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--- Upon resuming at 1:24 p.m. 

 

 THE CHAIRMAN: Good afternoon.  

 Let’s proceed with the next item on the 

agenda for today and it is the application from Atomic 

Energy Canada Limited for the amendment of waste nuclear 

substance licence for the Port Hope long-term low-level 

Radioactive Waste Management Project.  

 We are going to test some of the technology 

because we are going to have some people from the Ministry 

of Environment available to us through some 

teleconference.   

 So I guess let’s see if I get this right, 

Mr. Martherus from Peterborough, can you hear us. 

 MS. BOEHM: Yes, we can hear you.  I’m not 

Mr. Martherus, but we can hear you. 

 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. So who are you then? 

 MS. BOEHM:  My name is Hope Boehm.  Hope is 

my first name and Boehm, B-O-E-H-M. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you. 

 MS. BOEHM: Okay. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  And we have a Mr. Gilmore 

from Toronto. 

 MR. GILMORE:  Yes, I am here. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  
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 Marc? 

 MR. LEBLANC:  And we have a number of 

participants here in the room as well from the Ministry of 

the Environment.  

 This is a One-Day Public Hearing.  The 

Notice of Public Hearing 2012-H7 was published on August 

17, 2012.  

 Submissions from AECL and to the CNSC staff 

were due on August 24, 2012. 

 The public was invited to comment in 

writing on AECL’s application.  September 24th was the 

deadline set for filling by intervenors.  The Commission 

received 36 written submissions. 

 Whereas the Commission allowed the filing 

of written submissions, some intervenors also requested to 

make oral presentations in support of their written 

submissions.  These requests were denied by a panel of the 

Commission.  Reasons will be provided in the Record of 

Proceedings, including Reasons for Decision.  

 October 17 was the deadline for filing of 

supplementary information.  We know that presentations 

have been filled by CNSC staff and AECL.  

 Mr. President. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you, Marc. 

 So let’s start by calling on the 
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presentation from AECL as outlined in Commission Member 

Documents 12-H10.1, 12-H10.1A and 12-H10.1B.  

 I understand that Ms. Miller will make the 

presentation.  Please proceed. 

 

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited:  

Application of Atomic Energy of 

Canada Limited for Amendment of 

Waste Nuclear Substance Licence 

for the Port Hope Long-Term Low- 

Level Radioactive Waste 

Management Project. 

 

12-H10.1/12-H10.1A/12-H10.1B 

Oral presentation by 

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited 

 

 MS. MILLER: Good afternoon, President 

Binder and Members of the Commission.  

 For the record, my name is Joan Miller and 

I am the Vice-President of Decommissioning and Waste 

Management with Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL).  

 Joining me today are, on my immediate left, 

Christine Fahey, the General Manager for the Port Hope 

Area Initiative Management Office, and further left, Dave 
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McCauley, Director of the Uranium and Radioactive Waste 

Division of Natural Resources Canada and Project Sponsor. 

 We are pleased to be in front of you to 

present the progress on the Port Hope Project since 2009. 

An incredible amount of work has been done over the last 

three years and we trust you will agree we are ready to 

proceed with the Port Hope Project. 

 Our presentation to you today is in support 

of our request for a licence amendment to allow us to 

proceed with the construction of the long-term low-level 

waste management facility and the remediation of 

properties within the Municipality of Port Hope.  

 We are requesting that the licence be 

revised to reflect the 10-year period expiring in December 

2022.   

 Our current waste nuclear substance licence 

allows AECL to operate and manage the Welcome Waste 

Management facility, Phase 1 of the licence.  AECL 

successfully took over operations of this facility in 

2010.   

 Section 1.4 of the current licence contains 

hold points that the licensee shall have accepted by the 

Commission a number of documents which are outlined in 

Appendix C of the licence prior to starting Phase 2.  

 AECL has completed and CNSC staff has 
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accepted all of the required documentation listed in 

Appendix C. 

 This application is the result of 

cooperation and commitment by AECL, Natural Resources 

Canada, Public Works and Government Services Canada, as 

well as extensive collaboration with the Municipality of 

Port Hope, area residents, local First Nations and other 

stakeholders.   

 I will now turn the presentation over to 

Christine Fahey to provide you with further details of our 

application to the Commission. 

 MS. FAHEY:  Thanks, Joan.  

 Good afternoon, President Binder and 

Commissioners.  For the record, I’m Christine Fahey, the 

General Manager of the Port Hope Area Initiative 

Management Office.  

 Port Hope is a vibrant and welcoming 

community.  Thriving business and tourism sectors exist 

and not a day passes where you won't find someone fishing 

on the beautiful Ganaraska River. 

We are extremely cognizant of the community 

aspects of this project and are very excited to be 

embarking on its next phase. 

The project involves the cleanup of 

approximately 1.2 million cubic meters of historic low-
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level radioactive waste in various locations throughout 

the community of Port Hope.  The construction of an 

engineered aboveground mound for the safe long-term 

management of the waste and long-term monitoring and 

maintenance of the new facility.  

Once completed this will be one of Canada's 

largest remediation projects.  Our mission is to lead the 

cleanup of historic waste in Port Hope in a cost effective 

and environmentally responsible manner, and to leave an 

honorable legacy for future generations. 

I will now provide you with the details to 

support our request. 

Appendix C, sections 1 and 2 of the current 

licence lists the documentation required for completion by 

AECL.  This includes ten compliance plans, the water 

treatment definition report and the detailed design 

description reports for the long-term waste management 

facility and welcome waste management facility, as well as 

the large scale remediation sites which includes the 

harbor.   

Between 2010 and 2012 AECL completed and 

CNSC Staff reviewed and accepted all of the above-

mentioned plans.   

In addition to all of the required Appendix 

C documentation, a number of other plans and procedures 



7 
 
 
 

were requested by CNSC Staff for review and acceptance, as 

listed on this slide.   

Many of the completed compliance plans had 

been in use for preconstruction activities.  For example, 

in 2011 the access road was built from Toronto Road to the 

site of the new long-term waste management facility and 

the applicable compliance plans were followed by 

contractors and AECL.   

The completion of the road provides a key 

component for the safe transportation of waste as 

addressed in the environmental assessment screening 

report. 

In addition, we have been in close 

consultation with the CNSC Staff and the staff of the 

Ontario Ministry of the Environment with regards to the 

cleanup criteria used for the Port Hope project. 

In 2011 the Ontario Ministry of the 

Environment updated its generic soil, groundwater and 

sediment standards, which resulted in more stringent 

standards compared to the Port Hope project cleanup 

criteria established in 2006.  The project has broadly 

adopted the more stringent provincial standards in order 

to reduce the potential for regulatory restrictions on 

foreseeable future land uses. 

Finally, in order to be prepared for all of 
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the activities, the number of full-time staff in the Port 

Hope area initiative management office has increased from 

13 in 2009 to more than 90 today.  We are staffed and our 

team is ready to proceed with Phase 2. 

In March 2010 the land transfer of the 

welcome waste management facility from Cameco to the 

Government of Canada was finalized, and AECL assumed 

operational responsibility for the site.   

For the first six months Cameco staff 

trained AECL operators in the management and operation of 

the facility.  We have made many upgrades including the 

installation of backup power, remote monitoring and 

telemetry system to measure pond levels and indicate the 

operational status of equipment, as well as several safety 

improvements. 

CNSC Staff has completed three Type 2 

inspections of the facility in which they concluded that 

they were satisfied with our operations.   

We continue to manage and operate the 

welcome facility in accordance with Cameco's facility 

licensing manual as per the terms of the current licence.  

We have also implemented a preventative maintenance 

program to ensure the ongoing safe operations of the 

facility until the new waste water treatment plant is 

constructed. 
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This graphic gives you a high level 

overview of the implementation plan for the next ten 

years.  This schedule has been developed from a 

comprehensive work breakdown structure.  It is comprised 

of five major elements; waste water treatment plant, long-

term waste management facility, small scale sites, large 

scale sites and long-term monitoring and community end 

use. 

All work has been planned using the 

completed detailed designs and takes into consideration 

the fact that this project is occurring within an urban 

community. 

In consultation with the municipality of 

Port Hope principles and constraints were developed to 

guide the sequencing of the remediation work.   

Considerations have also been made with 

regard to coordination with Cameco's vision in motion 

project that will be performed in parallel with the Port 

Hope project. 

I will now discuss each of the five 

elements of the schedule in more detail.   

Prior to starting any remediation 

activities we will construct and commission a new 

wastewater treatment plant in accordance with the design 

objectives described in the water treatment definition 
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report.   

The waste water treatment plant has been 

engineered to offer enhanced protection of the Great Lakes 

basin eco system and will yield a four to five times 

improvement over the current system in the removal of 

uranium, radium, arsenic and a wide range of other 

contaminants. 

The contract to build the new wastewater 

treatment plant was recently awarded and the contractor is 

now mobilizing for construction.  When the work has 

advanced we will submit to the CNSC Staff our 

commissioning plan.  The plant is scheduled to take 16 

months to construct followed by commissioning and will be 

operational by 2014.   

The design itself is a two-stage process 

developed from a comprehensive bench scale and pilot scale 

test program, and incorporating the best demonstrated 

available technology. 

Chemical precipitation and clarification of 

the wastewater will be followed by reverse osmosis 

process.  Treated water will be discharged to Lake Ontario 

through a twin pipeline that was constructed in 2009.   

Our design is robust and includes many 

redundancies for the short and long-term.  To ensure 

continuous operation of the plant the design will also 
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allow us to effectively manage the large changes in water 

volume that we expect to see over the operating life of 

the plant. 

Site preparation activities for the 

construction of the long-term waste management facility 

will commence next year, and placement of the waste now at 

welcome into the new facility as well as the remediation 

of cleanup sites in the community will begin in 2015. 

The new long-term facility features an 

above-ground engineered mound, which has been designed 

with a containment capacity of 1.9 million cubic meters.  

This graphic shows an artist rendering of the completed 

mound. 

The buildings you see in the foreground 

include the permanent facility operation center as well as 

the truck decontamination building and the truck weighing 

station.  Illustrated at the bottom of the graphic in 

front of the weighing station are the vehicle portal 

monitors that will be installed to measure the amount of 

radioactive material being deposited into the mound. 

As shown in this slide the engineered mound 

consists of two sub-systems.  The cover system and the 

baseliner system, which incorporate both natural and 

synthetic layers.  The waste is encapsulated between the 

two layers.   
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The baseliner system includes a leachate 

collection and drainage system.  The components of the 

engineered mound reflect provincial regulations and 

industry best practices for hazardous waste sites with 

special considerations for the radiological nature of the 

waste. 

The design of the mound has taken into 

account a seismic evaluation for stability and deformation 

using local conditions as obtained from the geological 

survey of Canada.  It has also been engineered to 

withstand extreme weather conditions, including hurricane 

effects and a 100 year storm.  During construction the 

contractor must be prepared to manage weather-related 

impacts.   

Throughout the construction period regular 

performance monitoring and inspections will be conducted 

to verify quality requirements are met and to ensure 

operational and containment elements of the facility are 

functioning as intended. 

Capping of the first cell will start in 

mid- 2017 with completion of all cells in 2021. 

 One of the commitments to the municipality 

of Port Hope is that all urban properties are surveyed 

and, where necessary, remediated to remove historic low-

level radioactive waste.  Surveys will be conducted at 
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4,800 properties within Ward 1 of the municipality.  It is 

estimated that approximately 10 percent of these small-

scale properties will require some level of remediation.  

Clean up of these properties will begin in 2015 and 

continue until 2019.   

 This past summer, the first phase of the 

radiological survey of small-scale sites started with an 

impressive 93 percent of 500 owners giving the project 

access to their property.  A key component of this success 

was an effective communications plan.  Information was 

disseminated in many ways, through letters to property 

owners, public information sessions, media advertising, 

personal phone calls and visits, door to door campaigns as 

well as through our website, Facebook site and Twitter 

account.  The scope of the radiological survey at each 

property includes placing radon monitors in homes and 

businesses over summer and winter months, conducting 

surveys of interior and exterior gamma radiation and of 

interior and exterior radiological surface contamination 

and taking soil samples and analyzing them for the 

historic low-level radioactive waste signature parameters, 

arsenic, radium, thorium and uranium.  The number of soil 

samples taken at each property is dependent on the results 

of the aforementioned surveys and a detailed examination 

of historical property file information.  The picture of 
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the home in this slide shows the end result of a trial 

survey and remediation that was completed on a small-scale 

site in 2010.  The soil in the backyard was removed and 

the yard restored to the complete satisfaction of the 

homeowner.  We have documented lessons learned from this 

trial and have used this experience to guide our ongoing 

and planned work.   

 This slide shows seven of the large-scale 

remediation sites in the waterfront area, including the 

Port Hope harbour.  The first remediations in the 

waterfront area will start in mid-2015 with the West Beach 

and Alexander Ravine followed by the viaducts and Mill 

Street sites.  When the materials and buildings on the 

centre pier have been removed, also planned for 2015, the 

harbour remediation will commence and continue for three 

years through 2019.  The harbour remediation itself 

involves the removal of an estimated 120,000 cubic metres 

of sediment from the harbour turning basin and approach 

channel.  Prior to commencing the removal of sediment, the 

harbour walls will be rehabilitated to ensure their 

structural integrity during the dredging operation.  A 

temporary wave attenuation wall will be installed at the 

mouth of the harbour to isolate it for dredging 

operations.  Dredging will be done to hard bottom of the 

turning basin and approach channel.  Verification of 
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removal of sediment will be done using proven technologies 

such as sonar imaging.  The sediment will be pumped into 

the geotextile tube system arranged on the centre pier 

where de-watering of sediment will occur to allow for 

transport of solids to the new long-term waste management 

facility.   

 This image shows six of the large-scale 

remediation sites that are located in the northern area of 

urban Port Hope in the vicinity of Highland Drive.  The 

remediations in this area of Port Hope are scheduled near 

the end of the remediation work from 2018 to 2020.  There 

are two unique features of the Highland Drive area 

remediations.  First, part of the remediation includes the 

former Highland Drive landfill, located at the top left of 

this slide.  The landfill contains historic low-level 

radioactive waste commingled with municipal solid waste.  

A special cell has been designed at the new long-term 

waste management facility to dissipate methane gas from 

the municipal waste within the cover system of the mount.  

Work on the landfill is planned for the fall and winter 

months to minimize odor effects.  Secondly, the Highland 

Drive south ravine, located at the bottom left of this 

slide, will have a passive in-situ water treatment system 

installed to address uranium and arsenic contamination in 

groundwater that exceeds background levels.  Monitoring 
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and treatment of the groundwater seepage originating from 

the landfill will continue until the discharge quality 

meets the applicable provincial surface water quality 

objectives.   

 Once the mound is closed and capped in 

2021, soil cover will be placed on top, grass will be 

planted and the long-term monitoring and maintenance 

program will be initiated.  This program includes 

operational aspects of the facility such as surface water 

run-off management, leachate collection and water 

treatment.  During this period, the contractor will fully 

demobilize from the site.  It is at this juncture that we 

will return to the Commission to request an amendment to 

the licence for the long-term management and monitoring of 

the completed facility.  After the construction has been 

concluded, the Port Hope end use committee has recommended 

that the long-term facility be used as a passive 

recreational area.  The committee has proposed low-

maintenance walking trails on and around the mound for the 

enjoyment of the public.   

 Now that I have briefly described the 

project implementation, I will give you an overview of the 

compliance programs.  All of the compliance programs -- 

plans, pardon me, developed for the Port Hope project are 

consistent with AECL's corporate programs and were 
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completed in consultation with AECL's program authorities 

and their staffs.  Subsequently, the plans were reviewed 

and accepted by CNSC staff.  The main hazards on this 

project are of a conventional occupational safety and 

health nature arising from construction activities 

involving heavy equipment.  These are addressed in the 

occupational safety and health plan.  To ensure air 

quality meets standards, we have developed a comprehensive 

dust management requirements and plan.  It contains four 

levels of dust monitoring and defines dust control using 

the Ontario Ministry of the Environment guidelines.  The 

dust management plan was utilized during the construction 

of the Port Hope access road and was further validated at 

Port Granby with the construction of Elliott Road this 

past summer.  Dust levels were reported daily on our 

website during the monitoring periods.   

 Radiation hazards from project activities 

will be low for both workers and members of the public.  

Workers involved in remediation activities will be 

designated as nuclear energy workers and undergo radiation 

protection training commensurate with their job 

responsibilities.  Our radiation protection plan requires 

that radiation doses be maintained well below regulatory 

dose limits and as low as reasonably achievable using, for 

example, radiological zoning, barriers and contamination 
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control procedures.  When it comes to the transportation 

of radioactive material, our plan defines requirements 

that promote the safe movement of waste from the 

remediation sites to the new facility.  It establishes the 

system to recognize, evaluate and control transportation 

hazards and to track inventories of waste materials.  The 

PHAI training plan defines training processes and provides 

guidance for the identification of training activities to 

meet both regulatory and AECL requirements.  Training for 

occupational safety and health, radiation protection and 

other compliance activities is conducted regularly in Port 

Hope for our staff and we will be overseeing the 

contractors’ implementation of the requirements throughout 

the duration of their work.   

 Protecting the environment is a 

foundational tenant for AECL and the Port Hope project.  

This is reflected in our own comprehensive environmental 

monitoring plans as well as in our requirement for 

contractors to submit environmental protection plans for 

their work sites for our review and acceptance.  This 

slide shows the locations of the fixed baseline 

environmental monitoring stations as well as some of the 

monitors that will be added during the construction 

period.  As noted by the blue dots on this image, a 

comprehensive groundwater monitoring plan currently 
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exists.  Plans are underway to expand the network of 

groundwater monitoring throughout the municipality of Port 

Hope as the remediation work draws closer.  AECL has 

developed biophysical effects and environmental monitoring 

plans that detail our monitoring regime for aquatic, 

surface water, groundwater, air quality and terrestrial 

components of the environment. 

 These plans have been implemented through 

the re-establishment of the baseline environmental data in 

2010 and 2011.  We note that the environmental monitoring 

plans are living documents, consistent with the 

requirements of the screening report.  These will be 

adapted as necessary as the project progresses. 

 Throughout Phase 2, environmental 

monitoring data will be made readily available to the 

public on our website. 

 The Port Hope project will take place 

within the community not on a licensed site typical for 

most AECL operations.  As such, front=line emergency 

response will be provided by established agencies, 

including the local police detachments, fire department 

and ambulance services. 

 In preparation for Phase 2, we have 

developed protocols with the agencies listed on this slide 

to set out our mutual expectations.  Training has been 
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initiated and together with drills and exercises will 

ensure safe, timely and relevant responses to security and 

emergency events. 

 Communicating with the public is 

fundamental to the success of the Port Hope project.  

Since we opened our doors in 2001, our project information 

exchange has offered the public the opportunity to speak 

directly with our staff about their specific questions. 

 We have, and will continue to, publish 

newsletters and issue bulletins on a regular basis to keep 

the community at-large informed.  A recently updated 

website is kept current and provides easy navigation to 

information about a wide variety of project topics.  We 

have also introduced a Facebook page and Twitter account 

to facilitate communications and encourage dialogue.  To 

supplement our long-standing annual updates to the 

Municipality of Port Hope Council, we have added quarterly 

updates to Council on public communications. 

 To augment our relationship with Port Hope 

residents, this month we have initiated the formation of a 

citizen liaison group comprising diverse community 

representation that will meet regularly and directly with 

project leaders to share information and to discuss their 

interests and concerns. 

 On an ongoing basis, we host tours of the 
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project sites to interested groups such as colleges and 

universities and conference delegations, as well as for 

local residents and associations. 

