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HEARING DAY ONE1

01-H30.12

Zircatec Precision Industries Inc.:3

Application for a licence to operate the Port Hope4

Nuclear Fuel Facility5

THE CHAIRPERSON:  We will now6

proceed to Item 6, which is Hearing Day One on the7

application from Zircatec Precision Industries for8

a licence to operate the Port Hope Nuclear Fuel9

Facility.10

October 16th was the deadline set11

for filing by the applicant and by CNSC staff. 12

November 8th was the deadline for filing of13

supplementary information for the applicant and14

Commission staff.15

No supplementary information was16

submitted by Commission staff or by the applicant.17

On that basis, I would refer the18

Commission to CMD document 01-H30.1 and call upon19

the President of Zircatec Precisions Industry to20

make the presentation.21

I believe that Mr. Jones is with22

us today.23

Mr. Jones.24

25
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01-H30.11

Oral presentation by Zircatec Precision Industries2

Inc.3

MR. JONES:  Good morning.  For the4

record, my name is Lloyd Jones.  I am the President5

of Zircatec Precision Industries.  With me this6

morning is Mike Longinov, who is the Manager of our7

Occupational Health and Radiation Safety Group.8

Zircatec is a leading manufacturer9

of CANDU fuel and reactor components, as well as a10

supplier of manufacturing technology to a global11

nuclear industry.12

Zircatec has operated a nuclear13

manufacturing facility in Port Hope, Ontario, for14

more than 44 years.  At the end of February 200215

our current operating licence expires.  We are here16

this morning to apply for a renewal of that17

licence.18

Our facility performance with19

regard to worker, public and environmental safety20

is regularly reviewed with Commission staff, and I21

will not go into great detail this morning on our22

performance in these areas.  However, I would like23

to comment that Zircatec during the time period of24

our current licence has operated within all of the25
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regulatory requirements of the CNSC Fuel Facility1

Licence, our own Facility Licensing Manual, our2

Radiation and Environmental Protection Manual and3

our Criticality Control Manual.4

Although we are proud of our past5

performance, I can assure you that it in no way6

reduces our commitment to continuous improvement of7

this performance.8

At Zircatec we live by a set of9

values that guide our behaviour and our decision10

making every day.  Every decision and every action11

is tested against these values.  If a decision or12

an action is inconsistent with those values, it is13

a bad decision or a wrong action.14

These values are:15

Quality and Customer Satisfaction: 16

We are committed to supplying our customers with17

products and services that meet or exceed their18

expectations for quality and delivery.19

Recognition and Rewards:  We20

believe in the recognition of both individual21

performance and company success.22

Empowered Teamwork:  We believe in23

motivated, accountable employees with complementary24

skills working together to achieve a common goal.25
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Mutual Trust, Respect, Honesty and1

Fairness:  We believe in treating each other with2

trust, respect, honesty and fairness.3

Communication:  We believe in4

communicating the right information to each other5

in an open honest and timely manner.6

Safety and Environmental7

Responsibility:  We are committed to providing a8

safe and healthy workplace environment for our9

employees and our community.10

These values, by the way, are ones11

that every person at Zircatec has had involvement12

in developing and therefore are committed to living13

by.  These are the values that guide everything we14

do every day at Zircatec.15

Our Joint Health and Safety16

Committee is a good example of consistency with two17

of our values:  empowered teamwork and safety and18

environmental responsibility.19

The Joint Health and Safety20

Committee has very active team participation and21

involvement from all parts of our organization.22

This involvement goes beyond safety in everyday23

operation of the facility.  It includes involvement24

in improvement projects to ensure that safety,25
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ergonomics and potential environmental impacts are1

taken into account in the very early planning2

stages of any change we are contemplating in our3

operation.4

This kind of involvement of5

knowledgeable and experienced individuals in the6

early planning stages ensures that we have the7

highest probability of avoiding problems occurring8

as opposed to correcting them after they occur.9

The most recent example of this10

was with a new powder handling system that we just11

implemented in our facility.  The team that was12

formed to plan and implement this particular system13

included people from all parts of the organization,14

people with the appropriate knowledge and skills to15

be able to ensure that safety, ergonomics and16

environmental impact were taken into account and17

considered at the very early planning stages of the18

project.19

In addition to engineering and20

operations personnel, the team members also21

included operators from the shop floor and of22

course members of the Health and Safety Committee. 23

This approach has proven to be highly successful24

for us because of the high level of involvement and25
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commitment to a common goal on the part of our1

employees.2

At Zircatec we use a strategic3

planning process to identify the critical success4

factors for us.  Once we have identified the5

critical success factors, we then identify6

strategic initiatives to address each of these7

critical success factors.8

Once the strategic initiatives9

have been identified, then all parts of the10

organization become involved in defining action11

plans that include specific goals, timelines and12

accountabilities to ensure that the strategic13

initiatives are implemented.14

One of the critical success15

factors for us is continuous improvement.16

We recognize that particularly in17

our industry, expectations become ever more18

stringent.  Our approach is to strive to19

continuously improve in all areas so that we can20

continue to exceed the expectations of our21

customers, of our regulators and of our community. 22

We have identified a number of23

strategic initiatives that are designed to foster a24

culture of continuous improvement -- continuous25
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improvement in everything that we do.1

