Maybe you should add the question how
you're going to interact with PNERP if it's going to be
modified.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

Once a risk assessment by CNL has been
conducted once the NRU shuts down, CNSC staff obviously do
get involved and review it.
I would ask Mr. Richard Tennant to speak
to sort of the linkages we have with the Ontario Fire
Marshal's Office and the Quebec agency for security of the
public.
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MR. TENNANT:

Richard Tennant, for the

record, Emergency Management and Preparedness Programs.
As I stated yesterday, CNL's program is
currently in compliance, and continues to be in compliance.
When the NRU shuts down and is defueled,
as Mr. Nodwell stated, in the Province of Ontario, within
the master plan, there is a section, section 1.45, which
clearly states:
"Once a reactor facility has been
shut down and defueled, an
assessment shall be undertaken by the
province, in cooperation with
additional authorities having
jurisdiction, to determine
the risks it may represent to the
surrounding, off-site population. If
it is determined that the reactor’s
new status poses no off-site hazard,
this PNERP shall no longer apply to
events originating from this
reactor."
So any authority having jurisdiction will
be involved in that assessment.
It's ultimately the OFMEMs' jurisdiction,
so they can invite other people if they would like, but as
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Mr. Nodwell mentions, the CNSC, OFMEM, Sûreté du Québec,
and any other stakeholders.
With respect to continuing emergency
measures at the site, even if NRU does close down, the CNSC
will impose its requirements through REGDOC-2.10.1, so
emergency measures will continue to be exercised at CNL.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I think we've got other issues to deal
with.

Questions?

Who wants to start?
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

recommendation number eight.

Dr. Soliman.

My question is concerning

I would like an answer from

the staff about the lack of some of the information given
on CNL's radioactive and waste hazardous materials.

The

submission is supposed to include the volume, origin, form,
quantity and name of any radioactive wastes.
I would like you to, if the information
exists in some other documentation, highlight the
documentation, please.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

Thank you for the position in the
question.
I would ask Mr. Nhan Tran to outline what
was in CNL's application with regard to the information in
recommendation eight, and specifically if there are any
other documents that this information was found in.
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MR. TRAN:
record.

My name is Nhan Tran, for the

I'm a senior project officer with the Nuclear Labs

and Research Reactors Division.
The intervenor pointed out that in
section 3 of the general regulations it describes a number
of things for general licence application requirements.
Section 7 of the same regulation allows incorporation by
reference for licence renewal applications where
information has already been submitted as part of a valid
licence.

In the case of CNL-CRL, they already have a valid

licence, so what they did was they referenced the
information that's already been submitted to staff as
opposed to resubmitting all that information.
Section 5 of the same regulation actually
asked them to identify what's different between the
information we already have and the information needed to
support the application, so I think some of this confusion
is probably around the understanding of what they actually
needed to submit.
All that said, the specific information in
recommendation eight is submitted to staff, and it's
available through the existing programs of the management
system, and specifically the ones related to waste
management and decommissioning
I'll pass the question to Karine Glenn,

108

the Director of the Waste and Decommissioning Division in
Ottawa, and she can speak a little bit more to it.
THE PRESIDENT:

Ottawa, could you please

elaborate on the statement that the five principles of the
IAEA are not being complied with?
MS GLENN:

Karine Glenn, for the record.

I am the Director of the Waste and Decommissioning Division
at the CNSC.
I'll begin first by addressing the comment
regarding there is no list of the wastes that are currently
at Chalk River.

Every three years, as part of Canada's

commitment as a signatory to the joint convention for the
safety of used nuclear fuel and the safe management of
radioactive waste management, Canada is required to
assemble an inventory of all waste that it currently
manages.

That inventory is assembled by NRCan, and it is

published in Canada's report to the joint convention, which
is publicly available on the CNSC website.
I mentioned yesterday the latest version
was submitted to the IAEA in October of 2017.

Right now,

the full report is not available on the CNSC website, it is
pending translation, but there is a summary, and if the
intervenor is interested in receiving the latest copy, as I
mentioned at the December Commission meeting, we are happy
to provide anybody who requests it a copy of that report.
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I'll address your second question,
Mr. Binder, which I believe is related to the incorporation
of the GSR, Part 5, the principles we referenced in the
intervenors written submission.

I believe we touched a

little bit about this on some of the other days,
specifically that some of those principles refer to the
requirement for a management system for waste management,
the requirements for demonstration of environmental
protection, for the licensee to submit a safety case.
Those are captured through other provisions of the licence
specifically or through provisions of the licence
application.
We discussed, I believe on the first day
of the hearing, that if we were to put for every single
safety and control area management systems, environmental
protection and radiation protection for every safety and
control area and every single program, we would essentially
be repeating all 14 safety control areas.
The requirement, for instance, for the
licensee to have a management system that applies to waste
management is captured by the corporate management system's
program, which covers all of the activities that the
licensee carries out at the site.

Therefore, there's not a

specific need under the waste management area of the
licence or the Licence Conditions Handbook to have that
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specific requirement.
That being said, in the CSA standards, a
requirement for a management system is captured in the N292
suite.

That is definitely captured through the reference

in the LCH to the N292 waste standards.
To touch on another one of the
intervenor's recommendations, which is to incorporate
N292.0, which is the overarching standard, while it is
incorporated through reference in the other standards, we
are taking that comment into consideration and we'll look
at that as we revise the LCH in order to make that clear.
THE PRESIDENT:

One more thing which I

think needs to be addressed in the same vein, there's I
think an argument, and I'll let the intervenor tell me if I
get it wrong, that some of those CSA standards are not
enforceable.

They gave examples of the minimization,

environmental protection and proximity.

Can you address

some of those aspects?
MS GLENN:
Absolutely.

Karine Glenn, for the record.
The CSA N292.3, which is a

CVC in the proposed Licence Conditions Handbook right now,
incorporates immediately the requirements of N292.0, which
I'll read out to you.
It clearly states:
"In addition to the requirements
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provided in the standard that are
specific to low and intermediate
waste, the requirements of CSA N292.0
shall also apply where applicable."
(As read)
Then if I go to the CSA N292.0 standard,
there is a section that particularly deals with operating
practices for minimization and segregation.

That's found

under section 5.20 of the CSA N292.0, and it states the
following:
"To minimize the generation of
radioactive waste, the following
operating practices should be
considered: redistribution of unused
materials NCL sources, the use of
items that can be laundered or
decontaminated for reuse, minimizing
the use of absorbent materials, the
use of dedicated areas to avoid
cross-contamination, identification
and separation of incompatible
materials, monitoring to minimize the
spread of contamination, and
monitoring to ensure that waste not
in compliance with clearance levels
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is identified." (As read)
That's just one example.
You mentioned proximity.

Proximity, in

the terms of the proximity principle as the intervenor
outlined in her written submission, is not an IAEA
principle that is found in the GSR requirements and not
found in the CSA standards.

It's more important from a

safety perspective to find a suitable location for waste
management and storage that meets the safety requirements
for the long-term safety of that facility than it is to
find one that may be close or, if you'd like, immediately
adjacent to the facility.
In many cases, that is the case because
when we site large facilities, such as a nuclear power
plant, we take into consideration seismicity and many other
hazards that would also apply to a waste management
facility, but that's not directly a requirement either in
the IAEA regulations -- guidance, I should say -- or in the
CSA standards or the CNSC regulatory documents.

It is up

to the licensee to propose the location of those
activities, and to provide justification through a safety
case that the location is suitable for those activities.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Questions?
MS BLAISE:

If I may respond to that?

Is
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that okay?
THE PRESIDENT:

You'll get your chance.

We've got a couple of questions, then you can go through
one by one.
Mr. Seeley.
MEMBER SEELEY:
staff.

I had a question for

One of the recurring themes has been about the

Licence Conditions Handbook, and the clarity and assurance
that we have enough requirements in there to understand the
compliance requirements for the licensee.
I just wanted to then go to one of the
recommendations by Northwatch and CELA, which is
recommendation number six, on page 9, which talks about the
environmental protection section.

Their point here is

around environmental protection, and of course its
importance for waste management components as well, and
recommending that REGDOC-2.9.1, which is referenced here as
verification criteria, but it's only referenced for one
section, 4.6 -- I think your point is why isn't the whole
document referenced as verification criteria.
Maybe just one other piece of information
on that.
In the previous licence, the verification
criteria did include the whole document, REGDOC-2.9.1, and
it also included the ISO 14001 standard.

114

I guess my question is to staff.

All of a

sudden, you've gone from two very large pieces of
information that would provide guidance to only one
subsection of one of the CNSC's regulatory documents.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

I think what's important is to look at the
year for the version of those documents.
had REGDOC-2.9.1 published in 2013.

The old licence

This document was

substantially updated in 2017 and included many more
elements, so the 2.9.1, version 2.3, is entirely contained
within section 4.3 of the new version.
What was added in 2017 was the overarching
and complete regulatory framework for environmental
protection, and it included, for Class I facilities,
setting out our framework based on a series of CSA
standards, so by having a licensee implement the CSA
standards that make up our regulatory framework, they are
in fact compliant with REGDOC-2.9.1, the most current
version, with the additional requirement of having an
environmental management system, which is section 4.6, as
noted.
MEMBER SEELEY:

So REGDOC-2.9.1 is a CNSC

document, is it not?
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

It is a CNSC document and it sets out our
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framework in the early sections of that document, that the
CSA standards form our basis, so that is set in our
regulatory document.

When we consulted on that document,

we brought that document to the Commission for approval,
and it set out that our regulatory framework was based on a
series of CSA standards plus other elements.
I think it's also important to note that
this document contains the two processes for which CNSC
staff would follow for an EA conducted under the Canadian
Environmental Assessment Act.
licensee could implement.

This is not something that a

It sets out the process that

CNSC staff would follow for an EA under the Nuclear and
Safety Control Act.
These are not things that a licensee would
ever implement.

What they would implement is an

environmental management system, as described in
section 4.6, and they would also implement an effluent
monitoring program and an environmental monitoring program,
an environmental risk assessment program, and a groundwater
monitoring program, which are, as set out in that REGDOC,
to follow under the CSA standards.
MEMBER SEELEY:

CELA, do you have

something to add here?
MS BLAISE:
Thank you, Member Seeley.

Yes, if I may respond to that.
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This is Kerrie Blaise, for the record.
I'll respond to the questions in reverse,
so I'll respond to the last question first while it's still
fresh.
I respect your comment that in the
proposed Licence Conditions Handbook -- it was the pinpoint
to section 4.6 that struck me as being different in this
LCH compared to the prior one.

I still don't understand

the rationale for having to pinpoint when there is a
framework in the REGDOC which would be applicable to the
licensee.
I'll point to Section 2 of the REGDOC.
Again, I can pull it up very easily on my phone.
the CNSC website.

It’s on

So I appreciate that.
I couldn’t do that with the CSA standard

as quickly.

But with this REGDOC I can pull it up very

quickly.
And Section 2 is the Environmental
Protection Principles, which does encompass much of what I
discuss in our submission around this principled approach
to waste management.
So ideally pinpoint to Section 2 would be
included in the Licence Conditions Handbook too.
And because Section 1 is the intro, which
introduces the purpose of principles that should inform
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environmental and waste management, I think it’s helpful
that the licensee be held to the standard in the entire
document.

So to have a pinpoint is redundant.
So I would support that the pinpoint be

removed and the REGDOC remain in the Licence Conditions
Handbook.
Regarding the question I was asked before
regarding the five principles that I reviewed, I would just
like to clarify that these were principles that weren’t
just informed by a review of IAEA standards.
beyond that.

It went

I looked at different licences, nuclear

facility licences from the U.K., in Scotland, any document
that would talk, even literature about principles for waste
management.
And these were five groups that I came up
with.

I sought to understand how they were included in CSA

documents.
And while I appreciate the response from
CNSC staff regarding that perhaps these principles are in
the Licence Conditions Handbook, to the extent they are
there, they would be referencing 292.0.
And again this is a guidance document in
the Licence Conditions Handbook.

So there is a conflict.

If the Licence Conditions Handbook lists a
standard as guidance but then a compliance document says
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no, no, no, that guidance is a standard, there’s just an
unnecessary conflict which can be easily resolved if 292.0
is just moved into the compliance section.

Then there

won’t have to be any discussions about is it guidance, is
it compliance and how to read many documents in tandem.
I would also just reiterate the findings
of my submission, that while the words environmental
protection might be present in the CSA standards, it
doesn’t deal with how to deal with it; what the details
should be to accomplish an adequate protection of the
environment plant for waste management.
Again, I just found these standards
lacking for helping the licensee to find that threshold so
that compliance can be enforced against that benchmark.
Thank you.
MR. LECLAIR:

Jean LeClair, for the

record.
I think it’s worthwhile to provide some
further clarifications.
In the Supplemental CMD, in fact, we speak
specifically to Northwatch’s intervention with regard to
the 292.0 that’s in the guidance.

And in our notes we said

we can certainly address that, to provide further clarity.
But I do want to clearly highlight that
when a standard that has been referenced in compliance
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verification criteria refers to part of another document,
by reference it becomes a requirement.
So when a requirement says here are all
the things that are going to apply, as well as Sections X,
Y Z of another document, by reference it becomes a
requirement.
However, that being said, I appreciate the
intervention and I think it’s worth providing that clarity
in the LCH so that we avoid any confusion.

Therefore, we

accept that recommendation of bringing forward 292 into the
requirements so that we avoid that confusion.
I want to then touch a little bit further
on there seems to be a continuing misunderstanding on the
structure of the Licence Conditions Handbook.
We keep hearing about environmental
protection.

There is an entire section of the Licence

Conditions Handbook that is dedicated to environmental
protection.
The fact that the waste management section
doesn’t necessarily talk explicitly about environmental
protection doesn’t mean it doesn’t apply.

There is an

entire safety control area that speaks specifically to
environmental protection.
And the reason why that’s done is because
we want environmental protection to apply to all activities
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that are being done at the site.
So I would like to perhaps ask Mr. Nhan
Tran if again he can perhaps go through the structure of
the Licence Conditions Handbook to make sure that we really
reiterate and re-emphasize what Mrs. Glenn has mentioned
and what I’ve already mentioned previously; that we don’t
repeat.
If we have a thing that says management
system, for example, which is the first safety control
area, it applies to all our activities and facilities.
THE PRESIDENT:

I think we’ve got it.

the last two and a half days we’ve heard about that.

For

There

may be disagreement about the structure but I think we know
what the sides are.
I would like to move on to some other
questions, though.
Are there other questions?
Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Can I move back up to very

high level because I really want to understand sort of more
globally your concerns?
If I listen to your submission and read
your report, in terms of waste you appear to address maybe
four different groupings of waste.
There is the legacy waste.

There is
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ongoing waste production.
decommissioning of the NRU.

There is waste related to the
And then there, if I could

call it, future waste from ongoing operations, both
internal and external.
Have I understood correctly that that is
your concern?
And are any areas of those more or less
important as you try and look for the inventory as you try
and look for the handling and as you try and look for the
planning for the future?
MS LLOYD:

Brennain Lloyd, for the record.

I think that no, I don’t think there is
one of those waste baskets which we would set aside in
exchange for more attention to the other.
I don’t think that’s exactly what you were
suggesting.

But I think they are all important.
I don’t think at this point -– you know,

Northwatch would certainly not claim to have a
comprehensive understanding of the waste hazard at the
Chalk River site legacy, future and ongoing.

And that’s a

cause for concern that we don’t –- as the public I don’t
think we have reasonable or ready access to that
information set.
So I think that certainly each part of
what we presented and included in our submission, and
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presented today, is only part of the picture.

And that’s

certainly constraints on our own capacity and technical
reach at this point in time.
I think these are problems or sets of
concerns that are single and cumulative.
I appreciate the encouragement to look at
the joint convention for additional information.

I did

look at the summary after it was mentioned in the December
meeting and I certainly didn’t find anything that would
satisfy our interest in having an inventory of radiological
hazards related to waste on site at Chalk River in that
document.
I have read them pretty religiously over
the last number of years as they become available, and I do
know that they are one of our few remaining sources of
information about radioactive waste giving us a national
picture.
We did have in earlier years other
inventories that we relied on, which have not been
replicated in recent years.

I didn’t go back and read it

again, read the three-year old version, to see and I’m now
this morning kind of regretting that I didn’t.

But I will.

I think we need to start with an
inventory.
hazards.

Then we need to have an understanding of the
We need to know what is the program, both in
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delivery and intentions, for each of those waste streams?
And then we need milestones to measure how
we’re making progress -– using the word “we” very
generally -– making progress towards those milestones.
Our concern is that waste continues to be
generated.

Waste continues to be received at the Chalk

River site when there is not grounds for confidence that
the waste already on site is being managed in the most
effective way, means possible.
And I think that’s why we looked at those
three areas within the legacy program, to just test and see
what information is available.
I think the licence application is a
reasonable place for the public to be able to find
information on:

How is the licensee doing?
And it’s not there.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

I would like to go

from high level to the roots.
You mentioned the legacy and you mentioned
the tiles, the FISST, etc.

So where are -– maybe I should

start with CNL.
What information is available on progress,
both dealing –- because I thought I heard some detailed
plan for the future that had to deal with those items.
Maybe I’m wrong.

Please clarify.
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MR. COX:

Dave Cox, for the record.

I will ask Kurt Kehler to elaborate on
some of those dimensions of our waste management and
remediation activities.
I would like to first start by saying that
we have a very comprehensive waste management program which
collects and generates accurate records, as we are required
to, to meet all of our international commitments for
nuclear material inventory, whether it’s waste or other
materials.
It’s very accurately characterized and
catalogued.

It’s part of our program.

kind of information.

So we maintain this

It’s one of our fundamentals.

In terms of the program and where we are
going with it, I will ask Kurt to elaborate.
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler, for the record.

It’s a very broad question so I will try
to touch on a few details, because obviously we have lots
of different types of waste in safe storage and we continue
to keep those in safe storage.
Key to our program is development of the
Integrated Waste Strategy, as you’ve seen referred to in
several cases.

That is available on our website in summary

form.
Integrated Waste Strategy actually looks
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at every different type of waste that exists on site with
the goal to come up with ways to permanently dispose of
that waste.
Obviously disposal of waste is a very big
issue, and any of those decisions will come back as a
separate issue to the Commission when we come forward with
those proposals, just like the near surface proposal
facility for low level waste.
We previously mentioned for FISST that
that was part of the repatriation project, and that project
is on schedule and continuing.
per cent complete.

It’s somewhere around 20

That will continue until it’s scheduled

to be complete in 2020.
For the HEU, which is just one portion of
the spent fuel on site, which can be repatriated under the
Global Threat Reduction Initiative, that work is ongoing.
It’s about 50 per cent complete and that is scheduled to be
completed in 2019.
We do store various forms of intermediate
level waste, of mixed waste on site.
stored.

We keep those safely

And for many of those streams we are currently

working with science and technology doing work to determine
the path forward for those streams.
For example, the cemented moly waste is a
very large stream of waste stored on site that is an output
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from making moly for all the decades there.

There is not a

path yet determined for that particular waste stream.
We could go through a number of different
types of waste and get into some detailed discussions on
each and exactly where we are at in science in trying to
come up with solutions.
THE PRESIDENT:

I think the intervenor

probably knows that you know the question was:

How much of

this information and the program and the milestone against
this program are in the public domain?
I think that’s what the question is.
MR. KEHLER:

That level of granularity I

would admit is probably not easily available in the public
domain.

It’s a significant program of work covering all

kinds of different waste forms.

Some of it is covered.

Plans for low level waste are obviously
being openly debated quite fervently at this point in time.
THE PRESIDENT:

But I’m talking about

tiles and plumes and things of that nature.
I know the intervenor doesn’t think much
about the AROR.

I think staff likes to beg the difference.
But will progress be made in the annual

regulatory oversight reports, or could be made?
MR. KEHLER:

We cover some of the current

activities and conditions of those streams in the annual
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safety report that is issued.

So it does provide some of

the information.
It depends on the level of detail that
everybody is looking for.
MR. COTNAM:

Perhaps I could add something

here, Dr. Binder.
Shaun Cotnam, Chief Regulatory Officer.
I get the question, looking for specific
details.

I think that’s a fair point.
I’ve been in the Environmental Stewardship

Council when Mr. Kehler does give verbal updates on many of
these.

We also have slide decks that go with that.
If I could point to our CMD, there is some

information that we provided that I could give a few
references here.

If you want to go through them, I have

them earmarked here as well.
And of course in our opening presentation
we did give updates.
But many of these are written in progress
on our NRX plume we’ve talked about.

We’re very proud of

the FPS commissioning project as well.
The FISST, for security reasons, we all
know that, we give a per cent complete.

Mr. Kehler did

that already in the first couple of days.
But I have some references we can walk

128

through if you like.
THE PRESIDENT:

I will leave it up to the

intervenors.
MS LLOYD:

Yeah, if I could just comment.

This is all interesting information and I
will read the transcript and retain more than I’m retaining
at this exact moment.
But, you know, let’s look at the tiles for
a moment.

When we look at the summary of the CMDs, CNSC

staff provided maybe I would say a 200-word summary
compared to CNL’s maybe 30-word summary.
I think that we should be seeing more from
CNL in their documentation on this.
We did request some documents.

I would

need to hand it over to Ms Blaise to get a check on which
documents CNL refused us.

But we were refused some

documents.
Looking at the tiles, as an example, we
heard yesterday that the tiles are halfway through the
retrieval process.

Why are we halfway through the

retrieval process?

What was the milestone set for this in

CNSC?
In staff’s CMD they do describe the
packaging plants, the fuel packaging and storage facilities
designed and constructed.

Why are we halfway?

When will

129

we be all the way?
program so far?

What’s the lessons learned in the

Where is it going to go and what can we

expect in terms of progress?
That’s the kind of analysis and
information that we would like to see.
Mr. Binder, you may have been right in
your perception that I don’t think much of the Regulatory
Oversight report.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS LLOYD:
them.

You just said that.

I would like to think more of

I would like to think very highly of them.

And I

think there’s lots of opportunity for them to be improved
and expanded.
What I’ve seen so far has not satisfied
our information interests and specific to Chalk River I
haven’t found Chalk River in any of them.
THE PRESIDENT:

Well, just to clarify,

Chalk River, did they have an ROR or is it new?
When was the last report on progress for
Chalk River?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

We looked it up.

The last time the Chalk

River Laboratories site was referenced in our ROR was in
2014.
Since then we have been in two licensing
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proceedings: one in 2016 which gave an overview of all of
the programs in order to set the licensing basis at that
time; and we are here today, two years later, with the
performance of all the programs to set yet again the
licensing basis for the next proposed term.
THE PRESIDENT:

But moving forward, if a

licence would be granted, there would be an annual ROR.
Is that what it is?
MS TADROS:

That is correct.

Moving

forward with the opportunities that we do have, our
Regulatory Oversight Report that deals with research
facilities, which Chalk River would be in that category, we
would put all of those facilities together and bring the
Chalk River Laboratories facility forward as a Regulatory
Oversight Report with safety performance information in
there.
MS LLOYD:

Brennain Lloyd, for the record.

If I could understand then, I think the
last regulatory oversight for nuclear processing small
research reactor and Class 1B accelerator facilities was
2015.
Is it that ROR that would be augmented to
include?
And I have commented, I think, to the
Commission before, perhaps only in writing, that I would
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find it really helpful to have a table of the regulatory
Oversight Reports.
Every year it’s a different combination of
topics that seem to be addressed in different Regulatory
Oversight Reports.