 We have held 21 seminars on how to do 

business with the Federal Government for local companies 

and first nations.  Well over 300 local business 

representatives have attended these sessions to learn how 

they can participate in the significant contract 

opportunities offered by the project. 

 Public confidence in the Port Hope Area 

Initiative is at an all-time high.  According to the tenth 

annual public attitude survey conducted in 2011, the 

confidence of residents in our ability to safely manage 

the waste for the long-term stands at 84 percent, its 

highest level ever, up 3 percent from the previous year 

and 19 percent from the first public attitude survey 

conducted in 2002. 

 Our staff continues to meet and discuss 

progress and opportunities with local first nations.  This 

summer, we hosted an all-day event with first nations 

groups that involved a tour of local remediation sites 

followed by presentations from an Alderville First Nation 

elder and members of my team. 

 Of particular interest to participants were 

the environmental aspects of the project as well as 



22 
 
 
 

business opportunities.  Plans are underway for training 

to be given by first nations to our staff and to 

contractors on the identification of artefacts during 

construction. 

 In acknowledgement of the value we place on 

our relationships with local first nations, this year we 

were happy to present an award to a graduating grade 3 

student from Curve Lake for excellence in natural science 

as pictured on this slide. 

 Our office consults extensively with the 

Municipality of Port Hope and its peer review team.  This 

consultation began during the environmental assessment 

phase and has continued throughout the development of the 

Phase 2 detailed designs and compliance plans. 

 A formal dialogue framework has been 

developed with the Municipality to guide our 

communications during Phase 2.  Six discrete meeting 

forums have been defined, including the big picture 

information exchange, as shown on this slide. 

 These meetings, collectively, aim to insure 

the timely sharing of information, consultations on 

proposals, discussion and resolution of concerns, and 

identification of the many areas of cooperation.  This 

framework is consistent with the obligations defined in 

the legal agreement.   
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 We also regularly consult with other 

important stakeholders in the Port Hope project.  These 

include the Ontario Ministry of the Environment, the 

Ganaraska Region Conservation Authority, the local health 

unit, Cam and Cameco.   

 Our office has recently offered to chair an 

inter-agency liaison committee to share information on the 

small-scale site survey results.  This committee will 

include representatives from the agencies just mentioned 

as well as the CNSC and other interested government 

departments.  

 I will now turn the presentation over to 

Dave McCauley, to outline the Government of Canada's 

commitment to the project and to provide closing remarks. 

 Dave? 

 MR. McCAULEY:  Thank you very much, 

Christine.  Good afternoon, Dr. Binder and Commissioners.  

For the record, my name is Dave McCauley and I'm the 

Director of the Uranium and Radioactive Waste Division of 

Natural Resources Canada and the project's sponsor. 

 The financial guarantee for this project is 

secured by a letter of commitment dated June 29th, 2009.  

The letter confirms that the liabilities associated with 

the Port Hope Area Initiative are ultimately those of Her 

Majesty in right of Canada. 



24 
 
 
 

 In January 2012, a formal funding 

announcement was made in Port Hope by the Honourable Joe 

Oliver, Minister of Natural Resources.  The Government of 

Canada has committed $1.28 billion to the Port Hope Area 

Initiative over the next 10 years, with approximately one 

$1 billion of that total for the Port Hope project. 

 President Binder, Members of the 

Commission, on behalf of our team, I believe we have made 

a strong case in support of the amendment of the Port Hope 

project to allow us to proceed to Phase 2 and the issuance 

of a 10-year licence. 

 The detailed planning and design is 

complete.  There's been extensive community and 

stakeholder consultation.  In carrying out this government 

priority, we will protect the environment and the 

community for generations while meeting the obligations of 

the legal agreement between the Municipality and the 

Government of Canada. 

 We look forward to continuing to work 

closely with local residents, the Municipality, first 

nations, other key stakeholders and our regulators as we 

move forward with the Port Hope project. 

 A qualified and dedicated team is in place, 

we're ready to proceed, keeping health, safety and the 

environment as our top priorities.  We ask you to lift the 
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hold points in our current licence and request that the 

licence be revised to reflect a 10-year period expiring in 

December 2022. 

 Thank you.  Our team is open to your 

questions. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Before opening 

up the floor for questions, I'd like to hear the 

presentation from CNSC staff as outlined in CMD 11-H10.  

And I understand that Mr. Elder will make this 

presentation.  Please proceed. 

 

11-H10 

Oral Presentation by 

CNSC Staff 

 

 MR. ELDER:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, Mr. 

President, Members of the Commission.  For the record, my 

name is Peter Elder, I'm the Director General of the 

Director of Nuclear Cycle and Facilities Regulation. 

 With me today are Mr. Don Howard, Director 

of the Waste and Decommissioning Division and Ms. Milena 

Kostova, Senior Project Officer for this project.  We also 

have with us members of our licensing compliance team who 

will be available to answer any questions. 

 As has been noted, the Port Hope Area 
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Initiative is a Federal Government initiative based on a 

community proposal that includes two projects: the Port 

Hope project and the Port Granby project. 

 The Government of Canada is investing $1.28 

billion over 10 years to clean up low-level radioactive 

waste in the Port Hope area and to provide safe, local 

long-term management of the historic low-level waste. 

 These wastes arose from the activities of 

the former Crown Corporation Eldorado Nuclear.   

 His presentation is to consider the 

replacement of AECL’s current waste nuclear substance 

licence for the Port Hope project with a 10 year licence 

that will authorize the Phase 2 project construction and 

remediation activities. 

 The Port Hope project phase 2 activities 

include the construction of a new long-term low-level 

radioactive waste facility, remediation of existing 

Welcome Waste Management Facility as well as remediation 

of contaminant sites in the Municipality of Port Hope. 

 I will now pass the presentation over to 

Mr. Howard. 

 MR. HOWARD:  Thank you.  Good afternoon Mr. 

President and Members of the Commission.   

 For the record my name is Don Howard. 

 During this presentation, CNSC staff will 
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provide the Commission with an overview of AECL’s licence 

request and the CNSC staff’s assessment of that 

application. 

 This presentation includes background 

information on the Port Hope project, licence status, CNSC 

staff assessment of the application and staff’s 

conclusions and recommendations. 

 The current Welcome Waste Management 

Facility received low-level radioactive processed 

residues, scrapped equipment and industrial trash from one 

of Cameco’s predecessor companies, Eldorado Resources 

Limited from 1948 to 1955.   

 No materials may currently be received at 

the facility other than for the care and maintenance of 

the site.  The purpose of the facility is to provide for 

isolation of the waste from the environment. 

 In 2001 the federal government entered into 

a legal agreement with the Municipality of Port Hope for 

the Port Hope Area Initiative which included the redesign 

of the Welcome Waste Management Facility to a modern 

facility for the long-term management of the low-level 

radioactive waste arising from the cleanup of the Port 

Hope area. 

 Cameco Corporation operated the Welcome 

Waste Management Facility under a CNSC licence until 2010 
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when the management of the facility was then transferred 

to AECL.  The Welcome Waste Management Facility has been, 

and continues to be, safely maintained and monitored. 

 The environmental assessment for the Port 

Hope project was initiated in 2004 based on the project 

description submitted by AECL, NRCan, and CNSC determined 

that pursuant to the requirements of the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act, a screening level 

environmental assessment was required.  For the purpose of

the environmental assessment, Natural Resources Canada, 

CNSC and department of Fisheries and Oceans were defined 

as responsible authorities.  Because of its responsibility

to provide funding for the project, Natural Resources 

Canada assumed the lead role for the environmental 

assessment. 

 In March 2007, following CNSC Commission 

hearing, it was concluded that the Port Hope project, 

taking into account the mitigation measures identified by 

the environmental assessment screening report, would not 

likely cause significant adverse environmental effects. 

 In 2009, AECL requested a 10 year licence 

for the implementation of the Port Hope project.  

Following a one-day hearing in the municipality of Port 

Hope, the Commission decided that an adequate safety case 

had been presented. 
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   However, the Commission determined that the 

detailed implementation documentation was not robust 

enough and consequently issued AECL with a five year 

licence with a hold point (phonetic). 

 To meet licence condition 1.4, AECL 

submitted to CNSC the required technical documentation 

specified in Appendix C of the current licence. CNSC staff 

assessed the submitted technical documents and concluded 

that they met the requirements of licence condition 1.4 of 

the current licence. 

 On July 19th, 2012 AECL applied for an 

amendment to the current waste nuclear substance licence 

to release the hold point (phonetic) and extend the expiry 

date of the licence to December 31, 2022 authorizing phase 

2 of the project. 

 The following part of this presentation 

will now be given by Ms. Kostova who will provide details 

on CNSC staff’s assessment of AECL’s application for the 

amendment of the Port Hope project licence. 

 MS. KOSTOVA:  Thank you Don.  Good 

afternoon Mr. President, Members of the Commission.  For 

the record, my name Milena Kostova. 

 It’s required by licence condition 1.4 AECL 

submitted to CNSC the technical documents listed on this 

slide.   
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 The first five documents cover areas that 

are specific for the Port Hope project activities.  The 

remaining documents cover areas that are common for both 

Port Hope and Port Grandby projects.  Therefore, they were 

developed for the Port Hope Area Initiative. 

 The Port Hope Area Initiative documents are 

consistent with AECL’s corporate policies and programs. 

 CNSC staff have assessed them and found 

that they meet the requirements for a waste nuclear 

substance licence. 

 To complete the technical information for 

the project, CNSC staff required AECL to develop 

additional documents, which are not specified in Appendix 

C of the current licence.  Those additional documents are:  

dust management requirements and plan, planning for small-

scale sites remediation, remediation verification 

procedure and communication plan for phase 2 of the 

project.   

 CNSC staff reviewed the additional 

documents and considered them meeting the CNSC and 

provincial regulations. 

 In the following slides, I would like to 

discuss the CNSC staff assessment of the key areas related 

to the Port Hope project activities.   

 During the environmental assessment, AECL 
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had developed cleanup criteria for the Port Hope Area 

Initiative in consultation with public stakeholders, the 

Municipalities of Port Hope and Clarington and provincial 

and federal authorities. 

 The cleanup criteria were developed for 

both radioactive and non-radioactive contaminants of 

potential concern for residential and non-residential land 

use. 

 Cleanup criteria for radioactive 

contaminants were based on a dust constraint of .3 

millisieverts per year which represents 30 percent of the 

public dust of one millisieverts per year.  The Ontario 

Ministry of the Environment standards were adopted as 

cleanup criteria for non-radioactive contaminants.   

 Since the regional cleanup criteria were 

developed, new provincial standards for cleanup of 

contaminated soil came into force in 2011.  Following 

discussions with NRCan and the municipality of Port Hope, 

AECL fully adopted the (inaudible) generic standards as 

per Ontario regulation 153 as amended in 2011. 

 The cleanup criteria for the key 

contaminants of potential concern that will apply for 

remediation of contaminated sites in the Port Hope area 

are presented on the current slide.  Applying the 

(inaudible) generic standards for the cleanup of 
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residential and municipal properties in Port Hope 

eliminates any potential regulatory restrictions for using 

the remediated sites in the future and addresses the 

public concerns for not applying the more restrictive 

provincial standard. 

 Before initiating any remediation 

activities, AECL is required to construct and commission a 

new water treatment system at the site of the Welcome 

Waste Management Facility.  The new water treatment 

technology that AECL is proposing is based on a pilot 

scale (phonetic) studies conducted by AECL. 

 It involves a two-stage treatment process 

with chemical precipitation and clarification followed by 

reverse osmosis stage using specific membrane technology 

“ROCHEM”. 

 The objective of the CNSC staff assessment 

of the Water Treatment Definition Report was to determine 

if AECL has selected the best demonstrated available 

technology that is economically achievable and capable of 

achieving high contaminant removal efficiencies.   

 CNSC staffs assessed the Water Treatment 

Definition Report and consider AECL’s choice of technology 

acceptable in that it meets the best demonstrated 

available technology principles. 

 During the construction of the new water 
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treatment system, AECL will continue to use the existing 

water collection and treatment system located on the site 

of Welcome Waste management Facility. 

 For the first three years until the new 

water treatment system in put in place, CSNC staff is 

proposing no changes to the F1 discharge limit for radium 

226 which has been set at 0.37 becquerels per litre and 

0.5 milligram per litre for arsenic. 

 In addition, CNSC staff is taking a 

compliance requirement, a requirement for AECL to continue 

monthly toxicity testing.  Licence effluent release limits 

will be established taking into consideration real 

(phonetic) operational data from the new facility when 

they’re available. 

 Based on presently available data, from the 

bench-scale water treatment study, CNSC staff is proposing 

design objectives which are included in the licence 

condition handbook.  Based on the data accumulated 

following the commissioning and operation of the new water 

treatment system for 12 months, CNSC staff will define the 

effluent release limits and AECL will be required to 

propose action levels. 

 A portable water treatment system will be 

used to treat contaminated water at the remediation sites.  

AECL is planning to use the same portable water treatment 
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system that was used for the pilot(phonetic) scale studies 

at Welcome Waste Management Facility.   

 This is a portable system, operating with 

the same reverse osmosis technology that has been chosen 

for the new water treatment plan at the long-term West 

Management Facility.   

 The releases from the portable water 

treatment system will not be continuous, but will be 

periodically released to water bodies over short period of 

time based on the site specific conditions.   

 CNSC staff derives the release limits for 

the portable water treatment system based on the short-

term Canadian Council of Ministers of the Environment 

Surface Water Quality Guideline.   

 CNSC staff considers that the proposed 

limits for short-term release from remediation sites to 

Lake Ontario and other water bodies are protected for 

human health and the environment. 

 CNSC, NRCan, and Department of Fisheries 

and Oceans, the responsible authorities for the 

environmental assessment, have determined that an 

environmental assessment follow up program was required 

for the Port Hope project.   

 The CNSC has lead (phonetic) oversight for 

the follow up activities with respect to the construction 
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of the new facility and the remediation of Welcome West 

Management Facility and low level radioactive waste 

contaminated sites.   

 The CNSC staff assessed the environmental 

assessment follow up Biophysical Effects Monitoring Plan 

and found it acceptable.  AECL has already initiated 

monitoring activities for establishing the baseline 

conditions prior to commencing the project activities.  

NRCan has lead (ph) oversight for the follow up activities 

on the socio-economic component of the environment.  NRCan 

assessed the environmental assessment follow up Socio-

Economic Effects Monitoring Plan and found it acceptable.   

 DFO:  Involvement is related to the follow 

up activities with respect to the cleanup and remediation 

of the Port Hope Harbor.   

 DFO:  Assessed and accepted the 

environmental assessment follow up, Biophysical Effects 

Monitoring Plan.  CNSC, NRCan and DFO concluded that the 

Environmental Assessment Follow up Plans submitted by AECL 

meet the requirements for monitoring the effects on 

biophysical and socio-economic components as identified in 

the environmental assessments screening report.   

 During the implementation of phase 2 of the 

project, CNSC staff will have in place a compliance 

verification program.  This will ensure ongoing regulatory 
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oversight of project activities.  This slide lists some 

key activities that CNSC staff will verify.  CNSC staff 

will use the joint regulatory group process where other 

federal and provincial agencies will be engaged to 

participate in the verification activities.  I will now 

pass the presentation back to Mr. Elder.   

 MR. ELDER:  Thank you.  In conclusion, CNSC 

staffs have determined that Atomic Energy of Canada 

Limited is qualified to manage the current Port Granby 

Waste Management facility and carry on activities that the 

licence will authorize.  And that has -- it has made 

adequate provisions toward protection of the environment, 

the health and safety of the persons and the maintenance 

and national security and measures required to implement 

international obligations. 

 Therefore, CNSC staff recommend that the 

commission remove the whole points on the current licence 

and replace it with a 10 year waste nuclear substance 

licence that will allow AECL to complete phase two of the 

project.  Except the CNSC’s -- the assessment of CNSC 

staff that AECL is qualified and will have in place 

adequate projection.   

 We also request that -- require the 

commission should be -- require AECL to produce an annual 

report summarizing activities and the progress on phase 
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three and make this report available to the public. 

 CNSC staffs are also looking at including 

the safety performance of the project and future routine 

reporting to the commission, noting that the commission 

has allowed written intervention for such safety 

performance reports.  This concludes our presentation.  

Staffs are now available to answer any questions from the 

commission.  We’d also like to note that as well as the 

members from the Ontario Ministry of Environment on the 

phone, there is also Mr. Peter Taylor from the Kingston 

office in the room as well.  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, thank you.  I’m sure 

that I -- that we will ask the Ministry of the Environment 

official to comment on some of the material that is being 

presented, but I’d like to start by opening up to 

questions.   

 And what we’re going to do is we’re going 

to go one round of questions, commissioners if you agree.  

Then we’ll open up for -- to them -- go through the 

written material and then at the end, go through another 

round of questioning.  So let’s start avec Monsieur 

Harvey. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Merci Monsieur le 

Président.  On page six of the staff presentation, the 

second bullet there, AECL submitted now the required 
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technical documents in alignment with our corporate 

programs.  What does it mean?  We’ve got on page seven a 

list of planned quality assurance and radiation protection 

training. 

 Is this to say that at the moment, that the 

AECL’s a corporate program that’s ok or has all those 

plans been adapted to -- specifically to Port Hope? 

 MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder for the record. 

 In terms of when the commission hearing in 

2009 that looked at this license, most of -- a lot of 

AECL’s documentation had available at that time were their 

corporate programs.   

 So we were in a position to assess and say 

yes, their corporate programs would meet the requirements 

of these licence -- of such a licence but what was missing 

was then how those corporate programs would be applied, in 

practice, for this project.  So the whole point was all 

about, you’ve got the overall structure to do this safely.  

 Now, where’s your detailed implementations 

plans and that’s what we’ve been focusing on in the period 

since that is reviewing those detailed implementation 

programs.  So this is how those corporate programs will 

get applied on the ground, on the Port Hope area 

initiative.   

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Now you do have a specific 
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program-- 

 MR. ELDER:  Now, well -- but they are a 

plan that comes down from the program.  They are still 

following the corporate programs and we wanted to confirm 

that they continued to follow the corporate programs that 

had been previously reviewed and accepted. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Okay.  About the engineer 

mound.  What is the expected life of the human brains?  

The two human brains? And what is the expected life of 

such membrane? 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Why don’t we start with OPG? 

 MS. FAHEY:   Sorry.  Is the question for 

AECL? 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  You got your answer. Go 

ahead. 

 MS. FAHEY:  Thank you.  Christine Fahey, 

for the record. 

 The engineer mound is comprised of both 

natural and man-made materials and has been modeled for a 

500-year life. There’s nothing sane (phonetic).  It 

wouldn’t last more than 500 years.  The man-made materials 

including the geo membranes, the high-density 

polyethylene. They have been developed in accordance with 

the industry standards for hazardous materials landfill 

and have been subject to testing. 
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 On that case, our Director of Safety and 

Design Authority can elaborate on the design life of the 

man-made materials. Glen? 

 MR. CASE:  Glen case, Director of Safety 

and Design Authority for the Port Hope Area Initiative 

Management Office. 

 To build on what Miss Fahey has said, our 

design is composed of both natural and man-made materials. 

The man-made materials, high-density polyethylene have 

gone through a series of testing to see how they will age 

over time and our current estimates are that they will 

last in the order of 150 years or more. 

 However, our reliance is not so much on the 

high-density polyethylene as is the clay that underlines 

the liner of the facility as well as the cap and clay has 

already reached its final end state.  So, therefore, we do 

not expect any degradation of that clay. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  It’s built in such a way 

that if there is a weakness on one part, there is other 

components that could stop any leaks. 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record. 

