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Ottawa, Ontario / Ottawa (Ontario) 

--- Upon commencing on Thursday, November 6, 2014 

    at 9:01 a.m. / L'audience débute le jeudi 

    6 novembre 2014 à 9 h 01 

Opening Remarks 

M. LEBLANC : Bonjour, Mesdames et 

Messieurs. Good morning.  Bienvenue à cette audience 

publique de la Commission canadienne de sûreté 

nucléaire. 

 During today's business, we have 

simultaneous translation. 

 Des appareils de traduction sont 

disponibles à la réception.  La version française est 

au poste 2 and the English version is on channel 1. 

We would ask that you please keep the 

pace of your speech relatively slow so that the 

interpreters have a chance to keep up. 

 L’audience est enregistrée et 

transcrite textuellement; les transcriptions se font 

dans l’une ou l’autre des langues officielles compte 

tenu de la langue utilisée par le participant à 
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l'audience publique. 

I would also like to note that this 

proceeding is being video webcast live and that the 

proceeding is also archived on our website for a 

three-month period after the closure of the hearing. 

The transcripts will be available on 

our website probably late next week. To make the 

transcripts as meaningful as possible, we would ask 

everyone to identify themselves before speaking. 

Also, as a courtesy to others in the 

room, please silence your cell phones and other 

electronic devices. 

 Monsieur Binder, président et premier 

dirigeant de la CCSN, va présider l’audience publique 

d'aujourd'hui. 

 Mr. President...? 

 LE PRÉSIDENT : Merci, Marc. 

 Good morning and welcome to the public 

hearing of the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission. 

Mon nom est Michael Binder.  Je suis 

le président de la Commission canadienne de sûreté 

nucléaire. 

Je souhaite la bienvenue aux gens ici 
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présents and welcome to all of you who are joining us 

through videoconference and through the webcast. 

I would like to introduce the Members 

of the Commission that are here with us today. 

 On my right is Monsieur Dan Tolgyesi.  

On my left are Ms Rumina Velshi and Monsieur André 

Harvey. 

We already heard from our Secretary 

Marc Leblanc, and we also have with us Ms Lisa Thiele, 

Acting Senior General Counsel to the Commission. 

CMD 14-H6.A 

Adoption of Agenda 

THE PRESIDENT:  With this information 

I would like to call for the adoption of the agenda as 

per Commission Member Document 14-H6.A.  Do we have 

concurrence? 

For the record, the agenda is adopted. 

THE PRESIDENT:  The hearing today is 

to consider the conclusions of the Environmental 

Assessment Report and the Saskatchewan Research 

Council’s application to obtain a 10-year Waste 
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Nuclear Substance Licence for the Gunnar Remediation 

Project, located in northern Saskatchewan. 

Marc...? 

 MR. LEBLANC:  Yes. 

So the Notice of Public Hearing 

2014-H-06 was published on July 31, 2014. 

 Submissions from the Saskatchewan 

Research Council and the CNSC staff were due on 

September 5, 2014. 

The public was invited to participate 

by written submissions and oral presentations.  

October 6th was the deadline set for filing by 

interveners. The Panel of the Commission received 

five requests for intervention. 

 Participant funding was available to 

interveners to prepare for and participate in this 

public hearing. A Funding Review Committee, 

independent of the Commission as it is made up of 

external members not related to the CNSC, rendered its 

decision on May 2nd and provided funding to five 

applicants. The decision is available on the CNSC 

website. 

October 29 was the deadline for filing 
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of supplementary information and presentations.  I 

note that presentations have been filed by CNSC staff 

as well as SRC. 

I also note that a copy of the 

environmental assessment decision of the Saskatchewan 

provincial authorities has been filed on the record 

and made available to all participants.  Copies are 

available at the reception area. 

 We will soon proceed with the 

presentations first by the Saskatchewan Research 

Council, followed by CNSC staff, which will be 

followed by the presentations of the five interveners.   

The members will have the opportunity 

to ask questions after each intervener’s presentation 

as well as to all participants after we have completed 

the five interventions. 

 Mr. President...? 

 THE PRESIDENT:  Before we begin with 

the presentations, I would like to acknowledge the 

participation of representatives from different 

government departments. 

 First, Mr. Brady Pollock from the 

Saskatchewan Ministry of Environment is joining us by 
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teleconference and we always need to test the 

technology. 

 Mr. Pollock, can you hear us? 

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, you sound just 

fine. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you. 

 Also in attendance we have Mr. Hal 

Sanders, Assistant Deputy Minister of Economy.  Thank 

you for your participation. 

I will now turn to the actual 

presentation from Saskatchewan Research Council as 

outlined in Commission Member Documents 14-H5.1 and 

14-H5.1A. 

I understand that Mr. Muldoon will 

make this presentation.  Please proceed. 

CMD 14-H5.1/14-H5.1A 

Oral presentation by  

Saskatchewan Research Council 

 MR. MULDOON:  Good morning. 

My name is Joe Muldoon.  I am the 

Vice-President of Environment at Saskatchewan Research 

http:14-H5.1/14-H5.1A
http:14-H5.1A
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Council. 

 With me today, to my left, is Ian 

Wilson, the Remediation Manager for the project. 

 To my right is Dr. Alexey Klyashtorin 

and Chris Reid, to my right behind me, who are the 

Project Managers for the Gunnar Remediation Project.   

Directly behind me is Hal Sanders, who 

is, as you mentioned, the Assistant Deputy Minister 

with Saskatchewan Economy, is here as well. 

 Saskatchewan Research Council, our 

objective today is to apply for a CNSC licence to 

allow us to proceed forward with the management of the 

Gunnar Remediation Project.   

 Dealing first with the purpose of the 

project, the immediate site safety is being managed 

through restricted access and community education.   

 Longer-term hazards at Gunnar are 

being addressed in the context of three project 

objectives. These are focused on eliminating or 

reducing the risks to humans and the environment, 

applying technically and economically feasible 

approaches to conduct the remediation itself and 

establishing a cost-effective monitoring program that 
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minimizes long-term care and maintenance at the site, 

which can be very costly due to the remoteness of the 

site and the fact that it is off the power grid.   

The Gunnar Remediation Project is 

funded 100 percent through public funds.   

We are looking for solutions that 

minimize the risk of having to undertake any major 

post-remediation work that would require significant 

mobilization to a remote site.  This approach also 

ensures a smooth transition into the institutional 

controls program. 

In terms of its history, the abandoned 

Gunnar site housed a residential area along with a 

mine and mill comprising an open pit and underground 

workings from which uranium ore was mined and 

subsequently milled onsite.  The site was operated by 

the now nonexistent Gunnar Mining Ltd. from 1953 to 

1964 and it was left as is with no or little 

decommissioning. The site is a legacy site and is a 

liability of the province. 

The Gunnar Mine was operated under 

different environmental standards than we would expect 

today. The current environmental state of the site is 
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unacceptable under modern standards and the province 

has contracted Saskatchewan Research Council to manage 

the cleanup of the site.  As a result, SRC has been 

working closely with project partners, regulatory 

agencies and northern communities to develop a plan to 

remediate the site.   

Between 2010 and 2011, focus had been 

placed on the abatement and demolition of buildings 

and structures on the Gunnar site to address public 

safety concerns in compliance with Commission Order 

10-1. With the successful completion of that work, 

SRC has been focused on gaining the necessary 

approvals for the remediation plan through the 

environmental assessment process in parallel with 

developing licensing documentation for the site. 

These photos are from Saskatchewan 

Archives and show the site at the start of service 

mining activities.  That would be the picture on the 

left. The mill infrastructure to your right included 

drum filters on the top, acid leach tanks in the 

middle and a diesel power plant to the right. 

SRC has developed plans to address the 

risks associated with the complex interactions of the 
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major site components or site aspects listed here.  

The major site risks, as indicated in the 2013 EIS, 

are three separate tailings areas, the flooded pit, 

waste management and the waste rock piles.  Site 

safety, environmental protection and cost 

effectiveness are our guiding principles for this 

project. 

 These images show the locations of the 

major human and ecological risks at the site.  You can 

see the Langley Bay tailings, the Gunnar Central 

tailings and the Gunnar Main tailings in the picture 

to your left and it gives you an idea in terms of the 

mine site with the pit in the forefront of that 

picture. They are labelled in the picture to the 

right. 

The hazards that are present on the 

site include physical hazards in the form of debris, 

steep slopes, radiation exposure from the waste rock 

and tailings areas, chemical contamination as well, 

some of the formal industrial reagents, those kinds of 

things. There's also asbestos-containing materials, 

friable and non-friable, that were dealt with in 2010 

but which are currently onsite. 
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The purpose of this project is to 

reduce the risks the site poses in its current state 

for the health and safety of the public and 

environment. Remedial planning has focused on a 

concise list of site aspects for major contaminant 

source and/or risk areas at the site, including the 

uranium tailings deposits, the open pit and the waste 

rock piles. 

 Specifically, the remediation project 

objectives and endpoints are: 

- the management of the tailings and 

waste rock piles to reduce the gamma dose rates; 

- minimize contaminate releases to the 

receiving environment; 

- permanent management of all the 

waste materials; 

- remediation and contouring for 

compatibility with the natural surroundings and future 

use of the site; and 

- taking measures to ensure 

conventional health and safety.  

Due to the size and complexity of the 

site, a systematic remediation approach is being 
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utilized consisting of the following phases: 

- the environmental assessment; 

- detailed engineering design to 

follow; 

- then the actual remediation; 

- post-remediation confirmation 

monitoring; and 

- then moving the project into 

institutional control/long-term monitoring. 

I will now turn the presentation over 

to Ian Wilson, who will provide further details 

surrounding the remediation project. 

Ian...? 

 MR. WILSON:  For the record, my name 

is Ian Wilson. 

During the EIS process, assessment of 

remedial options and alternatives for the site were 

completed. The majority of the analysis had been 

undertaken with the purpose of identifying a preferred 

remedial option for the site.  However, a responsible 

authority had identified the difficulty in 

rationalizing the choice of a single remedial option.   

For this reason, a decision tree 
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framework was established for each of the primary risk 

source zones, i.e., site aspects, including the three 

tailings deposits, miscellaneous site aspects such as 

the stockpiled demolition debris, contaminated site 

around this, mill complex as well as the waterfront 

open pit and waste rock. 

 Development of the decision trees was 

based on identification of the known risks to human 

and ecological health by each site aspect.  The goal 

is to identify those areas where further information 

would be required prior to initiating remedial 

activities as compared to those areas where remedial 

activities could proceed without further analysis and 

to provide justification for preferred options.  The 

decision tree framework is the process to select the 

remediation options and provide information for 

further options analysis. 

 This slide shows a diagram of the 

proposed process for evaluating the remediation 

options developed during the EIS process into a final 

design ready for operational implementation. Some of 

the criteria that will be utilized to choose a 

preferred remedial option will be: 
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- does the option meet the project 

endpoints and guidelines; 

- is the option economically 

efficient; 

- is the option site specifically 

implementable; 

- is there enough characterization 

data to support preferred options. 

The next slide is an illustration only 

of a decision tree as taken from the EIS.  Without 

going through any of the detail presented, the 

decision tree is a graphical analysis of risks to 

human health and ecological health, physical hazards 

posed by each site aspect in its immediate source 

area, intermediate pathways and receiving 

environments. 

 It is anticipated that most 

utilization of decision tree frameworks and options 

analysis will be during the detailed engineering 

design phase of the project.   

Here is a very general graphic of the 

anticipated engineering design process.  What is 

important here is that the process for completing 
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analysis clearly shows that a proposed remediation 

option provides the most cost-effective solution. 

Monitoring and follow-up programs are 

an integral component of the federal and provincial 

legislation and regulatory framework. 

Monitoring will ensure compliance with 

any regulatory requirements and will allow a 

systematic audit of the implementation of the 

remediation plan, verify the success of the 

remediation, track contaminate movement onsite and 

into the receiving environment into the future and 

allow the site to enter into custodial management, 

which we call ICP. 

ICP. In 2005, Saskatchewan initiated 

the formal development of an institutional control 

framework, ICP, for the long-term management of 

decommissioned mine and mill sites on provincial Crown 

land. 

In 2007, the province legislated The 

Reclaimed Industrial Sites Act and a Reclaimed 

Industrial Sites Regulation to establish and enforce 

the Institutional Control Program, or ICP.   

The ICP implements the process for the 
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long-term monitoring and maintenance of sites when 

mining and milling activities have ended, remediation 

has been completed and approved, and a process for 

transfer of the site to provincial responsibility.  

The two primary components of the ICP are the 

Institutional Control Registry and the Institutional 

Control Funds, which are made up of the Monitoring and 

Maintenance Fund and the Unforeseen Events Fund. 

 Because the geographic isolation of a 

site is paramount to plan for and manage logistics, 

some of the considerations would include heavy 

equipment materials transport to site.  For this to be 

done, usually there are two routes:  either via barge 

in the summer or ice road in the winter.  Moving staff 

and labour to site, snow machines, boats and air 

usually are ways, are means of getting these resources 

to site. 

I have put a couple of pictures of 

some of the infrastructure that is currently on the 

site. In the middle is the 85-person camp, which is 

composed of modular sleeping trailers, two generators, 

a BioDisc water treatment system, treatment plant 

holding and laboratory trailer. 
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 Preliminary timelines.   

In 2014, we have completed the initial 

licensing process; public procurement to select a 

remediation design engineer; and begin preliminary 

remediation engineering design with cost-benefit. 

In 2015, we plan to design engineer to 

develop field investigation plan to obtain gap 

information for remediation design; complete 

engineering design field investigation; design 

engineer to complete issued-for-tender remediation 

design; public procurement to select implementation 

contractors; and initialize remediation options. 

In 2016, we plan to mobilize heavy 

equipment and materials for remediation options on the 

winter ice road and begin remediation operations.   

 It is critical both from a geographic, 

economic and social aspect to maintain project 

momentum by maintaining scheduled milestones and 

timelines. 

Engagement. SRC understands the 

importance of engagement with people affected by 

remediation work in this region.  SRC will continue to 

engage the people and communities living in Athabasca 
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Basin at all stages of this project, including the 

decision tree. 

 SRC currently has committed to and has 

utilized a community monitoring program during work on 

its sites. The program consists of hiring Athabasca 

community members to travel to SRC project sites, 

observe activities and speak with workers, and report 

back to Athabasca community leadership and SRC 

regarding their findings. 

Some examples of SRC's social 

engagement in the past are as follows:  

- 107 community meetings; 

- SRC has provided 

industrial/construction training for more than 100 

local Athabasca residents for Gunnar demolition; 

- developed Homer-Yellowknife 

capacity-building opportunity for Fond-du-Lac 

Denesuline First Nation;  

- community representatives directly 

participated in Gunnar remedial option development 

during environmental impact process; 

- community representatives directly 

participates in Gunnar and Lorado proposal review 
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evaluations; and 

- supported a Prince Albert Grand 

Council, PAGC, Traditional Knowledge and Traditional 

Land Use Study. 

SRC will continue to utilize best 

practices to maximize the benefits to Athabasca Basin.  

Some examples of economic benefits are as follows: 

- to date, 50 percent local labour 

utilization for Gunnar demolition project; 

- year to date, 52 percent Athabasca 

Aboriginal labour utilization on the Lorado 

Remediation Project; 

- year to date, 72 percent local heavy 

equipment utilization on the Lorado Remediation 

Project; 

- economic partner for PAGC Athabasca 

community training initiative; 

- direct economic benefits to 

Athabasca community businesses indirectly through 

Athabasca Basin Development Corporation; and 

- economic support of Northern and 

Aboriginal culture on sporting events. 

The SRC and Government of Saskatchewan 
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have made a concerted effort to ensure that ongoing 

site activities are communicated to residents of the 

Athabasca region.  On average, community meetings have 

been held three times per year within the region.  

Currently, SRC utilizes multiple means 

of distributing information to people in communities 

of the Athabascan including through First Nations 

Aboriginal chiefs and community leaders, through PAGC 

and Métis locals, through community meetings, through 

Athabascan sector gatherings, through Community 

Monitors, 

through Northern Multimedia, through Dene translations 

of our documents and through community site tours. 

 This slide highlights some of the 

specific information distribution SRC has used in the 

past which includes onsite hazard signage in both 

English and Dene on the top left, various forms of 

multimedia which includes Facebook, SRC websites, 

Twitters and blog, articles and traditional printed 

media and clear language Dene summary of Lorado EIS in 

the bottom right. 

The management system is composed of 

programs that contain various plans that are specific 
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to and coordinate how the work is going to be 

conducted onsite.  As part of its CNSC licensing 

commitment, SRC has developed a management system 

which consists of five major components:  

environmental protection, safety, training, quality 

and communication. 

 The purpose of the Environmental 

Protection Program is to ensure the protection of the 

environment during all activities for the Gunnar Site 

Remediation Project.  This program governs the control 

of remediation activities including their 

Environmental Management Plan, the Spill Response Plan 

and the Environmental Monitoring Plan.  This program 

and plans will help ensure that the impact from 

planned activities and potential predicted events will 

be minimized. 

 Occupational health and safety: The 

purpose of the Occupational Health and Safety Program 

for the project is to provide site-specific guidance 

and metrics in support of SRC's corporation 

Occupational Health and Safety Policy and objectives. 

 This program conforms to the 

Saskatchewan Occupational Health and Safety Act and 
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Regulations and includes the Radiation Protection 

Plan, the Site Security Plan, Emergency Plan, Wildfire 

Prevention and Preparedness Plan, Emergency Medical 

Plan and the Occupational Health and Safety Plan. 

The Training Plan:  The purpose of the 

Training Plan is to outline the process that the SRC 

employs to train its employees and contractors for the 

project. 

The Training Program includes the 

Training Plan, which outlines how training will be 

identified, employed, and tracked for SRC employees 

and contractors while working at the site. 

 Quality Program: The purpose of the 

Quality Program is outline the process that governs 

how the SRC ensures quality work for the project. 

 The Quality Program covers the 

framework which establishes the process required to 

ensure that SRC continuously monitors its performance 

and fosters a high quality product.  The Quality 

Program includes the Quality Assurance Plan, the 

Corrective Action Plan, the Management of Changes Plan 

and a Document Control Plan. 

Finally, the Communication Plan.  The 
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purpose of the Communication Program is to outline the 

process that SRC employs to communicate with the 

project's interested third parties. 

 The program includes the Communication 

Plan which outlines how internal and external 

communication is conducted and recorded, as well as 

the general community and public views, opinions and 

concerns related to the site. 

MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon, for the 

record. 

 In conclusion, SRC is requesting a 

licence Phase 1 from the Canadian Nuclear Safety 

Commission to proceed with remediation of the site.  

SRC has set an ambitious schedule to 

implement final assessment, engineering design and 

remediation activities and is anxious to get going 

when we can. 

Thank you. That concludes our 

presentation. 
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CMD 14-H5/14-H5.A 

Oral presentation by CNSC staff 

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you. I'd like 

now to move to a presentation from CNSC as outlined in 

CMDs 14-H5 and 14-H5.A. 

I understand that Dr. Newland will 

make the presentation.  Over to you. 

DR. NEWLAND:  Thank you, Dr. Binder. 

Good morning, Members of the 

Commission. My name is Dr. David Newland and I am the 

Acting Director General of the Directorate of Nuclear 

Cycle and Facilities Regulation.  Today we are making 

two requests of the Commission. 

First, we are requesting that the 

Commission accept the Environmental Assessment Report 

and; secondly, we are requesting that the Commission 

issue a licence to allow the proponent to proceed with 

the phased remediation of the Gunnar legacy site. 

 With me today are Dr. Patsy Thompson, 

Director General of the Directorate of Environmental 

and Radiation Protection and Assessment; Mr. Don 

Howard of the Wastes and Decommissioning Division and 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

25 


Ms. Nicole Frigault of the Environmental Assessment 

Division. In addition, we have several CNSC staff to 

support. 

I will now have Mr. Howard proceed 

with staff’s presentation. Thank you. 

MR. HOWARD:  Good morning, Dr. Binder 

and Members of the Commission. 

Again, for the record, my name is Don 

Howard and I am the Director of the Wastes and 

Decommissioning Division, which is responsible for the 

licensing, compliance and enforcement at the Gunnar 

Remediation Site in northern Saskatchewan. 

With me today is Nicole Frigault who 

will present the slides under the fourth bullet and 

answer any questions that the Commission may have on 

the Environmental Assessment Report. 

 Our presentation will provide an 

overview of the environmental assessment and the 

licence application for the Gunnar Mine Site. 

Following this overview, we will provide CNSC staff’s 

conclusions and recommendations. 

by providing some background information on the former 

Gunnar Mine Site.  
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First, I would like to begin by 

providing some background information on the former 

Gunnar Mine Site. 

The Gunnar deposit was discovered in 

July 1952 and operated as both an open pit from 1955 

to1961 and then as an underground mine from 1957 to 

1963. The mine ceased production in 1964. 

 During its operation, the Gunnar Site 

consisted, as I mentioned, an open pit and an  

underground mine.  It also included a uranium mill 

with a capacity of 2000 tonnes per day, two acid 

plants, and uranium processing buildings. 

Due to the remoteness of the Gunnar 

site, it also included a community consisting of a 

number of residential, public, administrative and 

technical buildings. 

The operation of the Gunnar Mine 

produced approximately 4.4 million tonnes of tailings 

and approximately 2.7 million tonnes of waste rock. 

 The Saskatchewan Research Council has 

been contracted to manage this project, which is 

funded by the governments of Saskatchewan and Canada. 

This slide provides a geographic context for the 
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location of the site. The former Gunnar mine site is 

located on the Crackingstone Peninsula about 26 

kilometers southwest of Uranium City. Apart from a 

few seasonally occupied cabins and three outfitters 

lodges, the nearest population center is Uranium City 

consisting of approximately 80 individuals. 

The former Gunnar Mine Site was 

abandoned in 1964 and all building, tailings 

management areas and waste rock piles were left as is.  

During visits to the site by CNSC staff, there was 

evidence that the local population visited the site 

primarily to recover building material from the many 

buildings on the site. 

 CNSC staff identified significant 

concerns for site safety related to the degraded 

condition of the buildings that had been neglected on 

the site for 50 years. As a result, the Canadian 

Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) issued an order to 

SRC in July 2010 to address public safety concerns on 

the Gunnar Mine site. 

As a result of CNSC Order 10-1, all 

buildings and other man-made structures at the site 

were demolished. The Order was eventually closed in 
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2011. 