We are proud of the success that2

we have seen with our continuous improvement3

approach, because we have been able to continuously4

improve our product quality, our worker safety and5

our environmental performance.6

I will just talk about a number of7

examples that I have to show you relative to the8

results of our continuous improvement initiatives.9

One is relative to the uranium10

stack emissions.  This shows our performance over11

the last three years.  You can see the declining12

trend.13

Again, with lost days due to14

accidents, this is over the last four years.  It15

shows the continuously improving trend.16

This is the average skin dose for17

nuclear energy workers over the last seven years. 18

You can see the declining trend in that, as well.19

We do realize that the job of20

continuous improvement is never done, is never21

complete.  Regardless of how well we have done in22

the past, I can assure you we will not rest on our23

laurels but will continue to strive to continuously24

improve.25
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Zircatec is very involved in our1

local community.  We were a founding member of the2

CAER Group, the Community Awareness and Emergency3

Response initiative in the Town of Port Hope.  This4

is a co-ordinated effort between local industry and5

the town to improve community awareness and6

emergency response capability in the community.7

The members of CAER are committed8

to providing assistance, to supporting each other,9

to sharing resources in the event of an emergency10

of any type that might occur in our community.11

The Zircatec Emergency Response12

Plan has been put forward by the Port Hope Fire13

Department as a model that they would suggest be14

used by other local businesses and industries in15

our community.  Of course, we are very supportive16

of that.17

The CAER group recently finalized18

an agreement with Community Alert Network to19

install and maintain a high speed telephone20

notification system in our community.  This will21

allow CAER members to be able to very quickly22

communicate and notify all or any portion of the23

residents in our community of an emergency24

situation, whether it be from industrial or natural25
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causes, or a transportation emergency.1

It will give us a chance to give2

them information about the situation, give them3

safety information, give them instructions, and to4

be able to notify them when the situation is under5

control.6

Thanks to the work of the CAER7

group, Port Hope is one of the first communities in8

Ontario to install such a system.9

Zircatec has been consistently and10

significantly below regulatory requirements for11

employee safety and environmental monitoring during12

the time of our licence.  Based on our past13

performance and also on our ongoing commitment to14

continuous improvement, consistent with the15

principles of ALARA, we request that a five-year16

licence renewal be granted by the Commission.17

Thank you.  I would be most18

pleased to answer any questions.19

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you very20

much.21

With the permission of the22

Commission Members, we will withhold questions to23

the applicant until we have had a chance to hear24

from the CNSC staff.25
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With that agreement, then, I will1

move to Mr. Pereira for the oral presentation by2

CNSC staff, as outlined in CMD document 01-H30.3

4

01-H305

Oral presentation by CNSC staff6

MR. PEREIRA:  For the record, my7

name is Ken Pereira.  I'm the Director General of8

the Directorate for Fuel Cycle and Materials9

Regulation.10

Over the duration of the current11

licence, CNSC staff has undertaken regular12

inspections of the Zircatec Precision Industries13

operations at the Port Hope Nuclear Fuel14

Fabricating facility.  Further, CNSC staff has15

reviewed the case presented in support of Zircatec16

Precision Industries application for renewal of the17

licence for the facility.18

The conclusion reached by CNSC is19

that the hazards associated with the operation of20

the facility are well understood and controlled by21

the licensee.  Impacts on workers, the public and22

the environment are well below regulatory limits23

and the licensee has a good history of operating24

experience in compliance with regulatory25
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requirements.1

Given this assessment, CNSC staff2

recommend the approval of a licence with a five3

year term.4

Mr. Michael White, Head of the5

Uranium Processing Facilities Section will now6

briefly outline the rationale for these7

conclusions.8

MR. WHITE:  Thank you,9

Mr. Pereira.10

For the record, my name is Michael11

White.  I am the Head of the Uranium Processing12

Facilities Section.13

Madam Chair, Members of the14

Commission, my presentation here today represents a15

summary of the key points of the CMD concerning16

Zircatec Precision Industries Incorporated's17

application for the renewal of the operating18

licence for its nuclear fuel facility in Port Hope.19

Overview of the Facility:  This20

facility is located in a mixed residential and21

commercial area on the eastern edge of the Town of22

Port Hope, adjacent to the Highway 2 to Cobourg. 23

It is used for manufacturing fuel bundles for24

CANDU-type power reactors and, occasionally, fuel25
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elements containing low-enriched uranium or1

depleted uranium for experiments carried out at2

Atomic Energy of Canada's Chalk River Laboratories.3

Assessment of Licence Application: 4

In its application for the renewal of its licence,5

Zircatec submitted information on the design,6

operation, maintenance, physical protection and7

decommissioning of the facility and the controls it8

will implement to prevent unreasonable risks from9

the activities to be carried on.  This information10

is presented in a number of documents as listed in11

the CMD.12

CNSC staff has assessed these13

submissions and has determined that the information14

meets the requirements as set out in the General15

Nuclear Safety and Control Regulations, the Class I16

Nuclear Facilities Regulations, the Radiation17

Protection Regulations, the Nuclear Substances and18

Radiation Devices Regulations and the Nuclear19

Security Regulations and that it is acceptable for20

licensing purposes.21

Sources of Risk:  The activities22

to be carried on at the facility pose risks to the23

workers, members of the public and to the24

environment.  These are due to the properties of25
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the uranium materials and other hazardous1

substances used, the characteristics of the2

equipment and the operations involved.3

The risks of primary concern to4

the CNSC are those arising from the radioactivity5

of the uranium, the potential to cause a6

criticality incident in the case of enriched7

uranium, and the explosivity of the hydrogen used8

in the sintering process.9

Risk Control Measures:  A10

comprehensive approach is taken to mitigate the11

hazards, to prevent unreasonable risk to the12

environment, the health and safety of the workers13

and the public and to national security.14

The measures employed to limit15

radiation doses and to minimize other risks can be16

thought of as a series of barriers.  First, there17

are the built-in features of the processes and18

equipment, to contain the hazardous substances and19

to capture any leakages, so as to preclude their20

dispersion in the workplace and to remove uranium21

from airborne emissions and liquid effluents prior22

to their discharge to the environment.23

The second barrier in the series24

is Zircatec's internal controls.  These include the25



14

StenoTran

quality assurance program to maintain the integrity1

and reliability of equipment; the radiation2

protection program to monitor radioactive3

contamination levels in the workplace and the4

radiation doses sustained by workers; and the5

environmental monitoring program to measure6

emissions to the atmosphere and the sewer and7

uranium concentrations in the air and soil around8

the facility.9

The third barrier in the series is10

the assessments and compliance verification11

activities carried out by CNSC staff to check the12

design and efficacy of all the relevant measures.13

These activities are complemented by Ontario14

Ministry of the Environment's approval of the15

emission abatement systems.16

Risk Control Performance,17

Protection of Workers:  Details of the data from18

the radiation protection program:  specifically,19

external radiation doses sustained by workers to20

the whole body, the skin and the extremities and21

the results from analysis of urine samples and22

thorax burden measurements, lung counts, are23

reported in the CMD.24

Suffice it to say, no external25
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radiation dose limit exceeded the applicable limit1