 That’s exactly it. There’s a defensive in-

depth approach to the design, there’s multiple barriers 

comprising both the base liner and the cover system.  And, 
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we were fortunate to actually have an expert in this from 

Queen’s University scrutinize our design as part of the 

CNSC review when this detailed design component was 

submitted for CNSC staff review and acceptance. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  There’s been many equipment 

built in such a way or that this one is a little bit over 

the current practice? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record. 

 All of the standards that are used in 

hazardous materials landfill in the U.S. and in Canada; 

the very current standards have been used and, even with 

further conservancy added in.  The designer for the mound 

is here with us today, Mr. Don Campbell, and I can have 

him elaborate on the technical details. Don? 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Why are you setting up? I 

saw staff --  Is anybody in staff who wanted to add 

something to this? 

 No? Go ahead, Mr. Campbell. 

 MR. ELDER:  It’s fine. If they follow up on 

this one, but --- 

 MR. CAMPBELL:  Hello, my name is Don 

Campbell.  I’m the Design Manager for the long-term waste 

management facility for the Port Hope Project and, as has 

been discussed, the design of a liner system and final 
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cover is a composite design which incorporates both 

natural and synthetic materials.  And, as was mentioned, 

the intent of using multi layers is to provide a high 

level or redundancy in the design in order to ensure that 

if -- should premature failure of one layer occur for 

whatever reason, then there is additional layers to back 

up the systems. 

 In the base liner, there is, I believe, 

eleven different layers which comprise makeup 1.3 meters 

thickness.  In the final cover, the line system is over 2 

meters thick and is comprised of 9 different layers. 

 And, sorry you had --- 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  I think it’s okay.  The 

only problem is to put in place all the liners, I mean, 

the important part is there because if it’s not done 

properly, you can have problems. 

 MR. CAMPBELL:  That’s correct.  The 

installation of the systems is really the critical part of 

making sure that the systems when their constructible 

performs as required.  And, under the construction, under 

the contract, there is a very elaborate QCQA Program for 

monitoring of the installation, testing of the 

installation to ensure that each system is installed as 

per specifications, as per requirements. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  What type of monitoring 
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will be done by the staff at that point when the works 

will go on? 

 MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder, for the record.  

We went through some of our key verification points and, 

obviously, one of them will be on the liner and how is it 

-- have they put that actual design in place.  So, the 

advantages of this program, of course, we will be able to 

verify that one before they actually start to add the 

waste.  So, we will be looking at verifying that they have 

actually built it to the design as -- and we’ll have time 

to do that before they’ll be in position to actually put 

any waste into the facility.  At least the bottom layer, 

and then you’ll have to do the same thing on the top 

layer. 

 I’m recognizing they’re also required to 

have an ongoing monitoring program throughout the life of 

the facility while they’re loading it and afterwards, even 

after they’ve finished it to make sure that it continues 

to behave as designed. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Merci. 

 Just to add:  you mentioned that it’s based 

on some other such construction of mounds elsewhere.  So, 

what’s the oldest such facility and how did it perform?  

Or how is it performing? 

 MR. CAMPBELL:  Don Campbell, again. 
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 The design is based on, as was mentioned 

earlier, hazardous waste design requirements and these 

designs have been used elsewhere in the world.  In the 

U.S., the design is similar to a subtitle landfill which 

is a double composite base liner system. 

 To focus more on your question, the use of 

clay has been used in civil engineering for thousands of 

years.  For a composite liner system, the man-made 

materials are less old; they have been used approximately 

30 years.  Initially, when they were first being 

developed, there was a learning curve as far as the 

manufacturing techniques and, also, the installation, 

monitoring and testing. 

 But, through the initial few years, a lot 

of that development occurred until now.  There is a very 

sophisticated monitoring and testing requirements that go 

into the installation of these systems. 

 So, the reason why we can predict the 

(inaudible) life or longevity of the man-made materials is 

through an accelerated testing program that’s done in the 

laboratory and, based on those accelerated lab tests, the 

longevity of the synthetic materials currently is, you 

know, can be predicted up to a thousand years. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Thank you. 

 Doctor McDill? 
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 DR. McDill:  Thank you.  This is to staff 

and then to AECL. 

 This is a hearing to, essentially, to lift 

the whole point except that my sense of the community 

submission is that they see it as much more than lifting a 

whole point. 

 And part of that might be in the language 

that’s being used.  CNSC uses in several places “replace” 

the license; AECL uses the term “extend” the license.  And 

this must be puzzling to a community that saw a five-year 

license put in place in 2009. 

So my first question is, with respect to 

replacing or extending the licence and the communication, 

it's supposed to come out of both CNSC and AECL, how would 

you expect the community to react to this when it appears 

first to be a simple amendment; but I think it's much more 

than just an amendment?  

MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder for the record.   

I think my view is having been through the 

2009 hearings is that at that time AECL was asking for a 

ten-year licence, And there was overwhelming community 

support for a ten-year licence at that time. 

It was not the community who was raising 

the issues, it was actually Staff and the Commission who 

were raising some technical issues and saying, are you 
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really ready to do this? 

So when we looked at this one this is going 

back to what the original proposal was on the table in 

2009.  Again, at that time there was very significant 

community support for going ahead with the project and 

completing the project. 

And I think you would see from the 

interventions today there are often many of the still of 

the same thing we got quite a lot in 2009 is, yes, let's 

get on with it. 

MEMBER McDILL:  But do you see it as a 

replacement or an extension? 

MR. ELDER:  The --- 

MEMBER McDILL:  CNSC's language is --- 

MR. ELDER:  I guess we used -- our view was 

we are not extending the current licence, we are replacing 

it, we are changing some of the conditions.  And we're not 

just lifting the whole point.  We're actually changing the 

structure of the licence as well.  Not significantly what 

it allowed to do, but as you're aware we've done a lot of 

work on licence reform so we're applying that to this sort 

of licence.   

We did want to communicate that it was not 

just a simple amendment, that there was more to it than 

just lifting the whole points. 



47 
 
 
 

MEMBER McDILL:  AECL. 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record.  

I don't think anyone in the community actually is 

confused.  We have been forthright since your licence 

decision was issued on October 16th, 2009, in 

communicating the authorization we received, which was to 

assume operating responsibility for the Welcome Waste 

Management Facility upon transfer of the land, and that we 

had to return to the CNSC once the obligations identified 

in Appendix C of the licence were met.  

As will inevitably come up later in this 

hearing we have communicated with hundreds, if not 

thousands of people since we came before you in 2009, and 

we have never said anything other than, we need to come 

back to the CNSC to have our whole-points lifted in order 

to proceed with the licensed activities, the remediation 

of waste and the construction of the new long-term waste 

management facility.   

I think there is ample evidence through 

slide decks, news releases, website postings and many, 

many other channels that would underline our communication 

has been open, transparent and consistent with what the 

licence authorized us to do and what we're here today in 

terms of seeking authorization to proceed to Phase 2. 

MEMBER McDILL:  Thank you.   
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I think within the community there is, at 

least based on the interventions in front of us, some 

concern about a ten-year extension of a five-year licence 

in which three years have been consumed, but that's just 

by reading the interventions in front of me. 

With respect to the committee that you're 

planning to start now, is this intended to be, let me just 

make sure I get the right words here, liaison, community 

liaison committee that's now being started.  Is this to 

replace or instead of the monitoring committee that was 

promised, or suggested some years ago?  Is it to be the 

same, or is it a variation of it? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

The citizen liaison group is an initiative 

of our office following consultation with other major 

projects that have taken place in urban communities.   

I am aware from having read one of the 

interventions that a number of years ago there was 

discussion regarding a public monitoring group.  I've been 

with the project for four years and there haven't been 

discussions of those sort in my time with the project.   

I suspect that the significant expansion of 

our public communications program, which includes posting 

of our monitoring results, as you can check on our website 

every day we post environmental monitoring data.   
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So perhaps with the availability of 

technology and the significant expansion of our 

communications program we've more than tripled our staff.  

We have more than ten people now.  There is significant 

communication to the public on what's going on in the 

project.   

And the citizen's liaison group that we're 

establishing will provide another channel for 

representatives of a diverse number of groups in the 

community to tell us how we're doing.  To let us know 

what's of interest to them so that if possible we can 

accommodate those interests going forward. 

MEMBER McDILL:  Staff, would you like to 

follow up on that?  We'll go back to the monitoring 

committee that may -- or appears to have been promised at 

some point. 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard for the record. 

We've been following AECL's activities with 

respect to public information in the community.  And 

basically we've been acting as observers to make sure that 

the information is being transmitted correctly, and 

properly to the community.   

AECL has undertaken a large communication 

plan up to now.  And in addition to some of the 

documentation that we've asked for is that what were their 
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communication plans during the execution of Phase 2, which 

we have received and found it to be satisfactory and 

acceptable.   

In addition to that as AECL has indicated 

they've implemented a liaison community group within the 

committee.  And we feel that's a good plan because now 

we're getting a group that can interact with the community 

as a whole and to assist AECL in getting the message out 

about some of the activities that are going to be 

undertaken during Phase 2, some of the, reporting, dust 

management control and things of that nature.  So it'll 

help to get the message out to the community. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I think we'll revisit this 

issue when we get to the intervention.  So why don't we 

move on to Mr. Tolgyesi for the first round, please. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Merci, Monsieur 

Président.   

You're saying that the surveys of a small 

scale size started; am I right?  Yes.  

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record, 

yes.   

The radon monitoring component of the small 

scale site survey has started. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  And what this surveys 

consist of, it's radon survey after, what else?  There are 
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measures, I don't know, what's the thickness of a material 

to remove, or what else? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

The radiological survey has several 

components.  One of the components is to measure radon gas 

levels inside homes and businesses, buildings, and that 

will do both summer and winter radon gas monitoring. 

A second component is to do interior and 

exterior gamma radiation surveys.  We'll also do interior 

and exterior surface contamination surveys, and we will 

finally take soil samples by bore holes and analyze those 

for the presence of historic low-level radioactive waste.  

Those are the elements of the survey.   

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Now, if I'm looking for 

this capacity of waste material stored, we are looking to 

bore hole testing -- not just radiation because, you know, 

how much material you will move to the future long-term 

waste material facility -- you didn't do any measures yet.  

Because what you are saying that 10 percent, you expect 

that 10 percent of 4,800 sites will have to be remediated, 

okay, which is about 10 percent, I don't know, if I count 

400 cubic metres, it's about 10 percent of the total 

capacity of 1.9 million.  So what I'm questioning that if 

you started this sampling, did it confirm that you are 

about in a 10 percent range or you are out of 10 percent 
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or you are much below the 10 percent?  

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  It's premature actually to draw a conclusion on 

the 10 percent, but the 10 percent estimate is based on 

more than 35 years of AECL working in the community 

involved going back to the late seventies.  And we have 

radiological files for 4,400 properties stored in our 

vault.  So we already have a comprehensive knowledge 

through previous work done in the community of where we're 

likely to find low-level radioactive waste based on 

property records and what we know about the historic 

practices of Eldorado nuclear and its predecessors.  With 

respect to the 10 percent estimate, we will be undertaking 

the survey in campaigns.  And the first survey will 

involve 450 properties and a contract was just awarded for 

that yesterday, incidentally.  And that 450 will give us a 

better indication.  In the second campaign, we'll look at 

another 1,100 or 1,200 properties.  And once we have about 

25 to 30 percent of the properties in the community 

survey, they'll represent quite a cross-section of the 

properties, the old, the new, the close to the chemical 

plant -- pardon me, the Eldorado former plant or not.  

That will allow us to be -- confirm our 10 percent 

estimate.   

 MR. TOLGYESI:  And on the presentation of 
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page 3-2, there are a few page 3-2s, so one of page 3-2, 

you are saying that -- you are talking about initiatives 

on human performance management.  And some initiatives 

that you mention, and one of these initiatives is designed 

to straighten the AECL safety culture.  That's in page 3-

2.  How much or how these initiatives will impact on the 

AECL safety culture?  And, you know, we could consider 

that this type of activities, what AECL is doing now, this 

remediation is different from usual AECL operations.  So 

how AECL expects to implement its safety culture to the 

participants on this specific project?  

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  All members of the staff in the Port Hope office 

are part of -- are subject to the requirements related to 

human performance and safety culture.  In fact, our office 

had the highest participation rate in the safety culture 

survey in the entire company.  And that's a step that Joan 

can confirm because I got a pat on the back last week.  

The safety culture program includes training, it includes 

field programs such as observation and coaching, it 

involves the pro-active reporting of not only areas, but -

- errors, pardon me, but of avoided and near misses, 

operational experience and lessons learned dissemination, 

and our office has been one of the big users of the -- all 

of these programs.  Buddy Taylor, who is our manager of 
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regulatory affairs and previously was a part of the OPEX 

program in Chalk River before he saw the light and moved 

to Port Hope, he has been able to bring to our office an 

extensive training regime.  And I believe just last week, 

we had another round of people go through human 

performance training.  Buddy, would you like to add to 

that?   

 MR. TAYLOR:  Yeah, I'll just -- Buddy 

Taylor, for the record, currently the manager of 

regulatory affairs at the Port Hope area initiative.  

Previously, I've been the manager of OPEX and the manager 

of human performance back at Atomic Energy of Canada Chalk 

River.  So I'll just reiterate basically what Christine 

has said.  I believe there's a strong safety culture in 

our office and we participate in all of the AECL corporate 

programs with respect to human performance and use of OPEX 

and corrective action program.  We are always identified 

as one of the key implementers of OPEX, both the 

dissemination of OPEX through our office as well as adding 

to the general OPEX within the Chalk River ranks.  And we 

fully endorse all the continuous improvement activities, 

self-assessment and apparent cause analysis in all those 

various corrective action program activities.  

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Plus 20 -- I'm sorry?   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  I think we're going to move 
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on.   

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Okay.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  We're going to have more 

opportunity.  Ms. Velshi, please.  

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Semi one question.  I want 

to get a sense of how well do you know the scope of the 

remediation work.  You did talk about the small-scale 

sites and that you're doing these surveys.  And you also 

mentioned that you had a very overwhelming response from 

the property owners, 93 percent of the 500, but what 

happens to the other 7 percent, does that mean you can't 

go and survey those properties if the owners aren't 

forthcoming?  And if that's the case, what happens down 

the road for remediation?  And I have a second part to the 

question on the large-scale sites, but I'll come to that.  

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  With respect to the small-scale sites and the 

first campaign that we're about to roll out with our new 

contract, 93 percent of the people contacted did return 

their form.  Five percent either could not be contacted, 

some people were away and some people were moving and they 

preferred to have the new homeowner participate in the 

survey and we've in fact had those new homeowners contact 

us to participate in the survey.  And we had only two 

percent turn us down in the survey.  So -- and there had 
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been a couple of people unfortunately who passed away -- 

so the 93 percent response rate is actually very high and 

we're confident that it will creep up to 96 or 97 percent 

as the new homeowners come into play or executors of 

estate give us the permission to do the surveys for the 

homes where the property owner is no longer living.  We 

have also learned a lot of lessons in doing the outreach 

to citizens to seek consent and we've already initiated 

the communication for the second wave that will involve 

1,100 or 1,200 properties.  And within two-and-a-half 

weeks, we had over 50 percent of the consent forms in.  We 

have people now recognizing how valuable the compliance 

letter will be and they are, you know, word is spreading 

in the community and there's -- people are signing on and 

we're just seeing a far more rigorous and positive 

response to the second campaign.  With respect to the part 

of your question that if somebody refuses, we AECL have 

actually entered into a memorandum of understanding with 

the CNSC, that was about a year-and-a-half ago, Don Howard 

and I worked it out, and if there is reason to believe 

that there is historic low-level radioactive waste on a 

property, based on evidence that we have gathered, the MOU 

provides for AECL to present that evidence to CNSC staff. 

 They will review it and make their own 

judgement and -- I don’t want -- maybe Don can answer this 
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-- but in -- in summary terms, if they deem that an 

inspection is warranted, they will exercise their 

authorities. But perhaps CNSC should answer the question.  

 MR. HOWARD: Don Howard, for the record.  

 Yes, that’s correct. We entered into an 

agreement with AECL that if a property owner did refuse, 

AECL would provide us with the information.  

 We would review that information and may 

even require us to go in and do our own sampling to 

confirm what is there and then we would make a decision 

based on that. 

 MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you, that’s very 

reassuring. And when we get to the large-scale sites, and 

I know over all these years you’ve probably got good 

handle of it, but there was a statement in -- in the staff 

CMD that says currently the following sites have been 

identified leading one to believe that there could be 

additional large-scale sites. It’s CMD12-H10. I wish I 

knew what page that was but I’ll find it. But in any case, 

maybe you can comment on how confident you are that you’ve 

got the large-scale sites identified.  

 MS. FAHEY: Christine Fahey, for the record. 

 I know we’re confident, but I’m going to 

ask Glen Case to elaborate on the basis for a high level 

of confidence that the large-scale sites have been all 
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identified. MR. CASE: Glen Case, for the record. 

 It’s important to realize that the 

remediation work in Port Hope started back in 1976 and at 

that time, a number of sites were identified and it was 

unfortunate that there was not enough space to accommodate 

that waste and a search was started to find a place for 

the waste to be taken. So since the early 1980s, we have 

been characterizing those sites, identifying those sites 

and getting ready for their transfer to a long-term waste 

management facility. 

 We are very confident that we know where 

the large scale sites are, the extent of the waste that 

needs to be remediated and what -- what we need to do in 

order to remediate those sites.  

 There is also something in Port Hope called 

the Construction Monitoring Program that has been in place 

since the mid-1980s, that as construction takes place in 

the municipality; staff from AECL will go and investigate 

to see if there was any contamination.   

 If there is, we have the necessary licences 

from the CNSC to bring that material into our temporary 

ownership until such times as it can be placed into the 

long- term waste management facility. 

 So my point is since the 1970s, we’ve been 

continuing to gather information about the community, 
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about where the waste locations are and are extremely 

confident that we know where the large-scale sites are, 

where the material is and what we need to do in order to 

remediate it. 

 MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay. As I said one question 

for this round, and maybe it’s time to bring the Ministry 

of Environment into the discussion. And I’d like to ask, 

first of all, can you explain, you changed the criteria, 

the cleaning criteria, you made them more restrictive.  

 What I’d like to know is, are those 

criteria going to change again? Could they change again? 

And are they -- on what basis were they determined? Are 

they international criteria? I’m sort of curious about 

that.  

 And the second part is, are you in 

agreement with the program that AECL put in place to meet 

those criteria? 

 MS. BOEHM:  Hello, this is Hope Boehm, for 

the record, for the Ministry of Environment of Ontario. 

 And I’d like to direct -- I’m your point 

person for the day. I’d like -- we have a number of people 

on the phone. We have Jim -- James Gilmore, in Toronto, on 

the telephone. I’d like to direct the question to Jim. 

 MR. GILMORE: Thank you very much, Hope. 
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It’s Jim Gilmore, for the record.  

 The first instance that --- 

 THE CHAIRMAN: Can you speak louder into the 

microphone please? 

 MR. GILMORE: All right, thank you. 

 Can you hear me now?  

 THE CHAIRMAN: Yes. 

 MR. GILMORE: Certainly. First of all, 

turning with your -- your last question, the ministry does 

not have objections with the soil clean up card being used 

for the Port Hope Area Initiative.   

 It’s part of our on-going work as part of 

our Brownfields’ Program. We developed soil standards for 

the basis of our Regulation 153 and in 2011, we finalized 

our update of those standards.  

 Those standards take into consideration a 

number of different criteria, but they look at 

international levels of toxicity reference values and 

they’re incorporated into the development of soil 

criteria. 

 Your other questions were to -- yes, we 

would anticipate that in the future, these standards would 

be updated as science evolves.  

 When those standards are updated they -- 

they would of course be put into our regulation and we 
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would incorporate them into brownfield sites. 

