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Pembroke,  Ontario  /  Pembroke  (Ontario)  

--- Upon  resuming  on  Wednesday,  January  24,  2018  

    at  8:28  a.m.  /  L'audience  reprend  le  mercredi  

    24  janvier  2018  à  8  h  28  

 

Opening  Remarks  

 

 M.  LEBLANC  :  Bonjour,  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.  

 I  would  ask  that  you  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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There also will be some transcripts that 

will be available on our website within the next two weeks. 

To make the transcripts as meaningful as possible, we 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. 

Mr. President. 

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 yesterday, I 

will begin by introducing the Members of the Commission 

that are here today. 

On my right is Dr. Soliman A. Soliman; on 

my left are Dr. Sandy McEwan, Dr. Sandor Demeter and Mr. 

Rob Seeley. 
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We already heard from our Secretary Marc 

Leblanc. We also have with us Ms Lisa Thiele, Senior 

General Counsel to the Commission. 

Marc. 

MR. LEBLANC: Yes. 

Yesterday we heard the presentations by 

CNL, CNSC staff, eight intervenors and we addressed all 

written submissions. 

Twenty-eight intervenors are scheduled to 

present orally today. 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 available for 

questions from the Commission, representatives from 

Environment Canada and Climate Change, le ministère de la 

Sécurité publique, and Atomic Energy Canada Limited, or 

AECL. 

Your key contact persons will be Ms Louise 

Levert and Ms Johanne Villeneuve from the Secretariat 

staff. They are at the back of the room and you will see 

them going around to assist you with respect to the timing 
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of a presentation. 

The break for lunch is estimated to be 

around 12:45 today and the break for dinner will be around 

6:00 p.m. 

There will be short health breaks in 

mid-morning and in the afternoon. 

As stated by the President in introductory 

remarks yesterday, just to mention that the CNSC is an 

administrative tribunal. As the Commission is a tribunal 

and wishes to hear all 28 intervenors today and ask as many 

questions as is necessary, we ask that everyone respect the 

decorum of a tribunal setting and assist with the orderly, 

civil and respectful conduct of these proceedings. 

Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, so let's start. The 

first presentation is from the Canadian Environmental Law 

Association, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.16 and H2.16A. 

I understand that Mr. Castrilli will make 

the presentation. 

Over to you. 

http:18-H2.16
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CMD 18-H2.16/H2.16A 

Oral presentation by 

Canadian Environmental Law Association 

MR. CASTRILLI: Thank you, President 

Binder. Good morning to you and to Members of the Panel. 

My name is Joe Castrilli. With me is Mr. 

Rizwan Khan. We are both counsel to the Canadian 

Environmental Law Association in Toronto. 

We have, along with a third colleague, Mr. 

Morten Siersbaek, also a lawyer at CELA, co-authored two 

submissions that are before you this morning. 

Mr. Khan will make the presentation this 

morning and we will both be available to answer your 

questions thereafter. 

MR. KHAN: Rizwan Khan. Good morning. 

So I'll get right to it. The Canadian 

Environmental Law Association and the Concerned Citizens of 

Renfrew County and Area have drafted complementary 

submissions on CNL's application to renew its operating 

licence for the CRL site. 

Dr. Ole Hendrickson, the author of CCRCA's 

submission, identified five key areas of concern. 

A key concern identified by Dr. 

Hendrickson is the proposed changes to the current CNL 
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licence in the Licence Conditions Handbook. In its 

submission, CELA addresses the legal implications of the 

proposed changes identified by Dr. Hendrickson. Both 

submissions illustrate why the CNL licence should not be 

renewed or, alternatively, not be renewed with the licence 

conditions proposed by CNL and supported by CNSC staff. 

In his submission, Dr. Hendrickson 

indicates that the changes proposed would reduce regulatory 

oversight of the activities at CRL because: 

One: Half the current licence conditions 

are being deleted; 

Two: The proposed licence conditions lack 

important detail found in the existing licence conditions; 

and 

Three: A large number of Licence 

Condition Handbook compliance verification criteria are 

being replaced by Canadian Standards Association standards, 

CSA standards, for which there are substantive and 

procedural concerns. 

In its submission, CELA has noted three 

concerns with respect to the legal implications of CCRCA's 

findings: 

One: The vague language of the proposed 

licence and Licence Condition Handbook will lead to 

difficulties in compliance and enforcement of licensing 
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conditions; 

Two: It is doubtful that the CNSC's 

inspection program would be able to compensate for the 

resulting compliance and enforcement difficulties; and 

Three: It is unlikely that the CNSC would 

be able to rely on complaints from the public to compensate 

for the lack of a robust inspection program, licence and 

Licence Condition Handbook. 

With respect to CELA's first concern, the 

implication of weakening the language of the licence and 

Licence Condition Handbook is significant with respect to 

compliance and enforcement. 

There is a body of Supreme Court of Canada 

jurisprudence on the issue of language in a legal 

instrument that is so vague that it lacks any legal force 

or effect. Essentially, a provision that gives 

insufficient guidance may be considered unconstitutionally 

vague. Put another way, a law will be unconstitutionally 

vague if it is drafted with such imprecision that it, one, 

fails to provide fair notice of prohibitive conduct, and, 

two, does not limit enforcement discretion. 

Recently the Supreme Court of Canada in R. 

v. Levkovic reiterated this proposition. 

" Impermissibly vague laws mock the 

rule of law and scorn an ancient and 
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well-established principle of 

fundamental justice: No one may be 

convicted or punished for an act or 

omission that is not clearly 

prohibited by a valid law. " 

In the context of the proposed licence and 

Licence Condition Handbook, the generality and vagueness of 

the proposed text amounts to an open invitation for both 

non-compliance as well as non-under or challenged 

enforcement of the proposed provisions. 

In addition, it is doubtful that the CNSC 

inspection program can compensate for vagueness in the 

proposed licence and Licence Condition Handbook. 

In 2016 the Commissioner of the 

Environment in Sustainable Development, CESD, produced a 

report critical of the CNSC's inspection program for 

nuclear power plants. The report found that the CNSC could 

not show that it adequately managed inspections of nuclear 

power plants, that the CNSC could not demonstrate that its 

inspection plans had the right number and types of 

inspections, that it had enough staff needed to verify 

compliance, or that the inspections were carried out 

according to CNSC's procedures. 

The CNSC agreed to these findings. In 

addition, nothing in the CNSC submission, CMD 18-H2, nor 
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its supplementary submission, CMD 18-H2.A addressed the 

deficiencies found in the CESD's audit with respect to 

CNSC's inspection program. 

While the CESD's audit was conducted in 

relation to nuclear power plants, the CESD's findings do 

raise questions of whether the CNSC inspection program at 

CRL is the same, better or worse than that found for the 

nuclear power plants. 

If the inspection program is the same or 

worse, then weakening the licence conditions will not help 

with compliance enforcement at CRL. Even if it is better 

than described by the CESD, or if we have no evidence, 

weakening the licence and LCH would undermine inspections, 

compliance and enforcement going forward. 

I just want to make a correction on that 

slide. That should say 'for nuclear power plants' instead 

of 'for nuclear reactors across Canada -- across country'. 

With respect to CELA's third concern, the 

CNSC uses a public complaints process to learn of and 

address unreported non-compliant behaviour. While public 

complaints are a valuable complement to a licensing program 

where the source of a complaint is obvious; for example, 

odours or smoke. Here, however, where the problems 

associated with the management of nuclear waste are less 

obvious, but potentially far more serious, a public 
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complaints process cannot be relied upon as a substitute 

for a robust licensing and inspection program. This 

becomes acutely problematic if CNSC's licence and 

inspection program are less robust. 

To conclude, it is CELA's respectful 

submission that: 

It is doubtful that the CNSC will be able 

to verify whether licensing conditions are compliant with, 

or achieving the objectives of the Nuclear Safety Control 

Act and its regulations. 

Two: It is doubtful that the CNSC will be 

able to verify whether the licensee is compliant with the 

licensing requirements as drafted; and 

Three: It is doubtful that the CNSC will 

be able to enforce compliance due to the level of vagueness 

introduced into the proposed licence and Licence Condition 

Handbook. For the foregoing reasons, as well as the 

CCRCA report, attachments A and B of the CELA written 

submission, CELA and CCRCA request that CNSC issue an order 

rejecting the CNL site licence renewal application as 

submitted by CNL and endorsed by the CNSC staff. 

Alternatively, only approve it after enhancing the licence 

and Licence Condition Handbook as recommended by CCRCA and 

CELA, attachments A and B. 

Thank you. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

      

       

      

        

           

           

            

         

         

         

         

          

         

    

         

        

          

           

         

         

        

    

        

 

        

11 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Go ahead, Dr. McEwan. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you. 

So, you sat through our conversation last 

night with CCRA and there was a long conversation around a 

belief that the way in which the licence conditions had now 

been put together with, if you like, the steps down to the 

regulations, actually has made it more clear, given more 

clarity and enabled a much more consistent application of 

the regulations and in the inspection of the regulations. 

And we looked at two or three very 

specific cases in the regulations where it seemed to me 

that, in fact, that maturing and that improvement in 

clarity had been achieved. 

You don't address any of that in your 

presentation this morning and that was unhelpful because 

we're now almost starting back from scratch. And so, 

perhaps you could help us with a commentary on what you 

heard last night and identifying, let's say, one other 

specific area where you feel the regulations have been 

watered down -- whether licence, Licence Condition Handbook 

has been watered down? 

MR. CASTRILLI: Thank you for the 

question. 

From where I was sitting last evening 
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there was a division in the opinions that were expressed by 

folks who were making submissions on this issue. Some 

thought that the process that the CNSC has engaged in has 

streamlined and clarified matters. Dr. Hendrickson was 

pretty clear from start to finish in his comments that he 

disagreed with that. 

And what we have done in our written 

material, which actually to some extent augments what Dr. 

Hendrickson did, was to illustrate how, firstly, if you 

compare the current licence conditions with the proposed 

licence conditions there is no question that there is a 

great deal of watering down in comparison to the existing 

provisions. 

When you then turn to the -- and I think a 

lot of the discussion last night focused on, well, what's 

the situation with the proposed Licence Condition Handbook 

augmentation through the CSA process? 

And on that, I don't think there's any 

clear answer whatsoever. The material that was provided by 

the Commission staff identifies, but does not actually set 

out a comparison of the current Licence Condition Handbook 

provisions with the proposed Licence Handbook conditions. 

So, I think the question is unresolved, 

number one; and number two, going forward there is some 

material that we discuss in our material, I think primarily 
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attachment A to our submission, where we actually go 

through the proposed CSA recommendations or augmentation 

for particular conditions and find, for example, that 

they're not even as stringent as they could be in 

comparison, say, to the International Atomic Energy 

Agency's authorities' proposals for the same types of 

issues. 

So, I think it's an unresolved issue here, 

it's not a resolved issue. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So, to help, let's pick 

one of your elements and can you dissect that for us and 

see what the response looks like as we try and understand 

the degree to which you're right or wrong? 

MR. CASTRILLI: All right, thank you. I 

think Mr. Khan would be happy to do that. 

MR. KHAN: Rizwan Khan. 

I'll sort of use waste management, in my 

submission it's on page 19 of I guess CMD 18-H2.16 -- yes. 

So, under the requirements of the IAEA 

Safety Fundamentals publications and the IAEA General 

Safety Requirements, Part 5, there is a responsibility on 

the regulatory body to have a number of operator conditions 

that enforce, or enforcement actions that are necessary for 

the regulatory body in the event of deviation for 

non-compliance and recommendations of conditions. 

http:18-H2.16
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In addition to that, there are a number of 

requirements that detail the management system and the 

content of the requirements of a management system under 

GSR Part 4 as well, specifically requirement 7 and 

requirement 4. 

The Class 1 Nuclear Facilities Regulations 

in Canada, subsection 4(g) of the Class 2 nuclear 

facilities and prescribed equipment regulations require 

that a licence application contain the proposed procedures 

for handling, storing, loading and transporting nuclear 

substances and hazardous substances. 

Under the current condition, this is sort 

of articulated under 12.1, however, under the proposed 

condition it is not. The current language is: 

"The licence shall implement and 

maintain a waste management program 

documenting handling, processing, 

transportation, storage and 

safeguarding of nuclear waste, 

including spent fuel and nuclear 

waste mixed with other hazardous 

substances." (As read) 

The current proposal -- proposed condition 

is that: 

"The licence shall implement and 
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maintain a waste management program." 

(As read) 

The lack of articulated procedures for the 

handling of radioactive waste under a waste management 

program in the licence application would likely contravene 

the specific requirements of the General Nuclear Safety and 

Control Regulations to include information related to the 

management of radioactive waste or hazardous waste. 

So, going back to the point of vague and 

general language making it difficult for compliance 

enforcement, this would be an example of that. And the 

supplement, so CMD 18-H2.1A does not clarify whether that 

would be the case or whether that information would 

actually be present, it just sort of reiterates what the 

Licence Condition Handbook has in summary. 

THE PRESIDENT: This is precisely the 

point that was discussed yesterday and I thought we went 

through all the CSA documents that actually clarify all of 

this. 

I want to understand. You're not Dr. 

Hendrickson here, you're a lawyer yourself. Did you 

actually go through the CSA standards and see whether all 

those requirements are there? 

MR. CASTRILLI: Yes, we did. And the 

lack -- the biggest issue here is the lack of clarity in 

http:18-H2.1A
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the requirements. So while the CSA standards do have some 

things covered, for example CSA 292 -- you discussed this 

as well yesterday -- 292 was --

THE PRESIDENT: We discussed in detail, 

all of these. So are you telling us the CSA standards are 

not enough to -- in detail as to how to comply -- how to 

verify compliance; is that what you are saying? 

MR. KHAN: Right, yeah. The ones I looked 

at to some extent, no, and to some extent yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: So there's 26 conditions 

like this. 

MR. KHAN: Right. 

THE PRESIDENT: That you think eliminated, 

deleted, even though staff yesterday argued that none of 

this true. So did you go through all 26 to verify from a 

legal perspective whether they are clear enough and whether 

they are in terms of requirements? 

MR. CASTRILLI: Let's be clear about your 

question. In relation to the 26 provisions of the existing 

conditions that were either eliminated or watered down, we 

went through every single one of them. So when we're 

making a comparison, condition proposed to condition 

existing, we did an -- we looked at it all and our 

conclusion is consistent with Dr. Hendrickson's. 

Now, the second part of the issue -- of 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

           

           

       

           

        

           

          

        

         

          

 

         

        

          

           

             

       

         

         

         

    

        

          

            

 

17 

course, I don't think the issue under dispute here, or the 

nub of the dispute, is in relation to whether the existing 

conditions are more sophisticated than the proposed 

conditions. I think the answer is on the whole, the 

existing conditions are more sophisticated and give greater 

clarity than the proposed conditions. The real nub of the 

dispute here is that for the most part, Commission staff 

are proposing an approach to regulation which would 

basically shunt the guts of the requirements for licensing 

not to the licence conditions, but to the licence condition 

handbook. 

So there has to be, in our respectful 

submission, a full comparison between the proposed licence 

condition handbook and the existing one, in order to answer 

your question properly. That hasn't been done by us, and 

it has not been done by the Commission, as far as we can 

tell, but this is not before you. 

THE PRESIDENT: So you don't agree that 

the standard, which is the international practice of --

which is designed not for sophistication but for clarity, 

is the right approach? 

MR. CASTRILLI: In certain instances, the 

international standard, as Mr. Kahn just pointed out, is in 

fact not being used by the CNSC. They are using CSA 

instead. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Okay, well you made a big 

statement here. I would like staff to actually counter 

that. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So I believe the question was with regards 

to whether CNSC staff are using IEA standards. So CNSC 

staff do use IEA standards. We, as an independent 

regulator, are not regulated by the IEA. We use the IEA 

standards to establish our benchmarks. We use the IEA 

standards to ensure that we, as a member of the IEA, ensure 

that we are looking at the same standards that are being 

used across all international countries. 

We have nationally our Canadian Standards 

Association standards that have a robust mechanism of how 

they are developed. We also use our regulatory framework 

which includes our regulatory documents and the regulatory 

documents are put together and they are decided by the 

Commission. So the framework that exists in Canada is for 

Canadian standards and Canadian practices. 

If there is a specific example that the 

Commission would like staff to walk through with regards to 

either management system, as was mentioned, or waste 

management again, we'd be happy to walk through them. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Jammal. 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal for the record. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

       

         

         

        

         

          

          

         

            

         

     

        

         

         

        

       

           

            

         

     

         

          

            

     

        

19 

The intervenors in specific talk about 

waste management and requirement number three under the GSR 

Part 5, with respect to this predisposal management of 

radioactive and the responsibility of the regulatory body. 

The CNSC is a regulatory body that carries 

out its activities to verify that our licensees are meeting 

and complying with the conditions and not just with the 

licence conditions. As we explained yesterday, there is 

the Act which is the law. In the Act there are 

requirements. The Act is complemented by CNSC regulations 

that clearly state the requirements. 

We have the licence conditions that we 

have put at par with the international mature regulatory 

bodies with respect to the clarity of the licence 

conditions and the compliance verification in the LCH. 

So for the intervenor to inaccurately 

state that the CNSC does not carry out requirement three is 

not correct, sir. We have enforcement action. We have 

onsite inspectors. We have administrative monetary tools. 

We have graduate enforcement actions. 

So the licensing process is one element. 

The compliance verification is always ongoing. In your CMD 

we state to you the performance of the licensee. We state 

to you the regulatory focus. 

But it is completely inaccurate to clearly 
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state that we do not have enforcement actions. We do. The 

Commission heard many AMPs. We have applied AMPs in the 

public domain to OPG. It was mentioned about the NPP, or 

nuclear power plants. We have AMPed our licensees. We do 

have enforcement actions. We issue orders. We issue 

directives. We issue action notices and our site inspector 

is with us here, Brett. He will provide you with what the 

site inspector does every day. 

So it is completely inaccurate to state 

that the responsibility of the regulatory body under 

requirement three is not being enforced. 

The Commission is required to present, on 

behalf of Canada under the Convention for Safety, which is 

a treaty, an assessment against the articles of the 

convention. 

To date, no one has challenged from 

contracted parties, the functions of the CNSC. As a matter 

of fact, the CNSC has always been given good performance 

with respect to enforcement actions that staff on their own 

as an inspector can issue an order without any interference 

from management or interference from the Commission itself. 

All the Commission will do is hear the appeal with respect 

to the receiver of the order or the receiver of the AMP, 

based on the rules of procedures. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 
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Questions? Mr. Seeley...? 

MEMBER SEELEY: I'm just looking at the 

proposed or the draft licence condition handbook and a 

comparison across to the old one; a couple of questions 

just as we go through the CSA. 

The compliance verification criteria has a 

listing of CSA standards, for example, the waste management 

example, N292.1, 2, and 3. We heard yesterday that 292.0 

would also be included in that list. 

And then it goes on to list four 

additional documents that require notification of change. 

Those documents have a sequencing in numbers and letters. 

Maybe staff could comment on those four for waste 

management and just describe where those documents are and 

how they can be found. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So the documents that you bring reference 

to are documents that CNL would be submitting as part of 

their application to demonstrate that they have a waste 

management program that meets regulatory requirements. So 

I would ask CNL to describe the contents of those 

documents. 

From our perspective, from CNSC staff's 

perspective, those documents have been assessed and have 

found to meet the regulatory requirements. We conduct 
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compliance verification criteria and activities against the 

licensee's own documentation and, as described previously, 

hold them to account as to what their documentation says 

they will do, in terms of activities to ensure waste 

management program continues to meet the regulatory 

requirements. 

So perhaps CNL can describe their 

documents. 

And just one last point that you 

mentioned, Mr. Seeley, with regards to any changes. So 

program documentations that are captured in the licence 

condition handbook, when they do change they need to be 

submitted to the CNSC for re-evaluation; reassessment of 

those changes to ensure that they continue to meet 

regulatory requirements for our waste management program. 

MR. COX: Good morning. David Cox for the 

record. 

The reference documents are indeed CNL 

documents, part of our management system. And I'll ask Mr. 

Kehler to describe -- I believe there are four documents in 

that section that are being referred to under waste 

management. 

MR. KEHLER: Good morning. Kurt Kehler 

for the record. 

The documents in questions basically are 
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our management system documents which take and identify all 

the requirements that are specified to be met in the waste 

management system. So it takes all the regulatory 

requirements and then maps them to how we meet the 

regulatory requirements in those areas. 

It is a downward-flowing set of documents 

that start at the top and then go down and then go into our 

implementing. It specifies what our implementing 

procedures are to do all the various stages of waste 

management required to meet the regulations. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

If I may, because there have been 

allegations of enforcement and inspectors not being clear 

on what is required, as Mr. Jammal indicated, we have our 

site inspector here with us, Mr. Brett Legree, who can 

describe to you what CNSC inspectors go through when they 

are actually verifying the waste management program 

according to CNL's documentation. 

MEMBER SEELEY: Let's just stick with the 

handbook for a minute before we jump to inspection. 

So the new handbook has the high level of 

requirements, so in the preamble and the motherhood 

statement. Then it goes to specific requirements of the 

program by, you know, basically listing the standards 

and/or regulations that are defining it. Then it calls for 
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the reference to the programs that the licensee has 

actually submitted to CNSC and saying, okay, these are your 

programs. You change any of this stuff, you need to let us 

know and we're also going to audit and inspect against 

these programs. 

So that's kind of the layering that you've 

got in, which is different than the old handbook, I think. 

It's a significant shift from what was in the old one which 

was basically a listing of thou shalt kind of stuff, and 

pointing to different standards and regulations. 

So a more structured approach is kind of 

the way you have brought this forward and then followed by 

then the guidance piece at the end. 

So you know I understand where you are 

going with this. I think it's logical. I think it's just 

about bringing people along. I think it's about bringing 

the public along and some of the others who have looked at 

this document. It's such a significant change, which would 

be just about explaining how we went from A to B and how 

it's actually better for both the regulator, the licensee, 

and public safety. 

I think that's where I am going with all 

this, I think, just for me also to understand the major 

shift in the licensing piece, which brings me back to the 

very first point of CELA, which is the fact that half the 
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current 56 licence conditions being deleted. So that's a 

significant accusation to say that they have been deleted. 

Have they been deleted or are they just in the new licence 

in a different manner? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So I'll use an example to demonstrate the 

fact that there has not been a licence condition that has 

been deleted. As we heard yesterday, the ones that have 

been removed refer to the NRU. 

The current ones that exist, if we look to 

the current licence condition 3.1 and 3. -- 13.1 and 13.2, 

that would be on page 29 and 30 of staff's supplement CMD 

and the map, the current licence conditions that speak to 

"the licensee shall implement and maintain a nuclear 

security program to prevent persons from carrying out 

malevolent acts capable of affecting the safe operating of 

Chalk River Laboratories facility" and the next page, 13.2, 

speaks to "the licensee shall maintain, train, test, equip 

and deploy a nuclear response force at the Chalk River 

Laboratories site". 

Both those licence conditions that 

currently exist in the licence, the proposed licence 

condition captures both of those under "the licensee shall 

implement and maintain a security program". And as you 

have correctly identified, the licence condition handbook 
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goes further to describe how the compliance verification 

criteria that speak to the currently existing licence 

condition and the specificity of what is to be included in 

that security program to be maintained is found in the LCH. 

So the structure, as you have described 

it, Mr. Seeley, is very accurate. We start with a very 

comprehensive framework structure that starts at the 

beginning from the Act, the Regulations, the licence, the 

licence condition handbook, and goes down to a level of 

detail whereby the scrutiny is put on not only standards 

and regulatory documents, but the licensee's own 

documentation to hold them to account. 

So is that is, yet, just one example in 

that table that shows where two specific licence conditions 

have become one. We can't take the licence condition in 

isolation. It is a framework that defines the regulatory 

framework. And there are other examples on the table if 

you wish for us to go through them. 

MEMBER SEELEY: No. Thank you for that. 

THE PRESIDENT: You are going to rely on 

the deleted 26? 

MR. CASTRILLI: I'm sorry. Our observation 

is consistent with Dr. Hendrickson's that you heard last 

night. We rely on Dr. Hendrickson and we did our own 

analysis. On a section by section basis or a condition by 
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condition basis, there are many conditions that no longer 

have the types of characterizations in them, in the 

proposed conditions, in comparison to the existing 

conditions. That's a plain reading of each section or each 

condition. 

I think the dispute here has to focus on 

what is going to happen in light of the shunting of so much 

more information into the licence condition handbook, in 

comparison to what is there now. The Commission staff has 

not told you that they have done a comparison that you have 

or that we have, and so you don't know. 

We are here simply saying we agree with 

Dr. Hendrickson and if he is right, there are legal 

consequences that flow from him being right. Mr. Kahn 

identified to you what those are. 

THE PRESIDENT: So we already heard from 

Dr. Hendrickson. I would have expected from CELA something 

different, your own independent view of whether there were 

26 deleted or not. So you don't have to answer that. 

Questions? Dr. McEwan...? 

MEMBER McEWAN: So just to go back to your 

analysis and Ms Tadros' comments on the section that she 

looked at, would your analysis have found what you consider 

to be a gap, or would your detailed analysis have actually 

agreed with her that there has been nothing changed, 
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slightly refrained, slightly easier to follow, but in fact 

the security of the site is maintained by the changes? 

So can you explain to me how your analysis 

showed that that was not the case? 

MR. CASTRILLI: Well, in the -- I think 

one of the places to look would be in Attachment A to our 

submission which reviews several areas: waste management, 

decommissioning, environmental protection. There are 

charts that go with each one of them. 

We limited the creation of the chart to 

simply a comparison of the existing condition with the 

proposed condition in those areas. In virtually every 

case, the language in the proposed condition is not as 

sophisticated or comprehensive as in the existing 

condition. 

MEMBER McEWAN: But I think what you're 

telling me is you simply did that single-level comparison. 

You didn't take it to the next two levels. 

MR. CASTRILLI: In the chart we only did 

the two columns. 

In the text of Attachment A, Mr. Kahn went 

through some of the areas we talked about: waste 

management, decommissioning, environmental protection. Not 

all of them, but three or four or five, and did a textual 

analysis of the CSA requirements versus other requirements 
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such  as  the  IAEA.   And  in  that  analysis  he  also  concluded  

that  a  lot  is  not  in  the  proposed  CSA  material,  in  

comparison  to  the  IAEA  material.  

 So,  no,  we  haven't  done  a  chart  in  

relation  to  the  existing  and  proposed  licence  condition  

handbook,  but  we  have  done  some  textual  analysis  and  that  

analysis  is  consistent  with  the  concerns  identified  to  you  

last  night  by  Dr.  Hendrickson.  

 I  think  that  the  onus  now  is  on  the  

Commission  or  Commission  staff  to  satisfy  itself  that  when  

you  do  a  comparison  of  the  existing  and  the  proposed  

licence  condition  handbooks  things  haven't  either  fallen  

away  or  become  muddied  because  if  they  do,  in  particular  

become  muddied,  it  has  compliance  and  enforcement  

implications  in  terms  of  the  constitutionality  of  any  

enforcement  action  undertaken.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   Thank  you.   We've  

got  to  move  on.  

 Different  questions;  set  of  questions,  

please.  

 MR.  DEMETER:   So  I  wanted  to  have  CNSC  

comment  on  the  intervenor's  page  6,  "The  CESD  findings  on  

CNSC  power  plant  inspections".   I  think  that  deserves  a  

reply  and  a  context  for  the  Office  of  the  Auditor  General  

Canada's  findings  on  inspections  related  to  nuclear  power  
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plants and maybe some explanation and response to that. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So that is correct. The Auditor General 

audited our nuclear power plant program and, as described 

by the intervenor, there were some findings with regards to 

being in a position to show our inspection program looked 

at everything. 

It's very important to note that while the 

findings were that CNSC staff needed to show how the 

inspection program worked, we need to be very clear in 

understanding that does not translate into we were not 

conducting inspection programs. 

So for us, the focus of the Auditor 

General audit was on nuclear power plants. We are talking 

about Chalk River Laboratories which is not a nuclear power 

plant. 

But with regards to within the nuclear 

fuel cycle, not only for Chalk River Labs, we took the 

opportunity to look at our inspection program across the 

fuel cycle program and have put and started documenting our 

clear criteria for how we go about our inspection 

activities and the LCH -- not going back to that 

conversation, but the LCH is one of the key drivers of the 

compliance verification criteria that are used. 

We also have a very robust risk-informed 
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manner by which we determine our baseline inspection plans 

and from there the facility-specific plans. 

And at this point I think it might be 

quite opportune to bring in Mr. Brett Legree to describe to 

you the tools and the templates that are documented when we 

conduct our inspection program and that, in all, meets the 

objectives of the Auditor General with regards to their 

findings around showing and demonstrating that the 

inspections are robust and that there is clear criteria for 

each inspection. 

MR. DEMETER: I guess before that, one of 

the observations I would have on reading this is, were 

there lessons learned from the Auditor General's report? 

Have they been implemented and are there some 

generalizability for those to improve inspections programs 

more broadly? 

Were there lessons learned from this and 

did it improve the system? 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Jammal. 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal for the record. 

With respect to the findings of the 

Auditor General, it is very key to really put the record 

straight with respect to the selection of the wording that 

has been presented by the intervenor. We are not here to 

discuss the Auditor General, but let me give you -- with 
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respect to what happened before the Commissioner of the 

Environment selected to go and look at the nuclear power 

plants. 

If you will allow me, Mr. President, a 

minute here there were verifications done --

THE PRESIDENT: This is totally out of 

scope. The audit was done. The reaction of CNSC was 

tabled in the House of Commons. If you bother to read it 

you will see all the actions that were taken to remedy 

whatever observations were done. So I don't think -- you 

may want to talk about what your inspection is now in the 

Canadian environment, rather than go and re-open the CSD 

file. 

MR. JAMMAL: But it's important to note 

that it is on our website, even though it was tabled, the 

recommendations and the action plan with respect to the 

corrective actions that have been done. 

In addition to the corrective action for 

the MPP, the lessons applied from the audit have been 

reviewed and applied for all of the directorates or the 

domain that the CNSC oversees. 

But there is one thing I’m not going to 

let go, even though we do not want to open. 

The Commission of the Environment did look 

at other directorates with respect to the inspection 
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regulatory oversight, and they found no major deficiency. 

That’s why they left it to go to the MPP. 

So there was a broad review for the 

inspection program of the CNSC and the Commission of the 

Environment selectively focused on the nuclear power 

plants. 

THE PRESIDENT: I think we want to hear 

from the inspector and particularly maybe you can address: 

Is there any vagueness in what you need to do? 

MR. LEGREE: Good morning, Mr. President 

and Members of the Commission. 

For the record, my name is Brett Legree. 

I’m a senior nuclear facility site inspector assigned to 

the Chalk River site office on a fulltime basis. 

Just to answer that question right away, 

no, there is no vagueness as far as what inspectors are 

required to do on a day-to-day basis. Site inspectors are 

at the site every day. 

When it comes to planning an inspection, 

we follow robust conduct of inspections procedure. 

The very first thing we do is formulate an 

inspection plan. So if we were to select a particular 

focal area, an FCA, let’s just say waste management, what 

we would do is we could look at the licensee’s past 

performance as well as their current performance. We will 
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then assemble a team for the inspection itself. So we 

would pull in specialists in waste management, whether they 

be project officers or specialists. That inspection plan 

is approved by management. 

Then the next tool that we use is what’s 

referred to as a compliance matrix. 

The compliance matrix has a set of 

compliance verification criteria which we draw from the 

Licence Conditions Handbook. So that will be our codes, 

our standards, our regulations, licensee documentation. 

Those are all assembled in the compliance matrix, which is 

used as a guide during the inspection itself. 

Just going back to what has been said 

previously as well, above all that we have the Act which 

remains as it was, which lays out the powers of the 

inspector, issuance of orders, if necessary. 

We have a robust suite of tools or 

enforcement actions available to us, directives, action 

notices. All of that remains the same. 

So in terms of what we need to do, it’s 

quite clear to me. 

MEMBER SEELEY: Perhaps a question then 

from an inspector’s perspective. 

This reframing of the Licence Conditions 

Handbook, which we’ve had lots of discussion about 
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yesterday and today, does it provide more clarity of 

guidance on your inspection program equal to the older? 

How do you view it? 

MR. LEGREE: Brett Legree, for the record. 

I actually find it does provide more 

clarity to us. Everything is clearly laid out in front of 

us, what we need to do. All the various compliance 

verification criteria, it’s right there. It’s very 

concise. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Soliman? 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: Fitness for service, the 

intervenor is saying here that document 2.613 –- this is on 

page 14 –- the document 2.613 is absent from the proposed 

licence and it is replaced by CSA N-2921. 

So could you please comment on that and 

whether CSA N-292.1 is equal to the REGDOC and what is the 

difference between the two? 

And also comment on the availability of 

CSA again. I know we addressed this issue yesterday, but 

could you reiterate that again, please. 

THE PRESIDENT: We have CSA people online, 

I understand. Maybe this is the time to have their 

perspective on the accessibility of the CSA standards to 

the public. 

Can the CSA people identify yourselves? 
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MS HO: Good morning. This is Susan Ho, 

for the record, calling from CSA. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. I don’t know how 

much you have been listening to the debate about 

accessibility to CSA standards. 

Can you comment on that? 

MS HO: Yes. All of our current suite of 

nuclear standards, including current editions as well as 

previous editions, are available on our CSA website for any 

public member to access. 

It does require registration of any public 

to access the site, which requires only name and e-mail. 

Once they provide that, it is a very quick 

e-mail back to the person that has registered. And once 

they have verified that and follow the links, it will take 

them directly to the CSA site where they can access the 

exact copy of the published standard. 

They are also able to search for any CSA 

standard. The website also has features where they can 

zoom into the content, where they can search for key text 

words and scroll through the pages. 

THE PRESIDENT: One of our Commissioners 

looks puzzled because I think he tried to do that. 

Would you like to elaborate? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Well, I might have missed 
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the -– I got through and was able to access the document 

and I was looking for a key word search option and I didn’t 

find it. 

But maybe I’ll look a bit harder. 

MS HO: Yes, it’s --

THE PRESIDENT: Is there a key –- sorry, 

go ahead. 

MS HO: The key, the ability to search for 

a word, is right directly above the window where you see 

the actual standard. It’s on the top right corner. 

THE PRESIDENT: I hope everybody will go 

and exercise the accessibility to the CSA standards. And 

if there are any complaints, we will follow up on that. 

Now back to –- go ahead. 

MR. CASTRILLI: I think the -– and I don’t 

want to repeat what you heard last night. 

But I think it simply underscores the 

danger of proceeding in the manner that the Commission 

seems to want to. 

There’s a general approach the Commission 

has taken in attempting to standardize licensing, of which 

the CSA program is a large part, which I think is part of 

the potential problem that underscores our concerns. 

That project itself has never been subject 

to public scrutiny, as we set out in Attachment B of our 
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submissions. And that may be part of the difficulty that 

the general public is having, in addition to all the 

difficulties there seem to be with actually gaining access 

to the site and the preconditions for gaining access. 

I mean, when I review a regulation of a 

federal or a provincial statute, I don’t have to go through 

the rigmarole that apparently applies to the CSA program. 

So that by itself I think limits the 

opportunities for other views and other eyes to look at the 

documentation and say: Okay, is this clear, is it not 

clear? Perhaps you want to consider this, you want to 

consider that. 

That’s not happening with the CSA program. 

So that’s I think an issue that the 

Commission needs to address as well. 

If it wants to have an organization like 

CSA actually do its regulation for it -- because that is 

effectively what you’re doing for these licences -- then I 

think you need a better process of public input into that 

process before those documents are finalized, because I 

think it might help the issue of whether the product 

produced is going to produce compliance and enforcement 

difficulty later on. 

So it’s not good enough for the inspectors 

at the CNSC to say oh, I’ve read the CSA document and it’s 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 

 39 

clear  to  me.   There  will  be  folks  at  CNL  who  may  come  to  a  

different  conclusion.  

 And  that’s  where  the  issue  of  enforcement  

becomes  a  problem.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   So  I  don’t  know  which  

field  you  come  from,  but  you  are  obviously  not  in  the  

nuclear.   The  MPP  have  been  regulating  along  this  line  now  

for  eight  years.   CELA  has  been  involved  in  every  hearing  

associated  with  this  –- 

 MR.  CASTRILLI:   And  we  have  been  

complaining  at  every  hearing.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   And  you  have  not  been  

complaining  about  the  methodology  of  the  LCH  until  this  

hearing.  

 MR.  CASTRILLI:   No,  we’ve  actually  been  

complaining  about  it  at  every  hearing.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Not  at  the  LCH,  the  

structure  and  the  approach  of  the  CSA.  

 You  would  complain  about  accessibility.  

 MR.  CASTRILLI:   Well,  our  material  

indicates  the  history  of  our  complaints  with  respect  to  

this  approach  and  it  hasn’t  changed.   So  I  think  our  

complaint  stands.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you  for  your  

comments.  
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Any other questions? 

MR LECLAIR: I would just like to answer 

Dr. Soliman’s question directly. 

First, I think it’s important. So when we 

talk about fitness for service licence condition, we point 

to the LCH. And in the LCH it then points to REGDOC 2.6.3 

and CSA Standard N291, or actually explicitly put in the 

LCH. 

The fundamental statements as I’m hearing 

them here is the suggestion that unless you take out 

something from the REGDOC and put it into the LCH, that 

somehow you are not going to be able to enforce it or you 

won’t be able to verify compliance. 

I’ll just read some of the words, at least 

this is what I’m understanding. 

While directing the licensee to REGDOC –-

I’m actually on page 14 of the CELA intervention, the CMD. 

“While directing the licensee to 

REGDOC-2.6.3 and its general 

requirements and guidance is 

preferable to no guidance whatsoever, 

it is not equivalent to specifying 

how a licensee should establish an 

evidentiary basis to demonstrate 

compliance with an enforceable 
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condition. That language is 

currently only found under the 

current LCH compliance verification 

criteria 7.5(1) through 7.5(8), 

absent under the proposed licence and 

Licence Conditions Handbook.” 

We said previously that the challenge 

we’ve had with the current Licence Conditions Handbook is 

this tendency of extracting texts from a regulatory 

document, a CNSC standard, and paraphrasing it or copying 

it directly into the LCH rather than relying on the 

regulatory document itself to stand on its own. 

I think the one thing that we have to keep 

perhaps re-emphasizing, for regulatory documents in 

particular, these are done, they are fully consulted, the 

industry is fully involved. They have every opportunity to 

say it’s not clear, I don’t understand. I’m not sure how 

it’s going to work. 

We do that in a full public meeting in 

front of the Commission. It’s discussed. It’s reviewed. 

It goes through an entire public review. There is 

significant consultation that goes on. 

Once we have clarity on that, we now take 

that regulatory document and we now put it in the LCH. 

If there’s a situation where we’re trying 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

          

        

         

           

            

              

      

          

          

         

      

         

            

         

        

           

           

    

           

            

          

          

          

          

          

42 

to apply, for example -– because there are situations where 

we are going to provide some additional clarity. 

If, for instance, we want to use a 

standard that was made for MPPs and it was really intended 

for nuclear power plants, and we now want to try and apply 

it for NRU – and we do have those. That’s one of the 

changes that we do deal with. 

It’s clear that we then have to say well, 

what part of that standard that was really meant for 

nuclear power plants could we actually apply to NRU? 

And that’s what we’ve done. 

In the meantime, what’s been going on for 

a number of years now at the CNSC is we’ve developed a 

number of regulatory documents to provide added clarity. 

We’ve written regulatory documents that are specific to 

these other facilities that we did not have before. Once 

we’ve got them, they’ve gone through a public process. The 

Commission has approved them. 

We then take them and we put them in the 

LCH. And now we don’t need to provide all these additional 

clarifications because we now have a document that has been 

fully vetted, that has been done with the industry’s full 

involvement in a public process and then we incorporate it. 

So I’m not sure we will ever get into 

agreement, but fundamentally the key thing is we just do 
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not believe it’s appropriate for us to cut and paste from a 

CSA standard or regulatory document that clearly lays out 

all the requirements. 

I’ll tell you, the problem I’ve 

experienced –- and I’ll say it quite openly – is that when 

I have things that are in the LCH, I ask myself the other 

question: Well, what words are not in the LCH that are in 

this standard? 

And now you get into other areas of 

problems. 

It’s much, much simpler to turn around and 

say here’s the standard, here’s the requirement. 

And one thing for sure. When we plan our 

inspections and we do our compliance verification criteria, 

we communicate. If there’s any confusion whatsoever, you 

can be guaranteed that licensees will tell us about it and 

we’ll deal with it. 

So that’s all part of the process to make 

sure it’s robust, it’s clear. 

We believe, and I strongly believe, that 

what we’ve done here actually makes it a lot more clear, a 

lot simpler. As a licensing director that has a lot of 

responsibility to enforce those requirements, the whole 

intention is to make it clearer, concise. It’s 

straightforward. 
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And fortunately, and it’s a great thing 

that we have an Act that gives us a whole lot of powers 

that allows us to enforce. And we have no problems doing 

it and we will apply it when we need it, whether that’s 

orders, action notices. We do them. 

THE PRESIDENT: I hate to go back, but 

didn’t we start, didn’t you start going on a new approach 

to licensing because of this precise debate in the isotope? 

You guys remember the isotope review where 

the talisman came in and said it’s unacceptable that the 

regulator and the licensee could not agree on what’s in the 

licence. 

That was, I think, the origin of thinking 

about the clarification and making sure absolutely the 

licence is crystal clear about requirements. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

And that is what staff have articulated in 

our supplemental CMD. We were hoping to get across the 

essence of why the licence reform initiative had started. 

And as indicated, the whole incident 

started with lack of clarity of what was understood to be 

licensed and what isn’t licensed. So the structure took 

shape and it is legally enforceable. 

I think the point the intervenor makes 

about the legality of it, in our Licence Conditions 
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Handbook -– and I’ll go back to how Mr. Seeley was 

describing it –- the preamble always starts with a 

regulation. And a regulation is made under the Act. 

So there is always a hook into what is 

legally there, and the words get further elaborated as we 

go into the different levels of documents that are used to 

enforce the regulatory requirement. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, we are going to move 

on. 

Any other questions? 

Just one thing. You made a point that 

CNSC is relying on complaints from the public for 

regulatory. 

Where did that come from? 

MR. CASTRILLI: The CNSC website. 

THE PRESIDENT: But I mean, relying on 

that for --

MR. CASTRILLI: Not to the exclusion of 

the rest of its program, but it appears to be one facet of 

the compliance and enforcement program the Commission has. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, can you talk about 

how important that is, because I have not seen too many 

complaints from the public on some of those issues. 

Please. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 
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So as stated, we do have on our website a 

mechanism by which the public or anyone who has concerns 

over safety can anonymously, or if they wish to be 

identified, phone in, send an e-mail, send a letter to this 

particular account. The account looks at the allegations 

either against the licensee or against CNSC staff. 

It’s unfortunate that the intervenor has 

perhaps confused this with a reliance because that is not 

the mechanism that we rely on. We rely on our inspectors 

and our regulatory programs. 

But as a transparent regulator, we want to 

ensure that if there is anything out there that the public 

wants to bring forward with regard to safety, they have a 

regulator that is willing to listen, to hear and to look 

into the allegations, potential allegations that are made. 

THE PRESIDENT: I thought it’s part of the 

legislation that he has to be able to accept complaints 

from employees. 

MS TADROS: It is in our Act, yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: Absolutely. Okay, thank 

you. 

MR. CASTRILLI: I can respond to that, for 

clarity’s sake. 

The only reason why we raise the issue of 

the complaints portion of the compliance and enforcement 
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program  with  the  Commission  is  to  say  that  you  could  not  

rely  on  the  complaints  program  such  as  it  is  all  by  itself,  

particularly  if  you’ve  got  problems  with  your  licensing  and  

inspection  program.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Who  said  that  -–  I  just  

heard  that  they  are  not  relying  on  it  by  itself.  

 MR.  CASTRILI:   Well,  the  website  says  that  

it’s  a  component  of  the  compliance  and  enforcement  program.   

And  what  I’m  saying  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Component  doesn’t  mean  by  

itself.  

 MR.  CASTRILLI:   It’s  part  of  it,  that’s  

right.   It’s  not  the  thing  they  turn  to  first.  

 They  I  don’t  think  would  expect  members  of  

the  public  to  be  able  to  tell  them  all  by  themselves  that  

there’s  a  contaminated  plume,  groundwater  plume.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   No.   It’s  a  

whistle-blowing  provision  that’s  in  the  Act.  

 MR.  CASTRILLI:   It’s  the  kind  of  regime  

you  would  use  for  obvious  kinds  of  pollution  problems,  such  

as  odour  and  smoke.   And  I  gave  two  examples  in  the  

material.  

 What  I’m  saying  to  you  is  if  you’re  going  

to  create  licensing  problems  of  the  type  we’ve  been  

discussing  over  the  last  two  days  and  there  is  an  issue  
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about the effectiveness and the adequacy of the inspection 

program, then hopefully you would not expect to rely on the 

complaints program as your last resort. 

But unfortunately it might be your last 

resort if the other two are not effective. 

That was the burden of the comment. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MEMBER McEWAN: You’ve lost me. 

I truly would have thought that CELA more 

than any organization would have welcomed an opportunity 

for the public to directly feed information or comments to 

the CNSC. 

You appear to be implying that it’s not a 

good idea that it’s there. 

MR. CASTRILLI: I’m saying it’s not a good 

idea to rely on the public as a last resort for information 

–-

MEMBER McEWAN: But that’s not what it 

says. 

What it says –-

MR. CASTRILLI: No, it does say that. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Do you have information –-

THE PRESIDENT: Where does it say the last 

resort? 

MR. CASTRILLI: It’s the third item in our 
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submission. The first item –-

THE PRESIDENT: No, in our website. Where 

is the language that says that CNSC relies as the last 

resort? 

MR. CASTRILLI: Look at Footnote 18 and go 

to the Commission website. 

Footnote 18 is a reference to the 

Commission’s website entitled “External Complaints”. 

THE PRESIDENT: Right. 

MR. CASTRILLI: And if you go to that 

portion of the website, it will indicate that the 

Commission –-

THE PRESIDENT: Welcomes complaints. 

MR. CASTRILLI: Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: But where does it say last 

resort reliance on -– 

MR. CASTRILLI: No, it does not. I am 

suggesting -– 

THE PRESIDENT: So you’re making it up. 

MR. CASTRILLI: I am not making it up, 

sir. 

What I am saying to you is if you do not 

have a coherent licensing program and you have issues with 

respect to the adequacy of your inspection program, then 

frankly all you’re going to have left is reliance on 
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complaints from the public. And they will not be effective 

in dealing with anything other than the most obvious of 

pollution problems, such as odour and smoke. 

And in relation to this industry, those 

simply will not be good enough. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you for your 

opinion. 

Any other questions? 

Okay, final words. 

MR. CASTRILLI: I think our submissions 

speak for themselves. 

One thing I would ask is if the Commission 

is prepared to leave its record open for a number of days 

after the end of the hearing for any final written 

submissions we might have. 

--- Pause 

THE PRESIDENT: We will deliberate about 

that. 

MR. CASTRILLI: All right, thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

I would like to move on now to the next 

submission, which is an oral presentation from Mr. Turner 

and Mr. Raman and Mr. Walker, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.17 

and H2.17A. 

http:18-H2.17
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CMD 18-H2.17/H2.17A 

Oral presentation by 

W. Turner, D. Raman and J. Walker 

MR. TURNER: Mr. President, Members of the 

Commission, CNL staff, CSA staff, and members of the 

public, my name is William Turner, for the record. I'm 

here to give a little bit of a summary of our evaluation of 

whether CNL is qualified to perform the licence activities. 

What we are going to do is ask three 

uncomfortable questions, outline some of the problems we 

identified for our evaluation, and provide our answers to 

those questions. 

It's important to recognize that our 

evaluation is based on information that is easily 

accessible to the public. 

The three questions are: should CNL be the 

licence holder; is CNL qualified; and, is CNL's management 

stable? 

The first question. We have significant 

issues with the GoCo model itself. The GoCo model 

explicitly changes CNL's operations to a series of 

contracts of five to 10 years. CNEA, in a lot of the kinds 

of conversations so far, tends to be conflated with the 

company. It's very difficult to assign which one of those 
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entities is responsible. There's a problem with the 

contract itself. Contracts are limited in scope. They 

focus on deliverables, time, cost, et cetera. Contracts 

cannot address long-term issues simply because they're not 

long term. Contractors are executors of scope and not 

planners. 

I'll give a small example of that, and 

that is this focus on the 10-year plan that seems to be out 

there. If you look at that, according to the GoCo 

contract, that particular plan has to be approved by AECL. 

As such, CNL cannot be in control of its future. What do 

you want with respect to a licence holder? You need to 

have a licence holder that is in control of its future. 

Our conclusion is CNL should not be the licence holder. 

Some of the problems associated with the 

licence application as it is now is the licence expiry 

date. Here are some examples. I won't go into them in any 

detail, but they're in the written submission. 

In conclusion, we suggest that the expiry 

date of the renewed licence should address the dates in the 

GoCo contract. 

Some additional problems CNL has 

approached to the regulator, CNL is not proactive with 

respect to ensuring long-term safety. Here are a couple of 

things about evidence. There's a statement from Mr. Kehler 
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that was presented at The Old Fort William Cottagers' 

Association back in July. There's a link to the media 

article where this quote is there, that the ultimate ruler 

on this is the CNSC. It's an interesting comment, because 

that suggests that CNL doesn't have to do anything unless 

the CNSC tells them they need to do it. 

Also, with respect to some of their 

proposals, typically they do not address what the 

regulatory and international best practices are before they 

submit something for review. We have some examples of that 

later. 

In conclusion, CNL relies on the CNSC and 

the public to identify long-term safety issues. 

Question: is CNL qualified? We suggest a 

hindsight policy, and I'm assuming that most people know 

what that means. I'll give you a simple example, and 

that's tossing a coin. If in four tosses of the coin you 

get all heads, what's the likelihood of the next toss being 

a tail or a head? It's still 50:50. It doesn't matter what 

all the previous ones are, you have to focus on what's the 

potential in the future. What focusing on the past means, 

you're essentially looking at past history that's heavily 

influenced by the NRU operations. 

Also, the safety control areas, which is 

again another subject that's come up for the Chalk River 
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site, again is focusing on NRU. With the NRU shutdown, 

virtually all those SEAs are really not relevant for future 

operations. 

The second question, an evaluation of past 

performance, we're saying that it is not -- it would be 

good if the organization had a history of a stable 

management, future activities are not changed very much, 

and the future is not project-oriented, in other words, 

short term. 

In conclusion, past performance cannot be 

used to predict the future. We suggest a better predictor 

would be CNL's current activities associated with the three 

waste disposal facilities. I recognize that is out of the 

scope, however, we're not looking at those, we're looking 

at those as examples of CNL's approach to how it does 

things. We came up with these three criteria, which we'll 

go into in detail, except for the last one, but that's in 

the written submission. 

Our conclusion is the better predictor 

would be the waste disposal facilities. 

Let's take one of those particular 

evaluation criteria, which is compliance with international 

standards, et cetera, and so on. The example we pull out 

is the environmental assessment process. This is part of 

the communications associated with that. The approach by 
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CNL is what's known as decide, and now it's defend. With 

respect to that, there has been no attempt by CNL to 

address public comments on the three disposal projects. 