And they are not all in one place on

the website.
So if we are going to be relying on a new
expanded, improved, substantive, in-depth detailed set of
regulatory oversight reports, then it would be helpful to
have them all in one place on the table, saying what we can
see where.
One final response.
The Stewardship Council was mentioned as a
place where Kurt provides summary reports or overview
reports.

It’s my understanding that the stewardship

committee meetings are not open to non-members and
Northwatch is not a member.
I wonder if we could hear from CNL if
those stewardship committee meetings are going to be open
in the future, if that’s where we are to look for the
information that we –THE PRESIDENT:

I assume that the slide

presentation you made over there should be posted, at
least, I assume.
MS LLOYD:

Is that yes to the meetings

132

being open or to the slides being posted?
MR. COX:

Pat Quinn will comment on that.

MR. QUINN:

Hello.

Pat Quinn, for the

record.
Proceedings of our Environmental
Stewardship Council information and presentation material
are available on our website.
The Environmental Stewardship Council is
actually facilitated by a third party.

So we have terms of

reference that are available on the website for review.
People can make requests through our third party to
observe, that type of thing.
But basically there is a membership
process and it’s managed through the third party.
We do put our meeting notes -- they are
not minutes or a transcript.

We do make the meeting notes

and the presentation material available on our website.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Questions?

Go ahead.
MEMBER DEMETER:

So listening to all this,

I was thinking what would help us and intervenors and
everyone else understand better the issue of the legacy
waste?

There was a slide on CNSC’s presentation 39 which

showed the operating performance NRU shutdown timeline.
And that kind of graphic is really helpful for us to
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understand not only the components of managing that but the
timelines.
So for all the major legacy issues, if a
similar graph could go in -– what are you doing with FISST,
what are you doing with soil –- that would be really
helpful.
It encapsulates timelines and major
activities related to that process.
Just a comment that I really found that
helpful and maybe it would be helpful for other major
issues.
THE PRESIDENT:

This is the famous cigar

slide from CNSC.
MR. LECLAIR:

Jean LeClair, for the

record.
A couple of things I want to clarify.
The question as to when was the last
regulatory oversight report, I have to remind people that
the introduction of annual regulatory oversight reports was
associated with ten-year licences.
So there is no ten-year licence.

We are

waiting to see what decision the Commission will make.

But

I think it’s important that we clarify that.
So stating when was the last annual
report, well, the reality is those reports were done under
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the different structure of the way the licence was.

I

think Ms Tadros mentioned that we've been in licence
renewal hearings now.

In effect, there was a licence

renewal hearing in 2016, and then it wasn't that long after
that we kicked into another licence renewal hearing.
When we do licence renewal hearings, we
don't do regulatory oversight reports because we capture
performance through the licensing hearing.

I just want to

put that on the record so that it's clear.
The other thing I want to emphasize is the
regulatory oversight report actually has a section that's
dedicated to identifying changes that have occurred.

The

purpose of the regulatory oversight report is in fact to
say, "Here's the performance in three key area: raise
protection, environmental protection, and conventional
safety," which, ultimately, are key indicators of what
matters:

protection of people, the public, and the

environment.
The other part is we also in the report
identify changes.

That's part of the report.

We recognize

that the Chalk River site, the environmental remediation
and these activities that they're doing, are definitely
changes that are going to be happening.

So it's quite

clear that you can expect that in the regulatory oversight
report, in the section that talks about the changes that
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have occurred over the last year, that this information
will be provided.
I do want to comment that I do appreciate
the Northwatch intervention because it did highlight a
number of things, and they are certainly things that we can
consider with regards to how to make the information
clearer.
Historic data, for example, doesn't
necessarily have to be reported all the time.
historic.

It's

There is so much volume of waste, it's been

there, and it's been there for many, many years.

We tend

to focus on deltas, but we certainly take that information
under consideration, and we can see how we can incorporate
that both in the licensees' annual safety review reports
and the ROR.
THE PRESIDENT:

But I think the suggestion

from Dr. Demeter about using the slide, this is a general
comment, we like photos, we prefer videos, but sometimes
those pictures are really -- in one picture you can get a
lot of information which is really easy to absorb.
MS BLAISE:

If I may respond to that

briefly, Commission members.
I would just like to highlight that if
there is a shift to the ROR process to voice concerns and
engage, I would just remind the Commission that CELA was at
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the regulatory oversight report for nuclear power plants in
the summer, the uranium processing in mills ROR, I believe
that was in November, and also the nuclear substance ROR in
October.
And we attended all three in person -- I
was there -- but only in one instance were we given an oral
presentation opportunity.
So, yes, we provided written comments, but
I would ask that if there is a shift to RORs that the oral
presentation opportunity accompany the written submission
opportunity.
THE PRESIDENT:

It's a Commission

decision, and we'll take it under advisement.
Coming back to the cigar, is it doable,
from CNL?
MR. COX:

Dave Cox, for the record.

Generally, I think, in terms of providing
more long-term information about the status of activities,
that's something that could be built into.
In terms of waste management specifically,
I'll just ask Kurt Kehler to comment on that.
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler, for the record.

The Comprehensive Preliminary
Decommissioning Plan gives general schedules for completion
of the work at the site.

It must be kept in mind, though,
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for waste management, until disposal methodologies and
avenues are found, the site does storage.

So even when we

talk about the FPF system and 100 tiles holes that's only
100 tile holes out of thousands of tile holes we have at
Chalk River.

It is just to restore that fuel in a

different temporary storage condition.
You know, it's not until there's a deep
geologic repository available for the country that we stop
doing interim storage, and that's the same for every type
of waste stream.

So when you read the CPDP, it'll make

some assumptions about when disposal facilities are
available right, wrong or indifferent.
THE PRESIDENT:

We fully appreciate it,

but, you know, we started this process for mines, when
mines will return the land to the original thing, and it's
hundreds of years.
can -- it's a plan.
easy to absorb.

But it's still in one photo.
It's going to change.

You

But it's really

It's a communication device, it's not

really -MR. KEHLER:

Right.

THE PRESIDENT:
very useful.

-- the detail, and it was

And I think all the mines' licensees now are

using end of life:

what's the end of life of the project?

MR. KEHLER:

So the famous cigar graph

actually comes from the Comprehensive Preliminary
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Decommissioning Plan ---- Laughter / Rires
MR. KEHLER:

-- and so if we need to make

more of those in the plan, we can do that.
THE PRESIDENT:

There are many more

cigars, then, long term.
MR. KEHLER:

Yes.

MEMBER SEELEY:

I think we're talking

Gantt charts, but we'll go with cigar just for now.
--- Laughter / Rires
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

One more issue that I really -- we need to
deal with, and that is the intervenor talking about
importing of waste, and I thought -- I don't know if you
caught.

We dealt with some of this.

In fact, we had AECL

give the government policy on what is allowed to be
imported into CNL.

Obviously CNL will not take anything

they cannot handle.
So I don't know if you need -- I'm sure
you know some of this stuff, but maybe a quick item,
particularly on this known/unknowns, like Cameco and some
other kind of thing that you found out from the U.S., the
ADAM system.

I don’t think it's a secret, but we normally

don't talk about precisely what goes into the site.
So maybe we'll start with AECL, reminding
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everybody what the structure -- the policy structure is.
DR. QUINN:

Shannon Quinn, for the record.

So on one of the other days of the hearing
I talked about the fact that in the GOCO contract structure
itself there are terms and conditions that would require
CNL to come back to AECL and, depending on the nature of
the issue potentially, further back into government, should
it wish to change in a substantive way the volumes of waste
that it's accepting from third parties or substantially
change the nature of the waste that it's accepting from
third parties.
So this should -- it's a protection, so
that the Government of Canada rightly has decision-making
power around sort of what is coming onto the site.
The intervenor was absolutely correct that
CNL, and previously AECL, have been and will continue to
accept what are relatively low volumes waste, primarily
from universities, hospitals, and, as was already
referenced, various entities that are in the business of
medical and other isotopes.
In terms of sort of specific sort of
customers, some of that would be commercially sensitive,
but I will turn it over to CNL after to see to what extent
they can talk to that.
I'm not sure that I've really addressed
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sort of points around the crossing of international
borders, so the transport of waste sort of between Canada
and the U.S. in both directions, but I think the question
of -- that's really at hand is what's coming in and out of
CNL, and hopefully there's been some reassurance provided
that there are checks and balances there under the terms
and conditions of the GOCO contract.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. KEHLER:

CNL?

Kurt Kehler, for the record.

We do not accept waste from outside the
country, but let me clarify.

We do use, CNL does use,

commercial suppliers and vendors to manage some difficult
waste streams on an occasional basis.

For instance, if we

use metal melt, we may send metal to the States, you know,
to go through that process as part of the recycling and
waste minimization procedure.
As with most of those, whether it would be
metal melt or any other segregation type or waste
minimization approach, where we use a primary vendor,
oftentimes we will receive that residual material back, but
that is our material to begin with before it goes to the
supplier to go through the waste reduction/waste
minimization process.
So other than those types of shipments of
waste, we don't receive waste from other countries.
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THE PRESIDENT:

So normally waste,

particular nuclear waste, and equipment, they require a
licence.

So under which licence are you operating?

Are

you operating under a general import and export licence or
every shipment requires a different licence?

And maybe

CNSC can help us on that one.
MR. COX:

So transport of dangerous goods

regulations apply to the shipments themselves, you know for
packaging and transport.

Import and export permits are

required for international.

So we're in compliance with

all of those requirements.
MS TADROS:

So Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
And I believe Ms Glenn yesterday gave us
an overview of waste transport, so -- I know she is online
right now and willing to provide some clarifications on the
transport question.
MS GLENN:

Karine Glenn, for the record.

I'll speak a little bit about the
instances -- some of the instances mentioned in the
intervenor's written submission.
The SNRC operates in a slightly different
fashion as the Canadian regulatory framework, and when
applicants in the U.S. submit an application they will list
a number of potential sources from where they could receive
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the waste.
So in the RIE service provider, which
offers waste processing services, such as incineration or
metal melt or decontamination services, they would list
many more companies in Canada, for instance, than they
actually have contracts for.

That would be done in order

for them to have -- not have to continually go back to the
SNRC to add a potential source, and that doesn't
necessarily translate in there being shipments of that
waste from Canada to that licensee in the U.S.
And so it is, as mentioned -- as Mr.
Kehler mentioned, an option that many licensees in Canada
use.

They use services of waste processing facilities in

the U.S. where the waste is processed or separated,
minimized, and then the resulting waste, whether it be
ashes or even metal, that cannot be further smelted or
cleaned would be returned to the licensee for their
long-term management.
We do not, as the CNSC, maintain records
of all of the shipments that are made of such waste.
licensees do.

The

And through regular compliance verification,

our inspectors would verify individual -- you know, spot
check those records, and if they find any irregularities
would delve further into it.
I'm not sure if that answers some of your
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questions or if you need any more specific relating to the
import and export licensing.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Over to you.
MS LLOYD:

Thank you.

Brennain Lloyd, for

the record.
I have appreciated Ms Glenn's explanations
yesterday afternoon, and also those from Ms Quinn, but I
think we still have a problem.
I'm fairly satisfied by my review of the
ADAM's postings that I was able to identify that it appears
to be the residuals are returning to Canada, so that makes
Kurt's statement that we do not accept waste from outside
the country kind of -- you know, mostly true, but it
doesn't -- it's not incorrect, but it creates an impression
that I think could get him in trouble if people took it on
its own.

And he sort of said it on his own, and then came

back to it later and said, But of course we do send waste
out and get it back.

That's a problem.

I think that's a

communication problem.
I think the other problems we have in this
area are around transparency and disclosure.

There is a

public concern about the transport, the trafficking, the
export/import of waste.

There is a real concern, I think,

about how the Chalk River site is burdened by waste from
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external generators.
I think where we come down is what is
really lacking is a chain of custody or quality control,
quality assurance, or any evidence of that that is obvious
to the public.
I don't see a chain of custody -- and we
made some of these comments in our submissions to you
around the Pickering, Darlington and Bruce licence
amendment a few months ago.

But I don't see a chain of

custody here, so when I see -- I appreciate Ms Glenn's
explanation that a company may want to list nine potential
consignees so they don't have to keep going back to the
NRC.
That, you know, sort of broad brush,
coupled with Ms Glenn's confirming that CNSC doesn't track
these shipments, is a cause for concern.
the chain of the custody.

I don't see where

I don't see where the quality

assurance/quality control is, other than I understand that
there is some compliance inspections done, but I think it's
really loose-goose.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Well just a

quick -- what volume are we talking about here, maybe on an
annual basis, and CNSC, how do you feel -- why are you
comfortable with the current situation?
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler, for the record.
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I don't have the numbers of volume at my
fingertips.

We can try to get those.

Our largest volume

that we do as cross-border shipments are for the
repatriation project, because that's an ongoing concern,
and so -- but -THE PRESIDENT:

I'm not talking about

those that were a non-quantity and we measure -- and CNSC
measures them, I'm talking about those kind of unusual -like, you talk about the metal, which -MR. KEHLER:

Right.

There are not very

many at all, and so we can try to come up with some numbers
for that.

It's just occasionally.
UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:

It's not even every

year.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS TADROS:

Staff?

So Haidy --

THE PRESIDENT:

I think Mr. Jammal wanted

to jump right into it.
MS TADROS:

Then that trumps my answer.

--- Laughter / Rires
MR. JAMMAL:

Ramzi Jammal, for the record.

We appreciate lots Ms Lloyd's
intervention, I just do not really agree on the fact that
it's loosey-goosey.

There's nothing that's loosey-goosey.

We are overseeing the licensee.

They are
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licensed in order to manage their operations.

The

transport tracking is not done, but it does not mean it's
loosey-goosey.
So the key point here is under our act
regulation -- you talk about chain of custody -- it's the
licensee's responsibility to ensure that from -- it doesn't
matter if it's going to point A to point B, that there's
always -- always -- a qualified licensee in charge.

In

other words they own it, so it doesn't matter if it's in
the transport till its final destination, where the legal
transfer takes place between a licensed entity to another
licensed entity.
And I'm going to keep it at a high-level,
licensed entity.

It could be a licensed entity within

Canada, it could be a licensed entity within -- through
import/export via the U.S., and back and forth.
I would like to remind the Commission of
the story of the steam generators.

The steam generator

story was the licensing of a steam generator to go to
Sweden for a -- applying the three Rs, reduce, reuse and
recycle.

So the three Rs were going to be applied, and

what the licensee is demonstrating here is they will send
large objects to the U.S. where certain metal will be
recycled, certain metal will be reused, and certain melt is
the waste. Still Canada's responsibility, because in the
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U.S. -- in their policy of the U.S. do not accept waste.
So that's why for those of us who did some
code of conduct, we call them "disuse sources" rather than
"waste".
So very, very briefly, it's the licensee's
responsibility to maintain the records.

We don't have

enough resources to maintain the records, and it's not our
responsibility.

They are licensed and they are responsible

to ensure safety.
With respect to the waste management
program, I'm fully supportive of transparent elements, and
at the CNSC we call them "cigars" for a reason.

We will be

more than happy, in order to address based on the plans of
the licensee, what the planned or the end point will be.
With respect to the tracking of the
transport, the high-risk transport and the ones that
require security, there is a whole licensing in place that
requires a plan, and the plan most likely will require a -not just tracking, accompanying of the transport to take
place as we go through cross-borders, as we go through
within Canada, or what they do in the U.S.
And this is the high level because this
information is prescribed information.
So everything is being tracked, everything
is being recorded, and everything is being maintained where
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there's any licensees for us to make sure that the
operation is safe.

And the endpoint is, licensee is

responsible for the safety, and if they are not, we'll just
shut them down.
MS LLOYD:

Mr. Binder, if I could

substitute -- out of respect for Mr. Jammal's comment, if I
could substitute the term " loosey-goosey" with the term
"lacks rigour and accountability".
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Okay.

Any other questions?
MS LLOYD:

Final thoughts?

Final thoughts.

Thank you.

First, I want to thank the Secretariat.
They do an excellent job.

And I specifically want to thank

them for the zip file, with all of the supplementary
filings.

That was, I think, the first time they've used

that, and I found it very helpful.

It save a lot of time

and it was really appreciated.
I want to say no thank you to the small
modular reactors.

I think we've had a couple of industry

intervenors who have offered them up as an excellent
opportunity for northern Ontario.

I think Chief Glen Hare,

from Anishinabek Nation, and Northwatch are the only
northern representatives here, and I think that Chief Hare
would agree with me in giving a hearty "No thanks" to those
small modular reactors.

We have other options which are
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greatly preferable, so I just wanted that on the record.
I also want to thank you for your
attention.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

So we will move to one ---- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

So we'll move to the next

submission, which is an oral presentation from Mr. Unger,
as outlined in CMD 18-H2.42 and H2.42A.

CMD 18-H2.42/H2.42A
Oral presentation by Juan Pedro Unger

MR. UNGER:

Yes, thank you.

Good morning.

Well, the views that follow are my own.
Some people know me as a policy analyst with decades of
experience in international affairs, some know me as an
Orleans sinkhole survivor, some know me as a member of a
local Green Space and Land Use Citizens' Association, but
most people don't know that I have loved science and
technology since childhood and it runs in my family.

I'm

actually a science journalist by profession and I
understand quite well the issues that we are dealing with
here.
I actually researched extensively and
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wrote about the Peruvian nuclear program and faced some
censorship.

When I migrated to Canada, I never thought I'd

be facing this kind of mess.
I come here as a private citizen, a
husband and a parent deeply concerned over the way the
business of radioactive substances is being handled.
For starters, I suspect everyone here
agrees that we have a very serious radioactive waste
problem and that it needs to be addressed with a level of
urgency.

That doesn't mean anything goes.

These

substances are worse than asbestos, much worse than
asbestos, far more insidious, causing tumours and cancer
even without inhaling it, lethal and crippling for
thousands of years.
A quick dirty fix in exchange for lots of
money and site benefits for a private undertaker is not a
solution.

In fact, it's an acceptable application of

responsibility and of the regulation and the government's
duty of care.

We need for Chalk River truly safe temporary

storage while longer-term solutions are worked out
properly.
A long-term solution, alas, not a
permanent one, as we know there really isn't one that we
know of, probably involves careful decommission, not
demolition and well-thought storage facilities deep in
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stable bedrock far from public centres and far from any
body of water.
To address the answers here of some local
authorities who probably are getting or hoping for some
corporate support, let's make this very clear.

You don't

have to support this licence application for short-term
self-interest because any proper short and long-term
measures would require significant investment and would
support many well-paid jobs.
Other presenters will have spoken about
the gaps in protection and oversight of this licence and
the very serious health risks and the very scientific and
technical concerns.

Some, of course, will be defending the

licence application referring to the experience and vast
resources at hand of the consortium, the money and
technical capacity it can buy and claim some kind of
technical high ground.
But when it comes to basic honesty,
integrity and corruption, there is no high ground to claim
and there is a serious shortage of honesty and integrity
here.
First, let's start with the obvious.

This

is not about a licence renewal, but a brand new licence, a
brand new licence, very different in scope and conditions
from the current one.

Why not call things for what they
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are?
Next.

We are not allowed to discuss here

the radioactive landfill that the proponent is also
planning, despite CNL itself stating on page 15 of its
10-year integrated planned strategy, and I quote here:
"A key enabling action for CNL will
be the accelerated development of the
near-surface disposal facility."

(As

read)
So, there is right away an intrinsic
dishonesty in leaving that out of the discussions around
this 10-year deal being considered.
A third big honesty question mark came up
after reading that the proponents were claiming that health
and the environment are their absolute priority.

That is

strange because I have read SNC Lavalin's yearly report and
seen a presentation for stockholders and investors and it
was very clear to me that the absolute priority is actually
money: return on investment, dividends, profits in its 200
plus page annual report, for example.
The company's critical accounting
judgments do not refer to any value being assigned to
safety, human health or environment.

They speak of

revenues, gross margin, expenses, tax, assets and
liabilities and so on.

There is not a single sentence
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assigning value or respect for the environment or for the
public's health.
But there is a mention of environment.

In

fact, page 24 states, and I quote:
"...that environmental laws and
regulations expose the company to
certain risks, could increase costs
and liabilities and impact demand for
the company's service."
End quote.

(As read)

And this is listed, and I also

quote here, under:
"Risks and uncertainties and
assumptions that could cause the
company's actual results to defer
from its current expectations."

(As

read)
End quote.

As I read it, stockholders are

clearly being told that environmental laws and regulations
are not good for business.
So, what is this all about?

It's really

about giving a fortune in taxpayers' money, public land and
resources to a group of mostly foreign-owned businesses and
SNC Lavalin to satisfy their private corporate goals.

Our

billions are about to be granted and we're not even allowed
to discuss here where they intend to dump the legacy
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radioactive waste which is supposedly our public interest
priority at Chalk River, or how they intend to use this
public land to expand their nuclear business to model their
reactors.
The risks for all of us are very serious.
We have been seeing what this brand new licence would
expose us to.

The way it reads, one can dump poison on

current and future populations and if the regulator has you
covered under the banners of safe levels and
self-reporting, and let's face it, it's virtually
impossible to trace back if one is causing that children's
rare form of brain cancer, those teenagers' tumours and
leukemia, or those genetic mutations that cause crippling
childhood conditions.
Why are you not licensing and using
instead this nuclear research facilities to develop novel
new means for safe storage of waste, or to develop the
means to trace back those cancers and crippling conditions
to their source to see, for example, if we can find traces
of strontium in the bones of the children with leukemia
downstream from here?
That's one type of nuclear medicine no one
seems eager to work on.

It would probably be bad for their

business.
This is ethically indefensible.

You are
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preparing to give a long-term licence with major public
risks and financial implications to a group that includes
businesses with a trail of criminal wrongdoing, criminal
charges and pending court cases.

How come the CNSC is even

considering such a licence?
The lead Canadian member of the CNL
consortium, SNC Lavalin, has been debarred by the world
back for 10 years and faces criminal charges in Canada for
fraud and bribery, while consortium member CH2M has been
found guilty of criminal fraud activity involving nuclear
facilities in the United States.
By SNC Lavalin's own admission, it has
faced debarment, reached settlements with the elections
office, the World Bank and others for corruption cases.
Page 180 to 181 of its annual report states that, quote:
"Investigations by law enforcement
and securities regulatory authorities
remain ongoing."
End quote.

(As read)

The CNSC surely must have

worked with a proponent to hammer out this new licence's
provisions.

So, why exactly were vagueness and

generalities written into the licence provisions?

Why the

sweeping changes that reduce regulatory oversight?

Why is

the CNSC then considering this licence application?
SNC Lavalin's annual report adds that the
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federal government's Integrity Regime can cause a supplier
to be deemed ineligible to carry on business with the
federal government for a broad range of offences under the
Criminal Code, the Competition Act and the Corruption of
Foreign Public Officials Act, among others.