 THE CHAIRMAN: Are these -- maybe staff also 

can jump in, are these a national standard now? Are they -

- or just provincial? What about the Ministry of 

Environment on the federal level? 

 MR. GILMORE: Sorry, thank you, Jim Gilmore, 

again, for the record.  

 For the most part these -- the basis of 

these standards are used and incorporated into the Ontario 

Regulation -- Ontario Regulation 153-04.  

 They are on occasion, for instance, for 

uranium are adapted as part of a federal-provincial -- 

Canadian federal-provincial committee through the CCME 

process. 

 So they’re developed through the Ministry 

of Environment and also through a federal-provincial 

committee.  

 THE CHAIRMAN: Staff? 

 MR. ELDER: So I’ll -- I think the quick one 

on -- as mentioned, they’re developed by the Canadian 

Council and Ministers of Environment. So from the federal 

and national level, they would be guidelines and then some 

of the provinces then take those guidelines and put them 

into regulation.  

 So they’re based on -- on national 
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guidance, yes. But they’re not -- not national standards. 

They are guidance and then some provinces can choose to 

take that guidance and make it into a regulatory standard. 

 THE CHAIRMAN: The only thing -- I just want 

to make sure that before a billion dollars is spent that 

the right criteria is being used for all those 

contaminants, from arsenic down to uranium and everything 

else.  

 MR. ELDER: So I’ll -- I’ll ask Mike Rinker 

to talk to it because we have done a lot of analysis on 

what’s needed to be protected versus what the number out 

there is. So I’ll pass it to Mike Rinker. 

 MR. RINKER: Mike Rinker, for the record. 

I’m the Director in the Environmental Risk Assessment 

Division.  

 These -- the clean-up criteria for the Port 

Hope Area Initiative have been looked at over many years, 

coming on towards a decade. And there was a site-specific 

value selected for uranium many years ago, and we relied 

on provincial standards for other values. 

 But now I believe, based on some site 

specific work that was done by the CNSC, by the work that 

was done by AECL and by our collaboration with the 

Ministry of Environment of Ontario, that the correct 

standards are -- are selected and they are protective to 



63 
 
 
 

both human health and to the environment.  

 THE CHAIRMAN: Okay, thank you.  

 I think I’d like to now move to the writte

submissions and I think before we do that I think there i

-- the Secretary of the Commission -- the way we’re going

to do it is that they -- Marc Leblanc, here, will take us

through each submission and then we will ask whether ther

are any questions about the particular submission.  

 But before that I think that Marc, you’ve 

got some comments. 

 MR. LEBLANC: Yes, I do. Thank you. The -- 

we will go through each of the 36 written submissions 

individually and ask the Members if they have questions 

after each.  

 But part of this -- it should be noted for

the record, that several interventions raised concerns 

about the Property Value Program or the PVP.  

 Please note that it is not within the 

mandate of the Commission to involve itself directly in 

the matter of the PVP.  

 The licencing of the Port Hope project is 

done under the Commission’s mandate to ensure adequate 

protection of health, safety, the environment, national 

security and international obligations.  

 The Property Value Program arbitration 
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process, on the other hand, is the result of a contract 

signed between, among others, the Municipality of Port 

Hope and Canada under which Canada, which is represented 

by Natural Resources Canada and not the CNSC, was 

contractually bound to setup the PVP process to deal with 

economic losses as a result of the project. 

 While the Commission may be informed of the 

PVP, it has no responsibility under the contract and has 

no regulatory mandate to exercise respecting property 

value loss issues  unless the facts of a particular 

situation were to involve CNSC regulatory decision-making. 

 

12-H10.2 

Written submission from 

Mr. Bill Wilkerson 

 So this having been said, we'd like now to 

start with the first written submission and that first 

written submission is from Mr. Bill Wilkerson as outlined 

in CMD 12-H10.2. 

 Are there any questions from the Members 

with regard to this written submission? 

 

12-H10.3 

Written submission from 
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Mr. David Henderson 

 

 The next submission is from Mr. David 

Henderson, as outlined in CMD 12-H10.3. 

 Any questions from the Members? 

 

12-H10.4 

Written submission from 

Mr. Rob E. Milligan, MPP, 

Northumberland-Quinte West 

 

 The next submission is from Mr. Rob 

Milligan, MPP, Northumberland-Quinte West, as outlined in 

CMD 12-H10.4. 

 Any questions from the Members regarding 

this submission? 

 

12-H10.5 

Written submission from 

The Kawartha Pine Ridge 

District School Board 

 

 The next submission is from the Kawartha 

Pine Ridge District School Board, as outlined in CMD 12-

H10.5. 
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 Any questions from the Members in this 

regard? 

 

12-H10.6 

Written submission from 

The Nucleus 

 

 The next written submission is from the 

Nucleus, as outlined is CMD 12-H10.6. 

 Any questions from the Members? 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Yes.  Just to ask the staff 

to answer that in the last paragraph here: 

“However, we believe the Canadian 

Nuclear Safety Commission should 

be more closely and locally 

involved in the local 

monitoring...” [et cetera, et 

cetera] 

 So I would like the staff answer that and 

see why there probably will not be an office in Port Hope 

specifically to that project?  I don't know, maybe yes, 

but... 

 MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder, for the record. 

 I'm going to repeat what I said when we 

discussed this around the Port Granby project. 
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 We are committed to having a thorough 

compliance verification program for this facility and this 

project.  We are looking at -- once we develop our plan, 

we will look at then as what the resources and how you 

would do that. 

 We have a number of options available to 

us.  We can send our inspectors from Ottawa.  We actually 

do have an office at the Darlington nuclear power plant 

which is not that far away.  We will consider based on the 

workload whether it makes sense to station someone, an 

extra body, there. 

 Obviously, we'd also look at setting-up a 

potential office in the Town of Port Hope.  But we haven't 

settled an option, recognizing that pushing someone at 

Darlington, you don't have to re-establish all the 

infrastructure that goes around with an office.  He's got 

an office there that someone can work from. 

 But that will be based on our detailed 

assessment of what activities are going to be done and, 

certainly, our compliance approach is that there will be a 

heavy CNSC presence, especially early on, in the projects.  

We certainly intend to verify and monitor a 100 percent of 

the initial residential clean-ups in all the major risk 

points. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Thank you. 
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 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anybody else on this?  Okay, 

thank you.  Marc? 

 MR. LEBLANC:  It can't be understood 

although we didn't mention for it, that every single 

submission has been read fully by the Commission Members. 

 Even though for some we don't have 

questions, they are normally interventions that have 

raised –- if not an issue that has already been addressed 

in the Commission, some support for the project. 

 

12-H10.7 

Written submission from 

The Honourable Paul H. Macklin 

  

 So the next written submission is from the 

Honourable Paul H. Macklin as outlined in CMD 12-H10.7. 

 Any questions? 

 

12-H10.8 

Written submission from the 

Durham Nuclear Health Committee 

 

 The next written submission is from the 

Durham Nuclear Health Committee as outlined in CMD 12-

H10.8. 
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 Please go ahead. 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  A question for staff. 

 In the second paragraph of the submission, 

there's a statement made that this committee closely 

monitors the Port Hope Area Initiative as regards to its 

potential health impacts. 

 Do the Commission -- health studies because 

there's a number of interventions asking about that and I 

just wondered if this committee looks at that and 

initiates any of that? 

 MR. ELDER:  I'll ask Dr. Rachel Lane to 

answer that question. 

 DR. LANE:  Rachel Lane, for the record.  

I'm the CNSCs epidemiologist. 

 The Durham Nuclear Health Committee is a 

group of people interested in the nuclear industry within 

the area.  Their chair is the Medical Officer of Health 

for Durham Region, and the Durham Regional Health 

Department has conducted studies of the area. 

 But the committee has not, to my knowledge, 

initiated any studies, but the chair of the committee who 

is the Medical Officer of Health for Durham Region, under 

the Durham region, has. 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  So let me ask a question.  

How do they monitor the potential health impacts of this 
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particular initiative then? 

 DR. LANE:  They have guest speakers on a 

monthly basis come in and give updates on the progress of 

all the activities within the area. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  I must say, I was really 

disappointed with this intervention.  It says nothing.  So 

they monitor; you'd expected them to come up some 

conclusion. 

 I assume that they have some health records 

and historical records to be able to say something.  Are 

they positive or negative?  It just says they're 

monitoring but there's absolutely no conclusion to that 

statement. 

 So there's nothing much I can do about 

that.  Right.  Thank you. 

 MR. LEBLANC:  If there's no other question 

on this intervention, I will move to the next one. 

 

12-H10.9 

Written submission from 

Mr. Tom Behan 

 

 This is a written submission from Mr. Tom 

Behan, as outlined in CMD 12-H10.9. 
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12-H10.10 

Written submission from 

Ms. Julie Mavis 

 

 The next submission is from Ms. Julie Mavis 

as outlined in CMD 12-H10.10. 

 Any questions? 

 

12-H10.11 

Written submission from 

the Northumberland Hill Hospital 

 

 The next submission is from the 

Northumberland Hills Hospital as outlined in CMD 12-

H10.11. 

 

12-H10.12 

Written submission from the 

Northumberland Hills Association 

Of Realtors 

 

 The next submission is from the 

Northumberland Hills Association of Realtors, as outlined 

in CMD 12-H10.12. 
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12-H10.13 

Written submission from 

Mr. John Morand 

 The next submission is from Mr. John 

Morand, as outlined in CMD 12-H10.13. 

 Any questions from the Members? 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Dr. McDill? 

 MEMBER MCDILL:  On page 7, this intervenor 

makes a statement with respect to -- some of this is on 

PDP but some of it is on -- number 2, but it -- on that 

page.  I think perhaps number 2 is actually related to the 

PDP but it's a little hard to tell.  So I'll leave it. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  You just said a statement, 

it's not in our mandate, but we have the honourable 

representative from NRCan. 

 You get an opportunity to talk to that 

particular program.  Obviously, you'll see there's a lot 

of complaint about its administration.  They are not 

complaining about the program, I think.  They're 

complaining about the way it's administered.  Application 

takes too long.  Arbitration doesn't work.   

 What's the problem?  And can it be improved 

or is it a very, very small minority?  What's the story?  

Here's your chance to explain. 
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 MR. McCAULEY:  Thank you very much for the 

--- 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  I shouldn’t have just looked 

at you, I should have looked AECL as the administrators. 

So both of you get a chance. 

 MR. McCAULEY:  Okay, thank you very much 

for the question.  Dave McCauley for the record. 

 We think the -- we established the PVP 

program because of our concern that perhaps the project 

might have negative effects on the values of properties in 

the community, and we’ve made significant payouts to 

community members -- applicants during the course of the 

implementation of the program. 

 I think that the intervenor here is 

referring to a review that the department has begun based 

on the fact that we had an evaluation done, a departmental 

evaluation done of the program last year, and one of the 

recommendations was that we should actually look into the 

administration and scope of the program to see if it is 

meeting our objectives. 

 And then, secondly, we have heard, you 

know, a number of complaints and concerns expressed in the 

community about the program, its scope and it’s 

administration.  And so we are launching a review to see 

if we need to take any corrective actions in terms of the 
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implementation of the program.  So we are doing both 

internal studies on the program as well as a broad public 

consultation program in the community to speak to 

community stakeholders, the municipality, people’s views 

of the program, the Management Office, et cetera, to find 

out what improvements might be made on the program.  Thank 

you. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is it known that you are 

doing this review and is there a timeline associated with 

it? 

 MR. McCAULEY:  We have informed the 

municipality and I believe that there is a general 

knowledge in the community that it is about to be 

launched.  The community consultations will actually begin 

at the beginning of November. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Mr Tolgyesi? 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  I just want to say that 

could we say that the responsible authority for this 

subject is Natural Resources Canada, you know?  Because I 

think the people want to know that when they have a 

complaint where to go.  It’s not here because we cannot 

answer that, it’s not our mandate, but where they could 

go? 

 MR. McCAULEY:  Yes, that’s correct. It was 

a government -- Dave McCauley for the record.  It’s the 



75 
 
 
 

government, Natural Resources Canada, that established the 

program through the legal agreement. 

 We set out the terms and conditions of the 

program and it was approved by government and now the 

program is being implemented by the Management Office. 

 So I would say that individuals who have 

complaints about the way their applications have been 

dealt with -- are dealt with initially through the 

Management Office and the Property Value Protection 

Program office within that office. 

 And so we are kind of taking the evidence 

of 10 years of implementation of the program, reviewing 

that, reviewing the complaints, hearing what, you know, 

the municipality has spoken to us about and seeing how we 

might be amending the program.  Thank you. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anybody else? 

 On page 13, what the proponent is trying to 

make -- what the intervenor is trying to make is connect 

the program with the remediation.  So he actually 

recommends, or requests, that the Commission only grant a 

three-year licence and then launch a study, if you like, 

on the actual impact of the remediation on property value. 

And the same thing is right throughout the whole 

submission. 

 I’d like to hear some views.  Is there a 
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relationship between the remediation and the property 

values that would warrant a shorter licence? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record. 

 It was stated earlier that in the legal 

agreement that established a contractual requirement for 

Natural Resources Canada, the project sponsor, to 

establish the property value protection program and indeed 

it was up and running within six months of the signing of 

the legal agreement in October 2001. 

 It’s been a highly successful program and I 

would like to comment that the interventions reflect a 

very small minority of experience of claimants of the PVP 

program.  Seventy-eight (78) percent of claimants have 

received payouts under the program with payouts or 

approved payouts for coming transaction closures totalling 

nearly $3.4 million. 

 I would note that the program has been 

adapted over 10 years based on situations that were not 

anticipated when the program was set up, all for the 

benefit of the sellers and in fact the onus that’s in the 

legal agreement on claimants to prove that they’ve 

suffered a loss upon sale, that burden is actually now 

carried by the PHAI Management Office. 

 And so there have been many adjustments 
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made to the process all in favour of sellers and 

protecting the stability of the real estate market. 

 I could also note that property values in 

Port Hope have risen by over 70 percent since this program 

was initiated and so we have not been able to find, and we 

have commissioned experts to look at this, any evidence 

that the project has had any generic effect on the real 

estate market.  And we’ll continue to evaluate the real 

estate market as the project gets into the heavier 

construction phase. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  I got a bite on this one; 70 

percent it went up?  Are you counting from ‘76?  From 

when?  I mean I -- that’s -- I haven’t seen any of those 

numbers anywhere in any documentation.  In fact, always 

it’s the reverse.  So where’s that number come from? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record. 

 The Northumberland Hills Association of 

Realtors has provided that information.  Housing prices 

have gone up tremendously since 2001 and I’m sure the 

value of your houses has also significantly appreciated in 

the last decade. 

 Independent data provided by the 

Northumberland Hills Association of Realtors had confirmed 

that until the end of 2011, December, prices were up 66.5 
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percent and the market in Port Hope has been on fire this 

year.  Sales have outpaced any of the neighbouring 

communities.  More houses sold in the first nine months 

than in the entire year.  Last year an average selling 

prices up 8 percent. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that because of the 

announcement of the remediation? 

 MS FAHEY:  It’s because Port Hope is a 

wonderful place to live and the fish in the Ganaraska 

River are really big. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay. I think we’ve 

exhausted this one. 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Mr. Eugene Bourgeois, as outlined in CMD 12-

H10.14. 

 

12-H10.14 

Written submission from 

Mr. Eugene Bourgeois 

 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  I had a question.  We’re 

talking about Mr. Bourgeois? 

 If you look, I didn’t understand if you 

look at the one, two, three, four, the fifth paragraph, 

can somebody try to explain to me: 
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“In contrast to this statement, Derek 

Wilson now says, boldly, that OPG 

intends to create a virtual mountain 

of rock on site that will be more than 

50 feet high.” 

 Well -- yeah, so is that -- I just want to 

be sure that they mixed the two projects here. 

 MR. LECLAIR:  For the record, yes, he’s 

talking about PGR project and I don’t think we want to go 

into --- 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Not this time. 

 MR. LECLAIR:  Not this time, no. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  All right.  Thank you. 

 

12-H10.15 / 12-H10.15A 

Written submission from 

Mr. John Miller 

 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Mr John Miller as outlined in CMD 12-H10.15 and 

12-H10.15A.  

 Any questions from the members? 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I think Dr. McDill, you 

started it. 

MEMBER McDILL:  I started this one, yes.  
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I'll just keep on going, because the interveners are not 

here, so it's incumbent on us to direct the questions to 

some extent. 

The second paragraph says, and there's a 

reference.  At the bottom of the first paragraph there's 

another reference.  So starting with the bottom of the top 

paragraph,  

"Residents will be involved through a 

monitoring committee setup in conjunction 

with the Municipality of Port Hope.  Plans 

for this public involvement are currently 

being developed."   

The reference is Information 2006 cleanup process 

published by LLRWMO. 

So my question is again, has a project 

monitoring committee been intended to be setup?  Will it 

come if the decision has been made not to set one up; has 

that been documented, et cetera? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

AECL has engaged a consultant to help us 

set up the citizen liaison group.  We've had our kickoff 

meeting and we expect they'll be asking for expressions of 

interest starting in November.  There is draft terms of 

reference for that committee, a proposed standing agenda 

and it does include review of environmental monitoring 
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data. 

I would like to note that the municipality 

of Port Hope, since the signing of the legal agreement, 

has had the right to set up its own community advisory 

committee, and I understand that the municipality is also 

considering setting up a committee as Phase 2 proceeds. 

MEMBER McDILL:  Of course always 

interpretation of someone else's writing is difficult, but 

I don't think it's just environmental monitoring that this 

intervener believes was the case, it says "project 

monitoring."  But this goes back then to my first 

question, your intention is that the committee liaison 

committee will take on at least some of this role? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

I'm not familiar with what the intervener 

is referring to from many years ago.  I can speak to the 

citizen liaison group, and in fact, Judy Herod, our acting 

manager of communications who has hired the consultant, 

she's here and can elaborate on the scope of the mandate 

of the CLG if the Commissioner wishes. 

MEMBER McDILL:  I think that would be good.  

Judy.   

MS. HEROD:  Yes.  Judy Herod, Acting 

Manager of stakeholder relations and communications for 

the record.   
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Yes, as Christine has said we are on the 

threshold of beginning this really exciting and very 

different, and new, and fresh initiative.  Because what we 

are going to do is bring together individuals from a broad 

cross-section of the community of Port Hope.  They will 

represent various sectors, such as business, arts and 

culture, health, environment, conservation, et cetera.  

High schools, upper-tier education, as well. 

And they will, about a dozen members will 

come together through this citizens' liaison group to 

represent the sectors and the organizations, and to bring 

forward to this committee the interests, the concerns, the 

questions of these sectors and the organizations they 

represent, and to take back what they learn at the CLG, 

and to continue this cycle of information sharing from a 

very broad based community perspective. 

So I can say that we have never done 

anything like this and we believe entering into Phase 2 

really warrants this type of new initiative.  And we have 

now over the next month, November and December, we will go 

out to the community through letters, through advertising, 

and start to invite expressions of interest from these 

organizations.   

In early January we will select these 

members and we hope to have our first inaugural meeting of 
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the Port Hope project community liaison group by the end 

of January. 

MEMBER MCDILL:  Thank you.   

Staff, if you were to go back to that, and 

2006 is not that long ago, I mean, in terms of this 

project 2006 is practically yesterday, so was it the 

understanding of the CNSC that there would be a community 

monitoring project separate from this kind of citizens' 

liaison committee? 

MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder for the record.  

Our understanding in recognizing that while 

it's a long time ago we had no formal application at that 

time, is that there were provisions in the legal agreement 

between the government, or Intercan (inaudible) and the 

municipality to set up certain committees. 