 In April 2007, the Saskatchewan 

Research Council submitted a proposal or intent for 

the remediation of the Gunnar site.  This initiated 

the environmental assessment.  In December 2010, 

Saskatchewan Research Council applied for a licence to 

remediate the Gunnar site.  Around the same time the 

CNSC issued Order 10-1 requiring that all buildings 

and other man-made structures at the site be 

demolished. 

 After completion of numerous detailed 

studies required for the Environmental Assessment, 

Saskatchewan Research Council resubmitted their 

request for a licence in May 2014 on more accurate 

site data and the absence of demolition activities 

from the proposed license. 

 This slide provides an overview of the 

ownership of the Gunnar site, the responsible 

regulatory agencies through time and the entities 

responsible for site safety and management. 

 CNSC staff would like to describe how 

this site fits into the broader efforts that have been 

applied to the larger problem of legacy mine sites in 
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Canada. A legacy site is a contaminated property 

whose ownership has seceded to the government.  These 

sites are all the responsibility of the provincial, 

territorial or federal governments.  There were 90 

identified as orphaned uranium mines. Of these, five 

have uranium tailings.  Gunnar will be the last of 

these sites to be remediated under a CNSC licence. 

In 2004 the remaining legacy 85 

uranium mine sites, all without tailings, were 

permanently exempted by the Commission from the 

requirement to hold a licence for the possession, 

management and storage of nuclear substances related 

to previous mining activities.  These are sites that 

have physical and radiological characteristics, 

indistinguishable from conventional mines. 

Based on geotechnical and 

environmental characteristics, the Gunnar site can be 

divided into distinct site components: 

- The Gunnar Main Tailings which will 

remain in place and be covered; 

- The Gunnar Central Tailings will 

also remain in place and covered; 

- The Langley Bay Tailings will remain 
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in place and the exposed tailings will be covered; 

The Open Pit will be left in place as 

an aquatic environment with the understanding that 

water treatment may be required; 

 The Waste Rock Pile will either be 

relocated or used for tailings cover or it can remain 

in place and a cover added.  This is all part of the 

decision tree approach. 

This part of the presentation will 

deal with the licensing.  The licensing process is 

initiated by the submission of an application which 

CNSC staff received in May 2014. 

 The application and supporting 

documentation submitted by the applicant must 

demonstrate that they are qualified and that the 

application is complete, meaning that they conform to 

the required information outlined in the regulations. 

The Gunnar Remediation Project will be 

executed in three phases: 

Phase I will initially allow for the 

continued monitoring and maintenance of the site.  

During this phase, activities such as additional site 

investigation will be undertaken, construction of the 
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required infrastructures such as roads and work camps 

and the mobilization of heavy equipment.  It is CNSC 

staff’s understanding from the applicant that this 

phase will be completed by 2016. 

Phase 2 is a hold point which will 

require an authorization to proceed. In this phase 

remediation activities will be initiated.  It is 

anticipated that Phase 2 will begin in 2016 and is 

expected to take approximately five years to complete.  

 Finally Phase 3, which is also a hold 

point, will provide for the long term monitoring and 

surveillance of the site.  This phase will remain in 

effect until such time as the site can be transferred 

to the Saskatchewan Institutional Control Program, 

approximately 2031. The timing of the transfer will 

depend on the acceptance of the site into the 

Institutional Control Program by the Government of 

Saskatchewan. 

 During all phases of the project, 

qualified CNSC inspectors from the Wastes and 

Decommissioning Division supported by qualified 

inspectors from the Uranium Mine and Mill Division and 

by specialists from the Environmental Risk Assessment 
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Division will conduct inspections throughout the 

project. 

In support of their licence 

application Saskatchewan Research Council has 

submitted the following documents to support  Phase 1 

(monitoring and maintenance) operations under the 

proposed licence. These documents will be updated or 

revised or amended for Phase 2 and form part of the 

hold point. 

 The documents include the Gunnar Site 

Licence Manual which outlines the operating policies 

and procedures and information on such items as 

occupational health and safety, emergency medical due 

to the remoteness of the site, and wildfire 

prevention; the Gunnar Site Environmental Protection 

Program which details the best practices and 

mitigation measures that will be used at the site; the 

Gunnar Site Communication Program which provides 

information on the communication and consultation 

activities; the Gunnar Site Quality Program which 

confirms that operational processes and programs are 

systematically identified, controlled, monitored and 

continuously improved and, finally, the Gunnar Site 
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Training Program identifying the training needs for 

both employees and contractors. 

CNSC staff have reviewed the 

above-mentioned documentation and have found it to be 

satisfactory. 

 Saskatchewan Research Council, in 

accordance with the Licence Condition Handbook, cannot 

proceed with any Phase 2 activities until all 

documents listed on this slide as supporting Phase 2 

have been accepted by the CNSC.  The documentation 

listed for Phase 1 and the documentation listed on 

this slide, will form the Licensing Basis 

Documentation. 

Multi Criteria Decision Analysis will 

be used to plan the Gunnar site remediation and, in 

particular, in planning the remediation of the 

tailings and waste rock piles.  CNSC staff will review 

these Multi Criteria Decision Analysis against 

Environment Canada 2011 Guidelines for the 

Assessment of Alternatives for Mine Waste Disposal.  

The criteria used by the licensee will be reviewed by 

CNSC staff for technical feasibility, social 

acceptance, environmental impacts and costs. 
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 When reviewing the quality of the data 

supporting the Multi Criteria Decision Analysis, CNSC 

Staff will use the Mine Environment Neutral Drainage, 

or MEND, guidance documents published by Natural 

Resources Canada.  Notably, staff will use the MEND 

technical guidance for Cold Region Cover Systems 

Design and the MEND Prediction Manual on Predicting 

Drainage Chemistry from waste rock piles and tailings. 

For tailings remediation, CNSC staff 

will review the cover design to ensure that 

performance objectives are met and that the technology 

is consistent with best practices. During and after 

completion of construction, staff will confirm that 

cover materials meet specifications and ensure 

construction quality assurance of the system. 

 CNSC geotechnical specialists will use 

best practice to review the Gunnar Site Pit and Shaft 

Remediation plans. 

 Finally, CNSC staff will review the 

follow-up programs against CSA standards N.288 series 

on environmental monitoring, human health and 

ecological risk assessment to assure that the 

environment, public safety and health have improved as 
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a result of the proposed activities. 

Prior to making a licensing decision 

for the project, an environmental assessment needs to 

be conducted and that the conclusions of the 

environmental assessment be accepted.  

I will now ask Ms Nicole Frigault to 

present the findings of the Environmental Assessment. 

MS FRIGAULT:  Good morning, Dr. Binder 

and Members of the Commission.  For the record, my 

name is Nicole Frigault. 

In the next few slides, I will present 

the environmental assessment process for the Gunnar 

Remediation Project, summarize the Environmental 

Assessment findings and conclusions, as well as 

provide a description of the Aboriginal and public 

consultation process for the project. 

An environmental assessment under the 

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (2012), is 

required for activities listed in the CEAA (2012) 

Regulations. 

The purpose of an EA is to predict the 

environmental effects of a specific project to 

minimize or avoid adverse environmental effects before 
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they occur and to incorporate environmental factors 

into decision making. 

The EA also provides opportunities for 

Aboriginal and public participation.  A positive EA 

decision is required prior to a CNSC licence being 

granted. 

The Gunnar Remediation Project was 

subject to an Environmental Assessment under both the 

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act and the 

Saskatchewan Environmental Assessment Act. The EA was 

conducted in a coordinated approach with each 

government retaining its ability to make 

project-related decisions on matters within its 

authority. 

 Because the mandate of the CNSC under 

the Nuclear Safety and Control Act includes a 

requirement to protect the environment and health and 

safety of people, the CNSC often reviews environmental 

assessments concurrently with a licence application, 

as is the case for the proposed Gunnar Remediation 

Project. 

In 2007, the CNSC determined that the 

project would require a comprehensive study under the 
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former Canadian Environmental Assessment Act.  

On July 6, 2012, the former Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Act was repealed and the 

Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (2012) came into 

force. In accordance with CEAA (2012), comprehensive 

studies under the former CEA Act such as the Gunnar 

review, would automatically continue to follow the 

requirements of the former CEA Act. 

 However, on October 7, 2013, the 

federal Minister of the Environment excluded the 

comprehensive study of the Gunnar Remediation Project 

and it is now considered to be a designated project 

under CEAA (2012). 

CNSC staff are here today to recommend 

that the Commission accept the Environmental 

Assessment Report for the Gunnar Remediation Project. 

 The provincial environmental 

assessment was approved by the Minister of the 

Saskatchewan Ministry of Environment on August 20, 

2014. 

In accordance to clause 15(1) of the 

Saskatchewan Environmental Assessment Act, ministerial 

approval was given to the Saskatchewan Research 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

38 


Council to proceed with the remediation activities to 

reduce the human and ecological health risks 

associated with the former Gunnar Uranium Mine site. 

The Minister concluded that the Gunnar 

Mine Site Remediation Project will reduce human and 

ecological health risks to acceptable levels and any 

adverse environmental effects associated with the 

Project can be eliminated or minimized. Approval 

under the Saskatchewan Environmental Assessment Act 

was therefore granted to the Saskatchewan Research 

Council for the Gunnar Remediation Project including 

the requirements that the proponent: 

 Proceed with the Project in accordance 

with the statement; 

 Provide notification of any changes to 

the Project; 

And that the Proponent follow the 

requirements of the laws and regulations of the 

Province of Saskatchewan and all other applicable laws 

and regulations. 

 Under the CEAA (2012), an 

environmental assessment must take into account the 

environmental effects of the project, including the 
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significance of effects, as well as requirements of 

the follow-up program.  The CNSC, as the responsible 

authority for this EA, assessed the potential effects 

that the project is likely to have on the environment. 

 This assessment also looked at any 

changes to the environment and how that would 

potentially impact Aboriginal peoples.  The assessment 

also considered any change to the environment on the 

health and socioeconomic conditions, physical and 

cultural heritage, the current use of lands and 

resources for traditional purposes and any structure, 

site or thing that is of historical or archaeological 

significance, based on information provided by the 

Saskatchewan Research Council in their Environmental 

Impact Statement and supplemental findings.  Expert 

advice provided by federal authorities such as Natural 

Resources Canada, Environment Canada, Health Canada 

and Fisheries and Oceans Canada, and discussions with 

the provincial government through the cooperative 

review, informed CNSC staff’s assessment and 

conclusions. 

For a number of the site aspects, 

while many alternatives were identified, selection of 
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a single preferred remediation option was not 

identified because of the remaining uncertainties due 

to lacking site characterization data.  For areas 

where uncertainty still exists, the remedial plan is 

to proceed with the project in three licensing phases, 

with licence hold points to ensure that all decisions 

leading to a preferred option are informed by 

additional site characterization data. 

I will speak to the aquatic, 

terrestrial and human health assessments in further 

detail on the following slides. 

CNSC staff have chosen to provide 

further information on these specific items to address 

potential concerns in these areas which are of 

interest to the public. 

 The completion of the Gunnar 

remediation project will reduce or eliminate 

contaminant loadings to the aquatic environment.  This 

will result in measurable improvements in the quality 

of surface water that is released to Lake Athabasca 

and to lake sediment quality over longer periods of 

time. 

 Remediation of the Gunnar site will 
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result in reduced exposures for humans and other 

species. Potential remedial actions at the site will 

result in contaminant concentrations below site 

specific remedial objectives. 

Stabilization of Langley Bay tailings 

will include mitigation that will likely improve fish 

habitat conditions by creating improved spawning 

substrate for some fish species. 

Shortjaw cisco, which is listed as 

threatened under Schedule 2 of Canada's Species at 

Risk Act, may be present in the local study area. 

The project is expected to improve 

fish habitat in the long term.  Please note that the 

cisco represented on the slide is not the shortjaw 

cisco. 

Turning to the terrestrial 

environment, it is anticipated that the remediation 

project will have an overall positive effect on the 

terrestrial environment through the establishment of 

native vegetation within reclaimed areas and on 

vegetative covers.  New wetland habitats are also 

planned for area adjacent to and between the south 

waste rock pile as well as in Zeemel Bay.   



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

42 


 These new wetland habitats will 

provide additional value to several species, including 

moose and waterfowl. 

Woodland caribou, which is listed as 

threatened under Schedule 1 of Canada's Species at 

Risk Act, may be present in the regional study area.  

The project is expected to improve caribou habitat in 

the long term. 

The last specific topic I will address 

is human health. 

A key objective of the project is to 

minimize future risks to the public.  A human health 

risk assessment was conducted to assess potential 

risks to human health associated with exposure to 

radiological and chemical contaminants present at the 

Gunnar site based on current site conditions. 

The risk assessment assumed that a 

toddler and adult were to occasionally visit the site 

for approximately one and a half months a year during 

warmer months for fishing, hunting and gathering 

activities. 

 The toddler and adult were also 

assumed to bring back food to their homes for 
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consumption over a six-month period. 

The pathways considered in the 

assessment included ingestion, skin contact with soil 

and inhalation of dust. 

Results of the risk assessment 

indicate that, under current conditions, casual access 

to the site will not result in risks to human health 

and that the consumption of traditional foods such as 

hare, moose and berries is not a cause for concern. 

 Remediation of Langley Bay tailings 

will reduce the contaminants in surface water, but the 

water and fish consumption advisory will remain in 

place until such time that follow-up monitoring data 

show acceptable levels of contaminants in fish and 

water. 

The protection of the environment is a 

requirement of both the Canadian Environmental 

Assessment Act and the Nuclear Safety and Control Act. 

 Saskatchewan Research Council's 

environmental protection program is reviewed by CNSC 

staff as part of the licence application process.  The 

adequacy of the program is tested against the 

available standards and guides as well as the 
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technical expertise of CNSC staff. 

 Once approved, CNSC staff will verify 

the implementation of the licensee's programs through 

inspections and other compliance tools.  The results 

of the environmental protection programs are 

documented in quarterly or annual reports. 

 These reports are required to be 

submitted to CNSC staff by the licensee and are 

reviewed for trends and to identify any unexpected 

impacts. 

A CNSC-approved EA follow-up program 

is required for the Gunnar remediation project.  The 

purpose of an EA follow-up program is to verify the 

accuracy of conclusions and predictions made during 

the EA regarding potential environmental and human 

health effects and to determine or confirm the 

effectiveness of the measures implemented to mitigate 

adverse environmental effects of the project. 

 A follow-up program was included in 

the EA report. Further refinement of the follow-up 

program will be made by the Saskatchewan Research 

Council in consultation with CNSC staff, the 

Saskatchewan Ministry of Environment, federal 
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authorities, Aboriginal groups and members of the 

public as decisions in Phase 2 are finalized. 

In summary, CNSC staff have concluded 

that the proposed project is not likely to cause 

significant adverse environmental effects, taking into 

account the mitigation measures outlined in the EA 

report and in the proposed licence. 

I will now briefly describe the CNSC's 

approach to Aboriginal consultation. Following this, 

I will provide you with details on what consultation 

activities have taken place to date and upcoming 

opportunities for Aboriginal groups and members of the 

public to participate in the Gunnar remediation 

project. 

The CNSC adopts a proactive approach 

to Aboriginal consultation and aims to understand the 

concerns of local Aboriginal peoples, communities and 

organizations in relation to the activities we 

regulate by building relationships and communicating 

effectively. 

The CNSC ensures that all of its 

licensing and EA decisions consider Aboriginal 

peoples' rights and interests, and addresses them as 
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appropriate. 

 Since the beginning of the Gunnar 

remediation project, the CNSC, the Saskatchewan 

Ministry of Environment and the Saskatchewan Research 

Council have actively consulted with identified 

Aboriginal groups and local communities with an 

interest in the project. 

For example, since 2007, the CNSC, the 

CEAA agency, the Saskatchewan Ministry of Environment 

and the SRC have provided numerous opportunities to 

participate in the regulatory review process, 

including workshops, meetings, community tours, site 

tours as well as letters, emails and phone calls 

providing information at key points in the process. 

 Furthermore, the SRC retained the 

Prince Albert Grand Council to complete a traditional 

knowledge and a traditional land use study for the 

areas influenced by the abandoned Gunnar site. 

 The details arising from this study 

were used to help shape the project description, 

preferred remedial options, evaluations of current 

risks to humans and the environment associated with 

the abandoned Gunnar site and assessment of the 
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possible effects of the project. 

 This slide provides an example of how 

the CNSC has provided ongoing engagement opportunities 

for Aboriginal groups and local communities.  For 

example, the CNSC has notified Aboriginal groups of 

the project and review process. 

 The CNSC, Canadian Environmental 

Assessment Agency and the Saskatchewan Ministry of 

Environment hosted a public information meeting in May 

of 2008 in Uranium City in order to seek public input 

on the draft project specific guideline scoping 

document and to provide information on the EA process. 

The CNSC has also provided updates 

through letters, emails and phone calls at key points 

in the process, and have encouraged Aboriginal groups 

to share any project-specific issues and/or concerns. 

CNSC staff have met with community 

members and leadership as part of options workshops 

and annual SRC community tours and has conducted site 

visits with interested community members and groups. 

To date, CNSC staff are satisfied with 

SRC's Aboriginal and public consultation activities.  

Consultation and outreach activities will be ongoing 
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throughout the life of the project. 

Aboriginal and public concerns raised 

to date include concern over potential human health 

and environmental impacts posed by the site in its 

current state, including potential ongoing negative 

impacts to Lake Athabasca. 

Aboriginal groups also wanted to 

ensure that traditional knowledge, including 

traditional land and resource use, was taken into 

consideration as part of the environmental assessment 

of the project. 

CNSC staff have determined that all 

project-specific concerns raised by Aboriginal groups 

to date have been adequately addressed through the EA 

report, including the proposed follow-up program, as 

well as through the proposed licence. 

Funding to participate in the EA 

review of the project was made available to the public 

and Aboriginal groups through the Canadian 

Environmental Assessment Agency's participant funding 

program in 2008.  A total of $20,000 was awarded to 

four applicants. 

 This funding was used to facilitate 
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public and Aboriginal participation in the EA process, 

including the review of EA documents. 

All comments received during the 

public review of the environmental impact statement in 

June 2014 were taken into consideration in the federal 

EA report. 

In January of 2014, the CNSC awarded 

$35,000 to five recipients under its participant 

funding program to assist members of the public, 

Aboriginal groups and other stakeholders to 

participate in the Commission public hearing today and 

to review licensing documentation related to the 

licence application. 

All five applicants reviewed and 

commented on the licence application and documents, 

and today, many are presenting their findings. 

I will now pass the presentation back 

to Mr. Don Howard to present CNSC staff conclusions 

and recommendations for the Gunnar remediation 

project. 

MR. HOWARD: Thank you. 

I will now provide CNSC staff's 

conclusions and recommendations. 
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 An EA under the Canadian Environmental 

Assessment Act (2012) was conducted for this 

application. CNSC staff conclude, in accordance with 

paragraphs 52(1) of the CEAA (2012) and taking into 

consideration the conditions recommended by staff on 

mitigation measures, that the proposed project is not 

likely to result in significant adverse environmental 

effects referred to under subsection 5(1) of CEAA 

(2012) and is not likely to result in significant 

adverse environmental effects referred to under 

subsection 5(2) of CEAA (2012). 

The conditions which the proponent has 

proposed its designated project must comply are 

articulated in the Licence Condition Handbook. 

CNSC staff have concluded with respect 

to paragraphs 24(4)(a) and (b) of the Nuclear Safety 

and Control Act that the Saskatchewan Research Council 

is qualified to carry on the activity authorized by 

the licence and will, in carrying out that activity, 

make adequate provision for the protection of the 

environment, the health and safety of persons, and the 

maintenance of national security and measures required 

to implement international obligations to which Canada 
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has agreed. 

 CNSC staff recommend that the 

Commission take a course of action in accordance with 

subsection 52(1) of the CEAA (2012) to determine that 

the project, taking into consideration the 

implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, is 

not likely to result in significant adverse 

environmental effects referred to in subsections 5(1) 

and 5(2) of the CEAA (2012). 

If the Commission accepts the above 

environmental assessment recommendation, CNSC staff 

request that the Commission revoke the existing 

exemption from the requirement to hold a licence for 

the possession, management and storage of nuclear 

substance at the Gunnar site, that the Commission 

issue to the Saskatchewan Research Council Waste 

Nuclear Substance Licence Number WNSL-W5-3151.00/2024 

for the phased Gunnar remediation project. 

And finally, CNSC staff would like to 

note an error to this slide in that, rather than 

seeking a delegation of authority, CNSC is requesting 

consent from the Commission for the Director-General 

of the Directorate of Nuclear Cycle and Facilities 
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Regulation to accept Phase 2 documentation and release 

the Phase 2 hold point. 

 This concludes CNSC staff's 

presentation, and CNSC staff is prepared to answer any 

questions. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you. 

What I'd like to do is defer the 

question period to later because I'd like to begin 

with the intervenors' presentation. 

And I -- the first on the list is a 

presentation from Fond-du-Lac. 

Are there people from -- I understand 

Chief Lidguerre was supposed to make the presentation.  

Is Chief Lidguerre available now? 

 MS McDONALD: No, he's not, but -- my 

name is Diane McDonald.  He has not arrived yet, so -- 

THE PRESIDENT: So can we switch the 

order and maybe start with the presentation from Black 

Lake? 

And if Chief Robillard is available. 

So please proceed. 
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CMD 14-H5.3 

Oral presentation by 

Black Lake Denesuline First Nation 

 CHIEF ROBILLARD: Thank you. Good 

morning. For the record, my name is Rick Robillard.  

I am the Chief of the Black Lake First Nation. 

Today, I will be presenting some of 

the Black Lake's concerns about the licence for the 

Gunnar mine remediation project.  Also, I will present 

our recommendations for changes to the licence so that 

it will better protect the interests of Black Lake. 

I want to thank the Commission for 

this opportunity on behalf of the community members. 

Right now, the licence does not refer 

specifically to Black Lake's territory, treaty rights 

or role in the remediation project.  We want the 

licence conditions to be changed to make sure that 

Black Lake members will be active participants and 

partners in the remediation project. 

 The licence should address three 

things, ongoing support for traditional land use and 

treaty rights, community involvement in monitoring and 
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economic -- and three, economic benefits. 

First of all, our community members 

still hunt, fish, camp and travel in the site area.  