and almost all the doses were only a fraction of2

the limit.3

Similarly, the data from4

urinalysis and from lung counts, which serve as5

indicators of uranium in workers' bodies, showed no6

measurable intake in almost all cases and only low7

levels in the few exceptions.8

Protection of the Environment and9

the Public:  Data from the environmental monitoring10

program is reported in the CMD.  During the current11

licensing period, none of the results for uranium12

in releases to the environment exceeded the limits13

prescribed in the licence.14

The stack sampling results have15

consistently shown that the emission abatement16

systems in place at the facility are effectively17

controlling releases to the atmosphere.18

The liquid effluent sampling19

results have also shown that the effluent treatment20

system is effectively controlling uranium21

discharges to the municipal sewer.22

Using data from analyses of23

emissions from the facility in the exposure pathway24

model, the maximum radiation dose to a member of25
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the public has been estimated at approximately 18.51

microsieverts.  This represents 1.8 per cent of the2

public dose limit of 1 millisievert per year.3

Other Performance Factors:  CNSC4

staff has concluded from the assessments and5

inspections that have been carried out during the6

current licensing period that:7

- Zircatec's internal controls8

and performance with respect9

to Safeguards and Security are10

acceptable;11

- its Quality Assurance Program,12

to be implemented, is13

acceptable; and that14

- its Emergency Preparedness and15

Response Plan and Conventional16

Health and Safety Program are17

also acceptable.18

The Preliminary Decommissioning19

Plan for the facility did not entirely satisfy20

CNSC's expectations, however.  Zircatec is21

currently working to supply additional information22

and to develop a form of financial assurance which23

meets the requirements set out in the Regulatory24

Document G-206.  It is expected that the25
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shortcomings in the plan will have been remedied1

and that a suitable financial guarantee will be in2

place before the Day Two hearing on Zircatec's3

application.  If this is not the case, then at that4

time, CNSC staff will propose an appropriate5

condition to be included in the operating licence.6

Other Relevant Information, 7

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act:  Renewal of8

the facility licence provides for activities9

relating to a physical work.  This constitutes a10

project for the purposes of the Canadian11

Environmental Assessment Act and thus the12

environmental effects of the facility have to be13

assessed before the Commission can make a decision14

on renewal of the operating licence.15

A screening report was prepared16

for the facility prior to the renewal of the17

operating licence in 1995.  It was concluded at18

that time that the activities to be carried on were19

not likely to cause significant adverse20

environmental effects with the mitigation measures21

in place.  The activities to be carried on under22

the proposed new licence are the same as those23

assessed in 1995.  For that reason, the screening24

report remains valid and, by virtue of the25
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provisions of the CEAA Exclusion List Regulations,1

a new environmental assessment as a basis for the2

Commission's decision making on this licence3

application is not required.4

Fire Safety Program:  CNSC staff5

and Zircatec have taken a number of actions to6

improve fire safety precautions at the facility, to7

comply with the National Fire Code and the National8

Building Code.  Certain work remains to be done to9

meet the applicable requirements.  CNSC staff will10

check for the completion of these improvements11

during future inspections of the facility.  The12

absence of full compliance at this time is not13

considered an impediment to the renewal of the14

operating licence, however.15

Cost Recovery:  Zircatec has paid16

the licensing fee for the facility.17

Public Information:  A notice of18

the Commission's Hearings on Zircatec's application19

for renewal of its operating licence has been20

published on the CNSC web site, in accordance with21

the Commission's Rules of Procedures.22

Zircatec has given separate notice23

of its application and the public's opportunity to24

make presentations at the Commission's hearings by25
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means of advertisements in the Port Hope newspaper. 1

CNSC staff consider Zircatec's program to2

communicate with the public to be acceptable.3

Changes to the Licence:  The4

proposed licence contains several changes from the5

current one.  These comprise five conditions6

concerning fire safety, and two which define7

additional preventive measure for criticality8

safety in the use of enriched uranium.  Also, the9

limits and action levels for uranium emissions to10

the environment have been reduced, as explained in11

the CMD.12

Licence Term:  Zircatec requested13

in its application that the term of the licence be14

extended from two to five years.15

CNSC staff believes that a five16

year term should be considered, for the reasons set17

out in the CMD.  These may be summarized as18

follows.19

The hazards associated with the20

activities to be carried on are well known.  In21

CNSC staff's opinion, Zircatec has put appropriate22

precautions in place to control the risks and the23

results from the internal control programs24

demonstrate the effectiveness of those measures and25



20

StenoTran

Zircatec's performance.  There are no known reasons1

which would militate against a longer term for the2

licence.3

CNSC Staff Conclusions:  CNSC4

staff concludes that:5

(a) Zircatec is qualified to carry6

on the activities that the7

proposed licence will8

authorize.9

(b) Zircatec has made, in relation10

to the activities to be11

authorized, adequate provision12

for the protection of the13

environment, the health and14

safety of persons and the15

maintenance of national16

security and measures required17

to implement international18

obligations to which Canada19

has agreed; and20

(c) taking account of the measures21

and programs which Zircatec22

has committed to implement to23

control the facility hazards,24

the risks posed by the25
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operation of the facility to1

the environment, the health2

and safety of persons and to3

national security are not4

unreasonable.5

CNSC Staff Recommendations:  CNSC6

staff recommends that the Commission:7

(a) accept CNSC staff's assessment8

that the applicant is9

qualified to carry on the10

activities that the licence11

will authorize and will, in12

relation to those activities,13

make adequate provision for14

the protection of the15

environment, the health and16

safety of persons and the17

maintenance of national18

security and measures required19

to implement international20

obligations to which Canada21

has agreed;22

(b) accept CNSC staff's assessment23

that pursuant to section 3 of24

the Exclusion List Regulations25
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and section 2 of Part I of1