There's no timely response to any of the public responses. 

The assessment of the CNEA alternative means is flawed 

again. More details are given elsewhere. 

In conclusion, CNL lacks the appropriate 

understanding of regulations and guidelines. There's a 

lack of open and public engagement to specific statements 

by CNL's top executive, and I'm not going to go into those 

explicitly. 

Also, back in August, approximately a 

couple of weeks before the end of the comment period on the 

NSDF, CNL held an open house. What meaning it had to the 

whole EA process, I cannot tell you. It was incomplete and 

misleading. 

This is one of the things that's come off 

the CNL website. It's a comparison of waste volumes. What 

relevance this has to their particular proposal, I don't 

know. There's some things that are missing here, which is 

what is the radiological content of these things, where 

they are situated, et cetera. It's kind of disturbing, so 

we're suggesting their approach is essentially 

non-existent. 

Is management stable? Here's a little bit 
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of an overhead showing the differences between the 

management, and just to point out a few things, and I'm 

running out of time, it's the colour-coding. I know you 

can't really read it, but if you look at the white, that is 

people in a position that haven't changed. If you count up 

the number of whites that goes straight across you'll see 

five. If you look at all the various changes, essentially 

what's happening in management, there's about a 60 percent 

change in the original management in two years, which 

suggests the half life of an executive at CNL was less than 

a year. 

The observation: CNL's management operates 

as a contractor, short term. We suggest that CNL's 

management is not stable. 

Question one, the answer is, because CNL 

executes scope, it does not provide policy direction, and 

we suggest that it should not be the licence holder. 

Question two, which is based on 

section 24(4)(a), we suggest that CNL is not qualified to 

carry on the activities. 

Is CNL's management stable? Well, I think 

you've seen that. 

Our overall conclusion. we respectfully 

submit that a decision by the Commission to grant a 10-year 

licence to CNL would be unsafe and unsound. 
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Thank you. Any questions? 

THE PRESIDENT: I am sure there's going to 

be questions. 

MR. TURNER: Now, do I have the answers? 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Who wants to start? Dr. Soliman. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: Just a question to the 

intervenor. In your submission, section 5.3, page 13 of 

17, you are saying that usually it takes about three years 

for the new management of a company to become familiar with 

the organization's business. The three years quoted is 

either an assumption or a fact. If it is a fact, it lacks 

references, if it is an assumption, it's subject to 

interpretation, so I would like you to expand on that, if 

it is an assumption or it is a fact. 

I would like also CNL to comment on the 

organization's or management's, as the intervenor said, 

instability. 

MR. TURNER: Thank you for the question. 

Bill Turner, for the record. 

I have to say yes and no, yes, because I 

know what it takes me when I get a new job, approximately 

how long it takes to get familiar with what's going on in 

the organization, that kind of thing. Also, when I see new 

employees come in, how long does it take the people to 
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become familiar with what goes on, how things are done, all 

that kind of stuff. It's part of the transition between 

corporate memory and then taking that corporate memory into 

the job and how you fit in, so, yes, in terms of what I see 

around there. 

As to whether there's a specific reference 

to that, there is some information out there if you kind of 

look on the social webs, and stuff like that, that gives 

that kind of feel, but I don't have an actual specific 

documented reference, so is it an assumption, it's not an 

assumption from my experience, it might be an assumption 

from other people's experience, I can't tell you, but 

essentially that's where that statement comes from. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: I thought you should 

address the environment of the organization. There are 

many factors that can be as an ambit, whether it will take 

one year or two years or three years. It is the 

environment of the organization or the company, it is the 

accountability of the manager to acquire all the rules, the 

size of the organization, there are many factors, so it can 

take one year, it can take two years, it can take more or 

less. I can see that it is more an assumption than fact. 

THE PRESIDENT: CNL, do you want to 

comment first, and then you can rebut? 

MR. LESINSKI: Mark Lesinski, for the 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

 

         

           

             

         

            

        

 

         

            

         

         

           

         

        

       

            

               

           

           

          

         

            

         

           

59 

record. 

Thank you for this opportunity to respond. 

We talked about this in our opening remarks, about some of 

the changes. I think I kind of hit it head on there, 

realizing that there were some questions about the fact 

that we did have some changes to our management, so I think 

the question I'm addressing is management stability first 

off. 

Before we even arrived at the site, just 

to point out before there was a GoCo, in the 10 years 

preceding there had been three different CEOs and four 

different CNOs, which had occurred before. Actually, as you 

look at our record back then, the safety record of the 

site, it had remained stable throughout that time with 

those changes, just as a point of context. 

As I mentioned during our opening 

comments, this is our approach. You come in and you look 

and see. You have a plan in mind as to what you think the 

site needs to do, what the client or the government would 

like to have done with the site. You assess what's 

happening at the site, both procedurally as well as what's 

happening with people and behaviours. Then you assess your 

team that you have and you ensure that the people that you 

bring to bear their experience is appropriate for the 

things that you want to change and affect and improve, and 
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in fact, then, we improved. 

One other thing I wanted to point out too 

is that the chart that was presented is misleading. It's 

inaccurate. It points out in green that Kevin Daniels has 

changed. Kevin has been here, he was here since day one, 

Lou Riccoboni has been here since day one, in fact, David 

Cox was here, he was not the CNO at the time, but he was 

operating the reactor, so the consistency is there. 

There have been some changes. We're not 

embarrassed about that. In fact, we're proud of the fact 

that we're able to be agile and change with the times so 

that we can address the issues that we have at the site. 

The other thing I want to point out too is 

that the organization, as we've said, that we are licensing 

here is CNL. The individuals that were brought on are 

brought on because they have different and international 

experience and different ideas in order to bring the site 

up to standards that are consistent with the rest of the 

world right now so that we can respond and we can change 

and we can approve, but the licence ability, the stability 

of the site, comes from the 2,800 people that are still 

there, have been there, are constantly changing. People do 

come and go, there's a percentage of that, but our 

stability comes from that, and from the people that have 

been there for decades. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Mr. Seeley. 

MEMBER SEELEY: I have a question with 

respect to CNL is not qualified and not proactive with 

respect to long-term safety, so those statements, maybe 

just to ask who was managing the site in 2011 and 2012. 

This was previous to GoCo. 

MR. LESINSKI: Right. Mark Lesinski, for 

the record. 

The question is who was managing the site 

in 2011 and 2012. AECL was the managing entity at the 

time, but then all 2,800 people were reporting to AECL, so 

it was managed under AECL. Correct. 

Then in 2015 and 2016, it would be CNL 

under the Go. 

MEMBER SEELEY: That's right. 

MR. LESINSKI: Yes, 2015-16, starting in 

September of '15. 

MEMBER SEELEY: Okay. That clarification 

is important, because if we look to the summary of, for 

example, safety performance, we see that in 2011 and 2012, 

the safety performance was something in the order of 13 

lost time injuries in 2011, 21 in 2012, which is under the 

AECL management, and then in 2015 it drops to two, so 

there's an example of an improvement in safety performance 
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under the new management and under the new model of a 

tenfold increase. I just don't understand how you can make 

the statement that they're not committed to long-term 

safety when you see that significant improvement in safety 

performance, and that they're not qualified. There's one 

example that I'm looking at, and it just doesn't compute 

with what's being stated by the intervenor, so perhaps an 

opportunity to comment, Mr. Turner. 

MR. TURNER: Bill Turner, for the record. 

There's a couple of questions going around 

here. The comment with respect to the business of the 

three years I think needs to be addressed also. 

I am not going to specifically comment on 

particular individuals in the management, that's not what 

I'm talking about here, but I can give you one example or 

let's say two examples that are in that particular table, 

one of which is the vice-president of finance, the other 

one is legal counsel. Those two positions changed 

approximately one year after the contract. If this was a 

corporation external to this, that would be a significant 

indicator to the shareholder there are issues with what's 

going on. I can't tell you what those issues would be, 

because that's not part of this. What I said at the very 

beginning of this is this is what's out there in the 

public. I don't go into investigations, but that's an 
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issue that to me is somewhat significant. 

This is now essentially a private company. 

The shareholder happens to be CNEA. At one time it was 

AECL. Okay. That's part of the issue with respect to 

stability of management. That's not technical, those are 

not technical positions in the sense of knowing anything 

about the nuclear industry. Finance is finance. Legal is 

legal. You need probably to have somebody in the legal 

position that has some idea of the Nuclear Safety and 

Control Act, and the various guidance, and all that kind of 

stuff. That's critical for that particular role. I don't 

have an issue with that. 

What I have an issue with is within a year 

or so whoever was there before left for whatever reason, 

and that suggests corporate knowledge, which is what I 

talked about earlier, myself going into a new job and how 

long it takes to become familiar with what's going on. How 

does that happen? How do you transfer that knowledge? 

To the other point with respect to the 

safety, which is what you raised, Mr. Seeley, the comment, 

I cannot say anything with respect to those graphs because 

there's not enough data to demonstrate whether or not --

one year of data doesn't mean a thing with respect to 

management. You need at least three, five, maybe even 10 

years of data to show that there is management that is 
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actually functioning. One year of data, anybody who knows 

anything about how to look at data, is a meaningless thing. 

It could be an anomaly. You have no evidence one way or 

the other. I don't either, and I won't say it's good or 

bad, but there's no basis on which to say that. 

With respect to AECL's management, yes, 

there have been senior managers changed, as in the position 

of president, but the people underneath haven't changed 

that much, as Mr. Lesinski has said. That suggests 

strongly to me that management is coming from the bottom 

up, you don't need these people on the top to tell you what 

to do. The problem is the people on the top are suggesting 

this is what CNL will be doing. It's not the guys on the 

bottom, it's the guys at the top that determine how the 

place functions, so you're right, all those people are 

doing the best job they can. I know quite a few of them 

because I used to work there, so I don't have an issue with 

that. I'm talking about the management structure and the 

stability at the top. 

THE PRESIDENT: You basically don't agree 

with the GoCo model, if I had to boil it down to a 

bottom-line view here. Is that correct? 

MR. TURNER: You are extremely perceptive. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. So, we don't have 
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to go any further than that. 

The GoCo model is a government policy. It 

was agreed to and approved by the government, and that's 

the model that they are implementing. 

From our perspective, back to you, a 

little bit more interesting question is whether CNL should 

be the licensee. And you used the example of the budget --

or the plan, the 10-year plan, that is approved by AECL and 

given to CNL, and therefore I assume, then, the conclusion 

is that AECL should be the licensee, if that's what you are 

saying. 

I just want to remind you that when AECL 

was running everything, the 10-year plan would come from 

NRCan -- I don't know if you remember NRCan, since you work 

there -- and they would pass the budget also on an annual 

basis, and they would be also, so what's the difference? 

MR. TURNER: The difference has to do with 

what I mentioned earlier on, and that is assigning 

responsibility. Who is actually responsible for what? 

One of the issues I have is, and my 

question would be: who actually came up with the 10-year 

plan? If the 10-year plan was developed by CNL, then what 

is the role of AECL? 

My understanding, having attended a couple 

of sessions by the former chairman of the board, okay, CNL 
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is  supposed  to  do  the  how,  AECL  is  supposed  to  do  the  why.   

Why  are  we  doing  this?   They're  the  ones  that  control:   

this  is  what  the  government  wants,  this  is  why  you  have  to  

do  it.  

 Okay,  where  does  this  plan  come  from?   

Because  this  plan  is  talking  about  whys,  it's  not  talking  

about  hows.   So  that's  an  issue.   That's  suggesting  -- 

 THE  PRESIDENT:   No,  but  I  thought  we  have  

dealt  with  this.   Because  I  think  Dr.  Quinn  mentioned  the  

fact  that  AECL,  with  the  government,  developed  the  10-year  

plan,  and  it  was  given  to  CNL  to  implement.   And  there's  a  

contractual  obligation  in  there.   In  fact  there's  a  couple  

of  contracts.   There's  an  AECL  contract  with  CNL,  an  AECL  

contract  with  CNEA.   So  I  think  that's  the  model  we  

discussed.   And  you  obviously  don't  agree  with  that  model.   

That's  what  I'm  trying  to  -- 

 MR.  TURNER:   No.   No,  excuse  me,  I  did  not  

hear  anything  from  AECL  saying  that  they  developed  the  

10-year  plan.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Okay.   AECL  is  right  

there.  

 MS  QUINN:   Shannon  Quinn  for  the  record.  

 So  just  to  be  clear  on  the  process  around  

the  10-year  plan,  so  contractually  the  obligation  is  for  

CNL  to  develop  a  10-year  plan,  and  to  propose  that  to  AECL.  
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On the ground what happens is that AECL 

provides some guidance to CNL in terms of what the 

high-level priorities of the Government of Canada are, the 

priorities of AECL, and then it is for CNL to look at those 

high-level goals and objectives, consistent with the 

priorities of the Government of Canada, and to then, using 

the depth of expertise that exists within those 2,800 

employees in CNL, develop an ambitious, yet achievable, 

10-year plan that will bring value for money for Canada, 

and to bring to bear their expertise in terms of providing 

commercial S&T services and understanding where they fit in 

within the broader nuclear sector both in Canada and 

internationally, and taking that all into account set out a 

comprehensive plan of work. 

In terms of process, what happens then is 

then of course, as would be appropriate, there is some 

iteration, where it goes back and forth, the views and 

expertise that exist in both organizations are brought to 

bear in discussions around that 10-year, and then, 

ultimately, CNL finalizes what it believes is a 10-year 

plan that is responsive to the needs of AECL and consistent 

with the contractual requirements. 

AECL then has a formal period of review 

and challenge, and ultimately, then, that plan is accepted 

by AECL. 
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But since we're talking about the 10-year 

plan, I might take a moment to clarify another point of 

what I think is confusion in the discussion, that the 

10-year plan is itself not static. 

So as we all know 10 years is a period of 

time in which things do change, both in the external 

environment, as well as within governments and corporations 

the size of CNL, and so there is an expectation that 

10-year plan will be updated to remain current and 

consistent and consistent with what is responsive to the 

external environment, as well as the priorities of the 

Government of Canada. 

THE PRESIDENT: Can you just elaborate a 

little bit further the role of the government itself? 

Because the government is not a bystander to a $7-billion 

undertaking here, so somewhere along the line government, 

itself, got involved in the long-term view of what needs to 

be done. So how does that happen? 

MS QUINN: So it happens in a number a 

ways. And it is correct to say that of course the 

Government of Canada is not a bystander, indeed Natural 

Resources Canada has responsibility for nuclear policy 

broadly, and so some of the government's expectations are 

actually codified in the terms and conditions of the GoCo 

contracts themselves. 
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But then sort of to the point around, of 

course government sort of priorities do change and evolve 

over time, as would be appropriate. That influence 

continues to come in in a number of ways. I'll talk to one 

maybe in particular around nuclear science and technology. 

So AECL does have a role in bringing 

together the broad federal interests around nuclear science 

and technology. So while Natural Resources Canada has 

responsibility for policy with respect to nuclear science 

and technology, there are many, many government departments 

and agencies who have a need for nuclear research, who have 

experts, who have views on how their organizations' roles 

and responsibilities need to be served by nuclear research 

in Canada. And so AECL has a program called the Federal 

Nuclear Science and Technology Work Plan that brings 

together 13 different departments and agencies in a 

formalized governance structure to understand the totality 

of the needs of the Government of Canada, to understand its 

broad priorities, not only for nuclear energy research, but 

also nuclear research that will serve health, safety, 

security, and the environment. 

And so that is one formalized mechanism by 

which AECL understands the broad needs, and then through 

guidance letters and other more informal mechanisms 

communicates that to CNL so that they can look to see that 
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their program of work on the ground is responsive to those 

needs. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? You have the final word. 

MR. TURNER: Okay. I think I have a 

couple of questions I'd like to put to AECL. 

Ms Quinn made some comment about the 

science and technology work initiative by the government. 

I don't have the information here and it's not in the 

particular submission because this is a new issue that she 

has just brought up at the present time. 

The question I have for her -- because she 

was at the particular session that I attended and raised 

questions with respect to that. The session was held by 

the board of directors of AECL back in, I can't remember 

the date, and Ms Quinn may be able to give me the date, and 

there are some overheads from a presentation in which there 

were five of these mission statements, or something like 

that. I can't remember the terminology, because, again, I 

don't have that in front of me. 

Two of those particular initiatives stated 

explicitly that one of the critical components/requirements 

was the operation of NRU. So when she talks about the plan 

coming from NRCan, and putting forward this is what AECL is 

going to do, the question I would raise -- and again I 
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don't have the evidence for that, but if you want it I can 

get it for you at some point in time in the future. That 

was the presentation. That was the question that I raised 

at that particular session, and I've never really got a 

good answer to that. 

So I'm not quite sure who's doing what, 

but it doesn't sound to me very well organized. The 

organization: this is the top guy, the government's saying 

this, and AECL is saying this, and CNL is doing something 

else. Like, where's all that...? 

THE PRESIDENT: Let Dr. Quinn try to 

reply. 

MS QUINN: Shannon Quinn for the record. 

So Mr. Turner is referring to the public 

meeting that AECL held back on May 9th of 2017. At that 

meeting there were a broad range of topics that were 

covered. And, indeed, AECL, together with members of its 

board and its senior management team, invited questions on 

any topic that people might be interested in. 

At that time there was a discussion around 

the Federal Nuclear S&T Work Plan and its various 

components. Mr. Turner was referring to the fact that 

under that program there are five identified what we refer 

to as theme areas. Those are, again, in the areas of 

health, safety, security, emergency planning, energy, and 
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the environment. And, indeed, Mr. Turner is right to note 

that in two of those theme areas, particularly energy and 

safety, that the NRU has been identified as being an 

important facility that can be brought to advantage in 

doing the work under those theme areas. 

What was being noted in particular is the 

fact that, because the NRU was already planned to be shut 

down on March 31st of this calendar year, that the 

committees and the governance structure associated with the 

program identified the fact that it would be prudent in the 

two years leading up to that to really focus on getting as 

much value as possible out of that very important research 

tool while it remained available to CNL, AECL, and the 

Government of Canada. And so that's what was really being 

reflected. 

The fact that we identify opportunities to 

use that tool during its remaining life does nothing to 

suggest that CNL and AECL cannot continue to do productive, 

meaningful, important, and indeed necessary nuclear 

research and development to respond to the needs and 

priorities of the Government of Canada. In fact the 

opposite is true. 

And I think the 10-year plan that CNL put 

together in response to the guidance provided by AECL, 

which relies on the input from Natural Resources Canada, is 
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that government department responsible for nuclear policy, 

that actually sets out an exciting and ambitious program of 

work that I am confident will achieve value for Canada and 

deliver meaningful results that will inform not only 

nuclear energy going forward in this country, but also 

medical applications, improvements to the environment, and 

will help Canada fulfill its responsibilities in areas of 

security and non-proliferation. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

I was remiss. I should have given a 

chance to Mr. Kehler to comment on slide 6, where you 

explicitly mention, as the author of this statement. I 

just want to make sure if you want to have any comments on 

this or not. 

MR. KEHLER: Kurt Kehler for the record. 

Let me understand the question. That was 

the quote which was put out; correct? 

THE PRESIDENT: (Off microphone) I think 

you give CNSC a lot more power than it deserves, if I had 

to read it. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MR. KEHLER: And the point of the comment, 

in proposing a new project, is that it's incumbent on the 

licensee to demonstrate that the approach meets all the 

regulatory requirements and is safe. It is really the 
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CNSC's decision to grant the licence. And so within that, 

in granting the licence, they have that authority of 

whether the proponent has been able to demonstrate they 

meet the safety requirements to protect the environment and 

the people and all the regulatory requirements. 

THE PRESIDENT: So that's a good 

clarification, because if you read this verbatim it says 

that CNSC is responsible for long-term safety. I think 

it's -- it's a nuance there that it was shared 

responsibility. The licensee is front safety, if you like, 

operators and they are the regulator, and I don't think 

that comes out in that slide. 

MR. KEHLER: Yeah, taking one statement 

out of context of the whole discussion and presentation can 

sometimes lead to those decisions and assumptions. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. 

You still have the final word, Mr. Turner. 

MR. TURNER: Thank you. Bill Turner for 

the record. 

Okay, with respect to Mr. Kehler's 

statement, what I'm suggesting with that quotation is the 

lack of a proactive approach to long-term safety. Because 

what you should be doing, as a proponent, and I think the 

evidence is in here with respect to the environmental 

assessment, and the activities associated with the 
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environmental assessment, there has been a lot of comments 

on the various websites with the environmental assessments 

that demonstrate explicitly that CNL's approach is not 

proactive. 

For example, as people have already talked 

about, there are IEAE standards with respect to waste 

management, disposal, et cetera. There's a lot of them 

there. And when it comes to those particular facilities 

that CNL is proposing, it says explicitly in some of these 

that entombment is not appropriate way -- the way forward 

for disposal of reactors. That has been pointed out 

several times to CNL through the comment period and CNL has 

ignored it. 

There are other instances which we can 

come up with if you want. There's lots of them out there. 

So the comment with respect to what Mr. 

Kehler has said technically is correct. The CNSC is the 

ultimate ruler. But that's not the issue. The issue is 

CNL has to be proactive such that when the Commission comes 

to make a decision, hey, it's easy, it's a rubber stamp, 

because they've done all this stuff up front. 

They've made sure all the regulations are 

there. They've made sure, for example, that the 

environmental assessment documentation is out there to the 

public. There's no changes that happen somewhere between 
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the beginning of the EA process and when the thing is 

published. 

The example, again, is the presentation in 

Quebec. This is two or three weeks before the end of the 

review period for a particular document, and how is the 

public supposed to review a document under the act when 

they don't have the appropriate information to review it? 

That's the issue. It's not whether the 

CNSC is the ultimate ruler. That betrays a specific way of 

looking at what the CNSCV is all about. 

My contention is CNL is not proactive, and 

this goes back to a question with respect to Mr. Seeley, in 

terms of long-term safety. Unless CNL is proactive in its 

management, then there is a significant long-term risk to 

safety at the Chalk River site. It has to be proactive. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you for those 

comments, and thank you for your presentation. 

I'd like to --

MR. TURNER: Thank you very much for the 

opportunity to vent a little. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: That's alright. 

I'd like to move to the next submission, 

which is an oral presentation from Ms Smith, as outlined in 

CMD 18-H2.22. 

http:18-H2.22
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CMD  18-H2.22  

Oral  presentation  by  Kendra  Smith  

 

 MS  SMITH:   Good  morning.  

 Kendra  Smith  for  the  record.   Thank  you  

for  the  opportunity  to  speak  at  this  hearing.  

 I  strongly  agree  with  other  intervenors  

who  are  recommending  an  extension  of  the  current  licence  

with  all  the  conditions  and  compliance  verification  

criteria  intact.  

 The  CNSC  has  an  immense  responsibility  of  

regulating  the  use  of  nuclear  energy  and  materials  to  

protect  health,  safety,  security,  and  environment.   The  

millions  of  people  who  live  in  the  Ottawa  River  Watershed  

rely  on  you  for  these  protections.  

 In  fact,  our  lives  and  the  aquatic  life  of  

the  river  are  at  stake  and  should  there  be  a  radioactive  

leak  it  is  the  taxpayers  of  Canada  who  bear  the  liability,  

not  CNSC,  not  Canadian  Nuclear  Laboratories,  and  not  the  

for-profit  Canadian  National  Energy  Alliance.  

 I've  got  numerous  concerns  about  the  

amended  and  unprecedented  10-year  licensing.  The  

near-surface  disposal  facility  and  development  of  small  

modular  reactors  are  beyond  the  scope  of  this  hearing,  and  

yet  are  included  in  the  CNL  10-year  plan.   It  seems  like  
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there's an urgency to spend the $1.2 billion awarded. I 

question whose interests is this serving and begs the 

question: did CNSC and CNL collaborate to prepare this 

licence to expediate this 10-year plan? One can easily 

suspect that the near-surface disposal facility and the 

small modular reactors will get rubber-stamp approval of 

their applications despite public hearings. 

Another concern I have are the proposed 

massive changes to the licence, including the removal of 

several hundred verification criteria. Many people 

expressed the concern in their submissions last December, 

to which CNSC Staff responded on January 17th, however this 

radical move toward deregulations remains and other 

presenters will address this in the course of the hearing. 

Some people think that there can be merit 

in the GoCo model; however, it's been a spectacular failure 

in the UK, as anyone who does a Google search on 

"Sellafield GoCo" will quickly ascertain. Whether or not 

the model will be successful in Canada remains to be seen, 

but certainly there's a perception that government is too 

closely aligned with the interests of industry at the 

expense of health and safety of the public. 

There's also the problem in the case of 

the current contractor. The two consortium members have 

been associated with criminal charges and criminal 
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convictions for such things as fraud and bribery. 

Consortium member SNC-Lavalin is barred from bidding on 

contracts funded by the World Bank for 10 years and there 

remain fraud, bribery, and corruption charges that the 

company is facing this year in Canada. 

SaskPower's experience with SNC-Lavalin, 

the Boundary Dam Power Station, particularly concerns me as 

it might relate to the function in Chalk River. 

SNC-Lavalin was contracted to engineer, procure, and build 

the facility. 

SaskPower internal documents revealed that 

there were, “serious design issues resulting in regular 

breakdowns and maintenance problems.” They didn’t have 

the, “will or the ability to fix some of these fundamental 

flaws.” 

In addition to lost sales, SaskPower had 

to pay Cenovus Energy $12 million. These activities, lack 

of ethics, and moral compass make it very difficult for the 

public to trust the current contractor in the COCO model 

and certainly make it seem unwise to extend carte blanche, 

a license for 10 years as your staff is encouraging you to 

do. 

I would now like to draw the 

Commissioners’ attention to the Environmental Assessment 

Report attached to Staff CMD 18-H2. This report is an 
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important first step towards the public discussion of 

environmental remediation priorities at CNL. It contains 

information on locations where the 2400 micrograde per day 

radiation dose limit for impacts on terrestrial bio is 

exceeded. The highest reported exceedance is 44 times the 

limit along the liquid dispersal area NRX pipeline. 

Radiation levels in Waste Management Area A, where the 

damaged core of the NRX reactor from the 1952 meltdown is 

buried, are 28 times the limit. 

Radiation levels in Reactor Pit 2, the 

chemical pit and the laundry pit, are 18, 10 and four times 

the limit respectively. 

In Waste Management Area F where Port Hope 

waste soil was dumped in the 1980s a woodchuck would 

receive a dose three times the limit due to radon 

inhalation in his burrow. 

Radiation doses to alders growing on the 

Ottawa River shoreline near the groundwater discharge areas 

for the NRU plume also exceed the limit. 

The Environmental Assessment Report is 

based on an environmental risk assessment for CRL. 

According to CMD 18-H2 the environmental risk assessment is 

used to, “identify potential adverse environmental 

effects”’ and for, “predicting the magnitude, probability 

and significance of the identified effects on both 
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ecological and human components of the environment.” 

The environmental risk assessment is 

important for assessing the environmental impacts, positive 

and negative, of cleanup activities at CRL. 

The CNSC has a policy described in Reg.Doc 

2.9.1 of conducting environmental assessments under the 

Nuclear Safety and Control Act. According to this policy 

at license application CNSC staff consider all future 

phases of the lifecycle of a nuclear facility. 

During the 10-year license term proposed 

by CNSC staff, CNL intends to carry out many new activities 

at the Chalk River Laboratory site and these may include 

bringing high level waste fuel rods and other wastes from 

federal nuclear sites such as White Shell to Chalk River; 

decommissioning the NRU reactor; constructing and operating 

small modular reactors; constructing and operating the 

so-called near surface disposal facility; constructing and 

operating waste processing and packaging facilities; 

remediating certain contaminated sites including retrieving 

buried waste in contaminated soil and vegetation; 

abandoning nuclear and non-nuclear substances at other 

contaminated sites; and, dismantling liquid radioactive 

waste storage tanks for storage or disposal. 

The Environmental Risk Assessment Report 

appended to CMD 18-H2 largely ignores these activities, 
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most of which are part of the, “future phase,” of the 

so-called lifecycle of the CRL facility. 

I understand this to mean that there is no 

overall comprehensive integrated approach to assessing the 

environmental effects of decommissioning and waste 

management activities at CRL. I think that is 

unacceptable. It calls into question the ability of the 

CNSC to do environmental assessments and to include 

consultations with Indigenous peoples and engagement with 

the public. 

In closing, I believe that a 10-year 

license is not appropriate; that the new proposed license 

should be more stringent, not less stringent than the 

current license; and, that CNSC should proceed cautiously 

until it has determined whether the GoCo model will work in 

Canada or be an abject failure as in the UK. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT : Thank you. 

Questions? 

Member Soliman? 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: I understand that SMR is 

not part of the license, but it is the CNL vision for the 

future. Would you please address the concern about the 

development and this thing of seven new experimental SMR? 

MR.COX: Dave Cox for the record. 
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Before I pass it over to Dr. McCarthy for 

status of our interactions and development around SMR it is 

correctly identified that it is one of our seven 

initiatives under Science and Technology. We did issue an 

expression of interest publicly and engaged very openly on 

dialogue around SMRs, so it is an active area. We have 

identified it in our Commission Member Document but not as 

a project that’s being brought forward at this point for 

licensing, and I just want to emphasize that if in the 

future there was such a proposal it would be brought 

forward and reviewed and subject to its own licensing 

process. So it is not part of the license renewal 

application but a separate proposal yet to be brought 

forward if indeed it does come forward. 

Over to Dr. McCarthy. 

DR. McCARTHY: Cathy McCarthy for the 

record. 

I think that Dave covered it well. If 

there is additional information that you would like around 

what we are doing from a Science and Technology point of 

view as we pursue that I would be happy to provide it. 

THE PRESIDENT: So maybe you can 

elaborate. 

The intervenor talked about all those 

future activities that she believes do not get 
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environmental scrutiny, so can CNSC speak to that? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So we would disagree with that statement. 

I think any project is looked at with an integrated view of 

the environment, and I will ask our colleagues from the 

Environmental Protection Group to speak to the process as 

well, because the intervenor mentioned our regulatory 

document and the policy by which we look at the environment 

under the NSCA. 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker for the record. 

I am the Director General for the 

Directorate of Environmental and Radiation Protection. 

I will ask our colleagues in Ottawa in the 

Environmental Assessment Group to talk more specifically 

about environmental assessments that are done under own 

Act, but certainly any project that would come forward over 

the 10-year term should it be on the prescribed list of 

projects would be conducted under the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment legislation prior to a licensing 

decision. 

So there’s three projects going on that 

are CNL projects dealing with waste as current examples, 

and we do look under our own legislation should a project 

not be on the prescribed list to be conducted under 

Canadian Environmental Assessment legislation that would be 
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looked at under our own legislation. And we do look at the 

lifecycle of the project from initiation through to 

decommissioning. So I would ask our colleagues to follow 

through on that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ottawa? 

Anybody? 

DR. DUCROS: Yes, Dr. Caroline Ducros, I’m 

the Director of the Environmental Assessment Division for 

the record. 

Yes, so just looking at the Year-end of 

the NSCA, in the context, it is written in accordance with 

REGDOC 2.9.1 as the intervenor mentioned, and it very much 

follows the fact that we have an environmental protection 

framework that is applicable to CNSC as a lifecycle 

regulator, which means we have continuous oversight and 

compliance verification throughout the whole process. 

The EA report that is appended to the CMD 

takes into consideration several documents; some of it does 

relate to past performance but not all. So, it includes 

the Site-line Environmental Risk Assessment which is a risk 

assessment that has to be updated every five years, and 

takes into consideration any proposed activities on a site, 

if there are any activities being proposed. So there is a 

predictive element to it. 

It also takes into consideration 
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activities that are within this next 10-year licensing 

basis because, as is noted by Mr. Leclair in the opening 

address, no changes to authorized activities are requested 

in this licensing hearing. 

Another aspect of the Environmental 

Assessment Report is the annual Environmental Monitoring 

Report; Licensee’s Environmental Protection Programs; the 

results of previous Environmental Assessment Studies which 

includes predictive elements; Regional Monitoring 

Initiatives that are currently taking place, so new data 

that we have gathered from regional studies from other 

governing bodies; compliance verification activities 

including inspections and audit reviews that are conducted 

at the CRL site, and the findings of the CNSC's Independent 

Environmental Monitoring Program. 

A key element in terms of the 

predictability and the predictions for the lifecycle of the 

facility is how we use the preliminary decommissioning plan 

in an Environmental Assessment Report, so the EA report 

includes a high level qualitative assessment of the 

proposed preliminary decommissioning plan, and through the 

office of the PDP or the Preliminary Decommissioning Plan 

staff can provide a high level assessment of how the 

project and the environment interactions will change over 

time. However, having said that, every time there is a 
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license amendment or a license renewal if it isn’t a 

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act EA there will be an 

update of the EA report, so it is really a lifecycle 

approach with the ability to change and adapt if we seek 

inspections or any other monitoring results that there is a 

need to apply adaptive management. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? 

Dr. McEwan? 

MEMBER McEWAN: So I just want to go back 

to your comment in your second paragraph, the proposed 

license is less stringent. We have had two very long 

discussions, one this morning and one last night around the 

way in which the license is now being constructed to 

provide greater clarity. Were those conversations helpful? 

Do you feel that they provided you with some sense that in 

fact the regulatory regime has not changed and that the 

inspection framework remains robust? 

MS SMITH: I think that there has 

certainly been a lot of discussion. I haven't -- I didn't 

hear all of the discussions and there are rebuttals on both 

sides. It certainly sounds -- you know, it certainly 

sounds like a lot of these things are being addressed and 

certainly take that into consideration as part of the -- as 

part of the general public. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 

 I  still  have  my  doubts  about  how  this  

process  will  continue.  

 MEMBER  McEWAN:   Certainly  it  may  be  

helpful  -- I  mean  the  transcript  will  be  available  to  sort  

of  read  through,  particularly,  I  think,  the  two  long  

sessions  that  we  went  through  it,  just  to  help  you  sort  of  

develop  an  opinion.  

 We  will  be  doing  our  reports  every  year,  

so  please  make  sure  you  follow  those.  

 MS  SMITH:   Well,  I  think  it's  very  

important  to  keep  the  general  public  informed  and  being  

able  to  consult  with  you  and  give  you  feedback,  and  to  be  

listened  to.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Annually  you  can  actually  

watch  us  on  a  computer.   You  don't  have  to  walk  up  to  the  

room.   On  an  annual  basis  there  is  going  to  be  an  update.  

 And  if  you  have  any  concerns  you  can  

always  -- you  don't  even  have  to  wait.   You  can  actually  

write  and  seek  information.   The  CNSC  try  to  be  very  open  

and  transparent.  

 Questions,  Mr.  Seeley...?  

 MEMBER  SEELEY:   Perhaps  just  a  

clarification.  

 Ms  Smith  had  referenced  a  number  of  

exceedances  in  her  submission  which  was  verbal  and  
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something we didn't get in advance around environment 

limits. I think some of those are historical activities on 

the site. 

So perhaps an opportunity for staff who 

conducted the EA work to comment on that, and provide maybe 

some context and/or more information around those. 

THE PRESIDENT: And maybe it would also be 

a good time to hear from -- I think we still have 

Environment Canada online, and maybe they can give an 

overall assessment on their perception of the state of 

health of the environment of the CNL facility. 

So why don't we start with staff? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So as noted, because the site is a 

historic site and there have been a lot of monitoring and 

measuring, there is a wealth of data and trends that are 

being looked at. So I will ask our colleagues in the 

environmental protection group to speak to some of the 

specific concerns about radionuclides that potentially are 

in the environment and the effects that that has had at the 

Chalk River site. 

MR. McALLISTER: Good morning, Andrew 

McAllister, Director in the Environmental Risk Assessment 

Division. 

The intervenor raised a number of concerns 
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from the environmental risk assessment which had identified 

you know certain receptors that may receive radiological 

doses exceeding benchmarks or certain risk quotients. In 

that documentation we tried to capture some of that within 

our EA report. It came from the environmental risk 

assessment division. You know, looking at that in a more 

holistic context, we were looking at these exceedances from 

the perspective of their being very localized. 

And in a risk assessment context, the 

approach to addressing these is when you get that 

certain -- an exceedance of some sort or you're above the 

risk quotient of one. The next step is, okay, we need to 

look at this into more detail. What does that mean? 

We take some comfort in that these were 

very sort of localized as far as space goes. There was --

the woodchuck was mentioned as an example associated for a 

particular waste management area. 

What CNL had done in their risk assessment 

in their recommendations and ones that they are following 

through on and are reported on annually in their 

environmental monitoring reports is they said for those 

instances where we were having those exceedances we are 

going to investigate them further. We are going to do the 

appropriate additional monitoring or what have you, in 

order to get a better handle on what that is. 
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The results of that are then going to feed 

back into the next version of the environmental risk 

assessment which is due later this year. That's an 

acceptable approach to CNSC. It's consistent with the CSA 

standard too at 8.6 and risk assessment methodology in 

general. 

THE PRESIDENT: But she did mention the 

NRX, which if I understand correctly, is still a legacy 

from previous work. So I understand the process. What I 

mean to state is, so what's the remediation? 

MR. COX: David Cox for the record, before 

I turn it over to George Dolinar, for additional details to 

give the proper context. 

First of all, NRX, yes, is part of legacy 

remediation that we recognize. 

CNL has an extremely well-characterized 

evaluation of our environment. We do a lot of sampling and 

monitoring. So some of the localized concentrations that 

are noted are very well understood and characterized and 

form the basis for a very comprehensive environmental risk 

assessment which is the evaluation under discussion. So 

it's comprehensive and it's based on extremely well 

characterized data. 

I'll turn it over to George to provide 

additional comment on some of the details around the issues 
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that were noted. 

MR. DOLINAR: George Dolinar for the 

record, Director of Radiation Protection and Environmental 

Protection and Dosimetry, CNL. 

So I just want to make a couple of points 

regarding our environmental risk assessment. So we have a 

current, an up-to-date environmental risk assessment which 

notes several of the items that were mentioned by the 

intervenor. So these are available to the public. 

We post a summary of the ERA on our 

website. We also make the entire contents of the ERA 

available through our environmental stewardship council. 

We have done that in the past. We also make it available 

upon request. So this is not something that is not known 

by us or by the public. 

I will mention a couple of things with 

respect to the recommendations. So the ERA report that we 

have culminated in a series of recommendations, as was 

characterized by the CNSC staff. These recommendations 

focus on very localized areas. They don't deal with 

population level effects to biota. They deal with effects 

to the individual members of a species, as opposed to a 

population level on the Chalk River site. So those two 

factors, you know, I think should add some context to what 

the ERA points to. 
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The ERA culminated in 10 recommendations. 

All of those are being acted on. In some cases it's more 

information like more sampling. In some cases it's 

actually determining whether that particular species might 

be present. 

So for example, the risk quotient method 

that's used, you know, assumes that a more sensitive 

species is in that area and, therefore, this would be the 

risk quotient that they would experience. So in several 

instances, one of the recommendations points to determining 

whether that species that is actually present in that area 

would be subject to those conditions. 

I will just carry on to the NRX plume that 

was mentioned. So the NRX plume originates from the NRX 

rod bays. The plume is -- primarily strontium-90 is the 

contaminant that has migrated away from the rod bays. 

At the leading edge of that plume, and 

this is on the Chalk River site, so it's -- the comparator 

that we used is drinking water levels. So the important 

thing to note is that no one is using the water from that 

plume for direct drinking water. 

The concentrations at the leading edge of 

that plume are approximately 30 Becquerels per litre. The 

drinking water standard, which is what we use for the point 

of comparison, in this instance is 5 Becquerels per litre. 
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So we exceed the drinking water standard but this plume is 

not -- you know, is on a licensed site and it's not subject 

to use as drinking water. 

As was noted, it is well characterized. 

Part of our groundwater monitoring program includes 

periodic updates of plumes on the Chalk River site. We 

have several. It was noted during one of the intervenor 

presentations yesterday. 

So all of these plumes are subject to 

periodic updates. These periodic updates are fairly 

detailed and elaborate efforts to ensure that the extent of 

the plume has not changed significantly. This is both in 

lateral extent as well as vertical in the aquifers but this 

is also supplemented on an annual basis. So these periodic 

updates of the plumes are, you know, between five and 10 

years, depending on the nature of the plume. But we also 

sample those on an annual basis and confirm that there is 

nothing unusual happening. 

So that would be how I would characterize 

the NRX rod bay plume. So we can predict you know what's 

happening with that plume. It is well characterized. The 

information from that is fed over to the waste management 

organization which includes an environment remediation 

group which assesses the risks associated with these 

different areas in the Chalk River site and determines an 
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appropriate path forward for them. 

I believe yesterday Kurt Kehler mentioned 

a little bit about that process. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Environment Canada, do you want to add 

anything to this? Is Environment Canada still online? 

MR. KIM: Yes, this is Duck Kim with 

Environment and Climate Change Canada. Thank you very much 

for the opportunity to say a couple words. 

Environment Canada has and continues to 

engage with Chalk River and they are under a mandate and 

also under the Memorandum of Understanding with the CNSC. 

We have reviewed the environmental risk 

assessment and we do note that there are some concerns 

regarding the contaminant sites, the plumes associated with 

the reactor pits and the chemical pit, A and B, and the 

resulting plumes that is entering the wetlands. 

We do also appreciate and want to 

acknowledge that CNL, and previously AECL, have committed 

to and continues to work on remediation measures such as 

reactive barriers and pump and treat systems to mitigate 

for the contaminant plumes, radiological as well as 

chemical plumes that is flowing towards the wetlands. We 

do look forward to the future iteration of the 

environmental risk assessment to look at the performance of 
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these measures. 

One thing that we'd like to note though is 

in relation to SARA species, the types of SARA species that 

might be affected by these plumes are -- generally there is 

mitigation measures that are being proposed and working, 

but for SARA species, those that might be threatened such 

as the Blanding's Turtle, that may occur in those wetlands 

would need -- because Chalk River is a federal site and 

would be subject to the Species at Risk Act, and therefore 

individual -- so impacts on the individual organisms and 

frequented habitats are subject to the Act. 

There is some information that we 

understand is forthcoming to understand better where these 

habitats are and whether these plumes might be directly 

impacting on those species like the Blanding's Turtle, and 

we look forward to seeing those results, the findings of 

those results in the next ERA. But, certainly that is 

these threatened species on our radar. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Anybody, any question? 

MEMBER SEELEY: Maybe just another point 

for clarification. 

So with respect to activities on the site 

to improve environmental mitigation that CNL has undertaken 

in the past three years, and we know that it's part of the 
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primary mandate going forward of the licence, it might be 

worth just commenting on activities to date that have been 

undertaken for improved environmental performance and 

mitigation of some of these legacy contamination issues. 

MR. KEHLER: Kurt Kehler for the record. 

I'll just point out a couple of projects 

underway, for NRX plumes specifically. Just last fall we 

finished draining all the water out of the NRX rod bays and 

have sealed those rod bays at this point. So there is no 

more source contamination for that plume onsite at this 

point in time. 

For instance, on the pump and treat 

facilities we are just currently finishing the expansion of 

the Spring B pump and treat facility out of waste 

management area B to enhance or increase our mitigative 

measures on that strontium-90 plume coming from that area. 

So as we get the results from the 

environmental protection group and we look at the potential 

issues, we develop projects to put together mitigation 

measures and put them in place in the field to control the 

contamination. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

You have the final word. Anything else 

you want to share with us? 

MS SMITH: No, I appreciate everybody's 
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comments.   It  just  brings  to  light  the  seriousness  of  the  

environmental  issues.   I  am  not  familiar  with  the  federal  

regulation  but  -- the  law  -- but  just  because  a  species  may  

not  be  covered  under  a  federal  law  it  doesn't  mean  that  you  

shouldn't  take  action.   Certainly,  I  look  forward  for  you  

doing  the  best  that  you  can  do  to  remediate  the  situation.  

 Thank  you  for  the  opportunity.  

 THE  PRESIDENT:   Thank  you.   Thank  you  very  

much.  

 So  I  think  it's  a  good  time  for  us  to  take  

a  break  for  15  minutes.   We  will  be  back  at  11:10.  

 

--- Upon  recessing  at  10:53  a.m.  /  

    Suspension  à  10  h  53  

--- Upon  resuming  at  11:16  a.m.  /  

    Reprise  à  11  h  16  

 

 MR.  LEBLANC:   Yes,  we  are  ready  to  resume.   

Please  take  your  seats.  

 We  have  two  interventions  that  will  be  

conducted  in  French  before  lunch.   So  if  anyone  needs  

interpretation  devices,  they  are  available  at  the  back  of  

the  room.  

 So  Secretariat  staff  has  a  number  of  them.   

I  think  we  have  50  interpretation  devices.  
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The live channel is at 0, 1 in English and 

2 is in French. 

So just be forewarned so you don’t have to 

rush to the back in the middle of those presentations. 

Thank you. 

Mr. President. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

So we will move now to the next 

submission, which is an oral presentation by the Canadian 

Nuclear Association, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.19. 

I understand, Mr. Coupland, you will make 

the presentation. The floor is yours. 

CMD 18-H2.19 

Oral presentation by 

Canadian Nuclear Association 

MR. COUPLAND: Thank you, President Binder 

and Commissioners. 

My name is Steve Coupland and I am the 

Director of Regulatory and Environmental Affairs for the 

Canadian Nuclear Association. 

I appreciate the opportunity to say a few 

words in support of the Canadian Nuclear Laboratories’ 

application for a ten-year operating licence renewal for 

http:18-H2.19
http:18-H2.19
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the Chalk River facility. 

You have already received our written 

comments on behalf of the CNA and its members and I just 

want to briefly expand on some of the key points addressed 

in our letter, in particular CNL’s commitment to safety, 

the environment and community involvement. 

Like all members of the Canadian nuclear 

industry, CNL is committed to safe, clean and reliable 

operation of its facilities. 

In our industry this means not accepting 

the status quo but continually working toward improvement 

in safety programs. Continuous improvement is one of the 

core values of the Canadian nuclear industry. 

The CNA, we firmly believe that the best 

indicator of future performance is past performance, which 

is why it’s important to note that the nuclear laboratories 

and facilities at Chalk River have operated safely 

throughout the current licence period. 

This proven track record gives us great 

confidence that CNL will continue to have an outstanding 

safety record. 

CNL’s safety performance is rooted in a 

strong nuclear safety culture. This strong nuclear safety 

culture is evident in all CNL nuclear related operations, 

including the Chalk River facility which we are examining 
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today. 

Safety is the number one priority and 

Chalk River Laboratories has maintained an outstanding 

radiological and conventional safety record. 

The licence application and supporting 

documentation that you have already seen testified to that 

unrelenting safety commitment and performance record, 

whether it’s in the handling of waste or the operation of 

its Class I or Class II facilities. 

Effective safety communication, clear 

accountabilities and continuous learning and training are 

just some of the key approaches that CNL uses to ensure its 

safety performance continues to improve. 

Internal audits, industry benchmarking and 

the use of CNSC audits are some of the key methods to track 

and measure CNL’s safety performance. 

I think a clear example of this continuous 

improvement is the significant decrease in the frequency 

and severity of lost time accidents throughout the course 

of the current licence. 

Due to the strong safety culture, the 

continuous improvement and commitment to all aspects of 

safety throughout the organization, I believe the Canadian 

public should have the highest confidence that the Chalk 

River Laboratories’ impressive safety record will continue. 
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Turning now to environmental stewardship, 

I would like to draw your attention briefly to some of the 

improvements made by CNL in the most recent licence period 

in emissions reductions, environmental protection and 

operational reliability. 

Chalk River Laboratories meets the ISO’s 

environmental management system ISO14001, the 2004 

standard, and it will move to the new 2015 standard over 

the course of the licence. 

This is the internationally recognized 

environmental management system. 

The environmental protection program that 

CNL employs identifies all effluent, environmental and 

groundwater emissions. Programs are in place to monitor 

all releases and ensure that they are well below the 

applicable limits. These programs identify, control and 

monitor the releases of pollutants, including radioactive 

and hazardous substances. 

Through such scrupulous attention to 

impact and detail CNL ensures that all systems and 

equipment at the Chalk River lab operate on ALARA principle 

to minimize radiological impact to employees and the 

environment. 

CNL’s radiation protection program has 

undergone continuous monitoring and improvement over the 
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course of the licence, including a WANO peer review in 

2013, as well as other internal and external audits. 

CNL’s fact-based engineering approach to 

environmental impact mitigation and the enhancement of its 

monitoring mechanisms have resulted in the reduction of 

pollutants over the course of the current licence. That’s 

a trend that CNL plans to continue throughout the new 

licence period. 

As the second-largest employer in Renfrew 

County, providing 2,800 direct jobs, CNL is committed to 

public communication and community engagement. It 

encourages its employees to play active roles and 

contribute to the community. 

CNL’s employees have raised over $100,000 

in 2016 for Renfrew County organizations, in addition to 

CNL’s sponsorship programs. 

As we heard yesterday, CNL has an active 

public information program, including the distribution of a 

bilingual newsletter to 50,000 homes and an active social 

media campaign. 

It also has an active education program 

with local schools, and its 2017 Open House welcomed over 

1,700 visitors. 

CNL is dedicated to its mission of 

conducting vital research in nuclear science and 
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technology, protecting the Canadian environment, pioneering 

advanced medical treatment solutions, managing Canada’s 

nuclear liabilities and providing the world with 

sustainable energy solutions. 

The Chalk River site is an integral part 

of this mission. The site has been operational for more 

than six decades. In that time it has earned the 

reputation of being a world-class centre of excellence in 

nuclear research. 

CNL is committed to ensuring the Chalk 

River Laboratories continue to play that vital role for 

Canada, and the CNA is excited and supportive of CNL’s new 

vision for the site. 

I would also like, if I might, just read 

into the record. I have a note from our President, John 

Barrett, who is unable to be here in person today, but he 

asked me to add a few words to underline the strategic 

importance of CNL as seen from an international 

perspective. 

As many of you know, Dr. Barrett was 

Canada’s Ambassador to the International Atomic Energy 

Agency and he had the privilege of chairing the IAEA’s 

Board of Governors. He witnessed firsthand the role played 

by CNL, universally known as Chalk River, in underpinning 

Canada’s credibility and interest in very important foreign 
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policy in international security issues. 

Canada’s interventions on Iran’s nuclear 

program, North Korea’s non-proliferation and other key 

issues receive attention from all countries around the IAEA 

table and Board of Governors. 

This is because the countries know that 

the facts Canada presents, the analyses and the R&D were 

produced by the experts at Canada’s nuclear laboratories at 

Chalk River. 

Everyone knows Chalk River and everyone 

respects its expertise. It is “the jewel in the crown” for 

Canada, encapsulating our nuclear history, competence, 

credibility in matters relating to nuclear technology. It 

gives Canada heft and influence on a range of interests far 

beyond science and technology alone. 

That’s why CNL Chalk River is a strategic 

asset for Canada and Canadians should recognize it as such. 

In summary, CNL’s commitment to excellence 

and safety and environmental protection, as well as its 

actual operational performance at the Chalk River site over 

the course of the current licence period demonstrates that 

CNL is qualified to implement the activities outlined in 

the application. 

If I might just in closing, I would like 

to offer a personal observation. 
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As I read some of the interventions and 

listened to some of the comments, I was struck by the old 

Yogi Berra quote: It’s déjà vu all over again. 