We share the same traditional territory with 

Fond-du-Lac Denesuline Nation, and we both have 

Aboriginal rights which are Constitutionally 

protected. 

 We need ongoing support for our 

traditional land use and practice of treaty rights on 

the territory. We need the project to work towards 

protecting the health of our animals and plants, 

cleaning up contaminated water, air and land, 

protecting our human health and protecting our places 

of spiritual and cultural importance. 

 Second, our community members want to 

be involved in monitoring programs.  Currently, the 

environmental assessment report does not specifically 

direct the proponent to include Black Lake members in 

monitoring programs. 

The site is located within the heart 

of our traditional territory, and Black Lake is the 

second-closest First Nations community to the project 

site. We strongly believe that Black Lake members 
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should be directly involved in the project as trained 

employees working in mitigation, monitoring and 

follow-up programs. 

 Our community members can provide 

traditional ecological knowledge, advisers and 

monitors. We would like the licence to specifically 

require our involvement in the project's monitoring 

programs. 

Third, we want some of the economic 

benefits of the project to be shared with the Black 

Lake members directly.  Environmental monitoring jobs 

can be part of this plan. 

We need to develop economic 

opportunities within our territory.  We want our 

community to benefit not only in the short term, but 

also in the longer term. 

 Specifically, this recommendation(sic) 

project can help us with capacity building so our 

community members can work on other remediation and 

monitoring processes for other abandoned mines in the 

future. In this way, we can restore and sustain a 

healthy environment and economy for future 

generations. 
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In order to protect our interests, the 

licence must require Black Lake's involvement in all 

phases of the project.  We need the opportunity for 

ongoing and meaningful consultation at every stage.  

We must be able to see the process in protecting the 

physical, social and economic and cultural well-being 

of our community and that it is contributing to the 

long-term health of the area. 

 Our long-term interest in protecting 

our treaty rights and our way of life for the future 

generations makes Black Lake members ideal 

participants in the process of proper remediation as 

well as long-term monitoring and follow-up measures. 

We support the recommendations made by 

Fond-du-Lac, including the -- including each of the 

recommendations for changes to six licence conditions. 

 Our recommendations will strengthen 

the licence and handbook, and will help to improve the 

overall health and land and animals and the long-term 

health of our community -- community members and 

others throughout the Athabasca Basin. 

I'd like to restate and reinforce the 

recommendations made by Fond-du-Lac First Nations with 
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a focus on how they apply to Black Lake. 

 First, licence conditions 2.1 should 

be changed to make sure that Black Lake receives from 

SRC the same environmental and safety reports that are 

sent to the Commission.  For example, we want to 

receive written reports on any failure to meet the 

requirements of this licence, results of monitoring 

programs, progress in end state of the Gunnar site 

within timelines specified in the Act and Regulations. 

 We recommend that the SRC work with 

both Fond-du-Lac and Black Lake to develop a dedicated 

stand-alone First Nations consultation and 

communications plan that builds upon the existing 

consultation protocols established by the Athabasca 

communities. 

Second, we recommend changes to 

licence condition 2.3 so that it includes consultation 

with Black Lake on the occupational health and safety 

plan and radiation protection plan. 

 We request additional consultation 

with Black Lake during the development of the 

emergency response plan, specifically the development 

of the emergency response plan, specifically the 
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development of appropriate emergency contingency 

procedures, including communications with Athabasca 

communities regarding risks and the follow-up measures 

in the event of spills or other accidents, 

malfunctions that pose a potential human health risk 

to traditional land users in the general vicinity of 

the project. 

 The emergency response plan should 

also outline the role of Black Lake in any 

investigation and follow-up measures that would occur 

following an accident at the site. 

Third, we request changes to licence 

condition 2.4 so that it assigns a meaningful role for 

Black Lake members as environmental monitors. 

 The licence condition should include a 

requirement that training program for our community 

members be completed prior to the commencement of the 

remediation project to ensure that they can work 

effectively on the site as environmental monitors 

during the three phases of the project, including 

monitoring of any releases of radioactive and 

hazardous substances from the site. 

 Fourth, Black Lake is a Treaty 8 
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Nation with treaty rights and interests that may be 

affected by the project.  We request an amendment to 

licence condition 2.5 that would ensure the meaningful 

consultation occurs throughout the full duration of 

the licence. This means a two-way communication 

process that would extend beyond the public process. 

We request a process that will provide 

Black Lake with notice of any matter related to the 

operation of the licence that may potentially affect 

the treaty rights and the interests of Black Lake 

members. 

 This information must be provided by 

the SRC in a timely manner and in sufficient detail 

and with a reasonable period of time to allow Black 

Lake to prepare and present its views on the matter 

and so that any views presented by Black Lake to SRC 

or the CNSC will be given a full and fair 

consideration. 

Fifth, we request that new provisions 

be added to licence condition 2.7 to make sure that 

Black Lake is consulted in the development and 

implementation of training programs. 

 These programs must be designed and 
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implemented in a manner that meets the needs of our 

community members, who we hope will be working at the 

site during all phases of the project. 

Sixth, we request changes to licence 

condition 2.8 so that it requires SRC and the CNSC to 

consult with Black Lake in the design and development 

of the full program and the follow-up program for the 

Gunnar Remediation Project and of the Environmental 

Monitoring Plan. 

 This amendment is especially important 

because the preliminary follow-up plan, NEMP currently 

do not indicate that Black Lake has been assigned any 

role or responsibility relating to the project 

monitoring or follow-up measures.  

They also are missing a requirement 

for consultation with Black Lake during the monitoring 

and follow-up measures. 

 Another change we recommend for 

licence condition 2.8 is a requirement for the 

implementation of all mitigation, monitoring and 

follow-up measures in the Gunnar Remediation 

Environmental Impact Statement. 

We are concerned that some of these 
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measures, such as monitoring to verify the extent of 

employment and purchase of goods, services from 

Athabasca First Nations communities. 

 Provision of skills development and 

training initiatives and success of traditional land 

use after remediation have been included in the EA 

report. We suggest that one manner of addressing this 

gap may be to add the EIS to the licensing basis for 

this condition. 

 Finally, we request that the licence 

condition be changed to guarantee the opportunity for 

our members to be meaningful partners involved with 

on-the-ground monitoring and follow-up measures.   

We believe that the conditions in the 

licence handbook should be amended to ensure the 

measures related to the hiring of workers, developing 

of training programs, and purchase of goods and 

services from Athabasca First Nations communities are 

properly implemented. 

 In particular, we would like to see 

provisions that guarantee our community members have 

the opportunities to benefit from training, skills 

development, employment and contracting opportunities 
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associated with the project. 

We look forward to working together 

with the CNSC to develop specific terms and conditions 

that will confirm Black Lake's role as a key partner 

in the project.   

 In conclusion, we look forward to 

consulting further with the CNSC on these remaining 

concerns. 

 In particular, we request that the 

Commission require the proposed licence conditions be 

amended in a manner that respects Black Lake's 

traditional territory and constitutional protected 

rights, meets the Black Lake interests and capacity 

building and economic development in conjunction with 

the project and supports our long-term ability to 

derive benefits from the lands, resources and waters 

of our territory. 

Black Lake supports the efforts of the 

SRC and the CNSC in regard to the cleanup of 

contaminated sites within our territory.  Our interest 

is to strengthen the connection between these efforts 

and the protection of the rights and interests of our 

people. 
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Thank you, that is my presentation. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you. 

I understand that the Chief for 

Fond-du-Lac is not available.  And I understand that, 

Ms McDonald, you will represent the community. 

Again, we have read the detailed 

submissions here, and both of them are of similar kind 

of suggestions.  So over to you. 

MS McDONALD:  Thank you.  For the 

record, Diane McDonald, advisor to Fond-du-Lac Chief 

Earl Lidguerre and Chief Robillard of Black Lake First 

Nation. 

I want to thank the Commission for 

giving us the opportunity to present on behalf of the 

Fond-du-Lac First Nation. 

Today we will be presenting the views 

of the chief and council of the Fond-du-Lac First 

Nations and the community members on the licence and 

the handbook for the Gunnar Mine Remediation Project. 

As Mr. Binder says, we did a summary 

of our presentation.  So in terms of our interests, is 

to ensure that we have physical and social, cultural, 

economic well-being to our members, long-term future 
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use of continued lands, utilizing those lands, 

resources, waters within our Denesuline territory 

within Treaty 8 and our ability to benefit from our 

treaty and aboriginal rights through those activities. 

The site is within our territory, like 

I said, in Treaty 8 area. The licence and handbook do 

not refer directly to our territory, our treaty 

rights, or any role of Fond-du-Lac in the current 

project of the Gunnar Mine Remediation Project. 

And also the environmental assessment 

report does not provide any requirement to include 

Fond-du-Lac members in the monitoring and measures and 

programs that are being developed by Saskatchewan 

Research Council. 

 The project is meant to address a 

long-term standing source of contamination within our 

traditional territory, but it must also protect the 

physical, social, economic and cultural well-being of 

our community and our community members. 

 Since the site is located within the 

heart of our territory, we strongly believe that 

Fond-du-Lac Band members should be directly involved 

in the project as well. 
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 We must be meaningfully consulted as a 

partner, as Chief Lidguerre assists throughout the 

phases of the project, and community members be 

trained to work in the mediation, mitigation, 

monitoring and follow-up programs. 

We request the licence to be changed 

to require our involvement in the project directly.  

And Fond-du-Lac members have identified seven critical 

areas of concern to us and that should be reflected in 

the conditions for the licence as well. 

Number one, capacity building and 

economic development. As SRC and the province may 

know that Fond-du-Lac First Nation is the closest 

community to the Gunnar site and can put the boots on 

the ground in terms of workers and traditional 

ecological knowledge advisors and monitors. 

Our nation's long-term interest in 

protecting our treaty rights is important to us and 

our way of life into the future generations within the 

broader site of the area. 

 Also makes Fond-du-Lac ideally suited 

for a central role in long-term monitoring and 

follow-up measures. 
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 There are many abandoned mine sites 

within our territory.  The project provides an 

opportunity for economic development and capacity 

building measures to enable our community to provide 

the workforce needed to cleanup these sites. 

 This would benefit our community's 

short-term and long-term goals of capacity building 

and future work on other remediation and monitoring 

processes for other abandoned mine sites and current 

mining operations. 

Number two, human health.  Fond-du-Lac 

members are very concerned about the risk of cancer 

caused by radiation from tailings and asbestos that 

remains stored on site. 

We have a need for continued health 

monitoring. Our long-term concerns with contaminants 

need to be addressed through the long-term monitoring, 

active engagement with community members, leadership 

and meaningful consideration of the removal of all 

contaminated materials from the area. 

We need to be able to provide clear 

messages to our people about the state of the 

environment changes to health risks and remediation 
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results. 

Number three, health of land, air and 

water. The restoration of land, air, water and of the 

site is a priority to Fond-du-Lac.  Our members want 

to continue to use the vicinity of the land use 

purposes and exercise of treaty rights as well as for 

outfitting and other recreational economic purposes. 

In regards to water, Fond-du-Lac is 

especially concerned about the quality of water in the 

area, particularly where it drains from the site 

identified in the presentations by the SRC Langley Bay 

as well. 

 Fond-du-Lac members also have concerns 

about the air quality, in particular the potential 

adverse effects posed by dust of tailings and sulphur 

that gets blown around by the wind. 

 Animal health, number four.  An 

immediate footprint in surrounding areas.  There are 

several big-game areas and hunting sites that have 

been documented by Fond-du-Lac recently that was 

provided to the Commission.   

 In particular, barren-ground caribou 

and woodland caribou has been one of the species that 
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are listed under the Species at Risk Act. And moose 

are also of main concern to us. Our traditional 

country foods which have been depended on for 

generations must be protected from the effects of 

historic mining. We want this project to provide 

certainty to our community members that our country 

food is safe to consume.   

 Number five, fish, health and 

commercial fishery.  Fond-du-Lac is seeking assurances 

that remediation in the area of the site will achieve 

water quality objectives in a manner that permits the 

return of substance fishery in the short-term and 

commercial fishery in the long-term. 

Number six, plant health.  Fond-du-Lac 

is seeking clarification that berries within the 

vicinity of the site are safe for human consumption. 

Number seven, cultural heritage.  

Fond-du-Lac has identified at least one sacred site 

within the vicinity of the site and also has 

identified the mine site itself as an important part 

of the heritage of Fond-du-Lac families who have had 

family members who had either worked, lived or engage 

in traditional harvesting at that site. 
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We would like to see a requirement for 

the proponent to continue consulting with us on 

potential effects of the project on our cultural 

heritage. 

We would like to emphasize that 

Fond-du-Lac shares with Black Lake, Denesuline, the 

same traditional territory within Treaty 8 and 

therefore shares constitution and protected treaty 

rights to traditional land and resource use throughout 

the site and the surrounding area.   

 Therefore, in addition to our own 

members' use of the site and the area, we support 

Black Lake's continued use and occupancy of the 

vicinity of the site. 

From our view of the 10 conditions 

that are set out in the licence and further described 

in the handbook, we have developed recommendations for 

six of the licence conditions. These are licence 

conditions that we hold similar to what Black Lake's 

recommended. 

 Licence condition 2.1, should be 

changed to make sure that Fond-du-Lac receives from 

SRC the same environmental and safety reports being 
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received by the Commission, and that SRC work within 

Fond-du-Lac and Black Lake to develop a consultation 

and communications plan. 

Licence condition 2.3, should include 

consultations with Fond-du-Lac on the occupational 

health and safety plan, radiation protection plans.   

 In addition, consultations with 

Fond-du-Lac and other neighbouring communities that 

may be impacted is requested in the development of a 

emergency response plan that provides clarity 

regarding the role of Fond-du-Lac 

in any investigations and follow-up measures that 

would occur following an accident at the current site. 

Licence condition 2.4, should include 

specific provisions under this condition that would 

ensure a preliminary role of Fond-du-Lac members as 

environmental monitors.  Indeed, we believe our 

members should have first priority for employment in 

this field. 

 Given the stewardship role the nation 

members hold, the condition should also refer to 

training programs for our members to become 

effectively environmental monitors for all three 
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phases of the project, including monitoring of any 

releases of radioactive materials, hazardous 

substances within that site. 

And Fond-du-Lac is a Treaty 8 nation, 

as Chief Robillard, and with treaty rights and 

interests that may be affected by the project, we 

request that the licence condition 2.5 be amended so 

that meaningful consultations with us continues 

throughout the full duration of the licence.   

And that Fond-du-Lac is provided by 

SRC notice of any matter related to the operation of 

licence that may potentially affect treaty rights and 

interests of our Fond-du-Lac members. 

 We request provisions to be added to 

licence condition 2.7 to make sure that training is 

developed in consultations with Fond-du-Lac and that 

the training of our membership is designed and 

implemented in a manner that meets the needs of 

community members who expect will be working at the 

site during all phases of the project. 

We request that the licence condition 

2.8 require SRC and the CNSC staff to consult and 

incorporate the concerns and interests of Fond-du-Lac 
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in the design and development of the full program, of 

the follow-up program, and the environmental 

monitoring plan for this project. 

 We further request that this condition 

includes the requirement to implement all mitigation, 

monitoring and follow-up measures cited in the Gunnar 

Remediation Environmental Impact Statement.  

Lastly, we request that this condition 

be amended to guarantee the opportunity of our 

community members to be meaningful partners, involve 

on-the-ground monitoring, and follow-up measures. 

We believe that the conditions in the 

licence and handbook should specify how SRC and CNSC 

will consult and engage with Fond-du-Lac throughout 

the duration of the project.   

 In particular, we would like to see 

provisions added to guarantee our community members 

have direct roles in mitigation, monitoring and 

follow-up measures as well as regular status reports 

and notifications related to environmental and safety 

conditions in and around the mine project. 

We still hope for this opportunity and 

look forward to working together with the CNSC to 
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develop specific terms and conditions that will 

confirm Fond-du-Lac's role as a key partner in the 

project. And we look forward to consulting further 

with CNSC on these remaining concerns. 

 In particular, we request the 

Commission require the proposed licence conditions be 

amended so that they properly respect Fond-du-Lac's 

traditional territory and constitutional protected 

rights. 

 We want the licence and handbook to 

meet Fond-du-Lac interests in capacity building, 

economic development, and to support our long-term 

ability to reap benefits from the lands, resources and 

waters of our territory. 

 Fond-du-Lac supports the efforts of 

the Saskatchewan Research Council and the Canadian 

Nuclear Safety Commission to clean up the contaminated 

sites within our territory.  Our interest is to ensure 

that these efforts also protect and secure the rights 

and interest of our people within our traditional 

territory. 

With that, I want to thank you, the 

Commission, on behalf of Fond-du-Lac, Chief Lidguerre.  
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That is our recommendations to the Commission.  

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay, thank you. Thank 

you very much. 

You raised lots of questions.  And 

maybe we will get some answers. 

Okay, it is open. Who wants to go 

first? Mr. Tolgyesi? 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  It is a question to 

SRC. You are representing your public information 

program and your public relations program.  

Considering that the planning will take place in 2015 

and then from 2016 they will start the remediation 

work, what level of involvement of communities do you 

expect during these periods?   

Do you have something specific when 

you are saying how you will evolve or consult 

communities during your planning?  Because the 

planning is not completed, so you will do that.  How 

will you integrate these concerns or interests of 

local communities to your planning and eventually 

remediation and long-term monitoring? Because there 

is also some concerns. 

 MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon, for the 
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record. 

As we presented in our PowerPoint 

earlier this morning, we take the consultation and 

engagement with the local communities in the Athabasca 

Basin very seriously. 

We go out on a very regular basis, and 

will continue, to go out and meet with the 

communities. 

As we mentioned in our PowerPoint, 

when we move ourselves through the options, that will 

be done in consultation with all of the communities, 

including Black Lake and Fond-du-Lac, certainly are 

very key communities that we want to ensure that we 

communicate with and get their input and take that 

input seriously and act on it. 

We work, as an example, in the Lorado 

Project that we are about halfway through, we have had 

a very good work season this year on the Lorado 

Project. 

Before we put out our procurement for 

all of the construction activities that were taking 

place, we took our draft documentation out to the 

communities, met individually with the communities to 
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ask and get their input and made changes to those 

documents based on the input from the communities to 

ensure that when it went out that we could maximize. 

We can always improve, and we are 

hoping to build on where we are now.  But we adjusted 

our procurement documents to ensure that when they 

went out for tender that we could maximize the 

economic benefits to the local communities. 

 We will continue to do that.  We have 

worked with the Prince Albert Grand Council in terms 

of some broader training activities when we did the 

demolition work at Gunnar.  We worked with the 

contractor. 

 We have very specific guidelines in 

our procurement documents that speak to local 

employment and so on. And we have certainly continued 

to build on that and continue to improve that.   

Each year, each cycle we are trying to 

make that better in consultation with the communities. 

We do have, with Lorado, we have 

community monitors that come out and come onto the 

site and see what's going on and then report back to 

the communities. 
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It certainly is our intent that we 

would, from an environmental monitoring perspective 

long-term, that we will train.  Because it only makes 

sense from an economic side as well that we will have 

local people involved in the monitoring as well. 

None of these programs are huge 

programs. I think it is important to note that the 

Gunnar project, five years.  Sounds like a long time, 

it is not really.  And there certainly will be 

monitoring and work that will proceed, the 

boots-on-the-ground remediation, and there's lots of 

monitoring that will follow. 

It is not going to be dozens of people 

that are going to be going out and doing the 

monitoring in the follow-up project.   

But we certainly will be working with 

the communities to ensure that everyone is there, most 

importantly that they know what is going on at the 

site during the remediation and after, and whether it 

was successful, what was successful, what do we have 

to adjust, what do we have to do?   

 That consultation will  continue. 

And we certainly will be involving First Nations and 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

  

 

 

 

78 


northerners, and Métis and all the residents in the 

Athabasca area in all of our activities. 

 THE PRESIDENT:  Just out of memory, I 

think that the EIS -- I remember a number like 70 

jobs. Is that during the remediation?  How many jobs 

are we talking about during the remediation?  

MR. WILSON:  Ian Wilson, for the 

record. 

Based on previous projects similar to 

this, during operations most of the jobs are going to 

be concentrated in sort of heavy equipment and truck 

movement. We anticipate about 30 to 40 active 

workers -- it could be shift work, so you could double 

that -- but at any one time onsite, based on the 

nature of the work, heavy equipment operators, truck 

drivers, probably 30 to 40 anticipated crew size. 

THE PRESIDENT:  In your slide you show 

the temporary housing and I thought you mentioned 80. 

MR. WILSON:  Eighty-five is the 

current capacity of the camp that we have onsite.  The 

camp was specific to the demolition and was brought to 

the demolition, which was much more labour-intensive.  

The labour intensity during the remediation of the 

environment is going to be a bit less based on, I 
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guess, a change in operations. 

THE PRESIDENT:  So just to follow up 

on the question from Mr. Tolgyesi, when you consult 

with the communities, do you restrict your procurement 

to a community or is it a Saskatchewan-wide 

procurement call?  How does it work? 

MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon for the 

record. 

When we put our procurement out, it is 

not restricted to northern -- to a community.  It is a 

broader process in the procurement document itself, 

and the way that they are scored, we require that 

local labour is maximized.  I think we had set and we 

actually had incentives and penalties on the Lorado 

contract in terms of -- was it 50 percent?  Anything 

less than 50 percent would be penalized, anything more 

than 50 percent would be incentive.  There would be 

incentives in terms of the dollars awarded for the 

contracts. And that is followed all the way through, 

that's not just something that is done at the start.   

The idea, this was a change from the 

previous year that we -- in this contract, on the 

Lorado one we wanted to ensure that we just didn't say 

it but that we followed it through and actually 

working with the contractors to make sure that they 
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got a hold of local communities, they had contacts 

there and that we would maximize the numbers of 

northern people that we could have onsite. 

THE PRESIDENT:  So when you go to a 

community and you talk about the economic benefit, did 

you make any promises?  When you go to Black Lake and 

Fond-du-Lac, do you make any promises about how many 

jobs will come from each community? 

MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon for the 

record. 

Certainly, the questions come up in 

terms of how many jobs will there be.  We try to be as 

accurate as we can be in terms of how many jobs we 

think there is going to be available.  We can't say 

there are going to be 42 jobs or -- I mean we can give 

ranges in terms of what we think the job is going to 

take. We try and work with the community and 

communities to ensure that our procurement is such 

that we can maximize the employment opportunities.   