Schedule 1 of those2

Regulations, that an3

environmental assessment4

pursuant to the Canadian5

Environmental Assessment Act6

is not required; and7

(c) consider issuing the proposed8

Operating Licence9

FFOL-3641.0/2007, for a period10

of five years.11

Thank you, Madam Chair.12

MR. PEREIRA:  That concludes the13

staff presentation.14

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you,15

Mr. Pereira.16

The floor is now open for17

questions from the Commission Members.18

Dr. Barnes.19

MEMBER BARNES:  I have quite a few20

but they are all I think fairly short so the Chair21

will cut me off at some time.22

I was really quite interested in23

comments to Zircatec.  I would like to first say24

how overjoyed I was to have your presentation along25
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with the package.  Many people submit this quite1

late and it was very useful to have it as we worked2

through the detailed information.3

I was also pleased to hear of the4

Caer aspect and the recently finalized agreement5

with the Community Alert Network, the telephone6

system, and so it is either -- perhaps a question7

to staff or maybe to Zircatec.8

Who funded this system?9

MR. JONES:  The primary funding10

for establishing it actually was by Cameco.  There11

are contributions made by each of the members of12

the Caer Group, but the primary funding for it came13

from Cameco.14

MEMBER BARNES:  And CAN Inc. then,15

does that get funding from Cameco?  That is the16

Community Alert Network Inc. to install and17

maintain --18

MR. JONES:  Yes.  Well, it comes19

from the Caer Group but the primary funding, the20

largest portion of the funding has come from21

Cameco.  The other members of the Caer Group have22

contributed and so the funding for CAN Inc. for23

establishing it and maintaining it comes from the24

Caer Group.25
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MEMBER BARNES:  What would be the1

approximate cost that we are talking about here?2

MR. JONES:  I'm sorry.  I don't3

remember the number.  I can get it, but offhand I4

don't remember the point.5

MEMBER BARNES:  Comment to staff6

then.7

Is this a system that would be8

potentially practical to install at places like9

Pickering?10

MR. PEREIRA:  It's difficult to11

comment on that.  We would have to examine the12

details and come back to you maybe with a comment13

in the future.14

MEMBER BARNES:  I mean I realize15

this is a much smaller community, but some of the16

issues that we were considering when we were17

discussing Pickering A and the difficulty of18

getting information out to people if there was an19

accident, it seemed to me that this sort of thing -20

- so perhaps we could leave it to staff to consider21

without necessarily doing a vast amount of work.  I22

presume the Ontario's Agencies Emergency Measures23

presumably are aware of this and so forth.24

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Dr. Barnes, just25
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before you go on to your next question, we have1

discussed within the Commission having a meeting on2

emergency preparedness and perhaps examples such as3

the one we have heard today might be a good4

opportunity for us to hear within the broader5

context of our interest in emergency preparedness. 6

So that might be the opportunity to do that.7

Sorry, back to you, Dr. Barnes.8

Excuse me, Dr. Giroux.9

MEMBER GIROUX:  Just a10

supplementary on this topic if you will let me.11

I would just like to hear how does12

the system work?  Is that automatic phone calls13

placed to homes?14

MR. JONES:  Yes, it is.  It uses15

the ordinary telephone system and it is a fast16

computer system that has the database of all the17

numbers.  You record the message that you want to18

send and it dials all of the numbers.  I have19

forgotten the exact number that you can dial per20

minute and it's very fast.21

Whatever the recorded message is22

that you put on there, it delivers to whoever23

answers or their answering machine if they don't24

answer.  And then you can get to everyone in the25
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community very rapidly that way.1

MEMBER GIROUX:  Rapidly is what? 2

Minutes?3

MR. JONES:  Minutes.4

THE CHAIRPERSON:  I think you have5

started a trend, Dr. Barnes.6

Mr. Graham?  No.  Then back to7

Dr. Barnes.8

MEMBER BARNES:  The thought of9

paid advertising boggles the mind, right.10

Zircatec, you have a joint health11

and safety committee?12

MR. JONES:  Yes.13

MEMBER BARNES:  That quote "meets14

on a regular basis."  How regular is regular?15

MR. JONES:  Minimum of once a16

month.  However, they can meet at any time they17

need to if there were an issue to address, and do18

by times.19

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Perhaps,20

Dr. Barnes, while you are thinking, I will move on21

to some of the other Commission Members, then come22

back to you.23

Ms MacLachlan.24

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  It's a25
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question to staff.1

On page 9 of CMD 01-H30, you have2

a chart and this chart is throughout a number of3

submissions for subsequent applications.  My4

question is whether or not these charts record5

individual exposure doses or whether or not these6

are cumulative over the period of years that they7

-- for which they are stated?  And that would be8

for an individual worker.9

MR. PEREIRA:  I will ask Mr. White10

to respond to the question.11

MR. WHITE:  The data as stated in12

the table are for individual workers for that13

particular year, which is reported.  It's reported14

each year based on measurement using the thermal15

luminescent dosimeter.  There is a cumulative dose16

recorded in what is called the national dose17

register, which is maintained by Health Canada.  So18

at any time a member of the workforce can access19

what their overall dose is.20

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  I see.  So on21

day one, if worker one had a dose of 7.41, on day22

seven he had an exposure of 6.48, then would that23

require -- would you be able to track the24

cumulative dose for that individual worker over any25
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given period of time?1