So we've been going forward, you know, as I 

said is, we're just in the phase now.  I mean, we're not 

even -- even if the whole points are lifted we're still a 

couple of years away from the actual point where you would 

be doing work inside the town. 

So what we have done, and while it's a long 

period of time on this project, our thinking on public 

information programs has evolved over that period as well. 

So one of the things we had asked AECL to do for the 

submission is to clarify what their public information 
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program was going to look like during that phase.  

So we actually told them essentially a bit, 

to go back to the drawing board based on current 

practices.  And certainly such community advisory 

committees are in line with the practices that we've seen 

successfully used at other facilities. 

MEMBER McDILL:  My concern is that 

something that is perceived as a promise made by LLRWMO 

has not been carried out.  And perhaps I could just ask 

that you go back to that document and see what it was that 

-- we only have one line and a quote.  So it's like many 

journalistic references, I'm not sure what that says.  I 

don't have the article in front of me.   

So could I ask you to take that on to see? 

MS. FAHEY:  Certainly we'll take that on, 

thank you. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Any other comments on this 

intervention?  Ms. Velshi? 

MEMBER VELSHI:  A couple of ones.  One, I 

think it's the first intervention that we hear of the Dr. 

Powers School.  Interventions that come -- only come time 

and time again the sense of skepticism, and lack of 

transparency, and sharing of information, and giving 

reassurance that the contamination has indeed been cleaned 

up.  
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So can you comment on that?  Perhaps we can 

talk about the Dr. Powers School.  Where is it at?  Has it 

been cleaned up, and what information has been shared with 

the public, and why is there this ongoing residual concern 

about it? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

Dr. Powers School has been closed for a 

number of years due to declining enrolment; I believe 2006 

was the year that it closed its doors. 

The investigation of the presence of low-

level radioactive waste at the former Dr. Powers School, 

which is situated on number 64 Ward Street in Port Hope, 

was completed as part of the initial investigation led by 

the former Atomic Energy Control Board in the early '70s. 

There was a cleanup undertaken then, and 

the building met the criteria and there was no risk or 

hazard to students, or teachers, or anyone.   

There were subsequent concerns raised by 

parents which led to the school board undertaking further 

investigations.  They in fact studied radon at all levels, 

at all schools in the school board in the early '90s.  

Glen Case, who's here with us today, the Director of 

Safety, he was involved in that.  And again, all levels 

that were found were below, or whenever there was 

something that was slightly above there was a cleanup 
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taken. 

Glen, would you care to elaborate on the 

details as you were there with your hardhat on at the 

time? 

MR. CASE:  Glen Case for the record.   

The school was investigated as part of the 

initial work that was done back in the 1970s, and it went 

through a series of tests to confirm that the radon levels 

within the school were acceptable as well as the exterior 

gamma radiation levels on the property were within 

compliance of the Federal Provincial Task Force.  Through 

those investigations we confirmed that they were.   

Subsequent to that in the 1990s, as 

Christine mentioned, the school board conducted a radon 

investigation program in all of their schools throughout 

the entire jurisdiction.  The results of that work 

indicated that Dr. Powers School was still in compliance, 

but was the highest of the schools that they had measured. 

 Subsequent testing was followed up on in 

terms of to determine what the radon levels were inside 

the school.  And through those tests, it was determined 

that they were -- remained acceptable under normal 

operating conditions when the kids were in the school.  

The reason I say that is because some samples were taken 

in July when no one was in the school and the ventilation 
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systems were not on.  And as a result, the levels were 

slightly elevated.  Subsequent to that, there was a 

program that was implemented by our low-level radioactive 

waste management office at the request of the school 

itself as well as parents within the school to conduct a 

follow-up testing program over a period of weeks to 

determine whether or not there were any issues.  And there 

were not, the radon was still within compliance.   

 Following that, once again we have the 

construction monitoring program that kicks in on the 

property that has various renovations and installation of 

playground structures and planting of trees take place on 

the site.  Investigations are conducted by our office and 

there was no contamination that is found.  When the school 

was sold in 2009, and as Christine alluded to, the 

enrolment was such that there was a decline and they 

elected to close the school, it was sold to a development 

group that was going to rehabilitate the school for 

housing.  In that context, our construction monitoring 

program once again kicked in.  We were very proactive in 

as much as we conducted a series of investigations within 

the school and outside of the school.  And as a result of 

that work, we identified that there was an occurrence of 

historic low-level waste exterior to the school in the 

northwest corner.  It had never been identified before 
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because the surface gamma radiation levels were 

background, they were normal.   

 But being proactive, we drilled holes and 

identified that so that we were prepared when any remedial 

-- when any construction work was to take place on the 

site.  And yes, work was required for the installation of 

some drainage piping.  Our construction monitoring program 

kicked in, addressed approximately 48 cubic metres of 

material that was encountered during that construction 

work.  It was sequestered, taken away into our possession.  

And we are now preparing, as part of our small-scale 

survey program, to go back to that site and complete 

investigation of the property and complete any remedial 

work that may be required under phase 2 of the project.   

 It's important to note that the 

construction monitoring program only deals with the area 

in which construction is taking place.  It does not 

remediate the entire property.  Its focus is on the area 

of construction.  What other things that are identified 

during that period of time are recorded in the property 

file that is reviewed as part of our small-scale re-survey 

program.  So it's not like it's lost, it's in the file and 

under phase 2, it will be addressed.  

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you.  So are the 

results of your phase 2 survey on your website?  Like are 
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those public records?   

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  Under our updated public disclosure policy that 

applies to Port Hope with respect to property files, 

anyone can request access to the files for any property in 

Port Hope.  Prior to the change in policy, just the owner 

could have access.  And it's evident that the intervenor 

has requested access as he's quoting material or 

information contained within the file in the intervention.  

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you.  I have one more 

question on this intervention.  On page 7, the third 

bullet on issues for the Commission, where he's making 

some comments around the phase 2 communication plan.  And 

the last sentence in that paragraph is, "The communication 

plan should clearly state that its overriding purpose is 

to provide the public with accurate and timely information 

about the project."  Which to me sounds like of course.  

So any comments on that?   

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  Indeed, our communications program does say 

exactly that.  It's consistent with AECL's public 

disclosure policy.  We also believe in responsible 

communication, so clear, timely, accurate and responsible.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  I'd just like to follow up.  

I still didn't get -- at least to me, maybe I missed it -- 
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a bottom line to 64 Ward Street, and if you look at this 

intervenor, the last bullet on page 8, he expects CNSC to 

issue an apology here.  I'm trying to understand; is the 

site clean?  Because I -- later on, we'll get for another 

intervenor will give us the long, long history of this 

particular site with all the ins and outs on this, what is 

the final conclusion right now in staff?  How deeply did 

you get involved in making sure that -- this is a school 

after all, right?  So -- it was.  I'm talking about those 

years, make sure that it was actually clean.  So why don't 

you start with AECL.  

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  As evidenced by investigations done by 

engineering consultants commissioned by two regional 

medical officers of health, the Radiation Safety Institute 

and the independent review by a municipal peer review 

team, the site complies with the Federal Provincial 

Taskforce on Radioactivity and has always.  The -- in 

phase 2, that property, like the other 4,799 properties in 

Ward 1, will be surveyed and compared against the Port 

Hope area initiative clean up criteria, which is more 

stringent as we heard earlier today.  And if a remediation 

is required, it will be undertaken at that time.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  That would include also 

under the building, right?  I think that was one of the 
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concern, that it was really not done right out of the 

slabs.  

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  As part of the current owner's renovation work, 

putting in an elevator, for example, there was a deep 

excavation under the building for where the elevator shaft 

is to be installed.  And we have had our consultant look 

back at the data in view of the PHAI criteria and there 

doesn't appear to be any exceedances of PHAI criteria 

below the slab.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  What about the CNSC role in 

this?   

 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  So the CNSC has 

looked into this property a number of times since the -- 

since 1975.  Again, it was assessed against a criteria and 

when we were doing -- when the surveys were done at that 

time, there was not a lot of digging holes into places, it 

was actually checking into radon levels inside buildings 

and looking at the surface radiation levels around the 

buildings and around the properties.  So there weren't 

necessarily a lot of digging for something below the 

surface if there was no -- if your background levels at 

the surface, there was not a lot of digging into the 

ground to confirm things.  Except that, as has been 

pointed out, there was a program put in place to make sure 
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that if someone did dig in the municipality Port Hope for 

any reason, that there was a re-survey done around that 

property.  So the conclusion again was to say as long as 

no one dug, you know, there was no evidence that there was 

radon -- elevated radon levels inside the school, they 

were measured on multiple occasions, or that there was any 

surface level above background.  Like every other property 

in Port Hope, if you dig into the ground so that you can 

release -- there's something below level that is normally 

shielded by the top soil, it is investigated on an ongoing 

case by case basis.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  I think 

we're going to take a 10-minute break so we'll see you 

here at quarter to four, according to this watch.   

 

--- Upon recessing at 3:39 p.m.  

--- Upon resuming at 3:54 p.m. 

  

 MR. LEBLANC:  So we will resume with the  

written submissions.  So the next written submission is 

from the Port Hope and District Chamber of Commerce as 

outlined in CDM 12-H10.16.  

 

12-H10.16 

Written submission from the 
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Port Hope and District  

Chamber of Commerce 

 

 MR. LEBLANC:  Any questions? 

 The next written submission is from Mr. Pat 

McNamara as outlined in CMD 12-H10.37.  We've already 

discussed many of the matters that are raised in Mr. 

McNamara's detailed submission.  Any questions from the 

Members? 

 

12-H10.37 

Written submission from  

Pat McNamara 

 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  I assume that everybody 

reads those interventions with the same intensity as we 

do.  So is there any comment from OPG -- I keep saying 

OPG.  From AECL or staff on the history?   

 That's a pretty detailed history of this 

particular school with all its -- and some honourable 

mentions of Mr. Case, I saw, a couple times.  He remembers 

you. 

 So any particular comments on whether the 

history is portrayed correctly or not? 

 MEMBER McDILL:  If I may, I'll just make 
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the comment that the word "conspire" has been used several 

times in the conclusions here, and I think maybe Mr. Case 

would like to comment on that.  I'm not sure, since he 

maybe was involved back in that time.   

 It's very strong language.  I think this 

deserves a comment --- 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  That's right. 

 MEMBER McDILL:  --- from somebody. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  We're offering a rebuttal 

here. 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record. 

 We are concerned with the strength of the 

language in this intervention and in many other pieces of 

correspondence we've received from Mr. McNamara and have 

engaged our legal counsel with respect to the comments 

that are made. 

 It's our position that the history of Dr. 

Powers School is not fairly and truly represented in the 

intervention.  We have -- as a result of the earlier 

intervention that we discussed prior to the break, we have 

summarized the work that was done at the school in terms 

of the investigations, the conclusions consistently from 

many reputable agencies and people in positions of 

authority that there have not been exceedances of the 
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federal-provincial task force on criteria, that any 

remediation that was required was done and that it's a 

safe place -- was a safe place when the school was open 

for the occupants. 

 We've been transparent in communicating 

what's gone on there and we don't agree with the comments 

that are in the intervention number 37. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  The one thing that they keep 

repeating is the fact that there was an independent –- you 

know, somebody drilled boreholes and there was some data 

and then Mr. Case sort of closed the file.  That's always 

been the argument.  And I was wondering if Mr. Case would 

like to reply or respond to that. 

 MS. FAHEY:  Yes, I'll ask Mr. Case.  But 

also, the remediation engineer who ordered the boreholes 

and analyzed the results is here with us today and can 

also speak to what is or is not under the ground and at 

the Dr. Powers School. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  That would be useful. 

 MS. FAHEY:  So that's Andrea Ferguson 

Jones. 

 So first Glenn Case; then Andrea Ferguson 

Jones. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay. 

 MR. CASE:  Glenn Case, for the record.   
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 I appreciate the opportunity to clear my 

name in this particular situation.  I can assure the 

Commission there never was any conspiracy to defraud the 

public of what was taking place at the Dr. Powers School 

or to hide any of the results. 

 Throughout the entire remedial program that 

we conducted in the 1970s and through to this day, our 

objective is to make sure that properties are safe, not 

only for the public but also protective of the 

environment, and we maintain that on our day to day 

operations.  And we have continued to maintain that 

throughout the investigations and our work at Dr. Powers 

School. 

 Thank you. 

 MS. FERGUSON JONES:  Andrea Ferguson Jones, 

for the record.   

 I was the project manager who undertook the 

investigation in 2010 for MMM Group Limited. 

 Our results are presented in both 

interventions and we did not find any indication of low-

level radioactive waste below the building.  The only 

indication we found of waster requiring remediation was at 

the northwest corner of the building.   

 This waste has already been removed as part 

of the construction monitoring program, as Mr. Case 
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already indicated earlier in his discussion on this site.  

Our review of previous files on the site found no 

indication of anything else anomalous for this site. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Staff? 

 MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder, just to put our 

position clearly on the record.   

 We don't think there is any evidence of a 

cover-up or intentional -- let's go back in the history 

and said there was a federal-provincial task force that 

was established in 1975 that did a lot of work in the 

five-year period between 1976 and 1981 that included 

remediation of over 400 properties inside the Port Hope -- 

inside Port Hope. 

 So I don't think there's anyone back in 

that -- no one was trying to hide that there was a problem 

in Port Hope.  It was done.  It was identified.   

 All -- again, as I said before, all 

properties at that time, over 4,000 properties, were 

assessed.  Again, assessed against clear criteria to make 

sure that they were safe. 

 And the Dr. Powers School was assessed on 

multiple occasions and, every time, it turned that there 

was no safety concern in that facility even again and was 

below any of the clean-up criteria.  And the clean-up 

criteria were set very low and were very protective of 
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human health and the environment.   

 Thank you. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.   

 Anybody else has any comment on this one?  

All right, Marc. 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Mr. Ryan Mason as outlined in CMD 12-H10.17.  

 

12-H10.17 

Written submission from 

Ryan Mason 

 

 MR. LEBLANC:  Any questions? 

 The next written submission is from Mr. 

Terry Moore as outlined in CMD 12-H10.18. 

 

12-H10.18 

Written submission from 

Terry Moore 

 

 MR. LEBLANC: The next written submission 

is from Mr. and Mrs. Sanford and Helen Anne Haskill as 

outlined in CMD 12-H10.19.  Any questions from the 

Members? 
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12-H10.19 

Written submission from 

Sanford and Helen Anne Haskill 

 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Fourth paragraph.  When the 

harbour is cleaned up, it is supposed to be historical 

waste only.  How can you justify cleaning up what was 

spilled in the harbour in 2012?   

 That is not historic waste and we see 

nothing in the licence to tell us how you're going to do 

it.  You have a comment about that? 

 MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder, for the record. 

 I think I've said this multiple times in 

terms of the harbour.  And I mean, we had a recent 

incident at Cameco where there was a potential for stuff 

to reach the harbour, but it would require a number of 

protective barriers to be failed before it got there.  

There are a number of catch basins between any groundwater 

and -- or surface water in the harbour. 

 That said, we have said this and we've 

consistently said this.  And we are, you know, saying this 

consistently to Cameco is that, as part of their project 

to clean up their site, there's a vision in motion, the 

remediate part of their site which is connected to Port 

Hope area initiative.   
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 They must be able to demonstrate that there 

will be not be any recontamination of the harbour.  So the 

-- but we have also done a series of continual 

measurements to show that there is no significant amount 

of material coming from the current chemical operations 

into the harbour.   

 There are a number of protective measures 

to make sure that doesn't happen, but there is no evidence 

that the water quality in the harbour is deteriorating. 

 Thank you. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Merci. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, I have a question. 

 If you look at the second paragraph, the 

intervenor argues that your proposing the -- the mound 

site is a marshland.  Can somebody comment about that?  Is 

that a problem?  Is it true, et cetera, et cetera? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  I believe this intervenor and other intervenors 

made the identical assertion for our 2009 hearing.  And 

Mark Peacock from the Ganaraska Region Conservation 

Authority came forth as a witness and confirmed that there 

is no marshland on the Welcome Waste Management Facility 

property.  And that remains true today. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:   Staff, have you -- do you 

concur?  And did the -- presumably, this is one where the 
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Ministry of Environment of Ontario -- would they have a 

view on that? 

 MS. KOSTOVA:  Milena Kostova, for the 

record.  Mr. Haskill is referring to the treatment ponds 

at the Welcome Waste Management Facility which collect 

water -- seepage water from the waste mound there. And 

it’s normal that there’s water in the ponds.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:   So will that interfere with 

any of the cleanup, the water treatment and all that 

stuff? 

 MS. KOSTOVA:  Actually, the ponds will be 

part of the new water treatment system.  They will be used 

when the new plant is constructed there. 

 They will continue to collect water from 

the -- the current site during the construction.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:   So that does not present a 

problem in your view? 

 MS. KOSTOVA:  No, I mean if I remember 

correct, last time the complaint from Mr. Haskill in 2009 

was about uncontrolled emergency discharges to Brand’s 

Creek during the time of heavy rains.  

 Since AECL assumed management of the 

facility, they significantly improved the water management 

and treatment in the facility.  And since then there were 

no emergency discharges of untreated water to the -- to 
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the creek. This time the complaint is the -- the ponds are 

too dry. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:   Okay.  Anything else to add 

on this anybody?  The Ministry of Environment? 

 MS. BOEHM:  Hope Boehm, for the record.  

The Ministry of the Environment does not regulate 

wetlands.  That would be the Conservation Authority or the 

Ministry of Natural Resources. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:   So you don’t know whether 

they actually reviewed the site itself?  Do we know that 

anybody? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  Yes, the Ganaraska Region Conservation Authority 

that has jurisdiction has reviewed the site.  And to 

repeat, in 2009, they confirmed that they don’t believe 

the Welcome Waste Management Facility site is -- is a 

marshland. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:   Okay, thank you.  Marc? 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Cameco Corporation as outlined in CMD 12-H10.20.  

Any questions? 

 

12-H10.20 

Written submission from 

Cameco Corporation 
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 THE CHAIRMAN:   Well, I’ll take an 

opportunity here.  Does anybody know when Vision 2010 will 

become Vision 2000X?  What’s the X stand for?  Anybody? 

 I guess they’re waiting for the facility.  

They need a -- they need a place to put the waste material 

from their property; is that correct? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  We regularly meet with Cameco.  We’ve had more 

than 40 coordination meetings.   

 And earlier this year, they hired a 

contractor for engineering procurement and construction 

management.  And they are preparing to undertake the 

detailed design for a remediation. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:   Okay, thank you. 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from the Port Hope Lions Club as outlined in CMD 12-

H10.21.  Any questions? 

 

12-H10.21 

Written submission from 

Port Hope Lions Club 

 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from the Board of Health for the Haliburton, Kawartha, 
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Pine Ridge District Health Unit as outlined in CMD 12-

H10.22.  Any questions?  Madam Velshi? 

 

12-H10.22 

Written submission from the 

Board of Health for the Haliburton, 

Kawartha, Pine Ridge District 

Health Unit 

 

 MS. VELSHI:  I want a clarification from 

AECL on the liaison committee or the PHAI Soil Sample 

Resurvey Liaison Committee that’s been referred to in here 

on the first page in the last paragraph. 

 Is that the same liaison committee that you 

talked about earlier? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  No it is -- it’s not the same committee.  The one 

we spoke earlier was a community liaison committee.  This 

particular inter-agency committee involves the regional 

medical officer of health, the Ontario Ministry of the 

Environment, the CNSC and other -- other government 

agencies that may have jurisdiction; in particular, for 

cases where the survey that we’re undertaking identifies 

contaminants present on a property that are unrelated to 

historic low-level radioactive waste. 
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 The legal agreement signed in 2001 has an 

obligation in Clause 3.4 that upon our discovery of 

contaminants that are not related to the Eldorado 

liability or legacy liability, it is incumbent on our 

office to notify the property owner, the municipality and 

the regulatory agency that has jurisdiction. 