Some of the

offences qualifying for ineligibility include bribery and
fraud.
As I read it on the Federal Integrity
Regime website, SNC Lavalin is an ineligible company
currently allowed to continue in existing government
contracts, only thanks to a special administrative
agreement signed with the Harper government.
Besides its corruption troubles overseas,
SNC Lavalin happens to be facing criminal charges of
bribery and fraud in Canada set for court later this year
and, yet, you are moving now to approve a 10-year licence
and then finalize the radioactive landfill deal.

By the

Integrity Regime's own explanation, that special
administrative agreement may be immediately terminated by
default if it is deemed ineligible again, say something
like being found guilty in those upcoming cases.
And, as I read it, the Federal Integrity
Regime takes into account foreign convictions.

So, if I'm

not mistaken, this actually makes CH2M outright ineligible.
There clearly is only one ethical course
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of action: reject the application in question.

As per the

Integrity Regime's special agreement that allows
continuation of an existing contract, extend the current
licence for a limited time only and focus on responsible
clean-up while other options are opened up for greater
discussion and scrutiny.
We need proper clean-up at Chalk River,
one that is done properly, led openly with public agreement
and by reliable, trustworthy entities.
We do not need to subsidize some
questionable corporation's nuclear business, much less at
expense of increased public risk and with the creation of
more nuclear waste.
In other words, clean up Chalk River, do
not deregulate, work things openly and respecting the
public interest, not corporate interests and keep nuclear
waste as far away as possible from profiteering and
corruption.
So, please stop this madness, don't deal
with crooks, deal with the Chalk River mess responsibly.
Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

--- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

Any question?

You don't want to bite?

Any question?
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You are brave to bite, eh.
MEMBER DEMETER:
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER DEMETER:

I have to bite.
Go ahead.
Just a short question.

We've had two days of discussion, a large part of that
dealt with the Licence Condition Handbook and how it's been
translated to a different matrix with the assertion from
regulatory staff that the provisions in the original
licence which were prose have been turned into reference to
standard documents to reduce the amount of prose to
reference the documents.
We've had discussions about the monetary
and business structure of CNL relative to any excess
revenues beyond their contract go back to the taxpayers of
Canada.
So, have any of these discussions -- your
presentation was made before the discussions, but have any
of these discussions ameliorated your position?
MR. UNGER:

Thank you.

Well, my speaking points actually were
finished last night past midnight, but let me say this.
Public consultation without public agreement is
meaningless, it's just a check box that a federal agency
has to mark to say it has made a step that is required.
To return to my message, please stop the
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madness, don't deal with crooks and deal with the Chalk
River mess responsibly.
Those are my points and there I'm
finished.
MEMBER DEMETER:
THE PRESIDENT:
stop, what are you doing here?

Okay.
So, if it should just

If you don't believe that

we're actually listening and considering the input, why are
you bothering standing in front of us?
MR. UNGER:

Oh, no, on the contrary.

I am

hoping that you are listening and I hope to be proven wrong
and I really hope that this results on you focusing on the
clean-up of Chalk River.
And, as I said before, for example, I
would think that a better use of the Chalk River facilities
would be for the development of safe temporary storage
means.

For example, a nuclear medicine effort should go at

tracing, for example, where the pollution goes and how it
is affecting people actually, because I don't think anyone
is doing that.
So, yeah, I'm actually hoping that you do
take action.
action.

You have a reputation for being a man of

I have friends who worked with you while you were

in Industry Canada before, for example.

So, yeah, I am

actually hoping that this results in something that this
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licence application is stopped and an extension is given
while other options are really worked on and done.

So,

yeah.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. UNGER:

Okay.

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Thank you.

Thank

you very much.
Okay.

We will --

--- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

We are breaking for lunch

and we will resume -MR. BLANC:

In 45 minutes.

THE PRESIDENT:

-- in 45 minutes.

--- Upon recessing at 12:50 p.m. /
Suspension à 12 h 50
--- Upon resuming at 1:35 p.m. /
Reprise à 13 h 35

--- Technical difficulties / Difficultés techniques

CMD 18-H2.48/18-H2.48A
Presentation by Lynn Jones

MS JONES:

...which I learned in no
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uncertain terms that there is no safe dose of ionizing
radiation.

I am very concerned, therefore, about present

and future radioactive releases and emissions, both
intended and accidental, from the Chalk River site.
The first comment I would like to make
this afternoon is about the proposed 10-year term of the
licence for the Chalk River Laboratories.
During this hearing we have heard that a
10-year term would provide licence certainty for the
applicant and that it would reduce the burden on the CNSC
staff who noted this morning that a great deal of effort is
involved in preparing for licensing hearings.
We have not heard any explanation
whatsoever as to how moving to a 10-year licence term would
be better for protecting health, safety, and the
environment which is CNSC's primary mandate under the
Nuclear Safety and Control Act.
In terms of the proposed sweeping changes
to the licence and licence conditions handbook,
Commissioner McEwan, I'll spare you asking your question as
to whether after listening for three days I am reassured
about the rigour of proposed licence.

The answer is no, I

am not.
A very large percentage of the so-called
compliance verification criteria in the proposed CNL
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handbook are internal CNL documents.

A request to CNSC for

access to these referenced in -- these documents that are
referenced in CNSC staff CMD 18-H2 was refused.

Previous

intervenors have discussed in detail the lack of
transparency in this licensing process.
I ask the Commission:

Why is the public

denied access to these key licensing documents?

Why should

we trust the Commission and the licensee when they refuse
access to documents that should be in the public domain?
Why must intervenors go through long and tedious access to
information requests, only to receive heavily-redacted
documents?
Now that I have learned that the CSA
community's portal does not work with Google Chrome, but
does work with Internet Explorer, I have looked at the CSA
waste standards.

They are weak and lacking in detail in

several places.

They merely advise the licensee to refer

to CNSC guidance documents.
with minimal content.

This creates a circular loop

CSA points to CNSC, CNSC points to

CSA, and so forth.
Although CNL is actively pursuing
permanent waste disposal options at CRL and elsewhere, CSA
Standard N292.3 explicitly excludes permanent waste
disposal.

I quote:
"This Standard applies to
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organizations and facilities that
generate, possess, manage, and
transport low and intermediate-level
radioactive waste throughout the life
cycle up to the point of disposal."
None of the extensive standards and
guidance developed in the past 13 years by the
International Atomic Energy Agency for managing radioactive
waste are referenced in the proposed licence handbook, nor
is any of this international guidance adequately reflected
in the CSA standards.
The Government of Canada itself has not
developed adequate laws, regulations, policies, and
strategies for radioactive waste management, particularly
disposal.

Canada's radioactive waste policy framework has

not been updated in more than 20 years.
My colleague, Ginette Charbonneau, at this
hearing has asked why CNL and AECL have no plan to address
intermediate level waste.

Why does the Commission not

address this matter in a substantive way?

We want a plan

and we want a date for the start of the siting process.
Why has the Commission never acknowledged
that three reactor cores have simply been dumped in the
sand at CRL, the most irresponsible form of radioactive
waste management imaginable?

Why do CNSC and CNL have the
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hubris to claim repeatedly that all CRL waste is safely
stored?

Whatever your definition of safe storage, there is

no way that dumping reactor cores conforms to any
international standard.

Even the weak CSA standard calls

for containment of waste.
I would like to point out that Canada is
not universally viewed as a world leader at IAEA meetings.
I have read some of the peer review reports from
International Joint Convention -- from the International
Joint Convention on Safety Radioactive Waste Management.
Other IAEA member countries have repeatedly asked about
Canada's failure to adopt a radioactive waste
classification that would facilitate sound, long-term waste
management.
I would like to briefly speak about
tritium contamination, a very serious problem that first
got me into participating in these public hearings about 20
years ago when they were presided over by your predecessor,
the Atomic Energy Control Board.
Contamination of the CRL site with
tritium, the radioactive form of hydrogen, is pervasive and
widespread.

Lakes, groundwater, trees, other plants and

animals are contaminated with levels of tritium many times
the natural background.

CRL workers breathe in

carcinogenic tritium gasses.

Lakes throughout the site
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have up to a thousand times the natural tritium levels.
Many intervenors have expressed their
concerns about water, the most vital substance on our
plant.

Where tritium is released to the environment as at

CRL, the very water in our bodies becomes radioactively
contaminated.

Here in Pembroke, the local environment

remains significantly contaminated with tritium from the
operations of SRB Technologies, a tritium light factory
which is located a mere few hundred metres from here in
approximately that direction.
Local citizens pleaded with CNSC for over
a decade to take action to reduce the astronomically high
radioactive tritium gas emissions from the SRB facility
before CNSC staff finally issued an order that temporarily
shut down SRB's processing operations and permanently shut
down SRB's waste tube crushing rig, the source of most of
the emissions.
Now, SRB regularly reports on its website
data on tritium levels and its monitoring wells.

This

allows the public to watch the slow reduction in
groundwater tritium contamination over time.

Now that the

NRU is closing, the tritium contamination at CRL should
show similar declines.

CNSC should require CNL to make

monthly tritium data for locations throughout the site
publicly accessible on its website.
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SRB's waste tritium imports are an
exception to CNL and CNSC staff's statements.

The

radioactive waste shipments from foreign countries are not
part of CNL's commercial waste operations.

SRB imports

waste exit signs, many of them not of its own manufacturer,
and ships them to CRL's commercial waste storage facility.
Is it true that no foreign radioactive waste is coming to
Chalk River?

No.

I think it is not true.
I would like to comment on remarks you

made, President Binder, yesterday evening during Mr. David
Prentiss' presentation.

I would like to point out, for the

record, that your views about the prowess and stellar
international reputation of CNSC are not widely shared by
people outside your organization.
According to the Gélinas expert panel on
Environmental Assessment Reform, that reported to Minister
McKenna last April, the CNSC is widely viewed as a captured
regulator that is too close to the nuclear industry and
promotes the projects that it is charged with regulating.
According to the Environment Commissioner
Julie Gelfand, who works in the Office of the Auditor
General of Canada, CNSC was quite difficult to work with,
was aggressive with auditors, and further that:
"If you look at the Canadian
Nuclear Safety Commission's
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response you will see that there
is a kind of code that says it
agrees with our findings but
that it will continue on as
before and that it is doing
everything correctly."

(As

read)
Those quotes are from the Parliament of
Canada website, report of the Standing Committee on Natural
Resources, entitled "Nuclear Sector at the Crossroads" from
June 2017.
According to the Nuclear Energy Insider
and promotional material for an upcoming international
workshop on SMRs, Canada is a great place to come to
develop SMRs because of its "benign regulatory
environment".
Mr. Jammal of CNSC earlier this morning
noted that he received a communication from a colleague in
Europe who has been watching the proceedings here and was
impressed with the public engagement.

I would say, yes,

the public engagement has been phenomenal here.

I must

commend CNSC for the intervenor funding program and for the
public hearing process whereby we can all come and
contribute in person during licensing hearings.
Unfortunately, in my experience and that of many others,
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the CNSC almost never acts upon the recommendations of
intervenors.
There is a document on the website of the
Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility,
correspondence between a member of the public and a CNSC
staff member that indicates CNSC has never refused to grant
a licence in its -- I think that is supposed to be 17-year
history.
I sincerely hope that this time it will be
different.

I urge you to reflect on the enormous

contribution of the citizens and First Nations in your
decision.

Please do not grant a 10-year licence.

Please

extend the current licence for a short period of time so
that all of the substantive concerns presented here during
this three-day hearing can be addressed before considering
any new licence for the Chalk River Labs site.
THE PRESIDENT:
Question?

Thank you.

Dr. Soliman...?

MEMBER SOLIMAN:

On page 3 of the

presentation the intervenor would like to ask the question
of what the status of the CPDP is, and if it is still the
plan for Chalk River site, then why is the engineered mound
for low-level waste not included it?
So is there an answer for that?
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler, for the record.
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As stated previously in these proceedings,
the CPDP has currently been drafted, the revision to it,
and it is in review between AECL and CNL prior to getting
it out.

We expect to have it out hopefully this quarter.
THE PRESIDENT:
Question?

Thank you.

Dr. McEwan...?

MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

Thank you.

So I'm going to paraphrase one of your
questions and ask staff and CNL if they could answer it.
We have heard a lot during this hearing
about the 10-year term.

We have heard recommendations

from, I think, renewing the licence for a year or perhaps
all the way up to a five-year term.

You asked a question.

What advantage does a 10-year term bring to the proponent
or to the regulatory process over and above a five year
term?
MS JONES:
asked.

That wasn't the question I

The question I asked.

I asked:

How does a move to

a 10-year licence further the goal of protecting health,
safety and the environment which is your primary mandate?
MEMBER McEWAN:

Forgive me, I thought that

was implicit in what I had said, but with that explicit
statement -THE PRESIDENT:
to reply to that.

It's up to CNL, I think,
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MR. COX:

David Cox for the record.

I would state the length of our licence
does not change how we would comply with the safety and
regulatory -- safety and environmental requirements that we
adhere to.

Our programs are set up to produce results.

We

have programs that drive continuous improvement and our
track record through the current licence period is showing
significant improvement in a number of key areas.

That

will remain in place no matter what the duration is for the
licence.
I think -- we are proposing a 10-year
licence period because we are able to articulate a
long-term vision for a period of time.

We have stable

funding from AECL, defined through that period of time, and
we have a risk profile for the site.
A set of planned activities, our licence
activities, will remain the same in our current licence
period relative to -- our licence activities will remain
the same in the proposed future period relative to what
they are now, aside from the reduction in risk that arises
from shutdown of the NRU reactor and all of its associated
activities.
So we have got constancy in our
activities.

We have articulated a plan that goes forward

for many years.

For us, though, it's all about safety and
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reliability of our operations, meeting environmental
requirements.

I will note that in our proposal we will be

undertaking and are proposing to undertake substantial
environmental remediation activities that will further
improve our footprint of -- our environmental footprint for
the Chalk River Laboratories.
So the length of the licence doesn't
change our ability to meet safety requirements.

We have

put forward, though, a 10-year plan, a 10-year vision of
consistent licenced activities and if there are changes -and our commission member document, as presented,
identifies certainly NSDF as a change, and we know there is
a separate regulatory process underway for which there will
be public engagement associated with that, the potential
for small reactor if -- small modular reactor, if that were
to unfold, would likewise provide a detailed touchpoint for
public engagement.
And I'm hearing that if a 10-year licence
is granted we'll be up for annual regulatory oversight
review meetings which will provide transparency and
visibility on the outcome of our operations on an annual
basis.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So the remediation

activities that you are going to be undertaking from the
decommissioning of NRU to construction and deconstruction
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of buildings on the site, do any of those activities create
short or medium-term increases environmentally -- increases
in environmental risk or in potential risk to health as you
are conducting them?
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler for the record.

Those activities will not increase risk to
the environment and health.

They will actually decrease

the risk to the environment and health through the clean-up
and the reduction and the risks associated with the old
hazardous facilities onsite.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So as you're cleaning up

the old facilities, you can create some certainty that dust
risk -- you know, dust that could create risk, or
construction material that could create risk will be
appropriately handled and monitored and that the
environment, for example, for dust, would also be
protected?
MR. KEHLER:

That's correct. That's how we

perform the work now and that's how we will perform similar
work in the future for both decommissioning and
remediation.
THE PRESIDENT:

So piggybacking on that,

and you have -- you know what you are going to do, so you
are going to put down lots of buildings?
going to put them?

Where are you

Where are you going to put -- are you
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going to keep it onsite or you have a separate place to
store them?

I assume they are all temporary storage.
MR. KEHLER:

Obviously depending on -- the

building depends on the type of waste.

We will deactivate,

decontaminate the buildings before demolition.
So the goal is to get as much material
released to a standard, you know, offsite landfill for
common building materials which are proven to be
uncontaminated.

That's our goal.

Materials which are

still contaminated will be stored onsite in interim
storage.
We have looked at the volumes and we have
looked at our capacity for that interim storage and we can
do that with the waste management facilities we have now.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Questions?

Dr. Demeter...?
MEMBER DEMETER:

So from CNSC's staff

point of view, this is a long term, 10 years.

It's a

complex operation if you look at the number of buildings
and the number of activities.
If there is no long term solution for
waste within the 10-year term, is there capacity onsite to
safely store all of the waste that they are going to
contribute to with the demolition of these buildings and
the change in their practice?

Have you worked out that in
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the 10 years, without an alternate option, they can safely
store all the waste they may produce in this proposed
licence term?
THE PRESIDENT:

Well, I assume CNL should

answer first.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Well, yeah, but I wanted

to hear from the safety -THE PRESIDENT:

They'll tell you if they

agreed with it or not.
MR. KEHLER:

We have looked at those as

part of our integrated waste strategy and we have the
capacity to take the waste onsite that will be generated
within this term.
THE PRESIDENT:

Really, just so everybody

understands, if the long term solution like near surface
does not get approved, what are you going to do with the
waste for longer term onsite storage?
MR. KEHLER:

Continue to keep it in

interim storage until a long term disposal path has been
determined and licensed.
THE PRESIDENT:

As you have been doing in

the past?
MR. KEHLER:

As we have been doing in the

past.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.
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Staff...?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

And as per the compliance verification
criteria for the waste management program articulates in
their current licence and licence condition handbook.

So

they can't do the work if they don't have the space.

That

is the requirement and that is the criteria.
MEMBER McEWAN:

And the plan is that the

CNSC office onsite will continue working onsite?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

That is correct.

We have a site office

with our site inspectors who, as was described yesterday,
have an inspection plan for the year, and that is based on
the activities that have been identified and the programs
that have been established, the programs that meet
regulatory requirements, and the programs that are executed
according to the licensee's commitment to executing those
programs, so we hold them to account.
Coming back to the 10-year term and why,
from the regulator's perspective, we have no concern with
the 10-year term: one, because current programs meet
regulatory requirements; current plans are in place that
articulate what they will be doing on a day-to-day basis;
and, there are inspectors available to verify the
activities that are being undertaken on-site for the health
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and safety of persons and the environment -- and again, as
mentioned, that's an implicit statement in all of the
regulatory framework -- thereby being able to report to the
Commission through a 10-year licence annually on the
progress that they've made and the performance that they've
made according to the programs that they've put in place.
THE PRESIDENT:

Questions?

MEMBER SEELEY:

I just have a question on

this CPDP, so the plan that's being revised.

Mr. Seeley.

It seems of

course, with the amount of remediation on the site, this is
a very important plan.
the next 10 years.

It's basically an integral part of

It's being revised and reviewed with

AECL, I think is what I'm hearing first, and once agreement
has been reached there it would be then tabled with the
regulator.
Would this document also be made available
to the public or is it a confidential document?
MR. COX:

Dave Cox, for the record.

Our current CPDP, which was published I
believe in 2014, has been made available.
MEMBER SEELEY:

My question is will the

new one be made available?
MR. COX:
MS TADROS:

Yes, it would be.
Haidy Tadros, for the record.

An important point to note, according to
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the regulatory document on public information and
disclosure, that document is being updated to ensure there
is a regulatory requirement to provide to the public the
environmental risk analysis as well as the CPDP, so those
documents will be required to be made available to the
public according to the public information and disclosure
program for the licensee.
MEMBER SEELEY:

And maybe just clarify

when that document will be available to the public.
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler, for the record.

I expect to issue it to the regulator at
the end of this quarter.

I can't speak to the internal

review process of the regulator at that point in time.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

Just in terms of clarity, the document,
Member Seeley, you're referring to is the REGDOC or the
CPDP?
MEMBER SEELEY:
MS TADROS:

The CPDP, the plan.

CNL has, I believe, responded.

THE PRESIDENT:

Questions?

MEMBER SEELEY:

Maybe just to clarify.

Any more?

End of quarter one with AECL, so we can assume, then, it's
quarter two for publics?
MR. KEHLER:

That's a correct assumption.

MEMBER SEELEY:

Thanks.

178

THE PRESIDENT:

Questions?

The intervenor talked about dumping a
reactor's core.

That's the first time I hear about that

thing, so can somebody tell me what the intervenor means by
that, and did it really happen?
MR. COX:

Dave Cox, for the record.

We wouldn't use that terminology, but
George Dolinar -THE PRESIDENT:

I'm just paraphrasing what

she said.
MR. COX:

Mr. George Dolinar can give us a

description of how the cores are stored in the waste
management areas.
MR. DOLINAR:

George Dolinar, for the

record.
It was referred to earlier, I believe
earlier today, about the NRX accident that occurred in
1952.

The calandria from the NRX reactor is stored

on-site.

It's stored in a waste management area called

Waste Management Area A.

It's buried below surface, but if

you're familiar with Waste Management Area A, there is a
mound sort of central in that particular facility, and it's
below that mounded earth where the reactor core is stored.
We have two other calandrias stored in Waste Management
Area B.

Following the NRX accident in 1952, it took about

179

a year to -- actually 14 months to return NRX to service.
Most of the materials that were removed from NRX were
stored in Waste Management Area A.

This allowed Chalk

River Labs to transfer its waste management activities to
Waste Management Area B, which continues to operate today,
and this is where our two other reactor cores are stored.
THE PRESIDENT:

What was your concern

with -- here you used the word "dumped" those cores.

What

did you mean by that precisely?
MS JONES:
used kind of loosely here.

I think the term "stored" is
I don't think they're in

containers, I think they're just buried in the sand, so if
you call that storage, I'm not sure that would conform to
any international guidelines on how those things should be
carefully taken care of.
THE PRESIDENT:

Do you want to reply to

this?
MR. DOLINAR:

George Dolinar, for the

record.
The NRX calandria, which is stored in
Waste Management Area A, was removed from the reactor, it
was wrapped and put into in those days some wooden
structure to enable its transfer to Waste Management Area
A.

It was moved down a ramp that was prepared for the

transport vehicles that were moving it to that facility.
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The reactor calandria was removed from -- the tractor was
removed from the transport trailer and the ensuing
structure, and that was buried in the soil.
I should mention that we monitor these
waste management areas quite extensively.

There is

virtually no specific contamination coming from the three
cores that I've mentioned.
For full clarity, there was an initial
sort of rinse function associated in placing these in the
soil.

What we saw was tritium move away, that would have

happened within a few years after emplacement, but most of
the contamination associated with the calandria, for
example, is activation, it's part of the metal material, so
it largely remains near the actual calandria or part of the
calandria.

We don't see any transport outside of Waste

Management Area A of contaminants from the NRX calandria,
for example.
THE PRESIDENT:

What is the long-term end

solution for that particular part? Is that a high level or
intermediate?

What's the long-term plan or hope for this

end of decommissioning?
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler, for the record.

Long term would be the extraction of those
cores and repackaging into a different waste form, likely
intermediate waste, depending on the actual
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characterization at the time, to then put them in hopefully
some day a permanent disposal facility.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Thank you.

Any other questions?
A final word?
MS JONES:

Thank you.

I would like to say that I feel very
strongly that at this point were the CNSC to approve a
10-year licence for the Chalk River Laboratories they would
be confirming to the many people now watching this process
that CNSC is a captured regulator and that Canada urgently
needs to reform its nuclear governance system to ensure
responsible management of radioactive waste.
I would also like to acknowledge the
incredible contributions of so many intervenors who spent
many, many hours, most of it unpaid, to bring you their
thoughtful and helpful comments and suggestions in hopes of
influencing your decision.

Please don't let them down.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I would like to move now to the next
submission, which is an oral presentation by the Society of
Professional Engineers and Associates, as outlined in
CMD 18-H2.89.
I understand that Dr. Ivanco will make the
presentation.
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DR. IVANCO:

Yes.