While I am here representing the CAN, as 

some of you may know, I’m a Bruce Power employee. And many 

of the concerns that were raised about CNL’s new approach, 

the fears of profit before safety, the leadership not 

understanding the community, those were the very same 

comments that were made in Bruce County some 16 years ago. 

And I know when you go to Bruce County in 

May for their licence hearing, you’re not going to hear 

those comments. In fact, you will hear the opposite. 

I just raise that because I’m very 

confident that when we come back in three or four years, 

you won’t hear any of those comments here either. 

The transition from a Crown corporation to 

a private sector operated model is a change. And like all 

change, it can be difficult. But it’s not a new change for 

the nuclear industry in Canada. It’s one that we’ve done 

very successfully, and I have great confidence that it will 

be done that way here as well. 

I would also like to say on behalf of the 

CNA, that CNL is a very active member of the CNA. We have 

had an opportunity to meet and talk with the CNL 

leadership, hear their plans to revitalize the site. And I 
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can tell you that not only the CNA but the entire Canadian 

nuclear industry is pretty excited by CNL’s plans. We are 

very supportive of their plans and we are looking forward 

to Chalk River continuing to play the vital role it has 

always played in our nuclear industry. 

In summary, the Canadian Nuclear 

Association is pleased to support CNL’s application for a 

ten-year licence for the continued operation of the Chalk 

River Laboratories. 

I would like to thank the Commission for 

the opportunity to present our views and am happy to take 

any questions you might have. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? 

Dr. McEwan? 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you. 

So one of the recurring themes through a 

lot of the intervention is the changing format of the 

licence, with the licence Licence Conditions Handbook and 

then the underpinning regulations. 

Do you have any thoughts on the impact 

that might have on CNSC’s ability to be an effective 

regulator? 

MR. COUPLAND: I don’t see that it’s going 
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to have any impact on CNSC’s ability to be an effective 

regulator. 

I mean, at the CNA we’re not a licensee. 

But in interaction with our members it’s been pretty clear 

that they believe the move to a clearer, more concise 

Licence Conditions Handbook is a beneficial move. It 

clarifies some of the potential for confusion. 

As Robin Manley said yesterday, generally 

I think it would actually improve the regulation and the 

oversight. 

THE PRESIDENT: You said you worked at 

Bruce. Bruce has been on the LCH now for –- help me. 

MR. COUPLAND: 2009? Yes. I mean, we are 

very supportive of the improvements that are being made in 

terms of streamlining and clarifying the Licence Conditions 

Handbook. 

It’s a continuous program. It was a new 

program a decade or so ago and we’ve made steps to clarify 

and improve it. And I think it’s working. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? 

Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for the 

intervention. 

I was reading your letter. So you 
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represent 100 members representing over 70,000 Canadians 

employed directly or indirectly in energy and nuclear. 

MR. COUPLAND: Correct. 

MEMBER DEMETER: So the unit of membership 

is the organization, as I understand 100. 

MR. COUPLAND: Yes. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Do you have a mechanism 

to get feedback and interact with one layer down, the 

employees? 

Is there some kind of –- like can an 

individual join CNA or does it have to be an organization? 

MR. COUPLAND: No. CNA is the industry 

association, so its membership are companies. 

Our board is made up of senior executives 

from our various members. 

We have an annual conference where we have 

eight or 900 attendees. We do a number of other activities 

that interact with various members of the companies. 

But the sort of direct individual 

membership is more through the CNS, the Canadian Nuclear 

Society. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Okay. 

What I was going to see was whether you 

had an opportunity to gauge labour response to change and 

management structure. And since you have a broad base of 
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industries that you work with, whether you had any 

reflections or comments on a lot of the discussions 

happened around management structure changes through the 

GoCo Model and your perspective based on the broader 

picture of how that fits in with the industry standard. 

MR. COUPLAND: I mean, changes of 

executives in companies happen all the time. There are 

change procedures for those that have licences in terms of 

maintaining those licences. And that’s a reoccurring 

thing. 

Our unions are members of the CNA as well. 

I have not had nor heard of any direct complaints or 

concerns about changes. 

You know, you hear the usual well, he was 

a great guy, too bad he’s retired or moved on. But there 

have been no concerns in terms of -– I have not heard any 

concerns about safety or operations through changes of 

senior executives, no. 

THE PRESIDENT: Questions? No questions? 

I have one question because in your 

submission you mention the WANO peer review of 2013, which 

triggered in my mind a question to CNL. 

Are you planning to do more of those 

international peer reviews? You are going through some 

interesting changes. Are you looking for benchmarking and 
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getting some advice from the international community in 

some sort of a peer review process? 

And I don’t know if you remember. 2013 is 

a while back. But was the WANO exercise useful? 

MR. COX: David Cox, for the record. 

Yes, the WANO exercise was useful. The 

WANO review and our participation in WANO was through the 

NRU reactor specifically, which was unique in the sense 

that as a research reactor, there really aren’t many other 

research reactors in the world who are members of WANO. 

But we chose to do that because of the 

strong influence that it would derive in terms of improving 

safety culture and improving work practices and really 

learning from others in the power reactor community. 

With NRU shutting down, we don’t 

anticipate further reviews of that type. But we continue 

to stay on top of operating experience, like the experience 

we were retaining through WANO, through our membership in 

the CANDU Owners Group, which has a membership in INPO WANO 

and disseminates that same information that we would 

otherwise benefit from. We get it through COG. 

That was one of the criteria in terms of 

our decision about ways to stay in touch with that 

important operating experience from others, because it’s 

essential to improving and moving forward. 
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We do a lot of work to benchmark from 

other organizations as well. So we spend a lot of time 

benchmarking, for example, Department of Energy national 

laboratory best practices. 

I know Mark Lesinski and Kevin Daniels, 

Kevin will want to describe some of the benchmarking we do 

there. 

So it’s not through WANO anymore but 

through other peer group organizations from which we can 

continue to learn and share best practices. 

MR. LESINSKI: Mark Lesinski, for the 

record. 

Yes, we are going to be stepping out of 

WANO because the reactor will be closing down. There is a 

hefty membership that you have to pay. 

COG actually does a lot of the things that 

we were getting from WANO that we can do to carry on with 

some of our behaviours that we have at the site. 

From a benchmarking standpoint, though, 

that is something that we are doing constantly. And 

actually that’s one of the benefits of a GoCo approach. 

You come ready-made with many connections internationally 

when you have individuals who have worked in several 

different countries in different sites and have seen things 

that are great and have seen things that are not so hot. 
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So by having those connections and by 

having the ability to take our staff and share the 

experiences at those different sites, or just being able to 

have that idea, we’re doing benchmarking constantly to see 

that we are performing up to snuff or world class, and 

then, how do we improve and what's the best ideas out there 

for a particular area that we have. 

We have many examples, but you probably 

want to get out by midnight. 

THE PRESIDENT: I just thought that waste 

management is such a hot topic on the international 

scene --

MR. LESINSKI: Yeah, yeah. 

THE PRESIDENT: -- that you may want to 

consider whether IAEA or CNEA can help. 

MR. LESINSKI: Absolutely. Absolutely on 

that point, Dr. Binder. We're also trying to, you know, 

get some of the folks that are concerned about some of this 

to go and see examples in the waste area that we have 

witnessed in the past, that we have managed, we have 

experienced on how we're approaching our waste at the site 

because there are different ideas out there. Time moves 

on. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any questions? 
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Okay. Thank you. Anything, last 

thoughts? 

MR. COUPLAND: The only thing I'm going to 

say as a last thought is I think it's a -- CNA thinks it's 

a very exciting time here at Chalk River. We're very 

excited about some of the innovations that -- sorry? 

THE PRESIDENT: Is the CNA membership at 

large investing in the research facility? 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: You don't have to answer. 

MR. COUPLAND: Good. 

But we are very excited about the approach 

that CNL's taken, some of the innovative ideas that we're 

looking forward to and we're quite looking forward to 

things moving forward and we'd strongly support and 

encourage a 10-year licence so they can move on. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

I'd like to move now to the next 

submission which is an oral presentation from Ms Dexter as 

outlined in CMD 18-H2.25. 

Ms Dexter, the floor is yours. 

http:18-H2.25
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CMD 18-H2.25 

Oral presentation by Cheslee Dexter 

MS DEXTER: Thank you. 

Good day, everyone. My name is Cheslee 

Dexter. I'd like to welcome you all today to join me to 

make space for Spirit, to make space for heart, that in the 

midst of this hearing some good prayers may be made and 

these prayers will be heard. 

Would that we will remember in the midst 

of all of this that we are all responsible for the 

well-being of our waters which have already been so 

compromised, including those ones who flow beneath and 

alongside Chalk River Laboratories, the rivers that flow 

continually to these parts and disperse to all sorts of 

communities, all sorts of beings. 

We do not need any more experimentation. 

We do not need any more radioactive waste. We need clean 

water. 

This is a prayer -- this is a song which 

comes from the collaboration of Doreen Day with her 

grandson, Maskunz (ph) Little Elk. I learned this prayer 

within the sacred water circle in the Gojawanan (ph), 

Peterborough. 

--- (Song in Native language) 

http:18-H2.25
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MS DEXTER: I implore you, the Members of 

this Commission, and all people in this room to pay proper 

respect to the traditional peoples of these lands and 

waters, in solidarity, en solidarité, with all that is 

truly life-affirming. 

Thank you. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any questions? Any particular question? 

So, maybe that's a good time to actually 

get a little status on the drinking water around the 

facility. 

Maybe we can start with CNSC. Just share 

with us some of your measurement on the quality of the 

water around the facilities. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

I'll maybe give a brief intro as our 

colleagues in Environmental Protection get prepared to 

answer the question specifically. 

As outlined in CNSC staff's CMDs, all 

levels of contaminants, whether they be radiological or 

hazardous, are below the drinking water quality guidelines. 

So with that, our colleagues in 

Environmental Assessment can share their assessment and 

their sampling of the water. 
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MS SAUVÉ: Kiza Sauvé, I'm the Director of 

the Health, Science and Environmental Compliance Division. 

I'm going to start with our independent 

environmental monitoring program. And in our independent 

environmental monitoring program, which we've completed at 

the Chalk River sites in 2012, 2013 and 2015 where we've 

done surface water monitoring near -- in publicly 

accessible areas near the Chalk River site, we do compare 

our results to the drinking water guidelines and our 

results are all below -- I think the highest result was 

about 15 becquerels per litre and the drinking water 

guideline is 7,000 becquerels per litre, keeping in mind 

that these water samples aren't expected to be drank, we're 

not a lab that accredits drinking water results. 

We also -- in the Environmental Assessment 

Report that we provided to the Commission included some 

regional monitoring results. So, these are drinking water 

results from drinking water plants near the Chalk River 

facility and I can get those exact numbers from our 

Environmental Assessment Report. 

So, we're looking -- by looking at these 

numbers it's another layer of compliance, this informs our 

compliance monitoring program. So, as we were discussing 

earlier, we do have inspections, we do have other ways as 

well of confirming that the environmental protection 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

         

         

    

          

   

          

       

       

          

         

       

         

      

          

        

         

        

            

    

      

   

         

    

        

          

118 

programs at the Chalk River facility are functioning as 

expected and that the protection of people and the 

environment continues to occur. 

THE PRESIDENT: CNL, do you want to add 

anything to that? 

MR. COX: So, David Cox for the record. 

So, CNL takes very seriously our 

responsibility for protecting all elements of the 

environment. The Ottawa River is very special to the 

people who work and live around the Chalk River 

Laboratories, including our numerous employees and their 

families. So, we do take it very seriously. 

We have an extensive environmental 

monitoring program. The health of the river is well 

documented in our annual submissions from our monitoring 

reports, and I'll note that proposed activities in the 

proposed licence period would further improve and lessen 

the impact -- the small impact that we have on the river 

and the surrounding environment. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you very much for 

your intervention and prayer. 

I think it's incumbent on the Commission 

to take your comments seriously because we, as well, have 
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to make a deliberation on the safety case for the 

environment, including drinking water and we, as well, have 

to deal with the legacy issues which we're trying to clean 

up and still ensure. 

So, I wanted to give you some feedback, 

and as Commissioners we look at this very seriously and we 

look at all the monitoring and the impact of the legacy 

issues to ensure that the safety case is being made and I 

appreciate your expressions to us. 

THE PRESIDENT: So, any final thoughts you 

want to share with us? 

MS DEXTER: Thank you. 

Yes. I guess I would say with all due 

respect that I don't carry a great deal of faith in these 

comments, in these words that you are offering, saying that 

the waters are safe, that the waters are safe for drinking. 

You speak about expectations for safety. 

I also have expectations and I know many folks who have 

expectations of their own for the safeties of the water. 

And my personal expectations are absolutely no radioactive 

waste, no nuclear waste whatsoever in the water. 

So, those are my expectations. And I 

implore you to expand your hearts and expand your minds to 

the possibility that you may, in fact, not be the people 

most qualified to protect the waters and that you, 
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nonetheless, have a responsibility to attempt to do so. 

Yeah. I pray that we will all proceed 

with the utmost integrity and realize that these decisions 

reverberate for eternity. You know, this isn't about 

profit, this isn't about jobs. This is about a beautiful 

earth, this is about beautiful plants, beautiful medicine, 

beautiful people, this is about being healthy and this is 

about life. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Thank you for 

the intervention. 

Le prochain mémoire sera présenté par le 

Ralliement contre la pollution radioactive et Stop Oléoduc 

Outaouais, tel qu’indiqué dans le document CMD 18-H2.14. 

Je crois que Monsieur Gilles Provost fera 

cette présentation. Vous avez la parole. 

CMD 18-H2.14 

Présentation orale du 

Ralliement contre la pollution radioactive 

et Stop Oléoduc Outaouais 

M. PROVOST : Bonjour, Messieurs et 

Mesdames les Commissaires. Donc, je me nomme Gilles 

Provost. Je suis porte-parole du Ralliement contre la 

http:18-H2.14
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pollution radioactive. C'est un ralliement qui a été mis 

sur pied dans la région de Montréal en réaction au projet 

de dépotoir radioactif à flanc de colline du gouvernement 

canadien, et c'est à la lumière de cette expérience, de 

notre engagement dans ce domaine-là, que nous avons évalué 

le renouvellement de permis de Chalk River. 

Mon compagnon ici, monsieur Réal Lalande, 

est porte-parole de Stop Oléoduc Outaouais, qui s'intéresse 

comme nous à l'impact sanitaire et environnemental des 

déchets radioactifs dans le bassin de la rivière Outaouais 

ainsi qu'à l'impact du déclassement des installations de 

Chalk River. 

Jusqu'à maintenant nous avons eu 

énormément de difficultés à obtenir des réponses à nos 

questions, et c'est pourquoi notre présentation ce matin 

parlera presque uniquement du manque de transparence des 

Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens et du manque de 

transparence de votre propre Commission. 

Tous les projets menés à Chalk River 

depuis 1944 ont été faits par le gouvernement fédéral au 

nom de tous les Canadiens, francophones et anglophones, 

d'un océan à l'autre. Tous les citoyens du pays, 

francophones et anglophones, doivent donc veiller à ce que 

les déchets historiques et le déclassement des 

installations se fassent dans les règles de l'art et en y 
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consacrant les sommes requises. Donc le fond, 

collectivement, ce sont nos déchets et nos installations. 

Il nous semble que ça oblige le promoteur 

à une transparence très particulière qui va bien au-delà 

des obligations habituelles d'une entreprise privée, bien 

au-delà même des exigences de votre Règlement GD-99.3 sur 

l'information du public. 

À titre de mandataire du gouvernement 

canadien, les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens sont soumis 

à la Loi sur l'accès à l'information, et leurs documents 

officiels doivent être non seulement disponibles au public 

mais ils doivent aussi l'être dans les deux langues 

officielles, comme ceux d'Énergie atomique du Canada et 

ceux de votre Commission. 

Pourtant, à moins que ça ait changé depuis 

deux ou trois jours, les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens 

n'ont jamais informé le public de leur propre obligation en 

matière d'information publique. Le site Internet d'Énergie 

atomique du Canada et des Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens 

ne disent jamais au public son droit à l'information ou les 

recours qui seraient disponibles si les citoyens 

n'obtiennent pas l'information à laquelle ils ont droit. 

Les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens ont 

aussi manqué à leurs obligations quand ils ont publié 

uniquement en anglais leur évaluation d'impact 
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environnemental sur leur projet de dépotoir à flanc de 

colline. Il a fallu l'intervention de la Commission 

d'accès à l'information pour que les documents deviennent 

enfin disponibles en français. 

Mais au-delà de ça, même une fois 

disponibles dans les deux langues officielles, l'évaluation 

environnementale faisait référence à une centaine d'autres 

documents que les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens vous 

ont soumis en appui de leur projet mais que personne n'a 

jamais publiés. Il nous semble que si votre Commission 

consulte le public, elle doit donner au public les mêmes 

droits d'accès à l'information qu'elle réclame pour 

elle-même. C'est-à-dire vous voulez avoir accès à toute 

l'information pertinente pour évaluer un projet, et il faut 

que le public, si vous le consultez, ait la même 

information. Alors, si les documents étaient assez 

importants pour que les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens 

les citent dans leur évaluation environnementale, ils 

étaient certainement assez importants pour qu'on les 

fournisse aussi au public dont on prétend demander les 

commentaires. 

Personnellement, j'ai écrit au 

Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens pour obtenir certains de 

ces documents-là, et tous ceux que j'ai demandés m'ont été 

refusés. À ce moment-là j'ai utilisé la Loi d'accès à 
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l'information pour en demander une liste de 47, et trois 

mois plus tard j'en ai obtenu trois, tous censurés et 

souvent incompréhensibles. 

Par exemple, l'Étude sur le risque de 

criticité dans le dépotoir a été amputée de tous les 

calculs qui démontrent l'innocuité future du dépotoir et a 

été amputée de toutes les données sur la teneur en matière 

fissile et en modérateur dans les déchets. Ça ne sert plus 

à rien de m'envoyer un document comme ça. Il n'a plus 

aucune valeur. J'ai signalé aux Laboratoires Nucléaires 

Canadiens que ce type de censure était illégal et j'espère 

encore qu'ils vont changer d'attitude. 

J'ai aussi obtenu une copie censurée du 

Safety Analysis Report sur le dépotoir, et là, toutes les 

informations sur les teneurs en isotopes de longue durée de 

vie ont été effacées. Pourtant, c'est celles qui vont 

rester là une fois que le dépotoir va commencer à se 

désintégrer dans 300 ou 400 ans. Alors, si quelqu'un veut 

en faire une évaluation intelligente, on le prive des 

informations de base qui sont requises. 

Alors, aux yeux du Ralliement contre la 

pollution radioactive, ce manque de transparence des 

Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens témoigne de leur 

indifférence envers les préoccupations du public et envers 

leurs obligations légales, et nous demandons donc que la 
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Commission de sûreté nucléaire renforce les exigences du 

permis à l'item G6 qui porte sur l'information du public, 

en page 10 du projet de Handbook de Chalk River. Comme les 

laboratoires de Chalk River et les déchets historiques 

appartiennent aux contribuables canadiens, nous demandons 

que le permis et le Handbook imposent clairement 

l'obligation de respecter non seulement votre Règlement 

GD-99.3 mais aussi la Loi canadienne sur l'accès à 

l'information. 

Comme je le disais tout à l'heure, nous 

avons aussi remarqué que votre propre Commission fait 

preuve de la même insouciance à l'égard de l'information du 

public. 

La première fois que nous avons demandé 

que l'Étude d'impact sur le dépotoir radioactif soit 

disponible en français, votre Commission a refusé 

d'intervenir, disant que le promoteur est une compagnie 

privée qui n'est pas astreinte au bilinguisme. On a appris 

plus tard que c'était faux, mais de toute manière, c'est 

votre Commission qui consultait le public dans ce dossier 

et c'est vous qui étiez tenu au bilinguisme. 

Nous vous avons aussi demandé, en vertu de 

la Loi sur l'accès à l'information, d'avoir accès aux 47 

mêmes documents que j'ai mentionnés tout à l'heure, et la 

réponse qu'on a eue c'est, on ne peut pas vous les donner 
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avant d'avoir eu la permission des Laboratoires Nucléaires 

Canadiens parce que ce sont des documents privés, et donc, 

on a été renvoyé dans la cour des Laboratoires Nucléaires 

Canadiens. 

Alors, aujourd'hui, ce qu'on nous demande 

de commenter -- là, on parlait du dépotoir ou de la 

difficulté d'accès à l'information, mais aujourd'hui, vous 

nous demandez de commenter votre projet de permis, qui nous 

semble tout aussi opaque, et on a presque l'impression 

d'être en présence d'un simulacre de consultations 

publiques. 

J'écoutais tout à l'heure les explications 

de madame Tadros et du Commissaire Seeley sur la structure 

du permis et du manuel qui l'accompagne et de toutes les 

références, et je m'apercevais qu'ils disaient un peu ce 

que j'avais compris, c'est que c'est comme une poupée 

russe. 

Vous avez d'abord une grosse poupée qui 

est bien belle mais qui dit à peu près rien. Si vous 

voulez savoir ce qu'il y a dedans, il faut l'ouvrir puis 

aller voir. 

Et là, vous allez à l'intérieur et vous 

avez le Handbook qui en dit un petit peu plus mais pas 

beaucoup. 

Et puis là, vous ouvrez puis c'est dans la 
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troisième poupée que vous trouvez la loi et les règlements. 

Après ça, vous allez encore dans la 

quatrième poupée puis là vous trouvez les normes du groupe 

CSA. 

Et puis finalement, si vous allez jusqu'au 

bout pour savoir à quoi finalement les Laboratoires se sont 

engagés, bien, vous avez une liste de 106 documents qui 

sont référencés, que les Laboratoires ne peuvent pas 

amender sans votre permission et tout ça est précisé, mais 

on ne nous les donne pas. 

Normalement, tout ça aurait dû être rendu 

public en même temps parce qu'on ne peut pas voir la portée 

de la licence sans lire tout ça, et oui, c'est peut-être 

très précis, mais si on n'a pas les documents, ça devient 

absolument incompréhensible. 

Alors, là encore, dans le Handbook on 

mentionne au départ trois documents principaux dans la 

section G, la section générale. Sur les trois documents, 

j'ai reçu le premier. Les deux autres, je ne les ai jamais 

vus. 

Donc, encore une fois, si tous ces 

documents sont assez importants pour figurer dans le 

Handbook, ils sont aussi assez importants pour que votre 

Commission les communique au public à qui elle demande des 

commentaires. 
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Et le dernier point sur lequel nous 

voudrions insister c'est le fait que le principal défi des 

Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens au cours des 10 

prochaines années c'est le déclassement des installations 

puis la remise en état des terrains contaminés par les 

déchets historiques. Or, c'est un domaine où finalement le 

document donne très, très peu d'information, et finalement 

on en apprend plus dans les commentaires de votre personnel 

qui parle de laisser en place, in situ, dans le sol, dans 

les eaux souterraines, les isotopes de courte période 

quitte à les récupérer pour les traiter dans 300 ans. 

M. LEBLANC : Monsieur Provost, le dossier 

de NSDF est hors contexte, et vous avez 30... 

M. PROVOST : Non, non, non, non. Je... 

M. LEBLANC : ...secondes pour conclure. 

Vous avez déjà dépassé votre 10 minutes. S'il-vous-plaît. 

On va passer aux questions par la suite. 

M. PROVOST : Parfait. Alors, j'arrête 

ici. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Alors, merci beaucoup. 

Des questions? Dr. Soliman. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: I will ask my question in 

English, okay? 

In section 1), page 2, under conflict of 

interest, is there any conflict of interest in the GoCo 
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model?   I  would  like  this  to  be  addressed  by  both  CNL  and  

the  staff,  please.  

 M.  PROVOST  :  C'est  ça,  il  veut  des  

commentaires?  

 LE  PRÉSIDENT  :  (Sans  microphone)  

 M.  PROVOST  :  Oui.   Je  pense  qu'on  dit  une  

évidence,  c'est-à-dire...  

 LE  PRÉSIDENT  :  La  question  était  posée  à  

la  Commission.  

 M.  PROVOST  :  Ah!  O.K.   Très  bien.   

Excusez-moi.  

 MS  TADROS:   Haidy  Tadros  for  the  record.  

 I  believe  your  question,  sir,  was  with  

regards  to  if  there  was  a  conflict  of  interest  from  CNSC's  

perspective  with  the  GoCo  model?  

 MEMBER  SOLIMAN:   Yes.  

 MS  TADROS:   Thank  you  for  the  

clarification.  

 No.   As  we  have  discussed  a  couple  of  

times  now,  from  CNSC  staff's  perspective,  there  is  no  

conflict  of  interest  around  the  GoCo  model  for  us  because  

we  hold  the  licensee  responsible  for  safety  and  the  

licensee,  as  was  discussed,  is  CNL.   So  regardless  of  what  

structure  the  contractor  takes,  CNL  will  remain  the  

licensee  and  will  be  responsible  for  safety  and  all  the  
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programs and the day-to-day operations for ensuring safety. 

So from CNSC staff's perspective, there is no conflict of 

interest with the GoCo model. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: CNL please. 

MR. LESINSKI: Mark Lesinski for the 

record. Could you just clarify conflict of interest 

between CNL and CNSC about what, about the plan for us to 

go forward? Is that -- just a little more clarification 

here. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: Both CNL and CNSC are 

reporting to the government, so that's what the intervenors 

are saying. 

MR. LESINSKI: Okay. From a CNL 

perspective, we are a supplier to AECL, who is our client, 

is our customer. So that would probably be best described 

by AECL, do they believe that there is a conflict between 

AECL and CNSC, if I understand the question right. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Pourriez-vous expliquer 

mieux? 

M. PROVOST : Nous voulions souligner le 

fait que, finalement, les projets dont... C'est finalement 

le gouvernement canadien qui est finalement, en bout de 

ligne, responsable d'Énergie atomique du Canada et des 

projets que vous soumettent les Laboratoires Nucléaires 

Canadiens. Ça été dit tout à l'heure autrement. 
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À ce titre-là, votre Commission est en... 

doit se prononcer sur le gouvernement qui l'a nommée, et 

c'est une situation qui est certainement inconfortable et 

qui est inévitable, sauf que ça oblige le public à regarder 

ce qui se passe de manière beaucoup plus vigilante. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Mais ce n'est pas vrai. 

Cette Commission est indépendante et notre décision est 

finale. Si tu n'aimes pas la décision, on pourrait marcher 

à la cour pour essayer de « appeal » cette décision. 

Alors, ce n'est pas le gouvernement qui pourrait interférer 

avec nous. C'est la loi. 

M. PROVOST : Lorsque la Commission est 

intervenue pour le réacteur NRU, la réaction du 

gouvernement ça été de changer votre présidente. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Ça, c'est une autre paire 

de manches. 

M. PROVOST : O.K. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : On pourrait discuter ça 

d'une autre manière, mais ce n'est pas la même chose. 

M. PROVOST : O.K. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Mais ce n'est pas le 

gouvernement, c'était le Parlement qui l'avait fait. 

Anything you want to add, Ms Quinn? Dr. 

Quinn, excuse me. 

MS QUINN: No. I was also going to 
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reiterate the fact that I respect the fact that the CNSC is 

a fully independent regulator. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Autres questions? Dr. 

Demeter. 

MEMBRE DEMETER : Merci pour votre mémoire 

et votre présentation pour CNL/LNC. 

Est-ce qu'il est possible dans votre 

agence de communiquer en français avec quelqu'un qui pose 

des questions techniques, scientifiques, règlementaires? 

MR. COX: David Cox for the record. 

Yes, we do have French-speaking 

individuals in the CNL organization, some of whom are here 

today. 

MEMBRE DEMETER : Monsieur, est-ce que vous 

avez eu l'opportunité de rencontrer la CCSN et le détenteur 

de permis? The licence holder and the regulator, have you 

had an opportunity to meet in person with these agencies to 

discuss your issues? 

M. PROVOST : Non. Bien, je l'ai fait par 

courriel, je l'ai fait dans mes interactions avec le 

responsable pour l'accès à l'information, mais... 

MEMBRE DEMETER : D'accord. 

M. PROVOST : ...ça été mon bilan, la façon 

de procéder là. Je n'ai pas appelé personne au téléphone. 

M. DEMETER : O.K. 
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THE PRESIDENT: So CNL, maybe you can help 

us. Which documents were requested that were not replied 

or complied or whatever there was? Anybody knows? 

MR. COX: David Cox for the record. 

Just by the nature of the inference, I 

suspect these are reference documents to one of the 

environmental assessment applications. I would have to 

look in more detail, but these documents, probably many of 

them are part of our management system documents, which the 

normal practice is licensees don't disclose the management 

system documents. We do fully to the CNSC and of course to 

AECL, but they contain proprietary information in some 

cases and so it's not normal for us to release them. I 

can't really say much further without individually looking 

at the list of documents that are referred to. 

THE PRESIDENT: So just a clarification. 

Are you subject to Access to Information? 

MR. COX: Shaun Cotnam will provide that 

clarification. 

MR. COTNAM: Shaun Cotnam, Chief 

Regulatory Officer. 

So AECL is also here and, in simple terms, 

the Government of Canada has deemed that AECL of course is 

subject to Access to Information and the Official Languages 

Act. CNL, as a private entity, is not. Our legal counsel 
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is here to confirm that and Dr. Quinn may want to say more. 

Having said that, our Director of 

Communications, Pat Quinn, goes to great lengths to put 

many things on our website externally, en français and 

English, in both official languages. For example, on the 

weekend I was looking and I noticed that we do have both an 

English and a French version of the ERA executive summary. 

So the Environmental Risk Assessment summary is on our 

website. 

So I think probably Pat Quinn and maybe 

AECL. Thank you. 

MR. QUINN: Good morning. Pat Quinn for 

the record. 

Just a point of clarification. CNL is not 

indifferent to the public concerns and we make every effort 

to outreach and to have complete outreach with the public. 

That is actually in both official languages. If you visit 

our website, you will find that material is available on 

the website in both official languages, especially around 

our community engagement program, our public information 

program. 

Furthermore, when we do engage in the 

public we have French-speaking and English-speaking subject 

matter experts available so information is accessible. 

Furthermore, we will go to the trouble to 
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make certain that we have appropriate documents translated 

that we believe will be of great interest. So, as Mr. 

Cotnam just indicated, executive summaries are available on 

our website for the various documents. 

Furthermore, with respect to our large 

projects that are underway that are not within the scope of 

this discussion today, we went to the extent of actually 

translating and making available in French the draft 

environmental impact statements. So we make it a top 

priority for us to make that information accessible. 

MR. COTNAM: Shaun again. 

In summary, we are compliant with the 

RD/GD-99.3, the Public Information and Disclosure Program. 

Staff have confirmed that, but it's well beyond compliance 

is what Mr. Quinn is saying. And I think at this point Dr. 

Quinn may want to say something. 

DR. QUINN: Shannon Quinn for the record. 

The only thing I would add is just a point 

of clarification around access to information. So AECL, as 

a federal Crown corporation, is of course subject to Access 

to Information Act. CNL's records are AECL's records and 

so then become subject to the Act. 

THE PRESIDENT: And so is CNSC. 

So, Mr. Jammal, you want to add something 

to this? 
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M. JAMMAL : Merci, Monsieur le Président. 

Pour l'enregistrement, c'est Ramzi Jammal. 

L'intervenant a soulevé deux points. Le 

premier point c'était l'applicabilité de la loi. Donc, je 

voudrais faire référence à notre collègue à Ottawa, de la 

section juridique, qui va donner une version légale. 

Mais concernant le MCP, ou bien, le Manuel 

des conditions de permis, ça, ça n'a pas été traduit, mais 

on a traduit le CMD. C'était la première fois que la 

Commission a pris la décision de traduire le CMD. Donc, 

chaque item ou bien les documents qu'on fait référence dans 

le CMD sont disponibles au public pour réviser. Donc, tous 

les documents qu'on a utilisés pour vous fournir une 

recommandation pour le permis sont disponibles au public. 

Donc, tous les points qui sont... ou bien les documents 

référés dans le CMD sont disponibles au public. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Merci beaucoup. 

Autres questions? Anybody else? 

Avez-vous autre chose à souligner? 

M. PROVOST : Oui. Le point le plus 

important... On vient de parler... Monsieur Jammal vient 

de parler des règlements... ou des documents cités dans le 

CMD. Je ne suis pas sûr que j'ai bien compris, mais un 

point qui me paraissait le plus important aujourd'hui c'est 

le fait que dans le permis, le Handbook, et cætera, on fait 
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la référence à un grand nombre de documents ou 

d'engagements que les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens 

auraient pris, mais ces documents-là n'ont pas été publiés 

pour... n'ont pas été diffusés au public à qui on demande 

des commentaires. C'est tout l'essentiel, tous les détails 

des obligations du permis sont là, et c'est là qu'on ne 

diffuse pas sous prétexte que c'est des documents, si j'ai 

bien compris, internes des Laboratoires Nucléaires 

Canadiens ou des choses comme ça. La Commission, quand 

elle juge un permis, elle veut avoir accès à toute 

l'information. Si le public à qui on demande des 

commentaires n'a pas accès à cette information-là, bien, je 

veux dire ça ne sert à rien de nous consulter. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : On a déjà discuté de la 

disponibilité de ces documents. Ils sont disponibles 

maintenant, mais ce n'est pas diffusé partout. Ce n'est 

pas nécessaire de diffuser à tout le public. Ce sont des 

documents très, très complexes, c'est nucléaire. 

M. PROVOST : M'hmm. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Ce n'est pas simple. 

Alors, c'est pour les inspecteurs pour savoir comment 

vérifier les règles. Alors, ce n'est pas facile, mais ils 

sont disponibles. 

M. PROVOST : Ce que je veux dire là-dessus 

c'est que la façon dont vous avez réécrit les règlements, 
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l'essentiel des détails de l'information sont justement 

dans ces documents-là pour lesquels il faudrait se battre 

pour réussir à savoir finalement quelles sont les 

obligations réelles auxquelles sont soumis les Laboratoires 

Nucléaires Canadiens, et je pense que ça compromet votre 

consultation publique. 

LE PRESIDENT : Alors, merci beaucoup pour 

votre opinion. 

Le prochain mémoire sera présenté par 

Madame Ginette Charbonneau, tel qu’indiqué dans le document 

CMD 18-H2.13. 

Alors, Madame Charbonneau, vous avez la 

parole. 

CMD 18-H2.13 

Présentation orale de Ginette Charbonneau 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : Bonjour. Je suis une 

physicienne à la retraite et j'ai beaucoup d'intérêt pour 

les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens et les enjeux pour 

l'environnement qui en découlent. Et je suis membre aussi 

du Ralliement contre la pollution radioactive. 

Alors, depuis que j'ai reçu des documents 

la veille de l'audience, ou quelques jours avant, de la 

Commission de sûreté nucléaire, j'ai modifié un peu mon 

http:18-H2.13
http:18-H2.13
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approche. Alors, les commentaires que je vais vous faire 

aujourd'hui en tiennent compte. 

Alors, Madame et Messieurs les 

Commissaires, suite aux réponses reçues de la Commission de 

sûreté nucléaire par courriel, j'aimerais vous soumettre 

une version modifiée de mes commentaires. 

La population canadienne réclame une 

gestion rigoureuse et permanente des déchets radioactifs --

permanente, notamment ceux de moyenne activité. Les 

Canadiens exigent des sites d'enfouissement et de stockage 

permanents qui les protègent des effets nucléaires. 

Qu'est-ce que ça donne de développer le nucléaire si le 

problème des déchets n'est pas réglé et planifié le plus 

rapidement possible? 

Le site de Chalk River ne conviendra 

jamais pour le stockage des déchets radioactifs de faible 

et de moyenne activité -- c'est une hypothèse -- à cause de 

sa géologie et de son emplacement. Pourquoi ne pas 

chercher un site ailleurs tout de suite, surtout pour les 

déchets de moyenne activité? Pourquoi attendre encore 10 

ans? Tous ces essais et erreurs coûtent chers. 

Le stockage dans des couches géologiques 

profondes est une solution qui comporte de plus faibles 

risques, semble-t-il, que le stockage en surface, et il est 

plus possible d'intervenir en cas de problèmes. 
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D'ailleurs, Ontario Power Generation prépare un projet de 

stockage dans des couches géologiques profondes de ses 

déchets de faible et de moyenne activité. 

Alors, là, je passe aux points importants. 

Après de très longues lectures lors des 

derniers mois, je pense que les Laboratoires Nucléaires 

n'ont pas tout à fait accompli leur mandat de gestion des 

déchets de moyenne activité. Par exemple, dans le plan qui 

est associé à cette demande de licence, je ne vois pas de 

détails autres qu'ils vont consolider les déchets. 

J'aimerais bien savoir ce que ça veut dire. Il n'y a pas 

de plan de... Il n'y a pas d'indication qu'ils vont 

chercher un site. Il n'y a pas de cheminement critique. 

Pourquoi attendre 10 ans et pourquoi on n'en parle pas? 

Pourtant, c'est très important. Est-ce qu'on ne doit pas 

adresser les déchets les plus graves avant les moins graves 

ou au moins en parallèle? 

Alors, au Canada, il n'y a pas de site 

d'entreposage permanent des déchets de moyenne activité. 

Les Laboratoires Nucléaires voulaient en mettre un peu dans 

la station de gestion des déchets radioactifs près de la 

surface. Suite aux 224 rapports soumis à l'Agence 

canadienne d'évaluation environnementale, ils ont pris la 

décision d'y entreposer -- j'imagine que c'est suite à 

ça -- d'y entreposer uniquement des déchets de faible 
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activité. Les déchets de moyenne activité seront encore 

entreposés de façon temporaire à Chalk River. En 2100 il y 

aura sur leur site 20 000 mètres cubes de déchets de 

moyenne activité, comparativement à 860 000 mètres cubes de 

déchets de faible activité. Ça, c'est tiré de vos 

documents... des documents, pardon, des Laboratoires 

Nucléaires Canadiens. 

Les Laboratoires Nucléaires n'ont pas de 

plan d'entreposage permanent et ils n'ont pas l'intention 

de le faire au cours des 10 prochaines années. Qu'est-ce 

qu'ils attendent? Combien ça coûte? Est-ce qu'il y a 

assez de budget pour ce genre de projet? 

Deuxième section. Les déchets radioactifs 

de faible activité ne sont pas classifiés assez 

rigoureusement, et il n'y a pas de projet accepté pour leur 

entreposage encore. Les Laboratoires Nucléaires ont une 

classification que je trouve un peu nébuleuse : des déchets 

de faible activité. Il y a, par exemple, des substances 

radioactives assez dangereuses nécessitant des emballages 

spéciaux et aux demi-vies très longues, dizaines et 

centaines de milliers d'années. Je sais qu'on n'est pas 

supposé de parler du dépotoir en surface, mais c'est là que 

c'est supposé aller, hein. 

Les critères d'acceptation des déchets 

aussi sont vagues et les exceptions pour les déchets 
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difficiles ne sont pas validées par une tierce partie 

indépendante. Ce n'est pas très rassurant. De plus, tel 

que c'est documenté dans vos textes, plusieurs données sur 

les déchets ont été perdues au cours des années. Alors, 

qu'est-ce qu'on va faire avec ça? Alors, on aimerait bien 

voir un plan précis d'entreposage permanent. 

Les normes de l'Agence internationale de 

l'énergie atomique ne semblent pas respectées dans la 

planification des Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens. Par 

exemple, leur proposition du site d'enfouissement en 

surface ne semble pas respecter ces normes-là, parce que 

l'Agence dit que les déchets de faible et moyenne activité 

doivent être enfouis dans un sol stable, loin des cours 

d'eau et loin des activités humaines. Alors, moi ce qui me 

préoccupe c'est qu'on ne doit pas mettre dans un site qui 

va durer 500 ans des déchets qui ont une durée de vie plus 

longue, des déchets radioactifs qui ont une durée de vie 

plus longue. Et aussi, il faut toujours pouvoir surveiller 

les déchets, ce qui ne semble pas être une approche qui 

sera adoptée de façon permanente. 

Maintenant le troisième point. Comment 

les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens peuvent-ils effectuer 

le déclassement et construire des laboratoires sans avoir 

l'espace nécessaire pour disposer les déchets, sans avoir 

une solution pour les déchets? On voit dans les rapports, 
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dans les plans d'affaires que, ah, ce sera probablement 

retardé parce qu'on n'a pas d'espace où mettre les déchets. 

C'est toujours le même problème. Réglez-le le problème de 

gestion des déchets de faible et aussi de moyenne intensité 

parce que ça nuit au développement, ça nuit à toute action 

future. 

Maintenant, je suis très surprise que la 

date de demande de licence n'ait pas été reportée pour 

coïncider avec les décisions de la Commission concernant 

l'installation de gestion des déchets près de la surface, 

parce qu'il y a une suite logique entre ces projets-là. 

L'information. Bon, je ne parlerai pas de 

l'accès à l'information, mon collègue l'a fait. Mais 

l'information scientifique, moi, je suis une scientifique à 

la retraite, j'aimerais être capable de lire des documents 

qui ne sont pas trop censurés puis qui me donnent des 

données permanentes pour que je me fasse une opinion. Ce 

n'est pas possible avec les documents fournis, O.K. 

L'information n'est souvent pas assez concise, trop vague 

et trop censurée. 

Maintenant, il y a quelque chose qui me 

tracasse aussi, c'est que c'est toujours cette question de 

niveau intermédiaire. J'ai regardé le plan de vision 

d'Énergie atomique Canada. Il n'y a pas de stratégie sur 

les déchets de moyenne activité énumérés là-dedans. Il ne 
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faut pas s'étonner que les Laboratoires Nucléaires 

Canadiens n'en mettent pas dans leur plan d'affaires non 

plus. Comment ça se fait qu'on escamote toujours les 

déchets de niveau intermédiaire? Est-ce qu'on va continuer 

à les garder dans des contenants comme ça tout le temps, 

tout le temps, tout le temps? Je ne trouve pas qu'on règle 

le problème des déchets hérités. Ça me tracasse 

énormément. En toute conscience, je trouve qu'il y a une 

lacune épouvantable. J'aimerais que les gens rament en 

même temps, agissent en même temps et décident de régler 

ces problèmes de déchets de niveau intermédiaire et plus. 

Il faut une bonne poubelle. Il faut un bon site 

d'entreposage. Sans ça, comment les gens peuvent 

développer le nucléaire? Comment on peut minimiser les 

risques à l'environnement? Alors, moi c'est ma principale 

préoccupation, d'accord? 

Bon, le dernier point c'est que quelque 

soit le projet qu'on fasse, je trouve que c'est important 

qu'il y ait toujours un plan de relève en cas de 

catastrophe. Vous parlez de mesures là depuis hier. Vous 

parlez de mesures ici, de mesures là, mais les plans de 

relève en cas de catastrophe, vous savez très bien qu'il y 

a toujours des accidents. Alors, quand les gens font des 

projets, il faut qu'on sache où mettre les déchets, puis il 

faut qu'il y ait des plans de relève en cas de catastrophe. 
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Et puis j'ai des questions. Est-ce que je 

peux vous énumérer les questions ou les faire une par une? 

M. LEBLANC : Il reste 30 secondes, donc, 

peut-être poser les plus essentielles. 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : D'accord. O.K. 

Vous avez mentionné que vous mesurez la 

pollution radioactive dans les effluents, mais vous ne les 

mesurez pas souvent, comme une fois par année. Et les 

mesures indépendantes, il y en a eu une en 2015 puis une en 

2019. Je n'appelle pas ça un contrôle, moi. Je n'appelle 

pas ça un contrôle. 

Voilà. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Merci beaucoup. On 

pourrait discuter cette « issue » ici maintenant. 

Alors, qui va poser la question? Who 

wants to start? Dr. McEwan. 

MEMBER McEWAN: And I'll do it in English 

if I may. 

DR. CHARBONNEAU: Yes. You can ask me the 

question in English. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you. 

On the last page you actually asked two I 

think important questions, but I'm not sure that the 

question is correct. You say that you believe that with a 

new licence CNL can build or operate a new nuclear facility 
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without any further review and they can decommission 

without any further review. I would like staff just to 

clarify around that, please. 

DR. CHARBONNEAU: Can you speak louder, 

please? 

MEMBER McEWAN: So on the last page, in 

number 4, you have two statements: that you believe that 

the new licence will allow them to build or operate a new 

facility without any further review and that they can 

decommission without any further review. I just want to be 

clear that in fact any new activities like that that will 

be conducted on the site will actually undergo a full 

review by staff. 

DR. CHARBONNEAU: I don't understand your 

question. I'm sorry, I don't understand the context. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Ce n'est pas à vous, c'est 

au personnel ici, c'est au CCSN. 

Vas-y. 

MR. LeCLAIR: Jean LeClair for the record. 

So any new proposed installation goes 

through a very detailed review by CNSC staff. Depending on 

the scale of the project there's a review that also -- a 

determination, for example, whether an environment 

assessment is required and they would then have a full 

public hearing. A number of the last few interventions 
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seemed to be spending a lot of time speaking about the Near 

Surface Disposal Facility, and again, it's a very good 

example that there's a very thorough review that's going on 

at this time. 

M. LEBLANC : Monsieur LeClair, est-ce que 

je pourrais vous demander de répondre peut-être en français 

pour le bénéfice de madame Charbonneau? 

M. LeCLAIR : Ah, O.K. 

M. LEBLANC : Je pense que Monsieur le 

Commissaire va pouvoir utiliser le service 

d'interprétation. Merci. 

M. LeCLAIR : Jean LeClair. 

Juste pour clarifier, toute demande du 

titulaire de construire une nouvelle installation, il y a 

des exigences pour lesquelles le personnel de la CCSN fait 

une revue complète du dossier de la demande. Comme on a 

identifié hier, on a discuté un peu que pour les 

changements plus importants on a aussi des évaluations 

environnementales et des audiences publiques pour discuter 

du dossier à fond. 

On a parlé du site d'enfouissement en 

particulier. C'est le projet qui semble avoir beaucoup 

d'intérêt dans le public aujourd'hui. Il y a une 

évaluation environnementale qui se fait aujourd'hui, et 

éventuellement on s'attend qu'il va y avoir une audience 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

          

       

            

  

        

       

             

         

        

           

       

      

  

       

        

           

           

       

        

            

          

          

       

         

          

148 

publique où le dossier va être discuté à fond pour 

l'évaluation environnementale et finalement une décision de 

la Commission si oui ou non il y aura une autorisation pour 

le projet. 

En ce qui concerne le déclassement d'une 

installation nucléaire, encore, tout plan de déclassement 

est revu par le personnel de la CCSN. Lorsqu'il y a un 

projet de déclassement qui est plus important, pour lequel 

les risques sont plus importants, évidemment, le personnel 

de la CCSN, à ce moment-là les revues sont beaucoup plus 

détaillées. On fait aussi des évaluations 

environnementales additionnelles associées avec les projets 

au besoin. 

Alors, j'aimerais quand même rassurer les 

membres du public que toute construction et tout 

déclassement fait face à une revue du personnel de la CCSN 

pour s'assurer que ce qui est proposé par le titulaire de 

permis va rencontrer tous nos besoins réglementaires. 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : Oui, j'ai compis la 

réponse, mais ce n'est pas ça le sens de mon intervention. 

Parce que depuis que j'ai eu les renseignements hier, comme 

je vous ai dit, j'ai changé d'opinion sur la surveillance 

de la Commission de sûreté nucléaire, d'accord? 

Mais moi, je voudrais insister sur le fait 

qu'on ne peut pas toujours reporter la gestion des déchets 
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de niveau intermédiaire. Alors, oui, la licence couvre 

toute sorte de choses très intéressantes, mais pas celle de 

la gestion des déchets de niveau intermédiaire, et je 

trouve que le plan d'affaires qui accompagne la demande de 

licence devrait être modifié. Est-ce que c'est possible? 

LE PRÉSIDENT : O.K. Alors, il faut 

discuter... Premièrement, le dépôt permanent c'est hors du 

contexte de cette réunion. 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : M'hmm. 

THE PRESIDENT: But I would like you to 

explain in detail how you manage waste now, low and 

intermediate and high-level, and what's the future without 

details. Because you do have a comprehensive preliminary 

decommissioning plan that is available publicly and in it 

there is detail as to what is the long-term view, so I 

thought that -- it doesn't mean it's not going to change, 

but what is the current thinking about that? 

MR. COX: David Cox for the record. 

So yes, CNL has an integrated way strategy 

and we are currently managing all of our wastes, including 

radioactive waste, low, intermediate and high-level waste. 

I will ask Mr. Kehler to talk to us about 

the plans going forward and the strategy for the different 

types of waste. 

MR. KEHLER: Kurt Kehler for the record. 
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CNL has managed low-level, 

intermediate-level and high-level waste for decades. We 

store that waste safely in various different configurations 

depending on the hazard associated with the waste at this 

point in time. We will continue to store waste safely in 

these conditions, including any newly generated waste, in 

interim status until permanent disposal facilities have 

been agreed upon and licensed. 

There has been a lot of discussion. We 

are in the process of looking at that currently for 

low-level waste and we will follow our work with coming up 

with proposals for how to deal with permanent disposal of 

intermediate-level waste. These are very long-term 

decisions, take many years to get through the consultation 

process. 

I do appreciate the energy and the passion 

and the thoughtfulness of the intervenor's position and I 

think it's very important for the industry to take the 

waste issue seriously and I can confirm that CNL does that 

and takes it very seriously indeed. 

THE PRESIDENT: So just for clarity, 

during the 10-year licence that we are talking about now, 

the intermediate waste will be managed the way it's managed 

now. If there is a permanent long-term solution that is 

found or proposed, it will require a completely different 
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process. Did I get it right? 

MR. KEHLER: Kurt Kehler for the record. 

That's exactly correct. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. C'est à vous, 

Madame. 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : J'aimerais que ce soit 

plus précis. Quand vont-ils se pencher sur un site 

d'enfouissement pour les déchets de moyenne activité? 

Quand vont-ils commencer? Et quand un tel site... Dans la 

planification, quand pensent-ils qu'un tel site sera 

disponible? Parce que là, ça fait longtemps que ça dure 

là. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Mais pour le moment, ça été 

déposé de manière acceptable. 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : Oui, c'est ça, personne 

ne sait. C'est ça la question. Personne ne sait la 

réponse. 

THE PRESIDENT: Any questions? Any other 

questions? Any questions? Go ahead. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: Again, I will ask my 

question in English. 

On page 2, the last paragraph, the 

intervenor requested an information session with CNSC and 

CNL and it has been refused. Do you have a record of that 

request? And I would like to hear from CNSC and CNL, 
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please. 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : Lucie Massé, qui est la 

coordonnatrice du Ralliement contre la pollution 

radioactive, a fait des demandes, et je pourrais vous 

acheminer les courriels qui ont été envoyés. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

Just to get clarity on your question, in 

item number 3 the intervenor makes mention to being able to 

provide documents -- for the CNSC to provide documents and 

you're asking... 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: No. It is on page 2, the 

last paragraph. It says: 

"Moreover, the Canadian Nuclear 

Safety Commission and the Canadian 

Nuclear Laboratory are refusing our 

requests for information sessions in 

large cities." (As read) 

So if she has done the request, why has it 

been refused? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

Thank you. I found the sentence that you were looking at. 