 In many cases, this will be the Ministry of 

Environment and we’ve been liaising with the Peterborough 

district office that Hope Boehm represents for some time 

now. 

 In some cases, if there was, for example, a 

buried oil tank that -- that had spilled, the jurisdiction 

is with the TSSA, Technical Standards and Safety 

Authority. 

 So it’s -- it’s possible that other 

provincial departments than the OMOE could be involved in 

this liaison committee. 

 There have been draft terms of reference 

developed.  And the latest meeting was last week.  And the 

terms of reference are now in circulation among the 

committee members for acceptance.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Can -- on the -- on the last 

sentence in the first paragraph, the intervenor talks 

about the support of the expert of Health Canada Radiation 

Protection Bureau.  Can somebody remind me what is Health 
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Canada doing in Port Hope? 

 Anybody know?  I thought they were doing 

some monitoring and some studies.  Do you know, please? 

 MS. FAHEY:  I’m aware that they do have a 

monitor in Port Hope.  Peter, did you want to elaborate on 

Health Canada’s involvement. 

 MR. TAYLOR:  Ah, I’ll just say we -- I’ll 

get you the exact details.  They were doing some ongoing 

monitoring work of -- of levels in Port Hope and in the 

terms of this one, like we do on this -- the other 

district health in the -- in the -- we do give them data 

on an ongoing basis.  So we meet with these district 

boards of health to give them information as well and 

(inaudible) --- 

 THE CHAIRMAN:   Okay, can I, please -- 

well, I thought it would be important.  Always, over and 

over, we hear health issue in Port Hope.  It’s always nice 

to know what’s -- what Health Canada does over there.   

Okay. 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Mr. Aldo D’Agostino as outlined in CMD 12-H10.23.  

Any questions? 

 

12-H10.23 

Written submission from  
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Aldo D’Agostino 

 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Mr. Steven Stefanski as outlined in CMD 12-H10.24.  

Any questions from the Members? 

 

12-H10.24 

Written submission from 

Steven Stefanski 

 

 THE CHAIRMAN:   Maybe it’s a -- a good time 

to ask a question about -- you mentioned the fact that 

property values increase 70 percent.  I guess I still -- 

I’m digesting that particular number.  But I think 

normally what Port Hope property owners do, they compare 

their property values with their neighbour, Cobourg. 

 So is there this big difference between 

property value in Port Hope and Cobourg.   

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  All communities have their unique and distinct 

characteristics.  And while Port Hope and Cobourg are 

similarly sized, Cobourg is now about 15 or 20 percent 

larger from a population base.  There have been some 

variances in the amount of escalation in average sale 

prices of houses.  The work that was undertaken in -- 
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through 2011 that looked at the first 10 years of our 

project, identified that average home prices in Cobourg 

went up by 80 percent compared to 66.5 percent in Port 

Hope.   

 This year, using data from the 

Northumberland Hills Association of Realtors, and 

recognizing that the year is only partially complete, 

housing prices are up 5 percent on average in Cobourg 

versus 8 percent in Port Hope.  The independent review 

that we commissioned to examine the local markets 

identified many different characteristics of the 

communities and in particular commented on how some 

community features, such as the hospital in Cobourg, the 

remediated and revitalized waterfront as well as 

differences in development fees and tax rates likely 

contributed to the difference in the housing markets in 

Port Hope and Cobourg.  Both have escalated significantly 

since 2001 and we'll continue to monitor the real estate 

market as phase 2 goes on.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  I guess the real question 

is, is there -- do you believe that the delta between the 

two communities is because of the stigma or is it because 

of many other characteristics you just described?  

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  The independent study that was performed 
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identified, if I'm not mistaken, 77 percent of the delta, 

which was in the order of $28,000 in the average selling 

price was the delta, that about 77 percent of that delta 

was ascribable to known or determinate factors such as the 

differences in amenities that I just described, tax rates 

and features of that sort, and that the remaining 

percentage could not be ascribed to any -- on a 

quantifiable basis to any particular factor.  There were 

six or seven possible contributors identified in the 

study, one of which was the presence of historic low-level 

radioactive waste in the community.  However, there were 

many others as possible contributors.   

 Statistical analysis, regression analysis, 

over 7,000 transactions was done as part of this very in-

depth analysis of the real estate market and still, they 

could not ascribe to any -- definitely ascribe any portion 

of the discrepancy and average sale price to the Port Hope 

area initiative or to the historic presence of low-level 

radioactive waste, but did acknowledge that it could be a 

factor, but it could not be quantified.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Is that study available?   

 MS. FAHEY:  Absolutely.  It's publicly 

available, there was a media release and there's been 

extensive discussion.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  
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 MS. FAHEY:  Would you like a copy?   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  If it's available, we'll 

find it.  

 MS. FAHEY:  Terrific, thank you.  

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Mr. Brian Ikeda, as outlined in CMD 12-H10.25.   

 

12-H10.25 

Written submission from 

Brian Ikeda 

 

 MR. LEBLANC:  Any questions? 

 The next written submission is from Mr. 

Rick Norlock, MP, Northumberland-Quinte West, as outlined 

in CMD 12-H10.26.  Any questions?  

 

12-H10.26 

Written submission from 

Rick Norlock, M.P., 

Northumberland-Quite West 

  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.  I think you're getting 

a compliment, Ms. Fahey, from Mr. Norlock.  But if I 

understand correctly, you're moving on?  Who's going to 

manage this project.  
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 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  I think my boss will answer that question.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Please do.  

 MS. MILLER:  Joan Miller, for the record.  

We will be searching for a very able replacement to fill 

Ms. Fahey's position.  But I think it's important that the 

Commission understand that our commitment to safe 

operations is defined through our management system, our 

compliance programs, our various performance improvement 

assessment programs.  And all of those programs, 

management systems are part in parcel of our plans that 

were presented in our submission and a part of how we will 

execute this project.  We have a strong leadership team in 

place.  Christine mentioned that the MO is up to 90 strong 

and counting.  And many of the leadership team are here 

today, they all have roles and responsibilities to ensure 

that our commitments to you will be met and that the 

activities will be executed safely.  As we transition, as 

one transitions for any position, we'll ensure that all of 

those commitments, accountabilities, organizational 

procedures, understandings around the project are defined 

through an appropriate transition plan.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Anybody else on 

this?  Thank you.  

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 
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is from the Honourable Christine Stewart, as outlined in 

CMD 12-H10.27.  Any questions?  

 

12-H10.27 

Written submission from the 

Honourable Christine Stewart 

 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Must have been a blistery 

(phonetic).  

 MR. LEBLANC:  There's no questions.  The 

next written submission is from the County of 

Northumberland, as outlined in CMD 12-H10.28.  Mr. 

Tolgyesi.  

 

12-H10.28 

Written submission from the 

County of Northumberland 

 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Oh, I’m sorry.  When 

you're looking at this intervenor's -- one, two, three -- 

fourth paragraph, they're saying that the county is aware 

that PHAI continues to propose to clean the Highland Drive 

landfill to a lesser standard than is being applied to all 

other clean up sites.  Could you, one, comment on the 

statement and, two, are there differences between -- with 
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standards for different sites.   

 MS. FAHEY:  Thank you.  Christine Fahey, 

for the record.  As I identified in our Commission member 

document, there is different criteria for sites with 

development constraints and two sites fall into this 

category.  The site of the new long-term waste management 

facility and the Highland Drive landfill site.  I'll just 

give a further statement before I pass this to Glen Case 

that from the beginning, it was -- from the time that the 

clean up criteria were developed, it was always identified 

that some sites may not have -- may have development 

constraints on them.  And the legal agreement indeed 

recognizes that the clean up should consider foreseeable 

uses of sites.  And in the case of the landfill, the 

foreseeable use of the landfill is a landfill with 

development constraints associated with landfill sites.  

Glen, would you complete the answer?  

 MR. CASE:  Glen Case, for the record.  

Going back to the development of our clean up criteria, 

the legal agreement sets out the requirement for current 

and foreseeable unrestricted use.  And I stress the word 

foreseeable.  And in this context, we realize that there 

would be sites within the community that would have 

certain development constraints associated with them and 

that we needed criteria that was reflective of that type 
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of land use.  The landfill represents an example of that 

where you have an existing municipal solid waste as well 

as, I believe, also industrial waste in a landfill site.  

And as a result of that, there are development 

constraints.  You do not build a house on the top of a 

landfill when the prospective of methane gas generation.   

 Also, there is unconsolidated settlement 

that occurs.  So a house, the foundations can rock and 

shift.  There's a variety of reasons why you don't build 

on a landfill site and in fact, for an extended period of 

time, one manages a landfill and does not really encourage 

any type of development to take place.  So in this 

context, we felt that it was important to identify a 

criteria that would reflect that type of land use and the 

type of pathways or exposures that would occur on that 

type of facility.  So for example, you would not build a 

house.  So you would not necessarily have a potable water 

supply that would be in the landfill. 

 You would not have 24 hour-a-day occupation 

of that particular site. 

 So when one takes those various aspects 

into consideration, you come up with a set of criteria 

that is reflective of that land use, and in this case we 

believe that this is the type of criteria that should be 

applied to this site as compared to cleaning it up for 
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residential development when it is not really foreseeably 

a realistic opportunity to turn that into a residential 

development. 

 And in that position we have gone forward 

with the county and described it in that manner in terms 

of -- our remediation would remove the material that 

exceeds that criteria, which is in the order of 50-55,000 

cubic metres of material and take that to our long-term 

waste management facility. 

 If I could just continue.  This is a very 

interesting site that we need to address because our waste 

is located beneath the landfill itself, a portion of the 

landfill.  The landfill itself may have between 400-

500,000 cubic metres of municipal solid waste within it. 

 We are going to extract 50,000 cubic metres 

of material.  To get at it, we have to take about a 

100,000, 130,000 cubic metres of garbage off the top to 

exhume it, and then we want to put that garbage back 

again. 

 We are working very closely with the county 

because they have been unable to close out their landfill 

until we have finished our work.  So we’re working 

together in terms of the long-term disposition of the 

landfill and its eventual cleanup and its close out. 

 We will be leaving an estimated 50,000 
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cubic metres of material that is between residential 

criteria and that criteria that we deemed to be most 

applicable for our landfill site. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Staff, do you have any 

comments? 

 MR. ELDER:  Actually, I think the comment I 

would like to make on this one -- Peter Elder for the 

record -- was that what they are intending to apply here 

for this facility is what was in the original 

environmental assessment for this landfill. 

 So the environmental assessment did look at 

-- to making sure that you are cleaning up and make sure 

of what was left did not pose any sort of radioactive risk 

and is being cleaned up to the point where it would no 

longer –- there is no possibility of it needing a licence 

or being regulated by the CNSC.  And point out that, 

again, in the original -- the project from the beginning, 

in our understanding what was presented to us in the 

documentation, there was always a differential in the 

cleanup criteria depending on the future use of the 

facility. 

 And so our view was looking in this one it 

would be -- we’d agree with this one, this is not 

something you could do this cleanup and then turn it over 

to unrestricted use because there would be many other 
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requirements you have to meet; not our requirements, but 

provincial requirements you’d have to meet as well. 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  And just on the next 

page, point 3, that: 

“The Highland Drive landfill following 

remediation would continue to be a 

potential source of arsenic and 

uranium ground and surface water 

contamination for many, many years to 

come.” 

 What’s your comment? 

 MS. FAHEY: Christine Fahey, for the record. 

 In fact, there’s a wide range of 

contaminants entering the groundwater from the landfill 

because it was the municipal dump for several decades.  It 

is true that the minority portion, that is the low-level 

radioactive waste, the approximate 10 to 15 percent of the 

landfill volume, does leach uranium and arsenic into the 

groundwater.  And we have a very strong understanding of 

how the groundwater moves in that area and we have 

proposed as part of the remediation the installation of 

permeable reactive barriers that will capture the uranium 

and arsenic on the absorbent as it very slowly moves from 

the landfill. 

 And that will, over time, clean the 



118 
 
 
 

groundwater of the uranium and arsenic.  The cleanup of 

the other many contaminants from the landfill are the 

responsibility of the county. 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Just turn this to staff 

also. 

 MR. ELDER:  I’ll ask Mike Rinker to talk 

about how it was assessed during the environmental 

assessment and what we === 

 MR. RINKER:  Mike Rinker, for the record. 

 In general, I’d echo in part what AECL has 

said, is that by removing the low-level waste from the 

landfill, you will be removing the source of these 

contaminants to a level that is reasonable to avoid 

potential risk from the landfill from the low-level waste. 

There is still the landfill garbage that will remain but 

under the scope of this project this source will be 

removed. 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  I’m still following up on 

this because this issue comes up again, particularly from 

the Township of Port Hope as well. 

 And so what are the constraints if you go 

with that column C?  I know I heard the residential piece, 

but it talks about can’t have a park land on that landfill 

site down, you know, 50 years from now.  Is that correct? 

And doesn’t the municipality have a much larger say in 
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what the future use of this could possibly be? 

 MR. McCAULEY:  Dave McCauley, for the 

record. 

 So the government’s commitment to the 

municipality in the legal agreement, as has been mentioned 

previously, is to clean up historic waste to unrestricted 

foreseeable uses.  In this regard, it’s our view that in 

fact the landfill is not expected to be anything but the 

landfill in the future and, therefore, that is why we are 

not cleaning it up to the residential standard. 

 I should add that the cleanup criteria that 

we will be applying are completely adequate from the 

perspective of health, safety and the environment, and I 

think that the county’s consultants would also, as they 

pointed out in their intervention, they would also agree 

with that; that the cleanup approach is completely 

adequate for the foreseeable future. 

 I would like to point out, however, that we 

do continue to work with Northumberland County in terms of 

their interest in closing out the landfill and the issue 

of what this remnant material means for them in their 

close-out plans.  We have indicated that should that 

become a problem for them in the future, and there is no 

evidence that it will, that we would continue to talk to 

them about potential solutions going forward. 
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 MEMBER VELSHI:  I know I am jumping to the 

municipality’s intervention, and maybe I’ll hold the 

question to that, but I don’t think that they agreed that 

the foreseeable use was a landfill site.  I think they saw 

it as being redeveloped into something else, but maybe we 

will hold it off until we get to that. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Let’s move on. 

 

12-H10.29 

Written submission by 

Mr. Dave Blakely 

 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Mr. Dave Blakely, as outlined in CMD 12-H10.29. 

 Any questions? 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Hold on.  Right, same thing. 

 MEMBER McDILL:  This is a PVP question so 

it’s not really within our mandate.  However, I wanted to 

ask about the timelines -- just in general, not this 

individual’s timelines -- but timelines, you know, 50 

days, a 100 days, when would one expect to get to 600 

days, for example? 

 MS. FAHEY: Christine Fahey, for the record. 

 The timelines for processing a claim are 

dependent on how swiftly actions are completed related to 
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the seller, or the claimant, producing evidence that shows 

that a sale has taken place and that indeed there has been 

a loss, as well as the actions of our office to solicit an 

independent appraisal to identify what the property would 

have been worth if there was no project effect. 

 In many cases, and I won’t speak to this 

particular case, but in many cases there are long periods 

of time before the seller or the claimant submits the 

required documentation and that can delay a claim being 

processed.   

 With respect to the activity we need to 

undertake, on average - and we have gone back and looked 

at these stats - on average, it's four weeks for one of 

the five qualified or certified appraisal firms to 

complete their assessment of the property that's the 

subject of the claim.  So when the information is 

available from both the seller and from the appraiser, our 

staff are in a position to undertake the analysis as to 

whether the claim will result in a payment or not.  So 

there -- typically, a claim decision is rendered and in 

time, prior to a -- the sale closing.  And if there's a 

claim payment due, it's delivered within 15 days of the 

closing date of the transaction.  And I think for the 50-

odd, 58 or so cheques that have been cut so far, only 

three of them weren't delivered within the 15 days.  So I 
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would suggest that the -- that what's in this intervention 

isn't consistent with the vast majority of experiences.  

 DR. McDILL:  Thank you.  One other 

question.  How often have compensation officers been 

unavailable to be involved -- in general, I mean that's -- 

again, I don't want to go into this individual, but is it 

a fairly regular occurrence that the compensation officers 

aren't available to arbitrate?  Or just --- 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  Compensation officers are involved at the 

arbitration stage of an appeal.  And that is not a process 

that's within my office, it's independent.  So I'm not in 

a position to speak definitively about compensation 

officer availability.  I can confirm, however, that we 

have eight compensation officers appointed.  Many of them 

are retired lawyers and judges and are very capable to 

render arbitration decisions.  I will also comment 

generally that representatives of claimants, legal 

representatives, have asked for some claimants' appeals to 

be brought forward so that they're processed ahead of the 

queue and asked that some of their other clients, whose 

appeal may have been initiated beforehand, be moved back 

for the convenience of the claimants.  So the dates for 

arbitrations in some cases may be related to the 

availability of the compensation officer, but it may also 
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be related to the availability or preferences of the 

claimant and/or his or her counsel.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Just to bring it back on 

this.  Normally, such programs have -- we found very 

useful -- published benchmarks, like, we expect to turn 

our application in X days, arbitration and Y days.  Do you 

ever -- does the program have a known benchmark that 

everybody is aware of or is it something that will be 

considered under the review?   

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record.  There were some service standards identified in 

the legal agreement.  For the most part, they have been 

adhered to.  One of those has to do with the cheque, the 

date of the cheque payments to be made.  I did mention 

earlier in today's hearing that one of the enhancements 

made to the PVP program was the removal of the burden that 

the legal agreement places on the claimant to demonstrate 

that they have made a loss.  And we have taken on that 

because it was found that the claimants weren't in a 

position to produce, for example, timely appraisals or 

other proof of their loss.  And I would suggest that the 

enhancements to the program, having in fact hastened the 

speed at which claims -- the standard claim is processed 

to reach a decision.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.   
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 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from the municipality of Port Hope as outlined in CMD 

12-H10.30.  Any questions?  Madame Velshi.  

 

12-H10.30 

Written submission from the  

Municipality of Port Hope 

 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  So I follow up on me 

previous questions.  Return to page 7 of that submission 

under Highland Drive landfill clean up criteria.  This is 

a question for NRCan.  And the second paragraph says, "We 

have not agreed on the application of column C clean up."  

And in the third paragraph, they talk about, "It could be 

partially or fully removed and re-developed in the 

foreseeable future.  So again, the question is who 

determines what the foreseeable use of the landfill site 

is?  

 MR. McCAULEY:  Thank you.  Dave McCauley, 

for the record.  I -- first of all, I wanted to reiterate 

that from our perspective, that the clean up of the 

landfill which will result in the removal of roughly 

60,000 m3 of contaminated municipal waste such that the 

level of uranium contamination will not exceed 76 parts 

per million will respect human health and the environment.  
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And I think that that's our view, there will no longer be 

licensable material in the landfill.  And I think that the 

county's consultant also is of that view.  So I think the 

issue that we're talking about is in terms of the 

interpretation of the legal agreement.  And what the legal 

agreement says is unrestricted -- foreseeable, 

unrestricted uses.  And the municipality has taken the 

perspective that it could be developed to residential 

institutional.  Our view is that that is always going to 

be a landfill and the county has -- the county's 

consultants have also indicated that it will always be a 

landfill.   