In the Lorado contract actually, a 

First Nation is involved with that one.  What we do 

from a legal side when we go out for tender, we are 

tied, I guess, to a degree in terms of ensuring that 

we can put very strict conditions in there and we 

follow those conditions, but we still have to -- 
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prices and economics also come into play and so we 

have to take that into account as well. 

MEMBER HARVEY:  Just for an example, 

in slide 22 of your presentation this morning you put 

some statistics and some figures about the economic 

engagement and local labour authorization.  That is 

for Gunnar and Lorado.  What does that mean for 

example for Black Lake or Fond-du-Lac?  Was there any 

impact for them? Did some benefit fall on those 

communities from those projects? 

MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon for the 

record. 

 I mean obviously the community would 

have to speak directly to some of the benefits.  From 

our perspective, there is never enough.  You know, we 

just can't meet all of those needs.  We try and do the 

best that we can.  We continue and will continue to 

work with the communities.  Can we improve?  

Absolutely. And whatever suggestions that we can 

legally bring into the system where we can improve on 

that, we do so. 

 These kinds of jobs, the demolition 

was very labour-intensive and we had trained over 100 

local Athabasca residents and the training that we 

provided was broad enough that we specifically brought 
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in broader training so that if some of those people 

that were trained didn't choose to work onsite or 

worked onsite later, they could then have a level of 

training safety and so on that they could also be able 

to go in and work in some of the mines.  They have a 

little bit of a leg up.   

So I mean we try and look broader than 

this specific project.  But is it enough?  It's never 

enough. It is very challenging. 

MEMBER HARVEY:  Well, have you 

received any benefits in the completion of those 

projects? Did you receive any benefits in your 

communities? 

CHIEF ROBILLARD:  In terms of 

benefits, I have seen some of our local members with 

temporary employment.  However, I think we can -- like 

the gentleman said, I think we can do more in terms of 

spinoffs from these projects.  We have numerous local 

businesses that could benefit from these projects.  

And when I say local, I mean First Nations people.   

We have a few non-First Nations people 

within and around the Hamlet of Stony Rapids that seem 

to benefit from these projects in terms of basically 

suppliers and freight hauling to these remote sites.  

I would like to see more First Nations involvement and 
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local members get these contracts and benefit 

economically. And I am speaking for Black Lake First 

Nations and Fond-du-Lac.   

In the past we have seen a lot of 

non-First Nations businesses like Stony Rapids benefit 

from these projects and we would just like to see more 

involvement from Black Lake and Fond-du-Lac and 

members can benefit from these projects. Thank you. 

MEMBER HARVEY:  Is it difficult for 

the people of your communities to meet the 

requirements for such and such jobs? 

CHIEF ROBILLARD: I wouldn't say 

difficult. I think it would be more on-the-ground 

training. If SRC can meet more with First Nations 

communities -- I know they are doing a great job, but 

meet with First Nations leaders and economic 

development people at Band offices and lay out the 

plan and say, you know, let's contract these trainers 

and bring them to First Nations communities, such as 

the hazardous materials training for cleanup.   

And there are also opportunities for 

heavy equipment training, construction training and, 

you know, freight hauling.  We can see a lot of 

opportunities there.  I think we need more 

consultation at our community level. 
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MEMBER HARVEY:  Is this to say that 

they -- because when reading the documents we have in 

front of us, there have been numbers of meetings with 

Aboriginal communities.  So is this to say that you 

are not really satisfied with the way it has been done 

or the type of meeting?  What should be changed? 

CHIEF ROBILLARD:  I think if we meet 

more specifically with First Nations leaders, I know a 

lot of them are very busy and there are a lot of other 

issues involved with the North, but if we meet 

specifically on the benefits and we work together, I 

think we can make some improvements. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Ms Velshi...? 

MEMBER VELSHI:  I think I saw SRC nod 

at that and in fact you yourself said that that is 

part of what you hope to do, is to meet with the 

community and discuss specifics. 

I would like to speak to the 

interveners around the concerns they have raised.  

This is on page 3 of the submission on the seven 

critical areas of concern.  We have talked about 

capacity-building and economic development, but it is 

the other six and I wanted to get your impressions 

because this is clearly what the EIS, the 

environmental assessment, has addressed and what we 
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have seen in the project for remediation to make sure 

that human health and air and water quality and so on 

are addressed. 

And I wondered, with these concerns 

that you have raised here, is it because you do not 

feel that they have been addressed adequately or you 

just want them reinforced?  I'm not quite sure why you 

felt it necessary to reiterate these concerns here. 

MS McDONALD:  Diane McDonald for the 

record. 

In terms of consultations, although we 

certainly like to reinforce what is important to us is 

our Aboriginal treaty rights and how we continue to 

live off the land and the resources, the fish, the 

animals that we depend on, we are the most remote 

communities in the Athabasca Basin and we don't live 

the city life like most people do where you go to a 

grocery store. We go out on the land, we get the fish 

off the land, we get the animals that we continue to 

eat as part of our culture, and certainly that is 

really important to us because that is part of our 

livelihood and certainly that needs to be reinforced 

in ensuring that our treaty rights are protected.   

In terms of consultations, certainly, 

SRC has painted a really good picture of their 
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consultation process, which we applaud them for, but 

in the meantime, in moving forward I think there needs 

to be more engagement in terms of being involved in 

the process, whether it is a licence condition to be 

added to the procurement process that Joe Muldoon had 

alluded to, and certainly, commitments should be made 

into the licence as a condition so that we know that 

we are guaranteed or given some opportunity as First 

Nations. 

And certainly, like Chief Lidguerre 

has alluded, that, you know, the non-First Nations 

communities, the non-Aboriginal communities are the 

ones that are benefiting from these projects, and 

certainly, we have had some opportunity for some level 

of employment but I think there needs to be more 

commitments from SRC toward the Treaty 8 First Nations 

communities. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Have you had an 

opportunity to review the communication plan or 

program that SRC has developed and that CNSC staff 

have reviewed? 

MS McDONALD:  No. I don't believe 

that was shared with us. I apologize if not.  But 

certainly, in previous years I have worked directly 

with Joe Muldoon on some of the discussions in his 
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presentation, through collecting the traditional land 

use, and certainly, we established a good working 

relationship in terms of communications and strategies 

and working together during the development of the 

EIS. But in terms of moving forward I think that's 

where we need to focus, is where do we go next in the 

following steps in the short and long term. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  SRC, any comment on 

why you would not have shared that, particularly the 

communication program which talks about consultation 

and engagement? 

MR. MULDOON:  The document that we 

provided outlined what we are undertaking, what we are 

currently doing. We can certainly -- I guess it 

wasn't shared formally -- I don't think it was, 

Diane -- because it's what we are doing.  It's not 

there's anything -- in a sense there is nothing there 

that we are not undertaking.   

We would certainly be more than happy 

to share that kind of documentation.  That is not an 

issue at all. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  What I'm sensing from 

this is it's not so much that it's not being done or 

even that the commitments aren't being made, it's just 

that they want it enshrined within the licence and the 
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Licence Condition Handbook -- and I am going to turn 

to staff and get your comments on that -- particularly 

a document like that. Anyway, it was more an 

observation on that.   

So, staff, what are your thoughts on 

these areas of concern and proposed amendments to put 

this requirement for consultation, engagement and 

involvement directly into the licence and the Licence 

Condition Handbook as conditions? 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard for the 

record. 

 The licence currently has a condition 

requiring the licensee to have a public information 

disclosure program.  The Licence Condition Handbook 

basically then outlines what are the -- basically the 

document where they will fulfil that requirement of 

the licence. 

And basically, we as CNSC staff will 

verify through the project that they are I guess 

completing their commitments to ensure that they are 

fulfilling that licence condition, in other words, 

consulting with the local communities, the Aboriginal 

groups and providing information and being proactive 

in disclosing that information. 

 That is the essence of the licence and 
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Licence Condition Handbook.  We don't specify 

particular groups, we just say basically, broadly, you 

communicate with the communities and the Aboriginal 

groups. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Are you surprised that 

SRC did not share the communication program that was 

submitted to the CNSC with the local community?  Isn't 

this the fundamental document that writes down here's 

how we are going to keep you informed and engaged, and 

isn't that the stage to involve them? 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard for the 

record. 

I guess the document in question 

basically documents what SRC is currently doing and 

which they propose to keep on doing into the future 

during the phases of this program.  As for disclosing 

that document, I guess personally I would have 

anticipated it would have been out there for 

consumption. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  It's not so much 

disclosing as much as getting input into it.  Fine, 

this is what you have been doing, but perhaps there 

are opportunities to improve on that.  All I'm trying 

to -- I'm not saying that the document isn't adequate.  

I'm just saying if the concern here is we need to be 
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engaged and involved more, is this not a symptom of 

perhaps there is room for greater engagement? 

MR. JAMMAL:  It's Ramzi Jammal for the 

record. 

 Ms Velshi, your observation is 

adequate. In the requirements under the communication 

plan there will be consultation to seek the input of 

the community through the communication and that will 

be submitted to the CNSC staff.  So that is a 

requirement with respect to the development of the 

communication plan. 

 Where the proponent at this point is 

SRC or the applicant, as part of their development of 

the communication plan they will seek the input of the 

stakeholders, let me put it this way, so that they are 

able to address the needs through the communication 

plan of their stakeholders.  That is a requirement in 

our regulatory requirement RD-99.3. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Please go ahead. 

MS McDONALD:  Just a response to your 

communication plan.  We certainly respect that, but as 

First Nations, under Treaty 8 we do have protected 

rights, constitutional rights under section 35 and we 

certainly expect those rights to be protected under 

that section and certainly we need to make sure that 
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there is a formal commitment and condition related to 

section 35. Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT:  We better deal with 

some of those rights and treaty rights and CNSC 

mandate here. Maybe, Kim, you want to say something 

about that? 

--- Pause 

MS MANN:  Good morning.  My name is 

Kimberly Mann. I am Senior Advisor for Aboriginal 

Consultation here at the CNSC.   

Staff is very aware and very much 

respects the rights of Black Lake and Fond-du-Lac 

communities and the other First Nations and the Métis 

people. We are aware of the treaty rights under 

Treaty 8. 

In regard to the consultation, I am 

just going to assume that the program being an 

appendix to the EIS maybe it just wasn't shared 

specifically in a number of the community meetings.  

know I attended some of them.  It is in the 

presentations. A key communication is consistent of 

the commitment to continue to consult and engage these 

communities. Not just SRC but CNSC has been out there 

and said that ourselves. 

Ms McDonald is right, we do have an 
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obligation to continue to consult with the northern 

communities and the First Nations to make sure that we 

uphold the honour of the Crown and we ensure that 

these rights are protected and that they are not 

harmed and that they can continue practising these 

rights. 

 Beyond the public information 

disclosure program, people are aware that we have a 

draft regulation REGDOC out there for Aboriginal 

consultation that the licensees will be required.  It 

is in public consultation now and eventually in 2015 

it will go before the Commission for your approval.   

From that REGDOC, if there is 

potential for rights to be impacted, that would go 

beyond the requirements of the public information 

disclosure program.  CNSC would now have another tool 

in our toolbox to ensure that licensees are out there 

ensuring the protection of these constitutionally 

protected rights.  So they would report to staff on 

the public information disclosure and on the REGDOC.  

So we would keep a close eye on that.   

It's not just that we are reading 

things. Our staff have been out in these communities 

as well. Diane has been back and forth with Adam 

Levine with our participant funding program, so they 
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definitely know how to reach us.  I think we have a 

good relationship.  We are definitely looking to 

improve the relationship to keep these talks going. 

And of course we have to look at this 

is a rehabilitation project.  So the plan is things 

are only going to get better.  The environment is 

going to continue to improve and they are going to be 

able to practise their rights in a safer environment.   

So we are not going away, SRC is not 

going away and we definitely have a commitment to the 

northern communities to keep them not just apprised of 

providing information but having them involved in 

these decisions that are going to be going forward 

before final decisions are made.  And of course, CNSC 

has to make decisions on the licence and the hold 

points and all that.  So consultation will continue. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Ms McDonald, do you 

want to add something? 

MS McDONALD:  Yes, thank you. 

Certainly, yes, Kim -- Kimberly 

certainly will have the opportunity to review the 

Aboriginal consultation policy.  But in terms of being 

consulted, we need to be consulted at the same level 

as other government entities.  And certainly we are a 

First Nations government and certainly we need to be 
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given the same opportunities as to how SRC engages 

with both levels of governments and the regulatory 

bodies. And certainly we are requesting that, you 

know, we be given that opportunity.   

 And certainly throughout the CNSC 

process, when we were given the opportunity to 

intervene we have requested a number of documents for 

our review and we were unable to receive those 

documents from the CNSC staff when we requested it in 

advance to do our analysis based on -- to do our 

analysis and our presentation for today.   

And certainly, we need to be provided 

with those documents as well, well in advance, not 

when we come to a point where we have a 30-day review 

for the Commission to present our concerns, when you 

have to cite other documents within your assessments, 

and certainly we like to be given that opportunity as 

well. I think it is very important for us in making 

this -- you know, I think this is really -- may be 

important also to make a condition to the licence. 

THE PRESIDENT:  I'm sorry, which 

documents were not available? 

MS McDONALD:  I cannot speak to which 

documents, but we had a list of documents that we did 

provide a list that we requested to the CNSC for us to 
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review the actual environmental assessment report, the 

licence conditions documents.  The CMDs that were 

provided to us, there was some stuff in there that 

reflects two different documents that we needed to 

clarify and certainly we weren't provided with the 

full --

THE PRESIDENT:  I'm very surprised 

because the EIS, or their report, their environmental 

report has been available now for months and months 

because it was approved by the Saskatchewan Government 

with their own press release in their own issue.  So I 

don't know what miscommunication occurred here but 

maybe we can follow up on this. 

What I would like -- Mr. Muldoon, you 

want to say something, but before, one of the 

recommendations here, and we have seen it working in 

other places, that there is a standing committee of 

all parties that oversees a project and they meet 

quarterly. Just like in other projects, you come 

periodically to the Council to make presentations, 

updates, et cetera.   

 Have you considered doing something 

like this more formally as a standing committee that 

you can bounce off ideas and consult throughout the 

whole project? 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

96 


I think Mr. Muldoon and then you, 

please. 

MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon for the 

record. 

I did want to say that Saskatchewan 

Research Council, we take our duty to consult very 

seriously. We were out meeting with communities long 

before we put any pen to paper.  In fact, we were -- a 

number of communities remarked they had never seen 

somebody come out this early in the process.   

 So we started very early.  We built 

the documents around those consultations.  We've got 

probably one of the most rigorous and one of the most 

progressive procurement processes in the country in 

terms of what some of our conditions are in our 

scoring. 

We take it very seriously.  We take 

our relationship with First Nations and Métis very, 

very seriously and we will continue to do that.  A lot 

of the -- as was mentioned, in the EIS itself all of 

the communications were in there and are in there, and 

we very much will continue to go out and improve 

whatever steps we can take in terms of improving the 

processes and ensuring that we can flow those benefits 

locally as much as possible.  So that is a given.   
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We do -- CNSC has been out with us.  

So when we talk about getting everybody together, we 

go out usually about three times a year, out to the 

communities and try and hit all of the communities in 

the North. So we have that process set up and running 

now. 

THE PRESIDENT:  So there is a standing 

kind of a body you can consult with on an ongoing 

basis throughout the project? 

MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon for the 

record. 

There is not a -- if you are talking 

about a formal committee, we had a project review 

committee that was established with leadership from 

all of the communities, that we had established, 

again, way back before we were even close to putting 

an environmental assessment document together.  We 

went out and that committee was comprised of 

membership from all the various communities in the 

Athabasca Basin. We brought that group together on a 

regular basis. 

I would say about a year ago, 

somewhere in that, 12 to 18 months ago, that group met 

and indicated that they would prefer -- again, a very 

busy group, it was called the PRC -- that the PRC was 
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not -- the best way for that PRC to proceed would be 

just to go with community meetings because then the 

communications go out to everybody.  So we have not 

formally brought that group together and that was 

input from those members of the committee. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Chief Robillard...? 

CHIEF ROBILLARD:  Thank you, Dr. 

Binder. 

I'm glad you brought that up.  I was 

going to bring it up. The idea of developing such a 

standing committee, as interveners here today and as 

community elected leader, I am speaking for the best 

interests of Black Lake First Nations members and 

Fond-du-Lac First Nations members.  I believe we can 

improve communications in terms of, you know, the 

ongoing processes of cleanup and remediation.   

I think it would be beneficial to both 

First Nations communities if we have at least two 

people, two members from each community on such a 

standing committee that can liaise with First Nations 

leadership. 

Currently, we are -- Black Lake First 

Nations are embedded in a lot of other negotiations 

and ongoing issues, day-to-day businesses, and it is 

virtually impossible to concentrate on one issue.   
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So I think if we have some solidified 

membership representing Black Lake First Nation and 

Fond-du-Lac on a standing committee that can liaise 

with First Nations leaders and basically take 

advantage of opportunities with employment and 

economic development in the North, that will further 

benefit First Nations people.   

So I think that would be a really 

great idea. I would just like SRC to be informed for 

that. I think that's a wonderful idea if we do that.  

Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. 

Questions? Mr. Tolgyesi? 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  This is to 

interveners. Can you tell me -- you know, you were 

talking about communications with SRC, with the staff.  

Could you tell me globally how you perceive and 

evaluate the present communication activities in 

relation to CNSC?  Thank you. 

CHIEF ROBILLARD:  The ongoing 

processes with SRC in the northern communities of 

Saskatchewan, I believe when SRC comes to the 

communities of course there are consultations, but 

currently we don't have anyone from Black Lake First 

Nation or Fond-du-Lac First Nation, specific people, 
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the go-to person that will really -- information with 

communities and leaders.  So I think we really need 

that in place to keep communication lines open and to 

better improve communications for both parties.  Thank 

you. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  This is in relation 

to CNSC --

CHIEF ROBILLARD:  M'hmm. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  -- what you are 

talking about? 

Do you have any comments, CNSC staff? 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard for the 

record. 

The only thing I can say is that CNSC 

staff has taken every opportunity to meet with the 

local communities and the Aboriginal groups when we 

were up in the Northern Saskatchewan region to 

basically provide them information on regulatory 

framework and processes and licensing.  So we provide 

information along that line.   

Moving forward, we propose to continue 

that relationship with the Aboriginal groups and the 

local communities, to meet with them at their request.  

We are more than happy to meet with them and we even 

have an open invitation that when inspectors are 
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onsite doing inspections, if some community wants to 

designate one or two people to come along with the 

inspector, they can see what we do and how we do 

things and give them some confidence. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  But you don't have 

somebody who is known -- if somebody from the 

community or a Chief from the community wants to 

communicate, he knows that specifically he could go to 

that person or that level of responsibility or, I 

don't know how you could establish that?  So I know 

where to go, you know, when I have a problem I know 

where to go, I don't have to fish around and try to 

find where to go before I will receive an answer? 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard for the 

record. 

The way that we are structured is that 

we have a designated senior project officer assigned 

to this file. That person, the intent of that is that 

this individual goes into the communities.  It is 

basically a single point of contact.  If communities 

need something, have questions, this is the person, 

the familiar face that they see to get information 

from the CNSC. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  So there is a person 

probably who is in charge of this Gunnar Lake project, 
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so maybe you should communicate together to make sure 

that you know who is that person and he knows, that 

person knows also that he could have a request from 

you. 

THE PRESIDENT:  I will go further. 

There is a whole -- 2014, 2015, there are all kinds of 

studies, reports, et cetera, that have to be produced 

and you have to -- I think you need to formalize a 

mechanism where everybody knows what's going on all 

the time. And it's formal, not give me a call when 

you want to know, but there is a formal standing 

process to understand all the processes that go on in 

Phase 1, Phase 2. That seems to be what is being 

requested. 

DR. THOMPSON:  Mr. Binder, if I could.  

Patsy Thompson for the record.   

 Moving forward, the plan is to -- 

because of the way the project is phased, one of the 

expectations from the remediation program is that the 

Aboriginal and treaty rights will be protected.  So 

any -- you know, currently, there are fish and 

drinking water advisories in place.  We want to make 

sure that moving forward, through improvements to the 

environment that Aboriginal and treaty rights will be 

protected in the long term.   
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In order to do that, we have to have 

formal engagement with the communities.  They have 

already provided a lot of traditional use, land use 

information that has been used in the EA report, and 

so moving forward the proposal is to have a standing 

committee or some kind of community liaison group with 

which the CNSC could engage to make sure that when the 

options are being analyzed and the reports are being 

submitted to the Commission that we have the input 

from the community.   

 There are also other opportunities, 

for example, annual reports to the Commission that are 

shared with the public.  So the CNSC staff have, for 

other projects, gone to communities to share and 

engage them in those annual reports. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you. 

 Ms McDonald...? 

MS McDONALD:  Just responses to some 

of the comments. 

Certainly, I appreciate Patsy 

Thompson, CNSC staff, and Chief Robillard in terms of 

a standing committee. Certainly, this is important as 

Chief Robillard had alluded that, you know, this 

standing committee should be included as a condition 

related to consultation.  You know, it provides a 
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clear consultation requirement for us as First Nations 

and we want clear ongoing forward commitments and 

targets for employment and contracts. 

And I think this is something that we 

in the past have written a letter, the First Nations, 

to the federal government and the province and SRC in 

terms of commitments on contracts or some kind of a 

partnership agreement that we have requested in the 

past and that we have not received a response from SRC 

other than that they have provided a response in terms 

of how well they have done consultations in the past.   

So certainly, we need some commitments 

from the Saskatchewan Research Council and so I just 

wanted to make those points to the Commission in terms 

of a recommendation that we feel is really important 

and should be included in those conditions of licence. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. I need to hear 

some staff talk about this economic condition in the 

licence. Who wants -- Mr. Jammal...? 

MR. JAMMAL:  It's Ramzi Jammal for the 

record. 

 We fully support the fact that the 

local communities will benefit from such projects.  

There are a couple of issues I would like to raise. 

The contractual agreement between the 
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applicants and the operators is a contractual 

agreement that goes way beyond the CNSC mandate and 

the requirements. 

Having said that though, we have the 

opportunity to have with us in the room or on the 

phone the Saskatchewan officials, the Government of 

Saskatchewan officials, and they can speak about the 

requirements for employment for the northern part of 

Saskatchewan and the contractual agreement between SRC 

and the local community. 