MR. WHITE:  Yes, that is possible.2

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  But this data3

doesn't record that?4

MR. WHITE:  No.  No.5

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  Right.  Okay.6

My second question is on the next7

page then, page 10 of this CMD, there are no8

requirements under the Radiation Protection9

Regulations for assignment of the internal10

component of radiation doses.  It states here that11

Zircatec is still developing a method based on its12

results from its urinalysis program, and that the13

Commission has extended the time frame within which14

that methodology will be approved, received and15

approved.16

Can you give me some background as17

to why the extension is required given that the new18

regulations have been out for some time?19

MR. PEREIRA:  Ken Pereira20

responding initially.  I'm going to pass it on to21

Mr. Michael White in a minute.22

The extension was required because23

it's a development of new technology that is24

cutting edge technology to effectively measure25
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these doses and that requires time.  I don't know1

if Mr. White can offer any more.2

MR. WHITE:  Thank you,3

Mr. Pereira.4

The time line that was accepted by5

the Commission in the reference CMD 01-M35 was6

effectively set by the needs of Cameco to acquire7

and install and commission and bring into operation8

a new lung dose measuring system.  Zircatec is9

actually going a different route using a method10

based on urine sample data and we understand this11

is going to be submitted in the much nearer future.12

I don't believe it has been13

submitted to us yet.  Perhaps Mr. Longinov can14

confirm that, but we will be reviewing it, the15

Radiation and Environmental Protection Division16

specialists will be reviewing that when it is17

submitted.18

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  Thank you.19

I guess my supplementary question20

is then, until such time as this methodology is21

approved by staff, what methodology will be used to22

actually conduct the measurements in compliance23

with the regulations?24

MR. WHITE:  We have no means of25
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measuring internal dose until we have these new1

technologies or new programs in place.  It's due to2

the difficulty of identifying and measuring the3

amount of uranium in an individual's body.  I'm not4

too well qualified to speak on the details of this5

but I imagine there is a member of the Radiation6

and Environmental Protection Division in the room7

that could provide details if wished.8

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Ms MacLachlan,9

Dr. Measures is coming to the microphone to speak10

to this.11

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  Thank you.12

DR. MEASURES:  Thank you.13

One of the difficulties in14

transferring the data from concentration of uranium15

in the urine to a dose received is the models that16

must be used and addressed.  One of the big factors17

in that is the solubility of the substance.  So18

there are a lot of parameters that have to be19

developed and determined before you can successful20

do the metabolic model to end up with the dose.21

So that is being developed by22

everyone in the uranium industry over a long period23

of time and we are of getting there but it is24

taking some time.25
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MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  So would you1

say that this is a matter where the regulation got2

ahead of the technology to comply with the --3

DR. MEASURES:  It's easy for4

things like tritium and other radionuclides in5

other facilities.  It's much more difficult for6

uranium.  People have been looking at uranium,7

really working on it for quite a number of years. 8

We are getting there but it's taking some time.9

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  Thank you very10

much.11

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Mr. Graham.12

MEMBER GRAHAM:  Along similar13

questions.14

On page 13 you have Table 4 and on15

page 14 you have Table 5.  For a lay person I'm16

wondering is there an acceptable dose level or17

acceptable emission stack or discharge to sewer18

levels that you could have put in there so that we19

could know how much below, is it running at20

2 per cent or 5 per cent or so on?21

Let's go to Table 4 first.  Can22

you give me the acceptable levels?23

MR. PEREIRA:  I will ask Mr. White24

to provide the answer.25
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MR. WHITE:  Thank you,1

Mr. Pereira.2

The levels, I would hesitate to3

use the work "acceptable," but we derive a number4

for the mass or quantity of uranium that could5

theoretically, and I stress "theoretically", be6

accepted either in airborne emissions or liquid7

effluent emissions to cause a dose of one8

millisievert to a member of the public.9

I know in the case of all these10

uranium facilities the actual number is quite high. 11

I will ask the project officer for this facility, I12

believe he has the numbers which we can quote to13

you for both the liquid effluent and for the14

airborne effluent emissions number.15

MEMBER GRAHAM:  Thank you.16

MR. JAFERI:  Thank you, Mr. White.17

For the record, my name is Jafir18

Jaferi.  I'm the Project Officer for Zircatec Field19

Facilities.20

Mr. Graham, the question you are21

asking is what is the acceptable level.  We go with22

the regulatory limit one millisievert, public dose23

limit, and that level we have given on page 13 of24

the CMD.  For air emissions it's 280 kilograms per25
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year.  For liquid effluent it's 9,500 kilograms per1

year.2

However, these are like calculated3

results to translate to one millisievert dose to4

public.  We have also in the same page mentioned5

that there will be something like 5.4 kilograms of6

air emissions per week and that is a limit which is7

now in the licence in Appendix, I believe, C of the8

draft licence.9

If I request you to take a look at10

the Appendix C of the draft licence, it has a limit11

now, a maximum for air emissions 5.4 kilograms per12

week.  That is a limit.  We also expect a licensee13

to comply with the ALARA requirements, that the14

emissions have to maintained as low as practical. 15

However, this is the limit and we have action16

levels in addition to this limit.  Although the17

action levels are not limits, but they are much18

lower than this limit but above the day-to-day19

ALARA levels.20

So we believe that with this put21

in place, maximum emission limit, that is the22

assurance but regulatory limit is one millisievert23

and the numbers, as Mr. White mentioned, look very24

high.25
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MEMBER GRAHAM:  Just to help me1

out a little bit, on Appendix C, and let's take2

your plant liquid effluent discharge and you have3

182.0.  Back on page 14 on Table 5 this year, say,4

or say last year because it's only part of a year5

before, in the year 2000 it was 735.  Can you6

relate the two?  Was the 735 within the limits that7

you are specifying in Appendix C and roughly at8

what percentage?9

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Is it best for10

the licensee to answer that, or would the staff11

prefer to answer it?12

MR. PEREIRA:  I think we can13

answer it.  I think there are differences between14

the two tables.  One is talking about kilograms per15

week, and the other one is per year.  So it is a16

bit confusing.17

MEMBER GRAHAM:  Multiply it by 5218

and then work a formula back.19

I will simplify it, then.20

On Table 5, are those levels21

relatively low?  Is there some caution there, or22

are they alarming?  I don't understand at what23

level they are at.24

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Mr. Pereira,25
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before you answer, I note that Dr. Thompson is in1