 And we have undertaken that if -- and so 

what we're left with is a remnant amount of contamination, 

uranium-related contamination, of a quantity of roughly 

50,000 m3.  And our perspective on this is that should 

that material be problematic in any future use of -- or 

closure of the landfill - and we don't believe that it 

will in terms of they want to find another location to 

excavate this material and send it to another landfill, 

we're not convinced that it will be a problem - but that 

they should communicate with us and we have -- we will 

work with them on that matter.  So we see that very much 

as kind of an interpretation of the legal agreement and 

our relationship with the municipality and the county in 
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terms of how we go on a path forward on what the effect is 

of this remnant material.   

 I wanted also to add that it is very low-

level of contamination, the remnant material, but it is 

significant in terms of the amount of volume that would 

have to be moved out of the site, thousands of trucks, the 

implications for the design of the new facility in terms 

of greater handling of methane off gassing and also in 

terms of the water treatment plant, the load that would -- 

the municipal landfill waste would put on the water 

treatment plant as well.  So there are design concerns as 

well associated with our decision to bring the remnant 

material.  And if there was an issue with this material, 

then maybe there would be other options or other avenues 

to address this material in the future.  Thank you.  

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Staff, do you have anything 

to say to this?  I'm struggling with this because here's a 

very key stakeholder who seems -- who has expressly 

expressed concerns that the standard of remediation 

doesn't meet their needs.  And what does one do about 

that?   

 MR. ELDER:  So Peter Elder again.  Going 

back into our view of this one again is the original 

proposal, there's been no change in these clean up 

criteria from what it was originally proposed and assessed 



127 
 
 
 

by us and found to be protective of the human health and 

the environment.  What has changed is that after the MOE 

changed some of their guidelines for converting landfill 

sites to, you know, other uses, so that's again is we had 

asked AECL to go back and look at those ones with focus on 

the residential properties because we wanted to make sure 

that they were not going to be considered a landfill when 

they were actually already residential.  And we had done 

some of our own analysis, and again confirmed that there's 

no health or environmental issue with cleaning up to the 

original levels that were in the environmental assessment.  

 Again, our focus had been on the -- the 

residential properties and -- and also making that all 

properties were cleaned up.  One of the goals of -- of the 

-- the initiative is to make sure that there were not any 

properties left other than the Waste Management facility 

that needed -- that would be under CNSC regulation or 

federal regulation in the longer term. 

As -- as Mr. McCauley pointed out, it does 

pose a number of issues for us if you start to bring into 

a waste management -- a nuclear waste management facility, 

a whole bunch of non-nuclear material that needs to manage 

potentially in a different form, in a different manner 

than the -- the solid waste that the facility is designed 

for. 
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So we’ve -- we’ve looked at this.  We don’t 

see any health or any issues -- environmental issues with 

inside our mandate recognizing we’re not a party to a 

legal agreement but it was all our understanding that 

these properties were always going to be treated 

differently than the residential ones. 

MEMBER FAHEY:  Go ahead. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I -- I’d just like 

to add we feel that we have a way forward on this, 

however, we have accepted with the municipality that the 

legal agreement provides for an alternative dispute 

resolution mechanism such that if we are not able to -- 

you know -- cover the gap between our positions and -- and 

if it becomes necessary then we can turn to alternative 

dispute resolution to resolve this issue. 

MEMBER FAHEY:  Thank you. 

PR. BINDER:  Dr. McDill?  No?  Mr. Harvey?  

Vas-y? 

MR. HARVEY:  Just I’m surprised to see the 

municipality of Port Hope asking so many questions to the 

Commission. I would say even that question but in many 

places we see the municipality ask that the Commission 

confirm.  If you see page 7, the second paragraph, the top 

of the page: “...confirm our expectation that the presence 

of one or more of the four signature constituents on the 
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site will trigger additional investigation.” 

And there is many others (sic) requests by 

the municipality to the Commission to confirm.  There’s 

another one, page 8, the last paragraph and so I’m 

surprised to see that you’re talking with the municipality 

and such questions - I mean - should not come here to the 

Commission but should have been dealt with for a certain 

period of time.  So I’m really surprised that the 

municipality of Port Hope comes in front of the Commission 

with such questions. 

I suppose you have read the -- the paper 

and you saw those requests from the municipality. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Yeah. 

MR. HARVEY:  So... 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record. 

As indicated in our presentation at the 

start of this afternoon there has been extensive 

consultation with the municipality of Port Hope and its 

municipal peer review team comprising at least half a 

dozen experts throughout the course of the project 

beginning with the EA and throughout the entire detailed 

design. 

In fact, at every stage in the detail 

design - 33 percent, 66 percent, 99 percent, 100 percent - 
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the municipality and its peer review team reviewed 

hundreds of drawings and thousands of pages of 

specifications and they provided nearly 4,000 comments to 

this team for our consideration, and I’m proud to report 

that we have -- we have resolved to the satisfaction of 

the municipality more than 99 percent of the comments. 

So there’s absolutely no doubt that the 

municipality has been extensively consulted, involved, and 

engaged with every stage of this project to a level 

unprecedented in my 27 year career as a project manager. 

With respect to the comments that are in 

the Intervention, in fact the municipality was -- is in 

receipt of and has reviewed with disposition comments on 

the verification protocol the same document that CNSC 

staff have accepted and indeed they are aware that we will 

be testing for the four signature contaminants of historic 

low level radioactive waste. 

The municipality and its peer review team, 

particularly its water quality consultant, have sat down 

with our office on numerous occasions to discuss ground 

water.  I could point to all kinds of communication 

reports, CDs, et cetera, that have been shared with the 

municipality and it’s my understanding that they believe 

that the ground water monitoring plan is acceptable and 

they’re quite happy in conjunction with the Ganaraska 
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Region Conservation Authority, the Ontario Ministry of the 

Environment, Cameco, to work with us on how that ground 

water monitoring plant will be expanded to meet our mutual 

interests as phase two continues. 

So we have evidence to suggest that the 

municipality is substantially happy with the design and 

with the approach. 

MR. HARVEY:  You have any comment? 

How come we receive such paper if the 

municipality’s well aware of all those things and happy 

with the results? 

What is the nature of the -- such an 

intervention? 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard, for the record. 

I’d like to start off by saying that CNSC 

staff has not been privy to or present during the 

discussions between AECL and the municipality so we 

haven’t been involved in that aspect. 

With respect to why we’re here today was 

that in 2009 the Commission put a hold point in order to 

get the programs in place in order to initiate phase two 

and basically we have been working with AECL to get that 

documentation in place, to get the programs in place.  We 

have reviewed those programs and we have found them to be 

acceptable. 
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We have reviewed programs such as 

management systems and how quality assurance and how they 

will implement and -- and the activities under phase two, 

we will be there doing our compliance verification program 

to ensure that they’re implementing those programs. 

So basically we feel, CNSC staff feels that 

AECL has put in place the -- the required programs and 

procedures in order to move forward with phase two in a 

safe and efficient manner. 

MR. HARVEY:  Should we say to a 

municipality, “Check with the -- the AECL,” you’ve got all 

the answers. 

PR. BINDER:  Well there’s certainly issues 

here that is -- I think we’ve heard here is that we should 

focus on what’s in front of us in terms of the hold point 

and whether there’s safety issues here.  Some of the 

negotiation between the municipality and NRCan is outside 

our scope and all we are making sure is whatever was 

designated for cleanup is done properly.  And the cleanup 

itself got to do properly and we have all the criteria 

presumably that -- that staff will verify that they are 

being compliant with. 

So I look at it as a -- in that particular 

frame.  But if it is a specific question --- 

MR. HARVEY:  Just an example here --- 
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PR. BINDER:  --- that you want to raise 

now... 

MR. HARVEY:  --- in page 10, “...therefore 

the municipality ask the Commission confirm our 

expectation that the discharge, it’s the municipal  

(inaudible) will not occur.”  

THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, so somebody answer --- 

MR. HARVEY:  It’s just a point that --- 

THE CHAIRMAN:  --- what does it mean and 

what -- what is the issue here? 

That’s on page 10. 

MR. HARVEY:  Top of the page. 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 

record. 

Our CMD submittal indicates that water on 

cleanup sites, remediation sites, will be treated such 

that it can --- 

PR. BINDER:  Right. 

MS. FAHEY:  --- be disposed of to the 

municipal storm water sewer which is a standard higher 

than the City of Toronto but we’ve agreed to meet it. 

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  (Inaudible) 

MR. ELDER:  (Inaudible) -- I mean -- if 

that is -- that is consistent -- again, it’s -- it’s a -- 

we’ll check, we’ll -- we’ll have to go check on the exact 
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wording and license but we said this is the discharge from 

the portable water treatment system rather than saying, 

you know, the -- it shouldn’t matter where you discharge 

it into whether it’s the storm water or the sewer water, 

this system, it’s -- these are the requirements that the 

water going into any system has to meet and that’s how we 

looked at the portable water discharge one. 

If there's been a change since they gave us 

in terms of what system it's going to, it does not change 

the analysis we had done to support the number of what the 

limit for discharge B should be measured at the effluent 

point. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Anybody else? 

MEMBER McDILL:  My question was exactly the 

same.  And I think there has to be some more interaction 

between the community and Port Hope.  Let me get the exact 

-- Municipality of Port Hope, and because I counted four 

just on a quick --- 

THE CHAIRMAN:  At least. 

MEMBER McDILL:  --- glance, and I think 

it's a half a dozen.  But where we're being asked to 

confirm, and I'm not sure we're in a position to confirm, 

but we are in a position to ask --- 

MEMBER HARVEY:  We're not, we're not.  I 

mean, it has to come from AECL or the Staff maybe. 
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THE CHAIRMAN:  Well, if I understand if 

this project move forward, the Commissioner approves it, 

there's going to be a licence condition with all the 

criteria, cleanup criteria that goes with it.   

So AECL will oblige to live by those 

criteria.  If somebody's unhappy with those criteria, 

anytime there's the annual review and the annual report 

you'll come forward and tell us.  And if there's something 

that doesn't work you can tell us any time.   

So that's the way the process, if we agree 

on moving forward with this project then it becomes a 

licence, and a licence condition with all the criteria for 

performance is articulated. 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

I'd just like to note that we live, work and play in the 

community as well.  And we're interested in this project 

first and foremost proceeding safety with protection of 

health, of workers, the public and the environment. 

We have met every standard.  We have used 

best industry practices.  And in many cases we've gone 

over and above the expectation.  In fact, the cleanup 

criteria is an example where the original cleanup criteria 

has been demonstrated to be amply protected with 

conservatism of human health and the environment.   

Yet to meet a legal agreement of future 
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unrestricted use, not a health reason, we're going above 

and beyond what's required from a code standard, or health 

and safety perspective. 

So there's absolutely nothing being 

shortchanged in the detailed design or in the compliance 

plans for this project.  And I would ask in fact our lead 

consultant to comment on the standard for this project 

compared to the large number of remediation projects that 

they have entertained elsewhere in the province and the 

country. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Before you go into this, who 

are the -- are you aware, who are the municipal peer 

review team?  Are you on that peer review team?  I'm 

suspecting that a lot of those comments came from such a 

committee, which presumably provide advice to the 

municipality, and that probably came as a result of 

reading your submission, I'm guessing. 

MS. FAHEY:  You're correct.  I suspect the 

municipal peer review team prepared some of the 

intervention that's reflected here. 

The municipal peer review team is hired by 

the municipality and they operate independently of the 

Port Hope area initiative management office.  They are 

hired by the municipality.  It's lead project manager 

reports to the chief administrative officer of the 
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municipality.  There -- 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Did they invite you to make 

a presentation? 

MS. FAHEY:  Excuse me? 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Did you make a presentation 

to them? 

MS. FAHEY:  We actually meet with the peer 

review team project manager every two weeks for the last 

number of years.  The Intercan(ph) through our office 

provides funding for the municipal peer review teams' 

participation.   

They have a number of subject matter 

experts in each of the areas of this project related to 

remediation, the environment, health and safety of 

workers. 

And in fact, Dr. Binder, at the Port Granby 

hearing in 2011 September in the community of Clarington 

that peer review team made an intervention, and their 

representatives appeared before you.  They're from the 

consulting firm of Hardy Stevenson and Associates. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Yes.  Any?  I have one last 

question.  On the last page I'm not sure whether that's -- 

this is with the whole point 3.  I think that the 

municipality's recommending that the lifting of whole 

point two, I think they're suggesting there may be -- 
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whole point three maybe there's a wiggle here to -- wiggle 

room here to maybe wait and see. 

MR. ELDER:  Just to -- Peter Elder.   

Just to clarify, the current licence has a 

single whole point that would allow the completion of 

Phase 1 and Phase 2 to go.  We've been clear is that when 

talking about whole point three I assume they're referring 

to Phase 3, which is long-term monitoring.   

Our position is, that requires a licence 

amendment and we timed the licence length to make sure 

there'd be licence renewal about that time.  Absolutely 

there will be another hearing before you let this project 

be closed and put into long-term monitoring. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  And other comment or 

issue? 

MS. FAHEY:  If I may, the lead for the 

consulting firm, Andrea Ferguson Jones has taken a seat.  

I'd just like her to comment on the standards applied to 

this remediation and construction project, for the record. 

MS. FERGUSON-JONES:  Andrea Ferguson Jones 

for the record.   

I've been involved with the Port Hope 

project since 2001 including much of the development of 

the specific cleanup criteria for the project. 

Those criteria, as has been indicated, were 
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based on standard MOE criteria at the time, and the 

criteria that we are adopting currently are well-used in 

the remediation community.   

These criteria have different levels as 

we've discussed for allowing different land uses and 

different special conditions where required, and they're 

commonly adopted for those special conditions where the 

standard set of criteria aren't necessarily applicable. 

They are still protective of the 

environment, protective of the users, and protective in 

the long-term. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, thank you.  We need to 

move on.   

MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from the Canadian Nuclear Association as outlined in 

CMD 12-H10.31.  Any questions? 

 

12-H10.31 

Written submission from the 

Candian Nuclear Association 

 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I think the intervention 

makes the point, which I think I've asked that question a 

couple of times, but I think they're making the point that 

by doing this project this will eliminate the negative 
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perception, or the stigma as is locally being described. 

Is there anybody who can tell me if they're 

right about that?  Is -- you know, is moving forward the 

project will be viewed as a good thing to do? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record.  

This project is a community-driven project.  The legal 

agreement established the Port Hope area initiative based 

on the will and desire of the community, both in Port Hope 

and in Clarington.   

So we are carrying out the will of the 

community in consolidating the low level radioactive 

waste, the legacy of the former Eldorado operation into 

safe, aboveground storage where it is observable, 

monitorable and if in due course there's some new 

technologies, retrievable.  This is exactly what the 

community asked for. 

One of the benefits of the project is that 

the presence of low level radioactive waste, particularly 

on municipally owned sites limits the development that can 

currently take place on those sites.   

And the municipality has indicated that 

they would like to develop some of the properties that are 

in the large scale site cleanup bucket of sites.  And 

their ability to develop those sites will be enhanced as a 

result of this long-term remediation. 
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THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.   

MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from the Port Hope Heritage Business Improvement area 

as outlined in CMD 12-H30.32.  Any questions?  

 

12-H30.32 

Written submission from the  

Port Hope Heritage Business 

Improvement Area 

  

 MR. LEBLANC: The next written submission 

is from Lake Ontario Waterkeeper as outlined in CMD 12-

H10.33.  Any questions from the members? 

 

12-H10.33 

Written submission from  

Lake Ontario Waterkeeper 

 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Monsieur Harvey? 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  The first question about 

the waste -- waste water. In the second paragraph of page 

3, at the end of the paragraph:  “AECL will build its new 

waste water treatment plant, watch it run for a year, then 

set new limits based on observations at the new facility.” 

Until (inaudible), the AECL is contracting a brand new 
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waste water treatment facility.  If they don’t know in 

advance what the water quality standard will be, how can 

they design a facility that complies with appropriate 

water quality standards? 

 Maybe the staff could comment that?  Is it 

the -- the facts --- are that facts or it’s a 

miscomprehension of what will be done? 

 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I -- I’ll pass it on 

in terms of the details of how we did instruct on this 

one.  I -- I view this as a complete -- I mean it’s a 

misunderstanding of what we’re trying to do.  We’re 

actually trying to get the best available technology and 

unlike you’re suggesting that you’ll be the cheapest, it’s 

the absolute opposite.  Show you’re doing the best.  Now, 

going -- when you’re going after the best, it’s very hard 

to set a hard number on what the best is actually going to 

perform like in reality. 

 And -- but I’ll ask Mike Rinker to go in on 

how we -- how we approach the design objectives and making 

sure that they were using the best available technology. 

 MR. RINKER:  Mike Rinker, for the record. 

 So, in general, AECL did a study to 

determine what is the best demonstrated available 

technology and they -- they proposed a type of technology 

for treating water that we deemed accessible --- sorry, we 
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deemed acceptable as the best demonstrated available 

technology. 

 We provided design objectives and those 

design objectives were to ensure they were exposure-based, 

which means they are to ensure that the environment and 

that people would be protected.  They’re essentially a 

minimum standard that this best demonstrated available 

technology should meet.  So if they’ve met these design 

objectives, then at least we know people and the 

environment are protected. 

 Now, in the concept of pollution 

prevention, we don’t expect the minimum; we expect the 

best demonstrated available technology to produce, but 

that’s -- you determine what those limits are. Those are 

technology-based limits based on how well that facility 

will perform, and then you set action levels and limits 

based on its demonstrated performance. 

 Those levels will be lower than the design 

objectives; likely, we’ll be looking at that.  But it’s a 

-- the design objectives are for minimum performance and 

then action levels and the licence limits after 

demonstrated performance. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Miss Velshi? 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  On page 4 of the submission 

around industrial waste, in the middle of the paragraph:  
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“We are very concerned that the Port Hope project will be 

mixing industrial waste with nuclear waste without 

extensive consultation et cetera.” 

 Can you comment on that, staff, on how the 

non-radioactive waste is being handled and the kind of 

consultation and the authority that the CNSC has to 

regulate that? 

 MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard, for the record. 

 There are, if my memory serves me right, 

four or five industrial areas that -- that need to be 

remediated in Port Hope.  And AECL has adopted the 

approach that they will basically use MOE regulations to 

clean those up.  So basically, they’re cleaning them up to 

-- to MOE requirements. 

 They will be placed into the long-term 

facility in a separate cell by themselves. They’re not 

comingled with the radioactive waste. So basically, the 

industrial waste will be in its separate cell.  And at 

this point, we’ve reviewed that and basically, we -- we 

find that the method and the placement will not impact on 

human health or -- or protection of the environment. 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  So even though it’s a CNSC-

licensed facility, it’ll have non-radioactive waste that 

the MOE will be overseeing? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey, for the 
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record. 

 Just for context, the total volume of 

industrial waste that is included within the legal 

agreement, the contract so to speak, is 51,000 cubic 

meters and that compares to about 1.2 million cubic meters 

of low-level radioactive waste.  So it is a very tiny 

portion. 

 But I’d also like to clarify that waste, at 

one of the sites known as the Chemetron Lagoon, has PCBs 

and we will not be putting that PCB-laden waste in the 

mound; it will go to a PCB disposal site that’s licensed 

by the province. 

 In addition, the coal -- the site of the 

former coal gasification plant has polyaromatic 

hydrocarbons, PAHs, and that also isn’t suitable for our 

mound design and would wreak havoc with our water 

treatment plant.  So that waste, which is about 8,000 

cubic meters, if I’m not mistaken, will also be diverted 

to a licensed disposal site that can take PAH-laden waste. 