 That is beyond the mandate of the 

CNSC. This is from a legal structure, but I want to 

reiterate the fact that we are fully supportive of the 

benefits to the local community.  But that goes beyond 

the CNSC regulatory mandate. 

THE PRESIDENT:  So I just want to make 

clear. What you are saying is that the recommendation 

to put employment to a particular community is not 

doable in a CNSC licence and licence condition 

envelope. Did I get it right? 

MR. JAMMAL:  Ramzi Jammal for the 

record. That is exactly correct. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. Saskatchewan, 

here or online, does anybody want to comment about the 

government policy and all of this in terms of 
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obligation, contractual obligation, or is it part and 

process of the existing processes? 

MR. SANDERS:  It's Hal Sanders for the 

record, and I may ask my colleague with Environment to 

speak up after I have made a couple of comments.   

First of all, certainly the provincial 

government is interested in maximizing the economic 

benefits to the North.  The contract that we have with 

our colleague or sister department NRCan and SRC 

speaks to trying to maximize those benefits, but it is 

not a quota system.   

 We do everything we can to try and see 

to it that the northern communities do benefit from 

the activities in the North, everything from, as Mr. 

Muldoon indicates, speaking to them about contracts 

coming up, about activities coming up, about 

opportunities, be they job opportunities for employees 

or businesses, so that there is some indication of the 

types of activities that are going to happen over the 

next number of years, and truly I expect this will 

increase as we move into the next phase of the Gunnar 

project. 

After contracts are let and companies 

are not successful, I know that there has been an 

effort to try and go into those communities and 
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explain why those communities did not benefit from 

those contracts so that they knew that the next time a 

contract came up that they would then understand a 

little bit better about how they may not have been 

successful and what it would take to be successful. 

I know that we have, as Mr. Muldoon 

indicates, contract-specific obligations where we are 

measuring criteria to try and benefit Northerners, the 

First Nations and the Métis groups in the North, 

including the incentive components if you achieve a 

certain level or disincentives if you don't achieve 

that level. 

 But we also have provincial 

obligations in terms of our contract letting that will 

restrict our ability to be able to do certain things 

in those contracts.  That may include not actually 

requiring -- you know, you can't have a first right of 

refusal, I don't believe, in a contract, by just not 

having it out for tender with certain criteria that 

are applicable to all tender applicants. 

 The other aspect is about treaty 

rights versus economic desires because certainly the 

province supports both of these, but they are 

different. 

As a province, we are always concerned 
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with meeting the treaty obligations of our First 

Nations and Métis people.  We have a constitutional 

requirement, as Ms McDonald indicates, and certainly 

we do everything we can to meet that obligation.   

 Economic desires are a little bit 

different and we have approached them a little bit 

differently, but to the full extent we are able to see 

the engagement of Northerners in these opportunities, 

I believe we have been very successful and my hope is 

that we will be even more successful in the future.   

 Mr. Muldoon indicated the work that 

was done or is being done at Lorado.  It has resulted 

in a substantial amount of northern employment and 

business opportunities.  Our hope is that the skills 

learned there may be then transferable to the Gunnar 

site so that people will benefit there.   

 We have regular contact with our 

uranium industry and the fact that many of these 

people are learning skills that are transferable to 

existing uranium mines and our hope is that there will 

be benefits derived through that process.  Can it be 

done through a quota system?  I just don't believe it 

can. 

We have uranium companies that report 

on the success of Aboriginal employment in their 
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operating mines in the province and they have been 

very successful. My hope is that we will be just as 

successful on this.   

But the other thing to remember is 

that this is a finite project with an end date and the 

amount of activity that is going to go on when it's 

done, and our hope is that it will be done as soon as 

possible, they are very small. 

The best opportunity is to be able to 

develop skills and opportunities for northern 

communities to then employ them in active operations 

that are going on in the North and that tends to be 

our other uranium mining activities on active mines as 

opposed to the closure of a historic site.   

I could ask if my colleague from 

Environment might have something to add. 

MR. POLLOCK:  Brady Pollock for the 

record. 

No. Hal, you put it fairly well 

there. There was no condition included in the 

ministerial approval which required any contractual or 

economic benefit agreement and in fact we do not 

include those conditions in the Minister's approval.   

SRC's commitments in the EIS do appear 

to seek to maximize economic benefits to communities 
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in the North and the various training opportunities 

provided to date have shown that.  But outside of that 

there are no additional conditions required through 

the ministerial approval for the province. 

THE PRESIDENT:  What I think I hear, 

though, is that before you come out with your 

procurement process what the community would like is a 

dialogue and training maybe in preparation for the day 

that you come out with a procurement so they are 

ready, able and know what to expect.   

That's what I think the focus -- the 

way I interpret what we have been hearing is on the 

communication and ongoing engagement.  That's the way 

I interpret what is the best way to close the gap here 

in understanding the way ahead.  Did I get it right? 

I think I see positive nodding here.   

 Anybody else?  We have to move on 

because there will be some other colleagues of yours 

that will appear in front of us very soon.  So does 

anybody else have any other questions?  You have the 

last word here. 

MS McDONALD:  Okay, sounds great. 

Just in terms of some responses from 

other First Nations, other Aboriginal groups that have 

been involved in abandoned mine clean-ups, one prime 
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example is the Inuit and Nunavut territory.   

There is a partnership agreement with 

the federal government to clean up that specific 

abandoned mine with the Inuit people and certainly 

there are doors for opportunity. 

Although there may be no commitments 

in the agreement between the province and the federal 

government, certainly, I think there are probably some 

commitments through Natural Resources Canada in that 

agreement, I believe, where it gives some 

opportunities to Aboriginal folks to maximize benefits 

in the region certainly.  I think that's what we are 

saying, is that we need to maximize benefits.  

 And certainly, one point of 

clarification on Joe Muldoon's presentation that they 

have provided many benefits and opportunities to 

Athabasca Basin development.  There has been on a 

lower level provided some benefits, but in terms of 

contracts the Athabasca Basin development is our own 

contracting company in the Athabasca Basin and they 

were not given any opportunity.  Although we bid in 

through Points Athabasca, we were not provided any 

opportunity at the former asbestos abatement at the 

Gunnar site as well as the Lorado site.   

One of the things that really, really 
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kind of hurts us is when we look at the current Lorado 

project. And like Joe Muldoon said, their procurement 

process is wide and it's not specific to the 

Athabasca. And certainly, from our point of view, we 

feel that we have been sort of left out and we are the 

ones that are continuing to face the contaminations 

more than 50 years.   

I grew up on Gunnar myself. I know 

what the conditions were like, not knowing what the 

situation was when we were growing up at Gunnar.  

Certainly, for us, you know, when we heard that an 

Aboriginal group from outside the province was given 

the opportunity and contracts, you know, from our 

perspective, from the Basin Development from the 

Athabasca region, with Chief Robillard being here, 

certainly it's a slap in the face for us because we 

are the ones that continue to suffer.   

Yet, although this is a small project, 

I think there are still windows for opportunities to 

provide some level of benefits to the First Nations 

and we certainly stressed that proper consultation 

arrangements and involvement in the follow-up 

measures, including monitoring, you know, that we 

continue -- you know, that we propose that that be a 

condition in the licence. 
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So if you look at where we feel 

frustration is when we have our own regional contracts 

when we are not given the opportunity, although we may 

have bid on these jobs, you know.  But when you see 

other Aboriginal groups from out of the country or 

southern communities, you know, for us, we feel that 

we are not being treated fairly in terms of economic 

opportunities. 

 So with that, thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. Thank you. 

Thank you for your intervention. 

We will take a break for about 15 

minutes. Okay, we will take a break for 10 minutes.  

Okay, 10 minutes.  Thank you. 

--- Upon recessing at 11:28 a.m. / 

    Suspension à 11 h 28 

--- Upon resuming at 11:42 a.m. / 

Reprise à 11 h 42 

CMD 14-H5.4 

Oral presentation by 

Saskatchewan Environmental Society 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay, we are back and the 
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next presentation is by the Saskatchewan Environmental 

Society, as outlined in CMD 14-H5.4. 

I understand that Ms Coxworth and Mr. 

Peter Prebble will be presenting and they are coming to us 

via videoconference from Saskatoon. 

Can you hear us? We can see you, but can 

you hear us? 

MR. PREBBLE:  Yes. 

MS COXWORTH:  Yes. 

MR. PREBBLE:  Yes, we can hear you, Dr. 

Binder. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay, thank you. The 

floor is yours. Please proceed. 

MR. PREBBLE:  Yeah, thank you. Good 

morning to you, Dr. Binder, and Members of the Commission. 

For the record, my name is Peter Prebble. 

You have our written submission and we 

intend now to focus on highlights from that submission and 

our recommendations to you for amendments to the proposed 

licence. 

We recognize that what we are discussing 

here is a legacy site that was abandoned at a time when 

environmental legislation was virtually non-existent. The 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

115 


resulting contamination of this region on the shore of a 

major northern lake is such that complete remediation will 

not be possible. 

The broad goal of this remediation project 

is basically to improve the situation on the site, but with 

some real uncertainty about what the standard of 

completeness of the remediation work will be. An 

extraordinarily large amount of money could theoretically 

be spent without totally removing the ecological and human 

health risks. The degree of improvement of the site will 

be largely dependent on the funding available. 

So we comment first on the issue of 

budgeting and paying the bills. The original budget is 

already seriously overspent. Future expenditure apparently 

relies on a statement of provincial liability that could 

theoretically be amended by any future government. To date 

the federal government has denied any further 

responsibility beyond their originally committed 

contribution of $12.3 million. 

The financial history of this project and 

the lack of a firm cost-sharing commitment by the 

Government of Canada beyond the $12.3 million that they've 

committed to is worrisome. Clearly, choices of remediation 
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approaches have to depend on funding available. The 2006 

cost-sharing agreement between the Government of 

Saskatchewan and the Government of Canada, based on a total 

budget of $24.6 million, made no provision for coverage of 

any cost over-runs. Saskatchewan has already spent $37 

million on a project for which its share was defined as 

$12.3 million, all before any actual remediation of waste 

rock, uranium mill tailings or the Gunnar open pit has 

taken place. 

In our comments on the Environmental 

Assessment report we pointed to the need to address the 

future funding uncertainty. We suggested that a statement 

of commitment should be provided by the federal government 

to cover all the un-budgeted remediation costs related to 

tailings and waste reclamation that exceed the Memorandum 

of Agreement budgeted amount in order to ensure that the 

tailings and waste reclamation work is successfully 

completed. 

Clearly the current provision in the 

Memorandum of Agreement between the Government of 

Saskatchewan and the Government of Canada that there be "no 

cost overruns" from the original budget is unrealistic, 

given the complexity of the task ahead. The response we 
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received from both levels of government was that this issue 

is outside the scope of the Environmental Assessment. So 

perhaps it belongs at the licensing level in that CNSC 

might want to consider encouraging the federal government 

to more fully participate in sharing the real cost of the 

cleanup. 

On page 33 of the CNSC staff report, and I 

refer here to e-Doc 4440021, CNSC staff state, and I am 

just quoting here: 

"...current plans for the Gunnar site 

will be a $208.5 million liability on 

the Provincial ledger which will 

include money for future monitoring 

and maintenance as part of the 

Institutional Control Program..." 

Staff go on to say -- and I'm still 

quoting: 

"Since this project has been 

officially accepted as a liability of 

a Provincial Government, and funds 

have been set aside by the 

Saskatchewan Provincial Treasury to 

safely manage this site during and 
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after the anticipated remediation 

activities, CNSC staff recommend that 

no further financial assurance be 

required under this licence." 

End of quote. We found this statement to 

be surprising and it begs answers to two questions. 

First, what is the rationale for placing 

responsibility for this entire, huge cost overrun on the 

taxpayers of Saskatchewan? 

And second, how was this figure of $208.5 

million arrived at? 

It suggests that somewhere there is a 

budget calculation for a series of remediation activities 

that are yet to be fully determined as well as for 

long-term monitoring and maintenance of a site with many 

unknown characteristics that will only be better understood 

once planned site characterization work has been completed. 

Does this number imply a limit to what 

remediation and long-term care activities may be carried 

out or does it mean that if the costs go beyond this, 

Saskatchewan will assume an even larger liability? 

We suggest that it is appropriate for the 

federal government -- sorry -- we suggest that it is 
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inappropriate for the federal government to refuse all 

responsibility for these extended costs, and we recommend 

that CNSC ask that a statement of commitment be provided by 

the Government of Canada to cover remediation costs 

associated with tailings and waste reclamation that exceed 

the originally budgeted amount. 

And I'm going to pass our presentation now 

over to Ann. 

MS COXWORTH:  Thank you, Peter. 

Good morning, Dr. Binder and 

Commissioners. 

So we also comment in our written 

submission on the lack of provision in the draft Licence 

Conditions Handbook for public review of key future 

remediation decisions concerning the site. It seems that 

throughout the approval process for this remediation 

process from environmental assessment to licensing to 

permitting to transfer to institutional control, it seems 

that important issues are being referred forthwith to the 

next stage without resolution. 

The Environmental Impact Assessment 

already approved by the Government of Saskatchewan leaves 

so many questions unanswered that the licence in process is 
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being launched before background studies are complete and 

before most decisions on specific remediation activities 

can be made. 

So because of the many unknown factors 

concerning the site and the need for many further studies 

prior to decisions on the section of remediation options, 

the proposed licence sensibly allows for a series of major 

future decisions to be made as research progresses. Thus, 

the proposed licence does not and cannot address specific 

issues about remediation plans. 

According to the current licence proposal 

decisions allowing SRC to proceed with specific Phase 2 

activities will be made from time to time by a designated 

CNSC individual. However, what this means is that there is 

no provision for public review before actual decisions are 

made about SRC's remediation plan. It appears that the 

real licensing decisions will be made later by an 

individual CNSC representative without provision for public 

review. 

Therefore, although we have confidence in 

the ability of the Saskatchewan 

Research Council to successfully undertake complex 

remediation tasks, the process that is being used here in 
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requesting a long term licence is not acceptable and it 

sets an undesirable precedent. 

We suggest that a simple solution would be 

to build into the licence a requirement for a public review 

process once SRC has identified its preferred remediation 

plans within the decision tree approach. This would allow 

for much more responsible public involvement in the 

decision making about remediation of this legacy site. 

We also comment in our submission about 

the prevention of access to hazardous areas on the Gunnar 

site. It seems to be broadly accepted by both SRC and the 

regulators that after basic remediation work has been done 

human exposure to remain in contaminants whether directly 

or by consuming contaminated local foods that this exposure 

can be satisfactorily limited by the use of signage and 

fencing. This approach is used to justify a remediation 

approach that will still leave a level of potential harm to 

local area residents and visitors who may ignore or not 

notice warnings. 

We haven't seen any description of the 

nature of the fencing that will keep people away from 

hazardous areas after remediation work is complete. Will 

it be, for example, an actual physical barrier to access or 
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will it be simply a wire fence? Over how long a time 

period is it assumed that signage and fencing will be 

actively repaired and replaced? 

Then with reference to the acceptable 

level of gamma radiation post remediation, we've raised a 

concern in our comments on the Environmental Study. 

"In Vol. 1 of the EIS, Executive 

Summary p. iv, it is stated that only 

areas with gamma dose greater than 1 

microsievert/hr above background will 

be remediated, and that this is 

consistent with the CNSC and Sask. 

Environment allowable cumulative dose 

threshold of 1 milliSievert/yr." 

But this 1 microSievert per hour equates 

to 8.76 milliSieverts per year and this figure is nearly 

nine times higher than the recommended exposure limit. The 

proposed remediation approach would leave untreated areas 

with this potential level of exposure for any people who 

spend much of the year there. 

So perhaps the assumption is that no one 

would be on the site for more than 42 days a year, which I 

think is what would give them a cumulative dose of 1 
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milliSievert. But we can't assume that this will be the 

case for the indefinite future especially as climate change 

tends to drive habitation northwards. Year-round 

occupation of this area is a distinct possibility. We are 

therefore suggesting that a lower hourly gamma dose rate 

guideline be used and that as a result the range of 

remediation activity be extended over a larger area. 

Prevention of residence in the site area 

is one of those responsibilities that is passed forward to 

future provincial control, although it is unclear how this 

can be assured over the long timeframe necessary. 

So our recommendation is still that 

remediation work should be carried out over a larger area, 

so that areas with lower hourly exposure rates would also 

be dealt with and that the licence that is granted should 

address the need for this to be done. 

The Saskatchewan Environmental Society 

strongly supports the principle of covering the dispersed 

radioactive tailings onsite. And we are pleased with the 

differentiated approach that SRC is planning to take with 

each tailings deposit, including the care being taken in 

planning a vegetative cover, engineering features to help 

handle extreme weather events, and the plans to redirect 
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surface water flows in the tailings areas. 

However, we are concerned that the 

thickness of cover being proposed by SRC will be 

insufficient to withstand the physical pressures and 

biological and chemical processes that will act on the 

cover system over time. If the tailings should become 

exposed again, but then no further remediation is done, 

they will pose a risk to site visitors, to wildlife and to 

local surface waters for thousands of years into the 

future. 

The long term risk posed by the radium in 

the tailings therefore needs to be kept in mind when 

decisions about a site cover are being made. So with this 

in mind, we are recommending a cover that is perhaps 1.2 to 

1.5 metres in thickness. 

We thus propose that one additional 

condition of the licence be that SRC be asked to examine 

options for a more effective cover system that is designed 

to withstand frost action, burrowing animals and erosion 

from heavy rainfall, strong winds and severe weather events 

over a period of several thousand years. An added benefit 

of a thicker cover system would be a further reduction in 

gamma radiation exposure. 
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We'd now like to turn to the matter of 

site-specific water quality objectives being proposed for 

this remediation effort. 

The Saskatchewan Environmental Society has 

reviewed the site-specific objectives proposed for St. 

Mary’s Channel/Langley Bay and for Zeemel Bay, and we refer 

to the February 2013 version of the EIS submitted to the 

Saskatchewan Ministry of the Environment. In general, we 

would like to see SRC setting more ambitious objectives 

than those that are proposed to the CNSC, but further study 

may be needed to determine if this is feasible, given the 

cumulative baseline site loadings in these bays already. 

And at this point we would like to point 

out to CNSC that the proposed uranium in Zeemel Bay surface 

waters after remediation is 13 times higher than the 

Saskatchewan Surface Water Quality Objectives, and the 

proposed objective for lead in Zeemel Bay of 35 micrograms 

per litre is also high. 

If the SRC objective for arsenic were 

achieved, arsenic levels in Langley Bay surface water would 

still be as much as 20 times higher than Saskatchewan 

Surface Water Quality Objectives. Moreover, arsenic levels 

in Zeemel Bay would be as much as 78 times higher than 
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Saskatchewan Surface Water Quality Objectives. 

So we hope that a condition of the licence 

issued by CNSC will be to ask SRC to examine what steps can 

be taken to achieve a more ambitious set of surface water 

objectives for Langley Bay, St. Mary’s Channel and Zeemel 

Bay. So a revised set of objectives should be formally 

submitted to CNSC. 

And before handing over again to Peter, I 

should say that my name is Ann Coxworth. I neglected to do 

that. 

Peter...? 

MR. PREBBLE: Thank you, Ann. 

For the record, Peter Prebble. 

Stepping back to look at our overall 

evaluation with the project, the Saskatchewan Environmental 

Society agrees with the assessment by CNSC staff that the 

SRC remediation project is expected to have long term, 

positive effects on humans and the environment, and we 

agree with the CNSC staff assessment that the remediation 

work can be carried out safely and with minimal impact on 

the environment. 

However, additional conditions need to be 

attached to the licence for the project to be effectively 
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implemented. In summary, the Saskatchewan Environmental 

Society recommends those conditions be as as follows: 

First, the scheduling of a formal public 

review period after a specific site remediation plan, 

tailings remediation plan, waste rock remediation plan and 

pit remediation plan for the Gunnar site have been prepared 

by the Saskatchewan Research Council. In other words, the 

scheduling of a formal public review will take place when 

Phase 1 of the licence period is nearing completion. That 

review, if integrated into the licence as a condition, 

would then allow for the issuance of a 10-year licence. 

We point out in our written submission 

that alternatively another approach would be to issue a 

two-year licence followed by a public review of a more 

specific set of remediation plans for the Gunnar site, once 

those plans have been submitted to CNSC. 

Our second suggestion for a licence 

condition is a requirement that SRC bring forward a medium 

and long term plan for fencing and signage on the site, and 

more specifically a long term plan for how public access 

will be restricted to those areas of the Gunnar site which 

are still not deemed safe after remediation work has been 

completed. 
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Our third suggestion for a condition of 

the licence is that all workers involved in remediation 

work on the site receive basic environmental awareness and 

radiation protection training. 

And, fourth, we suggest that a condition 

be that a lower hourly gamma dose radiation guideline be 

used to determine the area in which remediation activity is 

required on the site. On the assumption that an important 

outcome of remediation will be to achieve the allowable 

cumulative dose threshold of 1 milliSievert per year, 

remediation work should be carried out over a larger area 

than is currently planned. 

Another recommendation we have in terms of 

a licence condition is that in preparing detailed plans for 

tailings remediation, waste rock remediation, treatment of 

pit water, and overall site remediation, SRC should bear in 

mind the need for the site to be safe and stable for 

thousands of years into the future. 

SRC should be asked by CNSC to assume that 

the Gunnar site will be used for traditional land use 

purposes and tourist visits in the near term once 

remediation work is complete. In the longer term, SRC 

should be asked to assume the site could be even more 
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intensively used, including the possibility of permanent 

residency. 

In this context, specific measures should 

be reported on by SRC as a condition of the licence, 

including the benefits that would come with a well designed 

thicker cover over tailings areas, the potential benefits 

of applying permeable reactive barrier technology on the 

site, and the potential for achieving more ambitious 

site-specific surface water quality objectives for Langley 

Bay, Zeemel Bay and St. Mary’s Channel. 

Finally, while not specifically related to 

the conditions of the licence, it is obvious that the 

success of remediation work on the site would be greatly 

enhanced by a greater level of financial support from the 

Government of Canada. We therefore recommend that CNSC 

formally request a greater level of financial participation 

in the Gunnar Remediation Project by the Canadian 

government. 

That completes our oral submission, Dr. 

Binder, and we thank you very much for the opportunity to 

make it. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. Why 

don't we jump right into the question period. Who wants to 
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go first? 

 Ms Velshi...? 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you, Mr. President. 