THE PRESIDENT:

That's right.

Go ahead.

CMD 18-H2.89
Oral presentation by the
Society of Professional Engineers and Associates

DR. IVANCO: Good afternoon, ladies and
gentlemen of the secretariat.
My name is Michael Ivanco.

I'm here on

behalf of the Society of Professional Engineers and
Associates, otherwise known as SPEA, of which I'm past
president.
SPEA, for those who don't know, is a union
that represents engineers, scientists, technicians,
technologists and designers who work for SNC-Lavalin
Nuclear and Candu Energy, which is a subsidiary of
SNC-Lavalin.
Our members work out of offices located in
Mississauga and Oakville, Ontario.

We used to work for

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited until we were sold to
SNC-Lavalin in 2011, and at one time we had a very close
working relationship with our counterparts at Chalk River.
Our members design nuclear power reactors,
they help maintain them, and they play a critical role in
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their construction and refurbishment.

Currently, a large

number of them are engaged in Darlington refurbishment, and
will soon be involved in a new build in Argentina I'm told.
As for me, I'm a scientist.

I worked here

at Chalk River from 1985 to 1997, initially in what was
called the Laser Isotope Separation Group.
I was also a founder and past president of
the professional unit at Chalk River known as CRP.
When I moved to the Mississauga site of
AECL, I was for a time a section head in product
development and I had engineers reporting to me from both
sites, from Chalk River and Mississauga. I think that
speaks to the close working relationship that at least used
to exist between our sites.
We're supportive of the licence
application renewal by CNL.

In our opinion, those in

charge of the day-to-day activities at CRL are mostly the
same people who have been in charge for decades and have
maintained the site safely and securely during that time.
It's also apparent that many of the managers in charge in
past years are the same ones responsible for the site
today, and that experience is welcome in any nuclear
facility.
Indeed, I've noticed that CNL's chief
nuclear officer, Dr. David Cox, started at CRL about the
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same that I did, originally in the Fuel Engineering Branch,
as I recall, and subsequently took over a variety of
management roles in different parts of the company.

As I

look around, I see the other managers who have been here
for a long time.

That continuity and expertise is very

reassuring.
SPEA agrees that the potential safety
issues and off-site consequences of hypothetical accidents
become greatly diminished once the NRU reactor is shut
down, and that asking for a longer-than-normal licence
extension is justified for this reason.
Having said that, we do want to point out
that the shutting down of the NRU greatly diminishes the
nuclear research capability of the country, not to mention
shutting down one of the largest potential sources of
moly-99, a critical medical isotope.
Our concerns for the future role of CRL
are different from those expressed by other intervenors.
CRL is unlike any other nuclear site in Canada in many
respects.

From our point of view, the main difference of

relevance to a licence extension hearing is the dependence
that many other nuclear sites, in particular operating
power stations, have on CRL.
Under the mandate through which CRL was
privatized, the new management consortium, the CNEA, was
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required to: address the nuclear legacy and historic waste
liabilities; provide nuclear science and technology
capabilities and services to the federal government
departments; and, support the nuclear industry's need for
in-depth nuclear R & D, and for test and evaluation
expertise.

It's the last of these that we want to address

and which highlights the interdependence of the CRL licence
extension and the future operation of operating power
plants not only in Canada but around the world.
We also note that CNL's ability to fulfil
the third mandate will be diminished by the closure of NRU,
although we acknowledge that there's nothing the CNEA
consortium can do about that, at least not on its own.
As mentioned in our written submission,
the Canadian nuclear industry has relied heavily on AECL to
solve critical safety and destiny issues associated with
the reactor design.

The examples given in our submission

were the P2 G16 incident at Pickering A -- that was, for
those who don't know, a single channel loss of coolant
accident that happened in 1983.

It represented not only a

serious safety issue but a destiny issue for CANDU
technology.

As a result of that incident, most of the CRL

site downed tools at the time to address that problem, and
if not for the work of that generation of scientists and
engineers, we would likely have no power reactor industry
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in Canada, at least not a domestic one.
The second one we highlighted was the
Darlington Unit 2 channel N12 incident.

This was the first

Darlington reactor to be commissioned, and it had to be
shut down and the commissioning of the other units put on
hold.

Again, the efforts of staff at CRL was crucial to

get to the bottom of the issue, and eventually that problem
was also solved.
In the mid-1990s, it was discovered that
the outlet feeders of CANDU reactors at Point Lepreau,
New Brunswick, were thinning faster than expected, and
subsequent measurements in all CANDUs showed that this
problem was generic.

Again, this represented not only a

potential safety issue but a destiny issue for the future
of the technology.

Again, technical staff at CRL got to

the bottom of the issue.

Flow-accelerated corrosion was

identified as the mechanism, and they came up with a
solution, which was high chrome content feeder material.
This is hardly an exhaustive list of the
important contributions that CRL staff have made to the
safety and successful operation of CANDU reactors but
rather an anecdotal one that just represents what I have
seen over the years.
If the CANDU reactor were an automobile,
then the CRL site has been the CANDU garage that you take
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it to when it needs to be fixed.

As CANDU reactors go

through life extension far beyond their original design
life, it would be naïve to assume that all things that
could go wrong have already gone wrong.

Sadly, one of the

key tools in this garage, NRU, will not be available soon.
We highlight these past successes for a
number of reasons.

When there has been an emergency

associated with a CANDU reactor operation in the past, AECL
made their resolution a number one priority. This was
because the CANDU brand was the most important thing for
the designer of CANDU reactors.

It was also good for the

Canadian public that the Canadian experts were available at
CRL to solve these problems.

Having this dedicated

expertise in place, capable of providing comprehensive
solutions to complex problems, also gave the regulator
confidence the CANDU reactors were designed with a
sufficient margin and capable of operating safely.
Secondly, under private management, the
primary focus of R & D will naturally be to turn the
intellectual property at CRL into profits for the
corporation and the ownership consortium.
different paradigm for CRL.

This is a

There have been successful

commercial businesses developed and spun-off from CRL over
the years, but it was never the number one priority, so it
will be a challenge for the CNEA consortium to balance its
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legitimate business needs with the mandate that
historically belonged to the Government of Canada and was a
not-for-profit mandate.
Having said that, we note that recent
corporate acquisitions have resulted in SNC-Lavalin
becoming essentially a 50 percent owner of the management
consortium, and given that Candu Energy and SNC-Lavalin are
among those companies most interested in CNEA fulfilling
the third mandate, has somewhat allayed our concerns about
the profit motive interfering with the mandate that used to
be the federal government's.
We're gratified to see renewed investment
at the CRL site into repair and possible replacement of the
critical facilities, such as the hot cells used for
post-irradiation examination.

It is stated that there will

be a new advanced nuclear materials research centre that
will combine the capabilities of the universal cells, the
fuel and material hot cells, the recycle fuel fabrication
laboratories, and the metallographic laboratories, and the
rod bays for NRU into a modern, shielded facility.

This is

a welcomed development since many of these are critical
tools in the CANDU garage toolset.
Finally, this is not in our written
submission, I put it together after I had heard a lot of
the submissions today and yesterday, and it concerns
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people's view of radiation, its hazards and its role.
One of the other things I do is I
sometimes give a course at the University of Toronto, a
third-year engineering course.
energy systems.

It's called terrestrial

Because I come from the nuclear industry,

I give one lecture on radioactivity and its importance for
sustaining life on the planet.

This comes as a great

surprise to most of the students.
third and fourth-year students.

Most students there are
They're pretty smart.

They know that the outer core of the Earth is a
high-density liquid made of magnetic molten iron.

What

they don't know is that it's because of this circulating
liquid that the Earth has a magnetic field that protects us
from high-energy radiation coming from the sun.

The reason

the Earth has a liquid core is because of the radioactive
decay of uranium and thorium isotopes. That's why our Earth
is warm inside instead of a frozen ball of ice.

If not for

that, the Earth would be a lifeless frozen ball of rock and
ice, so that natural reactivity helps sustain life on
Earth.

That comes as a surprise to most.
The downside however is that, having all

this uranium and thorium around, one of the decay products
is also radon gas, which is by far the leading cause of
radiation exposure to people who live in this part of the
world where our basements tend to be dug into the earth
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that sits above the Canadian Shield, so, yes, we should be
concerned that the radioactive waste material stored at CRL
will be well-managed and managed with care, but any
radiation that could potentially come from the CRL site
would be a miniscule fraction of what we receive on a daily
basis from sources that have nothing to do with Chalk
River, so I think that when speaking about radiation you do
need to keep things in perspective.
Radiation is not more or less harmful
because its source is natural versus artificial.

A gamma

ray is a gamma ray is a gamma ray, which could induce a
cell mutation, for example, but it doesn't matter whether
it comes from a naturally-occurring radon gas or an
artificially-generated radon atom.
The last point I really want to make is
that most people do not realize that 99.9 percent of the
non-medical radiation we’re exposed to comes from Mother
Nature.
That's all I have to say.
THE PRESIDENT:
Comments?

Go ahead.

MEMBER SOLIMAN:
your presentation.

Thank you.

Thank you very much for

I noticed that you have concerns, and

you do not explicitly support the 10-year licence.
DR. IVANCO:

We do.

We do support the
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10-year licence.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Okay.

My question is to CNL.

In order to meet

the CANDU requirement, can you put in a commitment and
explain your plans for the future in order to meet the
needs of the CANDU reactor in Canada and outside Canada
exactly the same as AECL received before?
DR. MCCARTHY:

Kathy McCarthy, for the

record.
We are Canada's national nuclear
laboratory.
Canada.

Our highest priority is to the Government of

Also of our highest priorities is our support to

the CANDU industry, and we will continue that support.

As

a matter of fact, the facilities that we're investing in
will enable us to better support the CANDU industry with
modern facilities.
It is correct we do intend to be able to
do a broader range of support work.

However, the CANDU

industry is our most important commercial customer now, and
we will continue to support them.
THE PRESIDENT:
presentation.

Thank you for the

I enjoyed some of the history in your

submission, but I'm very intrigued by your Radiation 101.
I've read all kinds of presentations and I
actually have not seen a formal relationship about the
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Earth's core and the molten.

I wonder if you can come and

do a presentation like this in front of the Commission,
because a lot of people are not aware of that particular
thing, and how to relate it to the other radiation, the
natural radiation.

There's a lot of people who do not want

anything to do with radiation, but I guess your point is
you can't live without radiation.
DR. IVANCO:
that.

Yeah, I'd be happy to do

It's a fact that the outer core is liquid metal,

it's a fact that's why we have a magnetic field, and it’s a
fact the reason the Earth isn't a frozen ball of rock is
because of alpha decay of uranium and thorium, so it's
pretty straightforward.
--- Laughter / Rires
THE PRESIDENT:

Anyhow, I think we'll make

an offer for you to come and do a little presentation.
Thank you for that.
DR. IVANCO:

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

I would like to move on to

the next presentation by Mr. Duguay, as outlined in CMD
18-H2.62.
I understand Mr. Duguay is presenting by
teleconference.
Mr. Duguay, can you hear us?
MR. DUGUAY:

Hello, yes, I can hear you.
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THE PRESIDENT:
MR. DUGUAY:

Okay, go ahead, please.

Do you want me to start my

presentation?
THE PRESIDENT:

Yes, sir, go ahead.

CMD 18-H2.62
Oral presentation by Michel Duguay

MR. DUGUAY:
Duguay.

Okay.

My name is Michael

I’m calling from Québec City.

I was told to go

ahead.
THE PRESIDENT:

Yes, we all hear you.

Go

ahead.
--- Technical difficulties / Problèmes techniques
THE PRESIDENT:

We can’t hear you.

Are

you on mute?
MR. DUGUAY:
you.

Yes, Mr. Binder, I can hear

Can you hear me?
THE PRESIDENT:

I can right now.

Go

ahead.
MR. DUGUAY:

Okay.

My name is Michael Duguay from Laval
University in Québec City.

I have a PhD in nuclear physics

but I have been working for my career mostly in the field
of photonics, electronics and solid state physics.
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Nevertheless, I am well-known to the CNSC because I have
read at least a metre-thick documentation from the CNSC,
which I appreciate very much because I think you have
excellent nuclear engineers and nuclear physicists, and I
find that your technical documentation is very well written
and backed up by important facts.
I would also like to congratulate Michael
Binder and his collaborators at the CNSC for having
excellent logistics that the public can interact with
members of the CNSC.

So I find that this is very well

done.
The title of my presentation was two-year
licence recommendation for the AECL/CNL facility at Chalk
River.

While I argued that because anything having to do

with radioactivity can be very long-term, extending well
over 100 years, if we give this company CNL only two years,
it will make them much more vigilant.

It will also give

more time to the CNSC experts and the public to study in
detail what the consequences of these new activities at
Chalk River would be.
In the second paragraph I concentrate my
attention on these small modular reactor.

These have been

around for a long time and perhaps now the CNL is closer to
delivering on these small reactors.
So one negative point against small
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reactors is that if you make them available to the world,
then there will be a greater danger of nuclear
proliferation.

So that’s not such a positive thing.
The second thing on the positive side for

small nuclear reactors is that there could be events on
earth where if you had a huge volcano or if you had a big
meteorite strike there could be some kind of nuclear winter
that would render solar energy and wind energy very
difficult for at least a year or two years, in which case
we would appreciate having small nuclear reactors to keep
us warm and keep us connected to some of the electrical
network.
So that’s one positive thing.
I point out in my third paragraph that
over the history of nuclear reactors it has happened at
least eight times that operators have lost control of a
nuclear reactor.
Here in Québec the CANDU industry tried
out one of their CANDU designs with vertical cooling
elements and it did not work.

The Gentilly-1 nuclear

reactor never supplied Hydro-Québec with electricity and it
was a big loss of money and a big loss of time.
It shows that in the sixties and seventies
when nuclear reactors were still in the design stage in
Canada that knowledge was not 100 per cent because the
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Gentilly-1 nuclear reactor never functioned properly.

And

this has been acknowledged by the nuclear industry in
Canada.
So finally, in my last paragraph I talk
about the alleged immunity -– let me take back that
sentence and just say because these reactors are modular
does not make them immune to severe accidents.
You know very well that France is having a
hell of a time with their new EPR reactor in Finland and
also in France.

And just because we are in 2018 and we’re

supposed to have learned a lot, there are still areas of
nuclear engineering that are obscure, at least to the
French; maybe not to the CANDU people in Canada.

But I’m

not totally sure of that.
Also there was another failure in nuclear
reactors with this MAPLE reactors in Ontario. They never
functioned properly.

They were supposed to produce

radioisotopes for the medical industry.
So trying out a new type of nuclear
reactor on the Ottawa River is asking for trouble.
Ontario is a huge province.

There are

lots of other places where you could try out a new nuclear
reactor.

And especially at Chalk River, you are on the

border between Québec and Ontario.

And as I heard, most of

the Québec municipalities along the Ottawa River and the
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St. Lawrence River are opposed to these new nuclear reactor
experiments in Chalk River.
So it seems to me that there is a lot of
trouble for you ahead.

There are huge areas available for

your experiments in Ontario.

Why not go there?

Then again at the end of my presentation I
talk about the multi-centuries time scale involved.

And

more and more there is a feeling that each generation has
obligations to the younger generations.

If you look at the

children around you, they are not going to protest you
building a modular nuclear reactor, but when they come to
be in their twenties they might be quite upset that there
is a real dangerous spot just upstream from Ottawa.
I fail to see the logic of doing this in
Chalk River.
The nuclear industry has been funded by
the federal government, and also by industry, by tens of
billions of dollars.

If it were to cost just $1 billion

more to go out in hinterland of Ontario, why not do it
instead of threatening people in Ottawa and all the people
who live around Ottawa and the St. Lawrence River?
So I leave with you this question:

Why

not move out a bit in the boondocks and offer your
employees larger salaries for being there?
That’s it for me now.

I will listen to
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your questions.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you very much.

Just to remind you, Professor Duguay, that
SMR will have its own regulatory process.

All the

questions you are posing will be dealt with in another
process.
But in the meantime, does anybody have any
questions?
Go ahead.
MEMBER DEMETER:

This is for CNL.

The intervenor brings up an interesting
point.
In your plans are there any considerations
for repurposing some of your activities at other sites,
such as Whiteshell, which is sort of just sitting there
waiting for something to happen?
I’m just curious if there’s a broader
perspective here that might come to bear.
MR. LESINSKI:

Mark Lesinski, for the

record.
That’s a good question.

Yes, we are.

have been talking to the Mayor of Whiteshell.

We

They are

very interested in repurposing their site there.

So they

have offered up their site as well as a potential location,
realizing we have to go through a whole different licensing
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process, not part of today.

But they would be very

interested as well in hosting a test reactor.
THE PRESIDENT:

Mr. Seeley?

MEMBER SEELEY:

Maybe just a question for

CNSC staff.
On the SMR out of scope, we refer to
another process but we don’t actually talk about what that
process is.

So maybe just a point of clarification.
Would it be either an amendment to this

licence, which would then require again a public hearing
and public review of all the information, or a new licence
for a given activity?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

That would depend on what the application
looks like.

The safety case would be determined.

We would

look at the licensing basis currently within the hands of
the Commission to decide on, which is what is being
proposed now.
There are no SMRs on the table, and with
that we look at all options.
But it will be a licensing process in
terms of coming before the Commission and making you know
of the requests that have been submitted.
THE PRESIDENT:

Questions?

Thank you, Professor Duguay, for your
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presentation.
I’m sure we will see you if and when we
get an application on SMR.
MR. DUGUAY:

Very good, yes.

I would like

to participate.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

We will now move to the next submission,
which is an oral presentation from Ms Neveau, as outlined
in CMD 18-H2.84.
Ms Neveau, over to you.

CMD 18-H2.84
Oral presentation by Candace Neveau

MS NEVEAU:

(Aboriginal language / Langue

autochtone)
My English name is Candace Day Neveau.

I

just want to highlight that in my Anishinaabe language is a
barrier for –- I seen that your focus was on languages, and
if I was fluent in my language and can only speak it, I
wouldn’t be able to understand any of the information.
So I wanted to say how important that is
to me as an Anishinaabe to highlight that point, because
there are people who can’t understand French or English.
And I’m proud of that because of what colonization has
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done.
It’s inaccessible to indigenous people.
I wanted to honour my ancestors.

We have

been saying no for the past 500 years to all of these
developments.

So I wanted to honour them as I speak today

in their long hard fight against colonialism.
I wanted to highlight the fact that these
court proceedings, this CNSC and Chalk River is conducting
in an illegal way, because you are legally obligated to
legitimize indigenous world view in these hearings in your
decision-making.
When I look around there is no indigenous
representation in this room; zero.
I see symbols of the Crown.
Canadian flag.

I see the

But there is zero representation of who we

are in any of these proceedings or in what anyone has to
say.
I wanted to say how you are breaking the
law because with our treaties that were made with your
Queen throughout history, you are supposed to be having
integrity while working with indigenous people.

And this

is just downright unacceptable and unaccountable to the
fact that this isn’t conducted in respects to indigenous
people at all.
So I’m here to voice that and I’m here to
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say that you have a responsibility to include our voices
when it comes to such dangerous material, you know, because
what I see is I see an illegal government, settler
government, making decisions here on Turtle Island.

And I

see people from around the world here in my home talking
about how they’re going to poison lands where my children
are meant to be and be healthy.
This is our home and you’re here to poison
it.
I see those young leaders, young nuclear
leaders that want to carry on with this work.

One lady

says she wants to leave a mark on this world.

You know, go

back to your own country and leave your mark there.
It’s just like while young indigenous
people are taking their lives, you know there’s young
people here on Turtle Island that are continuing to the
trauma, continuing with the colonization.

This is the

biggest act of colonization that I’ve seen in a long time,
you know.
It’s just so important to know that my
roots as an indigenous person go very deep, deeper than all
of yours here.

So I have every right to oppose this.
I was just with Justin Trudeau in the

tepee on Parliament Hill on July 1st and he had told me that
we need to work together to deconstruct these colonial
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structures.

But that’s a lie.
I want to say that if this licence is

granted to Chalk River, then it’s a direct confirmation
that colonialism is still alive and it exists and Justin
Trudeau is just full of shit, you know.
So I wanted to say that I oppose the
ten-year licence and I want to highlight how important our
world view is in these decisions and proceedings, and you
have to honour that.
there.

There’s no indigenous people up

There’s no indigenous people here in this facility.
Our rights here on Turtle Island go

further than any of yours here.
So what I wanted to say was this is
completely illegal.

You are legally obligated to

legitimize indigenous world view through our treaties that
we made with your Queen and you are breaking those.

You

are breaking that.
With our world view you’re breaking the
natural law.

That’s a law that indigenous people follow

here, you know.

This is actually a big lawsuit.
Our natural law, our understanding from

our original instructions were that the uranium is serpent
medicine and you’re supposed to keep it in the ground and
never touch it because that was sacred.

And human beings

didn’t know how to properly handle that medicine.
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If you look at how dangerous it is, you
can understand why we were given those simple instructions.
The decision-making that is made here, you
can tell there is no indigenous, zero indigenous guidance
or indigenous consultation.
The United Nations Declaration on
Indigenous Peoples states, in Article 29:
“States shall take effective measures
to ensure that no storage or disposal
of hazardous materials shall take
place in the lands or territories of
indigenous peoples without their
free, prior and informed consent.”
So this consent is not informed and I want
to make sure that people know that I am not consenting.

I

am opposing this ten-year licence renewal, because it’s
just gotten out of hand, you know, how we have to
constantly be fighting for feeling safe.

This is just

inhumane.
To me, like why do we have to fight so
hard to feel safe?
I’m taking time out of my life.
getting paid for this.

I’m not

I have children that I have to be

taking care of but I have to come here, you know, and fight
to feel safe because of the legacy that the nuclear is
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going to leave behind.
Our people, we look at seven generations
behind and seven generations ahead.

So in the future my

children, you know, they deserve to feel safe.

They

deserve to feel free.
But this is robbing them of that, of
feeling safe.
So I wanted to say that if this licence is
granted, then it goes against everything that the Truth and
Reconciliation Commission is saying.

And this is a direct

act of colonialism.
Miigwetch.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

--- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

Are there any comments?

Go ahead.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

So you did make a comment that some of
what we hear and what we read is inaccessible because of
language.
Do we have some documentation available in
indigenous languages where that might be helpful or
relevant, not necessarily related to this but to other
meetings or hearings?
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.
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I just verified with our colleagues.

I

don’t believe anything that has to do with this application
has been translated.
But I do understand the question is much
broader with regard to other information that we might have
on our website.
I might ask Ms Clare Cattrysse just to
confirm, but I don’t believe we have anything that has been
translated into the indigenous languages that we get
involved with.
THE PRESIDENT:

Maybe you should talk a

bit, some outreach to communities where translation was
asked and provided.
I thought that one of the –MS CATTRYSSE:

This is Clare Cattrysse,

Director, Policy, Aboriginal and International Relations
Division.
We do translate documents depending on the
area and the communities that we’re in.

For example, even

the hearings in Mascouche in Quebec, we had simultaneous
Cree translation taking place as well as French and
English.
We haven’t had requests for this area.
can take a long, long time for the translation.
can do it in French or English, that is the ideal

So if we

It
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situation.
If we’re having a meeting, however, and
there is a request for translators, we’ve done that where
we’ve had a translator in the room.