attendance.  And that may be a decision that you2

make.3

MR. PEREIRA:  I will ask Mr. White4

to comment, actually.  The levels are low.5

MEMBER GRAHAM:  All right.  That6

is what I want to know.7

MR. WHITE:  Thank you,8

Mr. Pereira.9

The number that you refer to,10

Mr. Graham, 735 grams for the year 2000, compares11

to the figure on the previous page 13, in the last12

but one paragraph figure of 9,500 kilograms per13

year.14

I'm afraid my mental capacities15

are not good enough to put that into percentages.16

If you look at page 15, the17

radiation dose to the public reported on page 1518

has been estimated to be about 18.5 microSieverts19

in the worst case.  This corresponds to 1.8 per20

cent of the public dose limit of 1.0 milliSievert.21

So the combined effect of the22

airborne and the liquid emissions, as you can see23

from that number, is really very low.24

MEMBER GRAHAM:  Thank you.  That25



36

StenoTran

answers my questions.1

I have a question to the2

applicant.3

In the licensing condition there4

is reference under security to theft and inventory5

controls, and so on.  In place at the present time,6

do you have a complete inventory and monitoring7

inventory and control of inventory, that there is8

no theft or very little?9

Could you explain what you have in10

place at this time?11

MR. JONES:  Are you speaking12

particularly of uranium?13

MEMBER GRAHAM:  Yes.14

MR. JONES:  Yes.  For commercial15

reasons alone, we have very tight control of our16

inventories of uranium monitored every day.  There,17

of course, is an independent IAEA of inventory18

taking for safeguard reasons every year as well.19

In terms of material leaving our20

facility, it only goes under a Form 5921

documentation.  We have a monitor at our only22

personnel exit that would alarm at a very low level23

of uranium, grams of uranium.  So we know that24

there is no material leaving by the only personnel25
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exit.1

MEMBER GRAHAM:  In other words,2

you have not detected any theft or loss of any3

inventory.4

MR. JONES:  No, we have never had5

any indication.  The numbers that we have on our6

inventories have not indicated a reason for7

concern.8

MEMBER GRAHAM:  My other question9

is with regard to inventory and shipping.10

No, I guess I will leave that for11

now; thanks.12

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Dr. Giroux,13

please.14

MEMBER GIROUX:  I will come back15

to the stack emission issues which have been raised16

by Mr. Graham.17

I would like to refer to the18

applicant's presentation on page 7.  Could we have19

that back on the screen, Zircatec page 7.  That is20

the one in which you have the monthly emissions21

from stack.22

There is a pattern there, and I23

would like to link that to the different24

discussions and answers we have had.25
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This shows us emissions of uranium 1

from stack on a monthly basis, if I understand2

correctly.  The units are micrograms.  We have3

moving between 5 and 10 and 15 micrograms per4

month.5

MR. JONES:  That is correct.6

MEMBER GIROUX:  Do these relate to7

the number of 240 kilograms per year that we heard8

about as a maximum for one year, which translates9

to about 22 kilograms per month?10

These numbers of five or ten11

micrograms have to be compared to about 2212

kilograms.  So we are very far from the maximum.13

MR. JONES:  That is correct.14

MEMBER GIROUX:  Then that also15

relates to the action level of two micrograms that16

you mentioned.  Is that correct also?17

So you had to activate something18

every month, because you are always exceeding the19

action level.20

What am I missing?21

MR. WHITE:  The action level,22

Dr. Giroux, is actually expressed as a23

concentration amount, not a mass amount.  It is a24

performance indicator for the air emission25
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abatement systems, which is routinely less than1

that action level in terms of concentration.2

So we are not exceeding the number3

during the month.4

MEMBER GIROUX:  I can read it now:5

two micrograms per cubic metre.6

MR. WHITE:  Per cubic metre,7

correct.8

MEMBER GIROUX:  And there is no9

relationship to be attached to this chart.10

MR. WHITE:  Not direct, no.  The11

total quantity would be computed by taking the12

total mass of air discharged and the concentration13

of uranium dust in that discharge, and then doing14

the arithmetic.15

MEMBER GIROUX:  Very good; thank16

you.  That answers that question.17

The other question I have is that18

there seems to be a pattern in this graph.  We have19

three years of results, and we appear to have low20

results in December, January and February, building21

up to the summer and fall, and then falling down22

again.23

Is that just fortuitous or is that24

linked to the seasons or to the cycle of operations25



40

StenoTran

of the organization?1

MR. JONES:  The production2

schedule is normally relatively flat each year.  It3

doesn't cycle with any particular time period in4

the year.5

There is a wind-down of operations6

at Christmas for the Christmas break, that kind of7

thing.  But there is nothing in our operating8

process that you would think would lead to this9

particular patter that you are seeing there.10

We have not been able to determine11

anything.12

MEMBER GIROUX:  Thank you.  My13

other question related to this is:  Do you have an14

ALARA target for this data?15

Is there a minimum that can be16

achieved that you have achieved now?17

MR. JONES:  We have always simply18

strived to improve.  We have never actually said19

there is a target beyond which we will not attempt20

to improve further.21

Is that what you are referring to?22

No, we have never set a target as23

a minimum.  If there are opportunities to improve,24

we strive to improve.25
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MEMBER GIROUX:  But you always1

have the ability to run an ALARA analysis and say2

this is enough here.  I am not saying that you3

should do this, but this is my understanding also. 4

These are confirmed as low emissions.5

Thank you.  That concludes my6

questions on this topic.7

Do I have more time, or should I8

come back later?9

THE CHAIRPERSON:  We will come10

back.11

Before we leave that subject,12

though, Dr. Giroux, I think it might be helpful if13

the staff commented on those two specific questions14

with regard to the seasonality of the emissions and15

possible reasons for that; and the second question16

being the ALARA on that.17

MR. PEREIRA:  I will ask Mr. White18

again to comment.19

MR. WHITE:  Thank you,20

Mr. Pereira.21

We haven't made any investigation22

at all into the variation over time, as indicated23

in this diagram.  One of the reasons -- and this24

relates to ALARA as well -- is that the low level25
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of emissions and the impact on the cumulative dose1