And thank you for your submission. I'll 

start off by asking staff on what is the standard of 

completeness for the remediation work? Is it specified in 

great detail that, you know, gamma dose rates should not be 

over whatever or there should be no restrictions in access 

to any part of the site after x years? How well is it 

defined? 

I see in the presentation that there have 

been objectives but they haven't been delineated. 

Or is this a question better for SRC to 

answer? 

--- Short pause / Courte pause 

THE PRESIDENT:  Let me try to help you 

here. 

Isn't it true that from our perspective we 

see the end when we hand it off to the Government of 

Saskatchewan for institutional control, and isn't there 

some parameters that define when and where the Government 

of Saskatchewan will agree to take it? Is that -- are 

those the objectives and are they precise in terms of gamma 
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radiation, water surface and all that? 

SRC, somebody want to answer? 

 MR. KLYASHTORIN: Yeah, Alexey 

Klyashtorin, SRC. 

So generally there are two objectives that 

we pursue in terms of radiation laws and the corresponding 

remediation activities. And the first objective is that of 

course that annual accumulated dose for individual members 

of public should not exceed 1 milliSievert per year. But 

this accumulated dose, obviously it depends on the amount 

of time an individual has to spend in the area. Our 

calculations and our end -- so the end points of our 

remedial activities depend on this scenario utilized for 

this -- for these activities. And this scenario, as it was 

reasonably mentioned by Saskatchewan Environmental Society, 

is it will be about 40 days for an individual to spend on 

the site. And that is how we calculated -- how we came 

finally to the number of one microSievert per hour in the 

area. And this one microSievert per hour is in compliance 

with the Saskatchewan regulatory documents for mine site 

remediation. 

So that's our position, and to our opinion 

these 40 days and nights to be spent in the time by an 
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individual is a pretty reasonable scenario. We will very 

probably -- it can be considered reasonable for some future 

period. While in terms of, well, probably climate change 

and better conditions on the site and in the region due to 

climate change, well, I don't think that climate conditions 

is the only and the main factor influencing the population 

dynamics in the region. So to my mind we may -- we do not 

have enough reasons to change our scenario of 40 days on 

site for an individual. 

 That's it. 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Is that something that 

prior to transfer to institutional control -- is there any 

question about that and is that something that would be 

monitored 500 years from now? You know, people are here 

for more than 40 days and nights a year. 

MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Well, I think it's 

subject to the conditions of the institutional control. 

Well, how people will be monitored and how their activities 

on the site and will there be any restrictions for people 

to visit the site, which I don't believe it will be or 

make -- well, make settlements or permanent -- establish 

permanent residency on the site which I believe some 

restrictions should be implemented. 
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 MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon, for the record. 

Just to add to Alexey's comments, I think 

the intent of putting it into institutional controls is so 

that it will be managed long term by government so that it 

is an industrial site. It can be remediated to a certain 

point from a cost-effective -- you know, in terms of how 

much can you spend versus what are your gains, I mean, and 

that's always the balance. 

And I think the intent here is to 

ensure that we bring it up to a standard that's 

reasonable, that ensures that we can actually go ahead 

and do some work on it, move it into institutional 

controls and then ensure that, through the 

institutional controls, that access and the kind of 

access that would be allowed is appropriate with the 

level of remediation that's occurred on the site. 

It is certainly our intent, and one of 

our objectives is to allow traditional use on those 

lands and that up to 40 days when -- in terms of that 

location, we feel that that's appropriate, again, 

trying to balance the costs and what you can gain in 

terms of remediation objectives given that it was an 

industrial mine site and that's why there's -- the 
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province has set specific parameters around 

remediation, you know, for an industrial site versus a 

residential site. 

Those levels do -- are different.  

They do vary. 

THE PRESIDENT: Mr. Jammal, you wanted 

to add something? 

 MR. JAMMAL: It's Ramzi Jammal, for 

the record. 

I don't have to add anything on a 

technical basis from what SRC has presented.  I'd just 

like to reiterate the process that exists from the 

long-term oversight of such facilities. 

The CNSC requirement will be 

established once the activities determined by SRC on 

the best way to go forward.  Those will be 

incorporated into the Licence Condition Handbook. 

And it does not mean that the CNSC or 

the government of Canada is going to go away.  Before 

the CNSC releases such site for institutional control, 

it must be accepted by the Province of Saskatchewan. 

The Minister of Environment of the 

Province of Saskatchewan will accept the release from 
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CNSC or not, based on the remediation activity and the 

long-term use of the land. 

As Mr. Muldoon mentioned, the 

government of Saskatchewan will categorize the purpose 

of the land for what purpose it will be used in the 

future. 

So the key point here is there is 

always a regulatory oversight and the continuity of 

the regulatory oversight, both by the CNSC and even 

when it gets transferred to the institutional control. 

 The institutional control does not 

mean it's just a walk away from anybody.  The CNSC 

will have the powers to go back and take over if there 

is a requirement to do so. 

So that's the key point out of the 

message, and I will leave the technical specificity to 

my colleagues. But the key point here is there will 

always be a regulatory oversight, and if there is a 

need for the CNSC to take over, we will take over, and 

we've done it before. 

MEMBER VELSHI: My question is more a 

process question. 

Is there a risk that the Saskatchewan 
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government would say this remediation is not adequate 

for us to take it under institutional control, whereas 

SRC believes that, hey, we've met our objectives? 

MR. JAMMAL: It's Ramzi Jammal, for 

the record. 

It's the -- there's a risk.  I mean, 

it's part of the process.  The decision for the 

institutional control to be accepted by the government 

of Saskatchewan is based on the Saskatchewan -- well, 

I'll pass it to my colleague from the Saskatchewan 

government. It's the acceptance by the Minister of 

Environment to accept it. 

But we will -- we will ensure 

regulatory oversight for the protection of the public 

and the environment at all times.  And it becomes then 

a decision from the Saskatchewan government to accept 

it or not. 

The key point I'm trying -- is there a 

risk? Well, we will always make a decision on best 

available information and the progress that's being 

made. But the final decision for institutional 

control lies with the government of Saskatchewan, but 

does not mean the CNSC walks away from it. 
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MEMBER VELSHI: A comment from the 

Saskatchewan government on that. 

And again, my point is, as we sit here 

today, is there a common agreement on, hey, the -- 

this area needs to be in this state before we will 

accept it under institutional control? 

MR. SANDERS: Hal Sanders, for the 

record. And again, I may ask my colleague from 

Environment to comment after me. 

 But essentially, our contract with the 

SRC is for us to be able to move into institutional 

control at some point in the future, that is, when the 

job is done. So there will have to be a meeting of 

minds at some point. 

I know there's been some debate about 

what the numbers are, and I'm not a technical person.  

And I know that as the site is remediated, you know, 

some of the different components will be established. 

Our environment Ministry will have to 

determine that those are satisfactory and that, you 

know, essentially they cannot be improved upon at an 

economic cost and allow us to move it into the 

institutional control.  And then we will move it in 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

138 


there. 

As was said earlier, there will be 

probably restrictions on the types of activities that 

would happen once it's moved into institutional 

control and then Environment and the Ministry of the 

Economy will monitor ongoing funding that will allow 

for the regular management of the site, essentially 

monitoring and then an unforeseen events fund.  In the 

event that something does occur at some point in the 

future, money will be invested and then available for 

addressing any unforeseen events. 

And again, if my colleague from 

Environment has something to add, I would appreciate 

it. 

MR. POLLOCK: Brady Pollock, for the 

record. 

The assumptions in the EIS document 

made by us were reviewed by the technical experts on 

the Saskatchewan Environmental Assessment Review Panel 

and they were determined to be reasonable, and they 

give us some targets to move towards to a point where 

the site would be deemed acceptable for that 

transition. 
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 Of course, there's additional 

considerations and the decision tree process, which 

will further identify options and targets for us going 

forward. 

I wouldn't characterize it as a risk, 

the project not being accepted into the institutional 

control program.  It's just the process that has to be 

undertaken to get it to a point where it is deemed 

acceptable by the various regulatory authorities and 

experts within the government. 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

And my next question leading from 

that, of course, is, what's the budget available to 

bring it to the state where it can be passed over to 

institutional control?  And it's not so much is it, 

you know, $208.5 million or something, it is, is there 

a commitment that there will be whatever is needed to 

get it to that state. 

And I guess I'll ask -- I'll start off 

with you and then see if Environment has anything to 

add to that. 

MR. SANDERS: Hal Sanders, for the 

record. 
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The province to date has spent close 

to 60 million cleaning up the site, and this was not 

even largely getting to the actual contaminated area, 

the tailings and the waste rock pile. 

So the answer to the question would be 

yes, there is a commitment to clean up the site.  We 

did work with Saskatchewan Research Council to try and 

anticipate some of the different avenues that might 

happen in the decision tree since we haven't really 

picked a path amongst the various branches that may 

exist. 

We also, within that budget, 

considered the remediation of approximately three 

dozen satellite sites that just have some smaller work 

to be done, but still work to be done.  And in that 

budget, we anticipated what it would cost to move it, 

eventually, into institutional control. 

So the requirement for the 

establishment of a liability this past year was a 

requirement of accounting standards across Canada.  

This directed our government to set it up. 

There is an opportunity for that 

number to be adjusted in the event that things change.  
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My desire is to see the number go down, not up. 

 Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: So there is a number? 

I mean, people throw out all kind of numbers. 

You put in a new number, 60 million.  

So what about the 208?  Is that a true number, is that 

a --

MR. SANDERS: Hal Sanders --

THE PRESIDENT: Does that give SRC 

enough money for the next five years? 

MR. SANDERS: Hal Sanders, for the 

record. 

To date, the province has spent 

approximately $59 million.  The federal government has 

spent approximately $1 million. 

There is another $208 million 

established as a liability on the provincial ledger 

going into the future, so that would mean a total of 

$268 million combined if you look at all those numbers 

from what's committed already or paid already for the 

liability established. 

So 268. And again, I hope not spend 

anywhere near that. 
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 MEMBER VELSHI: And my budget-related 

question to SRC, then, and I know you still have to do 

your site investigations to know which path you're 

going to be following, but how much uncertainty is 

there on which option you may end up with and how much 

more it may cost or how much less it may cost? 

I mean, what's the range of your 

estimates? 

MR. MULDOON: When we were requested 

to come forward with an estimate of costs, as Mr. 

Sanders indicated, that would include some of the 

satellite sites, or all of the satellite sites that 

are surrounding the Gunnar location. 

 What we did is we went through the 

options through the table and basically painted the 

worst case scenarios.  And so the intent is that that 

number is high and, of course, we have to say that 

there's a number of unknowns on the site because it is 

a legacy site, thus, we have the decision tree process 

that we have to -- that we want to be able to follow. 

But we would consider that the costs 

that we have laid out are on the high side. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, please allow me 
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a little rant here. 

So here we are, we started this 

process in 2007. We are now seven years later, and we 

still have paper studies and no remediation. 

And again, I'm exaggerating.  You can 

see our frustration with the lack of action. 

And I read the EIS, and I thought the 

way ahead is quite clear.  I could actually draw the 

path of most efficiency to get going with the 

clean-up. I'm not a fan of doing all kind of -- this 

is a clean-up project.  It's not rocket science. 

So the question is, are you going to 

spend another $20 million on paper studies or are we 

going to see a beginning of the work ASAP? 

MR. MULDOON: Joe Muldoon, for the 

record. 

We share your frustration.  We are 

dealing with a number of -- we have two funding 

players, both federal and provincial governments. 

 The federal government has been a 

difficult player to deal with in terms of wanting a 

level of information that, from a legacy site, is very 

difficult to provide. 
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There's -- as I say, there are many 

unknowns there. 

We feel that we have a fairly clear 

path to go forward as well. We were delayed -- the 

project has gone on as long as it has in terms of 

requirements from our funders to gather further 

information. 

 There are still uncertainties, and 

probably uncertainties that we feel we have to be able 

to move ahead, thus our request -- our application to 

get the licence to get it started. 

What -- I think what we're going to 

find, what we anticipate is as we move down this 

project, especially with respect to the waste rock 

itself, that as we look at how much it -- as we do the 

detailed engineering, how much of that waste rock can 

we use for cover on the tailings as an example, which 

is part of the decision tree process. 

 That's going to give us a lot of 

information that we can't otherwise have. We don't 

want to be able to move -- we can't afford and it 

wouldn't make sense to move that waste rock to find 

out what's underneath it and then kind of leave it as 
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opposed to dealing with it as we move it. 

So that's why we have the decision 

tree in place that we can take a -- take a planned 

approach, almost a segmented approach in terms of the 

remediation. 

And we are moving -- wanting to move 

directly into the detailed engineering that will 

answer many of the questions from a cost efficiency 

perspective, does it make sense to use the waste rock 

as a cover, what's it going to cost, or do we look at 

in combination with other burrow materials and so on. 

We feel that we do have a path forward 

that we can take, and hopefully we will be successful 

in gaining the licence.  We have a good relationship 

with CNSC at the operations level.  The staff have 

been very good.  And we've -- obviously we'll continue 

that relationship and move us into boots on the ground 

carrying out the work, getting it -- getting the 

remediation done. 

That's what we're -- all of us share 

that -- share that goal, and we are certainly anxious 

to move ahead. 

THE PRESIDENT: So staff is 
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recommending kind of a hold point until you get all 

the engineering studies done complete. 

Do you need the -- do you need all of 

2015 before you can start getting going? 

I didn't get -- I saw your time lines, 

but both staff and you didn't have precise time line 

where Phase 1 will be complete and Phase 2 will start, 

Phase 2 will be complete and Phase 3 will start. 

They were very high level estimation. 

MR. WILSON: Ian Wilson, for the 

record. 

Our objective is to take information 

that we have gleaned from the characterization in EIS, 

move into the engineering design.  And the engineering 

design, whoever engineer entity that we hire, will 

conduct a gap analysis, we're hoping, over the winter 

period and put together a field plan for any 

information that is going to be required to get them 

to, I guess, a final design for implementation this 

summer. 

 We will then take that final, we call 

it, issued for tender, which is about an 80 percent 

design, and put that out to the market for procurement 
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so that we can meet our time lines or hopeful time 

lines for schedule for 2016. 

So as part -- yeah, short answer is we 

would like to utilize all of 2015 for the engineering 

design because, as my colleagues had mentioned, there 

is a lot weighing on the engineering design process 

and the engineering design, based on what we've seen 

in other projects, we need it to be robust. 

THE PRESIDENT: So by -- a year from 

now, you know, when we do the annual reports -- this 

is for staff. Does it make sense that everything will 

be ready to get -- you know, to go and, as you know, 

an annual report, everybody has -- the public has a 

chance to comment. 

It would make sense for everybody to 

know the game plan is moving forward by the next 

annual report. 

MR. HOWARD: Don Howard, for the 

record. 

Yeah. So that seems reasonable.  

Again, it would be all contingent on SRC submitting 

the documentation for us to look at for the hold 

point. 
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 If they submit it in a timely fashion, 

we commit to reviewing it in a timely fashion. 

I've had my share of legacy sites, and 

I want to get this thing moving and get it done. 

THE PRESIDENT: Well, why didn't you 

propose a licence condition with dates on it like you 

have done before? 

 MR. HOWARD: Again, as basically this 

project is moving forward with the decision tree.  

Each decision will have some domino effect on other 

parts of the site, so it's hard to put specific dates 

on certain parts that may be impacted by certain 

decisions. 

So basically, it was kind of left to 

the point where saying that around the spring of 2016, 

if SRC was to have their robust design in place and 

reviewed by CNSC staff, mobilize over the winter 

period in 2016. By the springtime, shovel in the 

ground, essentially. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Mr. Harvey? 

MEMBER HARVEY: Just one question for 

SES. 

Among your concerns, you mentioned the 
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thickness of covers and you mentioned that it should 

be 1.2 to 1.5 metres. 

What are the basis for saying that, 

and have you some studies that say it's for long-term 

period and things could happen? 

 What is the basis? 

MR. PREBBLE: Peter Prebble, for the 

record, for the Saskatchewan Environmental Society. 

If you look at tailings covers and 

just to use an example, the waste rock cover that was 

planned at the Rabbit Lake site for the -- for Collins 

Bay Waste Rock is in the range of about 1.2 metres, as 

I recall. 

And it's a pretty good cover design 

and I think would serve well as a guideline for what 

could be applied here. 

We noted that Saskatchewan Research 

Council talked about a cover that would be at least 

half a metre thick, and then they talked about it 

possibly going up to a metre.  But I think we've only 

really had assurance about a half metre thick cover, 

and we were worried that that would not stand up over 

the time periods that are required. 
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I mean, it will be fine, I'm sure, for 

the first 50 years, but bearing in mind that we're 

looking at a site that -- where the tailings and the 

radioactivity will be a real presence for thousands of 

years, in facts, tens of thousands of years into the 

future. 

And we want to make sure that there's 

a cover there that will withstand wind erosion, water 

erosion, extreme weather events, burrowing animals.  

And we're worried that if it's just half a metre 

thick, it simply won't stand up for the -- for the 

time periods that are going to be required and the 

work would have to be redone. 

 So we're recommending a thicker cover 

from the outset. 

MR. WILSON: Ian Wilson, for the 

record. 

We're receptive of any input and we 

feel any input's good.  Generally, during the 

engineering process, we are going to determine what 

the cover thickness is and we're going to go through 

different sort of criteria, financial being one of 

them, but implementable. 
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We may not have the volumes suitable 

to go to a cover system that's 1.6.  We have to sort 

of play with the building materials that we're 

provided. But we can do that such that we can hit the 

project end points and guidelines. 

MEMBER HARVEY: Staff, you --

DR. THOMPSON: If I could, Mr. Harvey, 

I'd like Dr. Lange to speak to the CNSC expectations 

in terms of cover design. 

Dr. Lange is the geotechnical cover 

design specialist. 

DR. LANGE: Karina Lange, for the 

record. 

The preliminary design that's been 

proposed by SRC is pretty consistent with other sites 

that have similar levels of contaminants.  The cover 

that is being referred to in the submission has the -- 

the source term is much different for the material 

being covered. 

That said, the -- as SRC was saying, 

the cover design has not been finalized and they will 

be looking at different material options.  And I think 

the 1.2 metres that SRC is referring to is a common 
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standard to mitigate radon emission from tailings that 

contain high levels of radium. 

And one thing we have to consider is 

that we are pretty far north, and the cover material 

tends to be moist, so you don't always need such a 

long or a thick cover to actually minimize radon 

emanation -- or exhalation, I should say.  But as they 

continue to characterize the source term, they might, 

indeed, have to provide a thicker cover. 

So again, the cover does often 

correspond to the source term, in this case, would be 

the tailings and perhaps the waste rock. 

MEMBER HARVEY: Another question to 

SES is, you mentioned the lack of provision for public 

review, but as the President mentioned earlier that 

will you be satisfied with the annual presentation 

like as was put on the table a moment ago? 

SES? 

MR. PREBBLE: Prebble, for the record. 

 Normally, we would be dealing with a 

circumstance in which there would be a more specific 

plan for remediation than we're being presented with 

here, and public review would take place in that 
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context. 

 Now, we understand that the 

Saskatchewan Research Council is not able yet to lay 

out a detailed game plan for remediation of the site, 

but we do think it's appropriate for there to be an 

opportunity for public review, and SRC is at that 

stage. 

 And we're recommending that that be 

built into the licence. 

 Otherwise, we are setting an unusual 

precedent here, which is that we are reviewing a 

project and issuing a 10-year licence without a 

specific remediation plan that the public could 

actually comment on.   

And we would urge CNSC not to set that 

kind of precedent. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Dr. Thompson? 

 DR. THOMPSON:  Patsy Thompson, for the 

record. 

 As we mentioned earlier when the 

Fond-du-Lac and Black Lake First Nations were present, 

we did propose earlier to have through community 

engagement discussions in forum to review essentially 
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the work left to be done under the decision tree, 

looking at the inputs and how the preferred option is 

going to be arrived at.   

And that is certainly one opportunity 

for members of the public to be involved and to review 

available documents. 

 MEMBER HARVEY:  Well, is it to say 

that once you receive the final design for a specific 

part of the project you are going to meet with the 

public? 

 DR. THOMPSON:  Patsy Thompson for the 

record. 

In terms of decision tree and other 

approaches that have been used to develop options for 

cleanup of contaminant sites, involving the members of 

the public are in the process at arriving at a 

preferred option.  And so we believe this should 

continue, as it has been started under the EIS.   

Once that process has run through its 

course, the CNSC will get detailed design information 

for that preferred option.  And that would be another 

opportunity to review the actual design, to meet the 

preferred options and the remediation objectives. 
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THE PRESIDENT:  We were told that you 

had a standing committee for all the RAs and the 

communities for the EIS and with the Saskatchewan 

Government, et cetera. 

Why didn't you continue this committee 

into the licensing phases and continue to have this 

ongoing dialogue on all the kind of issues, all the 

challenges facing --

 DR. THOMPSON:  Patsy Thompson, for the 

record. 

 That is essentially what we have been 

saying and those are the statements we made in the 

Environmental Assessment Report submitted to the 

Commission, that if the licence is issued, then the 

other federal authorities, the Government of 

Saskatchewan and other stakeholders, would continue to 

be involved through the licensing process. 

But I believe Mr. Jammal wanted to say 

a few words. 

 MR. JAMMAL:  It is Ramzi Jammal, for 

the record. 

 Dr. Patsy Thompson just mentioned 

exactly -- once the licence is issued with the 
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requirement of the engagement of the stakeholders.  So 

the key point here is we have to keep in mind there is 

a public interest in this remediation project. 

I would like to remind the Commission, 

on a radiological perspective, this is a very low-risk 

activity from radiological perspective.  And the EIS 

itself and the Environmental Assessment is a bounding 

element. 

So in other words, the follow-up 

program, the result of the Environmental Assessment is 

bounding this project with respect to the impact to 

the environment, the follow-up requirements, and the 

proposed engineering design so that what is being 

approved in the EA will be accomplished through the 

licensing process. 

So I fully respect the public 

interest, but the key element here is the bounding 

factor in the EA and the licensing process which will 

ensure that what has been approved by the Commission 

as a bounding element in the EA will be respected in 

the licensing process. 

In addition to this, it is the mention 

of a licensing term, this is not a precedent, the 
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licensing term is not a regulatory term.  The CNSC 

takes the public engagement very very seriously.  And 

as we establish the -- and we review, we being staff, 

get the information from SRC.  On a yearly basis we 

always present the regulatory activity and the input 

of the public with respect to what we have done 

associated with this project or any other licence. 