Under our participant

funding program we can co-ordinate meetings with indigenous
groups and if they want to have a translator there, then we
can definitely pay for that.
Thank you.
MEMBER McEWAN:

And my memory is in La

Ronge I think we had simultaneous interpretation.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

Yes, that is correct.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

Thank you for your presentation.
MS NEVEAU:

But there's no representation

of indigenous people in here, so I wanted to make sure
there is some.

Right here it says, "We are defenders of

the land and stewards of the land," you know, so our
existence is resistance.

You know, to all of these things

we say no, because of our future generations.
You know, we're all parents here.

We are

all parents, and what kind of legacy are we going to leave
behind for our children?

That's what I'm here to say.

know, we need to think about these things.

This is the

most irresponsible decision we can make to our future

You
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generations.
So meegwetch, and think about that.

So

this is that indigenous representation. And I want to make
sure that people know this, you know.

And I know how

important my voice is as an Anishinaabekwe.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS NEVEAU:

Thank you.

Meegwetch.

--- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

You should have done it on

day one.
MS NEVEAU:

I'm doing it now.

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

I'd like to move on to the next
submission, which is an oral presentation by the Canadian
Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility, as outlined in CMD
18-H2.44.
I understand Dr. Gordon Edwards is coming
to us via a teleconference.
Dr. Edwards, can you hear us?

Dr.

Edwards?
Is he -DR. EDWARDS:

Yes, Mr. Chairman.

a time delay, so you have to bear that in mind.
Commission members, ladies and
gentlemen -- shall go on my presentation?

There is
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THE PRESIDENT:

No, go ahead, please.

Thank you.

CMD 18-H2.44
Presentation by the
Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility

DR. EDWARDS:

Okay.

Well thank you for the opportunity to
speak at these hearings on behalf of the Canadian Coalition
for Nuclear Responsibility, which is a non-profit
corporation founded in 1975 by at that time about 30 people
in Montreal as a result of two rather shocking events.
The first was India's atomic bomb
explosion in 1974 using plutonium from a clone of the Chalk
River NRX reaction, a reactor which had previously been
used by Canada to produce plutonium for the U.S. and UK
nuclear weapons programs.
The second even was the evacuation of an
elementary school in Port Hope, Ontario, and the subsequent
discovery of widespread radioactive contamination
throughout the town, affecting ravines, roadways, the
beach, the harbour, and hundreds of homes.
Port Hope is now undergoing the most
expensive municipal environmental cleanup, radioactive
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cleanup, in Canadian history, estimated at $1.2 billion.
So these questions of radioactivity are
very real and of concern to communities and to Canadians.
So CCNR's mandate is to act as a clearing
house of information for Canadians on nuclear issues and to
urge the Government of Canada to conduct a public inquiry
into all the benefits and hazards of nuclear energy in
Canada, an inquiry that has never really taken place.
So getting to Chalk River, the events that
led up to the formation of a consortium were due to the
formation of the nuclear legacy liabilities program,
originally estimated at costing $7 billion, established in
2006-2007.

It was a five-year -- it started as a

$520-million plan, but in recent years, the last two years,
there has been almost a billion each year allocated to
Atomic Energy of Canada Limited, much of which has been
transmitted to the consortium.
We were told in a previous comment that
more than $500 million, that's more than half-a-billion
dollars, in just this year alone, this fiscal year, this
past fiscal year, has been spent on nuclear waste
management and so on, so it would be interesting to know
exactly what that $500 million bought.

I would very much

like to see a breakdown of where that money went to,
because $500 million is a lot of money.

It's almost half
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of the amount for the entire Port Hope cleanup.

And I'm

just wondering does anybody -- is it publicly available, a
breakdown of what that money was spent for?
The important point to realize here is
that according to the original nuclear legacy liabilities
program, which has since been cancelled, they estimated $7
billion in liabilities.

More recently, in the recent

Auditor General of Canada report to the Board of Atomic
Energy of Canada Limited, they said, quote:
"One element of the Corporation's
mandate concerns decommissioning and
waste management to deal with the
results of decades of nuclear
activities at the Corporation's
sites.... The cost of this work..."
-- and please pay attention to word "work" -"The cost of this work is estimated
at over $7.9 billion as of 31 March
2016."
So we're talking about $8 billion, an
awful lot of money.

This is not small potatoes.

This is

the main reason why the Government of Canada has become
directly involved in the situation at Chalk River.
the top priority.

It is

And I don't feel, CCNR does not feel,

that this top priority is being really recognized as such
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in the 10-year licence application.
In fact, there's precious little
information given about the details, for example, of what
will happen to those reactor cores.

What will happen to

the decommissioning of the NRU reactor after it is shut
down?

Are they going to bury it on site like they're

planning to do with the NPD reactor and the WR1 reactor in
Manitoba or are they going to do something else?
There's no real detail about this, and yet
we're talking about huge amounts of public money that's
being spent.

And believe me these private companies are

certainly making a profit, and they're making a profit at
public expense because everybody who's being paid is being
paid from the public purse.
So I do believe that one has to really
bear in mind that there is an awful lot at stake here.

And

it's not just a question of wide-eyed optimism about the
future of the nuclear industry.

It's important to realize,

too, that the Commission should realize that virtually
everybody who's spoken in favour of the 10-year licence
extension has either a financial interest or a professional
interest in seeing this money come into the area and come
into their professions and into their lives.
However, I would like to point out to
those people who support the project -- support the licence
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application that money is going to be coming anyway,
whether it's spent wisely or foolishly and whether it's
done properly or improperly.

In fact if it's done

properly, it's probably going to be much more to the
benefit of everybody, including those who will be making
the money to carry out the work.
So I don't think there should be any
conflict here between people who are optimistic and people
who are pessimistic about the future of the nuclear
industry.

It's really we're all in the same soup.
Now with regard to the UK experience with

consortiums being hired to carry out nuclear waste work, in
the Financial Times of October 15th, 2017, the headline is
"UK to end outsourcing of nuclear waste".

And contrary to

what we heard from Dr. Lesinski -- or Mr. Lesinski the
other day, the decommissioning of Britain's work is really
being phased out almost.
There was a collapse of $6.2-billion
contract that had to do with the Magnox decommissioning,
and I believe that Dr. Lesinski -- or Mr. Lesinski
indicated that was not the case.

Well, it has been

cancelled, and that work may revert back to the Nuclear
Decommissioning Authority.
Also, as was acknowledged by Mr. Lesinski,
the Sellafield contract, which was another huge contract, a
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multi-billion-dollar contract as well, has also been
cancelled.

And in the article in the Financial Times, it

says:
"The failure of two large and
strategically important nuclear
decommissioning contracts in the
space of two years has damaged the
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority's
reputation and highlighted the large
financial costs and risks involved in
cleaning up the UK nuclear legacy."
(As read)
The article goes on to say that the actual
estimated cost of cleaning up that radioactive legacy has
been increasing steadily by million -- billions of dollars
per year, and it's now up to -- the current estimate from
the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority itself is up to $164
billion pounds, and that's Canadian dollars $288 billion.
So it's incredible and it indicates that the outsourcing of
nuclear waste in the UK has not solved the problem, but has
led to spiraling costs and, as the article says,
embarrassing mismanagement.
So I do believe that the commissioners
should take into account the fact that this is not by any
means a proven model for dealing with radioactive wastes
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and decommissioning problems.

It has not always succeeded,

and it may not succeed in Canada.
We are also concerned about who's really
in charge, because AECL is supposed to be in charge, but
they only have, we are told by the Auditor General, 40
employees approximately.

That means that the one

representative who's been speaking at the hearings there
represents two-and-a-half percent of the entire
corporation.

So the question is:

is the tail wagging the

dog or is the dog wagging the tail?
And when you take a look at that ever
since the consortium has taken over there has been a
radical change in the plans for dealing with, for example,
the decommissioning of the reactors, WR1 and NPD, and the
storage of low- and intermediate-level wastes at Chalk
River, a radical departure from what was previously laid
down by Atomic Energy of Canada Limited when they were the
only game in town.
So it appears that AECL is not really
calling the shots here, that it's the consortium that's
calling the shots.

And in our view these proposals from

the consortium are far less satisfactory than the original
proposals and not in accordance with the protection of
people.
The reason there's such as large turnout
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at these particular hearings is because people are
beginning to realize that this waste is going to be there
forever and the CNSC is not going to be there forever.

And

the nuclear industry is not going to be there forever.

And

when the consortium leaves town, they're going to leave the
problem behind them.

They do not have responsibility or

ownership of these wastes.

These are our problem and it

has to be handled properly.
At the same time that these hearings are
going on, simultaneously there are three environmental
assessments going on for three long-term nuclear waste
programs, all proposed by the same consortium.

I think

that it's a disservice to the Canadian public and a
disservice to the future to not wait until those
environmental assessments have concluded before really
extending the licence of the facility for such a long
period of time.
So CCNR is recommending that there be no
more than a two-year extension, preferably less.

Under the

existing licence, just as it was done in 2014, to extend
the licence for two years -- I might have my years wrong -similarly there should be an extension for a period of time
under the existing licence in order to force the
consortium, really, to do their primary job.

Their primary

job is to present a detailed plan of a complete site
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cleanup, with a total inventory of all the radioactive
problems, in their enormous diversity, and what exactly is
going to be done about these things.
They can develop this plan, not in
isolation or not solely in consultation with the CNSC
staff, but in consultation with the citizens and the first
nations people to see what kind of principles are really
applicable to this kind of situation.
Certainly the Government of Canada has not
had or enunciated a policy on the question of what do to
with post-fission waste other than irradiated nuclear fuel.
In fact, if you look at the 2011 evaluation of the nuclear
legacy liabilities program by NRCan, the say, "The
framework" -- this is quote:
"The Framework obligates the federal
government to develop policy, to
regulate, and to oversee producers
and owners to ensure that they comply
with legal requirements and meet
their funding and operational
responsibilities...."
Well, the federal government has never
developed the policy for intermediate-level waste, for
example, or, for that matter, post-fission wastes of any
kind other than irradiated nuclear fuel.

So we believe
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that what we need is, first of all, hold the feet of the
licensee to the fire by giving a short-leash licence and
obligate them to come back with a detailed plan for
complete site remediation, covering everything:

the

plumes, the pits, the intermediate waste, the tanks.

What

are you going to do with the tanks once they're empty? And
the NRU reactor, how is that going to be handled in terms
of decommissioning?

And all the other waste, how are they

going to segregate these wastes?
package them?

How are they going to

Is the packaging going to be modular and

transportable and is it going to -THE PRESIDENT:
yourself now.

Okay.

You keep repeating

Can you give us some change to get into a

dialogue here?
DR. EDWARDS:

Yes.

Okay, fine.

So I'll

just wait until my opportunity to round up at the end.
THE PRESIDENT:
Questions?

Okay, thank you.

Who wants to start?

Dr.

Demeter.
MEMBER DEMETER:

I'm not sure who

specifically to put this question to, perhaps AECL.
The intervenor talked about access to
financial information relative to deliverables.

What is

publicly available relative to the budget linked to
deliverables?

What order of granularity is available other
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than the $7-billion total?
to deliverables?

Is there a line item attached

What sort of is publicly available?
DR. QUINN:

So I think the financial

information, or at least some of the financial information
that Mr. Edwards would be interested in would be in our
annual reports, and so those are publicly available on our
website.
So what you won't see in there is sort of
a level of granularity down to:

this is how much was spent

on the FISS tank, for example, but you will get information
about sort of breakdowns relative to sort of science and
general site operations versus waste and decommissioning
and so on.
THE PRESIDENT:
annual report are we talking?

So just for clarity, which

You're not talking about the

regulatory oversight report -DR. QUINN:

Yeah.

THE PRESIDENT:

-- this is the annual

corporate -DR. QUINN:

This is AECL's annual report.

THE PRESIDENT:

AECL's, right.

get -- so when do they normally get deposited?

And they
You have

to -- you deposit them in the house or is it just
published?
DR. QUINN:

So they're published on our
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website.

They are tabled as well.

So the one for '16-'17

s currently on our website.
THE PRESIDENT:

So '16-'17 is now already

available?
DR. QUINN:

That's right.

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

Questions?
Dr. Edwards, you know very well the
difference between the regulatory concern, the licensee
concern, and government policy.

Over the last two or

three, is it three days now? -- I keep losing track -we've been talking about, you know, the policy challenges,
about high-level, intermediate- and low-level, and, yes,
some of them are not yet articulated.

What we are

concerned here now is with the licence and the site as is.
For everything else there are other processes.
So is that your understanding on what I've
just said?
DR. EDWARDS:

Oh, my understanding?

Well,

my understanding is that billions of dollars are going into
this site and they have tended to be largely spent on
dealing with this nuclear waste liability.

I would like to

know how much of that money is going to paper studies and
how much is going to actual work.
THE PRESIDENT:

CNL, do you want to answer
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that?
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler, for the record.

I don't have the dollar figure breakdown
on the top of my head.
we've had to date.

I can say some of the progress

We've already removed 46 structures at

the site of the 120 that we're going after as part of the
accelerated program.

I did previously list some of the

remediation activities that we'd worked on and achieved.
So there's a substantial amount of work
going on, as well as a substantial amount of planning for
the next activities to begin, but off the top of my head I
don't -- I can't quote -THE PRESIDENT:

But some of the numbers

will be available in the annual report from the previous
year?
MR. KEHLER:

Right.

THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

One other thing, maybe you want to make a
comment about Dr. Edwards' observation about the UK model.
MR. LESINSKI:

Yes.

Mark Lesinski, for

the record.
He brings up an issue that's going on with
the Magnox contract, about the procurement of that
contract.

So it was under a GOCO operation up until, and I

won't remember the exact dates, but a couple of years ago,
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where they did a procurement, which went into a legal
situation where it was -- and in the report now only as a
preliminary report.

But the issue was that the process and

the way that the procurement was structured was
inappropriate, so that they are cancelling the contract.
However, in the same report and other
reports, the progress that is still going on is going very
well.

As a matter of fact, in the announcement that was

made saying that because of the procurement issues we are
going to cancel and figure out what our next steps are, the
GOCO is making very good progress in dispensing the
liabilities at the Magnox stations.
So my statement still stands, that the
GOCO process is working well.

In the contract you had a

problem in the Magnox situation.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Dr. Edwards, over to you.
DR. EDWARDS:
information I'm getting.

Yes, well, that's not the

And of course, you know, one

stands up for one's own contract and wants to make it
look -- paint it in the best light.
The fact that the liabilities have
skyrocketed ever since the GOCO model has been implemented,
the estimated cost of waste disposal has just gone through
the roof, that does not indicate to me a high degree of
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success.

One would hope that it would go in the opposite

direct.
THE PRESIDENT:
CNSC's concern, not this board.
concern.

But that's really not
This is the government

We just want to make sure whatever operations are

done, they are done safely.
So if they don't meet the targets on time,
on budget, I guess AECL will deal with that.

Did I get

this right?
DR. EDWARDS:

The 40 people at AECL?

THE PRESIDENT:

I think you should keep

the seating in front of us.
--- Laughter / Rires
DR. QUINN:

Shannon Quinn, for the record.

Yes.
--- Laughter / Rires
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, Dr. Edwards, you

have the final word.
DR. EDWARDS:

Okay.

Well, once again, I think that we have to
realize that certain statements that are made by the
industry -- here's the fundamental problem, as I -- as CCNR
sees it, is that a tribunal -- I looked up the
definition -- it's supposed to be a body to adjudicate
disputes, and the question is:

what is the dispute?
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Because when the licensee comes into the room and the CNSC
Staff come into the room, they're both advocating exactly
the same thing:

a 10-year licence.

So there's no

difference between them.
So whatever dispute there is, it comes
from the intervenors.

The intervenors have 10 minutes each

and some discussion afterwards, so they're like mosquito
bites, and that really doesn't get to the root question as
to what really should be the priorities in terms of the
protection of the public interests.
I believe that the reason the public is so
interested in this is because they know they're going to be
living with this, their grandchildren's grandchildren's
grandchildren are going to be living with this.

As a

result of that I think that a short leash is appropriate.
I think that we have to see whether this
GOCO arrangement is really going to meet expectations and
whether the priority of the government, which is to deal
with this legacy waste, is going to be put first and
foremost, whether we're going to actually have a true plan
for -- a detailed plan of dealing with the entire site in
terms of decommissioning and waste management, and that
should be collaborative.
THE PRESIDENT:
DR. EDWARDS:

Okay, thank you.
The trouble is if you mix
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theses wastes together too much, then in the future you
won't be able to separate them, and the piling it up in a
mound means that it will be impossible later on to
deconstruct that mound if something goes wrong.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

Thank

you for your intervention.
DR. EDWARDS:

Thank you.

THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

--- Applause / Applaudissements
THE PRESIDENT:

We will now move to the

next submission, which is an oral presentation by Mr.
Yearington, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.85.

CMD 18-H2.85
Oral presentation by Tim Yearington

--- Native language spoken / Langue autochtone parlée
MR. YEARINGTON:
Yearington.

My name is Tim

I am an Algonquin Kitchizibi descendant.
My ancestors are from this territory.

They are from Chalk River itself.

Ancestors of mine lived

there since you know about the melting of the last Ice Age.
They had to move out.

They were relocated so that that

facility could be constructed.

We are told that our

ancestors, for the most part, some of them are still there.
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They are still buried there.
My spirit name is Grey Thunderbird.

I

work as an Elder for Correctional Service Canada where we
try to help people and correct them so that they are
intended to live a good way and a good life in harmony with
all that is created.

But I'm not here on behalf of that.

I am here on behalf of my ancestors who my
Talking Feathers represent, my Kitchizibi Algonquin
ancestors from this territory here just down the street at
the river, basically right there.

So we have heard a lot

today about the importance of consulting and advising and
talking with our people, with our nations, the whole
umbrella of Indigenous people in Canada.
We recognize there is challenges with that
but I think it's important to really take a deep look at
what is going on and to really invest some time and some
consultation with our traditional Indigenous worldview.
To give you a taste of that, I know I
don't have a lot of time but I would like to share with you
an allegory, a legend.

It's a teaching essentially.

It's

very metaphoric but at least it's an opportunity for you to
get some insight.
This story comes from here.

It comes from

this territory, from this river, Kitchizibi, the Great
River.

My ancestors who were hunters, gatherers, medicine
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people, guides, voyagers, Métis, it all grew from there,
you know, going back since the melting of the last glacier.
A long, long time ago the Creator sent a
lightning bolt into the water, into the Great Water.

That

lightning bolt came down and it squiggled and it became
life in the water.

So the first life to emerge out of this

Great Water were these little tiny snakes because they were
the shape of electricity; very powerful, very powerful
medicine, the electricity.
Over time when the snakes, the little
snakes went up onto the earth up onto the shell of Turtle
Island, they recognized that the world was very, very
beautiful and they were really -- they felt honoured, you
know, to have a chance to be on the shell of the turtle and
to protect all those little medicine plants, all the
berries, the tree seedlings, everything that was there that
the Creator put for all the beings of the earth, the
crawlers, the walkers, the swimmers, and the flyers.

And

the snakes, the little snakes were really, you know,
humbled and happy with their job.
But eventually the rabbits came.
Originally the rabbits had little tiny ears and rabbits
being rabbits, they decided they would start to consume and
eat and take all those medicine plants and all the
medicines.

And the snakes were kind of upset with that.
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They were like, well, first of all, you didn't ask us, and
second of all, they're not just for you.

They're for

everybody.
So what they did was they would bite the
rabbits' ears and they would tug on them.
to make them a little bit bigger.

They would try

Eventually the rabbits

ears started to grow and they got really, really long, but
the rabbits weren't using their ears to listen because they
were just as voracious as ever and they started to populate
and they started to become more and more.
The eagle was flying up in the sky
watching this happen and realized there was a problem.

So

he spoke up and he spoke to the Creator and said, "You
know, you need to help those little snakes down there
because the rabbits are taking over".
So the Creator, to make a really long
story, short, the Creator gave the snakes some medicine.
They gave them a rattle on their tail.
fangs.

They gave them some

They gave them a forked tongue so they could speak

rabbit too, as well as snake, and the rabbits were as
voracious as ever and they just kept taking and taking.
So eventually the rabbit started to use
the medicine that the Creator said, "Only use as a last
resort.
resort".

Only use that venom that you have as a last
And they started to use it on the rabbits.
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The rabbits started to get sleepy.

Some

of the rabbits got really sick and a lot of the rabbits
started to die, and the snakes were like, "Wow, we were
these were just scrawny little snakes but look at how
powerful we are now".

So they started to go after more

rabbits and they started to go after more rabbits, and
every time they took the spirit of a rabbit, the snake got
a little bit bigger.
And then the snakes eventually realized
they could go after the other creatures too, the beavers,
the fox, the bear, and the moose.

Every time the snakes

took a spirit, they got bigger and bigger and bigger.
short amount of time, they weren't snakes anymore.
were giant monsters.

They were serpents.

In a

They

The serpents

started to realize that they had control over the whole
world now.

They have control over the whole earth.
The eagle was watching this and realizing

that this was a problem.

He flew as high as he could get

and talked to Kitche Manitou, the Creator, and said, "You
know, you created that.

You created that problem.

So as

the Creator you have the power and you have the medicine to
un-create that too.

You could do that, you know".

So the

Creator said, "Well, I don't really know what I can do".
But eventually he came up with a solution
and he created the thunderbirds.

So the thunderbirds when
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they came to earth, because it had been such a long journey
and it took so much energy and time to create them, they
were so powerful that they were starving.

They were

hungry, and their job was to come to earth to try to allay
the serpents, to try to bring them back to their original
state.
And this Great War started between the
earth and the sky, and the thunderbirds shot their
lightening arrows down and their electricity up.

And the

serpents caught wind of that and they decided they would do
the same thing.

They realized, "Wow, if we could take the

power from the thunderbirds, we'd have power forever on
earth", right?

So that's what they started to do.

They

tried to go after the thunderbirds.
They say that this war is still going on.
When I go to a place very close by, I hear what's going on
with that war, with that thunderbird war between -- the war
of the serpents and the thunderbirds.
into hiding.

They went underwater.

ground because they were afraid.

The serpents went
They went under the

They knew that there was

something out of balance because of their gigantic monster
size.

They knew but they didn't know how to fix it.

They

didn't know how to change it because they had lost their
way.

They didn't know how to become back to their -- they

couldn't come back to their source.
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That's really what the thunderbirds were
doing.

They were shooting them and they were blasting

them.

Every time they would strike a snake or, sorry, a

serpent, they would shed a layer of skin and eventually
they would come back to their original source.
So this story is about a sacred site
that's a stone's throw away from here called Oiseau Rock.
We call it Pinesi-Asin.

It's really Thunderbird Rock.

this story that I just told you is from there.

And

It's from

this territory.
So it's ironic because when I first heard
about this at the top of Thunderbird Rock you can throw a
stone if you had a really strong arm and you can plant it
on the beach at Chalk River.
So we don't understand why -- you know,
actually we do understand.

You know, the people that are

gathering together, the medicine people are gathering
together now because of the willingness to consult with
people, you know we are willing to consult but nobody is
knocking on our door.

You know we are trying to be

proactive but we don't hear anything.
A time is coming over the horizon where
you know our ancestors and our descendants including
myself, we have a group called "kind".