over the year, to my mind, doesn't really warrant2

the amount of effort that we would have to expend3

to try and achieve a noticeable result.4

The numbers are very low, and the5

amount of investigation that would probably be6

required sort of goes beyond the ALARA thing.  We7

have to take into account in ALARA that there is8

the cost effectiveness of changes.  For the amount9

of value that is typically placed on dose10

reduction, I suspect in this case that we are far11

beyond what would be considered an economic ALARA.12

As Mr. Jones has mentioned, there13

are times when that consideration doesn't come into14

play.15

You can see, technically,16

opportunities to make improvements, and the company17

has done that.  Thank you.18

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Just a19

supplementary on that.20

Are there other industries that21

could give you some sense of the benchmarking for22

these kinds of emissions or other parts of the23

industry regulated by the CNSC or international24

benchmarks?25
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Is this so unique in terms of a1

facility that there would not be any benchmarking2

of that type?3

MR. WHITE:  I can't speak to the4

technical requirements, but I can address the issue5

of the impact on public dose.6

As mentioned earlier, the7

percentage of the public dose is in the order of8

1.8 per cent, based on the calculated exposure.9

In other countries of the10

industrialized world in the OECD groups, 3011

milliSieverts per year is typically taken as a12

benchmark or is used for this type of facility.  So13

we are comparing 18 microSieverts, or thereabouts,14

with 30 milliSieverts.15

I think the performance speaks for16

itself in that context.17

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Thank you.18

Dr. Barnes.19

MEMBER BARNES:  Perhaps we could20

go on to the next one.  I was intrigued with this21

one that Dr. Giroux has addressed, but this one was22

also interesting:  why in the year 1999, from about23

March to December, you had those increases in lost24

days due to on-site injuries.  Was there a25
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particular reason for that?1

MR. LONGINOV:  Good morning, Madam2

Chair and Members of the Commission.  My name is3

Mike Longinov, Manager of Occupational Health and4

Radiation Safety.5

We did notice that there is a6

small amount of -- those are total days in that. 7

There are probably two or three individuals that8

had aches and pains and strains associated with9

that.  This is not number of individuals; this is10

number of lost days.11

In fact, there were one or two12

individuals who were off for about two months.  So13

it is not a lot of people.14

MEMBER BARNES:  At page 16 on15

security where you talk about the entire facility16

being fenced, and a security person present located17

at the front entrance of the facility, I don't18

necessarily need a lot of information that might19

contravene security issues, but do you have20

adequate video surveillance, infrared surveillance,21

as well as just fencing?22

MR. JONES:  Yes, we do.  There is23

video surveillance of the facility.  We have24

actually relooked at that in recent times, and we25
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are going to be adding some additional video1

surveillance.2

It is not a lot, because in fact3

all areas of the exit, all around the facility in4

the fenced compound, were visible.  We just want to5

improve it a little bit.  So there are a couple of6

cameras that we will be adding.7

MEMBER BARNES:  At page 19 on fire8

safety program, you give an indication of the one9

fire incident, but it did involve the loss of three10

transport trailers on March 7, 2001.11

MR. JONES:  Yes.12

MEMBER BARNES:  What was the cause13

of that?14

MR. JONES:  That, we believe, was15

an electrical failure.16

These trailers were not occupied. 17

This was an emergency -- in the event of an18

emergency, this is where people would evacuate to. 19

So they were unoccupied.20

It is entirely possible that some21

small animal chewed through a wire in the22

unoccupied building.  That appears to be what23

caused it.24

MEMBER BARNES:  Staff in your25
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conclusions, at 9(c), you end with a kind of1

intriguing statement:2

"...the health and safety of3

persons and to national4

security are not5

unreasonable."6

As opposed to acceptable.7

Is there a difference between not8

unreasonable and acceptable?9

MR. PEREIRA:  I think it was just10

the choice of words.11

MEMBER BARNES:  And to Zircatec, a12

final question, Madam Chair.13

In the issue of the14

decommissioning plan where "you did not entirely15

satisfy CNSC's expectations", why didn't you16

entirely satisfy them?17

Is this an issue of commercial18

considerations, or is it the fact that you find it19

difficult to understand the regulations to try and20

meet the expectations?21

MR. JONES:  No, I wouldn't say it22

was difficult to understand.  We thought we had23

satisfied the requirements, but in fact staff came24

back with some very good comments relative to some25
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changes that we could make to the decommissioning1

plan which would make it better.2

So we have taken those, and we3

actually are very close to finalizing the revision4

to that plan.5

MEMBER BARNES:  I notice in some6

of the other reports there seems to be a problem in7

meeting so-called staff considerations.  I wasn't8

sure if it was different in each case or whether in9

fact an applicant like yourself finds it difficult10

to comprehend exactly what is required in order to11

meet the expectations.12

MR. JONES:  No, I wouldn't say13

that.  In all of these things there is a bit of14

interpretation involved.  We thought we had15

satisfied the requirements, but truly when they got16

back with the comments they were very reasonable.17

So we certainly will be complying18

with them.19

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Ms MacLachlan.20

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  This is a21

question to both Zircatec and staff, then.  I had22

exactly the same question as Dr. Barnes raised.23

Would either party recommend any24

changes or improvements to the wording in the25
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guides G219 and G206 to address these problems with1

failure to meet the requirements of staff in light2

of these guides for decommissioning plans?3

MR. PEREIRA:  Before the guides4

were issued they were sent out for comment to5

industry, and the words that are in there were6

finalized after consultation.  So it appeared that7

there was clarity.8

We would consider what concerns9

industry raises.10

When we explained the detail of11

what those guides required, there didn't seem to be12

any concern on the part of industry.  So I don't13

see an immediate need for change.14

I will ask Mr. White to add some15

more.16

One of the issues here with this17

licensee is the type of guarantee that is being18

offered and what is acceptable.  That may be an19

issue of trying to make a judgment as to what type20

of guarantee is acceptable.21

Mr. White can add some more.22

MR. WHITE:  Part of the problem23

here is always the issue of confidence and the24

staff's belief in submissions from a licensee. 25
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What has happened in the case of decommissioning is1