So the Near Surface Disposal Facility 

project, because it is going through an environmental 

assessment as part of the Canadian Environmental Assessment 

process, there are a series of open houses that are 
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conducted, and CNSC staff and CNL throughout the purposes 

of those projects has been conducting open houses. 

There was a specific request that we have 

more open houses to engage in dialogue around the Near 

Surface Disposal Facility and that is the request that is 

being put into this intervention here. These requests have 

not been refused. What we replied with, and we will bring 

that forward when the Near Surface Disposal Facility 

project comes forward as well, is we were looking at a way 

to maximize and be more effective at how we get communities 

involved in not only the Near Surface Disposal Facility but 

a conversation around who we are as a regulator, what our 

processes are, how the public gets engaged and answer much 

broader questions than just the Near Surface Disposal 

Facility. 

And we pointed the public to our website. 

We have engaged in webinars specific for these hearings, to 

answer any questions for these hearings, and we are in the 

process of looking at including more mechanisms to provide 

forums for the public to come and engage. So their 

requests have not been refused. It was a question of let's 

find out what can be more effective to be able to bring the 

information forward at the time that the public needs it. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: I think this is also for 

CNL, the same answer, right? Yeah. 
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Is this okay for you? 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : Dans la province de 

Québec nous sommes aussi très intéressés par le 

développement à Chalk River. Alors, nous, on aimerait 

beaucoup que, du côté francophone, il y ait des sessions 

d'information dans les grandes villes comme Laval ou 

Montréal ou dans la région des Outaouais, à Gatineau, parce 

qu'il y a beaucoup de gens dans ces villes-là puis ils sont 

préoccupés pour ce qui va arriver à l'eau potable et puis 

on s'intéresse aux développements à Chalk River. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Mais moi, j'ai compris 

qu'il y a beaucoup de présentations qui ont été faites de 

manière générale pour expliquer le processus réglementaire. 

Mais si tu veux discuter des projets spécifiques, c'est CNL 

ou c'est des licences qui doivent présenter la substance. 

Mais je pense... I'm not aware that you 

were refused any presentation or in general an explanation 

of the process. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

That is correct, sir. 

En effet, on a été à Sheenboro. Ça fait 

deux fois maintenant qu'on est parti pour faire des paroles 

à la communauté par rapport au Near Surface Disposal 

Facility. On tient faire beaucoup d'autres activités par 

rapport à ces projets. C'est sûr que le public a beaucoup 
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d'intérêt. 

Mais par rapport à des sessions plus 

générales, on est en train d'établir des mécanismes pour 

voir... On vient d'entendre la Ville de Montréal, la Ville 

de Laval. On regarde l'intérêt dans la communauté qui est 

impliquée par le projet. Alors, on a commencé par des 

sessions à Sheenboro, mais les autres, on est toujours en 

paroles avec le public pour voir qu'est-ce qu'ils ont 

besoin. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : O.K. Merci. Est-ce qu'il 

y a d'autres questions? Anything else? 

Alors, des commentaires finaux? 

M. LALANDE : Oui, bien sûr, si je peux 

faire un commentaire. Réal Lalande. Je suis aussi 

coordonnateur du Ralliement contre la pollution 

radioactive. 

Effectivement, je suis heureux de savoir 

que les consultations sont tenues à Sheenboro. Nous sommes 

venus de Gatineau à Sheenboro pour assister. Je 

qualifierais ces sessions de sessions d'information où 

toute l'information est présentée et il n'y a pas vraiment 

de place pour des questions, pour des préoccupations de la 

population. Il y avait énormément de gens à Sheenboro 

quand je suis allé, mais je vous avoue que c'est assez loin 

de Gatineau. 
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La Ville de Gatineau s'est prononcée 

contre le projet de dépotoir, comme d'autres municipalités 

aussi. Donc, on a intérêt à obtenir d'autres informations, 

et nous avons l'intention de convoquer des sessions 

d'information pour démontrer que les citoyens aimeraient 

connaître plus ce projet et la gestion des matières 

nucléaires, qui est une matière complexe, ardue, difficile 

à comprendre, mais qui intéresse les gens lorsqu'on parle 

de la qualité de l'eau et de la protection de la qualité de 

l'eau. 

Et donc, il y a des populations tout le 

long de la rivière des Outaouais, peut-être même jusqu'à 

Montréal, donc, rivière des Outaouais, 

Lac-des-Deux-Montagnes, Saint-Laurent, et en cas 

d'accident, d'accident important, les gens sont préoccupés 

de savoir quelles seraient les mesures à prendre. 

Merci. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : O.K. Merci beaucoup. 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : Je m'excuse, il y a une 

question qui n'a pas été répondue puis c'est concernant les 

mesures dans l'eau. Comment se fait-il que la mesure 

indépendante de la radioactivité dans l'eau a eu lieu 

seulement en 2015 et puis que la prochaine mesure 

indépendante sera en 2019, et pourquoi on mesure si peu 

souvent la radioactivité dans l'eau autour de Chalk River? 
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LE PRÉSIDENT : Alors, je pense avoir la 

réponse. 

MME TADROS : Haidy Tadros pour 

l'enregistrement. 

Effectivement, comme on vient d'entendre 

de nos collègues de la Protection de l'environnement, on 

avait deux campagnes en 2015 et la prochaine en 2019. Mais 

c'est pour dire -- et je passerai la parole à nos collègues 

pour expliquer en détail -- la campagne, la collection des 

échantillons pour la vérification indépendante de 

l'environnement c'est un mécanisme qu'on utilise, qui est 

utilisé et pas la totalité de comment on fait notre 

vérification de conformité. C'est juste un mécanisme qui 

supporte, soutient les activités qui sont en train d'être « 

implementer » par les Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens. 

Avec ça, peut-être ma collègue dans la 

Protection de l'environnement peut expliquer comment le 

processus soutient les autres activités de conformité. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MME SAUVÉ : Je m'appelle Kiza Sauvé pour 

l'enregistrement. Je suis la directrice de la Division des 

sciences, de la santé et de la conformité de 

l'environnement. 

Comme Ms Tadros a dit, on l'a fait en 

2015. On va faire le programme indépendant de surveillance 
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environnementale en 2019. Pendant ce temps-là, il y a de 

la surveillance chaque jour qui est faite par CNL, puis les 

rapports viennent à la CCSN à chaque quatre mois puis 

chaque année aussi, il y a des rapports annuels, des 

rapports trimestriels. Puis pour les effluents qui sortent 

continuellement, il y a aussi de la surveillance qui est 

faite continuellement, puis on reçoit ces numéros et on 

fait la conformité avec ces numéros aussi. Donc, même si 

la CCSN vient chaque deux ou trois ou quatre années, ce 

n'est absolument pas la seule façon qu'on fait la 

conformité au CNL. 

Dr CHARBONNEAU : Est-ce qu'on peut avoir 

accès à ce qui est mesuré et à ces renseignements? Parce 

qu'on n'a pas accès à ces renseignements. 

MME SAUVÉ : Kiza Sauvé pour 

l'enregistrement. 

Les rapports annuels de CNL sont sur leur 

site Web, puis c'est pour accès au public, puis on peut 

aussi les fournir s'ils sont demandés. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Je pensais que c'est 

disponible aussi à CNL. How often do you post your data? 

MR. COX: David Cox for the record. 

CNL posts annually our environmental 

reporting in both official languages. 

LE PRÉSIDENT : Anyhow, il faut bouger, 
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comme  on  dit.  

 Dr  CHARBONNEAU  :  Oui.   Merci.  

 LE  PRÉSIDENT  :  Alors,  merci  beaucoup  pour  

votre  présentation.  

 Dr  CHARBONNEAU  :  Je  vous  remercie  de  votre  

attention  et  j'espère  qu'on  aura  le  plaisir  de  lire  plus  de  

mesures  sur  la  radioactivité  de  l'eau  autour  de  Chalk  

River.  

 LE  PRÉSIDENT  :  O.K.   Merci  beaucoup.  

 I  would  like  to  move  to  the  next  

submission,  which  is  an  oral  presentation  by  the  Provincial  

Council  of  Women  of  Ontario,  as  outlined  in  CMD  18-H2.20.  

 I  understand  that  Ms  Janes  will  make  this  

presentation.   Go  ahead,  please.  

 

CMD  18-H2.20  

Oral  presentation  by  the  

Provincial  Council  of  Women  of  Ontario  

 

 MS  JANES:   Yes.   My  name  is  Gracia  Janes  

and  I'm  the  Vice  President  of  Environment  for  the  National  

Council  of  Women  of  Canada  and  the  Environmental  Advisor  

for  the  Provincial  Council  of  Women  of  Ontario.  

 Before  I  begin  I  would  like  to  note  that  

I'm  trying  to  make  it  easier  to  follow  for  people  who  may  
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not have the copy of our brief. I have combined some of my 

submission references within this presentation as I give it 

and I will number the main points made as I present. 

The introduction starts like this. 

The Provincial Council of Women of Ontario 

is a member-funded non-governmental, non-partisan, 

non-sectarian organization, that has been working for close 

to 95 years to advance the status of women, and improve and 

enhance the lives of their families and of their 

communities in Ontario. PCWO is federated with the 

National Council of Women of Canada and the International 

Council of Women. 

A healthy and safe environment for all 

Ontario citizens and their families has always been of the 

utmost importance to our members. Consequently, we have 

been monitoring the proposed solutions and processes for 

the safe operation of nuclear facilities and the disposal 

of all types of nuclear waste for many years. 

As we are gravely concerned about the 

dangers and risks to our healthy Ontario, and Quebec, 

environment, we are opposed to the Canadian Nuclear 

Laboratories' application for a 10-year licence of the 

Chalk River Laboratories. Therefore, we recommend strongly 

that, if approved, no more than a two-year licence be 

granted, and extremely strong regulatory CNSC oversight 
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conditions be set within any licence for the following 

reasons: 

One, Atomic Energy of Canada Limited, a 

Crown corporation which until recently had considerable 

expertise amongst its many hundreds of scientists and other 

employees who managed Chalk River for 62 years, were often 

limited to between two-year single project extensions and 

at the most five-year licences. Even within these time 

frames, AECL's adherence to the licence conditions were at 

times critiqued and modified by CNSC due to deficiencies in 

such things as reliability. 

For instance, in the AECL application for 

renewal of the operating licence for the new processing 

facility at Chalk River Laboratories on November 24, 2005, 

a CNSC staff review of the NRU upgrades concluded: 

"...although they possess the 

physical, functional and performance 

characteristics to meet their design 

objectives, there is a lack of 

assurance that they will perform 

their functions with high 

reliability." 

CNSC also said that in order to bring the 

upgrades to high reliability, eight directives and two 

action notices were issued to the upgrade project, and two 
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directives, three action notices and two recommendations 

were issued to CRL's site processes. 

Two, in its licence application, CNL, a 

consortium of private companies, in co-partnership with 

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited, states that its, "CNL 

dedicated employees are its primary asset. The commitment, 

dedication and technical excellence of CNL’s employees 

having established a proud heritage over many decades", yet 

now CNL is just a shell of the former operator, Atomic 

Energy of Canada Limited, its private-sector management 

having let go thousands of AECL employees and retained a 

bare minimum of about 40. 

Three, CNL's responsibilities over the 

next several years are enormous, including such tasks as 

decontaminating and decommissioning infrastructure, 

remediating sites, and safely storing and disposing of 

radioactive wastes in a manner that protects the public 

workers and the environment. 

For instance, in its 2016 to 2026 

integrated plan, it states: 

"Canadian Nuclear Laboratories stands 

ready to assist vendors every step of 

the way; from supporting research and 

development activities to prototype 

deployment at one of our sites. A 
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prototype SMR --" 

It's the small nuclear reactor: 

"-- at CNL would be co-located with 

the world-class research facilities 

and scientists needed to solve key 

technology challenges with 

capabilities for fuel manufacturing, 

and examination, and novel waste 

solutions to efficiently move a 

project to deployment." 

Four, despite this daunting 

responsibility, CNL is rushing ahead with its mandated 

task, for instance, the unmentionable Chalk River now 

low-level nuclear waste mound. Its intent to rush was most 

recently evidenced by a promise to government that it was 

pursuing the fastest, most cost-effective ways of executing 

the decommissioning and waste management mission, including 

disposal of all wastes. 

Five, according to the latest review of 

CNL by the Attorney General of Canada, it has a complete 

"lack of formal plans for assessing risks": 

"The OAG spotted other gaps in AECL’s 

governance during the critical 

transition years, including a lack of 

formal plans for assessing risks, 
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bungled salary levels and a failure 

to hold public meetings. The board 

has not implemented a systematic way 

of watching and reporting risks among 

its many nuclear assets, the report 

says. AECL is overseeing the 

decommissioning of several large 

reactors and the rejuvenation of the 

Chalk River facilities in Eastern 

Ontario.” 

This is of grave public concern to the 

Provincial Council of Women of Ontario, many other 

scientists, and the general public. 

This flaw was underlined recently by the 

media report of an internal Ontario Power Generation memo 

that workers were pulled from Ontario nuclear plants due to 

a concerning trend of safety incidents. 

Six, CNSC staff has recommended changes, 

including the deletion of half of the current licence 

conditions, that will mean less regulatory oversight, fewer 

requirements for reporting, and weaker regulatory language. 

We know CSA standards are voluntary, and 

they're not intended to replace government regulations. 

Seven, all of the above concerns are 

exacerbated by the dangers posed by the physical properties 
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of the Chalk River site itself, which lies on a known 

geological fault area, with a history of regular 

earthquakes, close to the Ottawa River, upstream from major 

Ontario and Quebec urban centres. 

In the CNL project description, two main 

fracture or faulting zones are present in the CRL property: 

the Mattawa fault, which lies below the Ottawa River and 

consists of the northeast boundary of the property; and, 

the 

Maskinonge Lake lineament in the southwest area of the 

property. 

Within the Perch Lake basin, a moderate 

probable fracture zone extends from approximately east to 

west through the upper portion of the basin, and two main 

fracture or faulting zones are present in the CRL property. 

These are known to be active and have been for thousands of 

years, according to J. Robert Janes, BSc, M.Eng, and author 

of Geology and the New Global Tectonics, and co-author with 

Jack Mollard of Air Photo Interpretation of the Canadian 

Landscape. 

To conclude, in the interests of public 

and worker health and safety, and environmental protection, 

PCWO asks the following most important question underlying 

all of the issues we and many other scientists, public 

interest groups, health and safety professionals, and 
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concerned Canadians have raised. Why would the Canadian 

Nuclear Safety Commission grant a primarily private sector 

consortium, with no proven track record at this site, and 

with such enormous responsibilities as it carries out 

multiple potentially dangerous tasks, a licence that is 

between two and five times longer than AECL has received in 

the past, and with much weaker standards, rather than a 

two-year licence with even stronger licence requirements? 

If I've got two more minutes, I would like 

to perhaps do my sum up that I was going to do at the end 

because it might prevent some questions or help with 

questions that might be asked of me. This is another 

conclusion, one might say. 

We believe that the precautionary 

principle must be applied to its fullest extent in this 

case. Therefore, a two-year licence is appropriate. 

This hearing is the first time the public 

has had a chance to see the actual workings of this 

brand-new way of dealing with what has to date been an AECL 

responsibility, i.e. the private-public partnership 

relationship is evolving, and it's unclear which partner is 

in control. The contractor consortium has already made 

mistakes and had to revise its first project at this site, 

the nuclear waste mound. The public expects transparency 

and more licensing hearings, and this will mean more 
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transparency and more oversight. 

There is no harm in having an improved 

clarified general handbook. However, we feel that for each 

and every different licence project there should be 

specific not general references to government regulations. 

One last note about safety. Last night I 

heard a bit of dialogue about the safety of the transport 

of liquid high-level fissionable nuclear waste from Chalk 

River through southern Ontario to South Carolina. I can 

guarantee you that in the Niagara fruit belt, as of late 

November, our first responders had not been contacted by 

anybody, much less the CNSC, and were not prepared, despite 

the fact that if spilled this very dangerous radioactive 

liquid material would go right into the ground and 

groundwater, if there were a fire it would burn at 

extremely high temperatures, and being fissionable there 

could be a chain reaction. In the Ontario Fire Marshal's 

Handbook, the instructions to contact Chalk River were in 

small print at the end. The CNSC required signage was 

illustrated, and unlike other signs that trucks carry, they 

carry bright yellow warning stickers, the nuclear loads 

were in plain black and white. Finally, all safety testing 

on the liquid waste has been for solid waste, and it's all 

theoretical. 

That's my presentation. (off microphone) 
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if you have any questions. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Dr. Soliman. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: On page 2 of the 

submission, the last paragraph, the intervenor is citing 

some concern that the CRL site is located near an active 

geological fault. I would like to know if all the 

facilities, buildings, systems and components are 

seismically qualified. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

I'll start, and then I'll ask CNL to give 

the specific details. 

From CNSC staff's perspective, this area 

is looked at under a safety analysis where we look at not 

only the hazards and the design of the site but also the 

physical properties of the environment and what can cause a 

severe accident, and that has been assessed by CNSC staff. 

Perhaps I can ask CNL to describe their 

safety analysis report that CNSC staff have reviewed. 

MR. COX: David Cox, for the record. 

If you need further information, I'll 

defer to our chief engineer, John Slade, who is here. 

CNL is subject to analysis for design 

basis earthquakes, which take into account the seismology 

that's specific to the Chalk River area. The design basis 
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earthquake parameters are updated based on the Geological 

Survey of Canada results. Our facilities are designed 

against the design basis earthquake levels. 

That's the situation. If you need further 

information, Mr. Slade, I'm sure can elaborate beyond what 

I've just said. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: Okay. Mr. Slade. 

MR. SLADE: For the record, John Slade, 

Chief Engineer, Canadian Nuclear Laboratories. 

We follow our design process, where we 

take inputs to generate design deliverables to assess 

the -- inputs, like seismic, to create loads, which we then 

use in our analysis. 

THE PRESIDENT: Is all your equipment 

seismically-qualified? I remember that was the fight in 

2007-2008. Did we fix all the backup power, and everything 

else that goes with it? 

MR. COX: David Cox, for the record. 

Some of our facilities were designed 

before seismic requirements were established, such as the 

NRU reactor and some of its systems, so upgrades were 

implemented subsequently to the original design in order to 

meet seismic requirements, and sometimes requirements 

changed and additional upgrades needed to be installed. 

Some of the oldest facilities actually 
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were designed very robustly, but not against seismic 

requirements. Those analyses against seismic requirements 

were subsequently implemented and upgrades installed in 

facilities where necessary in order to meet critical safety 

parameters or requirements. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: I think we need all the 

buildings in accordance with the Canadian building code, 

right, and the seismic normally is taken into consideration 

when you build according to the code. Is this correct? 

MR. COX: Dave Cox, for the record. 

I'll just ask John Slade to clarify when 

the National Building Code applies and when full seismic 

requirements apply. 

MR. SLADE: For the record, John Slade. 

We do apply the National Building Code of 

Canada. For historic buildings, we have applied methods 

such as seismic margin assessment. 

THE PRESIDENT: Next? Any questions? Dr. 

McEwan. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you. 

I'd like to go to again I think page 2 of 

the intervention and the first full bullet on that page. 

It was something that the intervenor also made in her 

presentation. 

I'm going to read it in full, and I think 
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it's important for CNL perhaps to explain around this: 

"...CNL is just a shell of the former 

operator Atomic Energy of Canada 

(AECL), its private-sector management 

having let go [of] thousands of AECL 

employees and retained a bare minimum 

of about 40." 

That doesn't jive with what we heard 

yesterday. 

MR. LESINSKI: Mark Lesinski, for the 

record. 

You're right, it doesn't jive with what we 

said yesterday. There's a misunderstanding here again. 

When CNL was formed, in that legal entity 

was formed, those people just got their cheques from a 

different title at the top, but the same individuals that 

had been operating the site for decades safely still stayed 

at Chalk River and continue to operate it safely. We did 

not go through, nor did my predecessors go through, a 

massive layoff and reconstitution of the site. 

THE PRESIDENT: What is the number? The 

intervenor said a bare minimum of 40. I think they're 

mistaking it with AECL. 

MR. LESINSKI: Correct. 

THE PRESIDENT: How many employees now do 
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you have in CNL? 

MR. LESINSKI: You're correct. 

I'm not sure of the exact number of AECL, 

it's somewhere around 40 people, that's the oversight 

organization of AECL, but when the laboratory moved from 

"AECL" on the shirts to "CNL", there were 2,800 on the day 

before, then there was 2,800 on the day after that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MR. LESINSKI: You're welcome. 

MEMBER SEELEY: I would just ask Ms Janes 

if she had been following along this morning, because a 

number of the other points raised in her submission we've 

had considerable discussion on today. The Licence 

Conditions Handbook and language, and reference to other 

documents, the requirement for oversight and reporting and 

inspection, and even the discussion around the Auditor 

General's findings, these have all been discussed this 

morning. Were you able to follow along this morning 

through any of those submissions? 

MS JANES: No. I did hear some of it, I 

couldn't hear all of it, there were other things going on 

here, but I was sure that it would be, because I've read 

some of the briefs and some of my points are bound to be, 

and in future you'll probably be dealing with them again, 

what other people have put in their submissions. 
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I'm a little puzzled by the number of 

employees bit, because that's been coming out loud and 

clear from several places and people who were up there, 

some of them possibly the scientists who were let go, et 

cetera, so I'm not sure who let who -- it shows how little 

we can understand this. It's very much an experiment in a 

way. We've not had private-public contractors before and 

now we have, and we need to know who is doing what. We 

need to be reassured that the science is still there, and 

that the cautionary principle is paramount in all people's 

minds. 

There's one other point I wanted to make, 

and it's perhaps lost in this. You can have a handbook, 

and it's great to have a handbook, and I did hear some of 

it the night before and I heard some of it again today, 

that it seems everybody wants to have this handbook, but 

it's a general handbook. Whenever we do research or 

whenever I've read good documentation, you have to have the 

flexibility of going to other places, but the main place is 

the actual regulation, the actual rule that you have to 

follow. It doesn't do anybody any harm to try to find out 

from CNSC -- for instance, if I'm reading this and it's got 

it on my licence, that I'll go and I'll find out from the 

powers that be how I interpret this. That's fine, what is 

the big -- you know, there seems to be no problem. 
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I don't think everybody should just be 

using the same handbook carte blanche and not having 

licence conditions that are very specific but have the 

references so we know that they have authority. Then when 

it gets into the courts, if it ever does, there's no 

problem. If it gets into the pubic domain and we're coming 

back again and again to say, "Why did you let them do 

this", we need to know exactly why you let them do it, 

et cetera. 

THE PRESIDENT: Anybody else? Okay. 

Let me ask you one question. Did you 

catch the Women in Nuclear presentation? 

MS JANES: I've heard them before and I 

seem to have figured it would probably be the same 

argument. 

Actually, the people who speak with 

criticism are people in the pubic sector who have nothing 

to gain but the public good. The people who speak from the 

sector itself, whether they be the women who support the 

nuclear industry or people who have been given grants, 

various organizations send letters -- each time we go to a 

hearing there's organizations that have benefitted from 

having a facility. The jobs certainly are a big issue. 

Sometimes when we've been to the legislature even in 

Ontario, to a parliamentary committee or legislative 
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committees, the jobs weigh heavy and the benefits weigh 

heavy. For instance, all the discussions around a deep 

level nuclear waste repository, we hear the Women in 

Nuclear there. We hear the people who are going to have 

jobs there. We have communities who have accepted, 

naturally, money that will help them do various things in 

the community. That’s the thing, we speak from the public. 

We were at the Seaborn hearings years ago, 

and we were actually cited, the Provincial Council of 

Women, for our concerns as part of the public, not as part 

of anybody who can benefit, but somebody, a group, that is 

trying to make things better. 

THE PRESIDENT: But you have a fancy title 

that says "Women of Ontario". I suggest you may want to 

recruit some of those women from the nuclear so they'll 

bring you some value-added into the regulatory process. 

MS JANES: They're welcome to join, they 

can approach us and join, but they would have some 

problems, because whenever we have these kinds of things 

they wouldn't like it too well, and they'd have to be 

interested -- our groups actually they probably couldn't 

join in that they don't really represent a public sector, 

they're representing a specific sector. Maybe we could 

hash it out when they join as to how far they could go, but 

it's not usual that an advocacy group for a particular 
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issue, where we have broad policy that is in disagreement, 

would even want to join. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Let's leave it at 

that. Thank you for your intervention. 

MR. LEBLANC: We will now break for lunch. 

We will return at 2 o'clock. 

Also, for those of you who have borrowed 

interpretation devices, please return them. I don't think 

we'll need them for the rest of the day. 

Thank you very much. 

--- Upon recessing at 1:09 p.m. / 

Suspension à 13 h 09 

--- Upon resuming at 2:06 p.m. / 

Reprise à 14 h 06 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. We are ready to 

continue. 

The next submission is an oral 

presentation by the Canadian Nuclear Society as outlined in 

CMD 18-H2.23. 

I understand that Mr. Hunt will make the 

presentation. Over to you. 

http:18-H2.23
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CMD 18-H2.23 

Oral Presentation by Canadian Nuclear Society 

MR. HUNT: A slight correction, Dr. 

Binder, the presentation will be given by the President of 

the Canadian Nuclear Society, Mr. Dan Gammage. 

THE PRESIDENT: I just read what I'm 

given. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead, please. 

MR. GAMMAGE: Good afternoon, ladies and 

gentleman of the Commission. 

My name is Daniel Gammage, I am President 

of the Canadian Nuclear Society. With me here today are 

Peter Easton, our Director of Communications, and Colin 

Hunt, our Secretary of the CNS. 

The Canadian Nuclear Society is Canada's 

learned society for nuclear science, engineering and 

associated technology. We are a not-for-profit 

organization representing more than a thousand 

professionals, scientists and other researchers, engineers 

and other nuclear professionals engaged in various aspects 

within Canada's nuclear community. We do not represent any 

company or other organization within the industry. 

The CNS believes that the views of 
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Canada's nuclear professionals as embodied by its learned 

society may provide useful assistance to the CNSC in its 

deliberations. 

Knowing that you have all read our written 

submission, I only want to indicate here our principal 

observations and conclusions that we've come to regarding 

the proposed licence renewal for Chalk River Laboratories. 

I will start by noting that Chalk River is 

the site of one of the longest operating and best 

established nuclear facilities in the world. For more than 

70 years it has been the site of nuclear research and 

development starting with the ZEEP Reactor in the 

mid-1940s. 

Indeed, the Chalk River Laboratories are 

Canada's only multi-faceted nuclear research laboratory, 

undertaking a broad range of activities necessary for the 

further development of nuclear science and engineering. 

Our written submission notes some of the 

wide range of research and development activities which 

have taken place and continue to take place at Chalk River. 

I will not list them all here as they are outlined briefly 

in our main submission. 

But I will say that these research and 

development activities have provided enormous benefits to 

all Canadians across this country and to people in many 
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other countries as well. 

As noted earlier, Chalk River is a 

long-established site. As such, it is in serious need of 

upgrading and renewal to continue its nuclear research 

mission. 

Canadian Nuclear Laboratories prepared a 

plan for the comprehensive renewal of the site. The 

Government of Canada accepted that plan and provided for 

its funding. Implementing that plan will take place over 

10 years. Thus, it is critical to the future of the Chalk 

River site that the renewal plan be done with a clear and 

consistent understanding of the regulatory requirements 

that are necessary. Such clarity is best done with a 

licence term which matches that of the renewal plan 

duration. 

Therefore, the main conclusions we came to 

was that the Canadian Nuclear Society agrees with the scope 

of this renewal plan as prepared by Chalk River. 

The CNS agrees that the Government of 

Canada has acted responsibly in approving and funding the 

plan. 

The CNS notes that the renewal plan has 

already begun with the commissioning of the Harriet Brooks 

Laboratory. 

The CNS further observes that this renewal 
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plan will allow the development and implementation of new 

nuclear technologies, such as small modular reactors. 

The CNS concludes that Canada has a 

leading advantage in the development of new nuclear 

technology because of the capabilities of the laboratories 

at Chalk River. 

The CNS also notes that approval of a 

10-year licence term will provide regulatory stability and 

confidence that the renewal plan can be completed. 

My colleagues and myself are happy to take 

any questions that the Commission may have regarding our 

views on the matter of licence renewal at Chalk River. 

And the CNS thanks the Commission for the 

opportunity to speak here today and for the time you have 

spent reading through our main submission. 

I'd like to open up to any questions you 

may have. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Dr. McEwan? 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you, Mr. President. 

So, thank you for the submission. 

I'd be interested in the perspectives of 

your members on the transition period, and by that I mean, 

CNL is creating a new business model, NRU is being 

decommissioned, there is a legacy waste issue that needs to 
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be dealt with. There's obviously going to be a transition 

and some uncertainty into what the final structure is going 

to look like and how it's going to go forward. 

How do your members view that? 

MR. GAMMAGE: That's an excellent 

question. 

There's always uncertainty in industry. 

And I think, the way I've seen it from the members, we do 

have a branch of individuals, we have a Chalk River Branch 

at the CNS, so we do have good local representation. Many 

of those people at that branch work at the laboratories 

themselves. From what I've seen, the people have been very 

positive to what they've seen here. 

There's always uncertainty in any 

business, in any business going forward, but from my 

perspective, what I've seen within the Society, is an 

invigorated base of people that are willing to basically be 

part of the process going forward. They are positive in 

their responses that I've seen and I would say they have 

actually been potentially more involved in CNS activities 

as well since the transition has begun. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So, for CNL, I mean, we've 

talked about the NRU has been operational for decades, it 

was a key component. 

Will you be doing anything to sort of 
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preserve the history or preserve the sense of 

accomplishment around that within the organization? 

MR. COX: David Cox for the record. 

So, great question and the short answer is 

yes. Detail is still being worked out. We do have an 

active dialogue engagement going with the local historical 

society which has a lot of interest in many of the 

components of NRU, control room panels, for example, to be 

preserved as part of historical. 

We're also looking at different ways to 

commemorate the legacy of NRU in order to acknowledge its 

contribution to Canadian science and technology. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question? 

So, just a quick one. I just want to make 

sure that we understand. On your conclusion, number 3, 

that you support strongly the development of SMR, it just 

came in within the 10-year licence. I just want to make 

sure that people understand, for SMR you'll need a new 

licence. 

So, CNSC, please clarify, and there will 

be a different process I guess. 

Go ahead. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

That is correct. Currently what we are 

proposing as staff, the recommendation before you is for a 
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specific licensing basis with current activities. Given 

the NRU shutting down, any project outside of the current 

proposed licensing basis that the Commission is deciding 

upon, such as SMR and earlier today near-surface disposal 

facility, are not within licensing basis as it's being 

proposed and we will need to come back to you for a 

decision on both those projects. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Any other 

comment? 

Okay. Well, thank you for your 

intervention. 

The next submission is an oral 

presentation by the Corporation of the Town of Deep River 

as outlined in CMD 18-H2.5. 

I understand that Mayor Lougheed will make 

the presentation. Welcome. 

CMD 18-H2.5 

Oral Presentation by the 

Corporation of the Town of Deep River 

MAYOR LOUGHEED: Thank you very much, Mr. 

President. 

And joining me at the table is Reeve 

Doncaster who is going to provide support for future 
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questions that I'm sure you may have. 

So, certainly we thank you for the 

opportunity to attend today and I'm pleased to be here 

representing my Council and, through them, the people of 

Deep River. 

You'll be pleased to know I'm not going to 

read to you the letter that you have already received, 

except to note that I'm here under direction of a formal 

motion that was passed by Council unanimously supporting 

the licence renewal. 

Deep River is the host nuclear community 

and proud hometown of the Chalk River Laboratories. Ours 

is a historical relationship existing since the time the 

town and the labs were built, both together, back in the 

late 1940s and 50s with Deep River originally being a 

company town. 

We have a proud history. Three Nobel 

Prize winners, multiple awards and we are often best known 

for the pioneering work in CANDU reactor technology and 

producing a large share of the world's supply of medical 

radioisotopes. 

But it is so much more in terms of 

successes and contributions that have been made and are 

part of the future vision for the possibilities in research 

and development. 
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I know that you are more familiar than I 

with the achievements of Canada's premier nuclear science 

and technology organization under the umbrella of CNL. 

We have world-wide recognition in nuclear 

science and the means to enable innovation, science and 

technology. Our greatest asset is the people who form the 

basis of success in a knowledge-based economy. The 

approval of the licence is integral to continuing this 

legacy. 

Today Deep River houses approximately 800 

employees and their families, and we hope to welcome more, 

and there are 500 employees who daily work in four office 

locations in our town centre. 

So, rather than just submitting a letter 

to you, I know you understand why it's important to attend 

and demonstrate our support and the value that we place on 

the work that is underway for renewal of the labs and to 

emphasize the importance of that licence renewal. 

You've already heard from others more 

closely connected that the labs' impact many cluster 

businesses in the County and have germinated initiatives 

for spin-off companies. 

When I moved to Deep River, and it was 

just over five years ago, the town and employees were 

waiting, it was a state of uncertainty at that time for the 
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outcome of the federal government's implementation of the 

GoCo model. And certainly change is never easy and never 

more so than when you're waiting. 

But CNL and our municipality through 

diligence and a lot of hard work had made commitment to 

work for success and we feel very confident in the future. 

In the past months we have worked hard to 

understand each other, our needs and our challenges. It 

started as an informal group and it has led to the 

establishment of a special committee and we've also had 

signing of a Memorandum of Understanding. 

It resulted in the formation of the AECL, 

CNL and Deep River Committee. And I have to share with 

you, we fondly call it the ACDR Committee. We love 

acronyms. And I can assure you that at this table you will 

find that we have open and very frank discussions. And to 

date we have achieved a lot. 

We have ongoing meetings between myself as 

Mayor, the Reeve and direct contact with CNL senior 

management. The public outreach and information programs 

have been enhanced and scheduled more frequently. It's 

been done in consultation with Council and our staff and 

resulted in local opportunities in varied ways to connect 

with the public. And I want to give you a few examples to 

illustrate this. 
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There were some special technical sessions 

provided for those who have or are working in the nuclear 

industry since many of our retirees have chosen to stay in 

Deep River and to continue to live there for the duration 

of their lives. And I appreciate that these technical 

sessions have been important as a venue for those in 

attendance, and I can tell you that those technical 

sessions are not for a layperson such as myself. I'm 

humbled sometimes by the scientific language used by our 

nuclear scientists. Often I have no idea what they're 

talking about. 

CNL has been to our Council meetings for 

presentations and have utilized our spring and fall 

newsletters to share updates on what is happening at CRL. 

Public meetings have been planned to 

reduce the conflicts with the town's meeting schedule and 

there have been daytime and evening sessions to accommodate 

the public. 

Involvement in our community events have 

increased the positive connection with the people in our 

municipality. 

As well, we have a newly formed group 

which was just recently referenced called the Society for 

the Protection of Canadian Nuclear Heritage. It was just 

incorporated and is receiving artifacts and memorabilia 
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from the site. These are being catalogued and stored until 

such time as the nuclear museum celebrating our history 

becomes a reality. And at the present time they have a 

virtual website to share the resources they've been able to 

collect. 

It's been demonstrated numerous times when 

in attendance at the site that there is a high value placed 

on safe operations by those responsible for ensuring 

protection of staff, the public and the environment. 

And I want to give you a specific example. 

CNL has recognized the challenges that we have been facing 

with the provision of fire suppression services in Deep 

River. And for CNL, as safety is a consideration not just 

at the plant, but also in the town where their employees 

live and work, CNL has been diligently seeking a solution 

for us. I can tell you it was a historic moment on 

December the 4th of 2017 when we signed an Interim Service 

Agreement with CNL to support our town providing training, 

organization and management for the town's fire service. 

This reflects, in my view, as someone 

who's been in public service for 18 years, the best of a 

public/private partnership arrangement and it demonstrates 

the high priority that CNL places on the health and safety 

of their people, their operations and their host community. 

We're now today working on the development 
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of a longer-term agreement and a continuing stronger 

partnership for all parties. 

The economic benefits to Canada, to this 

province, county and Deep River I think are well 

understood. 

Monday and Tuesday of this week I was in 

Toronto with staff and the Vice-President of Corporate 

Services for CNL, Lou Riccoboni was joining us. We met 

with provincial ministers in energy, economic development 

and rural affairs. They were excited about the future of 

the nuclear economy and have asked for a visit to be 

arranged at CNL and Deep River. Our CAO, Ric McGee has 

already started working on this file today. 

Previously Mr. Riccoboni joined us as we 

met with ministers in natural resources, the environment, 

as well as research, innovation and science. 

Seeing business and local governments 

sitting at the same table when you're meeting with 

ministers and being in discussion with them has a stronger 

impact than any speech I could ever give. 

I want to say that the Town of Deep River 

is confident in the applicant's ability to safely operate 

the Chalk River Laboratories. The Town of Deep River 

supports and endorses Canadian Nuclear Laboratories' 

application for a 10-year licence and encourages the 
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Commission to grant this licence. 

Mr. President, we're available for any 

questions. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Dr. McEwan? 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you, Mr. President. 

Thank you for the submission. We've heard 

several times over the last couple of days that there is 

some concern in the broader community around Chalk River 

about the risks to the environment of legacy waste, perhaps 

to the river. 

Is this something that exercises Deep 

River council? Is it something that is discussed? Is it 

something that concerns you? 

MAYOR LOUGHEED: We have made a formal 

submission as it relates to the near-surface disposal site 

that's being proposed, and so that's in the public record 

at this point in time, Dr. McEwan. 

In terms of the ongoing issues as it 

relates to the general operation, I would say to you that 

we're all aware there's a legacy waste to be dealt with, 

and every municipality that is associated with the nuclear 

industry is dealing with that. 

At this point in time we're satisfied with 

the communication, the information, and the level of detail 
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that we are receiving from Chalk River Laboratories. 

MEMBER McEWAN: But it's something that 

the council would be looking at on a regular basis to make 

sure that comfort level is maintained? 

MAYOR LOUGHEED: Absolutely. And part of 

the reason is that, as hometown and of CNL, the town was 

built to house to the researchers and scientists, so our 

retiree population is 33 percent -- or pardon me, 33 

percent of our population are retirees, most of them worked 

at the plant, so you can be certain that they are very 

engaged and keep us well informed. 

As I said at the beginning, I haven't been 

a resident of Deep River for a long time, and for me it's 

been a pretty exciting journey and path and a learning 

experience and coming to understand more about the 

industry. 

You know, I bring to the table the 

layperson's perspective, so a lot questions when I started 

on this council. My questions aren't finished. But I have 

a tremendous resource within the community, and they 

certainly keep me briefed, updated, and keep our council 

fully informed of where their concerns and interests lie as 

well. 

THE PRESIDENT: So we heard -- I don't 

know if -- we heard from some retirees, I don't know if 
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they live in Deep River, but not all the retirees are 

happy. They have concerns. I'm just wondering whether in 

your council deliberation do you normally open it to the 

public, and do you have any people express concerns? 

MAYOR LOUGHEED: Yes, I think the 

council -- there's a couple of venues that we follow as a 

council, and one is trying to be in attendance at the open 

houses that occur locally when they're being hosted by CNL. 

That's why I emphasized in my remarks that we've worked 

with CNL to ensure that we don't have conflicting 

schedules. 

The other thing that occurs is 

presentations and delegations at council, and we certainly 

have had those as well. 

You know we represent all the people, and 

we recognize that individuals have concerns, groups may 

have concerns. I think the two-day technical workshop was 

set up to provide a deeper level of discussion and detail 

that the broader public would not necessarily become 

engaged in. 

As well, I guess I have an open-door 

policy, and many times people contact any member of council 

or myself and we meet with them to discuss their concerns 

as well. 

I don't know, Reeve Doncaster, did you 
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want to add anything to that? 

--- Off microphone / Sans microphone 

MAYOR LOUGHEED: Okay. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. 

Dr. Demeter. 

MR. DEMETER: Thank you for your 

presentation. 

I was talking a while ago about metrics, 

to look at management change, and whether they impacted 

labour change. So as you're a town that's so closely 

associated with this industry, have you noticed changes in 

the real estate market? In population? Throughout this 

trend to shift to this new model of management and 

operations, has it changed much in your community, which is 

closely tied economically to the industry? 

MAYOR LOUGHEED: Well it's been pretty 

exciting term of council, I can tell you, because our town 

is 70 years old, and from a municipal perspective we've 

been doing a lot of work to put our house in order to 

prepare for an optimistic future. We feel positive about 

where we're going and the opportunities it presents. 

We acknowledge for us -- and I'm giving 

you a little bit of background -- but we acknowledge for us 

that our housing is old, we don't have all of the housing 

choices, and so we've been working on an official plan, 
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zoning initiatives, and so forth to put ourselves in a good 

position. 

Have we seen a change to date? No, we 

haven't seen a change. But when you look at the size of 

our aging population, some people have made housing 

changes, and sometimes that has meant in other communities. 

But what we have seen is a growing number of young people 

coming into the community, and what they found there is a 

quality of life that is quite extraordinary. 

And having served previously in municipal 

government in an urban setting in the GTA, I can say that 

what's keeping them there is all of the amenities, that are 

urban amenities, that we enjoy in Deep River. And I think 

that was to support the researchers and scientists who 

moved there initially. 

And so we think we have a lot to offer, 

and we're looking -- we're working in concert with CNL in 

terms of attracting more residents to the area. 

Back in the fifties the roads weren't as 

good as they were, transportation was a lot poorer, and so 

we housed all of the researchers and scientists 

historically in a general nature. But today transportation 

is better. So we know many of our employees are choosing 

other locations across the county as well. 

But we are looking forward to creating --
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doing our job to attract and support new residents and 

employees of CNL. 

THE PRESIDENT: Ms Lougheed, hank you for 

your presentation. 

MAYOR LOUGHEED: Thank you. 

MR. LEBLANC: We were trying to locate Ms 

Brown. I think you just came in, so you just made it. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: So the next presentation 

is from the Ottawa Riverkeeper, as outlined in CMD 

18-H2.15. I understand that Ms Brown will make the 

presentation. 

The floor is yours. 

CMD 18-H2.15 

Oral presentation by Ottawa Riverkeeper 

MS BROWN: Thank you very much. 

It's pleasure to be here to represent the 

very wide, large Ottawa River watershed, 146,000 square 

kilometres, of which Chalk River Nuclear Facilities is in 

about the middle of it. 

Our organization, Ottawa Riverkeeper, is 

part of an international organization of waterkeepers, 

however, we have our focus on the Ottawa River watershed. 

http:18-H2.15
http:18-H2.15
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I want to thank you also for webcasting 

all your hearing because it was very helpful for me to 

listen in last night, as well as this morning, to what all 

the different intervenors were saying and the questions 

that were being answered. 

And so I also want to make it clear that 

this is a really important issue to the people in the 

watershed. Ottawa Riverkeeper represents -- we have over 

10,000 followers, and supporters and there's a huge 

interest in what happens at this site, and of course a huge 

interest in protecting the river itself. And of course I 

make note, too, that the staff who live in the watershed 

and work at CNL also have that same interest, that we're 

very appreciative of. 

In terms of my intervening today, I want 

to make it clear that Ottawa Riverkeeper, we're very 

involved. We are an official intervenor in the 

environmental assessment for the Near Surface Disposal 

Facility. For this particular licence hearing, we did not 

have intervenor funding, so I don't have experts helping me 

go through all of the different aspects of it, but I felt 

that it was very important because our people came and 

said, you know, this is very connected and important and we 

need to, you know, make sure that our voice is heard at 

this hear. 
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So I bring that up because when I say that 

we didn't -- I didn't have experts to go through all of the 

different changes in the licences, it's quite important for 

a few reasons: because I have some questions, but also 

that -- and from listening to the different intervenors, I 

got a good feeling for CNL being very adamant that the 

licence conditions were the same, that we haven't had many 

changes. When we first looked it, we were quite concerned 

and -- but we have to put our trust in the Commission and 

CNL that those site licence conditions are similar. 

So I do have a few questions on those. 

And the first one is, it's on my intervention, point two, 

and the last sentence of that. In the current CRL handbook 

it says that: 

" The licensee shall not produce, in 

the course of the licensed 

activities, or accept from outside 

clients, waste for which there is no 

identified and approved treatment, or 

storage, or disposal facility." 

So I'm unclear whether that is still true 

for the new licence. So if there's waste, for example, 

that becomes accepted from Gentilly or Whiteshell, and 

there's no disposal facility for that, is that still 

something that we can be assured that will not happen? 
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The second one is around the prohibition 

of controlled liquid waste released into the ground. So 

that is currently stated in the CRL handbook. I can't 

figure out if that still exists or not. I think that's of 

great importance. As an organization we're really focused 

on the protection of water and fresh water, and so all the 

lens that we bring to what happens at Chalk River Nuclear 

Facilities is around protecting fresh water. 

And the third question around the 

conditions is it appears that there's this movement toward 

a standardization, and there's a lot of talk about the 

CSAs, and these are standardizations for Class I nuclear 

facilities. So a question that I have, and it's been 

brought up in other ways, but do these standardized licence 

conditions take into consideration the unique site that we 

have Chalk River Nuclear Lab, so the fact that we're on the 

Ottawa River, which provides drinking water to several 

million people, probably 3 million people, if you count 

Montreal, the seismic activity? So it's unclear. As we 

move towards these kind of standardized licence conditions, 

do we still take into account the unique situations at 

Chalk River? 

And I also wanted to reflect on the 

10-year license term that is being debated here. Last 

night I heard a lot of arguments around the 10-year licence 
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term, and this is what I heard. 

I heard that a 10-year term provides 

certainty for business planning. I heard that it's 

beneficial to offset the GoCo contract so that they're not 

happening at the same time, and I heard that a licensing 

hearing is a significant effort. 

So those are three things that I heard 

loud and clear. And what was missing for me was this piece 

on -- you know, the dialogue on where is the concern for 

protecting the environment? Does that come into count when 

we look at our licence terms that are being issued? You 

know, how much is that considered outside of all -- it 

seems like there's a lot of business decisions getting made 

and I think that -- the emphasis on the priority for the 

environment, we heard this morning about the importance --

or maybe it was last night -- the importance of the 

priorities of the Government of Canada, and I would have 

liked to see those brought in because I know two important 

priorities of the Government of Canada are a 

nation-to-nation approach with indigenous peoples and the 

protection of Canada's fresh water. 

So I wonder how those Government of Canada 

priorities are brought forward and implicated in this 

10-year term for a licence. 

And then the last thing that got talked 
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about was -- is this piece about uncertainty, because 

Ottawa Riverkeeper, we know that a 10-year licence is 

unprecedented. We've been seeing smaller licence periods. 

And last night I believe it was David Cox went on record 

and he said that the past licences have been influenced by 

uncertainty around the NRU safety and that's why they've 

been shorter licences. 

I respectfully ask: do we not have 

significant uncertainty right now at this time that perhaps 

could be equal and parallel to what we were seeing with NRU 

safety? 

So we have new leadership, new management. 

We've talked about that a lot. We have this 10-year 

contract that's based on short-term objectives, and that 

got brought up as well: that right now there is this GoCo 

model, and they have a contract with the government, and, 

to be honest, it's a very short-term contract in the scope 

of the site and the nuclear waste and the legacies. 

We also have uncertainty around what is 

going to happen with the legacy wastes at the Chalk River 

Nuclear Laboratories site. So we have no plans for 

high-level and intermediate-level waste. There's a plan on 

the table right now for the low-level waste. We're just in 

the middle of that environmental assessment. So there's 

great uncertainty around the wastes at the site. 
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And I think there's also uncertainty 

around what new wastes will be generated at the site. In 

the 10-year plan that CNL put forward they're talking about 

bringing in small modular reactors that will also be 

creating new waste. So uncertainty. 

And then other uncertainty -- I mean I'm 

sure somebody -- it's certain in somebody's mind, but of 

the $7 billion -- almost $7-billion worth of liability, 

nuclear liability, that our federal government has, I'm 

unsure about what portion of that is from the CNL site. 

That's encompassing some other site, so it would be 

interesting to know the breakdown in that liability. 

And especially for the people of the 

Ottawa River watershed, it's a little bit unsettling to 

know that one of Canada's largest environmental liabilities 

lies within their watershed. 

So the last thing is this concept of 

precautionary approach. So as I understand it, from the 

website of the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission, the 

Commission has to be satisfied that CNL will adequately 

protect the environment. And I just -- we've talked --

there's been talk today about some of the things that are 

happening at the site. You know the fact that there is --

and it's -- largely a lot of it is legacy waste, of course, 

but the riverbed, the Ottawa riverbed, is contaminated from 
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the activities over time at the site. We have these 

contaminated groundwater plumes on the site that we all 

know about and are being monitored. And we also have this 

large area of wetlands and forested wetlands within the 

site that are fenced off to prevent access of wildlife and 

people because it's so contaminated. 

So is that what we consider adequately 

protecting the environment?, is a question that I have. 

And I think, in conclusion, we would 

really like to recommend a precautionary approach that we 

take with this decision, and I think that a five-year 

licence would be a great place to start to showcase to 

Canadians that you're interesting taking a precautionary 

approach. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Who wants to start? 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: Submission, page number 

5, item number 4, what is the plan for long-term management 

of radioactive and other toxic waste produced at CRL, 

legacy and into the future? 

Yes, CNL. 

MR. COX: I'll ask Kurt Kehler to respond 

to that. 

MR. KEHLER: As we've outlined previously 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

          

            

          

        

       

  

       

        

       

        

           

            

     

         

          

         

          

        

         

      

   

         

         

             

          

203 

in the introduction, you know, the interim storage of waste 

will continue. It's been going on for decades at the Chalk 

River site of all different kinds of waste: low-level, 

intermediate, and high. Those interim storage will 

continue until we successfully can implement long-term 

disposal options. 

Of course for high-level waste that 

disposal option is through the nuclear waste management 

organization, through the government. That's the Deep 

Geologic Repository, which they just recently made their 

first core at one of their prospective sites to check it 

out. And so that's where the high-level -- the fuel would 

go to in the future. 

We still have to come to the Commission 

with projects plans and get agreements for how to handle 

the intermediate-level waste, and we've been having quite a 

few discussions, as you might have noticed, on a potential 

low-level waste repository, and those will continue until 

we can come up with a permanent disposal option. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Dr. Demeter. 

MR. DEMETER: Just following up on the 

waste question, the question from the intervenor that I 

think we need sort of a clear answer is before the site --

before CNL accepts waste from outside, that they have to 
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have conditions met to accept that waste and store it. 

My question with that is: is there a 

limit? Like, in my business we can hold so much 

iodine-131. We have a licensed limit for the possession, 

use, transport of specific radionuclides that has an upper 

limit. So is that the same with this, where the waste that 

they accept has to be stored in an approved manner, and is 

there a limit? 

And I guess more from a policy point of 

view, because it will come in for another intervenor, from 

a regulatory point of view do we have a say or a position 

on where they get waste from? Is it -- if it becomes, 

like, an international waste storage, is that a regulatory 

issue? That's a policy issue, and who makes that decision? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So I'll ask Ms Karine Glenn, in Ottawa, to 

address the policy question that you asked with regards to 

the: do we have a say in terms of where the waste comes 

from? 

MS GLENN: Karine Glenn for the record. I 

am the director of the Waste and Decommissioning Division 

at the CNSC. 

With respect to policy, waste owners are 

responsible for implementing waste solutions, and whether 

that's through sending the waste to a third party -- like 
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CNL, for instance, receives waste from several medical 

facilities in Canada, isotope producers, however they do 

not receive waste from outside of Canada. 