We are going to be

kind people, K-I-N-D, Kitchizibi INdigenous Descendants,
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because this issue really, really matters; as we have heard
before, seven generations of thought, of consciousness.
You know, that could be 700 years but 700 years is a blink
of an eye when we're looking at the bigger picture of
what's going on.
So I wanted to share this story with you.
Again, it's a teaching.

It's a metaphor.

All our

teachings are about being good-hearted human beings.

We

are here to support each other, empower each other and not
just let our brains take over.

You know we have to let our

hearts and our spirits guide us to make decisions about the
future, because eventually we won't even be here, you know,
and that's a reality.

But the challenges that we're facing

and the challenges that we're dealing with, those will
still be here.
I would surely love to have the
opportunity to continue using Thunderbird Rock as the
medicine place that it is.

It's been this way for

thousands of years and I am kind of -- I’m a little bit
embarrassed that people don't know more about it, to be
honest.

So that's part of our mission.

That's our

Thunderbird mission, if you will, to enlighten people.
It's ironic that it's right there.

It's right across the

river, you know.
I heard the buzzer just went beep or it
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went beep beep beep.
to speak.

I respect that we only had 10 minutes

Megwech for lending me your ears.
You know, I encourage you to, you know,

listen to the Great Spirit within each of you to help you
decide what you need to do, you know, with the goodness of
your heart as human beings, because we're all human beings.
We're all native to the earth, right?
protect it.

So it's our job to

It can start tomorrow, right tonight even, by

acknowledging what we have and the value of what we have.
Thunderbird Rock is part of it.
THE PRESIDENT:
thank you for that.

I am just wondering -- and

I was just wondering whether you heard

that the presentation ---- Applause / Applaudissments
THE PRESIDENT:

I was wondering whether

you were here when the Algonquins and the Métis were here.
MR. YEARINGTON:
THE PRESIDENT:

No.
In fact, I think there was

a consensus that we need to engage and talk.

I think that

if I read the tea leaves there was an agreement about
getting together in a more structured discussion back and
forth and maybe hear some of those wonderful stories.
think there was this kind of a commitment to do this
further.
Anybody else want to add to this?

So I
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So thank you very much.
MR. YEARINGTON:

So I would just like to

add then, I agree with what you're saying; commitment, but
I think there has to be action as well.

I mean you know,

we're talking, and we have to walk our talk.

You know,

ideas are ideas but I think a good step forward.

One

feather might represent one world view, another is the
other world view.

We are merging.

It's time to do that.

It's safe.
THE PRESIDENT:

When I say a tea leaf I'm

talking about action, absolutely.
MR. YEARINGTON:

Megwech, okay.

Thank

you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I would like to move onto the next
submission, which is an oral presentation from Mr. Kelly,
as outlined in CMD 18-H2.88.

CMD 18-H2.88
Oral presentation by Tom Kelly

MR. KELLY:
me.

Hello, and thanks for having

Thanks for having this as an open dialogue.

really glad that we can talk about this openly.

I am
I am glad

that I don't live in a country where it would happen

235

without my knowledge or ability to speak to whether it
would happen or not.
I have heard some other people say that
they are concerned that you'll just say, "Oh, yeah, yeah,
thanks for saying what you said" but not listening
afterwards.

So I guess that is a concern of mine too, but

I think this here is a step in the right direction anyway.
I thank you for being here, all of the
nuclear folks, and all of the folks who are concerned
citizens who don't want this to happen, anyway.
I've been concerned about the state of the
world for many, many years and I like to put my work where
my -- my money where my mouth is.

So I have gone to school

and learned how to build good houses, because you know
reducing our energy footprint is really important, if we
think that's -- if we think that having less nuclear,
having less coal, having less oil, all of these, like
fracking all of that stuff, it kind of comes back to the
consumer too, like we're supporting this.

You know if I

plug in something at my parents' place who are on the grid,
60 percent of it is coming from nuclear power plants.
So I like to be conscious about where my
energy comes from.

My decision personally has been to go

off the grid and buy some solar panels and some batteries.
You know, it's kind of frugal but I've actually found that
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refrigerators aren't necessary.

So many things aren't

really necessary to live a good life.
I'd like to encourage everybody, no matter
where you're coming from, to just use less and be more
efficient.

I can say for sure your quality of life doesn't

necessarily have to go down.

It can actually go quite --

go up quite a lot.
Yeah, I am aware of the fact that, like
Germany is a real energy leader in the world.

I kind of

need to go out, look at the whole world and look at the
whole energy mix and then come back into this, so just bear
with me for a moment there.

Like when I go to the gas

station to fill up, I am aware of the fact that this is
helping to fund foreign oil wars and rivers that are just
so extremely toxic flowing up into the northern lands from
our oil-rich Western provinces and, there's oil spills
across the oceans.
I feel really concerned about that and I
really hope that we can make this move toward electric
vehicles and away from oil because it's like energy -- the
transportation sector is such a huge consumer of energy
that I hope we can do it with electricity.

But

electricity, I mean, is 60 percent nuclear in Ontario and
given the vast land that's here, I don't think there is any
real need for nuclear power in Ontario.

Maybe in Toronto
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since there are so many people in such a small place
having -- but they always need to be right next to a big
body of water which is a problem.

Like I know we can't

have tsunamis like they had in Japan in Ontario because we
don't have an ocean beside us but still just -- well, as
your report shows, there is effluent from past and current
operations that's going right into the local wetlands and
right into the Ottawa River.
Yeah, that is certainly a problem.

I'm

not sure if that's a bigger problem than all of the oil
production that happens to make my gas car go, so I don't
know.

I just struggle with these things.
Even the solar panels that I have, I

wonder about them.

Like they took a lot of energy to make

in the first place to grow the crystals and mine or refine
all of the copper and aluminum and whatever else goes into
that.

I don't know if they ever will give back as much

energy as was put into them.

So that's an issue.

And then

there is the batteries and everything else that goes along
with it.

It's hard to power the world and to -- I don't

know.
Yeah, I also see Germany going to -- going
away from nuclear.

They are doing a lot of really good

stuff with wind and solar, but they also have increased
their coal-fired capacity.
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The thing that I find kind of -- I think
it's worth researching into nuclear because I was looking
for a new truck not so long ago and I was looking for -- to
compare the difference between the power that's in diesel
versus gas, so I could compare the prices of like how far I
go versus how much I pay to go there, and how much, you
know, fuel I am actually using.

I was kind of amazed

because I found this chart and it had like gas was 100
percent and diesel was 113 percent and then uranium was
there and it was like just a number that went off the
charts.
I've seen it said in other ways where 3
kilograms of uranium has the same power within it that
9,000 tonnes of coal has, like 3 kilograms I can so easily
hold in my hands and 9,000 tonnes is just this huge number
and that means that all of the smoke would be going across
the land versus this 3 kilograms of uranium.
And also I've heard that if just our whole
world was powered with nuclear that the amount of energy
that would be -- or the amount of spent fuel that would be
left after like from my energy use, if I am an average
Canadian, it would be the size of a coke can.
So I guess I want to say that just to keep
in, just because I wonder about these things and I wonder
what the best forward is.

That's a pretty strong selling
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point, as far as I can tell, especially if we can learn
from what we've done at Chalk River to do it better the
next time.
And I do recognize that it has been
happening better because, well, you haven't had any more
meltdowns after the 1950s.

That's good.

I’m glad that

that hasn't happened.
Yeah, it's hard to look at these things,
and I guess -- I heard that even hydro is kind of better
than coal, oil, gas, nuclear -- like when I think about it
in broad terms.

But I heard that -- I have heard that a

lot of places that after damming huge amounts of land they
have decided that, wait a second, actually that's a lot of
damming.

That causes a lot of problems itself and so then

they started going with nuclear, like California is one
example of that.
I am a fan of Kirk Sorenson who talks -I'm sure, all of the nuclear folks in here would know about
Kirk Sorenson talking about his thorium molten salt
reactors where the molten salt holds onto all the
radioactive elements and it can't explode the way that
Chernobyl did or I don't know which one actually exploded.
I don't know if Fukushima did.
Sorry, I'm over time.
THE PRESIDENT:

Why don't you focus about
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what message you want to leave with us or recommendation?
MR. KELLY:

So I think that nuclear

research, what you're doing is valuable to the world.

I'm

glad that you're cleaning up the site.
I actually echo a lot of the concerns
about the 10-year licensing period.
Mark, you're the CEO.

That feels like --

So if you want to sell this to the

world, I think it's really important to show that you're
listening to the people.
And everybody that I've heard is saying 10
years is too long like, yeah, five years -- I think we're
going to see a lot more positive response toward nuclear.
If you want nuclear to go into the future, maybe it'll just
happen anyway if you can prove that the cost is low enough.
So I guess how can you show that you're
listening to the criticism from these people and from
people about the nuclear industry in general so that it's
widely publicized?

Because I think you have a real problem

with people not trusting you and -THE PRESIDENT:

Please talk to us. That's

the way the protocol works.
Do you want to put that -- are you
finished your presentation?
MR. KELLY:

Yeah, for now.

THE PRESIDENT:

Yeah.

Okay, thank you.

241

Anybody, any questions you want to put to
him?

Go ahead.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So you have made an

important point about the perception of the industries that
create power.

You sort of discussed coal, and you

discussed oil and you discussed.
In your perspective, what advice would you
give us to (a) ensure that we are ensuring safety and (b)
to ensure that there was an appropriate safe environment
going into the future?
MR. KELLY:

This is on?

I guess it's really hard to find
information for -- sorry.

That's a good question.

I think if you spoke in a way that was
more understandable because a lot of the speaking that I
have heard here, like I have heard a couple of people talk
about nuclear beforehand, but there's like this way of
speaking about subsection blah blah blah and dah dah dah.
I can't follow it.

I don't know.

So if you can speak in

plain language to make it understandable to people.
I think that if there was more women
actually involved, I think that's really big.

Yeah,

because I think the message gets out to certain segments of
the population and not others, but everybody is affected by
it.

So I think if you can speak to women.
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I haven't heard much from you tonight.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. KELLY:

She is our lawyer.

You're a lawyer?

I don't

know.
--- Laughter / Rires
THE PRESIDENT:

She's not allowed to

speak.
--- Laughter / Rires
THE PRESIDENT:

She just whispers in our

ears.
Anyhow, thank you.
intervention.

We've got to move on.
MR. KELLY:

Thank you for the
Thank you.

Thanks.

THE PRESIDENT:

So we're going to take a

break, and then we are going to go through a round of the
commissionaire.

So we'll take 15 minutes -- 15 minute

break.
Thank you.

--- Upon recessing at 3:40 p.m. /
Suspension à 15 h 40
--- Upon resuming at 4:04 p.m. /
Reprise à 16 h 04

THE PRESIDENT:

What we are doing now is
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opening up for questioning by the commissioners.

We'll go

one question per commissioner and we'll take as many rounds
as we need.

I will start with Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you, Mr. President.

One of the recurring themes through the
whole meeting within the licence has been the management of
waste, management of long-term waste, management of short
term waste.

There has sort of been an almost absence of

discussion around intermediate waste and what is going to
happen with that.

As NRU is decommissioned over the next

five years, what is the impact of that going to be on the
waste, if you like, footprint of the site?
going to handle that waste footprint?

How are you

Again, what are the

risks to that decommissioning process through its lifetime?
MR. KEHLER:

Kurt Kehler, for the record.

As the question is specific to NRU, within
the next five years, NRU, in the short term of course, will
go through defueling, dewatering into kind of a lay-up
condition, so the reactor itself, other than putting
systems in a safe condition and keeping it in a safe
storage position for a number of years for decay to happen,
not a lot of work will happen within our reactor proper.
What will happen is a lot of the support
facilities which supported NRU's operations will undergo
decommissioning within the period of this licence.

Those
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facilities vary in the extent of contamination involved
with the facilities, and so they'll go through
decommissioning planning, which of course is for
decontamination, to try to again make as much clean waste
as we can through that decommissioning process.
But to our integrated waste strategy, we
look at all the structures, we estimate the waste
quantities for all the structures to ensure that we have
waste storage capability, whether it's low level or if
there's -- I wouldn't expect much intermediate level waste
or at all probably from this because by the time we get
around to doing proper decommissioning of NRU reactors it
will be decades in the future.
MEMBER McEWAN:

What happens to the NPF?

I know you mentioned it on day one, but perhaps you could
remind us.
MR. KEHLER:
operation.

NPF at this point is not in

There's still some discussion in sight of

possible reuses of the facility.

Assuming those reuses

don't come to fruition, then of course it would go through
decommissioning as well.

We would go in and clean out the

gloveboxes, the ventilation systems
Of course, the biggest interests of NPF
would be the stack and the chimney swift population, and we
have to come up with a recommendation on how to do that.

I
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say we don't know precisely at this point, we haven't done
that study, just like, talking about another job we're not
supposed to talk about, NPD, where there's a big stack with
a chimney swift population.

Our recommendation there is

actually to leave the stack as part of that job to support
the chimney swifts.

We'd have to do something similar with

looking at NPF as well.
THE PRESIDENT:

My observation of the

concern with waste is not only about what happened to the
waste but where do we find information about the planned
end-of-life of waste in a way that the public can
understand?
We accept and understand that there some
plans will change as you go along, but not having ever a
plan in the public domain, I would have liked -- you know,
I don't know how many streams of waste you have.

Let us

say you have 10 cigars, we'll figure that point -- I'm on
it because it's amazing how the comfort level comes in that
there is a plan, and you can monitor progress and you can
update as new data and new approval processes come in,
which is practical, doing this, and to keep monitoring so
you take away the angst of the unknown.
MR. KEHLER:

Again, it's not a very maybe

acceptable answer at this point in time, but the whole end
game of waste is coming up with a disposal.

Temporary
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storage, as you've noticed, is monitoring and continued
monitoring of that waste.

Every time we handle waste in a

temporary fashion we create more waste, so it's not a good
end game, it's not actually getting rid of the nuclear
legacy liability under temporary storage, so coming up with
the final disposal options, vetting those, getting approval
to do those and get those implemented in the country is a
really big thing.

It is a Chalk River problem but it's

also a national problem, as has been pointed out, so coming
up with these disposal methodologies is very important for
the industry.
THE PRESIDENT:

I accept a plan can be

also something aspirational, particularly when some other
decisions are not yours, it would be a government-wide
decision probably, but you can actually indicate in the
chart that is an assumption and in 20 years we'll have a
solution, and the solution will come from the government,
and if in 20 years the government does not deliver, you
don't have a solution and you keep updating it.
MR. KEHLER:

Right.

THE PRESIDENT:

I see.

Do you know the

story of DGR?
MR. KEHLER:

Right.

THE PRESIDENT:

Nevertheless, we got this

cigar on DGR, with all the assumptions about when a
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decision will be made, and then how long you'll construct
and dispose, and what's the end game in hundreds of years
from now.
MEMBER SEELEY:

Right.

Then CPDP we do

make those assumptions and include those in there.

Of

course, that's where all the exciting discussion will be
around.
THE PRESIDENT:
now have a list.

Questions?

I'm sorry, I

Mr. Seeley, you're on.
MEMBER SEELEY:

I just wanted to ask a

question or a few questions about the modernization program
for the site.

We've heard a lot about the waste management

and requests for information about the waste management
plan.

We've seen in your submission a bit of information

about what's gone on to date to start modernizing the site,
I've been on the site as well to see some of that, which is
very, very encouraging, so it was maybe just about
providing a little more of a snapshot on what's going to
happen in the future.

Maybe we could put it into metrics,

if there's so many buildings, if you've got 90 buildings on
the site and you've already modernized one third of those
or taken down and replaced them with X, but start to break
this down a little bit for me because I couldn't find that
information readily in the submissions.
For example, in the next five years of the
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licence how much modernization will happen, how many of
those buildings, 50 percent, 30 percent, 80 percent, get
replaced and renovated versus the second five years of the
licence?

We'd like a little more sense on the phasing of

your activities for modernization.
MR. LESINSKI:

Marc Lesinski, for the

record.
A great question, Commissioner, because
there is a lot of exciting stuff going on.

I'm going to

give you a little bit of a flavour and some dates around
both liability, new buildings, infrastructure, and then Ted
Preisig, our vice-president for our new build projects,
could talk a bit more if there's more detail that you'd
like to have.
Yeah, we are continuing on with retiring
legacies, new facilities and infrastructure, but what's
going to be happening over the upcoming years, I think
we've mentioned it but I'll mention it again, it's
important to say, we came in with a plan to do 122
structures in 10 years, and we are rapidly moving ahead.

I

think we've heard a number of interventions concerned that
there isn't anything happening.

Forty-six out of 122, two

and a half years in, we're really pleased with our progress
there.
We do have to figure out a permanent
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solution for waste, but we're properly handling that and
storing it.

Just as an example.

That's where we are by

now. We do have 76 to go, but that is our plan over the
upcoming seven and a half years.
Some of these will be a little more
intricate, obviously, because when we get into the
controlled side and we're doing some of the cleanout of the
internals of those buildings, they'll be obviously a little
slower.

We talked about how we're starting with the

simpler buildings with work teams to understand how to work
in an integrated fashion and do it safely, gain experience,
and move to the trickier ones.

That's what's happening

around the liability reduction.
As far as new facilities, you heard that
our Harriet Brooks building is in place.

I think you

probably saw that one, with the red corner on it there, is
up and running.
We also have our new tritium lab, Building
215, which is actually right now going into a commissioning
phase.

We just had an open house over there so our staff

at the site could see how that's going to play into us
moving out of Building 250, which is one of our biggest
liabilities on the site from an old building standpoint,
and that's a key part of it.
We've talked about having a business hub
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where our people can work out of, those that are being
displaced from decommissioned buildings, along with a new
logistics building, because we have scattered logistic
buildings on how to keep the site running, as well as our
facility for warehousing and logistics, which we want to
have out at the gatehouse.

Those will be coming online --

2021-22, will be the time frame for those.
The crown in our jewel there on new
facilities, the advanced nuclear materials research centre,
is not planned until around 2526, a much-complicated
building.

We're going through right now design reviews,

we've talked about benchmarking, we go to other countries
and look at their laboratories that they've recently put
online to ensure that our plans are going to be top of the
mark, so we're out doing that detailed design work right
now, and through our sanctioning process, before we jump
into probably our most complicated building, but that one
will be a number of years.

We plan to have it up and

running in 2526.
Infrastructure is moving along really
well.

Natural gas lines are something that we've pushed

through.

We're finally getting the blue smoke to stop from

the powerhouse, which I think is great.

It's great for the

valley and all of us there.
Domestic water is very important too, the
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potable water, sewage, storm water, all of those projects,
2018 is the big year on all of those, so significant work
in improving the infrastructure.
Switchyard and upgrades on the electrical
system to increase reliability is going to be a little bit
longer, which is probably appropriate as we figure out what
the specification is for those new facilities and the power
that we're going to need, but we're looking -- that's more
like 2021.
From an S & T standpoint, then, some of
our new missions and some of the things you hear about, I'm
just going to talk about three quickly.
The virtual alpha institute, which is a
way that we want to connect with the rest of the world on
how we want to bring that targeted alpha therapy online and
our role in that, we want to have that up and running in
2018-19.
A cyber-security centre.

That's not at

CRL, it's at New Brunswick, so I probably shouldn't throw
that one out.

That's in 1920.
But our advanced fuel demonstration, we

want to have that happening by 2021 in our current fuels
facility that we have now.
That gives you a feel for some of the
targeted areas from a cleanup, from an infrastructure, and
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from a new build standpoint.
What's going on amongst all of that
constantly and continuously is improvements in our
management system, improvements in our procedures, working
with our staff.

We've got a very vibrant, a very active

process in engaging with our employees called Vision Plus.
We're leading from vision.

We talk about transformation.

Buildings are great, infrastructure is wonderful, but if
you don't work with the people, listen to the people,
listen to their concerns, and think about different ways to
work and work to our values, like safety and respect, this
would just be a bunch of buildings and some great ideas, so
we're working really hard on that as well all through that.
THE PRESIDENT:

If you lay out this kind

of a work program, how important is it to have a 10-year
licence or a five-year licence?
Somebody asked this question.
plan if it's a five year?

I'm trying to understand.
What will it do to your work

Talk to us again one more time.

What will it do?
MR. LESINSKI:
want a 10 year?

One more time on why we

Sure.
We have talked about this a lot, and I've

heard some other perspectives I think that are very
important.

We heard from Jean LeClair earlier talking

about the amount of time that's put into an effort like
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this.

Do you see how many people we have here in the room

today?

I had to selectively pick a few vice-presidents to

stay behind to make sure we kept moving forward on some
things.

We have a big support group.
We think it's very, very important to

engage with the public, listen to the intervenors, but as
we understanding, from the other 20 10-licences or so that
you've already issued, the annual review is actually
probably more interactive with the public, so we'll have an
opportunity to hear what the concerns are and listen to the
interventions on an annual basis rather than going through
five years or two and a half years, have an intervention,
and then five years, there would actually be more
opportunity for interventions, but perhaps the magnitude,
because you're biting it off in little chunks as you go and
make it current as to what's happening and what the issues
for quick course corrections if need be, seems to make more
sense to me to move forward.
We've talked about licence surety.

I

think it just helps us to understand that the things that
we're doing moving forward, you know, you're always
interested in having surety in your funding, which is a
problem in other countries where the funding is not there.
We have that.
CNL.

That's great.

We have stability, then, in

Its process is already established, we've proven that

254

and shown that CNL has been steady with that, and we have
constant improvement.

It would be nice to have that

licensing surety as well so that we can move forward from
here.

We just think it fits.
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Thank you.

Dr. Soliman.

I have about three pages

of comments, but most of them have been on this position.
My questions will be generic in nature
more than specific because I think all the questions have
been addressed already, or most of them.
At the CNL site it mentions that there is
a memorandum of understanding with the SCK-CEN BR2 reactor.
If this exists, can you elaborate a little bit more on that
memorandum of understanding, what is the purpose of it, and
if we are going to import irradiated material from outside?
DR. MCCARTHY:

Kathy McCarthy, for the

record.
That is one of the reactors that we have
been talking with as a potential supplier of neutrons.

For

example, the CANDU Owners Group, if they need something
irradiated, that's one of the reactors that is interested
in providing those services to us, so to formalize those
discussions.
The MOU doesn't commit us to anything, but
it shows that there's an interest in them providing these
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services to us.

That's what that specific MOU is about.

We will be pursuing additional MOUs and agreements.
One of the things, and I mentioned this
earlier, it's very important that our staff, who design
experiments and understand, for example, what the CANDU
industry needs in terms of irradiation experiments, we want
them engaged in designing those experiments and then
analyzing them.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.
Back to Dr. McEwan.

I'm

sorry, I skipped Dr. Demeter.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you very much.

I'm going to be a bit more pedestrian
here.

Whenever I look at data and I see serial years I

look for trends and I look for reasons, so I'm going to get
into the weeds a bit here.
On page 18 of 59 of the CNSC submissions'
Environmental Assessment Report -- I'll first talk to CNL
and then see if there's a comment from staff -- and I'll
tell you what I'm interested in so that you can know
through prose, the total particulate matter, the PM10 and
the PM2.5 levels in 2011 were at a certain level, and then
between 2012 and 2015 they came down, and in 2016 they rose
again to the 2011 levels.