not atypical; it occurs in other areas.2

We have discussions and exchanges3

with applicants and licensees as to their4

intentions and what our expectations are. 5

Eventually, we come to an agreement that is6

satisfactory to all parties.7

This is the case with8

decommissioning.  We are pushing for more9

information so we can be more confident that some10

of the figures, say for the amount of material that11

is expected to be removed, has been properly12

identified, and where that material will be sent on13

decommissioning, the facility and the costs14

associated with putting it in a waste management15

facility, whether it is a radioactive facility or a16

municipal landfill.17

Figures projecting into the far18

future are rather uncertain.  So there is always an19

opportunity for people to take different views on20

it and to need to discuss it to come to some21

mutually acceptable conclusion.22

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  Thank you.23

MR. JONES:  Certainly we did have24

the opportunity to comment on that document before25
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it was issued.  We find that it is clear.  We don't1

have a concern with it and don't actually suggest a2

change of any kind to it.3

MEMBER MacLACHLAN:  Thank you,4

Madam Chair.5

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Dr. Giroux, did6

you have a further question?7

MEMBER GIROUX:  Yes, two.8

In the staff's presentation9

regarding the radiation protection, you mention10

that out of 23,000 air samples only seven were11

above a level requiring respiratory protection. 12

You said this occurred in areas where a respirator13

was required.14

My question is how strictly is15

that rule enforced, that people should wear16

respirators?17

MR. JONES:  Where there are18

requirements, it is in the description of the19

operation that it is required.  And it is enforced.20

MEMBER GIROUX:  Would you say it21

is 100 per cent enforced?22

MR. JONES:  As close to 100 per23

cent as you can get on anything in this world, yes.24

MEMBER GIROUX:  Thank you.25
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I would now like to address the1

staff's recommendation for a five-year licence,2

which is well argued.  Your argument essentially is3

based on the fact that things won't change very4

much over the five years, and you have inspections5

and controls, and you can follow what is happening.6

But there are some changes7

expected that you mention in your document.  For8

instance, you are talking about developing methods9

for internal dosimetry.  This will change over the10

course of the five years very likely.11

You are also looking for financial12

guarantees for decommissioning, and this might13

again be obtained over the course of the five14

years.15

There are things in the licence16

itself which might change.  I am thinking of the17

reference to the National Fire Safety Code, or what18

is it called -- the National Fire Code, which is19

dated 1995.20

I don't know when the next one21

will come out, but there could conceivably be a new22

code before 2007 that you might want to incorporate23

into the licence as it issued.24

Staff, if I understand correctly,25
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do not have the authority to amend the licence.  My1

understanding is that licences can be amended by2

the Commission.  You might correct me on that.3

In view of these possibly changing4

set of circumstances, how would you handle these5

changes within a five-year licence?6

MR. PEREIRA:  If there are changes7

that require an amendment to be brought before the8

Commission, then we would do that during the term9

of the licence.  As we see it right now, a number10

of the issues we are talking about are improvements11

to safety and not a case of amendment of the12

licences.13

So we see over a period of five14

years stable operation with an opportunity with a15

longer term for staff to do more comprehensive work16

on compliance monitoring and inspections to17

redirect staff effort towards that.  We would -- we18

recommend a longer term where we see a facility19

with systematic management programs, quality20

management programs, environmental management21

programs and a track record of compliance with22

regulatory requirements.23

That is the basis for our24

recommendation.  But that does not rule out us25
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coming back to the Commission should there be any1

further amendment.  We also do intend to report to2

the Commission during the term of the licence on3

the performance of the licensee with respect to the4

protection of the workers, the public and the5

environment.  So it will be something that we would6

intend to do anyway, to provide the Commission with7

that sort of information during the term of the8

licence.9

MEMBER GIROUX:  I understand your10

answer and your position very well, and I'm not11

saying that I'm challenging it.  I'm just trying to12

get the proper framework for analysing it.13

On page 17 of your document, on14

the last line you say that you have required the15

applicant to submit a plan for financial guarantees16

by January 7, 2002.17

Now, assuming that -- and when is18

Day Two for this hearing?19

MR. PEREIRA:  It will be in20

January.21

MEMBER GIROUX:  In January.  Okay,22

then this will be covered in the Day Two Hearing.23

MR. PEREIRA:  January 17th.24

MEMBER GIROUX:  Okay.  That25
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answers my question.1

Okay.  Very good.  That is what I2

had.  Thank you.3

THE CHAIRPERSON:  I have a4

question with regards to -- for the licensee.5

Is your facility unionized?6

MR. JONES:  Yes, it is.  United7

Steel Workers 14193.8

THE CHAIRPERSON:  This is the9

first time that you have appeared before me as a10

licensee and I just wonder if the unions generally11

make interventions or submissions?12

MR. JONES:  Yes, and in fact they13

plan to in January at the Day Two.14

THE CHAIRPERSON:  Okay.  Thanks.15

My question I think is a bit of a16

supplementary to Dr. Giroux.  Without in any way --17

any way implying that we are making the decision18

regarding the licence at this time, I think it19

would be important at Day Two that there be a more20

comprehensive recommendation as to reporting and21

the issues that would come up with regards to22

reporting.23

I thought Dr. Giroux's comments24

with regards to forecasting five years ahead and25
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looking at the series of changes, there may be1

other changes that the licensee and the staff also2

feel are coming up within that five year period.  I3

think having that before us would be very helpful4

for Day Two as well.5

So an idea of what could be the6

forecast for five years from the point of view of7

the licensee and from the staff, how those issues8

could or could not be handled within a period of9

time and what exactly would be the suggested10

reporting that would come back to us and that would11

be helpful.12

Further questions?13

Thank you very much.14

--- Pause15

THE CHAIRPERSON:  This brings to16

the end the question period for this hearing.  This17

hearing will continue on the 17th of January 200218

here in the CNSC offices.  According to the19

Commission's Rule of Procedures, Rule 183, the20

applicant is required to be present at that day. 21

Commission staff also are required to be present.22

The public is invited to23

participate either by oral presentation or written24

submission on Hearing Day Two.  Persons who wish to25
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intervene on that day must file submissions by1

December 14th 2001.  This hearing is now adjourned2

until the 17th of January 2002.  Thank you very3

much.4

We are going to call a break at5

this time.  We will be coming back at 1:15 to6

continue the hearings.  Thank you.7

--- Upon recessing at 12:00 p.m.8