And so it is at this current point limited 

to waste that is produced within Canada or waste that was 

originally generated in Canada, such as if we -- a 

manufacturer of sources will accept used sources to be 

returned to them, and that is consistent with the joint 

convention for the safety of used nuclear fuel and the safe 

management of radioactive waste material, which Canada is a 

signatory to. 

We do not detail, through either a licence 

condition, what specific isotopes they may possess. They 

are a Class I facility, in which case they have a higher 

limit. From a specific RP or emissions provisions, there 

would be specific requirements that could apply. 

What is really important to note is that 

all of the waste that is currently stored on site is done 

so safely. CNSC Staff do compliance verification on a 

regular basis to ensure that continues to be the case, and 

that will continue to be the case until CNL develops a 

long-term solution for all of their waste. 

I'd like to point out that Mr. Kehler did 

highlight the role of the nuclear waste management 

organizations Adaptive Phased Management project, which is 
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Canada's long-term management solution for used nuclear 

fuel. That project is currently in a deciding phase and 

would still require approval from the CNSC to proceed, and 

so that -- although there is an initiative that the 

government has put in place, the final details regarding 

the initiatives are not approved. 

Similarly, any solution that CNL would 

propose for a disposal facility, we need to come back to 

the CNC for approval. 

And, lastly, I would like to point out 

that I touched upon the Joint Convention and that every 

three years Canada produces a report to the Joint 

Convention as part of their obligations as a signatory. 

The latest report was tabled in October of 2017. It will 

be posted shortly pending French translation, but there is 

summary available on the CNSC website in both French and 

English. 

In that report it does outline all the 

inventories in terms of low, intermediate and high level 

ways that are currently on the Chalk River site. 

In addition, it also does discuss the fact 

that AECL along with some other waste producers and waste 

owners in Canada such as OPG, Hydro Quebec, and New 

Brunswick Power, have formed a radioactive waste management 

industry forum and they are working together towards 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

       

        

           

         

         

    

         

           

          

            

       

         

        

        

            

           

         

         

         

     

       

          

           

      

       

207 

developing those long-term waste management solutions. 

That group was created under the Canadian Nuclear 

Association and then so it is an industry group. CNSC does 

not participate in that group, but they are working 

together towards finding long-term solutions for all of the 

waste that they own. 

THE PRESIDENT: Can we, however, get down 

to the specific question here and it is what is CNL 

authorized to accept from Canadian waste? And I think 

there is a government policy on that, and I am sure that 

Dr. Quinn will enlighten us with this. 

DR. QUINN: Shannon Quinn for the record. 

So the question is around whether there 

are any constraints, really, from a policy perspective 

around – so waste and waste volumes that can be accepted at 

the Chalk River site from outside. Ms Glenn rightly noted 

that the Chalk River site currently accepts and has 

accepted for many decades small volumes of waste primarily 

from universities and users of isotopes and hospitals, and 

they continue to do so. 

Under the GoCo contract there are 

provisions that set out that CNL can continue to accept 

wastes from third parties that are of the nature and the 

volume that they have historically done. 

Where they would be looking to 
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significantly increase their volume or change the nature of 

the entity that would be providing the waste, they would 

need to come back for policy approvals. 

So these are the protections that are set 

out under contract through the GoCo arrangement. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? 

MEMBER SEELEY: Yes, I'd like to thank Ms 

Brown for her submission and in particular for following 

along on the webcast and therefore asking questions that 

can point out issues that we haven’t already dealt with; so 

thank you for that. 

It was with regard to your question on the 

renewal conditions and the ability of the license 

conditions to deal with basically local anomalies or local 

conditions that can influence the license conditions, so it 

may be a question for staff: How does the license and 

License Conditions Handbook deal those kinds of things 

where we have – and her examples are the geology of the 

region and the proximity to the river. Are they picked up? 

How are they picked up in the license? 

MR. LECLAIR: Jean Leclair for the record. 

In the License Conditions Handbook it 

actually lists all the facilities and activities that are 

encompassed by the license. So if we really look at what 
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we are calling the unique nature of the Chalk River site it 

is in fact the diversity of facilities and activities that 

are currently being conducted. Those are captured in the 

License Conditions Handbook. 

And then as part of the requirements with 

regards to those facilities and activities there’s safety 

analysis that are required for each of those facilities and 

activities, so it is all covered. 

So we have the requirements that are 

applicable to Class-1 Requirements. We also have 

incorporated requirements associated with Class-2 

Prescribed Equipment. They are all built into the License 

Conditions Handbook, so it is a complete set, so it takes 

into account all the facilities and activities that are 

currently authorized under the current license and the 

proposed license. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

Just to be sure we answer the question 

that the intervenor raised on number two on page 4 of the 

intervention; there was a paragraph or a statement made 

from the current Chalk River Laboratories Handbook that was 

brought reference to in terms of clarity on whether that 

still exists, and those words, that statement, is currently 

on page 41 of the Proposed License Conditions Handbook as a 

compliance verification criteria. So there has not been 
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anything lost between what is currently facility-specific 

and that statement and the current License Conditions 

Handbook and what he proposed License Condition Handbook 

contains on page 41. 

THE PRESIDENT: So, you raised a couple of 

others there, the fresh water, I thought we -- I don't know 

if you missed it this morning; I think we spoke a lot about 

fresh water and the need to protect fresh water. And in 

fact there was discussion about the drinking water around 

the facility. So, yes, there are legacy problems that the 

government is paying a fortune to try to fix. But in the 

meantime the environment around the facility I think is 

protected; that’s what we heard. So you can comment on 

that. 

The last thing about – I don’t know if 

somebody wants to comment about – you mentioned the 

government policy about nation-to-nation. On protection of 

the environment I think it is fundamental to the CNSC 

regulatory mandate. 

On nation-to-nation, I don’t know if the 

CNSC always dealt with that particular item, so maybe you 

can one more time articulate what the nation-to-nation 

concept figures in your regulatory process? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So I think the best placed person for that 
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is Ms Clare Cattrysse in our Policy and International 

Aboriginal Affairs Group. 

MS CATTRYSSE: Hello, this is Clare 

Cattrysse; I’m Director of the Policy Aboriginal 

International Relations Division at the CNSC. 

I think it is really important to say on 

the record that the CNSC is a proactive regulator. We have 

a very robust approach to Aboriginal consultation and our 

aim is to build productive relationships with the 

Indigenous communities and this is what we have been 

working towards over the years. And I would say that we 

are taking very seriously where the government’s position 

is with respect to nation-to-nation relationships. 

And our aim is to keep working with the 

communities with interests and rights around the sites that 

we regulate towards reconciliation. 

Thank you. 

MS BROWN: Thank you. I would just like to 

speak on the fresh water protection piece. I really do 

appreciate the amount of monitoring that is taking place at 

the site and the understanding that the staff are taking to 

understand the extent of the contamination, the groundwater 

plumes, how they are moving; that’s really important. 

But I also want to be on the record to say 

that what they are doing there is not remediation; it is 
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essentially just following the problem and making sure it 

doesn’t get any worse, so I feel like there is a need for 

more of an emphasis on remediation and how they will get 

back to a place of no impact on fresh water. 

And there seems to be also sometimes, I 

guess, a feeling that as long as regulations are being met 

there is no impact on the environment, and I just wanted to 

be on record to say that it is not the same thing; that you 

can meet an environmental regulation but you can still have 

an impact on the environment, which is very obvious with 

what we have on site right now with these contaminated 

groundwater plumes; with this area that’s fenced off that 

is contaminated; so there is impact while regulations are 

still being met. So, I think that is just an important 

piece. 

And then I just wanted to also... 

THE PRESIDENT: Why don't you deal with 

that little piece because I think it is important because I 

understand – the way I understand CNSC and CNL, there’s the 

other principal, which is the ALARA; it’s not just meet but 

improve and remediate. So somebody please help me on that 

one. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So I believe again our colleagues in the 

Environmental Protection are best placed to speak to how 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

          

        

          

      

       

       

 

         

         

       

       

            

          

           

         

  

         

          

             

  

         

          

        

          

          

213 

not only do we ensure regulatory requirements are met, but 

there is always an effort towards continuous improvement 

and cleanup in terms of what activities are going on. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MR. RINKER: Michael Rinker, Director 

General for Directorate of Environment and Radiation 

Protection. 

So we are in agreement that there are 

areas around this facility for which there is contamination 

in which the environment is being impacted. 

We could start with the groundwater 

plumes. There was action about a decade or more ago, 15 

years ago, enforcement action as well as action taken by 

AECL to remove the source of those groundwater plumes in a 

manner that would no longer allow for uncontrolled releases 

to groundwater. 

And other areas that are impacted at the 

Chalk River facility are related to waste that was managed 

in the ‘50s in a manner that we would not say is deemed 

acceptable today. 

CNL is now tasked with coming up with 

solutions to that. They are proposing programs and a 

project that is undergoing an environmental assessment, and 

coming up with a more modern approach to waste management 

would in fact mitigate many of the situation that is 
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occurring on site. 

But, nevertheless, I think it is important 

to recognize that the environmental footprint around the 

Chalk River site and into the Ottawa River the results are 

showing that the fish and the water still remain 

protective. And while the facility is going to be going 

through some changes to clean up some of the areas of 

contamination that is in a manner implementation of the 

precautionary approach that despite the fact that there is 

a possibility of effects they are going to not use 

scientific uncertainty to justify not doing something; in 

fact they are investigating investing money to improve the 

situation at Chalk River. 

THE PRESIDENT: CNL do you want to add to 

this? 

MR. COX: So, David Cox for the record. 

We have talked a lot about our 

environmental monitoring program which is extensive. 

We have also talked a bit about our 

remediation activities which are ongoing I think as Mr. 

Rinker just described, but in our proposed license period 

there is a lot of additional remediation which will have 

very beneficial effects on our footprint, and I will just 

ask Kurt Kehler to talk a bit about the remediation 

activities that are coming up and are already underway. 
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It is a part of our proposal and we 

understand the benefits of remediation. 

MR. KEHLER: Kurt Kehler for the record. 

I'll touch on a few of the projects I have 

previously mentioned and add a few as far as remediation 

activities underway. 

Previously I mentioned expanding the 

Spring B Pump and Treat Facility to further control the 

Strontium-90 plume coming out of the Waste Management Area 

B. 

During the past license period we also put 

a cap on Waste Management Area C that capped and prevented 

further infiltration of water through that area and 

decreased the tritium coming out of that area as part of a 

protective measure. 

We have also completed some projects to 

prevent future problems and so the completion of the field 

packaging system is one of those projects. It is 

recognized that some of the older stand-pipes or tile 

holes, whichever you prefer to call them, for storage of 

spent nuclear fuel in Waste Management Area B were 

deteriorating allowing water to enter some of those areas 

of fuel. And our concerns about reaction between those 

fuels and the water had us design the fuel packaging system 

to extract that fuel and put it in a more secure location 
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and dry it. That project is about halfway through its 

retrieval status of pulling fuel and putting it into the 

packaging system. 

In the upcoming period we have some other 

small areas which we are going to go after in remediation. 

The liquid dispersal pipeline is a pipeline which in the 

past has leaked to the ground, and that was a pipeline that 

actually pumped fluids up to some of the dispersal areas 

which are some of the other contaminate areas on site. 

But our large scale remediation which is 

the goal really of CNL is basically kind of on hold until 

we can come up with a disposal path to safely remediate the 

areas and then move those soils into a better controlled 

condition and go after more of the sources. And of course 

that is why we are looking at a proposal for the near 

surface disposal facility at this time. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Anybody else? 

MEMBER SEELEY: Yeah, I just had one 

clarification for Ms Brown. 

In the December 11th submission you had 

recommended a license renewal term of three years and today 

after I guess of sitting through two days of submissions 

have you revised that, because I thought I heard you say 

five years in your submission, in your presentation, today? 
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MS BROWN: Yeah, I think I'm in the range 

of three to five, and was curious to know why you know – I 

haven’t really – I have heard all the like, ‘Why 10 years?’ 

but I haven’t heard a, ‘Why not five years?’ So that would 

be interesting to see five or less, and that would still 

meet the criteria of being offset by the contract and 

giving time. 

And, again, I am telling you not based on 

a thorough review and analysis but just this piece on 

uncertainties that exist and I think a precautionary 

approach. 

THE PRESIDENT: So you don't see any 

comfort from having an annual requirement to annually 

present in front of the Commission the performance with all 

the data and all the measurements and all the achievements, 

and allow for some sort of intervention from anybody who 

wants to intervene? You don’t see any comfort in that? 

MS BROWN: No I don't. I think it's harder 

to move backwards than to move incrementally forward. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you, any other 

questions? 

Any final thoughts? 

MS BROWN: Well I just have one thing that 

has not been addressed that I was really wanting to have on 

the record which was this other license of the prohibition 
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of controlled liquid waste releases into the ground, and I 

still have no idea if that is indeed included in the new 

license requirements. 

THE PRESIDENT: Anybody from CNL or CNSC, 

who is first to be able to come up with an answer? 

MR. LeCLAIR: I'm just trying to find it. 

One thing I can say unequivocally, if it is not there it 

certainly will be there. We don’t authorize the pumping of 

liquids directly into the ground. That is not an 

authorized activity. 

I can’t find it in front of me right now. 

We definitely will check to make sure that in the License 

Conditions Handbook there is clarity on that. 

THE PRESIDENT: CNL? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Yeah, I'll just 

point out one thing perhaps and that is under the 

regulations for Class-1 Nuclear Facilities and I will just 

read you a section of that, 

“The proposed location of points of 

release, the proposed maximum 

quantities and concentrations and the 

anticipated volume and flow rate of 

release of nuclear substances and 

hazardous substances into the 

environment, including their 
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physical, chemical and radiological 

characteristics...” (As read) 

And it goes on, but this is covered under 

the general provisions of a Class-1 Nuclear Facility 

Regulations. 

So it doesn’t specifically prohibit any 

kind of release but it puts it under regulatory control 

that you need to have those conditions met, so that is what 

I would contribute to this. 

THE PRESIDENT: But it is not specifically 

in the LCH is that what you are saying? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: Well, the class of 

the Nuclear Facility Regulations govern us. 

THE PRESIDENT: I know, but it is not 

further described. You just have to go through the Regs. 

Okay, look, I think you have said – I 

think have heard that as a result of this hearing, at the 

conclusion of this hearing, I think I heard CNSC saying 

that you have to go back to take a look at your LCH and if 

there is any idea or any comment that was raised throughout 

those, I think you will take a look again to see if you 

need to modify the proposed LCH? Did I get this right? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

That is correct. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 
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Any final thoughts? 

MS BROWN: No, thank you very much. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

[Applause] 

THE PRESIDENT: The next submission is an 

oral presentation by the County of Renfrew as outlined in 

CMD 18-H2.12 and H2.12A. And I understand that Mr. Emon 

will make the presentation. 

MR. EMON: Good afternoon Commissioners. 

And may I extend an official welcome to Renfrew County on 

behalf of Warden Murphy, Council, and our many communities. 

My name is Peter Emon. I am a member of 

County Council and I am honoured and proud to make this 

submission and presentation to you on behalf of the County 

of Renfrew in support of the awarding of a 10-year license 

renewal to Canadian Nuclear Laboratories for the Chalk 

River Laboratories. 

Joining me today are Mayor Bob Sweet of 

the Town of Petawawa, a long-time Chair of the County 

Development and Property Committee, a respected former 

Warden, former Chair of Eastern Ontario Warden’s Caucus, 

and a former Member of the Association of Municipalities of 

Ontario Board of Directors. 

I am pleased to have with me as well Town 

of Arnprior Reeve Walter Stack, a Member of County Council, 

http:18-H2.12
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Chair of our Finance Committee, and currently the county 

representative on the Chalk River Laboratories 

Environmental Stewardship Council. 

And with me, as well, is Mayor John 

Reinwald of Laurentian Hills. Mayor Reinwald’s 

municipality is home to a great number of employees at CRL. 

He is also a retired employee of what was then known as 

AECL but now CNL. 

And I will see if I can – I did learn how 

to use this. 

The County of Renfrew is 7600 square 

kilometres; it has a population of 107,000. It is home to 

Chalk River Laboratories since 1944 and home to the Nuclear 

Power Demonstration Reactor since 1962. 

Our county is comprised of 17 local 

governments which constitute the governing of the County of 

Renfrew. 

Chalk River Laboratories employs 2900 

residents of the County of Renfrew; it is the 

second-largest employer in the county. It is the largest 

single Science and Technology Centre in Canada. It 

contacts to county businesses approximately $27 million 

annually. Salaries are distributed across the county. CNL 

has employees living and volunteering and serving in all of 

our communities and the value is approximately $240 
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million. 

CNL contributes over $300 million to our 

local economy which in turn generates considerable 

employment. 

We also are anticipating a considerable 

uptake in our local economy as the $1.2 billion investment 

on site rolls out in the near future. This modernization 

of the assets of an aged campus and its physical and 

scientific infrastructure is desirable because of the 

increased generation of funds in our economy and also 

because of the flexibility it will allow in pursuing 

scientific excellence, also to leverage the dormant or 

underdeveloped intellectual properties and assets. 

Chalk River is, of course, a very unique 

centre. It provides a very unique centre of science and 

research advanced materials, chemistry, physics, health and 

medicine, advanced fuels, metallurgy, radiation detection 

safety and security, environmental monitoring and research, 

and of course mathematics computation and modelling. 

It is a world leading trading ground for 

Canada’s best and brightest scientific and technical minds. 

It's a teaching and collaboration centre with 17 Canadian 

universities and colleges. It's a world-leading science 

and technology career opportunity centre. It retains 

Canadian expertise within the country that attracts 
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international scientific leaders to Canada and expanding 

our global network. 

It plays a key role in the energy future 

for Canada in the world. It has continued peaceful 

development in nuclear science on behalf of all Canadians 

which is very important to us. 

During the 2013-2015 period in which the 

then federal government undertook its selection of the 

successful applicant in the GoCo process, our county 

government engaged in a lengthy examination of our past and 

emerging relationship with CNL. 

During our travels in the U.S. and across 

Ontario we learned of the high regard CRL had earned for 

safety for exploration regarding their practices and for 

the excellence of their workforce. This was most recently 

reinforced during my co-chairing of the Eastern Ontario 

Leadership Council on Economic Development. The academic 

segments and the business representatives always reminded 

me as chair to be sure to recognize in all go-forward 

strategies the impact of CRL to the international and 

domestic nuclear industry and to ensure we leverage and 

benefit from this hometown asset. 

CNL, Chalk River Labs, provides essential 

support for the electrification of the transportation 

systems globally. It enables a distributed power grade --
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sorry -- enabling distributed power grade development, 

electricity supply for the developing world, of course; 

remote community and industrial electrical supply, 

mitigating the need for future harnessing of rivers to 

generate electricity, and a newly-built hydrogen isotope 

research laboratory certainly gives us plenty of 

opportunities in the future. 

And I say "us" because we, as a community, 

feel very strongly connected to CRL. 

They have more than just economic value. 

As you have probably heard, the United Way of Renfrew 

County counts on CNL for a great -- a great portion of 

their annual income. They re-invest about 400,000 a year 

into our community. United Way, and CNL raises 

approximately half of that through their efforts. You 

know, I think that's part -- that speaks to the social 

contract between this employer and our community. They are 

also a great sponsor of cultural and sporting events and 

their corporate charity is the Canadian Cancer Society of 

Renfrew County. 

The county and municipalities participated 

in the CRL Environmental Stewardship Committee for 11 

years. As I noted, Reeve Stack sits on it as our 

representative. They meet about three times a year and 

discuss any number of issues and ensure that the issues are 
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fully explained to the public and to our residents. Their 

team regularly meets with county council and municipal 

councils to provide updates on issues, initiatives and the 

future scenario of Chalk River Labs. 

The County of Renfrew Emergency Services, 

Algonquin College, and Garrison Petawawa also participate 

annually with Chalk River Labs in the emergency 

preparedness exercises. 

The Chalk River also involves itself with 

educational outreach to high schools science classes on a 

regular basis, site tours, and are aligned with the 

curriculum in the areas of environment, biology and 

physics. 

CNL participates annually in the Options 

Skilled Trades Career Fair to encourage youth to consider 

careers in the skilled trades sector. On that day what 

happens is any number of sectors within the county; 

tourism, recreation, the lumber industry, our manufacturing 

sector and CNL set up booths and introduce themselves to 

all the high school students that come from across the 

county to Pembroke and they spend the day getting some 

opportunities to try and plan their lives as best they can 

as 16 and 17 year olds, but we're hoping that will prick 

some of their interest. Cooperative education 

opportunities for high school, college and university 
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students as well. 

I would like to also note that the County 

of Renfrew signed a Memorandum of Understanding with the 

Algonquins of Pikwakanagan community to foster economic 

development. We note in the CNL regulatory performance 

2011 and 2017 they have slot two and have increased 

engagement with the indigenous community. 

We also note the presentation from the 

Algonquins of Ontario yesterday where they talked about the 

necessity of developing a relationship. Our community is 

able to assist with this and will encourage an aggressive 

pursuit of this developing relationship and would welcome 

the opportunity to sit at the table with them. 

In conclusion, I would like to say that 

Chalk River Laboratories is recognized by the County of 

Renfrew and we respect the expertise and due diligence of 

the Canadian Nuclear Society Commission and this public and 

open process of comments and intervention. Just as we 

guard the safety and wellbeing of our residents, we 

appreciate the oversight of your Commission in respect to 

Chalk River Labs and all matters related to nuclear safety. 

Chalk River Laboratories has employees 

residing all across our county and they participate and 

volunteer in and develop our communities. We have 

confidence in those employees to protect us and to adhere 
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to the Regulations and processes in the licence condition 

handbook, to follow the compliance verification criteria 

and to truthfully and faithfully contribute to and complete 

the annual regulatory oversight reports. 

Our friends, our neighbours, our relatives 

understand their commitment to their professional 

associations and organizations and trades, and they 

understand the oversight requirements of your organization 

and they understand their commitment to protect us. 

Our community respectfully asks you to 

grant the site the licence for 10 years. We note there are 

20 major facilities or more than 20 major facilities across 

Canada which presently have licences of 10 years or more. 

We ask you to recognize the economic 

importance of CRL but also continue to acknowledge and 

reassure our community oversight will continually monitor 

the activities at CRL and the oversight will continue to 

request continuous improvement and modernizing of 

operations throughout the 10-year period as national and 

international standards evolve. 

CRL is the home of the Canadian nuclear 

industry. Renfrew County is the long-time home of CRL and 

we, in the County of Renfrew, accept and embrace that 

responsibility and honour. 

We would try to answer your questions. If 
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we can't answer them factually and accurately, we will 

endeavour to get you the answers. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Dr. McEwan...? 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you very much. 

So I'm going to repeat a question I asked 

the Mayor of Deep River. We have heard a lot today around 

the legacy of nuclear waste and the issues that will be 

faced in cleaning it up, remediating it. As you have a 

broad perspective of the area, do you have any specific 

concerns about the ability to do it, the timelines to do it 

or the oversight with which it's done? 

MR. EMON: No. I think, in broad terms 

we're comfortable that it's being addressed. We hear from 

the CNL on an annual basis at county council and then also 

through our local councils. 

We recognize as controllers of a smaller 

public purse that things have to be set out in a plan 

that's approved and then you start to implement the plan 

and you have ledger marks that you have to accomplish as 

you move along. That may cause some change, but we 

recognize they are making progress on it. They do keep us 

informed as to their progress and to their future plans. 

We recognize it's not going to be cleaned up in three years 

or four years or 10 years -- it might be a lot longer than 
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that -- and are comfortable that they're making plans and 

efforts to clean up the site with the current technology 

and the limitations that they have with that. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So is the background or 

the information of ongoing progress discussed regularly at 

your council meetings? 

MR. EMON: It's discussed in the sense 

that when they make a presentation, if there are questions 

that are generated by the presentation there is discussion 

between representatives and ourselves, plus Reeve Stack 

sits on the stewardship council as well. 

THE PRESIDENT: So let me piggyback on 

that. So you have 107,000 people living in this county. 

How many of them actually are aware that there is a 

licensing hearing here and are concerned, worried about 

those issues? You ever do surveys, polling; things like 

that? 

MR. EMON: No. We don't undertake surveys 

or polling. What we do is we respond to questions by email 

or personal contact that we receive. We also will accept 

delegations to council if there's a request, or to 

committee usually first and then council. 

THE PRESIDENT: So you don't get many 

letters saying we really are concerned with what's going on 

at the CNL? 
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MR. EMON: I would suggest to you -- I've 

been a member of county council since 2006 and I would 

suggest to you that maybe we have received 10; not a year 

but 10 in total. 

Reeve Stack? 

MR. STACK: Walter Stack for the record. 

I've been on the stewardship committee, 13 

years on council and probably eight or nine on the 

stewardship committee, and from Arnprior which is probably 

the farthest-reaching community in Renfrew County from 

Chalk River, I know in our community, as a matter of fact, 

it does come up with our council. I would say at least 

once or twice a year as discussion, you know. 

Interesting enough, we have six or eight 

people employed at Chalk River that live in Arnprior. So 

they do some heavy commuting. But the biggest issue there 

was the transport of waste and the understanding of it. 

In my role at the committee, I asked CNL 

to come to our community and do an open house, a forum on 

it, because there seemed to be a certain amount of interest 

there. You know, in municipal government you find out that 

in lots of cases, unless it's in my backyard or on my 

street, there is limited interest sometimes. But they did 

come and put on a very detailed open house of which about 

six or eight people attended; disappointing on my part, but 
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acceptable by CNL and a willingness to do it again. 

So there is discussion and there is media 

and this hearing has been on CTV news and run by local 

media and, I'm sure, across the county. So there is 

awareness in my opinion. The level of interest on the 

individual, I think, ranges significantly. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Anything else? 

Okay. Thank you for your intervention. 

CMD 18-H2.26 

Oral presentation by Rick Bradshaw 

THE PRESIDENT: The next submission is an 

oral presentation from Mr. Bradshaw, as outlined in CMD 

18-H2.26. 

Mr. Bradshaw, over to you. 

MR. BRADSHAW: Thank you. I have a cold, 

so if I sound like a duck, bear with me. I have got just a 

couple of things to add to my submission which I will do 

now and I won't be longer than five minutes, for your 

planning purposes. 

This is an excerpt from a yet to be 

published, I don't believe, letter to the editor that I'd 

like to read. 
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Recently, Mark Lesinski, who heads up the 

CNL radioactive waste dump project, was quoted on the CBC 

saying that those in opposition to a 10-year licence 

agreement do not understand what was going on. 

And I think he is correct in one respect. 

We certainly don't understand the need for an extended 

contract that contains very large reductions in the 

environmental standards and reporting requirements. 

Otherwise, Mr. Lesinski has it exactly wrong. You know, 

those who understand locally, I think are opposed. Those 

who don't understand are not. 

That's the end of that. 

I watched the "China Syndrome" on 

television the other night. It's a fictional movie from 

1979 about a reactor in California that comes close to 

melting down with a backdrop being an ongoing licence 

hearing for an additional nuclear plant. So that was 

almost 40 years ago. It's good to know that they are no 

longer granting licences for nuclear reactors in California 

and shutting them down in many other jurisdictions in the 

U.S. I suspect a number of people here have been stating 

their opposition for at least 40 years and take 

encouragement from the stand taken in California. 

This is my submission that I wrote and, 

you know, it's an individual -- these are individual 
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comments but, you know, they represent to me, the input 

that I have had from talking to people about this. And you 

know maybe just to state, which I wasn't going to, but I am 

actually a councillor on the Quebec side. It's interesting 

that, you know politicians in general, and the gentlemen 

that were before me here, said they don't get very many 

comments. I suspect they are not talking to the right 

people because there are a lot of people that are concerned 

about it. They're not going to talk to these guys 

necessarily. 

So my submission was, and I will read it: 

I strongly object to a licence extension 

beyond five years for CNL’s operation in Chalk River. What 

is the point of an extension that exceeds the limits of the 

existing contract, particularly when the Environmental 

Impact Statement has yet to be approved? And there is no 

approved plan or clearly defined government policy 

direction for the handling of the radioactive waste, which 

seems to be their main purpose here. There has yet to be 

proper public consultation for the project and certainly no 

public acceptance. 

I strongly object to the changes being 

made that reduce the reporting requirements of the licensee 

as well as the reduction to the safety standards. You are 

leaving too much to the discretion of the licensee, a group 
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that has yet to demonstrate competence at any level, 

according to many current employees at the Chalk River 

site. 

One of the main opposition points to the 

planned radioactive waste dump -- main opposition, rather 

of the planned radioactive waste dump is the potential for 

contaminating the Ottawa River which is the source of 

drinking water for millions of people. The new licence 

would appear to limit the requirement to test and report 

water quality on the CNL Chalk River site as just one 

example of further relaxing of environmental standards. 

And I would ask: How does the reduction 

in reporting and the gutting of the safety requirements 

affect the eventual approval of the EIS? Has the bar 

simply been lowered? 

Further, I object to the role that the 

CNSC itself plays in this process as a supposed arms-length 

organization when in fact recent history has proved that 

this is not the case. It appears that when a potential 

licensee can’t meet the necessary requirements, you find a 

way to make it work, as it appears you are doing in this 

case. How do you justify relaxing the requirements? 

Why are you making it easier for an 

organization that has partners that have been proven to 

have questionable ethics? 
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How is the public to have confidence in 

the process if it appears to be rigged to favour the 

licensee from the start? How can the CNSC, touted by 

government as an independent body, be trusted when the CNSC 

and AECL, who awarded the contract to CNL, answer to the 

same federal minister and report -- or sorry -- to the same 

federal department and report to the same federal minister? 

Even with a cold I don’t think it passes 

the smell test. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. I don't know 

why you are wasting your time in front of us. 

MR. BRADSHAW: I just wanted to say that. 

THE PRESIDENT: I figured that. 

MR. BRADSHAW: And truly, sir, I am a 

representative of other people that you are not hearing 

from. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Anybody want to ask 

questions? 

Okay. Thank you for your presentation. 

MR. BRADSHAW: Thank you. 

CMD 18-H2.27 

Oral presentation by Caelhan Wood 

THE PRESIDENT: We will move now to the 
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next presentation. The next submission is an oral 

presentation from Mr. Wood, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.27. 

Go ahead, sir. 

MR. WOOD: Caelhan Wood for the record. 

I have been watching this hearing over 

webcast and I was so happy to see how thorough everyone is 

being in assessing the proposed licence changes. Thank you 

so much for the work you are doing. 

I also noticed that most of what I was 

going to say has already been discussed at great length, so 

I don't have that much to say. 

I did note your efforts to reach out to 

youth, and as a young person I would like to speak for 

those youth who are not interested in nuclear energy. 

I live in a small off-grid community near 

Barry's Bay. We supply our energy through solar panels. 

We grow a lot of our own food. Looking to my present and 

my future, I don't have an interest in employment 

opportunities in the nuclear sector because the land gives 

us what we need. In fact, I don't want any nuclear energy 

at all. I don't see the need for it. 

With the future of this land we survive 

from, in mind, I need my tax dollars to fund programs for 

youth that teach us how to create and maintain renewable 

and sustainable sources of energy, not programs that 
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237 

perpetuate any level of radioactive waste to contaminate 

the lifeblood of this land. 

I value healthy soil, water and air for 

growing food and raising livestock over job creation in the 

nuclear sector. 

My community doesn't need nuclear energy. 

We need clean and thriving ecosystems and I'm willing to be 

that future generations will feel the same way. That being 

said, I am very grateful to all of you who are working to 

find ways of containing the radioactive waste that has been 

leeching into the water for so many years. 

I want to make it clear that I am speaking 

from a place that urges you to look at the motives that are 

enabling the work at Chalk River. Is this new licence 

really doing all it can to prevent accidents from 

happening? This is a situation where we have the honour of 

putting aside our own needs to serve the wellbeing of the 

whole. 

You have already spoken about how you will 

hold annual regulatory oversight reports that are open to 

the public, but I would like to know how you will ensure 

meaningful public participation, as outlined in the 

recommendations of the expert panel "Building Common 

Ground". Meaningful participation means to have the 

inherent potential to influence decisions made throughout 
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the assessment, provide inclusive and accessible 

opportunities for early and ongoing engagement from the 

public and Indigenous groups and provide the capacity 

required for active participation in the engagement. 

So even with an opportunity to make an 

intervention like I am doing now, what is the use if there 

isn't a possibility of having an impact? Or maybe I just 

need some clarification about how this intervention will 

turn into action. I am unclear about that. 

And just in conclusion, I just want to --

I know it's obvious but I just want to remind everyone that 

there is a risk that one million cubic metres of 

radioactive waste could contaminate the Ottawa River which 

provides drinking water for millions of humans, plants and 

animals downstream. This contamination would remain for 

100,000-plus years, which is just unimaginably long. This 

fact alone eclipses any reason for not handling the 

situation with the utmost care. 

Please remember that we are only visiting 

this planet for a brief time as guests. Think about the 

countless other life forms that will come after us and 

experience the consequences of the important decisions 

being made now. Take a moment to consider how much power 

you hold over the health of so many beings. 

You have the honour of protecting them and 
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I have faith in your goodness. You are doing a lot of work 

to help protect us, but I am a little bit scared because as 

the situation stands, it appears to me that the regulator 

seems to be more interested in supporting the nuclear 

industry rather than protecting our health and the 

environment, which is its primary mandate under the Nuclear 

Safety and Control Act. 

So please keep our life-giving fresh water 

safe. Please feel the will of your heart and act upon it, 

despite what your minds might say. 

Thank you so much. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any questions? 

Dr. McEwan? 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you. That was an 

interesting and helpful presentation. 

You mentioned, and two or three other 

people have mentioned, the risks of accidents on site. So 

I think it might be helpful to get some sense from both CNL 

and from staff. 

Now that NRU is shut down, if you were 

going to put some list of potential risks that worry you 

from accidents on site, what would they be and what can be 

done to mitigate against them happening? 
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MR. COX: Maybe I’ll start. 

David Cox, for the record. 

So all of our nuclear facilities, Class I 

and Class II facilities, have safety analysis reports, 

which is detailed documentation on the characteristics of 

the facility, how it’s operated and calculates and 

determines the consequence of failure or upset conditions 

and then puts in place and identifies the measures that are 

necessary in order to protect the safe operation of those 

facilities. 

The NRU reactor which was mentioned, and 

I’ve mentioned previously, is the only facility on the 

Chalk River site which has a design basis accident that 

would produce off-site consequences. 

So with the shutdown of NRU, we end up 

with the remaining facilities and the safety analyses that 

supports those facilities not having an off-site 

consequence. 

So that’s an important clarification to 

make. 

In terms of the facilities that give us 

the greatest concern, and myself as Chief Nuclear Officer, 

we are taking action to address areas of risk and we 

prioritize the work that we’re doing. 

And one of the facilities which has come 
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up for discussion a number of times in the hearing already 

as well, aside from NRU, is the fissile isotope storage 

solution tank, which we talked about yesterday, for which 

there are risks that are being managed on an ongoing basis 

but for which we’re taking action in order to eliminate 

those risks over a period of time through repatriation 

activities. 

I think that’s the level of comment I 

think that I would make. We have a solid safety basis 

that’s well understood for all the facilities. 

And I want to emphasize, as Mark and I 

said in our opening remarks, the risk profile for the site 

is significantly diminished with the shutdown of NRU and 

through the coming licence period. And that is part of the 

basis for our application for a ten-year period. 

Thank you. 

MR. LECLAIR: Jean Leclair, for the 

record. 

As we put throughout our presentation 

yesterday, we talked about the impact of the shutdown of 

NRU as being a fairly risk important change. 

I will echo what Mr. Cox said in the sense 

of the off-site consequences. The risk for a significant 

off-site release is diminished to the point of it pretty 

well disappearing with the shutdown of NRU. 
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I will touch a bit more on that, though. 

It is perhaps worthwhile discussing the emergency 

management program, because that’s really what we’re 

talking about when we’re talking about a severe accident 

and potential consequences. 

So I would ask Mr. Richard Tennant, who is 

with our Emergency Management Program Division, to perhaps 

touch a bit on what happens with regard to emergency 

management at Chalk River once an NRU has been shut down, 

or defueled and dewatered. 

THE PRESIDENT: We should go very quickly 

with this because tomorrow we are going to have the Office 

of the Fire Marshall from Ontario, who is in charge of the 

new Ontario government emergency planning. And I really 

would have liked to hear them and the Quebec side of the 

house on emergency planning collectively. 

But in a quick kind of overview of some of 

the emergency management, over to you. 

MR. TENNANT: Richard Tennant, for the 

record, Emergency Management Programs Division. 

First, it is important to note that even 

to date CNL maintains an emergency management program that 

meets and satisfies all CNSC’s regulatory requirements on 

site and continues to meet requirements for off-site 

response. 
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And as stated by CNL, when NRU does shut 

down and goes into defueling, there will be a process where 

under the new PNERP, which we will be talking about in much 

more detail tomorrow, there will be a process where they 

will communicate with the province about now assessing what 

the risks are and whether or not the PNERP will apply to 

off-site. 

But on-site risks, they will still be 

covered under the Regulatory Document 2.10.1 and we will 

still be required to maintain on-site emergency programs to 

meet the CNSC’s requirements. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Did that help? 

MEMBER SEELEY: Yes. I just have a 

question with respect to Mr. Wood’s point regarding 

opportunities. 

I think you stated: What opportunities 

are there for ongoing public involvement in both this 

activity that’s being licensed and discussed today but 

other activities related to this site which we know are 

also slated for public hearing? 

So perhaps maybe CNL could talk a little 

bit about other opportunities for public involvement in 

licensing and general activity, reporting and information 

sharing. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

         

          

     

         

   

        

         

         

     

       

        

            

       

        

         

      

         

         

    

     

        

           

           

 

         

244 

MR. COX: Dave Cox, for the record. 

I will ask Pat Quinn to give us a 

description of those communication efforts. 

MR. QUINN: Good afternoon. Pat Quinn, 

for the record. 

Engaging the public obviously is a very 

important part of being a responsible licensee in the 

community. And we look forward to providing opportunities 

for the public to engage. 

Over the licensing period we had 

participated in a variety of external events, numbering 

approximately 150. I will point out that about 45 of those 

activities were within the last two-year period. 

So with our project activity from the 

Chalk River Laboratories and in the county, we’ve conducted 

more public information sessions, open houses, 

presentations to council, and whatnot, to promote and raise 

awareness of our project activities, but also to receive 

feedback from the public. 

So we welcome that. 

So listening to the discussions over the 

last couple of days, I know that having the public engage 

and having an opportunity to ask questions of us is very 

important. 

So over the last 12 months we have 
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actually evolved some of our public information sessions to 

the point where we would provide poster sessions where we 

were looking at smaller groups that would come out to see 

us and they would have the opportunity to speak one-on-one 

and to provide comments to subject matter experts. They 

would do so. 

They were also welcome to leave comments 

and we would respond back to those comments, if they were 

questions. 

But then we also evolved the program that 

we would provide presentations so that we could take 

questions and have participation of the broader group as a 

whole. 

We also, though, as part of our evolution 

were looking at, and we have used for some topics, the use 

of webinars so that we have a broader reach and can be a 

little bit more accessible. 

And we are always welcoming comments and 

input from the public. 

MEMBER SEELEY: I think the question was 

more about going forward. So if the licensee is granted a 

licence, what is the opportunity for public input along the 

way, whether it’s an annual basis or information forums and 

other plans for the facility? 

Mr. Wood? 
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MR. WOOD: I understand that there’s a lot 

of opportunities to intervene or write in and give our 

opinions, but I just don’t understand how that’s converted 

into an action plan. Like how does it affect the work that 

you’re doing on the site? 

Like I hear that we state a concern and 

then there’s a response that says what you are doing and 

why it’s okay. And it just sort of seems like it’s 

dismissed a little bit. 

I’m wondering how does what we are saying 

translate into action, if that makes sense? 

THE PRESIDENT: CNSC? 

Go ahead. 

MR. SAUL: My name is Dawolu Saul. I’m 

the Director of Strategic, Regulatory and e-Communications 

Division at CNSC. 

I do want to just underscore the point 

that a licence condition that the licensee has to adhere to 

is the establishment of a public information disclosure 

program and the creation of a protocol. 

Within that requirement are the needs to 

have that protocol accessible to the public. 

One of the requirements is that they 

listen to issues and items that are of interest to the 

public and that includes interventions that happen at 
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hearings and meetings. 

So in response to Mr. Wood’s question in 

terms of what action can come out of this, it helps to 

inform the public information program that the licensee 

establishes. Staff has done an evaluation of that program 

and we have concluded that it is meeting the regulatory 

requirements as set out in RD/GD-99.3. 

THE PRESIDENT: We’ve got to move on, so 

any final thoughts? 

MR. WOOD: No, thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

The next submission is an oral 

presentation from a Ms Brereton, as outlined in CMD 

18-H2.33. 

CMD 18-H2.33 

Oral presentation by Jean Brereton 

MS BRERETON: Greetings. 

For the record, my name is Jean Brereton 

from Golden Lake, Ontario. 

I thank you for the opportunity to speak 

here today, to give an oral presentation on the decision re 

the relicensing of the Chalk River Laboratories. 

I would like to say a little bit about me, 
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Jean Q. Public. 

I have been a resident of Renfrew County 

for the past 47 years and today I would like to offer a 

perspective of someone who lives downriver, to offer a 

perspective of someone who cares very deeply about 

sustaining the viability and the beauty of this land. 

I hope you will hear. Indeed, I hope you 

will listen to not just my words but to the spirit in which 

they are spoken. 

I vote in every election in which I am 

eligible to vote, federal, provincial and municipal. 

Indeed, I feel it a responsibility to do so. And I am here 

today because I feel the same responsibility to present my 

concerns in relation to the relicensing of Chalk River 

Laboratories. 

That’s public input. 

I have no expertise related to the nuclear 

industry but I have spent many hours over the last few 

weeks reading documents pertaining to the matter of this 

relicensing. I tell you this so you will know that I have 

made a sincere attempt to understand the issues here. 

I have to say that I have felt oftentimes 

like I have been dealt a bad Scrabble hand with the CVCs, 

the LCHs, the AECBS and the AECLs. 

So just comprehending this language has 
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been an adventure too. But I’ve learned a lot and I have 

read all of the attachments that were sent on January the 

17th, the supplementary submissions that I understand were 

in response to some of the interventions that have been 

made. 

I went over them and over them. 

But it all boiled down, for me, to really 

one primary question. As I was reading through all the 

documents and all the news articles, the question came: 

Why a ten-year term for the licence, began to nag at me. 

This because my understanding is that a 

five-year term is more typical. So my search for answers 

led me to the application submitted March 17, 2017 by CNL, 

Canadian Nuclear Laboratories, for the people who might be 

acronym challenged, in which they specifically requested a 

ten-year term licence renewal. 

This same application went on to 

substantiate the request by outlining CNL’s many new 

initiatives. 

I should note here that the near surface 

disposal facility, known as the NSDF, a topic deemed out of 

scope for discussion in this hearing, was one of the 

initiatives named in CNL’s application. 

As it turned out, the many initiatives 

included in their application were also part of the CNL’s 
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strategic ten-year plan. There it is again: ten years. 

So I thought I might be on to something. 

And also on CNL’s website there is a 

document entitled Long-Term Strategy: Ten-Year Integrated 

Plan Summary, which is downloadable if anybody cares to 

download it. I found it helpful. 

A month later, April 18, 2017, CNL’s 

website announced that they had received a funding 

commitment from Atomic Energy Canada Ltd. The commitment 

is for $1.2 billion over the next ten years. 

So I thought well, okay, there’s that 

number ten again. 

So given that CNL has been promised 1.2 

designated to be spent over a ten-year period and given 

that CNL has developed a ten-year strategic plan, they seem 

connected to me. 

So everything seems to be on track and 

everyone on board. Indeed, I find myself wondering if the 

ten-year term for the GoCo train has already left the 

station. By that, I mean if the ten-year licence is a 

given, because if I were a member of the Canadian Nuclear 

Safety Commission there is no doubt that I would start to 

feel tremendous pressure to get myself on board and support 

the strategic plan by granting the ten-year term. 

So last evening in the hearing proceedings 
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we heard CNL’s Vice-President of Operations and Chief 

Nuclear Officer, Dave Cox, in defending the ten-year term 

he said it was good for business, quote. 

Apparently CNL wants the assurance of this 

longer term for them to go forward and actualize their 

strategic business plan. 

When listening to Mr. Cox last evening, I 

was struck by his exuberant confidence in the future of the 

initiatives outlined by CNL, and I can appreciate that it 

would be very hard to impose a limit on that exuberance, 

the limit of a three-year licence or a five-year licence. 

Now I would like to turn my attention to 

the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission. 

I have to say whew. I mean, I think I 

went through a lot of documents. I can’t imagine what it’s 

like for all of you to keep on track with all of this. I 

mean, my head spins just to think of it. So 

congratulations for sticking with it. 

I wanted to speak about this term that 

refers to a danger for those in a regulatory role of being 

captured by stakeholders so that regulations will be made 

in the stakeholder’s interest as opposed to the public’s 

interest. 

The term I’m referring to is captured 

regulators. 
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Now I want you to know that I did not find 

this term on some radical change the world site. I found 

it in the clerk’s opening remarks at a meeting of a public 

sector leadership and governance program. 

The unnamed clerk who wrote this -– these 

were his opening remarks -– he said that we have to make 

sure that we have our eye on the public’s interest or else 

we are at risk of stakeholder capture. 

So I think that’s a good little warning. 

So clarity in this role as licensor and 

regulator would appear to be especially difficult when you 

are the body both charged with granting a licence as well 

as the regulator. 

I have to say –- I mean, I’m sincere. I’m 

not being facetious here. It’s very seductive talk. I 

mean, there’s so many regulations and so much science. I 

started to feel like I was doing a pretty good job at 

nuclear speak myself. I was getting a little seduced by it 

myself. So I’m just saying that it’s very complicated. 

In this case the stakeholder interests are 

the CNL and maybe even the government’s stakeholder 

interest. This is a government who found themselves 

confronted with the rapid deteriorating infrastructure at 

Chalk River Laboratories, as well as the burden of legacy 

nuclear waste. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

          

     

       

           

            

      

           

         

   

          

        

      

          

            

            

            

       

      

         

          

         

   

        

       

       

253 

This brings me to the issue of the licence 

and the Licence Conditions Handbook. 

That was another thing that greatly 

enthralled me. Actually, I’m not allowed. I was banned 

from bringing it up here but maybe somebody at the back of 

the room would hold it up. 

There’s a scroll that is on 11 by 8-1/2 by 

14-inch paper, butt-ended to butt-ended, and the scroll is 

120 feet long. 

Can somebody hold it up? There it is. 

Those are just the deletions, the proposed 

deletions from the Licence Conditions Handbook. 

I thought –- you know, we can say that 

there’s a lot of them but I thought, you know, we could 

back into archaic time where we had a scroll and we could 

see like how long that is. That’s a lot of deletions. 

So in speaking about this Licence 

Conditions Handbook, the CNSC staff’s supplementary 

submission of January 17, 2018 cites issues with repetition 

and redundancy that led to the decision to make significant 

edits and deletions from the Licence Conditions Handbook. 

That’s the LCH. 

But I contend that editing for brevity, 

along with deleting information, and that deleted 

information being dispersed throughout various documents to 
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be housed in many locations, does not make for clarity. 

I have another minute? I will talk fast. 

So I would just like to highlight a couple 

of deletions and proposed changes. I’m almost done. 

This one. In the current licence 

handbook, LCH, it says, under 4.12: 

"The licensee shall develop, 

implement and maintain a program to 

collect, screen, analyze and document 

operating experience and events at 

the CRL site or reported by industry 

in a systematic way, and to apply the 

lessons learned to activities at the 

CRL site." 

It's to be replaced with, "The licensee 

shall implement and maintain a management system." 

Another, this is 3.2 in the old handbook: 

"The licensee shall establish and 

maintain an overall training policy 

and initial and continuing training 

programs on the basis of long-term 

qualifications and competencies 

required for performing a job, and 

training goals that acknowledge the 

critical role of safety." (As read) 
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The replacement, which added to the scroll 

but is going to make for a smaller handbook, the proposed 

licence condition is, "The licensee shall implement and 

maintain a management system." 

That's the brevity factor, so I'm done --

THE PRESIDENT: We've dealt with those. I 

don't know if you were listening or were here when we dealt 

with whether, let's take this particular example of 3.2, 

it's missing in action in the new one, but, CNSC, please, 

one more time. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

The example brought forward had a lot to 

do with establishing and implementing a management system, 

so I'd ask Mr. Ken Jones to walk through the exact licence 

conditions that are being proposed that would take all of 

the current licence conditions into consideration. 

MR. JONES: My name is Ken Jones. I'm a 

senior project officer for the Nuclear Laboratories 

Research Reactor Division. 

With respect to the intervenor's question 

on experience, you say that it refers to having a 

management system. That management system requirement has 

always been there in the LCH, and it's there through 

reference to the Canadian Standards Association N286.12. 

In N286.12, there are a number of criteria of what a 
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management system consists of. 

With respect to your issue with respect to 

experiences sought and shared, we find that in the standard 

in 4.1.2, "Management System Principles", (k), which says, 

"Experiences sought, shared and used". We, then, under the 

generic requirements, find that in 4.12, "Use of 

experience". It then lists a number of criteria on how 

to -- not how to, but directing licensees to manage 

learning experience. 

So it's not gone away, it's just now 

placed in that one part of the licence. Instead of having 

it in several places, it is in now one location, and that 

applies to all SCAs, if that helps. 

THE PRESIDENT: Any comment? 

MS BRERETON: Yeah. I confess I didn't 

read the whole 120 feet of the scroll, I didn't have time, 

but presumably something is being deleted or watered down 

for the sake of brevity. 

My concern is that we have -- when I think 

of the handbook, I think of what comes to hand if I want to 

do something and I want to be able to access the 

information, so I imagine that the current handbook has 

been used by the people who are going to be following the 

measures and the recommendations and the requirements in 

that handbook, and presumably they're used to it somewhat. 
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The thing that I find disturbing is that 

we have a whole new GoCo model happening, we are going to 

do a somewhat unprecedented 10-year licence -- it's 

proposed, rather, not only that, we're going to have a 

whole new handbook, we're doing all of the changes, and I'm 

asking you, the safety commission, to take the role of some 

caution here. Let's not just take everything and throw it 

up in the air and see how it lands, we're looking to you 

for some kind of continuity, at least I am, and I feel I'm 

not alone. 

That's it. That's what I have to say. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you for your 

intervention. 

MS BRERETON: You're quite welcome. I 

just wanted to say that, again, I thank you for the 

opportunity to speak. 

One final question. The record of 

decision, is that going to be made public once you decide 

on the licence, and are we going to be able to easily find 

it? 

THE PRESIDENT: I think you're a newbie to 

the nuclear sector. All our stuff is public. It will be 

accessible. Even this proceeding, you can actually see it 

on our webcast. 

MS BRERETON: It's webcast. I know that 
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not every --

THE PRESIDENT: It will be stored in 

there, so you can go back and see how -- and we send a copy 

to all participants, so you can see you in action, actually 

watching it --

MS BRERETON: Great. Well, I'm going to 

stay in action. 

THE PRESIDENT: No, I'm talking about the 

webcast. 