The total levels for the three

are 17.4, 15.1, and 9.8, with the thresholds for CVC, their
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compliance verification criteria, are 24, 21, and 15, so
we're not talking about an order of magnitude below -- with
a lot of the radiologic issues is it like orders of
magnitude below the threshold?
Given that you've done 46 out of 122 sites
and you want to do 122 structures, what's the impact of
construction on particulate matter, because that's one of
the sources, and how are you going to manage that, because
right now you're getting pretty close to the CVC criteria?
Do you want to know where I am?
MR. COX:

Just to confirm, you're on Table

3.4 -MEMBER DEMETER:
MR. COX:

Yes, 3.4.

-- in the CNSC Environmental

Assessment Report?
MEMBER DEMETER:
MR. COX:

Yes.

And you're referring to the

total particulate column over the years 2011 through 2016?
MEMBER DEMETER:

Yeah.

The three

particulate columns total the PM10 and the smaller one, the
PM2.5, and the values for 2016 seem to be creeping up and
closer to 2011.
I'm just looking at the impact of our
construction activities on those levels and what mitigation
factors you might put in place.
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MR. COX:

So before I turn it over to

George Dolinar for additional detail, I believe these
emissions almost exclusively are from our powerhouse, which
through this period of time this would represent a
combustion of heavy oil for making steam and heat for the
entire Chalk River site.
most of that particulate.

So that would be the origin of
So it’s going up the stack at

the powerhouse –MEMBER DEMETER:

Okay, it’s not from

construction.
MR. COX:

And would be unrelated

principally to -– it would be unrelated to decommissioning
activities.
MEMBER DEMETER:
question.

Okay, that answers my

Thank you.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

But when you start the construction of
course you will be measuring the particulate for the whole
site.
MR. LESINSKI:

Yes.

Mark Lesinski, for

the record.
Absolutely.

You mean deconstruction?

THE PRESIDENT:
MR. LESINSKI:
decommissioning, yes.

That’s right.
Yes.

So when we are

We have air sampling all around the
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perimeter of any facilities and we use dust control.

And

this is something that we’ve been doing for many, many
years.
So we do understand that and we do take
readings, yes.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

Dr. McEwan?
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

We’ve come into the game several times
over the multiple years of low expectations for the fitness
for service SCA.

My understanding is the bulk of that was

related to NRU and the age of NRU.
So what would be the critical structures
and operations that would now be looked at in terms of
fitness for service within that SCA and do we see any risk
over the next three, four, five years in maintaining an
acceptable performance in that area?
MR. COX:

David Cox, for the record.

Before I turn it over to Neil Mantifel to
give some additional detail, as he has been in the middle
of the equipment reliability program and the fitness for
service improvements for the NRU, I will say that as we’ve
been moving towards the planned shutdown, permanent
shutdown of the NRU facility, we’ve been taking steps to
take the experience and knowledge and the programs that
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were developed to support NRU and apply it to other
facilities across the site.
So nuclear facilities, such as the
shielded facilities like our hot cells in particular, our
waste treatment centre, with treatment of our liquid
effluents, have been principal beneficiaries of that.
But it’s also not nuclear infrastructure
as well.

Our powerhouse facility for which the process

water pumps are critical to supporting NRU even these days,
and the reliability of our electrical infrastructure.

All

of those sort of conventional and other nuclear facility
infrastructure are benefiting from deploying staff that
were trained and developed the programs at NRU and we’re
applying them into the other facilities.
Maybe Neil can just give us an example of
what is being done in some of the other facilities.
MR. MANTIFEL:

Neil Mantifel, General

Manager, NRU, for the record.
As Mr. Cox has stated, we are taking the
NRU model of system health program that has been applied to
NRU and allowed us to make an almost threefold increase in
the meantime between failures for NRU operation and
applying that to the rest of the site basically, whether it
is the support systems, electrical, steam, plumbing and
drainage for the site, and applying that to the facilities.
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We have integrated the system health
program with the capital asset management program, so they
are running in an integrated fashion to ensure the systems
in the facilities are assessed on a priority basis.
Then those systems go through a bit of a
graded approach of the application of the system health
program to ensure the critical components are identified,
ML is created, predictive and preventative maintenance is
optimized for those systems.
So we are continuing on that journey for
rest of site.

So I anticipate the fitness for service for

the CRL site will continue to improve as we go forward.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you.

So, staff, any thoughts on areas of risk?
MR. TRAN:

This is Nhan Tran, for the

record.
I would echo some of what CNL said in the
sense that we over the last few years have been keeping a
close eye on fitness for service and their work surrounding
NRU, and we know that a significant amount of their
resources have been poured into that single area and single
topic.
So with the shutdown of NRU, they are able
to apply these programs to the rest of the site where the
risk is substantially lower and you can actually run
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maintenance programs slightly differently because the risk
of failure in some of these places isn’t quite as
substantive as NRU.
The only other thing I would add is
that -– I’m sorry, I just went completely blank.
all I’ve got.

That’s

Thank you.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

Just to maybe complement and maybe this is
the point that Mr. Tran was trying to make.
As stated, I think we all recognize the
importance of fitness for service as it relates to NRU.

We

talk as though it’s a flip of a switch when NRU shuts down.
But as the NRU shuts down and as per the infamous cigar
shows, there is still many years in place for us to ensure
safety.
There is a phase of shutdown and
stabilization.
surveillance.

There is a phase of storage with
So all of these different phases, while the

NRU is not operational, it is still a facility.

It is

still under regulatory oversight and we continue with the
fitness for service, albeit with a focus that is now on
risk and how that risk is going to be mitigated through the
shutdown of NRU.
MEMBER McEWAN:

And there will be support

systems that require maintenance and inspecting for the
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foreseeable future during that period?
MR. COX:

David Cox, for the record.

That is correct.
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. TRAN:

And back to you.

Indeed.

It’s Nhan Tran, for

the record again.
The thing I was going to add is that a lot
of the work that was formerly carried out under the nuclear
legacy liabilities programs have to do with maintaining
older facilities in storage with surveillance.

And some of

those activities will actually improve the structural
integrity of these older buildings around the site, which
increases the fitness for service of the site as a whole.
THE PRESIDENT:

Mr. Seeley?

MEMBER SEELEY:

Maybe just a question on

the change-out of the infrastructure.
down.

The powerhouse comes

The old fuel oil is replaced with natural gas.

So a

great efficiency gain there in terms of greenhouse gases.
The facility is a learning institution.
I’m just curious if there are any novel
technologies or energy sort of efficiency measures being
incorporated into the design of the new facility.
You have an opportunity to start something
quite fresh there; low level heat recovery, those sorts of
things.
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Would you care to comment on that?
MR. COX:

Dave Cox, for the record.

Before I turn it back to Ted Preisig to
give us a description of how energy efficiency
sustainability is planned to be applied into our new
buildings and new facilities, I will just comment about the
powerhouse, which you raised.
So the powerhouse for its almost 50 years
or more of operation has been burning heavy oil.

Over the

last year we converted the boilers to natural gas.
happy to say it’s already burning natural gas.

So I’m

So we’re

benefiting from the greenhouse gas reduction, SO2, NOx and
particulate reductions that go along with that.
Nothing novel with that, although it was a
lot of work to convert the boilers and control systems
accordingly.

But that gain is in place.
What we’re talking about is a major

capital project to replace the converted powerhouse and the
associated electrical switch yard with a new system which
would have an additional substantial energy gain for the
site, which I will turn over to Ted to tell us about.
MR. PREISIG:

Thanks, Dave.

Ted Preisig, Vice-President of Capital
Projects and Engineering.
To follow on from Dave’s comment, the
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capital infrastructure project that he’s talking about is
the tri-generation facility.

So at the moment we’ve

converted the oil burning power station to natural gas.

In

about four years’ time we plan to start up a tri-gen
facility which burns natural gas.
As an offset of that it generates power
for the site, which further improves a generation facility
for the site for power in conjunction with the network.
But also it supplies heat in the form of
steam and also cooling to the site as well.
This requires some fairly substantial
upgrade to the infrastructure with the new location of the
facility.

So all the buried services, if you were to walk

around the site now, you would see that there’s a lot of
digging and equipment being installed in preparation for
that.
We predict that the tri-gen facility will
improve the site’s electricity or energy usage.

It will

drop it by 23 to 25 per cent, is our current best guess.
But of course that will be confirmed or changed once we
enter into more firm calculations.
The other aspect which Dave alluded to is
focus on improving or reducing our footprint of energy, our
environmental footprint on the site as we improve it.
As was mentioned before by Mark, the
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Harriet Brooks Building, it doesn’t just look nice but it
actually has some significant benefits.

We’ve designed and

built it in accordance to standards which meet the LEED
Silver standard, which is an international standard for
energy usage in environmental footprint.
We are expecting to get approval for that,
a recognition of that in the next six months.
The other buildings that Mark also
mentioned, the warehouses, the new business hub and indeed
the new advanced nuclear material research centre, will
also be looking at high architectural standards and also
minimizing the environmental footprint that we incorporate.
At the moment these buildings are still
studies.
year.

We don’t expect to start building them until next

And we will be building and commissioning them up

until 2024.
So the studies, we are currently in the
procurement cycle seeking partners to help design and
ultimately build these buildings and in that process we are
looking for innovation and experience.
We are looking at sustainable products for
construction, such as wood, locally sourced products and
also re-used products.
Again, all of this is part of our Request
for Proposals from the local communities and groups and

266

also part of the evaluation in what we receive from them.
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Dr. Soliman.
Under structural

integrity, page 41 and 42 –THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Which document?
The CNL document, pages

41 and 42, structural integrity.
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Page?
Pages 41 and 42.

CNL did not indicate that they have
in-service program for system structural and component.
My question is:

Do you have an in-service

program for degradation of the system structural and
component to monitor the equipment in the protection
against an inductile failure, rigidity of the material,
exposed radiation, indication in the cracks, inspection?
Do you have a program which goes in that
direction?
MR. COX:

David Cox, for the record.

The short answer is yes, based on the
critical nature of the components that are in question.

So

there is a graded approach applied.
I’m unable to find the reference that
you’ve made.
Are you referring to the Commission Member
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document, page 41?
The CNSC CMD.

Okay, I apologize.

Anyway, the answer is yes, we do have such
programs.

An example would be the aluminum calandria

vessel for the NRU reactor subject to inspection programs
and monitoring in order to ensure its viability to perform
its function.
So the program is applied to that and it’s
applied in a graded manner based on the critical aspect of
the component.
I’m certainly not the specialist in that
and if you need additional information, either Neil
Mantifel or John Slade, our Chief Engineer, can provide a
better definition of how the program works.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

You have the program

already?
MR. COX:

Yes, absolutely.

MEMBER SOLIMAN:

You didn’t mention

anything about it in your submission.
MR. COX:

We certainly have the program,

no question.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER DEMETER:

Okay.
Dr. Demeter.
This is just an

observation and may be me not knowing what should or
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shouldn’t be included.
For staff, on your submission on page 16
it’s a summary of the management safety and control area.
And I noticed on CMDs for other Class I facilities, nuclear
power plants, there’s always a comment on minimal shift
complement, which may be moot in the near future for the
NRU.

But it would be good to know if that factor was

followed for the NRU and what their compliance was in the
past, because past behaviour predicts future behaviour.
Maybe it doesn’t apply to this Class I
facility as a minimum shift complement, but if it does
apply, how has it been?
MR. JONES:

Ken Jones, for the record.

We didn’t put it in.

Minimum shift

complement is controlled by CNL’s facility authority
document.

We saw nothing that compromised that minimum

shift during the time period during which we were
reporting.
MEMBER DEMETER:

Thank you.

On other CMDs for Class I facilities it’s
been one of the bullets in that summary.

But thank you for

that.
MR. LECLAIR:

Dr. Demeter, Jean LeClair

for the record, just to clarify.
I’ll agree with you in your statement with
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the NRU shutdown, minimum shift complement is going to
become less of an issue in the forward licence.
But the important thing is minimum shift
complement has been maintained and continues to be
maintained.

And we do verify that.
MR. COX:

David Cox, for the record.

There is a defined minimum shift
complement made up of operator shift engineer and specific
radiological protection and maintenance staff.

And we meet

that requirement.
And it will change ultimately once the
reactor reaches the state of being defueled and dewatered
and we have approval for a safety case of permanent
shutdown state.
MEMBER DEMETER:
a minimum shift complement.

I do trust that you have

In the past the metric has

been how many times in a licence period was that not being
able to be met because of weather, illness, that kind of
stuff.

And that usually was a metric for nuclear power

plants.
That’s the metric I was looking for, the
number of occasions or instances when it might not have
been met.
I’m happy that staff said that it had not
been an issue and it won’t be.

And like I said, it’s
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somewhat moot in the future.
But I just noted that it was absent in the
report.
MR. JAMMAL:

Ramzi Jammal, for the record.

Just to confirm the fact that we currently
have a licence and the minimum shift complement is a
requirement for the existing licence.

So this proposed

licence is after the NRU will shut down.
So the two key things is there is
reporting on performance.

We accept that they are meeting

the minimum shift complement according to the existing
licence.
And once this licence is ever approved by
the Commission, its effect will be after the NRU will be
shutting down.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

Thank you, Mr. President.

On page 28 of CNL’s CMD you have a sort of
very high level reporting relationship chart of the
executive team.
There is a direct reporting relationship
for the Chief Regulatory Officer to the VP of Health and a
dotted line reported relationship to the President.
Could you explain what that means and how
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it works in practice, please?
MR. LESINSKI:

Mark Lesinski, for the

record.
As you can see, Shaun wants to jump in to
answer.
I mean, it’s really quite simple.
If there’s any issues and concerns that
Shaun has a direct line to me.

The expectation is that if

you see something that we are potentially not in compliance
with our licence and feels that there is a kind of filter
or confusion going on, he has the direct ability and
responsibility to tug me by the coat tails right away.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So that would be a direct

call to you.
MR. LESINSKI:

Correct.

MEMBER McEWAN:
to you.

It would be a direct call

It wouldn’t be filtering through some other

organelle within the organization.
MR. LESINSKI:

Nope.

Pick up the phone

and talk to me and tell me.
MEMBER McEWAN:
MR. COTNAM:

Okay.

I would like to add to that.

Shaun Cotnam, for the record, Chief
Regulatory Officer and, since we brought it up, Chief
Security Officer.
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The way it works in practice is generally
my boss and I and the CEO have regular meetings every two
weeks, the three of us:

Dave Cox, Kevin Daniels and

myself.
But my CEO was a little bit modest.

He

may wanted to have mentioned that we have monthly site
licence-holder meetings where actually Kevin Daniels isn’t
there but Dave Cox is there as the Chalk River site
licence-holder.

Kurt Kehler is there as the prototype

reactor licence-holder, Dan Coyne for Whiteshell, the CEO
and myself.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So you are entirely

comfortable that if you need to intervene, it’s a done
deal.
MR. COTNAM:

Not only am I entirely

comfortable, I expect it would never come to that.

But I

am entirely comfortable.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Mr. Seeley.
MEMBER SEELEY:

Maybe just a question

about the learning process as you go through the next three
years with the full remediation or significant remediation
of a site and then a waste management plan for the site.
I know from many of the individuals on the
team that this isn’t the first time you’ve done this.

So
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that gives us some comfort.
But for Canada it’s a big deal and there
are going to be significant learnings from what you are
doing at Chalk River.
So just maybe some words on how you are
capturing that learning process and the activities at the
site that could be translated to other sites in the future.
MR. LESINSKI:

Mark Lesinski, for the

record.
Before I turn it over to Kurt, you are
absolutely right.

And we mentioned earlier on there is

logic behind our starting with some of the similar
buildings.

But the decommissioning teams have been the

exemplar on how we want to work more on a matrixed
structure going forward with teams so that it’s a safer,
more efficient approach, where you have the individuals you
need to keep it safe and compliant working with the guys
that are doing the work as well.
I would ask Kurt to explain a bit more.
MR. KEHLER:
to the learning program.

I think there’s two aspects

Since we’ve created an integrated

work control process and we’ve imbedded the program,
representative personnel in the work teams, we do our work
planning in a completely different methodology.

That work

planning occurs in the field with the support groups, with
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the actual work team doing the work to plan the job.
So the IH, the industrial hygiene
personnel, the rad personnel, all the people required to do
the job, meet together, walk the job out, plan the job to
perform the work.
And in doing that, the lessons learned go
also back up to the program group to say that we found a
better way to do the work from a rad con perspective, from
an IH perspective, to get those lessons back through those
respective programs to the other portions of the job and
other work in the field.
The other piece is we actually use the
OPEC system, our operational experience program,
internally, just like we bring in outside operational
experience.
So, for instance, we’ve entered some
highly contaminated areas which have been sealed for many
years.

So how do you do that?

How do you go through

two-foot walls into areas that have not been accessed?
They are highly contaminated and you’re going into them for
the first time.
So we've gone back to other sites where
we've done that work.
at several sites.

We've work like that in the States

We learned from them, and then we

brought it out to where we're at.
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We actually went into the facility
recently, where we core-drilled the hole, a series of core
drills into the room, and put expanding grout into the
holes to essentially, then, break out the doorway with a
minimum of effort, and then put in clear Lexan doors, so
that not only do we have access, but we can see clearly
into the room what's going on at all time without having to
open the door.
It may not seem like a big deal, that
people say, "So what?", but it's little things like that,
ideas like that, that basically the work teams help
develop, that we turn into our operational experience
program.

It then gets distributed through the company and

can go through the complex.
So we not only use lessons learned back
through the programs, which can help change the programs
for the site, which then also affect our other sites, but
we also use the OPEX system to then get those lessons
learned out.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

MEMBER SEELEY:

Maybe just so I can see a

cycle of continuous improvement and

learning for your own

organization, I guess my question is more about the
learnings being non-proprietary, and so creating some
summary of what's learned in the next few years for other
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sites that are not CNL.
MR. COX:

Dave Cox.

Just we heard from the CANDU Owners Group
this morning, and one of the things that wasn't mentioned
by Mr. Dermarkar was there are a lot of COG working groups
and there's been one newly formed on decommissioning and
waste management.
So the purpose of that working group, to
which several of Kurt's staff participate, is to share
knowledge and learning and experience in that field.
There's certainly interest developing in, you know, the
utilities, particularly Ontario Power Generation, with the
intended future shutdown of Pickering, for example.

So

that's a venue where we're sharing out with some of the
experience that Kurt's team possesses through the COG
organization.
THE PRESIDENT:

Maybe it's a good time to

do a quick thank you for teaching the world how to
communicate with the IAEA automatically using computers
rather than manual transcribed data -- I couldn't resist -and that's something that you can teach the rest of the
MPPs and the world on how to do that.
MR. COX:

I'll let Kevin Daniels take that

credit.
MR. DANIELS:

Yeah.

So actually that's
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not me, it's my organization.

The Nuclear Materials

Management Group worked really hard with the IAEA to
understand their needs and make sure that we're actually
able to hook up and automatically do that.
So I've a really great team.

I'm not

smart enough to do that.
THE PRESIDENT:

If they accuse you of a

revenue-seeking organization, there may be some potential
here.
--- Laughter / Rires
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

Dr. Soliman.
Yeah, this is, again,

another generic question.
With the shutdown of NRU there will be 400
NRU affected personnel.

You have created a program,

retain, retrain, redeploy.

Could you please expand on that

program?
MR. COX:

Thank you for the question.

David Cox, for the record.
Exactly as you said, we have a program of
retain, retrain and redeploy, and I'm happy to sit here
today and say it's been quite successful.
The challenge, when the permanent shutdown
of NRU was announced, was there are about 500 employees at
Chalk River that are affected directly.

These are the
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employees working in NRU, in the shift organization, and
the support functions, including engineering, but also in
the isotope production processing facilities and the
facility that manufacturers the driver fuel for NRU.

So

all that group of employees, about 500 of them, were
affected in the long term by the shutdown of NRU.
In the fall, later this year, the fall of
2018, NRU will have been shutdown and defueled and
dewatered, and at that point there will be a substantial
reduction in the required workforce.

In fact that

reduction is already happening progressively.

But, really,

by that time, of the 500 employees we'll be down to about
200.

So there's the need to redeploy 300 employees, and

I'm happy to say that 97 percent right now of those
employees have been redeployed, have redeployment paths to
other locations.

Some have left the company, but a large

majority have chosen to work in other parts.

We've offered

retraining, and it's been quite successful, the
redeployment activity.
We've also at this time, of the 200 that
will be progressively phased out over the subsequent
two/two-and-a-half years, a good fraction of those
employees likewise already have redeployment paths.

A

number of them will retire out of the facility, you know it
suits the point where they're at in their career.
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But it's been a good success story and
we're very pleased with how that's unfolded.
THE PRESIDENT:
skilled people.

They're mainly highly

I just wondered if some of the other

facilities would raid them and try to get some of those.
wonder if CNSC were looking at them.
MR. COX:

Dave Cox, for the record.

You know, that has, and a number of our
staff have moved over to take positions at Bruce Power and
OPG.

In fact last week, or two weeks' ago, we had senior

leadership from New Brunswick Power visiting us as part of
a planning for recruitment mission on their side.
Certainly, you know, the operating staff
in particular at NRU, they're reactor operating people,
it's a unique breed, highly skilled, and many of them want
to keep operating a reactor, and so they're looking for
those opportunities in the utilities and elsewhere.

But a

number of the folks likewise are very happy to continue
their career on a different path at Chalk River, and we're
pleased for that.
THE PRESIDENT:
MEMBER DEMETER:

Dr. Demeter.
Thank you.

The last question from me.
questions have been answered.
philosophical question.

All my other

This is a bit of a

I
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So as a former manager that had to manage
both purely operational people and research people, there's
a phenomenal difference about working and thinking inside
the box and working and thinking outside the box.

So when

you've got a very mixed campus with, I saw what, 50-plus
labs, there's routine operation stuff, where you have to do
it the same way every time to get your product, and there's
stuff that you want people to think a little bit more
creatively.
What organizational behavioural strategy
do you use to make sure that the safety culture is the same
amongst this very heterogeneous group of people?
you bring them together?

How do

How do you make sure they're on

the same page and that the safety culture is just as much a
priority for the researcher who likes to think way outside
the box to the person that has to product something the
same way a million times?
MR. LESINSKI:

Mark Lesinski, for the

record.
It's a great question.

I think I'm going

to start out, and I'm going to ask, then, Kevin to kind of
pick it up from there.

But one of the first things, we

kind of went back to basics.

It starts with the values

that you are working towards, the behaviours that we expect
at the site, how this team emulates those in front of the

281

rest of the staff when it comes to behaviours and all,
because it's still working respectfully, ensuring that
safety is number one, being accountable for the decision
you make.

All those things account for whether you're

doing some deep thinking about a new fuel design or whether
you're executing some maintenance work in another area.

So

we start there.
But we then also have programs and
training that we're trying to roll out through the site in
order to get the safety culture to a point where there is
more accountability, and that's where I'd like Kevin to
talk about a bit more about that.
MR. DANIELS:
of things that we've done.

Okay, so there are a number

Mark already mentioned we

actually have a Leading From Vision course, which is a
three-day course that all of our supervisors and mangers
are required to go through.