 So the -- the volume of industrial waste 

that will be incorporated within our licensed mound is in 

the order of 40,000 cubic meters. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  But whatever you do, those 

things will be under the auspices of the Ministry of 

Environment, I assume.  If you have -- even if you have to 
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clean PCBs or anything else, you will seek Ministry of 

Environment support --- 

 MS. FAHEY:  Absolutely, there are permits 

that govern the movement of industrial waste and the OMOE,

the Ontario Ministry of Environment, or any other agency 

that has jurisdiction will be involved in the remediation 

of those sites. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  So what do you do if there 

is a site where there is a mixture of the two, other such 

sites where, you know, you cannot separate some of the 

low-level radioactive materials with some of the 

industrial?  What do you do then? 

 MS. FAHEY:  We’re aware of that in two 

locations.  At the landfill which we discussed earlier, 

the 51,000 cubic meters of low-level radioactive waste is 

mixed with some municipal solid waste and we will take 

that comingled waste with the low-level radioactive waste 

to the mound. 

 And the second site is the Centre Pier 

which is constructed of industrial waste, right down into 

the water.  So we’ll be doing a stratified cleanup in 

accordance with the Ontario Ministry of the Environment’s 

rules governing a stratified cleanup for brownfield sites.

And the low-level radioactive waste, which overlies the 

industrial waste, will be taken to the long-term waste 
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management facility. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you. 

 Other?  Other? 

 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Excuse me.  I just 

want to -- just for the record, I’d like to clarify.  So 

on page 4, if you go back in, there are a number of 

questions.  (Inaudible) is on industrial waste, we are not 

authorizing the removal. The removal will be done under 

MOE rules and authorization. 

 Again, we work closely with MOE to make 

sure those -- those wastes will be appropriately managed 

in the Welcome facility and we’ve talked about having 

joint -- you know, the approach we’ve done and we’ve 

assessed it done elsewhere, is to have joint inspections 

to make sure that these are done.  And it said in terms of 

understanding this one, again, we work with MOE and they 

are being segregated within the site. 

 We think these have been covered and this 

was also discovered and discussed at the hearings in 2009 

as well. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Monsieur Harvey? 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  I’ll take 5.  It’s just 

another document and it’s the second document, at page 5 

of 14.  There’s two or three or four -- it’s always the 

same thing saying that these criteria fail to satisfy the 
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licensing requirements under the Nuclear Safety Control 

Act.  It’s about the proposed water quality criteria and 

there is two or three -- it’s always the same thing. 

 So do you have any comment about that?  

 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Sorry.  Question -- 

just didn’t hear exactly what point you were pointing to -

- 

  MR. HARVEY:  Well, it’s on page five of 

14. 

  THE CHAIRMAN:  This is just to remind that 

this a submission that was put forward by this intervenor 

in July 27th, 2009.  So it’s the previous intervention.   

 MR. HARVEY:  It was on page five, the 

bottom of the page.  It’s in grass (phonetic) form and 

there is two or three or four points.  It’s always the 

same thing that we will fail to comply with Nuclear Safety 

Control. With another one, it’s the Canadian Environmental 

Assessment Act. 

 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  So, I don’t 

(inaudible) back in and saying these would --- this is -- 

in terms of this one -- they -- Lake Ontario Waterkeeper 

has resubmitted their intervention from 2009 that was 

extensively discussed, including a number of legal 

opinions was (sic) made at that time -- included in the 

Commission decision.  I don’t think at that point I want 
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to talk about the decision that the Commission has already 

made on –-- but all those points were addressed in the 

decision. 

 MR. HARVEY:  That’s okay.  That’s fine. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Well, since I’ve been 

mentioned specifically by name here, I think for the 

record I feel I need to clarify. 

 It’s very unfortunate that this intervenor 

didn’t check his facts and built a whole kind of story 

which is absolutely dead wrong. 

 So the first one is this slide that shows 

the three monkeys that are supposedly -- first of all it 

was done -- it’s a slide that I presented to the OPG Board 

of Directors meeting.  So this intervenor wasn’t there so 

how does he know what I said.  If you read this slide you 

will see that we -- I admonish ourselves and actually the 

industry for not reaching out more and presenting more 

factual science-based data.   

 If you look at this slide, its 

communication has never been more important.  CNSC online, 

CNSC 101, outreach activity facebook. 

 So I have no idea where he got this idea 

that I was being disrespectful to the public -- being -- 

admonishing ourselves for not doing enough in the 

outreach. 
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 And on the second slide again, I don’t 

understand what the point here is.  There is a difference 

between a political decision to build a new nuclear power 

plant.  Ontario government will have to do this.  It was a 

federal government decision to spend $1.28 billion to 

cleanup Port Hope and Grandby. 

 What our mandate is, and he should know 

better, is to make sure that whatever is built is done 

safely and for people and for their environment. 

 So again I don’t understand this tirade 

here about being disrespectful to the public and being not 

conscious about the CNSC mandate. 

 However, that’s the way it goes.  

Historically we actually liked some of the presentation 

from Lake Ontario Waterkeepers.  They were very, very 

helpful so I don’t know what happened this time. 

 Anyhow, gotta move on.  Any other question 

on this particular intervention.  Marc. 

 MR. LEBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from Families Against Radiation Exposure, also known as  

FARE as outlined in CMD 12-H10.34.  Any questions? 

 

12-H10.34 

Written submission from 

Families Against Radiation 
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Exposure (FARE) 

 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Anybody?  I have on page -- 

whoops.  There’s no page numbers.  So if you look -- if 

you count one, two -- on the third page, in one, two, 

three, four, five, six -- there’s a comment about -- the 

last sentence, regrettably Port Hope:  “this has not been 

done because quite simply put the ICRP risk model do not 

fully take this into account.”  (As read) 

 Can somebody talk to me about what’s -- 

 UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  So I will ask Rachel 

Lane to address that point. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  This is the old idea that 

there’s not enough protection because this is uranium and 

you inhale uranium and the ICRP model really doesn’t take 

this into account.  Anybody want to explain whether those 

standards are correct? 

 Go ahead. 

 MR. BUNDY:  Kevin Bundy, radiation  

biologist.  A fact -- yes they do take that into account.  

The ICRP has developed very extensive biokinetic and 

dosimetry models to look exactly at how uranium dust would 

say, be deposited within the lung and how the dosed from 

that would be -- seen by the lung.  And how much of that 

uranium would actually be transported through the lung to 
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the blood stream and distributed through the rest of the 

body. 

 That has all been studied.  In fact they’re 

just updating their biokinetic models as we speak.  The 

latest -- the first three versions have just recently come 

out.  And they’re up for public comment.  If somebody 

wants to comment on them they are free to do so.   

 THE CHAIRMAN:  If you look at the next page 

they mention this European committee of radiation risk, 

right?  I guess this is all to do with dust management.  

They are worried about all the trucks going around with 

uranium and they’re worried about, again, inhalation of 

dust, of uranium. 

 So they talk about this group that again 

don’t believe that the ICRP actually take all this into 

account.  Can you comment? 

 MR. BUNDY:  Kevin Bundy, radiation 

biologist.  Yes that group is a bit of an outlier from the 

normal scientific stream.  They’re sort of a shadow group 

of the ICRP.  They’ve published their view of similar 

documents to what ICRP has published.  Those documents 

have been reviewed by CNSC, they’ve been reviewed by the 

United Kingdom Health Protection Agency, and the U.S. NRC 

among other regulators.  And they just simply find that 

they’re theories and the scientific merit of what’s their 
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proposing just isn’t there.  They’re unreferenced, 

unsubstantiated so we can’t -- it’s difficult to follow 

them.  

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Any -- Mr. Tolgyesi. 

 MR. TOLGYESI:  On the last page, second 

last paragraph:  “This is particularly true given that 

there is the possibility that 200,000 cubic metres of LLRW 

contaminated material is planning to be moved only metres 

away from a school and sports facility.”   (As read) 

 Could you explain and comment this? 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

I believe the intervenor’s referring to the relative 

proximity of the cleanup sites in the Highland Drive area, 

where one of the large-scale site slides I showed you 

earlier this afternoon and the nearby Port Hope high 

school and Dr. Hawkins elementary school.  We are fully 

aware of the proximity of the schools.  In fact there is 

also a community recreation centre closer to the site than 

the schools.  And we have permanent high-vol air monitors 

at the site perimeter but as the cleanups are being 

undertaken on this site, and all the other sites, our 

comprehensive dust monitoring plan has many layers of 

defence. 

    The contractors are obliged to measure 

dust right at the workface.  There’s a requirement on 
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independent dust contractors to do real-time dust 

monitoring, upwind and downwind of the work.  Additional 

contractors to do real time, dust monitoring, upwind and 

downwind of the work. 

Additionally AECL through its compliance 

programs will conduct independent oversight of the work 

that is being done.  And fourthly, there are the permanent 

fixed high-volume air monitors at the perimeter of the 

worksites. 

We have also requirements in the dust 

management plan that was cited earlier and that has been 

reviewed and accepted by the Commission, and in fact 

lauded by the municipal peer review teams' air quality 

expert. 

It requires the contractor to monitor what 

weather conditions are going to be like for the day.  It 

requires that they can't start work if the wind velocity 

exceeds a certain threshold. 

They're required to shut down their work if 

the wind does come up during the day.  They a required to 

cover their work areas that are going to be at the end of 

each day. 

So there are belt suspenders, and more 

belts and suspenders on the monitoring and control of 

dust.  Furthermore, I 'd like to point out that we have 
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been actively engaged for many year with the Port Hope 

High School and the adjacent Dr. Hawkins Elementary 

School, in conjunction with Stephen Truelove who made an 

intervention on behalf of the Kawartha School Board. 

We have developed curriculum for the 

environmental, science, history programs that covers grade 

9 through grade 12.  In addition we have more recently 

developed programs for Dr. Hawkins Elementary School aimed 

at the younger grades. 

We have presented to parent councils.  Many 

times we have presented to students, we have presented to 

teachers, and they are actually interested in 

participating with the monitoring program as part of their 

science program. 

So they're quite excited about this unique 

opportunity in their community, and we maintain that there 

is no risk to the health and safety of the students, the 

teachers or the users of the Jack Burger Sports Complex 

which is indeed closer to the worksite than these schools. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Aren't these measures 

public, somebody who is going to the sports center, he 

could read that, if the wind is blowing from that side 

there will be no contract workers, et cetera, or because 

you are communicating with the schools, which is good. 

But besides them I don't think this group 
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whether they are in elementary or in high school? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record.  

We have actually present the dust plan to the intervener 

personally, and we have been invited and presented to the 

families against radiation exposure and the Port Hope 

Community Health Concerns Committee.   

We've accepted their invitations to explain 

the project, have attend their annual movie nights, have 

taken them on tours of all the work sites. 

In fact, not the intervener per himself, 

but other members of that group we've met with in detail 

for several hours in our office, multiple times in the 

last year to go over details.  In fact, I believe there's 

another meeting going to take place in the next month or 

so. 

MR. LeBLANC:  The next written submission 

is from the Port Hope Community Health Concerns Committee, 

as outlined in CMD 12H-10.35.  Any questions from the 

members? 

Madam Velshi 

 

12-H10.35 

Written submission from the 

Port Hope Community Health 

Concerns Committee 
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MEMBER VELSHI:  Question for AECL, if you 

turn to the pall point presentation at the back of the 

submission, slide number 3.  The last bullet on that page. 

And this is around characterization of the uranium in the 

waste, and where they say that the mandate is only to 

clean up natural uranium, whereas there is indication that 

Cameco and Zircatec may have used other kinds of uranium, 

(inaudible) material.  So can you comment on that, please? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

The scope of the Port Hope area initiative are the legacy 

liabilities of Eldorado Nuclear, and Eldorado's business 

has been the processing and refining of radium and later 

uranium, pitch blend, or doesn't contain U236.   

The Eldorado plant to the best of our 

knowledge has never processed (inaudible) material that 

would contain U236. 

We are aware that the Port Hope Health 

Concerns Committee has engaged I believe it's the same 

company that Mr. Kevin Bundy referred to earlier, with 

respect to those health studies that were not found to 

have scientific merit. 

So to the best of our knowledge we're not 

aware of any U236 in the pitch blend or the material that 

Eldorado processed during the 60 years or so they were in 

 

 



158 
 
 
 

operation. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  So if in your surveys you 

come across this uranium 236 what happens then? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey.  I'd just like 

to pass that question back to Glen Case. 

MR. CASE:  Glen case for the record.  As we 

stated back in the hearing in 2009, we are dealing with 

the total uranium, the cleanup of total uranium.  The 

chemical toxicity is much greater concern to us than the 

radio toxicity associated with U236.  So our cleanup is 

based on capturing all of the uranium, whether it's 234, 

235, 236 or 238.  It's total uranium that we're cleaning 

up. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  So the statement here that 

the mandate is only to clean up natural uranium is 

incorrect? 

MR. CASE:  Glen Case for the record.  The 

nature of the cleanup is that -- yes, we are cleaning up 

natural uranium, but in the case of our analysis it really 

doesn't differentiate between natural or not natural, it's 

totally uranium that we're addressing in our cleanup. 

So we will get it whether it's natural or 

not natural. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  That's what I wanted to 

hear.  Thank you.  
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MEMBER McDILL:  Perhaps I could ask for 

comment from Staff on the intervenors' concern number 2, 

that Port Hope may require a licence as a waste site? 

MR. ELDER:  Peter Elder for the record, I 

can confirm that given even the original cleanup criteria, 

let alone the new ones, are well-below all requirements 

for a CNSC licence.   

MEMBER McDILL:  Thank you.  

MR. LeBLANC:  The next and last written 

submission is from Mr. Dennis Hogarth, as outlined in CMD 

12 H10.36.  Any questions from the Members? 

 

12-H10.36 

Written submission from 

Dennis Hogarth 

 

THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay, thank you.  This is 

now the chance to go for another round of questions.  The 

floor is open, I'm sure there are some questions.  No? 

No more questions.  Oh, I can't believe 

there are no more questions.  Let me check my -- let me 

start, first of all, is your slide deck AECL and your 

submission publically available, or will be posted? 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

Once it has been translated into both 
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official languages it will be on our website, but it's 

available as of this afternoon in our public information 

exchange. 

THE CHAIRMAN:  I found your little chart, 

your timing chart.  I love those timing chart, it goes to 

the end.  And I think everybody could benefit from this 

really being in there all the time and updated as more and 

more information comes in, and maybe even to further down 

to subprojects, if could be. 

MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record. 

Thank you for that suggestion.   

In fact, all of the slides from the very 

successful open house that we held last November 24th, all 

the storyboards, including the schedule, have been posted 

on our website since last December. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Thank you.  Just, I think my 

last question here is: talk to me a little bit about this 

portable water treatment.  The technology exists.  You're 

actually going to build a whole new portable facility and 

then dismantle it, move it elsewhere.  How does this work?  

And, also, I notice that the standard for that release is 

a bit higher, right?  So, how does this work?  Is this 

technology available, known to everybody? 

 MR. ELDER:  I think I can answer both ones 

quickly.  We mentioned that we'd ask AECL when they're 
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developing their large scale waste management facility to 

do some bench scale studies, so the portable one is 

actually their bench scale equipment.  So, it actually 

does exist and has been tested and it's just, basically, 

the same technology. 

 In terms of the limits, these are following 

normal Canadian council of Minister's environment guidance 

on temporary releases.  So, this is where the releases are 

not on a continual basis.  They'll be, for short period of 

time, and monitor before and after to make sure they meet 

the quality.  So, we're following those guidelines and, 

essentially, as they were developed by Canadian Council of 

Minister's of Environment.  So, they are different than 

the other ones because the other one would be a continuous 

release whereas this one would be only for very short 

periods of time. 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record.  

I'd actually like to make a quasi correction.  I 

appreciate the understanding of the staff.  Indeed, the 

pilot scale treatment system is available.  We mock balled 

it following the pilot tests so it could be re-engaged. 

 Our requirements for the portable water 

treatment system are such that the standards must be met 

and the contractor may indeed choose to reverse-osmosis, 

however, some sites will only require six weeks or three 
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months of remediation whereas as other sites, like the 

highland drive landfill -- pardon me, the Highland drive 

area, will be under remediation for two years. 

 So, it is the contractor's selection of 

technology to meet the criteria that Mr. Elder spoke 

about.  In some cases, it may be the best technology for 

the situation factoring in the nature of the contaminants, 

the length of the expected remediation. 

 They may use reverse-osmosis, but there are 

many technologies that could possibly be employed by the 

contractor.  The important thing is that the standard for 

discharge has been set and that is something that must be 

met. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  My very last 

question, promise.  Sometimes, I remember that there was a 

question about how many truck trips there's going to be 

through the community, right?  The traffic is a big 

concern.  So, what I'd like to know is are you training, 

are you imposing driving speed limits?  What are you doing 

to absolutely make sure that driving is done safely in the 

community?  All it'll take is one accident for, you know, 

for this to not being well received, let me put that way. 

 MS. FAHEY:  Christine Fahey for the record.  

I appreciate your comment, Dr. Binder, because we 

sometimes get phone calls saying your truck is doing 
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something and it's not our truck, it's the municipality's 

truck or private contractor's truck. 

 So it's important to note that all of the 

trucks involved in the Port Hope Area Initiative will be 

identified with PHAI logos and phone numbers.  So, that's 

the first clue that it is truck transportation associated 

with the PHAI. 

 There are requirements in the contract 

document for the contractors to employ an electronic 

tracking system such as a GPS so that the movement of the 

trucks can be tracked. 

 We are using designated transportation 

routes that were identified through the environmental 

assessment process, and these are already routes that the 

municipality has designated for truck traffic. 

 The main route, that will be used by trucks 

coming and going to the waterfront where the vast majority 

of waste is located, approximately five hundred thousand 

of the seven hundred and fifty thousand that are in the 

Irving community, they'll use what we've called the green 

route, which goes up on Peter street and Hamilton street.  

Our truck traffic will represent only a one to two percent 

increase in the existing volume that is travelling that 

road.  So it's not a lot of trucks in the big scheme of 

things, even though over ten years it adds up to a lot of 
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trucks. 

 We do require drivers to take training.  

Under the section seven of the regulations transportation 

of dangerous goods, if the material does meet limits, the 

trucks will be placarded.  We expect most of the truck 

loads to be exempt from radioactive material, 

transportation requirements as has been the experience of 

the construction monitoring program operated by the low-

level radioactive waste management office. 

 So, these are really low radiological 

hazards.  Have I given you enough assurance?  Would you 

like to hear more?  I have two pages of notes! 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Your last comment.  I want 

to hear from staff.  They are not going to be labelled as 

radioactive load, so to speak? 

 MR. ELDER:  Each load will be measured and 

then if it meets the criteria that needs to be identified, 

it will be identified. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  So you're going to make this 

decision on a truck by truck basis? 

 MR. ELDER:  Yes. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Why not have all of them --- 

 MR. ELDER:  Because then you're telling 

people there's a hazard there that doesn't exist. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  You think they don't know?  
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I'm just asking. 

 MS. FAHEY:  All our trucks will be marked 

with Port Hope area initiative, even if they're bringing 

clean backfill, even if the truck is empty, they will all 

be marked Port Hope Area Initiative and if the 

requirements of the radioactive materials transportation 

apply, in addition they will be placarded. 

 But, as I said, the majority of 

transportation of radioactive waste, we expect to be 

exempt. 

 THE CHAIRMAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Last 

chance.  Anybody?  Thank you.  Thank you very much.  What 

do I have to say now? 

 MR. LEBLANC:  So, with respect to this 

matter, it is proposed that the Commission confer with 

regards to the information that it has considered today 

and then determine if further information is needed or if 

the Commission is ready to proceed with a decision.  We 

will advise accordingly.  This concludes the hearings of 

the Commission for today.  Thank you very much for 

attendance.  We will take a ten minute break and we'll 

start the Commission meeting at ten to six.  Thank you 

very much.   

--- Upon adjourning at 5:44p.m. 

 