MS BRERETON: I just want to say too, like 

I was here when the issue of the Canada standards act was 

being -- and there was some difficulty accessing it, so 

thank you for answering my question. 

THE PRESIDENT: And I would invite you 

also to participate in the annual regulatory oversight 

every year on every facility. 

MS BRERETON: We'll see. We'll see how 

many years I have left in me. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

We're going to take a break now for 

15 minutes. We'll back at 25 past. 

Thank you. 
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--- Upon recessing at 4:07 p.m. / 

Suspension à 16 h 07 

--- Upon resuming at 4:28 p.m. / 

Reprise à 16 h 28 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. We are back. 

We'll move now to the next submission, 

which is an oral presentation by the Old Fort William 

Cottagers' Association, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.29. 

I understand, Ms McCann, you're going to 

make the presentation. 

MS McCANN: Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: Over to you. 

CMD 18-H2.29 

Oral presentation by 

Old Fort William Cottagers' Association 

MS McCANN: Good afternoon. My name is 

Joann McCann. I am representing the Old Fort William 

Cottagers' Association. We call ourselves OFWCA. 

Our association was founded in 1991. It 

represents over 150 cottage and year-round residents on the 

Ottawa River in Sheenboro and Fort William. These 

individuals and families comprise the nearest downriver 

http:18-H2.29
http:18-H2.29
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neighbours of the Chalk River Laboratories. 

Our organization has always been concerned 

about the Ottawa River and our environment and has put 

those concerns into actions. We had, and continue to have, 

a cottager on the CNL stewardship committee, well before 

the CNL proposed the NSDF and this proposed extension to 

the licence. 

On a personal note, I grew up in the area. 

Members of my family did work at Atomic Energy. I have 

friends and some of our cottagers who work there, so I just 

want to kind of preface that, you know, we hear "Nimby", 

but we are members of the community also who have friends 

who work there and family members and such, so I would like 

you to keep that in mind. 

When I get in my kayak in the middle of my 

bay, which is Downey's Bay, I can look upriver and I can 

see the plant, so it's kind of an omnipresent part of our 

community and our landscape on the river. 

I'm going to try to be brief, because I 

really don't want to -- I'm hearing people are getting 

weary, and I don't want to raise any of the changes that 

have already been brought to your attention, and you have 

my submission which notes the changes that are of concern 

to us, but I will give you kind of the rationale of why we 

are concerned. 
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It has been determined that many licence 

conditions, as many as half of the current conditions, and 

several hundred compliance verification criteria have been 

deleted from the CNSC's proposed new site licence for Chalk 

River Laboratories. These considerable changes are very 

concerning. 

The CNSC's stated mandate is to protect 

health, safety, security and the environment, and the CNSC 

is a sole regulator at present. How can the CNSC justify 

such a licence, which would benefit only CNL and give CNL 

far too much freedom to act without sufficient regulation 

and oversight? We feel the consequences to the environment 

could be enormous. 

Consequently, our cottage association 

strongly requests that this licence for CRL contain 

detailed, stringent regulations. We feel it's not the time 

for CNSC to modify, eliminate or substantially weaken any 

of the current regulations, which we feel appears to be 

what the CNSC is proposing for this new licence. In fact, 

our cottage association would like to see some regulations 

strengthened and others added to the licence. 

Although it is understood that either the 

radioactive waste dump or the NSDF, nor revitalization 

activities, such as setting up the small modular reactors, 

SMR, as they're referred to at CRL, are supposed to be part 
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of the current discussions, the subject will be referred to 

in that all such activities must be regulated and monitored 

by the CNSC. 

The cusp of my presentation is that we 

strongly object to CNL being granted a 10-year licence. We 

echo those who aren't in favour of a GoCo. Why? A 10-year 

licence has not been granted before for CRL, we question 

why now, and we can't see any rationale for the 10-year 

licence when there is no precedent for it. 

We strongly urge CNSC to limit a new 

licence to a maximum of three years or to extend the 

current licence for a maximum of three years, ending in 

2021. In three years' time, CNL's contract and the licence 

for CRL could both be reviewed. Then we feel CNL's 

performance should be measured at that time. 

Why do we believe such strict regulations 

are important? Frankly, we lack faith in the GoCo model, a 

private consortium, CNEA, running CNL. The mandate for 

private companies is to make profits. The main priority of 

the consortium, therefore, is not the safety nor the health 

of the environment. 

As well, four of the five companies 

involved are not Canadian. When the contract terminates, 

these companies and their CEOs will no longer have any real 

concern for CRL or the Ottawa River and us downriver 
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communities. 

The fifth company, SNC-Lavalin, certainly 

does not have a stellar reputation. Judging by CNL's track 

record to date, regulation and oversight are essential with 

this consortium. 

I'll just summarize the paragraph at the 

top of page 2. 

Another disconcerting kind of issue is 

that we have learned, and it was in the recent Auditor 

General's report, on paragraph 17, that AECL staff has 

shrunk from 3,400 to 40 in recent years. This is 

concerning. As AECL is the owner of Chalk River 

Laboratories and the waste, shouldn't AECL actually be the 

licensee? 

CNL will be engaging in activities 

regarding waste management and revitalization, which all 

require stringent regulation. The creation of a disposal 

facility has been a key element in CNL's objectives. We 

believe, and our cottage association has been fairly public 

and transparent, that CNL is failing in this regard. This 

consortium designed the worst possible facility to be 

situated in the worst possible location, and then presented 

the public with a draft environmental impact statement that 

was full of errors, lacked details and a great deal of 

necessary information. 
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I have attended many of their open houses 

and they share a lot of information, but one of their 

staffers said that the NSDF is a proven technology, yet 

several months after the CNL had to remove intermediate 

level waste from the proposal. It kind of shakes your 

public trust when the story keeps changing along the way. 

CNL's track record indicates that all of 

CNL's activities now and in the future must be regulated in 

the strictest possible way. We feel mistrust of this 

consortium could not be higher due to CNL's own failings to 

date. 

Now in our submission we had several pages 

of changes in the proposed licence that we have concerns. 

I won't go over them, they've been raised, but I encourage 

you to review them. There's some strong wording. And as I 

said, we really feel that the regulations should be 

strengthened rather than reduced. 

And I know tomorrow emergency management 

is going to be discussed. We're asking because the 

Provincial Nuclear Emergency Response Plan is for Ontario, 

and Quebec has no PNERP. We would like to know how CNL are 

funding emergency services and the drafting of emergency 

plans in Quebec. So we're hoping tomorrow that can be 

covered. 

So I'm going to jump ahead. In some of 
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the proposed changes, one of them, and it's in our 

submission, on page 4, relates to -- at the bottom -- it 

would be the 12.3 of the current licence, "Nuclear Legacy 

Liabilities". It is going to be deleted. And the wording 

is "The licensee shall ensure that nuclear legacy 

liabilities at the CRL site are addressed." That is of 

great concern to us. We feel that any new licence should 

be underlining this requirement and not deleting it. 

Legacy waste is of utmost concern to us. 

I'm seeing my yellow light, so I'm going 

to speed up. 

The last two comments are: we feel the 

entire licence renewal process needs major improvement and 

transparency. Other intervenors have raised that, the 

accessibility of documents, and trying to wade through it. 

My final comment: CNSC must live up to be 

a regulator. The new licence, or renewal of the current 

licence, should be a maximum of three years. This is an 

important moment for CNSC to regain trust and improve its 

reputation. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: Anybody? Dr. Soliman. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: A question to staff. In 
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page 3 of the submission, the intervenor is asking a 

question about: if excessive releases of radioactive 

material occur due to an extreme event such as weather, 

would a complete report be submitted to the Commission?, 

and I would like you to also mention the mechanism of 

reporting and which reg documents regulate that. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

So any releases of radioactive substances 

to the environment, whether they be due to extreme event or 

not, are reported to the CNSC. In December of 2017, we 

presented our reporting requirements, Regulatory 

Document-3.1.2, "Reporting Requirements for Non-Power 

Reactor", and that is where -- and I believe the Commission 

has recently approved, and has been published on our 

website and is available for the public or anyone to review 

that document. 

So in that document it sets out the 

requirements for reporting to the CNSC. We have a 24-hour 

duty officer on call, so any event that occurs the 

licensees are required to notify that duty officer. That 

requirement is found in our regulatory document as well. 

And the Commission is very familiar with 

an early information report, so events that trigger 

criteria that need to be presented to the Commission, such 

as released to the environment, we submit to the Commission 
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in an early information report that gets presented to the 

Commission, with the corrective actions that are being 

proposed by the licensee and the regulatory activities that 

the CNSC Staff are undergoing. 

Should there be a need for further 

enforcement action, such as orders or potentially 

administrative monetary penalties because of a lack of 

control that was surmised because of the release, the CNSC 

Staff implement those enforcement actions as well. 

So a lot to say about reporting. 

Currently within the current Licence Condition Handbook 

there is a section that is dedicated to reporting 

requirements. It defines what needs to be reported. 

Changes to documentation need to be report it. 

So I'm going a little outside of the 

excessive releases, but specific to your question, the 

answer is yes, and there are multiple mechanisms by which 

the public are notified, can get engaged, and we at the 

CNSC provide regulatory oversight to ensure control is 

brought back. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: This answers the 

question? 

MS McCANN: Yeah. I have a specific 

question, though, that is a very good example. 

This spring we had heavy rains. Many of 
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our cottagers were concerned about the impact of rains 

because the CRL site has many creeks that flow into the 

Ottawa River. So my questions kind of relate to CNSC and 

CRL. 

So does that mean you have an inspector 

comes out right away to see if there's, you know, 

additional leachate into the river because of those heavy 

rains? 

And the other part of the question, which 

relates to it, because I work in government, and I know a 

little bit about ATIP, how can an ordinary citizen find out 

if there was an inspection at the time, if it is a GoCo? 

Who do we submit an ATP request? Do we submit it to CNSC, 

because -- or do we send it -- it is, like, directed to 

CRL? This is the kind of clarity: that ordinary citizens 

do not know where to get that kind of information and 

comfort level. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: (Off microphone) provide 

an answer. 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

With regards to heavy rains, I would 

actually bring forward an example that was recently brought 

before the Commission, and it did involve Canadian Nuclear 

Laboratories. 

There was heavy rains and excessive 
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flooding that occurred in the Port Hope and Port Granby 

area. While I suspect Canadian Nuclear Laboratories may 

not want to bring reference to it today, I would ask that 

they describe the series of events that they went through 

to report the event to the CNSC. 

And our end, as mentioned, what we did 

through the duty officer report, we brought the information 

forward to the Commission. We did conduct a follow-up 

inspection right away. We had two of our staff that went 

on site. That was also included in the information, in the 

early information report to the Commission. The inspection 

reports are available to the public, should the public 

request them, but the information that an inspection has 

occurred is out in the public domain. 

And a part of our regulatory oversight 

reports, we also include a listing of all the events that 

have occurred, and if there were any inspections we also 

indicate that inspections happened, and those are also 

available to the public upon request. 

So maybe I'll ask CNL to describe what 

they went through because of the heavy rains that occurred 

earlier last spring. 

MR. KEHLER: This is Kurt Kehler for the 

record. 

At Port Hope and Port Granby, which 
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encompasses two separate projects, there were extensive 

heavy rains in that region in the spring, which caused some 

of the older facilities, historical facilities, to 

overflow. Those overflows did make it off-property. And 

so upon discovering that, we reported that to CNSC. 

Obviously inspections quickly happened after that, as well 

as our -- we stopped any overflow events as quickly as we 

could. 

Upon completion of that, we worked on a 

corrective action plan, an action plan to change how the 

stormwaters would be dealt with in those areas for even a 

more significant rainfall event, which led us to add more 

temporary measures, temporary water storage tanks, and 

other assorted efforts to deal with potential heavy storm 

events down there in the future. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MR. COX: Could I just add that the 

incident that Mr. Kehler just described at Port Hope/Port 

Granby is not part of the site licensed activities for 

Chalk River, but it is under CNL, and the learnings from 

that have been disseminated across the company. 

And at Chalk River we have a stormwater 

management system that's been put in place in recent years 

in order to help address this kind of issue. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Dr. McEwan. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you, Mr. President. 

Thank you. 

At the bottom of page 4, where you talk 

about "The deletion of the licensee shall ensure that 

nuclear legacy liabilities at CRL are addressed," can staff 

help us where that would now be found? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

As was brought reference to yesterday, the 

nuclear legacy liabilities program per se may have ended. 

The liabilities and the financial guarantees associated are 

being tracked under the waste management program in the 

current -- in the proposed licence and the LCH. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So the liabilities or the 

legacy from previous activities at Chalk River that were 

covered under that are now all covered under the waste 

management section of the LCH, and the regulations that 

support that? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

That is correct. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Demeter. 

MR. DEMETER: A number of intervenors --

thank you for your presentation -- have brought up the GoCo 

model and the for-profit model, and this question to CNL 

may actually clarify that. 
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So as I understand it, you are contracted 

and given a certain amount of money based on deliverables 

that are agreed to and a plan that's been approved by AECL. 

What happens to revenues, net revenues, above and beyond 

what you're contracted and paid for? Where does that money 

go? 

MR. LESINSKI: Mark Lesinski for the 

record. 

Any cost savings that we come up with 

doing things more efficiently, which is one of the drivers 

we have at the site to ensure that we're doing things 

safely first, but efficiently as well, any extra revenues 

from extra commercial activities that we might get that go 

above and beyond, as well as the plan, all of those funds 

go to treasury and to the benefit of the taxpayers. That 

does not come to the consortium. 

MR. DEMETER: So it goes back to 

government? 

MR. LESINSKI: Correct. 

MR. DEMETER: Okay. So there's no 

profit-driven activities in the sense you're given a 

certain amount of money for certain deliverables to produce 

them efficiently. Commercialization and profit from those 

activities get flowed back into government. 

MR. LESINSKI: Correct. 
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MR. DEMETER: Okay. 

MR. LESINSKI: Can I add a little more, 

though, about from a safety perspective, if I might, just 

quickly. 

You know safety is our number one priority 

and our value at the site. Just one thing all of the 

companies that have worked in the nuclear business or the 

individuals here that have worked in it for decades is if 

we don't have a really stringent, tight understanding of 

our safety protocol in order to execute any work, the rest 

of that, the profit and trying to get the schedule done, 

won't happen. It just won't happen. It's going to stop. 

And we've learned that in the past the hard way. 

So when we come anywhere to work, and all 

the CNL people, as we work together, we know that is truly 

our number one priority because nothing else comes without 

it. So cutting corners, it doesn't work, and that does not 

increase profits, it decreases. So safety is truly our 

number one priority. 

And I did talk in my opening comments, 

people can go back and review it, as to actually how we are 

reimbursed, and it's not based on cutting corners or 

increasing revenues at the expense of. So that's very 

important. 

I think I have one more final thing. In 
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order for us to stay in this kind of business, any of these 

companies, when they do -- if they don't get the contract, 

and they move on and go and do something else, without a 

great safety record they won't even have the price of 

admission to go in and complete and do any more work around 

the world. It doesn't work. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any other questions? 

Anything else you want to add? 

MS McCANN: Yeah, one sentence. I hope 

that this -- their stellar reputations will be intact, but 

for myself, who is a river activist, any kind of facility 

or dump-type radioactive waste one kilometre from the river 

is unsatisfactory. I really hope these companies have to 

foresight and that their plan -- and our regulators are 

really reviewing that with such, you know, rigour. So 

thank you very much. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Thank you for 

your intervention. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: I'd like to move now to 

the next submission, which is an oral presentation by the 

Canadian Nuclear Workers' Council, as outlined in CMD 

18-H2.24. I understand Mr. Shier will make the 

presentation. 
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Over to you, sir. 

CMD 18-H2.24 

Oral presentation by the 

Canadian Nuclear Workers' Council 

MR. SHIER: Thank you. 

Good afternoon to members of the 

Commission, CNSC Staff, CNL, and our fellow intervenors. 

My name is Dave Shier. I'm the national 

director of the Canadian Nuclear Worker Council. Our 

council, as we've indicated in the past, we are the 

collective voice of the unions in the nuclear industry 

across Canada. And at the CNL site we have several member 

unions, and with me today is some of the leadership from 

those unions, which I will just quickly introduce for the 

record. 

To my left is Jonathan Fitzpatrick. He is 

the leader of Institute of Public Service Union at the 

Chalk River site. Next to him is Dave Lipton. Dave is a 

staff officer with the United Steelworkers, and there is a 

couple of locals at the Chalk River site which are under 

his jurisdiction. At the table behind me, on my far my 

left, is Peter Moss. Peter Moss is with the leadership of 

the United Steelworkers. Beside Peter is Vicky Hilton. 
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Vicky is also with the United Steelworkers. And next to 

Vicky is Darcy McGrath. Darcy McGrath is with the Power 

Workers Union at the site. 

These people represent the very high 

percentage of the staff at the CNL site, and as you 

probably recall the site is very, very highly unionized. 

Several of the issues that you've heard 

about today are very close to the heart of these workers. 

The workers at this site live in the area. They work in 

the area. There are several generations of different 

workers at the particular site. As we say, the CNSC kind 

of has oversight of these facilities. We also say the 

unions have oversight because many of the things that the 

CNSC is interested in, unions are interested in as well. 

As we maintained, and our studies 

supported our position, is that a unionized site is a 

safe -- health and safety is superior to a non-unionized 

site. So that brings a lot of -- that's part of the 

oversight aspect that we look at. 

So I think it's very important for the 

public to hear from worker perspective. These are the 

people inside the fence and are very proud of their jobs. 

As in all nuclear settings, health and 

safety is very important, and we'll start off with health 

and safety. 
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The unions are all very highly engaged 

with the health and safety there. As you saw in the 

staff's report there, the safety performance, that's 

conventional and radiological safety, has improved over the 

last several years. And as we say, it's like labour 

relations. It's never perfect, but there are processes in 

place to work to improve the safety at that level. 

So the unions are involved on a joint 

health and safety committee. They also involved on the 

policy committee. 

Looking at labour relations, again labour 

relations is never perfect. The perfect thing about -- the 

good thing about labour relations is having processes in 

place, dispute mechanisms, to resolve issues when they do 

come about. 

Looking at the GoCo aspect, there's been 

lots of talk about that today, unions naturally support 

public services and always question things when we get into 

privatization. 

They had their call in the day and ended 

up with a new employer. There was a lot of uncertainty at 

the time. There's a little bit left. But as things have 

moved forward there is less uncertainty, and the overall 

feeling is that the workers at the site are very positive, 

looking forward to the new projects that are going to be in 
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place. 

As I indicated earlier, there's a lot of 

new employees. There's a lot of people that have taken 

some retirement. 

So there is some good discussions. 

There's been some collective agreements signed with GoCo. 

There's still some ongoing legacy issues to deal with from 

the old collective agreements to the new ones, and 

hopefully they will be worked out in the future. 

On environmental issues, we heard from a 

lot of the groups about the water and the land, and so on 

and so forth. Well the workers that work there, 

environment is very close to their hearts as well. And I 

think it should be reassuring to the people who were 

raising environmental issues that the workers are the first 

ones to notice if there is anything wrong. And in this 

setting, if there is anything that is unsafe, anything that 

is environmentally damaging, the workers there, and their 

unions, would raise these flags to the employer, and, if 

necessary, to the Commission. 

So, again, another oversight role of the 

unions. 

The issue around -- I'd like to make a 

comment on the length of the licence. We've heard a lot 

about that today. Our organization and our member unions, 
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I can remember back when we used to have two-year licences 

and we were going for three and we were opposed to that. 

Then we went to five, and we were opposed. And so people 

say, Well, how come you're not opposed to the 10-year 

licence? 

What we looked at the time, and you've 

heard it mentioned today, is the annual review. There is 

now an annual review that happens for all the different 

sites, and there's hearings for them. We take that 

advantage. We feel that we have more a check-and-balance 

system now than we did before we had annual reviews. It 

used to be interim reviews. 

So we suggest you take a look at the 

annual reviews. That's somewhere where, if there's any 

issues, you can bring them up, you can take a look at them. 

And even from a union's perspective, if we 

have issues, and it's not at annual review time, if it's 

tomorrow, we got no qualms of getting in the phone and 

talking to you or talking to the employer. So if the 

public has a concern, they can do the same thing. 

So that's why we are supporting the 

10-year licence. It's a 10-year licence, but it's got a 

annual review with it. so I think that helps out. 

So with that, public perception, from our 

perspective, with the workers that work there, that live in 
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the communities, they get asked a lot by -- are there any 

issues coming up, and actually get asked about them. 

There's a lot of public that are happy with it. This place 

has been there for years. 

And, again, it's the people who work there 

who are CNL. Just because somebody is from management in 

CNL, if they -- if management leaves, the workers are still 

there. And you don't see truckloads of widgets going out 

there. It's all kinds of worker issues that have been 

resolved there, new technology, so and so forth. 

So with that I will conclude. I don't 

have any question of the Commission. If I'd had some, I 

might have called you before. So I will open it up to any 

questions you may have, and myself and I'm sure some of my 

colleagues may be able to add something on. 

So in conclusion, actually we are in 

support of the relicense of the facility. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Dr. McEwan. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you. 

I've got a couple of broad questions. You 

sort of touched on them a little bit. 

So the first question is the unions, who 

are part of the council, what is your philosophical view of 
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a GoCo model? And secondly, with the introduction of CNL, 

and the new management, which is what, 18 months-ish? 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: (Off microphone) 

MEMBER McEWAN: Two-and-a-half years. 

Yes, two-and-a-half years. Have you noticed any changes 

from the perspective of the workers on the site, for better 

or for worse? 

MR. SHIER: I'll give you a quick 

overview. 

Your first part of your question is, as 

far as our council goes, our perspective on a GoCo or a 

privatization or anything like that. 

We really -- that's left up to our 

individual unions. As I indicated, most unions will be 

opposed at first and the role of a union is to represent 

the workers, so if the employer changes, if it's a 

company -- a private company it's sold and you get a new 

employer they have to deal with that employer. 

In public companies when they go from 

public to private, then you have to deal with the new 

employer. 

We have experiences with that because the 

Power Workers and the Society of Energy Professionals are 

members of our council and they went through that with 

Bruce Power and also several other sectors in the energy 
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industry. 

So, as far as a GoCo at Chalk River, it 

was a different format. As I indicated, there was some 

reluctance at first and it was against union philosophy, 

but now they are the employer and people -- the unions are 

dealing with them. As I said, at first there was 

uncertainty, now there seems to be some new breath into the 

people, there seems to be more enthusiasm. 

And so, it's back to the union 

perspective, okay, well, we dealt with one employer, now 

we're dealing with another employer. So, things seem to be 

pretty good from the perspective I'm getting, but I'll ask 

my colleagues if they have any comments on that. 

MR. LIPTON: It's David Lipton here from 

the United Steelworkers. 

And we represent approximately 900 people 

up in the Chalk River site. From the -- I think Mr. Shier 

is correct, that the perspective of most unions and 

steelworkers is that public ownership is preferable of this 

type of facility. And number of reasons for that, chiefly 

because of the oversight that comes through the public 

process. 

That being said, the fact that the GoCo is 

now a reality, we're dealing with that, and we're dealing I 

think effectively with the new employer, CNL. There was a 
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fairly, I would say, seamless transition from AECL to CNL. 

The structure of the GoCo was one that we 

had successorship rights, so all the collective bargaining 

rights and whatnot continued seamlessly. 

So, you know, I think philosophically 

that's our perspective. Mr. Shier's correct that the 

transition -- any difficulties during transition were 

probably more the result of churn in management than labour 

relations issues. We had -- as we indicated in our written 

submission, we have a very effective labour relations 

process, we're able to negotiate new collective agreements 

without any fuss. As far as dispute resolution, that's 

effective. The quality of dialogue with the CNL management 

is high. 

So, you know, our philosophical concerns 

are I guess overshadowed now by the pragmatic need to 

represent our members. 

THE PRESIDENT: Was there an increase in 

grievances? 

MR. LIPTON: No, I wouldn't say so. No, 

there was no increase in grievances. And, as a matter of 

fact, once we had developed, you know, good working 

relationships, we had good working relationships, many of 

the people in the HR Department continued on and I would 

say that the grievance processes have actually I think 
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improved. And no, I couldn't say that there's been an 

uptick in grievances. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Question? 

MR. LIPTON: I'm sorry. Before you move 

on, I could make one further comment in response. 

Mr. Shier did indicate about the 

importance of conventional health and safety. I think Mr. 

Lesinski commented on that as well. 

As far as health and safety, there's 

always room for improvement on health and safety. But one 

of the things that we have been doing now with CNL 

management is a process of continuous improvement on health 

and safety and ensuring that the members of the Joint 

Health and Safety Committee, both management and union, 

have the necessary training to make the internal 

responsibility system on health and safety as effective as 

possible. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Yes, Mr. Seeley? 

MEMBER SEELEY: That was my question, that 

the integrated Health and Safety Committee would have union 

members on it along with management. 

And we saw in one of the earlier 

presentations there was a significant improvement in safety 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

         

  

           

        

    

          

           

      

         

           

         

       

          

         

         

         

          

        

 

      

         

         

       

    

         

285 

performance, well, at least in terms of accident frequency 

and severity. 

So, I just wanted to see if there was any 

comment around that improvement which came with CNL's 

management of the site. 

MR. LIPTON: As I said before, we continue 

in a process of improving the Joint -- or the internal 

responsibility system under health and safety. 

There had, frankly, in the past -- under 

AECL in the past it wasn't perfect and we find that, 

ironically perhaps, with the management of CNL there is 

more openness to improving the internal responsibility 

system and we're quite heartened actually by the fact that 

management has cooperated with us in bringing in the 

workers' Health and Safety Centre which is a union-based 

training organization in health and safety to bring proper 

education to the members, both the union members and the 

management members of the Joint Health and Safety 

Committee. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: On page 5 of the 

submission a statement grabbed my attention and I would 

like to put a question for CNL. 

The statement said: 

"There has been a changeover in the 
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workplace staff during this period. 

An influx of new, young workers has 

occurred." (As read) 

What action and process in place in order 

to protect the environment and the safety and the health of 

the people, the action taken in order to put these people 

on the same level as the experienced people who has left? 

MR. COX: Dave Cox for the record. 

And I'll ask Kevin Daniels to elaborate on 

that. 

MR. DANIELS: So, there are a number of 

things we do. Starting with, all new employees go through 

new employee training and part of that training is actually 

human performance principles of entry tools, including I 

personally go to all those classes if I'm on site; if not, 

I have other representatives from senior management. So, 

we go in and new employees get to understand what kind of 

safety culture we're trying to build on site, the one where 

when events occur we look to try what was the cause of the 

event, not who to blame. 

And so, that's an important aspect of any 

good safety culture. 

And then, once those employees actually 

get out of the new employee training, they go into their 

own organizations and then, based on their job tasks, they 
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have training assigned to them to validate that, in fact, 

they have the required training to do the operations that 

they're required to do. 

And then we have a strong relationship 

with the union and the site Safety and Health Committee if 

we have issues that come up -- and there are issues that 

come up on a regular basis -- I'm a part of that -- I'm 

typically at the site Safety and Health Committee and the 

Policy Committee and the unions are not shy about bringing 

up that, hey, you had a worker or you had this situation, 

we didn't feel we had adequate training to him for that 

situation and we investigate those things and we get back 

to him and we figure out how we can validate that, in fact, 

that we do have adequately trained workers with good 

procedures that are actually out there performing the task. 

In addition, one last point is, from a 

health and safety standpoint, when we first got to the site 

there were 19 people in the OSH Organization for the entire 

site and those individuals were primarily in a central 

organization and, as needed, they were called out into the 

field and there were a lot of calls that were made because 

they have very smart people out executing the work, but we 

now have 35 people in the OSH Organization, many of which 

are actually employed out into the field organization, so 

they're there when the work planning is done. 
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So, you have a better integrated team that 

are out there actually looking at the work planning, so you 

can have better plans and fewer problems in actual 

execution of the work. 

THE PRESIDENT: I was looking at the 

question from a different perspective. In fact, I'm happy 

to see that you are attracting young -- looking at you as 

representative of demographics, you need to have --

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: -- you need to have some 

succession planning. You're not the only one. I think 

that CNSC has just gone through aggressive... 

So, my question is, do you have any 

problem recruiting the kind of expertise that you need to 

grow the next generation? 

DR. McCARTHY: Kathy McCarthy for the 

record. 

So, you are absolutely right that bringing 

in these less experienced people is important. They look 

at things from a different perspective, they bring 

different views. 

So, with respect to, are we able to 

attract people. I can tell you that we are in a hiring 

mode because our work is expanding in the science and 

technology area. We have applicants from all over the 
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world and we've got -- we're in a position where we have 

more applicants for a position than we need, we can pick 

the best and brightest, and that's something that's been 

really exciting for us. 

When we go to conferences in Canada and 

outside of Canada people want to be a part of what we're 

doing. So, we're in a really good place, we have a very 

exciting mission and the staff are very excited about it. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Anything? Anything else to add? 

Any final words? Anybody? 

MR. LIPTON: I just want to make perhaps 

one final comment that, you know I hope is helpful and is 

pertinent to a lot of the submissions that I heard here 

this afternoon. One of the things when you're a member of 

a union, you have just cause protection against arbitrary 

action by the employer such as discharge or unjust 

discipline. What that gives our members is whistleblower 

protection. 

So I think Mr. Daniels is quite correct 

that if there is health and safety problems or if there is 

environmental problems that our members know about, they 

are not shy to bring it forward to management and, if 

necessary, to you folks, the regulators. 

Our members not only work at the site, 
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they live in the community, and a great many of them enjoy 

the natural beauty in the land. They are interested in 

maintaining a clear and pristine environment here as well. 

So that's what I wanted to say. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

MR. SHIER: That's it? I would like --

THE PRESIDENT: No, no, there is somebody 

raising their hand. 

Go ahead. 

MR. MOSS: Peter Moss for the record. I'm 

a senior scientist for 31 years at Chalk River site. 

Safety has always been of an interest over 

the years, the many years there. It has been always in the 

background and you've seen bumps in the importance of 

safety. Over the last handful of years I can say safety 

has never been taken so seriously and words put into 

action. 

So I am very impressed with the way we 

have turned it around the last four or five years. 

CMD 18-H2.30 

Oral presentation by Environment Haliburton! 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you. Thank 

you very much. 
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I'd like to move on to the next submission 

which is an oral presentation by Environment Haliburton! as 

outlined in CMD 18-H2.30. 

Ms Coburn, I understand you are going to 

make the presentation. Please proceed. 

MS COBURN: Yes. 

Thank you for providing the opportunity to 

address this hearing. Let me take this moment to recognize 

that we are on lands so well stewarded by the Algonquins of 

Ontario. 

I am Carolyn Coburn, President of 

Environment Haliburton! Environment Haliburton! is a 

volunteer-run non-governmental organization based in 

Haliburton County. We take a comprehensive view of 

environmental issues. 

Our activity is focused within the county. 

However, we recognize that everything is related, that we 

are interdependent and inter-responsible for life outside 

those human-imposed limits. The headwaters of the York 

River watershed are within Haliburton. That watershed 

delivers water to the Ottawa River. We believe we share 

responsibility with all those whose land feeds the Ottawa 

River. 

We oppose the application for a 10-year 
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extension of the licence. The licence was originally 

issued to Atomic Energy of Canada, and currently held by 

Canadian Nuclear Laboratories which is now wholly-owned by 

the Canadian National Energy Alliance, a consortium of 

for-profit multinational corporations. 

Our opposition is based on several 

concerns, the first being the duration of the proposed 

licence. No government in Canada gets a mandate that lasts 

10 years. Surely a commercial enterprise with a divided 

responsibility to its shareholders and to the Canadian 

public should be obliged to make its activities open to the 

public and comment at least as often as our elected leaders 

are. 

The agreement between AECL and the 

consortium ends several years before the expiry of the 

proposed licence. We recommend that any licence issued to 

CNL expire no later than that agreement. 

Ten years is a very long time in the 

business world. To illustrate, consider the changes that 

have occurred since the consortium was formed and took 

ownership of CNL. One group originally named as part of 

the consortium, Energy Solutions Canada Group, appears to 

have withdrawn. A second company, Atkins, was not one of 

the original five but is now listed as a key member of the 

alliance. Last July, Atkins was acquired by SNC-Lavalin, a 
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third company in the consortium whose -- sorry -- and the 

sole Canadian-based company; CH2M, self-described as the 

company whose team would lead the consortium and manage and 

operate CNL, was acquired by yet another company, Jacobs 

Engineering Group, just last December. 

All this has occurred in just two years. 

Ten years from now who knows who will be running CNL? 

Chalk River Laboratories is embarking on 

several new initiatives, including a proposed mini nuke 

facility and an expanded nuclear waste depository system. 

Such large changes in operations in such a complex 

technological environment require more frequent, rather 

than less frequent accounting to the public. 

The second root of our opposition concerns 

the conditions in the proposed licence. The Commission, 

you have heard these objections earlier today: They are 

too vague. Many of the conditions have been omitted from 

the proposed licence. The proposed licence lacks the 

specificity needed for any litigation needed of violations. 

We strongly believe in the public's right 

to know and to participate in decisions that have such long 

lasting and potentially dangerous consequences for the 

people and the land. The proposal to substitute CSA 

standards, which are hidden behind a financial firewall for 

the standards currently in use, will certainly limit our 
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ability to know and to participate. 

The third root of our opposition relates 

to the terms of the agreement between AECL and the 

consortium. We understand that under the terms of the 

agreement AECL retains ownership of the physical and 

intellectual property assets and its liabilities. It's the 

physical assets affected by this licence that are of 

primary concern. 

We have experience in Haliburton County 

with for-profit corporations leaving liabilities in their 

wake. For profit corporations are created to make a profit 

for shareholders. 

I'm sure I saw on the website of Jacobs 

Engineering the excited announcement of the purchase of 

CH2M -- sorry, yes -- and a promise to the shareholders who 

would have been reading that website of a guaranteed 

percent increase on their investment. If there is no 

profit coming to those corporations, I don't know why they 

got involved. 

Shareholders are far removed from the 

physical spaces where the commercial activities occur. 

They expect the employees to maximize the return on 

investment. They assess performance by looking at recent 

financial records. They may be unaware or unconcerned, 

with negative effects on the land if those effects do not 
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affect the bottom line. 

Alternative solutions could minimize the 

potential harm for land, but they may not be pursued 

because they are not the most cost-effective in the short 

term. 

The applicant is operating a business that 

has enormous potential for harm to the physical assets, 

harm which could continue for thousands of years, the cost 

of which will be borne by all Canadians. Surely this calls 

for the incorporation into the licence of the four 

components of the precautionary principle. And that has 

been -- I believe that's been discussed previously by other 

intervenors, one of those being an increase of public 

participation in decision making. 

Environment Haliburton! is concerned about 

the current capacity of AECL to oversee the contractual 

obligations of the consortium. Hybrid corporate government 

structures have a checkered history. Many privatized 

public services have been returned to public management due 

to the high costs of services and/or lax environmental 

standards, tasking the much depleted AECL with overseeing 

the GoCo contract while also funnelling taxpayer dollars to 

the consortium is yet another indication of the lessening 

of regulatory control over the most dangerous industry on 

the planet. Is it even possible for one small agency to 
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carry out both tasks? 

We are very concerned about the 

applicant's proposed solution for the radioactive waste on 

the Chalk River site. We are confident that should this 

facility be developed, state-of-the-art technology will be 

adopted. State-of-the-art technology was adopted at the 

Chalk River facility in the 1950s. In spite of that, there 

is ongoing contamination. The best of good intentions does 

not guarantee success. A new licence should require that 

the handling of radioactive and toxic materials should be 

such that when new technology develops and provides safer 

solutions, future generations can recover the stored 

materials and treat them accordingly. 

We strongly urge the Commission to 

restrict the duration of the extension of the licence to 

the shortest possible period. The re-licensing process is 

the only opportunity for you, representing the public 

interests, to maintain some control over this private 

sector activity. Re-evaluation should occur as frequently 

as possible. 

A significant feature of Western 

civilization is the broken relationship with the natural 

world. So many of us move from place to place for 

education and for work, we forget that our existence is 

wholly dependent on the land and other living organisms. 
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We stop seeing that our wellbeing depends on the wellbeing 

of the natural world. We stop seeing the land as sacred, 

sacred in the sense of deserving veneration. When we do 

remember our connection to the land and deeply think about 

it, we change. Everything changes. 

We request that you deliberate -- that as 

you deliberate that you follow Voltaire's admission that 

our dominant passion must be for the public good. 

I close with a question asked by the 

American designer and thought leader, William McDonough: 

How do you care for all of the children of all species for 

all time? Your answer will be in the terms of the licence 

you issue. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Anybody, question? Okay, go. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you very much. 

You've make a point, I think, that concerns a number of 

people as we have talked through and I think it might be 

helpful to understand. 

You say that in Haliburton County you've 

had companies walk from liabilities and you're left with 

either the cost of dealing with that liability or having to 

look at that liability. 

MS COBURN: Or not being able to use that 
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land. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Okay, so let's take the 

hypothetical that CNL walk away from this contract. Who 

would continue with the liability? It would be -- my 

understanding would be NRCan because they retain ownership 

of the site -- excuse me, AECL. They retain ownership of 

the site. So whatever happens, there remains a custodian 

of the site; am I right? 

DR. QUINN: Shannon Quinn for the record. 

That is correct. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Does that answer the 

question? 

MS COBURN: NR -- AECL, that's us. So it's 

the public who retains the liability as opposed to the 

consortium. 

THE PRESIDENT: That doesn't change even 

though, say, GoCo model, et cetera, it's still -- the 

government is determined to return this land somewhere in 

the future to as close to nature as it was way, way back. 

That's the philosophy behind all this. 

And you can see some of the remediation 

that the government is doing in Port Hope, in Port Granby, 

and some of the Saskatchewan mines. They have spent a lot 

of money trying to undo some of their old habits of walking 

away from liabilities. 
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MS COBURN: And Environment Haliburton! 

would prefer that we gradually walked away from nuclear. 

THE PRESIDENT: Nuclear. So that's a 

different file. That's not what we are talking about right 

now. 

MS COBURN: It seems like a good 

opportunity to say that. 

THE PRESIDENT: I got that. Okay, thank 

you. Thank you for your intervention. 

CMD 18-H2.9/H2.9A 

Presentation by the 

Organization of Canadian Nuclear Industries (OCNI) 

THE PRESIDENT: The next submission is an 

oral presentation by the Organization of Canadian Nuclear 

Industries, as outlined in CMDs 18-H2.9 and 18-H2.9A. 

I understand that Dr. Oberth will make 

their presentation. 

DR. OBERTH: So good afternoon, gentleman 

and lady. I am honoured to be here. It's always a 

pleasure to present in front of the Commission on an 

important topic. 

I will just start by telling you and the 

audience who I represent. We are an organization of 

http:18-H2.9A
http:18-H2.9/H2.9A
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private sector suppliers that supply equipment and services 

to the nuclear industry in Ontario and around the world. 

We have 230 members of which more than 200 are 

Ontario-based. They work to high standards of quality and 

follow the same rigorous standards that we have heard today 

that sort of define the nuclear industry. 

We don't have to tell you about the 

nuclear industry in Canada but it's a critical industry. 

In particular, we are very proud of the fact that Ontario 

was able to shut down its coal plants in 2014 to provide 

cleaner air for its citizens, drastically reduce asthma 

within its population because of the large contribution of 

a strong nuclear system here in the province. Sixty 

percent of the energy of Ontario comes from 19 nuclear 

plants operating at Bruce, Pickering, and Darlington. 

Chalk River Laboratories has been kind of 

the heart and the birthplace of our industry. It's the 

centre of Canada's nuclear research and innovation centre. 

I don't need to go on about the strong track record of safe 

operations and environmental stewardship. That's been said 

by others and by other experts in the room. 

It's also critical to underpinning our 

supply chain with technology and innovations that have been 

transferred to suppliers that have allowed them to succeed 

both domestically and privately. And I would argue that 
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the threat of climate change is a very serious threat and I 

know that Canada, and Chalk River in particular, are 

playing a key role in this global battle against climate 

change. 

Chalk River has transferred many important 

technologies to the private sector, many of which benefit 

all of us and the people in this room. I will just say a 

couple of highlights. 

For example, the treatment of cancer by 

radioisotopes was developed at Chalk River and then 

commercialized through companies like Nordion and 

Theratronics. That benefits all of us. We all know people 

that have benefited from cancer therapy. 

One of our companies here in the region, 

Bubble Technology, uses Chalk River developed technology 

for border security to ensure the safety of Canadians. 

Another company, Nray, has developed a 

technology to inspect jet engine blades, and we all value 

the safety of aircraft travel. 

So the technology emanating from Chalk 

River is key to the safety of many of us. 

We're also very pleased with the 

performance of the GoCo. My organization was in Chalk 

River for suppliers day last September and I was very proud 

to present Mr. Lesinski with an award recognizing the fact 
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that the transition to the GoCo and the revitalization of 

the site has benefited the industry and, in particular, 

many of my member companies. 

Member companies, as you can see in this 

map, are spread throughout the province of Ontario, most of 

us in the southern region and all of whom create important 

jobs in their local communities, operate in a safe manner, 

and allow Ontario to have one of the cleanest grids in 

North America. 

We also work with a number of other --

Chalk River supports a number of other universities, 

innovative companies, large engine manufacturers, all of 

whom have some connection to technology that was originated 

here in Chalk River, and therefore, Chalk River is sort of 

the key component of our nuclear industry. 

The Province of Ontario is embarking on a 

program to extend the lives of its 19 reactors to continue 

to offer clean, reliable energy for its citizens, for its 

schools, for its hospitals. With this program underway --

it's already started at Darlington, but it will ultimately 

run for another 15 years -- it's important that we have 

access to the technology and capability at Chalk River. 

Therefore, it's important that the licence be renewed, so 

that Chalk River can continue to provide this capability. 

It's also become a leading centre of 
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innovation in other sectors such as quantum computing, 

advance materials, science and manufacturing, robotics and 

robot handling and for those with strong environmental 

feelings it's become a very strong centre for hydrogen 

production and, as I think many people are aware, the 

hydrogen industry and hydrogen transportation is a form of 

clean energy transportation, particularly for larger 

vehicles. So it's so important that we continue that 

leadership role that started here at Chalk River. 

We have also talked about their leadership 

in the small modular reactor sector which we believe will 

allow for environmentally responsible extraction of natural 

resources, hopefully will create opportunities in the 

northern regions so that people in those regions can have 

low-carbon intensity energy and allow Indigenous peoples to 

participate in projects in the north. 

Chalk River has also underpinned a lot of 

other industries such as aerospace, additive manufacturing 

materials, science; robotics with their technologies. The 

reach of Chalk River goes well beyond the nuclear sector 

and into other sectors. 

I want to talk a little bit about climate 

change. I have a personal experience that I want to relate 

to this. 

I have a daughter living in Cape Town, 
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South Africa. She is doing good work helping African 

countries combat HIV and malaria. As some of you are 

aware, a city of a million people is now facing a water 

shortage and, in fact, they are looking at April the 21st 

as the day in which there will be no water in Cape Town. 

That's a direct result. 

Scientists around the world believe and 

have good data to show that we are facing some serious 

climate change issues: too much rain in Ontario last 

spring and a major drought in Cape Town. We have to take 

this extremely seriously. We understand that nuclear has a 

strong role to play in fighting climate change, as does 

wind and solar. We need to use all the capability we have 

to fight this global threat. 

Here is a scene from Beijing, and China 

produces 73 percent of its energy from fossil fuels. It 

has a plan to get off of fossil fuel and mitigate the 

environmental impacts but it'll take a long time. It turns 

out that Canada has technology that is of interest to the 

Chinese, and here is a photograph from last November when 

Prime Minister Trudeau witnessed the signing of an 

agreement between SNC-Lavalin and a major Chinese nuclear 

company to develop the advanced fuel CANDU Reactor which 

allows recycle of uranium and will help China reduce its 

dependence on fossil fuels. 
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We are planning to go back to Beijing in 

March with the Trade Mission. Our colleagues from CNL as 

well as another 10 private sector companies will be on that 

Trade Mission where we will be talking to the Chinese about 

helping them acquire Canadian nuclear technology. 

So just in summation, OCNI strongly 

supports the CNL application to renew its operating 

license. The evidence of a strong track record and a very 

successful GoCo operation with strong employee support that 

we heard today from Dave Shier of the Union side is clear. 

The technology is critical to the success 

of our supply chain, underpins the supply chain, and allows 

us to continue to innovate and be world leaders. 

We are also supportive of Chalk River’s 

efforts to develop small modular reactors which will allow 

the benefits of clean nuclear technology to be developed in 

northern regions and for the benefit of Indigenous 

development. 

Chalk River also supports safety and 

security in other industries which play a national 

importance and benefits all of us. 

And, perhaps most important, it has got a 

key role in Canada’s international leadership role in 

combating climate change. 

I thank you. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? 

Mr. Demeter? 

MR. DEMETER: Thank you very much for the 

presentation, it was very informative. There’s just those 

observations when you talked about all the industries you 

are involved with, on the bottom you had mining and you had 

chemical. Do you have any relationships with AREVA, as 

well? 

DR. OBERTH: Yes. 

MR. DEMETER: Okay, I just didn’t see it 

on the slide so I didn’t – 

DR. OBERTH: It couldn't be comprehensive. 

We’ve got 200 members but I thought I could pick up some of 

the major ones and particularly those that I think impact 

industries beyond nuclear. 

THE PRESIDENT: It is no longer AREVA. 

MR. DEMETER: Oh, sorry, they have changed 

names. 

DR. OBERTH: They changed their name, yes. 

Thank you. 

MR. DEMETER: Thank you. Are the Cameco 

now? 

THE PRESIDENT: So let me ask you, you’ve 

been listening, I don’t know if you spent the last two days 
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listening to – 

DR. OBERTH: Listening, I've been here 

since (indiscernible – off record comment). 

THE PRESIDENT: So you have had a long, 

long term relationship between as it was known as AECL and 

now CNL, so you heard all the concerns about this 

transition from a government lab if you like to a private 

sector. What is your observation of -- First of all, why 

is there such an angst? And what is your observation? 

DR. OBERTH: Well, I think it is human 

nature to be suspicious of change. But I want to echo the 

comments made by Steve Copland this morning who talked 

about the transition of Bruce Power from the old Ontario 

Hydro, a Crown Corporation owned by the Province of 

Ontario, to private sector leadership. And in my view the 

culture – the culture of safety, the adherence to quality, 

the respect for the technology for which we are responsible 

is paramount. And that safety culture has been as strong 

in the new CNL as it was in the previous AECL. 

I think the new team has brought a 

revitalization and we are seeing a more outward-looking 

CNL, a CNL that is reaching out to private sector 

companies, to our members, to help the industry grow and 

thrive. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, thank you very much 
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for the intervention. 

The next submission is an oral 

presentation by the Bonnechere River Watershed Project as 

outlined in CMD 18-H2.32. I understand that Dr. Lindsay 

will make the presentation. 

Please proceed. 

DR. LINDSAY: Thanks very much. Thank you. 

Kathy Lindsay for the record. 

I want to thank you for the opportunity to 

present in addition to providing a written submission. 

I have prepared my remarks in response to 

what I have become to be aware of in the last couple of 

days. In part, the CMD submission 18-H2.A which is the 

response of the Commission to the intervener issues as they 

saw them, which of course I only saw yesterday. And, also 

over what has been discussed over the last day or last two 

days. 

I am here on behalf of the Bonnechere 

River Watershed Project, a bit of an odd name for an 

organization, but we are a not-for-profit Canadian charity. 

I am the Chair as well as a program volunteer, and I am 

accompanied by John Brady a Director on the BRWP Board, and 

Cathy Brady as well. Both volunteer in our Celebrate Our 

River paddle series. 

We are a community based largely volunteer 

http:18-H2.32
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organization. We started in 1999. We are one of only two 

organizations and the elder in Renfrew County focussed on 

watershed stewardship. 

Both rivers that have watershed based 

organizations, including – we say the Bonnechere, are 

tributaries of the Ottawa River. 

So as an organization along with the other 

interveners we are concerned about keeping dangerous and 

long-lived radioactive and other toxic wastes out of our 

fresh water; both surface and ground. 

I am also concerned on a personal note in 

that my family is eighth generation in the Bonnechere 

Watershed in the Renfrew area. My family has a cottage on 

the Ottawa River upstream from Arnprior for as long as CRL 

has been in operation. 

John and Cathy and their family have a 

shoreline property just downstream from me. 

I have a PhD in Wildlife Ecology; I am a 

recent retiree from Environment Canada after 30 years. 

And, finally, I am adjunct professor and 

director of the Geomatics and Landscape Ecology Research 

Lab at Carleton University in Ottawa. 

So along with other interveners I am very 

concerned about the approval of a 10-year license which 

will significantly limit, in my opinion, and that of 
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others, meaningful public consultation such as this one and 

perhaps First Nations as well, depending on how those 

relations develop in future, and on the decisions that you 

make as a Commission around that in terms of licensing 

terms. 

I appreciate that the Commission and CNL 

are trying to reassure us that there is no need to be 

concerned. And certainly you have presented a lot of 

information at these hearings, not the least being in the Q 

and A session; so much appreciated, thank you. 

However, we are an engaged, well-educated 

bunch up here in Renfrew County, and like the Algonquians 

of Ontario we don’t necessarily believe when government 

tells us that it is looking after our interests, 

particularly related to protection and conservation of our 

environment. 

It is unfortunate that some see this 

latter concern as an impediment to local economic 

development. On the contrary, it is the foundation for 

tourism and outdoor recreation in Renfrew County as well as 

significant seasonal and year-round shoreline property 

development, including the internationally renowned White 

Water Paddling on the Ottawa River and on the Madawaska 

River. 

A shorter license duration will also 
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provide an opportunity for the Commission as the regulator 

and the public to be able to monitor and assess AECL’s 

ability to manage the new GoCo model. 

As has been mentioned by other interveners 

the recent Auditor General Special Examination Report has 

identified concerns with AECL which included not only the 

significant deficiency in senior management and the board 

which has already been addressed, but also for additional 

weaknesses. These include the fact that the board has not 

yet implemented a formal systematic process for monitoring 

and reporting on risks identified in the Corporate Risk 

Register. The proper risk monitoring and reporting will 

protect against the possibility of not achieving the 

initial goal of restructuring. 

The reporting framework in the corporate 

plan did not demonstrate how the corporation would measure 

the overall objectives of restructuring which were to 

enhance efficiency and effectiveness and to contain and 

reduce costs and risks for Canadians over time -- I’m 

quoting from the Auditor’s report. 

As of January 2017 the board had not held 

periodic public meetings for almost, well, I’d say since 

2009 as required by statutory mandate, or to present its 

annual report and provide information on the GoCo model. 

Except for the leading contract officer 
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who was hired from abroad and who has subsequently left, 

the corporation’s contracting team has limited experience 

in working with this new GoCo model. 

Now these weaknesses matter because 

monitoring and reporting on risk, a sound reporting 

framework, communication of results to the public, well, to 

the regulator and to the public, and experienced contract 

management are important to inform Canadians about risk and 

the corporation’s success with the new GoCo model which is 

noted by a prior intervener has been problematic in the UK. 