So issuing of a 10-year licence is not 

precedent, and the EA is a bounding element that 

obligates the licensee to fulfill that requirement. 

 THE PRESIDENT:  M. Tolgyesi? 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Merci, Monsieur le 

Président. 

I am going to go back a little bit to 

this cost of the work. 

You were saying that there is -- 

whatever was spent before, it is $60 million.  I mean, 

we are at the time 0 now. We go for one-year 

engineering study, 6-7 years of remediation, and after 

monitoring. 

The monitoring is from what, 2021...?  

I mean, it will start before, but 2021 to 2031 or it 

goes beyond 2031? 
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MR. SANDERS: Hal Sanders, for the 

record. 

 The reclaimed industrial sites and the 

monitoring actually is indefinite.  there is money put 

aside. It actually is managed through the government, 

bit with a group from industry essentially looking 

even at how the money is invested so that it does 

allow us to maintain a fund as long as we need a fund.   

And then the idea is that if 

eventually you have an unforeseen event that takes all 

that funding away, then there is an opportunity to ask 

for funding again from the entities that are putting 

properties into the program. 

So it is not a 10-year program, it is 

an indefinite program.  It is a perpetual monetary 

program that will allow monitoring essentially, well, 

as long as you need it into the future. 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  So when looking at 

these costs, 2008 and whatever, one part there is 

monitoring and, if necessary, additional sources could 

be available. 

But one part is the engineering 

procurement and the execution of work, remediation 
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work. 

Usually when you do these studies, 

when you come out with the figures, it is preliminary.  

And after you do detailed engineering and usually, 

according to my experience, it is always -- you know, 

when you do detailed engineering it doesn't cost less, 

it always costs more. 

Mainly when you are talking about 

remediation, because it is something which lots of 

things will pop out when you are working.  But you are 

saying that if you move the waste rock, what is under, 

what will happen, what you have to do.   

The work will be also not only planned 

in detail now, but it will also be modified according 

to conditions where you get to. So I believe that the 

costs will be higher.  

Now, we are not approving the budget 

today, it is you who are doing that and you will look 

after if you need some additional budget.  And I just 

tell you that the Assistant Deputy Minister confirmed 

that there is money. 

But we are approving remediation work, 

that is what we are doing.  So for us, it is important 
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to make sure that, yes, you have some funds to do the 

work and there is some additional funding, if 

necessary, could be done. 

Now, I am going back to a little bit 

more technical...  We didn't hear the staff about this 

statement that those 40-42 days what --SRC was talking 

about that, if they consider that 42 days cumulative, 

staying inside, will give us 1 microSievert per 

year -- I am sorry, 1 milliSievert per year. 

I didn't hear staff comment on that.  

It is something what is historically on other sites.  

Did you observe that it is something?  Because 42 days 

for 362 is 1/9, it is about 10-11 per cent of the 

time. 

When you look, natives who are moving 

on the site, and it is expected that there will be a 

longer time or it is sufficient? 

 DR. NEWLAND:  Dave Newland, for the 

record. 

 This issue came up at the last 

Commission meeting in October for Beaverlodge. And 1 

milliSievert per year is based on anticipated and 

reasonable usage of the lands and the lakes. 
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And so it is a judgment, but it is a 

reasonable judgment. 

 THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. I think we need 

a little bit more discussion about this.  You know, we 

are actually watching what is happening in Japan on 

mitigation and remediation and going back to their 

community. 

So 8 milliSieverts -- let me remind 

you that a nuclear worker, it is 20 milliSieverts.  

You can be a working nuclear operator and your limit 

is 20 milliSieverts a year.  

1 milliSievert is for ALARA, it is a 

regulatory, it is not a health issue.  So what we are 

asking is 8.76, what is the risk here to health? 

 DR. THOMPSON:  Patsy Thompson, for the 

record. 

I will make a few statements and then 

Ms Adelene Gaw, who has done some of the work doing 

the dose estimates and taking into consideration the 

risks. 

The information that was used to 

develop the scenarios that SRC use is in part informed 

by current land use in northern Saskatchewan 
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essentially for traditional purposes. 

The assessment was done based on 42 

days, and Ms Gaw will speak to some of those details. 

In terms of the questions that Dr. 

Binder has just asked, the purpose of the remediation 

project is to make things better.  The objectives for 

developing the design, the different remediation 

options, choosing the preferred option, will look at 

what is feasible against land use, expected land use, 

and the cost of the project. 

 It is essentially when we are dealing 

with, you know, remediation of contaminant sites the 

expectation is not that we will go back to a 

greenfield site. The expectation is that the site 

will be safe and, in this case, safe for traditional 

purposes, for recreational purposes and others. 

The expectation is that there will 

never be anyone building a home on the contaminated 

site. You know, the institutional control program is 

for that purpose. There is expected to be land use 

controls in place. No one would be allowed to build a 

house and a basement in contaminated tailings. 

And so the assessment has been done 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

163 


taking into consideration what is reasonable for 

contaminated sites under an institutional control 

program. 

And Ms Gaw will speak to some of the 

assessment that has been done for staff to be 

comfortable with the assessment that has been done and 

the fact that this site would be safe for anyone using 

the site for the purposes that it is intended to be 

used. 

 MS GAW:  So given the nature of the 

site being under a CNSC licence and under provincial 

and federal control, it is believed that there is a 

really low probability that a person would exceed the 

public dose limit, given the 1 microSievert per hour 

criteria for remediation. 

Given that there is nothing in these 

contaminated areas that would draw people to want to 

spend extended periods of time in these locations, and 

the 1 milliSievert dose limit would only be reached if 

a person was to spend 42 days, 24 hours each day in 

these locations.  So that is considered pretty low 

probability in our assessment. 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  I want more on this. 
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You know, talking about remediation and a 10-year 

licence, so how will the Commission follow-up 

remediation progress?  Only through annual report or 

there should be a periodic presentation by SRC or...? 

Did you evaluate how there will be 

public involvement or participation? 

 MR. JAMMAL:  Ramzi Jammal, for the 

record. 

The Commission will be following up 

through its annual report on the progress with respect 

to the requirements under the licence itself, and the 

licence condition handbook, and the progress in this 

report. 

Because to have more frequent updates, 

we can dedicate the frequent update based on the 

progress that has been made.  So in other words, to 

commit to you we will come back to you on a quarterly 

basis, and if we cannot meet that requirement, I don't 

think we are making a proper commitment to the 

Commission or to the public. 

 So at minimum, I will commit it will 

be on an annual basis, if not more frequent.  So we 

can provide you with a status report based on the 
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progress made so that you are aware of the progress, 

especially on Phase 1 or, in parallel, the review of 

other phases so that the Commission will have an idea 

what is happening with this remediation project. 

The key point here what I am trying to 

say is, at minimum, it will be on a yearly basis, I 

will commit to provide you with this during the status 

report. Because on a monthly basis we come before you 

on a status report, we can indicate to you how the 

progress is being made at a higher level. 

But the end point is we will take your 

direction as the Commission on how you want us to come 

back, but, at the same time, I have to be very clear, 

there is no point committing or providing you with a 

commitment that we cannot fulfill.  

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  And what about the 

public and communities?  Is there a formal approach 

what SRC's doing, this is annual progress, and you 

give information and reports to the communities on a 

kind of formal basis? 

 MR. MULDOON:  SRC will, as we have in 

the past throughout this project, and with respect to 

follow-up monitoring as well, we will continue to go 
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out and meet with the communities to let them know 

exactly what is going on and to get their input into 

how they can be involved with the project and how we 

can improve the project as well. And we do that now 

about three times a year.   

And we have no plans to change the 

frequency in terms of -- certainly no less frequency. 

 MEMBER TOLGYESI:  This is something 

with licensing conditions, licensing handbook could 

impose, as to communicate, by the proponent to 

communicate to the community? 

 MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard, for the 

record. 

 The licence condition handbook, as I 

said earlier, there is a licence condition requiring a 

public information disclosure program.  

 Licence condition handbook can have 

some requirements associated with it and that is 

something we could look at to see if there is more 

precision that we can give direction or criteria for 

SRC to meet far as engagement with the local 

communities and aboriginal groups. 

 THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. Again, I am 
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looking for clarity.  You are proposing three hold 

points. If I understood correctly what the current 

proposal is, you are proposing hold points.   

And you also -- we know there is a 

process for annual reports.  What we need to figure 

out is are the hold points relating to annual report 

or not and whether there are going to be any public 

consultation on the hold points in the annual report. 

So we will need a lot more clarity as 

to how this process will unfold.  And if you decide 

that on the first hold point there are going to be 

some public consultations, then both the CNSC and the 

SRC, we will let you come and give us an update about 

the hold points. 

It may happen during an annual report, 

that would be ideal.   

Did I get it right? 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard, for the 

record. 

 Actually, there is two hold points.  

 THE PRESIDENT:  Okay, two, I stand 

corrected. 

MR. HOWARD:  If you issue the licence 
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for Phase 1, there is a hold point for Phase 2, and 

then there will be a hold point for Phase 3.  

 What we are looking at and what we 

have requested is that, for a hold point, that the 

Director General allow that, to accept that, and 

release that hold point. 

For Phase 3, which is the long-term, 

after the remediation has been done, the intent is to 

come back to the Commission to say, here is the end of 

remediation activities and now we are requesting 

release of hold point for that Phase 3 aspect, which 

is the long-term monitoring. 

Now, in order to get there, again, the 

commitments made by SRC as far as public consultation, 

will be part of the criteria in the licence condition 

handbook and we will verify that that is done. 

 Secondly, is that annual reports, as 

Mr. Jammal has indicated, you know, committing to 

coming back on an annual basis.  We are hoping that 

this time next year when we do come back with an 

annual update, that we are at a point where we are 

ready with the design, we have completed all that and 

we are ready to release that hold point.  And we can 
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provide an update at that time. 

 THE PRESIDENT:  Okay, to move on. A 

question, Ms Velshi? 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  A quick question, and 

it is to SRC on Saskatchewan Environmental Society's 

submission on page 9 around training of workers.  

Where they are recommending that all workers on the 

site receive basic environmental awareness and 

radiation protection training. 

 Any comment on that? 

 MR. WILSON: Ian Wilson, for the 

record. 

We fully support and we currently do 

that already in previous programs and currently on 

Lorado. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you. So it 

would be part of your training program already? 

 MR. WILSON:  That is correct, yes. 

 MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you. 

 THE PRESIDENT:  Any other questions? 

One last question.  I think that on 

page 8 on item 6, fish in the pit.  The intervener 

talking about -- this is the second paragraph, the 
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last sentence, this contradicted in the Saskatchewan 

Ministry of Environment Technical Review, page 15.  

Was stated the pit contained fish with elevated 

COPC -- Contamination -- I can't remember what it 

stands for, COPC. 

 This difference needs to be clarified.  

Can somebody clarify this please? 

 MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Yes. Alexey 

Klyashtorin, SRC. 

Yes, I think it is a kind of confusion 

between the terms.  Because actually there is fish in 

the pit and there are huge pike in the pit which have 

elevated concentrations of uranium, radium and other 

COPCs in their tissues and bones.  

 But after consultations with the DFO 

representatives, it was decided that in spite of the 

actual presence of the fish in the pit, the pit in 

itself cannot be considered and is not considered by 

therefore as a fish habitat.   

 Because the first consideration was 

that the fish there is contaminated and so is not 

subject to any fishing activities or fishery 

activities and, second, the pit is physically 
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separated from Lake Athabasca.  So it's a 

self-sufficient population of Northern Pike in the 

pit, but it is not considered to be formally a fish 

habitat under DFO responsibility. 

THE PRESIDENT:  So is it fenced off? 

Are people not allowed to eat the fish? 

MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Well, people are not 

allowed to visit the site. 

THE PRESIDENT:  So is that what --the 

intervener also is concerned with the lack of clarity.  

What kind of fencing are you going to put in there?  

Is it something that you are going to reinforce, et 

cetera? 

MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Well, at the moment 

there is signage there and all the recommendations and 

people are not supposed to provide any activities on 

the site, including fishing, but in the future it will 

be subject to the institution control, and first of 

all it will be subject to remedial option chosen 

because if one of the potential remedial options is to 

use the pit as a repository for the waste rock or for 

waste on the site or either, and for this purpose it 

must be -- the water should be treated and of course 
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all the fish should go.  No fish, no problem. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. Thank you. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

THE PRESIDENT:  On this definitive 

answer, the final word is to the Saskatchewan 

Environmental Society.  Go ahead. 

MS COXWORTH:  Anne Coxworth.   

I would just like to make four short 

comments about what I have heard during the past hour.   

 There was a suggestion that this site 

is an industrial site and not a residential site and 

so the standards that we are looking at should be 

those appropriate to an industrial site.  However, 

because this site is just metres away from Lake 

Athabasca, I think what we need to look at is the 

impact on the larger environment.  Lake Athabasca is 

not defined as an industrial site.  It has all kinds 

of other roles in the ecosystem. 

 Secondly, talking about consultation 

with communities, I understand that SRC has done a 

huge amount of meeting with northern communities and 

that there has been a lot of community engagement.  

However, organizations like ours are not regarded as 
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part of the community, so we have not been involved in 

really any of those consultation type meetings.  We 

have not had an opportunity to visit the site.  You 

know, we have spoken with organizations like the 

Environmental Quality Committee who have site tours 

for their members, but again, environmental 

organizations are not part of that process.  So I 

think there is still a gap in the whole process of 

community engagement.  I mean we certainly have found 

over the past few months that SRC has been very 

cooperative in responding to our questions, but again, 

we are not seen as part of the formal community 

engagement process.   

In terms of public review of future 

stages, future phases, I think it is worth pointing 

out that what we are being asked to comment on now in 

the licence is simply a document that will give SRC 

permission to do more studies and to hire an 

engineering consultant.  I mean it is easy to say, 

sure, we can give them permission to do that, but 

let's recognize that the real decisions are coming 

later on. 

And I might have a fourth one.  Okay, 
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land use control.  Again, I want to emphasize that 

this site is going to be around for many thousands of 

years and I worry about planning for land use control.  

You know, we are not going to allow people to fish, we 

are not going to allow people to build houses there 

for the next 10,000 years.  You know, many years ago, 

the Nuclear Waste Management Organization had a very 

interesting task force that I had the privilege of 

being involved in where we were asked to look at what 

are the issues we need to look at when we are planning 

for a 10,000-year future and we rapidly as a group 

came to the conclusion that planning beyond about 200 

years is kind of meaningless because there are just so 

many unknowns. So I do think that we need to take 

very seriously the need to assume that whatever we put 

in place now is going to protect whoever is using that 

land in whatever way a long, long time into the 

future. 

So that's what my comments would be.   

Peter...? 

MR. PREBBLE:  Yes. Well, just two 

points in conclusion, the first being that we really 

do feel that the question of the role of the federal 
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government here does need attention.  This mine would 

never have existed had it not been for federal policy, 

and in fact the Government of Canada purchased the 

uranium from this mine and then sold it to the United 

States Atomic Energy Commission. So it seems that the 

federal government should be playing a greater funding 

role than it currently is and that is going to make a 

lot of difference to the ultimate success of 

remediation, in our view.  So we just wanted to flag 

that. 

And finally, we just wanted to say on 

behalf of the Saskatchewan Environmental Society how 

much we appreciate the opportunity to participate in 

these hearings and so our thanks to the Commission. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. Thank you. 

Thank you for your intervention.   

So we are going to break now for lunch 

and we will reconvene at 2 o'clock.  Thank you. 

--- Upon recessing at 1:08 p.m. / 

    Suspension à 13 h 08 

--- Upon resuming at 2:02 p.m. / 

    Reprise à 14 h 02 
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CMD 14-H5.5 

Oral presentation by  

Prince Albert Grand Council 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay, we are back and 

we will start with the next presentation by Prince 

Albert Grand Council, as outlined in CMD 14-H5.5.   

I understand that Chief Bart 

Tsannie -- if I pronounced it right -- and Vice Chief 

Joseph Tsannie will be making the presentation, so 

please proceed. 

MR. HARDLOTTE:  Just for 

clarification, it will be Vice Chief Tsannie from the 

Prince Albert Grand Council and myself, Leonard 

Hardlotte from Lands and Resources in the Prince 

Albert Grand Council. 

For those of you who don't have our 

documents, the Prince Albert Grand Council is a First 

Nations organization that represents 12 Saskatchewan 

First Nations in Central, North Central, Northeast and 

Northern Saskatchewan. 

PAGC has four sectors of diverse 

nations that the organization represents.   
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There is the Athabasca sector that 

includes Black Lake Dene Nation, Fond-du-Lac and the 

Hatchet Lake Dene Nation.   

The Woodland Cree sector includes the 

Lac La Ronge Indian Band, which I am a part of from 

the community of Stanley Mission, Montreal Lake Cree 

Nation and the Peter Ballantyne Cree Nation.   

 The eastern sector or the Swampy Cree 

sector includes the Shoal Lake Cree Nation, Red Earth 

Cree Nation and the Cumberland House Cree Nation.   

The Plains Cree and Dakota sector 

include the James Smith Cree Nation, Sturgeon Lake 

First Nation and the Wahpeton Dakota Nation. 

And there is a map that shows our 

territory within Saskatchewan, which is about 

one-third of the Province of Saskatchewan. 

In the Prince Albert Grand Council 

every First Nation is autonomous, has their own 

government with their Chiefs and Councils and their 

communities. 

Prince Albert Grand Council is a 

political organization that represents the 12 First 

Nations as a whole and Vice Chief Tsannie is the Dene 
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Vice Chief. We also have grand Chief Ron Michel that 

was re-elected for a fourth term last Tuesday.  We 

also have Vice Chief Brian Hardlotte from the Lac La 

Ronge Indian Band that works with the First Nations.   

We realize at the Prince Albert Grand 

Council, and we have been working diligently to get 

the First Nations, individual First Nations more 

involved in the intervener process of the Canadian 

Nuclear Safety Commission. We realize that there is 

an absence there and we wanted to make sure that there 

was a strong presence and a continuing presence and we 

have been encouraging the First Nations to apply and 

that way taking a less active role in an intervener 

status as the First Nations do it themselves, but in 

the informational purposes in the future. 

As in the past, we do make 

presentations to the full Chiefs' meetings and upon 

request, as Vice Chief Tsannie has done like at the 

Athabasca sector meeting or the Woodland Cree sector 

meeting, we do the presentations and updates so people 

have the proper information.  

One of the duties that we were asked 

to do by the executive at the Prince Albert Grand 
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Council is to make sure that we translate the 

information that is given to us from the Canadian 

Nuclear Safety Commission from Cameco, Areva, Rio 

Tinto or from the Saskatchewan Research Council so 

that our people and our elders and our youth can 

understand it and then so that we get the proper 

feedback once they have the proper knowledge because 

there is a lot of miscommunication and 

misunderstandings.   

We did a presentation a couple of 

weeks ago and people hadn't even distinguished the 

difference between Nuclear Waste Management 

Organization and the Canadian Nuclear Safety 

Commission. So that just shows that they need the 

information translated properly and the organizations 

identified so that they can make proper and informed 

decisions. 

 We know that the Gunnar Remediation 

Project is not a moneymaking venture for the federal 

government or the provincial government, except for 

the contractors, SRC and the contractors that they 

will have. 

We are not sure where they are on the 
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procurement process.  We would like to be more 

involved in that because a couple of the companies 

that are looking for contracts with Saskatchewan 

Research Council have contacted the Prince Albert 

Grand Council and have advised us that they have the 

engineers and we know that in the procurement process 

that SRC had to look internationally because the 

experts for cleaning up these sites are from all over 

the world and the engineers that they need are based 

in Calgary for one of the groups that has been 

contacting us. 

In those terms we also know that for 

First Nations to be involved as a First Nations entity 

in business that it is always difficult in the bonding 

part to do any of the work because the bonding is so 

high when you do a contract in construction. 

One of the other issues is when we 

were working in construction in Northern Saskatchewan, 

the Government of Saskatchewan had a new policy 

several years ago that required the contractors coming 

up, such as Graham, to have a First Nations partner -- 

and that is how the Athabasca Working Group and Graham 

got into business together for road-building and 
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infrastructure in Northern Saskatchewan -- and that 

the communities that were near the projects had to 

have beneficial impacts such as the companies that had 

the procurements had to buy certain services from 

those communities so that those communities also 

benefit. 

 Vice Chief Tsannie will allude to some 

of the training that needs to take place.  Because in 

talking to the elders from the Dene Nations and the 

Woodland Cree Nations, the first comment that was 

given to me was that disturbing what is there might 

impact the environment negatively.  But in explaining 

the documents as best as we could in different 

languages, in Woodland Cree, in Plains Cree as well as 

Dene, and making them understand that in the long run 

with the changing of the weather all over the world, 

including Saskatchewan, that leaving it as is might be 

more dangerous than disturbing ground zero at this 

time. 

And with that, the elders and the 

traditional land users agreed that something needs to 

be done but our people need to be involved and also 

they need to do some of the work.  But everybody that 
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is there needs to be trained properly so that they are 

safe and the environment is safe. 

Black Lake Chief Ricky Robillard was 

talking about some of the capacity-building.  One of 

the things we had talked about last week was that our 

First Nations don't have the capacity to do a lot of 

the construction work.  They don't have the money to 

do the bonding.   

 However, if the companies are 

instructed to have a First Nations partner, then the 

First Nations could purchase some of the heavy 

equipment that would have to be transferred in the 

wintertime over the winter road to the Gunnar site 

once the engineering part of the work is done or while 

it is being done.   

Also, that equipment can be used there 

and if properly cleaned up after it can be used for 

infrastructure work at the different communities or 

infrastructure work at different sites in the future, 

such as Peter Lake or Millennium, or even 

road-building with the Department of Highways with the 

Government of Saskatchewan.   

There is also the issue that was 
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mentioned about the Woodland Caribou recovery project 

that was initiated by the federal government and the 

funding being provided by the federal government.  In 

future cases it affects this in a small degree, that's 

why it was mentioned.   

But in future cases it will impact 

more industry of all sorts because the Government of 

Saskatchewan and the federal government are looking to 

protect 65 percent of Woodland Caribou habitat.  I 

think that's unattainable personally.  Every inch of 

Northern Saskatchewan has been line-cut and the 

geophysics done already with the exploration 

companies. But there will be no road-building, very 

little light activity.  There shouldn't be any 

fly-overs and no industry of any kind. 