It really talks about the type

of culture that we want to build on site, how to treat each
other, how to work together, mutual respect and trust,
which everybody knows is a really valuable required
component of any good safety culture.
We also have a Vision-Plus session that
all employees are invited to.

They are not required to,

but I will tell you almost a third of our employees have
already gone to it.

That is to reinforce the same aspects
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of the type of culture we want to build.
Also, I mentioned it earlier, as part of
our new employee training, we have a human performance
section there that really talks about the fact that we, as
human, are fallible, we're likely to make mistakes, and the
important thing is for us to back each other up and have
robust processes, questioning attitudes, the types of
things that help us from actually making those types of
mistakes.
Now being the safety guy, one of the
things I also want to make sure is, because I'm not a
brilliant scientist, I'm a practical safety guy, and I know
that some people end up getting into a role where they
actually think they're really smart and they can figure it
out by themselves, so I talked about earlier that when I
got to the site there were 19 people in the safety
organization, mostly in the central organization.

We're

called as needed, we're involved, and there are safe
operations going, but when I looked at that what I didn't
see was those people out embedded in the organizations.
Because sometimes you're not smart enough
to know what you don't know about stuff, so if you get
industrial hygiene, safety professionals, radiation
protection professionals, that are out in the
organizations, embedded there, can hear some of the work
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that's planned to be done, they're actually able to better
plan the work and see what things that maybe the scientist
or -- and let's pick even a maintenance worker, not a
scientist, because I don't want to just pick on the
scientists.

Sorry, Kathy.
But anyway, even a maintenance worker,

they're seeing it from their perspective.

And so if you

want to talk about a strong safety culture, the culture
where you have different strengths and weaknesses, that are
able to go out there and actually plan the work activity,
you're more likely to actually get it right.

And so that's

a lot of what we're been trying to do on site.

You've

heard it in DWM.
As a matter of fact, the new employee
training that I go to, I talk to the individuals and I tell
them that it doesn't matter whether it's your first day on
the site or whether you've been -- at some point you've
been here for a long time.

You have a different

perspective, a different background, and you might be able
to actually go in and recognize something that the team
that's there has not recognized, and what we want you to do
is have that questioning attitude and feel comfortable
about bringing up that concern.
So that is the culture that we're building
here.

It's really good in some areas.

It needs strength
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in others.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

I would like to sneak in two questions
here.
So on the ERA, I am always interested in
monitoring water, as you know.

I'm looking at page 15 of

59 of the ERA and there's something -- there's drinking
water surveillance program measuring raw water.
Please tell me what raw water is.
opposed to what?

Cooked water?

opposite of raw water?
are now in 2018?

What is it?

As

What's the

And why is it 2011 and 2012 when we

I know it's probably the Ministry of the

Environment.
I also don't understand some of the units
here.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

So in Ontario, Labour Ontario has a
radiation surveillance program, certainly concentrated
round the nuclear power plants, such as Bruce, Darlington,
and Pickering, but also in other areas of the province,
including in the Ottawa River Valley.
Raw water is the untreated water, so it's
the water that goes into the supply plant, but before any
processes to treat the water.
And some of the results are provided up to
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2012.

They have continued to the program, but Labour

Ontario has not provided a report with the data available,
and so this is the only data that we and the public -- it's
on their website -- have access to.
THE PRESIDENT:

But this is a pretty good

measure of, you know, the environmental impact, even though
I don't understand.

Take in Britannia, gross alpha,

what

is less than .04 -- what's the range of .04 to .04?
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

So they actually had a reading that was
0.04, but other values were less than that.

They had a

reading that was at their detectable limit.

All other

readings were below their detectable limit.
THE PRESIDENT:

Yeah, I know, but the

range, you're showing below point -MEMBER McEWAN:

Multiple measurements.

THE PRESIDENT:

Is it two measurements?

No, I'm -MR. RINKER:
measurements.

Yes, it's a range of

One is -THE PRESIDENT:

I'm making a simple thing.

I understand -- no, look,

Just tell me it's not a typo,

because less than 5 -- 5 to 5.2, it's a range.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

It's a range, yes.
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THE PRESIDENT:

But how can it be a range

between 04 and 04?
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

So what we've put in is the detectable
limit.

The detectable limit is less than 0.4 -THE PRESIDENT:
MR. RINKER:

Right.

-- and so most of the samples

were less than 0.4 up to -- they had one real reading that
was a 0.04.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

I didn't get it,

okay, let me put it this way.
When is the next measurement from the
Ministry of Ontario, because I found this table very
comforting in terms of the impact on Britannia, which is
right into the Ottawa River.
MS SAUVÉ:

This is Kiza Sauvé, for the

record.
So we're currently in discussions and
talking with both the Ministry of Labour and the MOACC to
help them get more data available on the website.

Right

now their reports require quite a significant approval
process, and that's one of their barriers to getting their
data up on the website.
So we've been in discussions with both the
Ministry of Labour, as Mr. Rinker mentioned, that does
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around the nuclear power plants, as well as we're starting
discussions with the MOACC to help them get that data up
and to see if we can get advanced copies of that data so
that we can get that data possibly up, possibly have it for
them.
THE PRESIDENT:
with that.

Well maybe you can help

Right.
MR. RINKER:

Mike Rinker, for the record.

Just to add, we are compiling this data on
our IEMP website.

So if somebody was interested in seeing

this data, they could go to our website, see the IEMP data,
and also find links to all this other data.
THE PRESIDENT:

I've found the ERA has a

good process to summarize the state of the environment.
So just one more question on that.

On

page 47, the location of CRL site, sample -- okay, this is
the IEMP.

I'm trying to understand.

Chalk River is --

you're taking samples upriver?
MS SAUVÉ:

Kiza Sauvé, for the record.

Yes, we always take some samples upriver
so we can compare as well and look at the results that are
upstream versus results that are downstream.

And if you're

a resident living in the area or a member of the public
living in Deep River, you might still want that
information, so that's one of the reasons we take
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upstream -THE PRESIDENT:

But I don't see any sample

downstream.
MS SAUVÉ:

Turn the page.

--- Laughter / Rires
MS SAUVÉ:
maps here.

We might have had out-of-order

The second page probably should have been

first.
The other thing to note is that -THE PRESIDENT:
colour on me.

Not only that, you changed

I didn't understand a thing.
MS SAUVÉ:

The other thing to note is that

the Chalk River site, having such a large fenced licensed
area, we don't get many samples out of that close to the
site because we do focus on publicly accessible areas.
THE PRESIDENT:

Thank you.

Back to Dr. McEwan.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So this is a simple

question, I think.
Presumably, with all of your
deconstruction and construction and plans, you have lots of
contractors on site.

Going forward will your conventional

health and safety data sum everybody on site or will we see
two groupings, one of contractors and one of employees?
MR. DANIELS:

Kevin Daniels, for the
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record.
We actually track contractor injuries
right now.

As part of the contracts we put out to them, we

require them to report to us when they have injuries, and
we track that.

We have a weekly report that goes out to

everybody on site that talks about what those injuries are.
We don't have a good mechanism right now
to actually get the hours that they work, because if you
want to do rates and compare to other industry, you
typically like to do rates.

But we do have those numbers,

and we track those right now.
MEMBER McEWAN:

So going forward it would

be possible to get at least some sense of if there was a
differential between employees and contractors?
MR. DANIELS:

Kevin Daniels, for the

record.
That is correct.

And I can tell you that

we had -- in 2016 we had one lost-time injury for
contractors and in 2017 we had three.
MR. KEHLER:

I'd also like to clarify that

for the demolition, DNWM, that's all self-performed work,
and so that's our own employees.

And so when we talked

about places for people from NRU to go on the 3R program, a
lot of those have come over to decommissioning and we're
performing all the decommissioning work with our own
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forces.
THE PRESIDENT:
Mr. Seeley?

Thank you.

Dr. Demeter?

Okay -- sorry, I skipped Dr. Soliman.
MEMBER SOLIMAN:

That's okay.

I asked a

question.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay.

So I'd like to start talking a little bit
about a thing we haven't spoken about before, and that's
LCH.
--- Laughter / Rires
THE PRESIDENT:

So, staff, in your

supplementary, you are mentioning that as a result of these
three days you got lots of advice about what needs to be
done.

In fact, in page 12 you're actually acknowledging

that you will take a look about some of the
recommendations, additional clarity that's required.
So my question is:

I was really intrigued

with your -- you have two appendices that say "Technical
Basis" and "Regulatory Basis".

Let me tell you what I'm

looking at.
So you have an appendix that talks about
"Basis for the Recommendations", and it says the
"Regulatory Basis", and you go through some explanation,
and then the "Technical Basis".

I'm just wondering whether
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that would be something that you may want to think about,
whether you want to integrate them somehow to make the LCH
more user friendly, let me use this generic language.
MS TADROS:

So Haidy Tadros, for the

record.
I would first start by saying they're
already integrated into the LCH, and I think the experience
we've had over the last three days shows that while we may
tend to understand how they're integrated, I think a better
effort of explaining how they're integrated is worthwhile.
So as was stated, and what we tried to do
in our table in our supplementary, in recognition of the
concerns the intervenors brought forward about missing or
losing licence conditions and compliance verification
criteria, in the LCH the preamble starts off by stating
what the regulatory basis for the requirements are for what
the compliance verification criteria will contain.
It's a little bit like one of the
intervenors started to describe, the dolls that are inside
each other, where the doll on the outside is the act, and
the act has very high-level statements.

It identifies the

Commission and identifies the powers that inspectors have.
As you peel the next layer, it defines the regulations, and
each regulation, as we know, there's a Class I regulation,
that deals with all Class I facilities, and multiple other

292

regulations.

Those regulations bring the provisions in the

act a little further down in terms of explaining what the
intent of mitigating the risk and ensuring programs are in
place, and ensuring what kind of programs need to be in
place.
And then you peel off the next doll or
regulations, and you get into the licence, a legally
enforceable document that is structured according to the
safety and control areas, which is a framework by which we
look at all of the different safety components needed to
look at a facility, to look at an operation.

And from the

licence, the standardized licence conditions allow us to
use this framework across all major facilities.
So at any time when we are comparing
licence to licence and we are looking at, for example,
environmental protection, it will always be licence
condition 9.1 no matter where you look across the major
facilities.
The licence structure and the LCH
structure defines, coming back to your question, sir, at
the top, the regulatory basis, that’s legislation.

The

preamble defines the hook by which the regulatory
requirements and the technical basis found in REGDOCS and
standards, as Mr. LeClair mentioned.
THE PRESIDENT:

Look, we understand all of
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this.

All I’m trying to say is as you go down to the last

door it doesn’t say what’s in the door, you’ve got to go
and look into the door to try...
What I think is missing here -- and I know
that you don’t like explanatory notes, okay, because you’re
afraid to put words that don’t mean anything -- but I think
we should find a way to find some explanatory note, what is
in those things that are germane to this kind of argument.
I don’t know how to do this, but I’ve
definitely got to say that if you have a program listed
which comes from the CNL licensee and it’s not available as
a document, because you can click on this, you know,
licence, then we’ve got a problem here.

Because they have

a program in there which nobody has access.
So I could see even a description, that
the program actually does may satisfy without going into
the 200 pages of the program.
MS TADROS:

Haidy Tadros, for the record.

So that is correct and, as I mentioned, there are
facilities that post their licence application and show
what programs are used to govern which safety and control
area, and that would be an important consideration.
But I think it’s very important to
indicate and to note, as we’re having these discussions,
the structure that is being built is to ensure that both
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the regulator and the licensee understand what they are
being held to account.
Now, I understand and I respect that the
public would like to see these documents and understand
these documents, but I think to ensure regulatory scrutiny
and regulatory certainty this framework needs to work for
the regulator and for the licensee to ensure there is no
misunderstanding of what safety measures need to be put in
place.
THE PRESIDENT:

I'm not debating that.

I'm debating that there’s got to be maybe an explanation
what those documents contain without actually getting them
into those documents.
Mr. Jammal.
MR. JAMMAL:
There are two things.

Ramzi Jammal, for the record.

We will always take guidance with

respect to continuous improvement.

For the record, the

regulatory basis on page 94 of the CMD, the basis, we
responded and provided clarity to the public with respect
to the challenges we had.

On what basis did you give the

recommendation?
So that’s why you see the -- if you take a
Class 1, just a high level, we don’t have to go through the
detail -- if you take Class 1 regulation, by which the
application must address the management system.

So where

295

is the regulatory requirement for management system
stemming from? The regulation?
So we hear your comment with respect to
the linkages of this regulatory basis, to the LCH.

So it

gives it the fundamental basis so that the public will have
a crosswalk, if there are such things, in order to
understand where it’s coming from.
But I will say one thing though, we will
not be repeating what we’ve had from -- as we had the
preamble before.

We stated the regulation as such, we will

not do this, I’ll say that from now, but we’ll see how we
can crosslink this to the LCH from the LCH perspective.
THE PRESIDENT:

The last topic, maybe a

minute to discuss, and that is we heard a lot about
Indigenous concerns.

I’m just wondering where CNL and

Staff can summarize, what do you think needs to be done in
this area?
MR. COX:

So I'll ask Pat Quinn to give us

his evaluation of how we can improve the relationship and
further the relationship with Indigenous communities for
which we’ve engaged, you know, more than 15 right now.
Some, you know, are more mature, the
relationship is further developed.

But I’ll let Pat

explain more of those details and where we might go.
MR. QUINN:

Pat Quinn, for the record.

As
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Dave just mentioned, we've been working on 15 relationships
over the last 24 months.

When we talk relationships, that

could be something as simple as the exchange of information
or the sharing of archaeological reports and findings to
getting to relationship arrangements, as we had discussed
with the Algonquins of Ontario and the MNO.
We have come a long way over the licence
period.

Originally, we had a working relationship and

continue to have that with the Algonquins of Pikwàkanagàn,
our closest neighbour, and we have developed various
programs and opportunities for them to participate in our
workforce or learn more about our workforce that they can
enter it.

We’ve also looked at opportunities with respect

to engaging us through the supply chain.
So what we do know and with the
implementation of the REGDOC, our discussions around our
major projects, activities, we have opportunity to grow
those relationships and we’re quite open to doing that.
THE PRESIDENT:
MS CATTRYSSE:
for the record.

CNSC.
Clare Cattrysse from CNSC,

So for this licence renewal we have been

working with the Indigenous groups and it’s really
important for us to be continuing on with the
relationships.
But I do want to say that we have the Near
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Surface Disposal Facility environmental assessment and the
NPD project that are also taking place at that site and
near that site.
I’ll be really frank, we are going to be
meeting with the communities on a regular basis and we are
going to be strongly encouraging CNL to be meeting with
them on a very regular basis to start really understanding
what their issues are.
The environmental impact statements are in
now, the comments are coming in from the communities, so
now we have some tangible topics that we can sit and really
talk to the communities about.
There’s interest in some traditional
knowledge studies that have come in from the Métis Nation
of Ontario, Algonquin of Ontario, to start learning about
what’s around the, that we are looking at considering
funding.
But we also again encourage CNL to really
play a role here with this, because it’s important to
understand that if there are food items or medicines,
plants or usage of the land that we did not know about,
that to either allay concerns or fears or to better at
least be able to bring that evidence before the Commission.
So that’s what we have to do in the next
couple of years.
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THE PRESIDENT:

I think you captured -- I

think it has to be regular, documented with agendas and
even minutes of what transpires to make sure there’s some
documented evidence -MS CATTRYSSE:

I want to -- sorry, to be

clear, we do document all -- we have logs of all of our
meetings, our phone calls, our emails. We, again, encourage
CNL, and I believe you are tracking this information as
well.
We have had many many back and forth with
the different communities.

I think, because the licence

renewal got separated from the NSDF project, we were sort
of talking about the whole package.

There has been some

confusion about that.
So now we can move forward and start
really talking about the waste project issues.

Then also

with the forums we can talk about what are the other issues
that you have with the licence, we can talk about all the
different issues on a regular basis.

This is something we

want to do for years to come.
MR. QUINN:

Pat Quinn, for the record.

Yes, with respect to record keeping and maintaining, as
part of REGDOC-3.2.2 and related to the project activities,
we do track all our engagement activities and document them
in an Aboriginal engagement report.
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This is something that the launch of the
project descriptions when we first notified Indigenous
communities of our project activities, we began keeping
track and logging calls, exchange of information, et
cetera.

This report is continually updated throughout the

duration of the project, and we share various revisions of
that report with Staff.
THE PRESIDENT:

Okay, thank you.

Any

final comments here?
You have the final word.
MR. LESINSKI:

Thank you, Mr. President,

Mark Lesinski, for the record, and thank you Members of the
Commission.
Thank you for considering this application
to renew the operating licence for the Chalk River
Laboratories nuclear site for a period of 10 years.
I’d also like to thank the intervenors for
their presentations and submissions in response to our
application.
It’s important to everyone at CNL,
including the people sitting behind me, that we serve as
good, responsible neighbours to our friends in the Ottawa
Valley.

We appreciate that people in our communities care

deeply about the future of the Chalk River Laboratories and
protection of the environment that we share, especially the
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Ottawa River.
We also care deeply about the future of
the site and the land, and I want all of the intervenors to
know that we hear your concerns.
In closing, both Dave and I would like to
make a few brief remarks.

First, and most importantly, we

truly are committed to safe operations at CNL.

I hope that

the comments we heard yesterday from the unions make it
clear that we’ve made meaningful progress in the last few
years to improve our safety culture.
Through our annual survey, CNL employees
tell us that they see progress as well.

We realize that we

have an enormous responsibility in operating the site
safely and we take that very seriously, I can assure you
that.
Second, it bears repeating that CNL stands
on its own as an organization, independent of CNEA.

We

have 2,800 highly qualified people operating the site.
These employees are friends and neighbours of the
intervenors we heard from who share the same values and
principles.
We’re all working together to improve the
Chalk River Laboratories site for future generations.
Operating the site safely and with integrity as we carryout
that work.
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Third, what we do is important to
Canadians.

Caelhan Wood, one of the intervenors, spoke

about making an impact on the world and his hopes.

I can’t

help but think about one billion life-saving medical
procedures performed using isotopes from our site or the
billions of tons of carbon emissions avoided through the
CANDU technology.

Caelhan may not know it, but that work

has likely touched people he knows in profound ways.
The work we’re pursuing in the future,
whether it’s small modular reactors to power remote
communities or alpha therapies to help fight cancer, could
prove to be just as transformative for people around the
world.
David, I believe you want to make some
comments?
MR. COX:

Thank you.

Yes, Mark.

For the

record, David Cox.
In my closing I just want to reiterate our
position to the Commission with respect to the proposed
licence application.
The 10-year licence we’re seeking enables
CNL to conduct valuable nuclear science and technology
activities that meet the world’s needs, including research
and clean energy, public health, global security and
environmental stewardship.

We’ve heard a lot about the
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environment.
This is work we’ve done for decades and
while it will evolve and grow in the future, this work is a
continuation of the activities that are currently already
underway and safely conducted at the Chalk River
Laboratories site with the exception of the permanent safe
shutdown of the NRU facility, which will actually reduce
the risk profile for the Chalk River site.
Our work will also substantially advance
the environmental remediation objectives and really make a
difference in the coming licence period.

I know this was a

concern for many of the interventions we’ve heard this
week.
Furthermore, if we’re granted a 10-year
licence, CNL will be returning to appear before the
Commission for annual reviews.

If any significant changes

to the activities that I’ve just described are proposed by
CNL a separate licensing process would be triggered and the
public would be given an opportunity to intervene in that
process.
As a result, there will be regular and
ongoing engagement between CNL and the CNSC and the public
in the future.
Most importantly though, as I stated in my
opening remarks, this application is based on a track

303

record of solid safety and environmental performance with
trends of improvement in many important areas, our programs
that support that delivery are mature and built on decades
of experience.
We’ve laid out a 10-year vision and plan
for the Chalk River campus that will bring long-term
viability to the site with construction of new modern
facilities that will help us deliver the missions going
forward with decommissioning of redundant facilities and
the completion of important environmental remediation
activities.
We also have stable funding for the
10-year contract period which provides stability for
planning into the future.
So taken together, it’s the robustness of
our programs and the experience and the dedication of our
2,800 employees that serve as the foundation for CNL as the
licensee.
We’re fully confident that the site will
be safely operated under this proposed licence period.
I’ll now turn it back to Mark.
MR. LESINSKI:

Thanks, David.

I'd like to

close with a couple of personal comments here as well.
I found some of the interventions over
these last few days very moving.

I mean, they were
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really -- they came from the heart.
I see Tom Kelly trying to fully understand
nuclear power and its impact and struggling with it a bit,
but these are the kind of people we really want to engage
with.

We want to engage with all the intervenors and try

to clear up their concerns and work with them.

But

especially people like that that are really trying to get
answer for what we’re going to do in the future for issues
like energy.

I think that’s great.
We also heard from Ms Cheslee Dexter.

I

thought that she spoke very eloquently, and she was talking
about the solidarity of protecting the Ottawa River, which
really resonated I think with me and everyone else here as
well, and I think resonates with the people that work at
the site.

I know it does with me.
I live along the Ottawa River, I swim in

it -- not everyday, today it’s a little chilly, but most
days in the summer I’m out there swimming in it.

So I care

about the river as much as much as everyone else I think
does as well.
But I want to assure Cheslee as well as
the other intervenors that we have the similar concerns, we
want to work our best and darnedest to make sure it stays
clean in the future.
So all of what we do here in the nuclear
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industry is really based on learning and improving, and
it’s about making the world a better place.

The people

that came before us at CNL did their very best with what
they had and with what they understood at the time to keep
the environment as safe as they could.
But we’ve learned, we’ve learned a lot
through the years and we want to ensure that we apply that
learning as we go forward to take care of the hazards that
we have at the site and to push on nuclear technology into
the future, as Chalk River has in the past.

We want to

continue those fights into the future against cancer and a
better way to produce power.
That’s it.

Thank you very much.

THE PRESIDENT:
the hearing.

Thank you.

This concludes

Thank you all for your patience and we will

start our deliberations now.
Any administrative issues you want to
share?
MR. LEBLANC:

Yes, please.

I will also

join my voice to thank a lot of people, thanking all the
participants here and linked via teleconference, people
from CNL, CNSC and, as well, all the intervenors for a very
successful, in my view, Commission proceeding.
Special thanks to Ms Quinn of AECL for
numerous contributions as well as Mr. Kim from Environment
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Canada and Climate Change, Mr. LaSalle du ministère de la
Sécurité publique du Québec, and Nodwell of the Office of
Fire Marshal and Emergency Management for having taken the
time to assist in these proceedings.
Thank you also to the interpreters who
also have to go through those long hours and working in the
back room and keeping everything going, the transcription
staff, the webcast staff, the audiovisual staff, the
security personnel, the hotel personnel, and staff from my
team, the Secretariat.
So thank you to all and safe travels.
THE PRESIDENT:

I'm not sure you mentioned

the support from AECL.
MR. LEBLANC:
THE PRESIDENT:
MR. LEBLANC:

I did.
Oh, did you?
But more importantly though,

in terms of closing remarks, with respect to this matter
the Commission will now confer with respect to the
information that it has considered and then determine if
further information is needed or if the Commission is ready
to proceed with a decision.

We will advise accordingly.

Thank you.

--- Whereupon the hearing concluded at 5:30 p.m. /
L'audience s'est terminée à 17 h 30