In closing, unless the annual reporting 

process addresses meaningful public engagement, which 

perhaps it does because it is not clear to me yet all of 

what is involved there, we think that a shorter license 

duration, say the three to five years that other 

interveners had suggested, so a longer duration than we 

initially supported in our written submission, we feel that 

would provide for hearings such as this one which includes 

not only written submissions but also oral presentations 

and maybe even more importantly the Q and A from the 

Commission to the interested parties. 

It seems to me it has enabled a broad 

range of interested persons and parties to share and 

explore our perspectives and in so doing to become more 

informed and optimistically able to make better decisions 
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that affect our home place for generations to come. 

Thank you for listening. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

A question Dr. McEwan? 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you very much for 

the presentation and the submission. 

This has come up several times and I meant 

at lunchtime to search, but can somebody tell me what this 

reference to a failed GoCo model in the UK is, and what the 

implications of it have been? 

THE PRESIDENT: Well let me start. You 

made the reference to it. Where did you get that from? 

DR. LINDSAY: I got that, that was the 

information that was presented in the intervener Kendra 

Smith, and that came through the research of the Concerned 

Citizens of Renfrew County and Area. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay, so anybody knows 

about what is the – go ahead, please. 

MR. LESINSKI: Mark Lesinski for the 

record. 

I'm going to give this from my 

perspective. This will be some of my opinions having 

worked over there and watched the GoCo and some of the 

issues. 

First of all, I hear a lot of people say 
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that the GoCo has failed in United Kingdom. Actually, the 

GoCo has worked very well. They have several different 

SLC’s there. They had seven at one point; there are now – 

it’s five SLC, sorry, Site License Companies. So the model 

here is we really have one Site License Company, CNL. 

There, they had seven initially. They are down to five 

now. But they have all been making progress in their plans 

in cleaning up and the decommissioning work, and the 

environmental work, so they have an SLC that runs their low 

level waste repository that they have, and they have an SLC 

that runs the Magnox set of reactors that are cleaning up 

those. 

They have SLC’s that were running the 

Dounreay site in the north, the research reactor. 

The SLC that is referred to is Sellafield 

and Sellafield was some of the issues that they had; it was 

in the initial stages that they had some issues with that 

GoCo model. A lot of that, and this is my opinion, was 

because it was their first GoCo model. There have been 

lessons learned now from how they established that. 

Canada was very astute in looking at the 

United States how they use the GoCo model very successfully 

over very many decades, and they looked as well at how 

things were going in United Kingdom to ensure that they 

factor those lessons learned into the model that we have 
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here. 

A lot of those had to do with the 

procurement process and the structure that was established 

there. I won’t go into all the detail, but the commercial 

acumen, and we are beyond that; we are actually in a good 

place now. The contract has been let, we are making 

progress, and the incentivization is established 

appropriately and we are moving forward, so that’s from my 

perspective just to help answer your question. 

I am not sure if AECL would like to answer 

because they did a lot of homework on this, as well. 

THE PRESIDENT: And whether the UK now is 

an improved version of that? 

MR. LESINKSI: The UK or Canada? 

THE PRESIDENT: The UK. I mean, did they 

themselves learn anything? 

MR. LESINSKI: There in the process right 

now, Sellafield, they have not re-competed yet, but the 

other GoCos they still are a GoCo model; that continues. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr, Quinn? 

DR. QUINN: Shannon Quinn for the record. 

I can confirm what Mr. Lesinski has just 

said that during the procurement process and during the 

phase where Natural Resources Canada, together with PWGSC 

at the time were implementing the GoCo model in Canada 
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there were multiple trips to the UK, and the US I should 

add, in order to understand both the successes and the 

failures of the GoCo model in those two respective 

countries as a means by which to put in place a structure 

and a contract in the terms and conditions that would be 

the foundation for success for the GoCo model here. 

So maybe I can just point to a couple of 

the lessons learned that were factored into the provisions 

of the GoCo model. 

So, specifically with respect to the 

Sellafield example what was learned at the time was that in 

part some of what led to ultimately the UK government 

taking back the shares of that Sellafield site licensing 

company was that because it was their first GoCo contract 

that the contract was very specific and rigid in terms of 

some of the outcomes that it was looking for, and that they 

were narrowly focussed on items that may have had cost 

drivers. 

So in this GoCo model the performance 

measures are set on an annual basis by AECL giving AECL the 

flexibility to make adjustments as time goes on. But what 

I can say is that while there may be adjustments in terms 

of project milestones and priorities, the health, safety 

and security as well as the environment are never wavering, 

and there are terms and conditions specific to that in the 
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GoCo contract. 

And as was said previously, but I will 

repeat it because of its importance, that any of the 

compensation that CNEA would receive under the terms of the 

GoCo contract are premised firstly on the fact that all of 

the work is done in a safe way with the protection of the 

environment in mind. And to the extent that that is not 

true, all of their fee can be lost in any given year. And 

so it is first and foremost and core. 

One of the other lessons learned in the UK 

is that in order for this model to be successful we 

understand that the government oversight organization needs 

to be set up for success. And of course by that I mean 

that it needs to have the right complement of skills and 

expertise and so AECL and the Canadian context is that 

entity that oversees the GoCo arrangement for the 

Government of Canada. And when AECL was rebuilt as an 

oversight organization there was great care taken to ensure 

that AECL had experience, people with experience working in 

the GoCo model, both experience in the US context as well 

as experience in the UK context; but also that it had 

individuals with experience working at the Chalk River site 

as well as people that had experience working in the 

Government of Canada context so that we would have all of 

those perspectives and all of that experience to be brought 
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to bear to provide effective oversight, as well as 

effective advice back to the Government of Canada. 

And so just in closing I would highlight 

also that while a number of interveners have pointed 

specifically to the GoCo structure with respect to 

Sellafield, the GoCo structure has been in place with 

respect to many other sites in UK; but also when you look 

to the US the GoCo structure has been used there across 

sites comprising the Department of Energy complex in United 

States for many, many decades. And their continuation of 

that model I think speaks to the fact that in the US they 

have realized some benefit from that model. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? 

MEMBER SEELEY: Maybe a comment and it was 

referenced from the Auditor General Report about annual 

reporting process; maybe we could just comment on that. 

We do know, and we have heard earlier in 

the day and yesterday, that the CNSC does have a rigorous 

annual reporting process for all licensees. That process 

is open to the public and has a public forum; it is in a 

public forum as we are today, often in Ottawa, however. So 

maybe CNSC could comment on you know the ability to bring 

that forum annually to the public, rather than the public 

having to run to Ottawa, particularly in the case of CNL. 
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MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros for the record. 

That consideration would be for the 

Commission to make in terms of where in the community they 

would want to go. And, again, as referenced before, in 

December of 2016 we had two regulatory oversight reports in 

the community of Port Hope because we dealt with the 

Uranium Mining Regulatory Oversight Report as well as the 

Nuclear Substance Processing Report which had Cameco and a 

few other nuclear substances and uranium processing 

facilities in the area, so the decision of the community is 

purely up to the Commission, but staff will be available to 

go wherever the Commission needs us to go. 

THE PRESIDENT: I have only one 

observation, and let me see if I got you; you said that you 

worked at Environment Canada for 30 years? 

DR. LINDSAY: Yes. 

Kathy Lindsay for the record. 

Yes, that is correct. 

THE PRESIDENT: So you know how protection 

of the environment works better than probably me. 

So the question is, when your colleagues – 

I don’t know if you are aware the Environment Canada 

colleagues who have been keeping an eye together with the 

CNSC staff about all the activities relating to the impact 

on the environment. When they come up and say, "Yes, there 
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is a legacy issue; yes, there’s a problem with waste but so 

far it is being managed properly" -- you said you don’t 

trust government so what did you do when you worked there? 

I mean nobody trusted you? 

DR. LINDSAY: I’d have to give you a 

candid answer. I retired. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead, this is an 

open --

DR. LINDSAY: I retired because in fact 

there was an attack on science inside the federal 

government, and we were being silenced and made 

dysfunctional by the processes that were being put in place 

by the government who has put this process in place. 

So it leads to some skepticism for myself 

now as a citizen and as a chair of a not-for-profit 

organization that has concerns about watersheds, not only 

in the Bonnechere but Renfrew County more generally. It 

does make me be motivated enough to learn what’s going on 

here, to come here and spend hours on a chair in order to 

have an opportunity to listen to what is being said, how 

it’s being answered, how this is being handled and to have 

an opportunity to add my voice and perspective to that. 

I would say that is what I would be 

looking for as an individual of the public and as a chair, 

a leader of an organization, as we go forward, particularly 
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with this issue, which the consequences of getting it wrong 

are huge. 

THE PRESIDENT: But that is our concern 

also. That’s why we are here in the community and 

listening to all the inputs. And we will continue to do 

so. 

DR. LINDSAY: And we appreciate that very 

much. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: The next submission is an 

oral presentation from Mr. MacKenzie, as outlined in CMD 

18-H2.34. 

Mr. MacKenzie, the floor is yours. 

MR. LEBLANC: Just to be clear, Mr. 

MacKenzie, sir, you will also be presenting for Prevent 

Cancer Now, as the person who was to present, Dr. Sears, 

has some family obligations. 

You can use the time that is allotted, so 

you can do both presentations consecutively. 

Thank you, sir. 
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CMD 18-H2.34 

Oral Presentation by Mark MacKenzie 

MR. MacKENZIE: Okay, thank you very much. 

I will do them separately. 

Thank you very much for having this day 

dedicated to this serious issue. 

My name is Mark MacKenzie. I am here on 

behalf of myself as an individual. 

I am a resident of Renfrew County and I 

have been involved in a lot of different environmental 

issues over the years. I believe in the paramount value of 

clean air and clean water. 

I have been President of the Green Party 

of Canada, a Green Party candidate here in Renfrew County 

and in Ottawa, and I currently serve as an elected 

municipal councillor in the township here in Renfrew 

County. But I am not representing that township, to be 

clear. 

I am most certainly a lay person when it 

comes to understanding a lot of the science and engineering 

with respect to the potential dangers of nuclear 

development and the handling of nuclear wastes, but I’m 

learning. I did study science at the university level so I 

am fascinated by the science. 
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And following this issue I have developed 

a cautious scepticism towards some of the claims of safety 

that are being made. 

There is often a battle between short-term 

pain and long-term gain or long-term pain and short-term 

gain in our society. Corporations are often very good 

citizens of society but they are always under pressure to 

provide dividends and short-term returns to their 

investors. Others have made this point. 

When they are handling the most 

potentially dangerous materials in the world, this requires 

a very strong public watchdog that in this case should only 

give the minimum licensing possible, particularly at this 

early stage, to ensure that there are no long-term 

consequences to their activity for the public, who own the 

air and the water effectively and rely on its integrity for 

many obvious reasons. 

As a resident of Renfrew County I know a 

lot of people who work at CRL and have for years. I am 

confident that the people who work there and who worked at 

AECL believe that what they are doing is going to be safe. 

And I acknowledge the comments made by the 

union people with the systems in place for that. 

However, there is an expression that I 

believe is pertinent: that when a person’s salary is 
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dependent on them believing something, they will tend to 

believe it. 

And standards can erode over time and this 

is a concern. 

I am a business person myself and I 

understand the importance to the local economy of a viable 

business, both small and big. And this is a big business 

that we have here in Renfrew County. 

And we heard the presentation by Renfrew 

County on the impact that it has and I do acknowledge that. 

I’ve been okay with having this nuclear 

facility here in Renfrew County, to provide the jobs. And 

I believe that AECL, under more direct government control, 

has acted basically responsibly and in a responsible 

fashion for decades, knowing full well of course that there 

have been some leaks and problems over time. 

However, with the significant change in 

the governance and management that is taking place at Chalk 

River, of note many public and private partnerships, which 

essentially what this is, have failed to live up to their 

plans. 

For example, if you look at Hospitals 

Ontario, where there were massive cost overruns, and you 

don’t need to look further than nuclear facilities 

themselves worldwide to see a lot of cases of cost overruns 
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and mismanagement. 

It may be quite possible, and even 

plausible, that this consortium operates very well in terms 

of safety. I have queried CNL staff at their Open Houses 

and they have been very open and straightforward and very 

accommodating in providing the answer for everything that I 

have asked. 

It may be that the integrity of our water 

supply will remain intact for sustenance and recreation for 

those of us who live in Renfrew County, Pontiac Region, the 

City of Ottawa and virtually everything downstream from 

here. However, I honestly have grave concerns about giving 

a ten-year licence to a company like SNC- Lavalin, which is 

famous worldwide for corruption, fraud, scandals, bribery 

and other questionable practices. 

I don’t have time to list all the 

accusations and judgments against them, but you know about 

them. 

Just because they are Canadian means 

nothing to me in terms of their loyalty to protect the 

Ottawa River, the cherished asset in the heart of our 

country. 

As a limited timeframe, I am partial to 

the 18-month to three-year timeframe. I think it makes the 

most sense. The consortium of several foreign companies 
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and the Canadian company, which has probably one of the 

worst if not the worst ethical reputation in the country, 

cannot be given a ten-year licence at this stage until they 

prove their standards of operation. 

Yes, CNL has many instances of proper 

management, which have been explained to me by Kurt Kehler 

along the way, but not here at CRL and not with this huge 

legacy in front of them to deal with. 

So what has happened so far as I have been 

following this issue? Well, we’ve had this proposed near 

surface disposal facility. My first reaction is I find 

that to be very cryptic terminology. I understand it’s 

used internationally but I find it rather cryptic. 

Lay persons would think that a near 

surface facility would be underground but just closer to 

the surface. But this is in fact going to be seven to ten 

storeys high and subject to the elements and much of it 

above ground. 

In fact, one of my colleagues on the 

Township Council, who has attended a number of meetings 

himself, was under the clear impression that the seven to 

ten storeys of waste was going to be just about all 

underground and was basically going to be just a mound on 

top. 

Secondly we were told originally that this 
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was going to be 99 per cent very low level waste and 1 per 

cent intermediate waste. Any intermediate level waste in 

this sort of dump is clearly not to international 

standards. 

The pitch to the public on that point, and 

was given to me directly, was that 1 per cent is a small 

amount so it’s okay to have some intermediate level waste 

in that pile even though it lasts much, much longer in the 

environment. 

It was also explained it’s difficult to 

separate the intermediate waste when you’re talking about a 

spill in the 1950s on a counter or on the floor or 

something like that from the rest of the building being 

demolished. 

To put this in perspective, I would much 

rather have 1 per cent of Amazon right now than 100 per 

cent of my own company. One per cent is a lot of tonnage 

and a long-lasting intermediate level radioactive waste 

mostly above ground. 

And I’m not entirely certain that waste 

just under the surface or above ground is any more safe 

either way. 

The announcement came out last year that 

there would be no longer intermediate level waste added to 

this proposed dump. 
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So my question is: Why does the public 

need to spend all kinds of volunteer hours to pressure this 

consortium to follow international standards? 

It seems like the typical negotiating 

tactic that I’ve seen before that some large international 

corporations do with the public. They start with more than 

what they need and they wear down the public and end up 

somewhere they wanted to be in the first place, and they 

cave in a bit for show. 

This seems to be the case here. 

I would like to hear some clarification on 

how it came to be that intermediate waste would not be 

included, would be originally included and now it’s not. 

How can we trust the process? 

And that point was made earlier. 

Clearly in my view this regulatory body 

cannot grant a ten-year licence at this time. This 

consortium did not have the plans right in the first place, 

and if it wasn’t for people like Concerned Citizens of 

Renfrew County, Old Fort William Cottagers Association and 

many other groups and individuals paying attention to this, 

we would have tonnes of high level legacy waste not handled 

properly. 

This gives me a low to very low level of 

comfort and confidence that there aren’t other things that 
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this consortium may try to slip past the public with a 

ten-year licence. Risk long-term problems to save a buck. 

I’m all in favour of companies trying to 

save a buck and operate efficiently but not at the expense 

of any potential long-term pain to the people who live in 

the region. 

So I urge the Commission to consider a 

shorter-term licence in order to assess better how the 

facility is in fact being managed and planned properly and 

how many of the remaining questions that have been brought 

up throughout the last couple of days will be answered and 

how the current and future waste will be handled. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: So as you know, the new 

facility is out of scope for this hearing. There is a 

whole new process for that and you will have ample 

opportunity to comment on that. 

But on the rest of the submission, any 

questions? 

Go ahead, Dr. McEwan. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So we’ve heard again lots 

of comments today about the complexity of the consortium, 

the CNEA. I think over the course of this hearing I’ve got 
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now a good sense of what the relationship is between AECL, 

CNEA and CNL. 

Two things I’m not clear on. 

The first is we heard from Dr. Quinn that 

there is an annual review of performance and of operations. 

How does that allow you to develop long-term strategic 

plans? 

The implication I think from some of our 

intervenors is that there is both a coupling and a 

decoupling of the strategic planning with the regulatory 

planning. 

And how do you do a long-term strategic 

plan with this requirement for an annual report, an annual 

performance review, by AECL? 

MR. LESINSKI: Mark Lesinski, for the 

record. 

Just so I’m clear, the question is: How 

can we do long-term planning but also be evaluated on an 

annual basis? Okay. 

Long-term planning –- and Dr. Quinn did a 

great job of describing this earlier, and let me just touch 

on that first. It’s not a process where we come up with 

like a ten-year plan in a vacuum by ourselves, throw it 

over the fence, they take a look at it and maybe approve it 

or not. It’s very iterative. 
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So, you know, as Dr. Quinn had mentioned, 

we looked at what the policy was from government, what the 

mission that they wanted us to go on about cleaning up the 

environment, about revitalizing the lab, etc. And then we 

interpret that into a long-term plan. 

But now you switch into how do you deal 

with that on an annual basis? 

Actually, by now having that integrated 

long-term plan, we are able to look on an annual basis on 

the work that we want to get done, with the milestones that 

we’re going to do, the steps in the dance, in order to get 

to the point where we will be able to have those things, 

like cleaning up the environment and taking care of the 

soils that have been contaminated in the past, or putting a 

new facility in. 

And we look at the steps along the way to 

ensure that we get there, and that is how we are 

incentivized to reach those points in time, including 

things like improvement of safety, improvement of our 

environmental performance, etc. 

And as Dr. Quinn has also mentioned, at 

any time in a year we have overarching above that the fact 

that all of that fee could be worked out if we have a 

serious event from a safety or environmental perspective. 

So there is many ways that they watch us. 
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And that oversight, by the way, is not 

just done. They don’t put that out and then walk away. 

It’s very similar to the CNSC. We have plenty of people 

watching us. 

AECL is watching us continuously. CNSC, 

all of our boards, our other regulators, our unions, as was 

mentioned earlier. There are many, many processes to 

ensure that we’re actually meeting all of those 

requirements and our commitments along the way. 

Does that help? 

THE PRESIDENT: Yes. Thank you for that. 

Do you have a follow-up question? Go 

ahead. 

MEMBER McEWAN: It’s a very simple 

question and forgive me, but it’s not clear to me. 

So as CEO, who is your boss? 

MR. LESINSKI: My boss is the CNEA Board 

and the CNL Board as well. I actually have two. 

And then I also have the client as well 

that watches over me. Right? 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Could we move now 

to your second presentation, which is an oral presentation 

by Prevent Cancer Now, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.36. 

It’s this submission. 
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MR. MacKENZIE: Well, perhaps, but I did 

ask a question myself and I was looking for some 

indications on that. 

And if I may follow up with a question to 

Mr. Lesinski. 

With all due respect, if there’s so many 

people watching their activities all the time, how can they 

have intermediate level waste in their original proposal? 

THE PRESIDENT: So this is out of scope. 

You are going to get all the answers the next time when 

there is this process of dealing with waste with the near 

surface, and all those questions will be dealt with at that 

time. 

MR. MacKENZIE: Well, fair enough, but he 

brought that up. 

THE PRESIDENT: Could you proceed, please, 

with the next submission? 

MR. MacKENZIE: Sure, my pleasure. 

CMD 18-H2.36 

Oral Presentation by Prevent Cancer Now 

MR. MacKENZIE: Okay. So I’m now speaking 

now on behalf of prevent Cancer Now. It is a Canadian 

national civil society organization that works to stop 

http:18-H2.36
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cancer before it starts with scientific research, education 

and advocacy. 

I was a board member of that for about 

five years, and during my tenure there I did appear before 

the CNSC in the SRB hearings a number of years ago. 

I am no longer a board member, but as was 

mentioned, Meg Sears, the Chairman and Chief Science 

Officer, could not be here for personal reasons. 

So Prevent Cancer Now wishes to make three 

points in support of the recommendation that at most a 

short-term licence be granted to CNL. 

Firstly the hazardous substances to be 

cleaned up and stored in perpetuity at the Chalk River 

Nuclear Laboratories by the consortium includes large 

quantities of carcinogens that will remain toxic by merit 

of both chemistry as well as radioactive decay. 

Secondly CNL’s plans and aspirations are 

broad and development of new reactor designs will involve 

substantial hazards and generation of waste. If it is 

merited in today’s world of renewable energy, any program 

merits careful scrutiny. 

It is at best premature to grant a 

long-term ten-year licence for this consortium. 

Thirdly plans for containment are 

imperfect and may be thwarted by the fact that the Ottawa 
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Valley is seismically active. Importing waste to the site 

and long-term abandonment, particularly of higher level 

wastes, are not supported. 

So further discussion on these three 

points. 

Firstly primary cancer prevention begins 

with preventing the creation and exposure to carcinogens, 

including radio nucleotides. Radio nucleotides have long 

been known to cause cancer, as was comprehensively 

described by the International Agency for Research on 

Cancer, an organization affiliated with the World Health 

Organization, in 2001. 

I have all the references here for you at 

any time. 

Apart from the carcinogenic effects of 

radiation arising from nuclear decay, many of these 

substances are toxic by merit of their chemical effects. 

For example, uranium, thorium, plutonium, strontium and 

many others, no matter what the isotope, accumulate in 

tissues and are toxic to numerous organ systems, in 

addition to effects of radiation as they decay and 

toxicities of subsequent chemicals. And both properties 

may lead to cancer and other diseases. 

Some substances with very short half-lives 

will essentially vanish from the waste in less than a human 
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lifetime. Substances with half-lives of tens or hundreds 

of years will exert both types of toxicity, where 

substances with extraordinarily long half-lives will decay 

so slowly that the parent compound is principally of a 

chemical toxicity risk. 

Notwithstanding this, radioactive 

breakdown is frequently a chain reaction with additional 

steps following initial decay. In such cases, depending on 

the type of radiation emitted, so alpha particles that 

travel short distances or beta or gamma radiation with 

increasing penetration, the radiation hazard may be 

magnified in spite of a long half-life of the parent 

element. 

For example, when uranium decays to radon, 

then that quickly decays further. 

In this light, what is the actual quantity 

of toxic waste on the site presently, in waste facilities 

yet to be dismantled, soils, wetlands, air and water? This 

is difficult to discern, but others in this hearing have 

estimated very large quantities with radon and tritium in 

the air and being emitted from soil, and large quantities 

of uranium and other toxic substances to be disposed of and 

contained in perpetuity. 

This brings up the question of exactly how 

much toxic waste is at the Chalk River site, a topic that 
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requires further investigation and cataloguing, including 

soils, wetlands, groundwater and biota. 

Contamination can pose environmental 

hazards such as uranium in the soil, resulting in chemical 

toxicities as well as high radon exposures in some 

locations and for burrowing animals, not to mention 

workers, neighbours, visitors and downstream residents. 

On the second point, contamination of 

waste is of key importance -– containment of waste, rather, 

is of key importance. 

Hazardous exposures occur when substances 

evade the containment design or when containment is 

breached. Both are likely in the long term. 

Radon and tritium, commonly in tritiated 

water vapour, although also in organic materials, with the 

tritium atom replacing the hydrogen atom, are two gases 

that are difficult to contain. 

Radon remains as a gas until it decays 

further and attaches to dust. Tritium becomes incorporated 

into tritium water and biomass, although inhaled or 

ingested it acts much as common place hydrogen atoms. 

In this way tritium irradiates all 

tissues. 

Chalk River levels of tritium are 

doubtless much higher than in Pembroke, but a French 
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research group gained attention when it studied tritium 

emitted from Pembroke’s SRB, a facility licenses by CNSC, 

which manufactures lights containing tritium, as you know. 

Tritium has been used historically for 

many luminescent products, is incorporated into water and 

distributes to every environmental and biological 

compartment. 

A 2018 review describes in detail that 

organically bound tritium is important in the biosphere. 

We take this opportunity to correct a 

misconception that we perpetrated in our request to appear. 

The underlying rock on the site is 

composed of granite-like rock which includes fractures 

filled with salts deposited at low temperatures. In other 

words, following fracturing from seismic events rather than 

during the reformation. 

Thus, as well as chemical vapours escaping 

containment, it is possible that a disposal mound may be 

breached during an earthquake. 

Indeed, National Resources Canada notes 

that earthquakes concentrate in the subzone along the 

Ottawa River in this vicinity. 

As well, climate change is bringing more 

and more extreme weather events that may impact the 

containment, for example, clay containment layers. 
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Thirdly, protection of workers, public and 

environmental health must override private interests. We 

will not belabour the point, but many intervenors and the 

press have described the less than stellar records of the 

consortium members. The CNSC is responsible to ensure 

environmental and pubic health in the long term. 

In conclusion, until and unless the 

consortium demonstrates transparent comprehensive plans and 

actions, and future plans are clear and commitments are 

firm and backed by sufficient contingency funds, any 

licence should be short term only. 

Waste and contamination sites should be 

investigated, catalogued and reported in more detailed 

fashion, with best practices and ongoing monitoring to 

ensure containment over the short and long term. The very 

long-term legacy of hazardous waste to generations who will 

experience no benefit should give pause to a continued 

advancement of nuclear energy. 

We thank you for your consideration. If 

you've got any questions, a lot of this is above my pay 

grade --

THE PRESIDENT: So it's an opportunity for 

us to ask questions. 

MR. MACKENZIE: Sure. Of course. 

THE PRESIDENT: Right. Okay. 
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Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: Just to clarify because 

the issue has been brought up a number of times, my 

understanding, and correct me if I'm wrong, is that there 

is an accurate, ongoing and to-be-updated waste 

characterization inventory for the site that CSNC knows and 

CNL knows to help manage the safety case. Is that correct? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

That is correct. As was articulated by 

our colleagues in Ottawa, the joint convention that is 

going to take place in May, on behalf of all Canada we put 

together a report, the CNSC staff do, and part of that 

report includes all of the waste that is currently at the 

Chalk River site. 

MEMBER DEMETER: What part if not all of 

that report is available to the public? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

The report has been developed, has been 

approved, and we are going through the translation, it will 

be available on our website, but there is, as Ms Karine 

Glenn indicated, a synopsis of what is included in the 

report that is currently available on the CNSC website. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any other questions? 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: Yes. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: I would like to ask a 

question about when we designed the waste facility. The 

waste facility itself and the liner will be seismically 

qualified for sure. Is this a requirement? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

As previously indicated, any matter to 

deal with the waste facility is out of scope, but in 

general terms, any facility that is looked at, is run 

through the CNSC's safety and control area framework, which 

includes safety analysis, and part of safety analysis is to 

look at hazards and any environmental conditions that may 

pertain to that particular site or that facility, seismic 

is one of the specific areas that is looked at with regards 

to integrity of any facility that is proposed. 

MEMBER SOLIMAN: So the integrity of the 

waste liner will be maintained? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

The integrity of any design component, if 

in this case the example is a liner, then, yes, the 

integrity will always be looked at, and again we will have 

better detailed information --

THE PRESIDENT: I'm sorry to interrupt. I 

really don't want to get into something that's going to be 

discussed in depth. Once the EIS is finished there's going 
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to be a public hearing on the engineering and everything 

that goes with it. 

Any other questions? 

Any final thoughts? 

MR. MACKENZIE: Thank you. 

I just believe it will be a stronger 

statement to limit the licence. I understand that you are 

looking at 10 years with a yearly review, but a much 

stronger statement to the public, those of us that are not 

in the industry that need reassurance from the CNSC that 

the third letter in there, safety, is the number one 

concern -- many points have been brought up why would you 

extend this licence beyond the current mandate of the CNL, 

so it will avoid a lot of problems in the future, I 

believe, with the public and those of us watching it. If 

you can leave a shorter-term licence, that will clear up a 

lot of misunderstandings. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you for your input. 

MR. LEBLANC: We'll now break for dinner. 

It's 6:30 p.m. We're going to resume at 7:15 p.m. 

--- Upon recessing at 6:30 p.m. 

Suspension à 18 h 30 
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--- Upon resuming at 7:16 p.m. 

Reprise à 19 h 16 

THE PRESIDENT: We are ready to proceed. 

The next submission is an oral 

presentation from Mr. Prentice, as outlined in 

CMD 18-H2.35. 

Mr. Prentice, over to you. 

CMD 18-H2.35 

Oral presentation by David Prentice 

MR. PRENTICE: Thank you, sir. 

My name is David Prentice. I am the 

closest downriver neighbour of Canadian Nuclear 

Laboratories at Chalk River. I'm five kilometres away, 

right at the tip of Point Meylan(ph), which is named after 

my great- grandfather Walt Meylan, they're Americans, who 

bought the property where I live now in 1920. I'm nearly 

the same age as your first reactor. I've just retired. 

One of my earliest memories is boating up 

to Deep River and being told by my grandfather to keep my 

camera on the seat next to me under my jacket because no 

photography was allowed, and I was told there were guards 

there who would come and take my camera away. I was amazed 

http:18-H2.35
http:18-H2.35
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by the age of five, or whatever I was, that there was 

something this big and mysterious near my 

great-grandfather's fishing camp. 

Over time, Chalk River Nuclear 

Laboratories became a more familiar part of our 

neighbourhood, and eventually it was okay to take pictures. 

We all had a quiet acceptance of it, meaning we didn't 

worry much about what they were doing up there. 

In the 1970s, I discovered I had a 

neighbour who was an environmentalist at the plant, and I 

noticed his kids were swimming in the river, so I figured 

as long as they were swimming it was okay. 

I went on the public tour of the plant in 

1971, and even my learning of the 1952 meltdown, which came 

late to me, didn't concern me a lot. These people are on 

it, they're smart, the government owns and runs it, they'll 

keep an eye out, they can handle it. 

The only dangers we knew of on our river 

were the floating logs that had escaped from the log booms 

that went by about every week or so. When they floated 

loosely, the logs were easily visible, except in rough 

water. When they became waterlogged and stuck out of the 

water near vertically, they were called "deadheads", and 

they were sometimes harder to see, it was even worse when 

they hid under the surface, but even after a log had sunk 
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to the bottom it can come back to haunt our river over 

time. Decay processes, like bacteria and fungi, will 

reduce the density of a log, eventually causing one end to 

rise, and once again become a deadhead. 

The point of all this is that even though 

a danger is hidden, it can be a threat, and also maybe that 

what you thought had gone away might come back. We think 

it turns out to be a metaphor for our river these days. 

But while logs are organic, natural, 

mostly visible, and only occasionally dangerous, 

radioactivity is much different. It's not organic, and 

normally it mostly is natural, it's not visible, and it is 

always not dangerous, but when it's part of a process going 

on in the big buildings up the river where when you go by 

you hardly ever see anybody, radiation is still invisible, 

but it can be exceedingly dangerous to organic life, more 

dangerous than anything we will likely ever know. 

We never needed anyone to tell us that 

visible logs are dangerous, most people around here would 

mark a deadhead that's a threat, but we're helpless with 

radiation. We can't tell when it is in the air or the 

water or the trees, and none of our neighbours can mark it. 

That is why I and my neighbours, and so many others, are 

finding that just about every piece of news from and about 

the plant has been scary, starting with the now old news 
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that Canada no longer runs the place. CRNL became AECL, 

and now it's Chalk River Laboratories run by private 

companies, some of which have had some pretty spotty 

history or are not even headquartered in this country. 

There's far too many instances of 

corporations that do mess things up usually when they try 

to save some money: got to make a profit, got to trim the 

programs. Actions, monitoring and reporting, security, 

safety, and a lot of other babies could be thrown out with 

the bathwater and possibly end up in our river, and unlike 

the logs, we'll have no idea when they were there. 

We, my neighbours and friends, are not 

scientists. We understand logs on the river, though. We 

were able to see from the NSDF, and we also intuitively 

know from reviewing this licence proposal, that you don't 

have to be a scientist to see that this no way to run a 

nuclear facility. How can this proposal make any sense to 

us or to anyone else, a longer term, twice the usual term? 

Now that the public has finally awakened 

to this major problem in our backyards, you want to 

increase the term, and with less reporting and 

recordkeeping, in an industry that we think cries out for 

transparency, no requirement for monitoring water on or 

below the surface, which seems absurd, and many of the 

stipulations, which someone I believe counted to be 28, in 
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the preceding licence have been removed. How can this be a 

good, smart, transparent provision? Can't you see why this 

just sounds sneaky and wrong to the public? 

Why aren't existing wastes throughout the 

property being cleaned up? We know there's stuff all over 

the property, and we tend to infer that our neighbours 

don't really know where it is, what it is or how much there 

is. There have even been stories around here for years 

that there are wastes already dumped in the river. Is this 

true? What don't we know about it? Should we be worried? 

We have no choice but to think we should be. 

Public confidence in the plant, its 

management, and government oversight is what must be at an 

all-time low. Certainly, it is around my little town of 

Sheenboro. Licensing under at least the specifications of 

the current licence is critical to the future of the plant, 

to the health, safety and peace of mind of everyone down 

the river, and indeed to every Canadian. 

A 10-year licence is much too long. After 

10 years go by and we're all back here in this room again, 

and the consortium up the river might not even exist, 

things that might have been evident to the public after say 

three years will be old news, far beyond remediation. 

That's why we'd like to see a three-year term. I could 

roll a bit and say if the riverkeeper thinks that five is 
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okay, perhaps that's okay. 

But I don't think the new licence should 

stop there. Even if you put back all the conditions that 

have been mysteriously taken out. I'd like to see a 

licensing procedure that holds more of a vision. I think a 

new licence should be one aspect of a new international 

model for how nuclear facilities should be managed, run, 

cared for, shared with the public, and kept safe. It 

should exceed international standards and set new ones. 

Why shouldn't Canada be as well known for nuclear 

management as we are for keeping world peace? Canada 

should indeed be the safe keepers of the nuclear 

environment. 

I certainly expect that the Canadian 

Nuclear Safety Commission must agree with me. Why? Look 

at the CNSC's great shopping bag pledge that I mentioned in 

my NSDF submission, "We will never compromise safety." 

Think about it: we will never compromise safety. I carry 

around all sorts of stuff in this bag to remind everybody 

who sees it. The bag is the most meaningful piece of 

promotional tchotchke I think I've ever seen. It promises 

that you will not let us down, you are dedicated to the 

prospect of blue skies, green grass, flowing rivers, maybe 

kids on swings where the NRU building might be taken down 

some day, all the trees free of tritium. Safety. We trust 
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the CNSC to follow that philosophy. We will watch for the 

logs on the river which are still out there, your job is to 

ensure that all nuclear hazards are prevented and monitored 

and reported to the public and cleaned up, and generally 

just avoided, and that safety is never compromised. This 

means doing it by the book, improving the book, and 

rewriting the book. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Go ahead, Dr. McEwan. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you, Mr. President. 

Thank you for the presentation. I enjoyed 

it. 

You have listened to some of the 

discussions that we've had through some of the other 

interventions. Have you gained some reassurance that the 

licence remains as rigorous, with the same expectations on 

the licensee, in the framework that it is now presented? 

MR. PRENTICE: For the record, David 

Prentice. 

I don't think so. I don't understand why 

they were taken out in the first place, and by having taken 

them out it just seems to me that there's some latitude for 

things that go against what those stipulations would have 

said. Did I answer that right? Is that the way you 
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intended me to answer the question? 

MEMBER McEWAN: No. I hoped you'd answer 

the question as you understood and felt the question should 

be answered. 

MR. PRENTICE: Yes. I did. Sorry. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Do you understand that the 

goals of moving from act to licence to the Licence 

Condition Handbook to regulations underpinning that we 

believe provides the same level if not a greater level of 

assurance than the licence as it was written? My 

understanding is, and I think we've explained it several 

times, it's not been taken out, it's a different framing of 

the same set of expectations on the licensee. 

MR. PRENTICE: I haven't studied every 

piece of paper that was sent to me by someone in the 

cottagers' association who has a lot of time and a lot of 

knowledge, but I do not understand that. I'm just a guy on 

the river who read that many stipulations have been taken 

out of the licensing application and the conclusion an only 

be that this will pose a problem. If it's demonstrably 

true that everything that is behind those stipulations is 

still in there somewhere, I guess we're not aware of it, or 

can't see it, or haven't looked for it, or whatever. 

One of my whole premises here is one of 

transparency. Stuff may be there and may be regularly 
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posted when there are problems, but I don't think anyone 

has a clue where to go to look for them, like if there was 

one page that said, "This is the page about Chalk River 

Nuclear Laboratories". Sorry, old habits die hard. If 

everything relevant to its progress or lack of it or its 

successes and maybe its failures were sourceable that way, 

you'd have a more intelligent or understanding public 

perhaps, but right now it's just hard to know what's going 

on or to feel that we have any handle on what's going on. 

THE PRESIDENT: Let me come at this in a 

slightly different way. Do you believe that the bag that 

you carry around represents a sincere view of the CNSC? 

MR. PRENTICE: I'm probably cynical 

because I spent my career in New York and in Toronto in 

advertising. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: Is that a no? 

MR. PRENTICE: I've learned from the first 

couple of weeks I was a trainee in New York that there are 

lots of ways to phrase your advertising claim, and this one 

does look like one that you really cannot drive a truck 

through: we're not going to compromise on safety. 

I would like to believe that. I will say 

I believe it, but I need to be proven that. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Really the dilemma 
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here, it's a matter of whether you trust the regulator to 

do what the regulatory was set up to do or not. 

Staff, what do you think about this 

particular advertising behaviour? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

I personally have a bag, and find it very 

helpful. I stand behind the words that are on the bag, not 

only as staff of the CNSC but our brand needs us to put out 

there what our ultimate goals are. I think our brand is, 

as the regulator, through the different mechanisms we have, 

through the qualified, experienced staff that we hire and 

train, that we will never put ourselves in a position where 

we will compromise safety. 

THE PRESIDENT: The reason I'm raising it 

is to your point that you still believe that a lot of the 

requirements were eliminated, staff is saying they were 

not, just a different structure, but if you don't trust 

them, it doesn't matter what they say. That's really what 

I'm coming at. 

MR. PRENTICE: I respect that. That's 

good, but we need to -- I guess we need more reason to know 

that we trust them. Does that make sense? We're not sure 

so we're doubtful. That's why rumours fly and that's why 

people think that the bottom of the river is covered with 

glowing things, you know. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Do you ever come to our 

annual reports on performance, watch it on our website? 

MR. PRENTICE: No, frankly, I have not, 

but my neighbours and my fellow concerned citizens of 

Renfrew county and everybody else, we're going to be 

looking at this stuff a lot more. I think we just sort of 

assumed that everything was going to go along fine, then 

the NSDF came up, and that scared us quite a bit. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. 

Dr. Demeter. 

MEMBER DEMETER: I think, we've heard a 

lot in the last few days about Canada's reputation as being 

a leader in nuclear technology and science, and largely 

related to Chalk River, but I think it's also important 

to -- because you brought up the reputation of Canada's 

regulator, what their international reputation is, how are 

we seen as a regulator internationally, based on 

presentations from staff over the last six months, I think 

it's important for CNSC staff to relate to you based on 

tangible involvements with international agencies what our 

reputation is as a nuclear regulator. I think that is part 

of a concrete set of evidence about how we're perceived as 

a nuclear regulator, so perhaps a comment from staff on 

some of our accomplishments and involvements that build our 

reputation as an international nuclear regulator. 
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MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

I'd probably ask Mr. Jammal to come and 

speak to this. As the president of the general conference, 

he has been exposed to many different international 

countries with nuclear regimes and can best speak to the 

continuous improvement that he has brought forward from a 

Canadian perspective. 

But one note coming back to the trust, and 

a previous intervenor who asked how do their actions get 

turned into something tangible, I think staff's 

supplemental CMD is probably one example. We took the 

opportunity to read all the interventions and noted the 

concerns that were voiced both in the written interventions 

and in the oral interventions today about how there seems 

to be a perception of deregulation, and we took the effort 

of putting together a mapping exercise of what that looks 

like to help clarify and explain further what staff has 

done with the licence and Licence Conditions Handbook. 

That, to us, is an example of how we take the public's 

notes and turn that into something that we can help 

clarify. 

With that, maybe I can ask Mr. Jammal to 

provide his experience from an international perspective. 

MR. JAMMAL: Ramzi Jammal, for the record. 

Ms Tadros was close. It's the Convention 
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on Nuclear Safety, not the general conference. Canada is a 

signatory to many treaties. As a matter of fact, there are 

two safety treaties that Canada has signed on. As 

commissioner, Dr. Demeter mentioned the fact that we 

undergo an international peer review. They visit Canada 

under the services of the IAEA, and the team consists of 

international independent auditors, I'm going to call them 

as such, and they review our regulatory infrastructure. 

In addition to the visits from the IAEA, 

they suggest recommendations and they do a follow up. 

At the treaty level, the CNSC is looked at 

as the leader from a regulatory perspective in 

transparency, engagement of the public, and as a matter of 

fact, internationally I hear many comments being said by 

the intervenors with respect to the transparency, removing 

conditions, I'm not going to go into that issue, but Canada 

has received many good practices internationally with 

respect to the participant funding program, with respect to 

the engagement of the public in our regulatory documents 

and public consultation. This is at the high level. 

With respect to the international 

collaboration, we have a significant amount of our staff 

who are training other regulators in emergency management, 

in laboratory collaboration with respect to an independent 

environmental mining program, collaboration on tritium, 
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impacts of radioactive material or nuclear substances on 

health and the biota, so there is a huge list. 

As a matter of fact, many of the 

regulators in the world, they came and structured their 

regulatory framework based on the CNSC. I can name two of 

them. One is the French. The Australians are looking at 

how we collaborate with respect to the transport, and the 

expansion to nuclear facilities. 

In brief, that's what we are. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Jammal is a very, very 

humble person. It's all about people. Mr. Jammal was 

elected by 180 contracting parties to chair the Convention 

on Nuclear Safety for the last -- in 2017. Again, not 

everybody gets elected. This is really a 

once-in-a-lifetime, and it's reflective of the kind of 

people Canada has. 

He also chaired a peer review, did assist 

Russia in India and China, and our staff are continuously 

being asked to appear and become members of those peer 

reviews to assess other regulators. Our country will not 

let just somebody walk in and assess their regulatory 

scheme. 

So all of this to say that the reputation 

of the Canada regulatory system is well-known across the 

world. 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

          

        

          

          

     

          

 

      

        

   

    

       

         

  

    

      

         

          

            

         

         

           

       

       

            

357 

MR. PRENTICE: Take this from a guy who 

hasn't practised any advertising or marketing since 1995, 

but I wonder if you just simply, quote/unquote, have a 

marketing problem. Like I don't know whether people know 

any of this, because --

THE PRESIDENT: This is nuclear. This is 

nuclear. 

MR. PRENTICE: Well, yeah. 

THE PRESIDENT: What marketing you think 

we can do? 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MR. PRENTICE: I'm not sure. 

THE PRESIDENT: Maybe we can hire you 

to --

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So Mr. Prentice, as you've 

been in communications all your life, would it be helpful, 

do you think, to you and your colleagues, if we asked staff 

to consider putting together, if you like, a "Licensing 

Structure 101" presentation at one of our regular meetings 

whereby there was a broad swath of how the licence is 

structured, how the underpinning documents are structured, 

and how the underpinning regulations and regulatory 

documents are structured so that you do get a sense of the 
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entirety of what is put in place when we do give a licence 

to CNL or to OPG or to one of the other licensees? 

MR. PRENTICE: I think that would be good 

for people who want to take the time to listen to that. 

I'd like to hear it. And I'm not as enamoured of 

advertising as to say that a problem, an issue, a topic, 

like this can be condensed into a 30-second commercial or, 

you know, a website. Well, a website perhaps. But it's 

not an easy message, I know, and I'm not really going to 

volunteer for it. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

MR. PRENTICE: There are lots more media 

now than when I was in the biz. 

But I think anything that can help get the 

word out about how you operate and what you stand for. You 

may have all these international accolades and reputations, 

and that's awesome, and I don't think I knew that, and I'm 

reasonably connected, but maybe not enough, but anything 

you can do along those lines in a broad sense would be very 

helpful to people, I think. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. Any 

final thought to share with us? 

MR. PRENTICE: No. I would just say one 

quickly one thing, that I was impressed by your comment 

earlier, late in the afternoon, when you said that the goal 
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of the CNSC is to be able some day, undefined 

understandably, to remediate the property where the plant 

stays so it could look just like it used to look. 

And I was going to do a slideshow, but I 

had a terrible cold and didn't have time. But you will 

recall -- or perhaps we'll take a moment to look at the 

presentation, the submission, that I made. And there is a 

picture of that property before anything was built on, and 

it's really a beautiful piece of land. 

I'll just leave you with that warm 

thought. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Good. Thank you. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: The next submission is an 

oral presentation from Mr. Renault, as outlined in CMD 

18-H2.37 and H2.37A. 

Mr. Renault, the floor is yours. 

CMD 18-H2.37/H2.37A 

Oral presentation by Christian Renault 

MR. RENAULT: In this document on the 

license renewal, CNL promises it will continue to comply 

with regulations. The problem is that in a lot of 

pollution and waste cleanups there are dangers of leakages, 

http:18-H2.37
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which is sometimes worse than controlling the waste or 

pollution coming out of the site. 

CNL has done great efforts to limit these 

leaks that dated from the past, but they are not done yet. 

The proposed NSDF site, which will have to be dealt with in 

a separate licence, should prove it will avoid that 

problem, since in the proposed NSDF site there presently 

are some radioactive contaminants in the soil. By 

developing that site, they might disturb radionuclides in 

the soil, which will seep downhill to Perch Lake. 

Amphibians are particularly vulnerable to all types of 

pollution, including radionuclides. 

The prime wetland around Perch Lake will 

be affected by clearcutting for the NSDF. If the soil is 

contaminated, it's not going to only affect the amphibians, 

but also water birds. All surface water will be affected 

by clearcutting, as well as leaks resulting from disturbed 

soils will eventually empty into the Ottawa River, 

affecting mostly fish, but also all wildlife. There's 

hardly any buffer zone to slow or stop the radionuclides 

from leaking into the Ottawa River. This is what scares 

people downriver. 

Citizens find a 10-year licence too long 

before reassessment. So much can happen in terms of 

radionuclide leakage and unwanted consequences that 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

          

          

             

             

   

       

        

          

        

        

         

       

         

      

           

      

     

     

    

           

         

         

 

     

        

361 

citizens want transparency from CNL and CRL. Citizens want 

to be informed about the cleanliness of the water and 

leaks. They have been lied to or told the truth too late 

too often in the past. Please no more. Have a shorter 

term to re-evaluate. 

The Government of Canada should supervise 

the whole process, not a private profit-oriented company, 

and even less coming from elsewhere than Canada. Foreign 

companies have their interests, benefits and profits in 

mind, not necessarily the Canadians' interests. This 

licence should belong only to the Canadian government and 

private companies used as consultants, not administrators. 

In page 92 of the document, CNL declares 

that historical sediment contamination caused negligible 

ecological risk. At the end of its conclusion it says: 

"Routine monitoring and surveillance 

program was recommended and develop 

to confirm that the favourable 

conditions continue to exist." 

There is no mention it will be implemented in the entire 

10-year licence duration. The routine has been developed, 

but will it be implemented all that time, with 

transparency? 

The last point states: 

"The results of the completed Ottawa 
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Riverbed Remediation project human 

health risk assessment and ecological 

risk assessment will be included and 

summarized in the next update of the 

CRL ERA at the end of 2018." 

It sounds to the public like CNL wants a blank cheque with 

a 10-year licence and whatever after that. 

Environmental studies are expensive, so if 

we cut them or parts of them we can save money. CNL gives 

no assurance it will be transparent and follow or comply 

with anyone or any authority in a permanent way for the 

duration of this licence. The Canada can't allow that, 

especially for 10 years. 

Chimney swifts are aerial foragers and 

roost in a few chimneys in CRL, including the molybdenum-99 

processing facilities' chimney, which is still used for 

other purposes. Chimney swifts are a protected species by 

the Canadian Government of Ontario and the licence 

application does not mention how it deals with this 

embarrassing problem, especially during their migration in 

the spring and early fall. 

Chimney swifts are also found in the 

Rolphton decommissioned nuclear site, which belongs to CLR, 

the largest roost in Canada. Their publicized protection 

could be used for political agenda. There are solutions 
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from the Government of Ontario, but there's no mention of 

this in the licence application. There's also protection 

of the chimney swift by the Government of Canada. 

On page 88 of the document, we read: "In 

2014, Chimney Swifts were estimated to have...", et cetera. 

Before the last sentence: 

"The results of this field study will 

be incorporated into the next update 

of the ARA. CNL will be continuing 

the Chimney Swift roost count on a 

weekly basis at the MPF stack for 

another five years." 

Five years, and then what? Two levels of governments 

protect the species until they are off the endangered 

species list, not five years of counts. CNL does not say 

what they will do for the chimney swifts to protect them. 

There is a mention in the licence 

application of barn swallows, which are also protected by 

the Government of Ontario, and there's also mention about 

turtles and amphibians. The licence application also makes 

mention of the turtle species found on the CNL CRL site. 

Renfrew County is one of the best counties for turtle 

populations and the CRL site and area are blessed with 

their presence. 

These are protected by the Government of 
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Ontario and Government of Canada. The licence does not say 

what it intends to do with it. The Government of Canada 

must impose a solution, monitored every year, and not wait 

10 years. This blessing can be a hurdle, but CNL has to 

deal with it and can make a name for itself by providing 

protection for the barn swallow, turtles, and amphibians. 

Also, what are these mitigation measures 

during the project review and conservation initiatives 

throughout the site? Are they going to be implemented 

during the duration of the licence? There is no mention of 

it, but there should be. You can't allow 10 years of vague 

statements. 

There's no guarantee of protection. CRL 

has the privilege of having several species at risk: 

birds, amphibians, flying squirrels and so on. With this 

privilege comes responsibilities. There's no plan in this 

10-year licence application for the protection of 

threatened wildlife. It is blatantly missing. 

AECL has long told the public it is 

pro-environment. CNL and CLR are not publicly announcing 

it. They should for their political advantage. The 

Canadian government does help finance protection of 

protected species. CNL should promote itself in 

environmental protection as well. 

CRL has done beautiful initiatives for 
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wildlife, such as bat houses, the Great Lakes marsh 

monitoring program, night birds monitoring. It should 

mention these as it protects some wildlife in this really 

unique site and take political advantage. 

With no written guarantees, a 10-year 

licence duration does not inspire confidence, but worse it 

is incomplete with respect to the protection of some 

wildlife. There should be a promise to keep all the 

species at risk well protected during the next licence and 

mandate. Some initiatives have been implemented, but 

protection should be kept up and explicitly written. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Mr. Seeley. 

MEMBER SEELEY: Perhaps a question to CNL 

on these matters that have been raised with respect to 

environmental programs. 

MR. COX: Thank you. For the record David 

Cox. 

Before I turn it over to George Dolinar to 

give us the details, I'll just say that, you know, 

biodiversity is very important to us in our environmental 

program. The issues that are raised here are certainly 

well understood and we have plans in place. The only 

element that isn't articulated in our licence application 

is associated with the chimney swifts at MPD, which is a 
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different site and not subject to the Chalk River site 

licence renewal process. 

Having said that, then I'll turn it over 

to George for a description of how we're dealing with the 

species at risk and providing alternate habitat, et cetera. 

MR. DOLINAR: George Dolinar for the 

record. 

So if you look at the CMD that was 

prepared and submitted to the Commission from CNL, we do 

cover the species at risk that are present at the Chalk 

River site. We mentioned several of the items. And I was 

interested in the presentation by the intervenor because he 

took the time to mention several of the initiatives that we 

have under way to provide alternative habitat. Bat boxes 

were mentioned, for example, for little brown bats, which 

are present on the Chalk River site and a species at risk. 

Barn swallow -- we call the barn swallow 

condos have been put up on the Chalk River site to provide 

nesting locations for barn swallows. 

The chimney swifts were mentioned at the 

MPF stack. We have a considerable population of chimney 

swifts, which use the MPF stack on their spring and fall 

migrations. The migrations happen sort of at the beginning 

of June and early- to mid-August. At the MPF stack we have 

recorded numbers on the order of 700 birds in a day using 
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that stack as a roost site. 

That stack used to have the effluent from 

the moly processing facility exit through that stake, and 

with those emissions we were below for the dose impact to 

the barn swallows. We were below the UNSCEAR 2.6 milligray 

per day threshold. We were about -- less than a quarter of 

that number was the maximum dose and a very conservative 

approach to estimating the dose to the chimney swifts that 

were using that stack, for example. 

Any activities that we do in and around 

that could affect a species at risk, we are required to 

assess the impacts. If there's a potential for impact, we 

would also go to a level of permitting with Environment 

Canada, the Canadian Wildlife Service. 

And I recognize that NSDF is outside of 

the scope of this meeting, but, for example, for NSDF, we 

would seek a permit for any of the species at risk that we 

would potentially impact. 

I'm probably not being exhaustive, and 

I'll just turn to Annie Morin. I'll just mention her name. 

We have a number of folks that work on staff that are 

species at risk experts and I'm just going to ask Annie if 

there's anything that I've missed that I should mention. 

--- Off microphone / Sans microphone 

MR. DOLINAR: Yeah, sorry, one of the 
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things that was mentioned by the intervenor are turtles on 

the site, and one of the biggest issues that turtles face 

across the province are road crossings and turtle mortality 

on roads is, you know, one of the prime causes of their 

population decline. 

There are things that can be done, and at 

the Chalk River Labs we recently replaced a culvert, sort 

of a circular corrugated metal culvert. And for those 

people that know a lot about Blandings turtles, apparently 

what they can see through these culverts, whether they can 

see horizon on the other side, affects their choice to use 

that culvert or not. 

So this replacement culvert that went in 

was a large rectangular concrete culvert, which actually 

provides some additional habitat for the turtles, if 

necessary. And it's not something that they're afraid to 

go, so this sort of keeps them off the roads because you'll 

go under the road through this culvert, and opposed to 

going up on the bank and over across the road. 

These are the types of initiatives that we 

are talking for species at risk protection at the Chalk 

River site. 

THE PRESIDENT: I'd like CNSC Staff to 

talk a little about -- the Species at Risk is an act of 

Parliament. It's managed by Environment Canada. So out of 
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that, how do you make sure that those requirements get 

enforced when you do your regulatory oversight? 

And maybe if Environment Canada is still 

with us, maybe they can jump in and help us in that. 

So, staff, why don't we start with you? 

MS TADROS: Okay. So Haidy Tadros for the 

record. 

And our environmental protection 

specialists are on hand to answer that question. It would 

be good to hear from Environment Canada as well. 

THE PRESIDENT: Go ahead. 

MR. McALLISTER: Andrew McAllister, 

director of the Environmental Risk Assessment Division. 

My understanding is that Environment 

Canada is unable to be here this evening. What I will do, 

though, is sort of lay things out with respect to the 

Species at Risk Act. I know Dr. Ducros, from CNSC, at 

headquarters, will be able to sort of complement my answer. 

Species at risk are looked in our 

environmental protection framework in a number of different 

ways. And what helps facilitate that is we have a 

memorandum of understanding with Environment and Climate 

Change Canada that deals with species at risk provisions, 

specifically around notifications and those sorts of 

aspects we've actually developed. 
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Communication protocols facilitate that 

exchange of information around species at risk that may be 

found at facilities that we license and may have the 

potential to be impacted. Some of the examples that Mr. 

Dolinar mentioned, we've been kept abreast of that through 

this protocol, where we've received indications of CNL 

seeking permits under the Species at Risk Act. 

Similarly, in our environmental protection 

framework, species at risk have a lens on them in the 

environmental risk assessment, and so when we're looking at 

those species, and the chimney swift was an example of one 

that was given, when we first reviewed their environmental 

risk assessment, and there was a commitment from CNL to do 

a more detailed risk assessment, radiological dose 

assessment to the chimney swift, that was certainly of 

importance to us. And we reviewed that subsequent work and 

confirmed that, you know, the estimates of dose was well 

below the UNSCEAR benchmark. 

Of note --and the intervenor raised 

concerns about what will happen or what's the plan for the 

species at risk -- again the environmental risk assessment 

acknowledged that there was work to be done, and I think 

Mr. Dolinar gave a summary of it, but it was in that -- an 

outcome of that environmental risk assessment in that plan 

has been updated or reported on annually in their 
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environmental monitoring report. 

So that sort of gives you a snapshot of --

species at risk does have due considerations under the 

Nuclear Safety Control Act. And under the Species at Risk 

Act itself, we have the mechanisms in place to ensure that 

we interface with Environment Canada, as the responsible 

minister for terrestrial species, and we have similar 

provisions in our memorandum of understanding with 

Fisheries and Oceans Canada to deal with those aquatic 

species at risk as well. 

THE PRESIDENT: Is that satisfactory to 

you? Did you know all of this, or is there any more 

information here, or we do understand --

MR. RENAULT: Yes, I know what -- I'm 

aware with what the Government of Ontario and of Canada 

want to implement, except I don't see anything in their 

licence application that mentions it, and that's what 

scares me. And I asked a few people, and nobody knows. I 

think it should be there clearly, and it's not. So I think 

in that licence this is somewhere where it's missing. 

To me it's a lack of transparency, or 

maybe -- I don't know, I don't think it is a lack of 

vision, more a lack of communication. People don't like 

it, and this is why I'm intervening. And I know a few 

people, from what I heard, have experience with what is 
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happening with the government. We're light, too, 

sometimes, or, you know we're told the truth later, too 

late. 

A lot of people my age we're expressing 

the same ideas, so I don't want to be redundant or 

anything. But what I want to express is it should be there 

clearly, because in 10 years, "Oh, let's not do that for a 

while" and two years before, "Oh, let's come back to it." 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Well that's --

MR. RENAULT: That's what answering. 

THE PRESIDENT: -- a fair question. Is 

there a provision in the licence or the Licence condition 

handbook that deal with some of those issues? 

MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker for the record. 

So in general the activities that CNL is 

doing at Chalk River are proposed in their program for 

environmental protection. There's not unique provisions in 

the Licence condition handbook for each of their elements. 

The requirement to protect species at risk in particular 

come from that legislation, and so there isn't the 

requirement to duplicate something that's a requirement in 

legislation also to be put in place in the licence. In 

fact, some of the licence reform has been meant to avoid 

that. 

But to keep up to date on progress on how 
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these activities are proceeding, I think CNL does, in 

general, a very good job of reporting annually in their 

environmental reports, which they do publish on their 

website. So I think we could get some detail from CNL on 

whether these activities are reported or not. 

THE PRESIDENT: So as I understand so on 

an annual basis we will see progress against the chimney 

sweep, barn swallows, and all those? 

MR. COX: David Cox for the record. 

That is correct, in our annual 

environmental. And I note that in our Commission member 

document in support of the licence application we do cover 

the material that Mr. Dolinar described on pages 86 through 

91 in our Commission member document. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Any other question? Questions? Questions? 

So thank you, and I hope you will actually 

attend or watch the annual report, and if it's not there 

you will let us know. 

Thank you. 

MR. RENAULT: Merci beaucoup. 

THE PRESIDENT: Merci beaucoup. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: The next submission is an 

oral presentation by the North American Young Generation in 
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Nuclear, as outlined in CMD 18-H2.28. I understand that 

Ms. Bushby -- I'm not sure I'm pronouncing your name 

right -- and Ms Urrego will make the presentation. 

Sorry for the pronunciation. Over to you. 

CMD 18-H2.28 

Oral presentation by 

North American Young Generation in Nuclear 

MS. URREGO: Diana Urrego for the record. 

Good evening. 

I am the current public relations chair of 

the North American Young Generation in Nuclear, Durham 

Chapter. I have three years of experience in the nuclear 

industry. 

I am here tonight with my colleague to 

share what a 10-year licence renewal for Canadian Nuclear 

Laboratories means to young professionals supporting the 

nuclear industry. We wish to share our professional 

reflection on what it means to support a nuclear industry 

and the opportunities it provides. 

North American Young Generation in Nuclear 

is a non-profit organization which brings together young 

professionals working in the nuclear industry and provides 

opportunities to develop leadership and professional 

http:18-H2.28
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skills,  to  engage  our  community  and  inform  the  public,  and  

to  inspire  today’s  nuclear  technology  professionals  to  meet  

the  challenges  of  the  21st  century.  There  are  currently  110  

chapters  operating  throughout  North  America.  

 The  NAYGN  Durham  chapter  was  founded  in  

2008.   This  chapter  focuses  on  educating  the  public  and  

providing  development  opportunities  at  the  local  and  

regional  level.   Our  chapter  is  the  largest  and  most  active  

in  Canada.  

 Our  rationale  for  supporting  licence  

renewal  for  the  Chalk  River  Laboratories  is  as  follows.  

 From  its  inception  in  the  1950s,  CRL  has  

provided  valuable  research  and  technical  knowledge  and  

served  as  a  foundation  to  the  Canadian  nuclear  industry.   

The  National  Research  Universal  reactor  has  been  one  of  the  

world’s  most  versatile  research  reactors,  and  has  been  

operating  at  CRL  since  1957.  

 In  addition,  at  CRL  a  molybdenum  

production  facility,  several  laboratories  and  waste  

management  areas  are  operated.  CNL’s  significant  

contributions  to  all  aspects  of  nuclear  research  and  

development,  and  engineering  include  areas  such  as  reactor  

design,  materials  research,  and  nuclear  medicine,  to  name  a  

few.  

 To  date,  CNL  has  made  adequate  provisions  
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for security, the protection of health and safety of 

persons and the environment, and has taken the measures 

required to comply with its licence conditions concerning 

Canada’s international obligations. These demonstrate how 

CNL is qualified and competent to continue to run the 

facility in a clean and environmentally responsible manner. 

As young professionals, we believe with 

this licence renewal, CNL will be able to continue this 

proud and important history. Their plans to build new 

infrastructure and laboratories will support new and 

innovative research and development through their science 

and technology program. The research and knowledge base 

provided by CNL is integral to the continued safe operation 

of Canada’s existing CANDU fleet. With the refurbishment 

of Bruce Power and Darlington, this research and knowledge 

base will be helpful for the decades to come. 

In addition, CNL plans to lead the 

development of the next generation of nuclear designs, such 

as supporting testing of small modular reactors concepts, 

which promise to provide safe, reliable, and carbon-free 

energy for smaller communities, such as a Canada’s north. 

Thank you. 

MS BUSHBY: Hannah Bushby for the record. 

I am the community outreach lead for NAYGN Durham, and I 

have been working in the nuclear industry for two years. 
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Community impact and leadership. CRL 

represents the largest single complex within Canada’s 

science and technology infrastructure. Over the past 60 

years, CRL has played a significant role in the economy 

base of nearby communities. Many of these community 

members have spent their entire careers at CRL, raising and 

providing for their families, while supporting local 

businesses that in turn support their families. 

Ensuring the continued operation of CRL 

means the facility will be able to continue to provide 

stable and available long-term employment for people in the 

surrounding communities. As CRL grows, so will the 

opportunities for the local supply chain. In addition, 

CRL’s long-term operation will provide the younger 

generations of nuclear energy professionals with the 

opportunity to further develop within the industry and be a 

part of Canada’s nuclear future. 

As young nuclear professionals, we believe 

that it is important to invest in research, technology and 

innovation. This will help ensure the development, 

licensing and commercialization of advanced reactor 

technologies, and support Canada’s energy de-carbonization 

goals. In doing so, this will have a great impact, not 

only on the local communities but on Canada as a whole. 

Continuing on with the environmental 
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record: 

The environmental record of CRL continues 

to prove their commitment with protecting the public and 

the environment. CNL maintains a comprehensive Environment 

Monitoring Program for CRL to verify that radiation doses 

to members of the public as a result of radioactive 

releases from the CRL site remain as low as reasonably 

achievable. The program demonstrates that the radiation 

dose to the most exposed members of the public due to CRL 

operations is within regulatory limits, and also serves to 

verify that non-radioactive releases do not pose hazards to 

human health. In addition, neither radioactive nor 

non-radioactive releases pose hazards to the environment. 

Affected areas on the CRL site are subject 

to routine groundwater, surface water, and ambient air 

monitoring. Recent radioactive environmental monitoring 

results indicate stability in the performance of the 

facilities and operations at CRL, and that the controls on 

the release of radioactive contaminants in place at CRL 

provided reasonable protection to the environment and to 

the public. 

In summary, as members of the North 

American Young Generation in Nuclear Durham Chapter, we 

strongly support the proposal of Canadian Nuclear 

Laboratories for the renewal of its Nuclear Research and 
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Test Establishment Operating Licence for the Chalk River 

Laboratories with a proposed expiry date of April 1, 2028. 

CRL provides the ability for the Canadian 

nuclear industry to advance in research, innovation and new 

technologies that are crucial to support the safe operation 

of Canada’s existing CANDU fleet and to lead the 

development of the next generation of nuclear designs, as 

well as to maintain and improve the Canadian nuclear 

industry’s contributions to medicine. This cannot be 

achieved without Chalk River Laboratories research facility 

to foster nuclear technology, knowledge and development. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Questions? Go ahead, Dr. Demeter. 

MR. DEMETER: Thanks for the submission. 

Being early in your careers and being an 

organization of similar-minded individuals, what do you get 

the sense is for the vision for the future of nuclear 

industries domestically and perhaps internationally? Is it 

pessimistic, is it optimistic; is it ambivalent? Where does 

it sort of -- what's your gauge on young workers in the 

field? 

MS URREGO: So young professionals that we 

are representing, we believe in nuclear as the future for 

nuclear generation for electricity generation. We believe 
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in that and we believe that is our future and that is why 

we believe in this renewal licence because we require that 

research. We require it to keep working on nuclear. We 

require it to keep working on innovating what we already 

have. 

We are going to have another 30 or 40 

years with nuclear with the refurbishment of Darlington and 

Bruce Power and we require that research. But as well we 

want to look for innovation for other types of technologies 

by using nuclear. 

We believe in nuclear and that's why we 

are here. That's our message that we believe in this 

industry. So our thoughts are optimistic. 

THE PRESIDENT: How many women from CNL 

are members in your chapter or in your organization? 

MS BUSHBY: Hannah Bushby for the record. 

So we are North American Young Generation 

in Nuclear for the Durham Chapter. So as of right now 

there is no Chalk River chapter. I know that individuals 

from Chalk River have reached out to the president of our 

chapter looking for ways to get involved. I know that we 

are supporting them in that way and also if they were 

interested in starting their own chapter, we would support 

them with that as well. 

THE PRESIDENT: So the reason I ask is, we 
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know there is really difficulty in attracting women, young 

girls, into the science and technologies. How did you get 

in there? 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: And what do you think the 

future -- how does one attract more into that particular 

subject. 

MS BUSHBY: Hannah Bushby for the record. 

I have to say, on a personal note I grew 

up in Deep River, Ontario, so right next door to Chalk 

River. So because I grew up there understanding nuclear 

and being comfortable, I believe that that was a big part 

of why I felt comfortable starting a career in the nuclear 

industry. 

That being said, through universities 

there are plenty of programs that are really pushing for 

stem -- science, technology and engineering, I believe. I 

felt like I got that wrong, but there are a lot of programs 

promoting that. You can see the number of women is 

increasing. 

MS URREGO: My dream has been to leave a 

mark on this world. I think that engineering is a very 

good field to do that. Engineers are needed everywhere and 

so when I grew up, I wanted to choose that. I wanted to 

follow that dream. That's why I found engineering 
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interested in the right path to follow. 

Why nuclear? I came to this country seven 

years ago. By chance I started working in the nuclear 

industry and I fell in love with what nuclear means and 

with power generation, what nuclear is. So I am in love 

with that and I believe in nuclear. That's why I am here 

and that's why I, as the public relation chair of NAYGN, 

Durham Chapter, we are trying to promote engineering for 

women. 

Currently we are working on a project to 

visit high schools and try to promote how good it is being 

an engineer and how good it is being a women in 

engineering. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Anybody? Go ahead, Dr. McEwan. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So I think you said there 

isn't a chapter at the Chalk River Lab? 

MS BUSHBY: Hannah Bushby for the record. 

That's my understanding. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So let me just ask CNL. 

Do you have a view on that? 

--- Laughter / Rires 

DR. MCCARTHY: Kathy McCarthy. 

THE PRESIDENT: We heard about the 

young -- the influx of young generation coming in. DR. 
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MCCARTHY: Kathy McCarthy for the record. 

I actually have done quite a few things 

with NAYGN before I came up here. It's a very good 

organization. They do a lot of things both nationally and 

internationally and I would definitely like to see that 

start-up in this area. So I'll be happy to help. 

I'm not young but I'll help facilitate. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Anybody else? 

Thank you for your intervention. 

The next submission is an oral 

presentation from Ms March as outlined in CMD 18-H2.38. I 

understand Ms March is reaching us via teleconference. 

Ms March, can you hear us? 

--- Pause 

THE PRESIDENT: She was there. She's not 

there now. 

Okay. So try to reconnect and we'll 

re-book her. 

The next submission, which is an oral 

presentation by the Ottawa River Institute, as outlined in 

CMD 18-H2.39. 

I understand that Ms Keetch will make this 

presentation. 

She's not here? Oh, this is going to 

really go fast. 

http:18-H2.39
http:18-H2.38
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MR. LEBLANC: She was here earlier, 10 

minutes ago. 

--- Pause 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Let me restate 

this. We are going to move to the next submission which is 

an oral presentation from Ms Maryanne MacDonald, as 

outlined in CMD 18-H2.41 and 18-H2.41A. 

Ms MacDonald, the floor is yours. 

Go ahead, please. 

CMD 18-H2.41/H2.41A 

Oral presentation by Maryanne MacDonald 

MS MacDONALD: Good evening. As stated my 

name is Maryanne MacDonald, and I want to thank you for the 

opportunity to speak at this important hearing and express 

my gratitude to all of those who took the time to prepare 

and deliver such impactful and passionate presentations. 

My trust is that they will be listened to. 

There was a lot of information to digest, 

so before I continue I would like us to spend a moment in 

silent reflection to focus on the reason we are here and 

open our hearts and minds to possibilities and truths. 

--- Pause 

MS MacDONALD: I am a resident of Ottawa 

http:18-H2.41
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and I come before you as a former safety professional. I 

made a commitment to safety when a fellow manager was 

killed on the job. Losing a co-worker this way is not 

something I would want any of you to experience. 

I am also here as a mother and grandmother 

who cares deeply about how the decisions we make today will 

affect the future and subsequent generations. Although I 

am here as an individual, I know there is a wide community 

of supporters here and back in Ottawa including a 

congregation of First United Church who share my concerns 

about the proposed licence renewal. 

My main concerns are the length of the 

time requested for the licence and the elimination of many 

of the safety components within the proposed licence. And 

I realize many aspects I am raising -- they have already 

been discussed over the last two days. However, I believe 

it shows the level of concern to have this repeated. 

Repetition, in this case, I believe, is a good thing. 

Besides that I had submitted my slides before the January 

10th deadline, so I am sticking to them. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT: They are beautiful slides. 

MS MacDONALD: In making their 

recommendation for a 10-year licence, CNSC staff in their 

report issued March 2017, stated that they took into 
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consideration the licensee's past performance. They went 

back to 2012 but the licensee didn't take over the 

operation, as I understand it, until September 13th, 2015. 

So the recommendation was based on 18 months performance. 

Therefore, I would submit that the 

consortium had no real past performance at the time the 

report was written. And although the experienced 

knowledgeable employees who are experts may still be there, 

we know from the business world that when new ownership 

takes over, changes in management and strategies can occur 

that are more focused on increasing profit than improving 

safety. In fact, what guarantee is there that it will be 

the same five companies in the consortium over the next few 

years? 

Are there obscure reasons for the request 

for a 10-year licence such as, are the forms that need to 

be filled out a nuisance or is it perhaps an attempt to be 

grandfathered into the existing environmental legislation, 

thereby not having to comply with new legislation that is 

expected to be tabled this year? 

Sometimes you have to look closely to see 

what is actually there. What you really need to see could 

be discretely hidden in the detail. 

Why take a different path? Why does the 

request for an increased term of the licence also come with 
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a request to decrease several of the safety components? 

Will this action make the operation safer? Will the 

employees be better served? Will the environment be better 

served? Will the Canadian taxpayer be better served or is 

it because currently, as stated by the Nuclear Energy 

Insider Report, Canada has a benign regulatory environment 

and by requesting this elimination, it will be even more 

benign. 

The licence will apply to a consortium 

that is in its infancy with no track record as an entity. 

Although they may be able to gain some independence, they 

should still be under a watchful eye. Even with safeguards 

in place, they still require the oversight by the parent 

organization. 

In an interview I heard last week, CNL 

wants a 10-year licence in order to have licence certainty. 

Does this imply there is some uncertainty in their own 

minds that they would not be granted a licence after two or 

three or five years? If so, what will they be doing or not 

doing that would have a renewal denied? All the more 

reasons to not grant the licence for such a long period. 

In this GoCo business model, the 

consortium CNEA, Canadian National Energy Alliance, has all 

the responsibility for operating the site but AECL and, 

thus, the Canadian taxpayer has all of the liability. 
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From the CNL application on page 73, I 

quote, "By aligning the organization and improving the 

management system and processes to ensure appropriate 

response to the evolving missions". It appears to be an 

unknown at this point what the evolving missions will be. 

So a 10-year licence would not be appropriate. 

Also, on page 73 a core prerequisite for 

CNL's success is consistently bringing high value to its 

customers and stakeholders, or pardon me -- in consistently 

bringing high value to its customers and stakeholders is 

the effective and efficient governance and management of 

the company. 

I would submit that a company whose 

priority is to bring high value to stakeholders usually 

means they are squeezing as much profit as possible from 

the business, and when managers need to meet financial 

targets, safety is often seen as an expendable cost item. 

The CNSC cannot run away from their 

responsibility -- sorry -- the CNSC cannot run away from 

their responsibility of oversight of this organization. 

They must, for the protection of the workers, the 

environment, and all Canadians take a proactive role in 

establishing strict safety protocols, safety inspections, 

and safety audits. Anything less would be irresponsible 

and a straightforward lack of due diligence, the definition 



 
 
 
 
 

 

 

 
 

 

         

          

     

          

           

         

        

        

          

       

         

           

           

          

        

           

        

          

    

      

        

         

        

        

         

389 

of which is take every precaution reasonable in the 

circumstances. A reasonable precaution would be to grant a 

licence for a shorter timeframe. 

However safe a plant is designed to be, it 

is operated by humans who are prone to errors. Lawrence 

Striker, a nuclear engineer and chairman of the World 

Association of Nuclear Operators, says that operators must 

guard against complacency and avoid overconfidence. I 

believe one way to reduce the chance of complacency and 

overconfidence is to have increased regulatory oversight. 

I understand what it takes to develop a 

strong safety culture and get to zero loss time incidents. 

It isn't easy. It takes more than sound policies and 

procedures. It takes committed leadership with a "walk the 

talk" attitude, demonstrating that safety truly is their 

number one priority. During my years of being involved in 

incident investigations, I invariably found that the root 

cause often could be traced back to the decisions and 

attitudes of the leaders. 

Another key component to incident 

prevention is whether or not appropriate inspections are 

conducted by personnel trained in hazard recognition. CNSC 

staff reported they verified CNL safety practices during 

compliance inspections and site walk-downs. They are 

satisfied with CNL's performance at CRL and the aspects 
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related to conventional health and safety. And yet the 

Auditor General states in her 2016 report that CNSC are 

negligent in performing required inspections. I would like 

to know how many inspections were done during the current 

licence period and where one can get a copy of the CNSC 

inspection plan for CNL. 

CNSC must remain vigilant. Rather than 

relaxing the requirements for the most serious operation in 

the country, they need to provide stricter controls and 

more frequent inspections. In fact, consider the 

consortium of the next few years as the equivalent of a 

teenager, keep in mind the graduated licence for drivers. 

They may well be competent, but the consequences of making 

a mistake are too late to let them be on their own. 

In summary, my request is that the licence 

be granted for no more than two years at a time and the 

safety components be reinstated and made stronger rather 

than diminished. 

This is an opportunity for CNSC and CNL to 

build trust and demonstrate to the next generation that you 

care about their wellbeing, and to point the way to a 

bright safety future. They deserve safety first. 

A word of support to those out there who 

may feel that you don’t have a voice or a choice. I 

encourage you to get involved, ask questions, and force 
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answers. This is your issue as an ancestor. Become 

involved and be the change you wish to see in the world. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Questions? Go 

ahead. 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you. The slides 

were very welcome, thank you. 

So again, I’m going to go back to a couple 

of the comments I’ve made before. So some of the changes 

that you see or have seen as loss of rigor are actually 

incorporated within the licence in a different framework. 

Have you heard any of the explanations 

around that, and do they give you some confidence that in 

fact the rigor of the licence remains unchanged? 

MS MacDONALD: I did hear some of the 

comments today and I heard some of the presentations 

yesterday and some of the discussion. I believe that you 

need to spell out sometime -- well, you need to spell it 

out in the handbook rather than just lumping it all into, 

as I understand it, the management system, saying that you 

have to have a management system. Well and good, but I 

think you have to spell it out for those who are reading 

that handbook, to use it as their guide, where and what you 

expect of them. 

MEMBER McEWAN: So Staff, again, can you 
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think of a framework where this can be made clearer? 

MR. LECLAIR: Jean Leclair, for the 

record. I actually found it interesting when the 

intervenor mentioned that she actually was a safety 

professional before. Perhaps this might help, because I 

certainly consider myself a safety professional as well 

with my experience. 

As safety professionals, when we go out to 

verify that people are following safe practices, part of 

that is to in fact see the kind of standards that they 

would follow. So you can find standards on fall arrest 

protection, for example, and when you want to climb in 

heights, ladder use. 

You can find standards that establish hard 

hats, what kind of hard hats you should wear, what kind of 

safety glasses you would use, what kind of safety shoes you 

would wear. These are all standards and you can find all 

these standards. 

I can rhyme them off, if it was needed. I 

actually do the training for our employees on occupational 

health and safety to ensure that our staff when they go out 

and do inspections are working safely. So I’ve actually 

been involved in actually training our own staff 

occupational health and safety. 

So I use that as an example where you 
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don’t necessarily have a licence that says, thou shalt wear 

a hard hat; you say that you’re going to work safely and 

then there’s a standard that says what are the requirements 

associated with hard hats, and what kind of hard hat would 

you use in certain conditions. 

So I’ll use that as an example to perhaps 

help capture the idea of the licence to the licence 

conditions handbook. But the licence conditions handbook 

in fact captures standards, it captures requirements that 

then can be applied to enforce the licence. 

I hope that kind of helps give a bit of a 

context. Because the reason why I use that as well as an 

example is the volume that you would have if you were to 

try to pull out every one of the requirements on all these 

conventional safety aspects, would lead to a very large 

document rather than just pointing to a series of 

standards. 

So I hope that helps, but I’m not sure. 

THE PRESIDENT: In addition, before I 

forget, there was a specific question I think can be 

answered really quickly. How many inspections during the 

licence were done by CNSC? 

MR. LECLAIR: We actually presented that 

in our presentation yesterday, and it’s also in the Staff’s 

CMD where we list the number of inspections, we list the 
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number of days spent in licensing, the number of days spent 

in compliance. 166 inspections I believe is what we stated 

since 2012. 

I do want to touch a bit as well on the 

statement with regards to how do you assess performance and 

why we go back to 2012. I just want to reinforce that 

because it’s been said a few times. 

There are 2,800 employees at CNL that were 

2,800 employees in -- well, the numbers might not have been 

exactly, might not be the same people, but fundamentally 

there is a core group of people at CNL that have been there 

since 2012 and are still there today. 

So I think it’s important that when we do 

look at performance and program performance that we 

actually do look over a five-year period. Yes, it’s quite 

clear that the new executive that’s in place we need to 

make sure that we look at them and to make sure that they 

steer the ship in the right direction. But we can still, 

at the basic premise, when we do know and we’ve verify that 

their programs have been maintained. So the programs have 

been maintained, the programs they have are still existing. 

I notice in the intervention in fact 

mentions with regards to management system, in particular, 

is highlighted. If there’s interest in going through this, 

Mr. Ken Jones who’s here, who’s the Senior Project Officer 
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in my division, also happens to be a management system 

specialist. 

We focused actually a lot of attention on 

this very issue as part of this in preparation for this 

licence renewal over the last year and a half. We focused 

a lot of attention on this, because we wanted to make sure 

that CNL had in place a robust management system going 

forward. 

So if the Commission is interested in 

hearing more about that, I have Mr. Jones here who can 

certainly speak to a bit more detail, some of this 

concentrated effort that we did over the last year, year 

and a half in this area. 

THE PRESIDENT: Let's hear from the 

intervenor. Are you happy with this answer that you got on 

the number of inspections and the way they do some of the 

standards and safety requirements? 

MS MacDONALD: Yes, to both of the 

gentlemen that spoke actually. I do understand that you 

cannot put everything into a handbook. That’s true. 

But simple things such as taking out the 

statement that they should have a safety policy. I think 

you need to, in some way, lead a bit. You have taken out a 

lot of your criteria that you had before in the licence, it 

didn’t seem too onerous before. 
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I do understand from some of the comments 

made yesterday, or maybe it was this morning, there’s been 

so much of it, that there is a need to consolidate pieces 

of it, absolutely. I agree with that, simplify where you 

can. But don’t leave out key components, and I think 

that’s really where I was coming from. 

From the inspection side, I was actually 

quite surprised that you’ve done 166 inspections since 

2012. My question also involved though, is that 

transparent? Can the public get access to the latest 

inspection, for instance? 

THE PRESIDENT: So let me try. In the 

annual report, if I understand correctly, there’s a summary 

of the findings and the compliance and noncompliance. But 

the actual inspection report, what do you say? 

MS TADROS: Haidy Tadros, for the record. 

So that is correct. In our regulatory oversight reports 

across all the facilities that we look at there is a 

summary of the findings. If there are action notices, we 

summarize the significance of those findings and we do, in 

a table at the end, have started putting all of the 

inspections that were conducted. 

At anytime, should anyone, a member of the 

public or anyone, want to know specific details of 

inspections that can be shared -- because some inspections, 
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as you can imagine, are security-based -- for those that we 

can share, we would provide them. 

Perhaps specific to the safety policy, 

because it’s come back again, and this notion of the 

because the words “safety policy” have been removed, we’d 

like to ask Mr. Ken Jones who can go through how that --

the premise and the spirit of a safety policy is captured 

in the current management system for CNL. 

MR. JONES: Ken Jones, for the record. 

Yes it's true, the safety policy criterion has gone. 

However, when you look at the wording of that safety policy 

you’ve got an opening statement followed by a list of 11 

things that should be in the policy. 

What we’ve done is we’ve mapped those 11, 

I’ll call them things, to the 286-12 standard. We find 

that there is a match of all of those things or 

requirements. You can find those in the standard. The 

standard itself is essentially driving the policy of safety 

with respect to operating a facility. So the very first 

criterion is to be clear about giving safety an overriding 

priority in all licence activities. 

The first management system principle in 

286-12 states, “Safety is a paramount consideration guiding 

decisions and actions.” There’s the map. It’s not gone 

away, it’s just located -- it’s not relocated, but it was 
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always in the standard. 

As for the rest of those criterion that 

has, according to some people, gone walk about, they 

haven’t, they’re nicely nestled, contained within the 

standard that applies, as I mentioned earlier, across all 

SCAs, all licence activities. 

I hope that helps in a way. 

THE PRESIDENT: What do you say to that? 

MS MacDONALD: That does help actually, 

and I appreciate the feedback. 

I do have one last question. 

MR. JONES: If I could just -- what we’ve 

done with the management system is, or the SCA, we’ve taken 

the entire SCA criteria in the current licence and we’ve 

mapped it to 286-12. We’ve got correspondence to 

everything. 

So all the criterion again you see in, or 

you don’t see, now you see it, now you don’t, is contained 

within 286-12, always has been and always will, never gone 

away. 

THE PRESIDENT: One more? 

MS MacDONALD: Yes, the one question I 

have, and it actually was raised in my mind after 

Commissioner McEwan mentioned his confusion this morning 

about the relationship of the various acronyms in the room. 
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I just wondered, CNEA has not been 

mentioned all that much here today, and I wonder what’s the 

relationship with CNL in the sense of are they part of --

are they interlinked as part of the management team, or how 

does that actually work? 

THE PRESIDENT: CNL, do you want to...? 

MR. LESINSKI: Mark Lesinski, for the 

record. CNEA, the three things that they do in order to 

ensure that CNL’s a successful organization really is, 

first of all, we put together a plan before we came to the 

site. It was part of our proposal, a vision, an idea, 

which we then vetted with the site, worked with the people 

at the site, et cetera. That’s step one, that’s bringing 

international understanding from their deep experience. 

Number two, we brought people that had 

international experience from our parent companies, and 

this is a really really important point, they are seconded. 

Seconded means they are assigned to that 

location, to that site, where they leave behind what they 

were doing with their parent companies, they now work for 

the organization here, for CNL, on behalf, assume the 

position. 

They have to have the qualifications, they 

have to have the experience, and they then support the 

site, bringing their different ideas and visions to meld 
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with the site and the licensee, and work forward in making 

changes to work class and different thinking. 

Then the final thing is they’re available 

if we find areas that are weak, that we need to bring in an 

injection of some better ideas so we can improve when we do 

reach back, what it’s called. 

So CNEA, after that, the Board of CNEA 

oversees to ensure that what was asked by the client, the 

Government of Canada, that we are performing to that level. 

If not, then there will be changes that were made with the 

people that were seconded in. But that’s it. 

Then it’s the CNL board that watches over 

the individuals that are at the site to ensure that we’re 

performing on a day to day basis appropriately. 

So that’s how it works. 

MS MacDONALD: Thank you for that 

explanation. 

MR. LESINSKI: Sure. 

THE PRESIDENT: Any final thought? 

MS MacDONALD: I guess I'd just like to 

say that there’s been a great deal of public input. It’s 

encouraging to me to see that there is so much interest in 

what you are doing, in what you’re attempting to do, and 

appreciate the fact that you are listening. So thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. Thank you very 
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much. I understand that Ms March is back online. So we 

will move now to the oral presentation as outlined in CMD 

18-H2.38. Ms March, go ahead please. 

CMD 18-H2.38 

Oral presentation by Emma March 

MS MARCH: Hi. Sorry for the technical 

difficulties. Hello everybody. I’m glad to have this 

opportunity to lend my voice for a couple of minutes. My 

name is Emma March. As I am sure you’ve had a long and 

tiring day, I will keep this short. 

First off, I would like to tell you a 

little bit about myself, especially because I’m not able to 

be there in person. I am 20 years old and I have completed 

two full years of a biology undergraduate degree at Queen’s 

University. 

I have grown up in the City of Pembroke, 

Ontario located on the Ottawa River approximately 40 

kilometres away from the Chalk River laboratory facility. 

My family on my mother’s side has been here since 1833, so 

we’ve been around for a while. 

When not at university, I spend my summers 

with my family here in Pembroke working at my mother’s law 

firm, and I’m just very grounded in the community, which is 

http:18-H2.38
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why I have such a keen interest in these proceedings. 

I, as well as my peers, have inherited a 

dying earth. My generation has been told we must fix 

rising sea levels, global temperature rise, warming oceans, 

melting ice sheets, ocean acidification, and deal with an 

increased occurrence of floods, droughts, forest fires, 

hurricanes and other extreme weather, all caused by human 

pollution. 

We have been told we must wear sunscreen 

because of invisible holes in our ozone caused by others 

who came before us. We have been told that the animals we 

loved as kids; tigers, gorillas, polar bears, rhinos, 

lions, might be extinct before we have the chance to each 

our own grandchildren about them. 

So really, I just ask you to listen to 

what I have to say without judgment and prejudice, because 

we’re in an endless cycle here where we put business before 

our children, and these are all just examples of how 

society has done so and made these mistakes. When 

considering if something is safe for our environment and 

our own house for the sake of a different kind of 

(indiscernible), this is why I’m concerned about the 

relicensing of the Chalk River laboratory site. 

A large amount of radioactive waste 

currently resides on the Chalk River site. These legacy 
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wastes have only been temporarily stored. Efforts to 

remediate this issue have been made through the Nuclear 

Legacy Liabilities Program, but this was cancelled in 2015. 

The lack of any actual progress on this front is setting a 

dangerous precedent for dealing with our nuclear waste. 

However, this does not mean I wish for a 

quick action, as the issue deserves a well thought out and 

properly executed plan. Therefore, we need a company that 

is dedicated to this mandate. As of yet, I am not entirely 

convinced that CNL is capable of this. 

CNL has proposed to construct what they 

call a Near Surface Disposal Facility, as you know well by 

now, for the permanent disposal of these nuclear wastes. 

This is where my main concern really lies just at this 

particular moment, as an example. 

First off, CNSC, we’re told there’s proven 

technology as a member of the public, but it isn’t as of 

yet, only because these nuclear wastes are so long-term and 

their half-lives last for so many decades that it’ll take a 

long time before we can really consider it a proven 

technology. 

That’s why whenever we’re taking into 

consideration like a 10-year contract with this consortium, 

it’s not sufficient to ensure this plan to be carried out 

forever in a way that protects not only the safety of our 
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local communities, but the wild life around us, which 

really defines the Ottawa Valley. 

Alternatively, a 10-year contract is too 

long an extension to allow them to prove they can operate 

responsibility without a possibility to intervene. 

One example, which has already been 

raised, is the Blanding’s turtles which are currently 

listed as an endangered species and currently their fight 

to survive is not promising. 

I have a particular interest in them, as I 

studied them in my biology courses. Today there are less 

than 1,000 Blanding’s turtles in the St. Lawrence, Great 

Lakes population that are capable of reproducing, which is 

why it’s such an important issue. 

A huge part of that problem is not only 

just traffic, but also the habitat fragmentation and 

destruction, and 65 per cent of the proposed site’s 

footprint for the NSDF is listed as critical habitat for 

Blanding’s turtles. 

So although we’re finding creative ways to 

help limit things like having them run over and such, it’s 

still not solving the fact that if some of these projects 

go through, there’s no way to completely fix that. 

So my question is how many species are we 

going to let go extinct before we start raising them on our 
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list of importance when considering our decisions? 

There are many questions raised about this 

proposal down to the definition of a Near Surface Disposal 

Facility. There are also many safer alternatives that have 

been proposed, such as (indiscernible) stewardship or a 

geologic repository away from the river. 

The latter has been turned down, according 

to the EIS due to higher cost and a longer time commitment. 

But are we really going to put a price tag on ensuring the 

safety of our community not just today, but down the road? 

As it stands, the EIS is not convincing, 

and I believe that plays a huge part in my believing that 

CNL, giving them a 10-year contract before they have proven 

to us to be the best option, is ill advised. 

The operations at CNL as well as other 

nuclear laboratories are crucial to our economy, but also 

crucial in the services and products they provide us. I 

definitely believe that we need nuclear energy and research 

and that it is our future. However, this importance on 

many levels also means we must find the best path to 

proceed upon. 

CNL does not at this time provide me with 

enough confidence to see them as a sure thing, that is why 

I ask the CNSC to extend the current licence for a period 

no longer than 18 months with the current licence 
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conditions still applied. 

It is imperative that we increase our 

responsibility when dealing with nuclear waste. As 

children we are told to clean up after ourselves and not 

leave it for someone else to clean up. 

So, we must responsibly clean up after 

ourselves if we haven't, like as we had to as children, not 

leave it for the next generation to deal with and, in 

chain, we must employ a good deal of foresight in that 

proceedings in the field of nuclear energy and a 10-year 

contract with the current licence proceedings does not 

provide me with the assurance that this is being done. 

Our world has already been saddled with 

enough legacy environmental problems. I do not wish to be 

seen as an impractical and naïve idealist. I do not wish 

those who share my concerns to be seen as an annoyance or a 

frustration. I ask speaking as a person who hopes to one 

day live a long, healthy life, teaching my own 

grandchildren about a vibrant world. 

The history of placing business above 

public and environmental safety is long and still 

occurring, so we must give high regard to those who come 

after us. 

I would like to thank the CNSC for the 

opportunity to speak today and provide you with the insight 
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of a use from the Ottawa Valley. I really appreciate your 

time. I ask you to see my presentation as the effort of 

someone without all the answers with my hand extended to 

you because I am ready to learn, to work and to find the 

best path for the people of the Ottawa Valley. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

--- Applause / Applaudissements 

THE PRESIDENT: Any question? Any 

questions? 

So, many of the issues that you raised 

already have been discussed. I don't know if you had the 

opportunity to listen for the last two long days, and if 

you're really interested in the topic, please stay tuned 

for tomorrow. 

So, are there any specific questions? 

So, I'd like to thank you for the 

presentation. And we will move on to the next one. 

MS MARCH: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: So, the next presentation 

is by the Ottawa River Institute as outlined in CMD 

18-H2.39. And I understand that Ms Keetch will make the 

presentation. 

http:18-H2.39
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CMD 18-H2.39 

Oral presentation by the Ottawa River Institute 

MS KEETCH: Thank you. 

I'm Cheryl Keetch, I'm the Coordinator for 

the Ottawa River Institute. And thank you for this 

opportunity today. 

I'm here with my colleague, Lynn Jones, 

who is the Secretary/Treasurer of the Ottawa River 

Institute. 

The Ottawa River Institute is an 

incorporated, not-for-profit charitable organization based 

in Renfrew County, Ontario. Our mission is to foster 

ecological integrity and sustainable communities in the 

Ottawa River Watershed. 

During our 17-year history we have worked 

to promote energy conservation, sustainable energy, 

increased use of local foods, exploration of natural areas 

including our abundant waterways and an appreciation of our 

interconnectedness with the environment and all life in the 

Watershed through music and visual art. 

Our working definition of sustainable 

communities is communities that live in harmony with their 

supporting ecosystems using carefully only those resources 

that the ecosystem can replace and producing only those 

http:18-H2.39
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wastes that the ecosystem is capable of recycling. 

We have a number of concerns about the 

relicensing of the Chalk River Laboratories site. These 

concerns were outlined in our written submission and we'd 

like to highlight and expand on a few of these in this 

presentation. 

First and foremost among our concerns is 

the large quantity of radioactive waste on site at the 

Chalk River property as described in an Ottawa Citizen 

article from December 19th, 2011 entitled "A Toxic Legacy". 

These wastes include waste reactor cores including one from 

a partial meltdown in 1952, waste from several decades of 

plutonium extraction for nuclear weapons, spent fuel rods 

and highly radioactive liquid wastes. 

According to Public Works Canada, the 

estimated cost of 6-billion for cleaning up these wastes 

exceeds the total cost of cleaning up more than 2,000 other 

federal environmental liabilities. 

Under the Nuclear Legacies Liability 

Program progress was made to clean up at Chalk River, but 

the program was cancelled in 2015. The subsequent lack of 

progress on Canada's most complicated, expensive and 

difficult environmental remediation challenge is very 

concerning to us. We would, therefore, like to ask that 

the Commission ask the Minister of Environment and Climate 
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Change to initiate and lead a strategic environmental 

assessment of the liabilities at the Chalk River 

Laboratories, with a view to determining the best way to 

address them in a timely and responsible manner. 

In our written submission we suggested a 

panel review under the Canadian Environmental Assessment 

Act, but have since learned that the stripped down version 

of the legislation brought in as part of an Omnibus Bill by 

the previous Conservative government no longer makes 

provision for panel reviews of nuclear projects. 

Along with many others, we are concerned 

that the CNSC may be reducing its oversight of the Chalk 

River Laboratories, at a time when increased oversight 

would appear to be needed because of the accelerated 

decommissioning activities proposed by CNL. 

We would like to recommend an extension of 

the current licence for a period of no longer than 18 

months with all current licence conditions intact. Any 

future licence changes should increase stringency and 

reporting requirements. Specific licence conditions should 

be added that would require the construction of 

state-of-the-art storage facilities for radioactive waste 

well away from the Ottawa River, underground in stable rock 

formations. 

These licence conditions should ensure 
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that long-lived radioactive materials are packaged, 

labelled and kept out of the biosphere in retrievable 

condition. 

We are very concerned about the licensee's 

plan to test as many as seven new, small modular reactor 

designs at the Chalk River Laboratories site. We submit 

that small modular reactors are not compatible with 

sustainable development or sustainable communities. 

Although the nuclear industry likes to 

promote small modular reactors as carbon-free or 

emission-free, this is inaccurate. Mining and refining of 

the reactor fuel requires the burning of significant 

quantities of fossil fuels, as do the decommissioning and 

waste management stages of nuclear electricity generation. 

Worse still, small modular reactors, like their larger 

predecessors, would create toxic radioactive waste that 

would then need to be managed for more than a hundred 

thousand years, thus creating an undue burden on future 

generations. We, therefore, suggest the Chalk River 

licence site should strictly preclude the development of 

small modular reactors. 

In closing we'd like to thank you for the 

opportunity to present today. We urge you to overrule your 

staff's recommendation for a 10-year stripped down licence. 

In addition, we urge you to maintain strict oversight of 
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the facility and to do what you can to make sure that the 

nuclear legacies liabilities there are dealt with in a 

responsible manner. You can thereby help to protect 

current and future generations and all life in the Ottawa 

River Watershed. 

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

Question? Dr. McEwan? 

MEMBER McEWAN: Thank you for the 

presentation and for the submission. 

Again, this is a question I've asked 

before, but you used the term 'stripped down licence', 

which I think has very clear connotations. Have you 

listened to or heard any of the ways in which the licence 

is, in fact, not stripped down, but has been, if you like, 

modularized or has been created as a series of interacting 

blocks. Did that give you reassurance that, in fact, the 

licence and the conditions around the licence have, in 

fact, not changed, maybe have even provided more clarity in 

our ability and the ability of staff to do oversight of 

these facilities? 

MS KEETCH: I haven't had an opportunity 

to listen to all the proceedings. I cannot say that I 

understand completely the justifications that have been 

given for the changes. 
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MEMBER McEWAN: So, again, it might be 

helpful if we could sort of put on at a standard, one of 

our regular meetings, a 101 on the licence structure and 

the underpinnings of the licence. Would that help do you 

think? 

MS KEETCH: That would help me, yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: In the same vein, we 

discussed the legacy issue here and I don't know if you 

caught that when AECL actually explained what happened to 

the program in the past and how it got transferred, but not 

eliminated. 

So, I don't know if you were able to 

listen to this. But I don't know if AECL can help you 

maybe one more time about what happened to the legacy 

program. 

DR. QUINN: Shannon Quinn for the record. 

So, the Nuclear Legacy Liability Program 

which was run by Natural Resources Canada was, in effect, 

transferred to AECL as part of the entirety of the 

restructuring of AECL. It was done as a means of 

consolidating responsibility for all of Canada's 

radioactive waste liabilities within AECL because it was 

being set up with that expertise that would be required by 

Government of Canada to properly oversee that those 

liabilities were being addressed. 
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And there was a point made I think about 

concern over -- in the move to the GoCo model that progress 

has not been made with respect to remediating these 

liabilities and addressing them. And I would say quite the 

opposite has happened. 

So, in the '17-'18 fiscal year, AECL's 

appropriations from Parliament were 971-million; 

520-million of that is going directly to discharging AECL's 

radioactive waste liabilities. Now, some of that money 

does go to addressing liabilities at the other sites, 

including Whiteshell, but a significant amount of it is 

going to remediating the Chalk River site specifically. 

So that Canada is aggressively moving 

forward to take responsibility for those wastes and to 

clean them up. And we've heard other examples from Mr. 

Kehler and others from CNL on specific projects that have 

been undertaken since the change to the GoCo model. 

MS JONES: Lynn Jones for the record. 

You may see it as progress, but we 

question the kinds of things that are being done. They 

weren't in the preliminary -- the comprehensive preliminary 

decommissioning plan until a few weeks ago when a new 

comprehensive decommissioning plan was released. We had to 

obtain it through -- one of our colleagues obtained it 

through Access to Information. 
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The main activity of the licence applicant 

recently on the waste management front is the promotion of 

a very controversial project that's completely out of 

alignment with international guidance. It was not in the 

preliminary decommissioning plan that the Atomic Energy of 

Canada Limited developed. 

And we just aren't confident at all that 

there's progress being made. In fact, it seems to us like 

things are going in reverse. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question? Dr. Demeter? 

MEMBER DEMETER: Thank you for your 

presentation. 

I was just curious. We've had, including 

yours, three interventions dealing with river water 

association, so we had Ottawa River Keepers and the 

Bonnechere River Watershed project and yourselves. 

You all have very similar -- at some 

foundation, very similar issues and interests. 

Do you work with these other groups, is 

there a sharing of information? It seems sort of divided 

to have three groups having the same agenda. 

MS KEETCH: We do work with the other 

groups on occasion. One in particular more than the other, 

Bonneshere Watershed Project we have worked with in the 

past and we continue to work with going forward. 
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And the water is a concern for us all 

obviously and that is our -- one of our mandates is to take 

care of the water as best we can and to protect it. And 

so, that's why there's three of us here today, yeah. 

THE PRESIDENT: Anything else? 

Okay. Any final thoughts? 

MS KEETCH: Not from myself, but I would 

like to invite my colleague, Lynn, to say something if she 

wishes to. 

MS JONES: I'm surprised you didn't ask 

about small modular reactors. I know it's out of scope for 

the meeting, but I was hoping to be able to --

THE PRESIDENT: So, don't raise it, 

please. 

MS JONES: Oh. Okay. 

THE PRESIDENT: Anything else beside that? 

MS JONES: I'm making an intervention 

tomorrow, so I'll raise some more issues then. 

THE PRESIDENT: Great. Thank you. 

Thank you very much. And, Marc, I believe 

this is it for tonight you'll be happy to hear, I think. 

We will continue the same place, 8:30 

tomorrow morning I will continue with the hearing. Thank 

you for your patience. 
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MR. LEBLANC: If you have some 

interpretation devices, please return them to the back of 

the room. 

--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 9:04 p.m., 

to resume on Thursday, January 25, 2018 

at 8:30 a.m. / L'audience est ajournée à 21 h 04 

pour reprendre le jeudi 25 janvier 2018 à 8 h 30 