And that is 65 percent, they are 

saying, and that came from PETA, Greenpeace and the 

United States government and it was listened to here 

in Ottawa and that project was initiated by the Prime 

Minister himself as seeing the Woodland Caribou as a 

species at risk, and the point being that it will 

impact the nuclear industry in the future is why I am 

mentioning it. 
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But the Prince Albert Grand Council 

had been initially involved in the Woodland Caribou 

recovery project with work with the elders as well as 

the traditional and cultural land users. 

And now the Government of Saskatchewan 

and the University of Saskatchewan did a presentation 

two and a half weeks ago and they invited us to 

participate and asked us to participate as the Prince 

Albert Grand Council with a Woodland Caribou project 

and we agreed to do that.  So that's another area that 

PAGC will be working on that could impact -- that will 

impact the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission.   

At this time I would like to turn it 

over to Vice Chief Joseph Tsannie, who is from the 

Hatchet Lake First Nation in Wollaston Lake, our Dene 

Vice Chief. 

VICE CHIEF TSANNIE:  Thank you.  Vice 

Chief Joseph Tsannie with the Prince Albert Grand 

Council. 

First of all, I want to thank the CNSC 

for giving us the opportunity to speak.   

I also want to acknowledge Adam 

Levine. I want to thank CNSC for sending him up to 
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Wollaston Lake this past summer during our sector 

meeting and he enjoyed the fishing out there on the 

lake. Hopefully he brought some fish back for you 

guys. 

--- Laughter / Rires 

VICE CHIEF TSANNIE:  But I just want 

to acknowledge it's good to see, like what Leonard was 

saying, to identify people and groups by going into 

the communities. And it was very important that, you 

know, we get CNSC into our communities and we did from 

the hearings in Saskatoon.   

When I first went to my first hearing 

in Saskatoon we kind of requested that we try and move 

this into our territory and we are very thankful that, 

you know, coming to La Ronge, you know, we are still 

further north but, you know, La Ronge is good.   

But our people that are impacted by 

these uranium companies need to hear, need to 

understand in their language as well because certain 

things you say regarding nuclear, you don't have those 

words in Dene, so you have to articulate what you are 

trying to say and trying to explain things.  So I 

think communication is very important for our people.   
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We are talking about the site, the 

Gunnar mine site, and the Tribal Council has been 

working with the SRC trying to communicate as much as 

we could with our member First Nations the impact to 

communities. 

Treaty 8 we talked about.  Chief 

Robillard is here, one of my bosses.  Chief Lidguerre, 

another Treaty 8 territory.  I think the rights, the 

inherent rights to those lands, and it's unfortunate 

that we can't use that land anymore and we are talking 

about thousands and thousands of years.  You know, 

people can't live there now.   

We have lots of uranium activity in 

Northern Saskatchewan, you know, and we don't know 

what is going to happen with the cleanup.  Maybe 

somewhere down the road once they shut down we can't 

access those lands, we are not allowed to build cabins 

on those lands, and our people still depend on the 

land for trapping and we need to make sure when we are 

making those decisions the livelihood and the land 

that we depended on is going to change.  So with those 

decisions, we need to make sure the people and the 

animals that are there, you know, we need to take care 
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of them. 

Yes, we do have -- we talked about 

training and opportunities for our First Nations 

members. You know, we are rich in the amount of water 

we have in Northern Saskatchewan, we are rich in 

uranium in Northern Saskatchewan, we are rich in 

caribou and moose and things that we live off.  We can 

still -- Adam was surprised when he went up to 

Wollaston. You can just use a cup and drink out of 

the lake because it is so fresh and we are blessed 

with that and we want to try and keep it that way. 

The jobs we talked about, yes, we are 

working with SRC, you know, in terms of contracting 

and trying to get the procurement to our people 

because we don't have -- even though we are rich, like 

I say, we are rich in industries, lots of job 

opportunities, but, you know, 90 percent of our people 

are still on welfare.  Anything that we can do to help 

train, it doesn't take much, you know, our people are 

visual people where they learn by hands-on and I'm 

pretty sure they would be good at cleaning up somebody 

else's mess. 

If you look across the lake in Uranium 
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City at Gunnar, you know, those lands are Dene lands, 

and if you look across to the Athabasca sand dunes, 

whatever you take into the sand dunes, you have to 

take out. If it's garbage, whatever you take in, you 

take out. 

I don't see why it should be any 

different across the lake at Gunnar.  Whoever brought 

all the garbage, all the tin, you should see it there, 

there is no reason why they can't take it back out.  

We don't want -- I know that's what the elders said, 

is we don't want that garbage to be buried on our 

land. So we can do all the studies, you know, but I 

think it's just straightforward, whatever you brought 

in, it needs to go back out.  So, you know, for the 

long term, you know, we talk about effects, thousands 

of years, but I think that just makes sense to me. 

So with that, I don't want to take too 

much of your time.  We do have some other meetings.  

We are trying to build roads into some of the northern 

communities because our communities are still isolated 

and we are dealing with the mining companies and 

trying to get them on board and now we are trying to 

get Ottawa to help us build some of the roads.  Even 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

 

189 


though we are rich in uranium, you know, we live in 

third world conditions in Northern Saskatchewan.   

So I just want to thank you for the 

opportunity. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you. Thank you 

very much. 

I will open it up for questions.  Does 

anybody have a particular question?  Mr. Harvey...? 

MEMBER HARVEY:  Okay. Just a question 

for the Vice Chief.  Are you satisfied about the type 

of consultation and relation you have with SRC and 

CNSC? How would you qualify it now? What is your 

perception? 

VICE CHIEF TSANNIE:  Vice Chief 

Tsannie. 

 With the consultation, with the 

information-sharing with our communities, I think more 

could be done. Like I said, we talked about the 

contracts and we do have a rep.  One of our Dene 

people from back home is sitting as a translator and 

the Aboriginal rep on that procurement process.  But 

still, like we talked about the contracts, I think we 

can improve there. 
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You know, we want our people to get 

the contracts. If it's in our region it only makes 

sense our people can work and benefit and leave a 

lasting legacy, because it has been how many years 

since, you know, we are trying to get that cleanup.  

And I did send a letter to Dr. Binder to try and get 

this process done as soon as possible because we don't 

want to leave it any longer.   

So the communication is good and our 

office is open to any ideas, any way we can assist.  

We are assisting with training because in the Tribal 

Council we have a department that looks after 

training, and working with SRC we can still develop 

more training opportunities for our people.  So I 

think the communication is good, but like anything 

else we can do better.   

And it is a challenge because in some 

of the northern communities, you fly in communities.  

Like one of our Chiefs said, they get pretty busy 

there in the community level, sometimes it's hard to 

meet, but I think that communication is very 

important. 

MEMBER HARVEY:  SRC, do you think that 
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bonding is a real barrier for the Aboriginal people to 

get contracts? 

MR. WILSON:  Ian Wilson for the 

record. 

Yes. After lessons learned on Gunnar 

and going to and hearing from the communities, it was 

brought up to be an issue.  From our standpoint, we 

integrated in our Lorado procurement package that 

bonding is one form of having some sort of financial 

liability. Other forms are open and we are hoping to 

see other non-bonding ways of being able to I guess 

have some sort of financial liability.  So we have 

heard that and we are working towards other ways and 

means of covering that need. 

THE PRESIDENT:  So just following up 

on procurement.  You know, we spent a lot of time 

talking to the Chiefs from Fond-du-Lac and Black Lake 

about the procurement itself.  So again, there was 

mention that you cast your procurement so that 

international companies outside of Saskatchewan can 

bid. Is that part of the process?  I thought you were 

able to narrow it so it is a little bit more locally 

procured. 
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MR. WILSON:  Our procurement, we do 

have to go out to the public, but what we can do 

within our procurement package, we can write it narrow 

so we can maximize inclusion of people in the 

Athabasca Basin. So from a procurement standpoint, 

yes, it has to go out to the general public.  From --

THE PRESIDENT:  General public meaning 

the world, Canada, Saskatchewan? 

MR. WILSON:  Yes, it can go anywhere.  

So it does go out to the public and I guess I can just 

define it as a public.  I don't know if it goes 

internationally, but it is on SaskTenders website, 

which is a public website. 

 Within the public procurement, within 

the package itself though, we can very much narrow it 

to the point where from a scoring standpoint when we 

go and score proponents that we can utilize I guess 

different bookends similar to maximize those 

contractors that will subsequently maximize inclusion 

for Athabasca Basin residents. 

THE PRESIDENT:  You mentioned you 

could but will you? 

MR. MULDOON:  We do. 
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MR. WILSON:  We do. 

MR. MULDOON:  John Muldoon for the 

record. 

In our current procurement we do have 

our scores, a much higher score associated with, and 

the contractors must show and then through the 

contract must prove that they are in fact using local 

employment. We can certainly do better, as the Vice 

Chief mentioned and we continue to build that.   

 Every single contract that we have 

gone through from the demolition in 2010 through to 

the Lorado, which was just put out last year, there 

has been a significant improvement.  As the Vice Chief 

mentioned, we have somebody from the Athabasca Basin 

on the procurement team that sits with us and scores 

as a member of that procurement team and we did that 

with the Gunnar demolition as well.   

There is always room for improvement 

and we understand that, but if there is -- I would 

suggest we are at the leading edge of that but that 

doesn't mean that there is not much more that we can 

do. We plan on sitting down with the communities this 

winter to talk about procurement again, as we did last 
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year, and to see how we can improve the processes. 

THE PRESIDENT:  In addition to sitting 

down with the community, does the Grand Council ever 

invite SRC to come and, I don't know, give them a 

talk, an update on a periodic basis as to how they are 

doing, what are their intentions, a little bit more 

formal presentation or relationship or discussions? 

VICE CHIEF TSANNIE:  Vice Chief 

Tsannie here. 

We are planning a separate meeting 

maybe this evening.  We do our best.  We do our best 

and our doors are always open.  You know, we have an 

open door policy.  If it is regarding our land, we 

want to make sure that it is cleaned up and I think 

you know we are in support of getting that cleanup.  

It has just been too long.  Yes, so the 

communications -- yes, good. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Anybody else?  Anybody 

else? 

Well, I think on your point that we 

all want to see this moving as fast as possible I 

think we are all on the same page.  I think -- do you 

want to --
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MR. HARDLOTTE:  Thank you, Dr. Binder.   

A couple of the other issues that were 

mentioned to us by the communities, and the Chiefs had 

mentioned this to us before because Prince Albert 

Grand Council -- I have asked the Prince Albert Grand 

Council to provide Vice Chief Tsannie's office with 

some funding, in-house funding, to work on the 

Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission issues because what 

we are given is not sufficient and the information and 

the meetings that Vice Chief Tsannie has to go to, 

such as the Dene sector meetings at some of the 

communities up North, are all fly-in communities and 

sometimes we require staff to go with him for the 

meetings. That runs quite high.   

What costs more is if we have to get 

the elders and traditional land users to Prince Albert 

or La Ronge for meetings.  Then that gets even more 

costly because then you are paying quite a bit for 

airfare for people.  If they decide to drive on those 

lousy roads from the North, it costs even more.   

So the funding certainly is not -- is 

never enough, that we are given for the intervener 

aspect. With all the cutbacks in First Nations 
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country that you hear about, it is creating a real 

problem. We are talking about the poorest of the poor 

in Canada subsidizing the Canadian Nuclear Safety 

Commission to participate as interveners and for the 

First Nations and the organizations to do that is just 

not right. It should not be happening.  We have 

talked to the staff about that before and they 

recognize and say we know it's not enough, but, you 

know, that's what you get. 

 The other issue that is always 

mentioned at the Prince Albert Grand Council meetings 

and the Federation of Saskatchewan Indian Nations is 

that the nuclear industry provides numbers somewhere 

in the area of 40 percent of Aboriginal workers at the 

mine sites, but the northern people will ask you, who 

do you define as Aboriginal?  And those Aboriginal 

people, where they from?  Are these First Nations 

people from Black Lake, Wollaston Lake, Fond-du-Lac, 

La Ronge, Stanley Mission, Southend?   

And some of those communities have no 

employees at these sites.  So that tells you something 

and that is always an issue that is brought up to us 

when we go to meetings.   
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Also, I had mentioned the Youth and 

Elder Project to Dr. Binder two years ago and we have 

been working on that through Vice Chief Tsannie's 

office because it was his idea.  He has worked with 

the youth extensively.  He has worked in sports, 

culture and recreation and youth extensively and we 

have managed to get some money from a different 

organization to start the Youth and Elder Project, 

which is the elders have asked that the youth be more 

active in the nuclear industry and learn about the 

issues so in the future that they know that once they 

are gone that they have people that are more informed 

and can make informed decisions or participate in the 

nuclear industry.   

I won't get into the Natural Resources 

Transfer Agreement and the political aspect of that 

fight that the Prince Albert Grand Council is fighting 

at a different level with the federal and the 

provincial governments, but the elders have indicated 

that we want to pass our traditional knowledge to the 

youth but we want the youth to teach us the technology 

that they use such as social media and computers so 

that we learn some technology and combining that 
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information make the best decisions for our people, 

our people being the natural stewards and caretakers 

of our ancestral lands where long after the nuclear 

industry is finished in certain areas they will 

continue to live, and the protection of that 

environment and those lands is more important for 

those people than anything else because that sustains 

all of life. 

But certainly, this Youth and Elder 

Project is important and it will run through Vice 

Chief Tsannie's office.  And certainly when I had 

talked to Dr. Binder a couple of years ago he had 

mentioned if I could get some money somewhere else 

that he would consider providing some funding for such 

a group also and that will be forthcoming to your 

office, Dr. Binder. 

With that, I will conclude my part of 

the intervener status and (Native language spoken). 

THE PRESIDENT:  Okay, thank you. 

Thank you very much for this intervention. 
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CMD 14-H5.6 

Oral presentation by  

Uranium City Métis Local #50 

THE PRESIDENT:  I know that you have 

to go and some of our Commissioners have to go.  We 

have still two interveners, so I would like to move on 

to -- let's see, I'm losing my spot here -- to a 

presentation by Uranium City Métis Local #50, as 

outlined in CMD 14-H5.6.   

I understand that Mr. Auger will make 

the presentation. 

MR. AUGER:  Yes, close enough.  It's 

pronounced Auger. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Auger, I'm sorry. 

Sorry about that.  Go ahead. 

MR. AUGER:  That's okay.  I will make 

mine short and sweet too because I'm very tight for 

time myself because I have to get going, I have 

meetings to go to. 

As a local President of Métis of 

Uranium City it is the closest community to Gunnar 

Mines and may I inform you that I am currently under 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

200 


contract with SRC.  That's for the remediation of 

Lorado. 

Prior to that, the Local approached 

SRC. They wanted a local person who was born and 

raised and knows the industry and knows the history 

and I myself was born and raised in Uranium City and 

my dad also commercial fished the Athabasca for 30 

years. I am fifth generation.  We are now in our 

seventh. I still live there today.  I started my 

education in Gunnar. 

So when I did talk to SRC, I said 

before you dig you better talk to me because I know 

there is stuff buried and you don't want to do that.  

So I will just give you a little bit of what I have 

written down here.   

The Gunnar project is a milestone of 

environment remediation.  I am pleased to see that the 

government does care and that they commit to clean up 

abandoned mining sites in Saskatchewan.   

The Gunnar project is the most 

challenging mine remediation project in Canada, which 

is truly a milestone here.  It is a big lot of 

unforeseens. The cleanup will be unprecedented.  It 
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will be a big challenge, which we all know today.  

During the remediation work there will be a lot of 

unknowns such as dealing with chemicals, wastewater, 

asbestos, water contamination.   

This waterway is very attractive for 

people fishing and hunting from outside the province 

and also by First Nations and Métis for traditional 

and subsistence use.  I also must add that there are 

also local people who are not of Aboriginal ancestry, 

who are first and second generation non-Native, who 

hunt and fish in this area with the Métis and First 

Nations people. 

In fact, Gunnar mine is part of a trap 

line that belongs to my brother, who still traps and 

hunts and takes his grandchildren and camps there in 

the summertime. That's all he does. He is always 

going there. 

 And right now, the work -- the 

unfinished work and mountains of garbage sitting in 

the open air is an eyesore and there is another 

building containing friable asbestos that should be 

dealt with as soon as possible.  These are concerns 

that were brought up from the Métis organization and 
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also the non-Métis people in Uranium City.   

When this is all done, people will 

appreciate how hard you have worked to make it as 

natural looking as possible and this waterway that is 

extensively travelled can be enjoyed for future 

generations. Therefore, I support the licensing of 

the Saskatchewan Research Council to begin the Gunnar 

Remediation Project, or should I say, to complete what 

was already started.   

I would like to note that the SRC has 

kept Métis and First Nations and non-First Nations 

people up to date on progress and has given 

opportunities to local Métis.  Thank you on behalf of 

the Uranium City Métis Council. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you. 

Questions? Ms Velshi...? 

MEMBER VELSHI:  A question for SRC.  

Is there remediation work that can start right now or 

are they all just so interconnected that you actually 

have to do your studies before you can start with any 

part of it? 

MR. WILSON:  Ian Wilson for the 

record. 
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 Although there are many, many 

interconnections here, it can start -- we know that we 

can start some form of cover system on the tailings.  

All decision trees sort of lead us there.   

It is not a question of can we start, 

it is a question of how do we start.  Having a bit 

more information about the building materials at hand 

will, I guess, get us down that path. 

But from a systematic standpoint, if 

we do use something, say, like the waste rock, and it 

was alluded to by another commentator, the more we 

utilize the waste rock, the more we get an 

understanding of it while in the process of 

remediation. 

So yes, from a phased approach we can 

start relatively soon on remediation.  There are still 

pieces of information that we are going to need 

specific to the engineering design to get us to that, 

but yes, we feel that we are close to starting 

remediation activities. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  So you could actually 

start some parts of Phase 2 during Phase 1 then; is 

that what that means? 
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MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon for the 

record. 

We have to do the detailed 

engineering, as Ian mentioned.  We have to get some 

level of information so that when we start to -- our 

intent is to start on the tailings first.  So we have 

to make sure that we understand what we have to do in 

terms of covers, what cover material is available, 

waste rock and local borrow and so on that is 

available. So we have to do that.   

We also, in working with CNSC, will 

have to also ensure that we have enough knowledge that 

as we dig into that waste rock that we can go down 

that decision tree enough to say, well, if we find 

this, this is what we are going to do, and if we find 

that, this is what we are going to do, so that CNSC 

has a level of comfort, that we just can't go out 

without having that level of knowledge.   

So a long answer, I guess, to a short 

question. We are going to have to do our homework in 

terms of detailed engineering first.  We weren't ready 

to -- we didn't want to start that until we have a 

Phase 1 licence in place at a minimum because it is a 
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lot of money to start down that road.   

We got a lot of information this year 

to inform the detailed engineering that will occur and 

I think for us by this time next year we would like to 

see ourselves in a position where we are out doing 

some very serious procurement for significant work on 

the ground the following year. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Just to follow up on 

this, first of all, I don't get the garbage and 

asbestos. What am I missing?  Can that not be started 

like now and do you intend to take it offsite or bury 

it? 

MR. WILSON:  With regards to the 

demolition debris and the asbestos, no, currently we 

don't plan on bringing that material offsite due to I 

guess financials.  I guess the reason that we are not 

dealing with it now is part of one of our options is 

to integrate it, encapsulate it within the waste rock 

and/or other locations.  So until we actually start 

remediation, we don't have physical void space to 

incorporate it into. 

THE PRESIDENT:  In reading the EA from 

the CNSC staff, I thought the CNSC was quite 
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comfortable in certain areas that can be remediated 

immediately and I don't know whether you can actually 

give them the comfort level to get going so they don't 

have to, with every shovel, come back and get 

permission to go to the next shovel.  I'm being 

sarcastic. 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard for the 

record. 

 Through the project, yes, I think CNSC 

staff do realize that there are activities that can be 

undertaken during Phase 1.  Phase 2 was primarily to 

deal with the cover, the tailings, the waste rock 

pile, the pit, things of that nature.  But, as you 

indicated, there are large amounts of material, there 

is asbestos that can be dealt with now.  But SRC's 

plans, they are not shipping it offsite, they want to 

possibly deal with it onsite.   

If there are other areas that can be 

remediated, you know, some of the buildings that were 

taken down, some of the in-ground infrastructure can 

be removed or buried or things of that nature, that 

can be done during Phase 1.  So there is some minor 

stuff that can be done. 
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But again, we need to see the design 

for the waste cover, the tailings cover, what they are 

going to do with the waste rock pile, which will lead 

to a decision on the pit.  Are they going to use the 

pit, will they have to dewater, will they have to put 

in a treatment system to remove the water from the 

pit? So there is a lot of interconnections that have 

to be made before, you know, they get a complete 

picture. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Monsieur Tolgyesi...? 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Just one. I have a 

question for Mr. Auger. 

MR. AUGER:  Thank you. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  You were saying that 

your family, your brother has a trap line on the 

Gunnar site; am I right? 

MR. AUGER:  That's correct. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Yes. And your 

family --

MR. AUGER:  He actually goes -- 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  I'm sorry? And your 

family --

MR. AUGER:  I'm sorry for cutting in.  
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Yes, he has never had a real job.  His life was being 

a trapper all his life. That's all he knows. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Okay. So your 

family spends summertime on the Gunnar site.  How 

long, how many days in total are they staying on the 

site during a year? 

MR. AUGER:  They are not staying right 

on the site, they are staying in the surrounding areas 

and lakes and stuff.  We do have some cabins and other 

adjoining islands.   

And we did not live right in Gunnar 

when the place was going.  We lived down the channel, 

so we had to go to school by dog team.  So it was fun, 

but --

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  No, but my question 

is how many days do you spend there, whatever you are 

doing? 

MR. AUGER:  Usually they spend maybe a 

day or two for shelter because when you do get a wind 

from the west you have 125 miles of water coming at 

you. So at times we do camp over, I have done it 

myself, just to wait for the weather to break so we 

can go back to Uranium City.  On average one day or 
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just wait until the weather is over and then we leave.   

But before remediation started, actually, 

I count there two, three days just fishing with other 

friends in the channel. Of course, I'm raised in the 

mining industry and know about mining and so I have no 

adverse effects that I know of. Neither have my brothers 

because they all work there and they are all alive today. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  So when you have maybe 

15 days a year you spent it onsite? This is my question, 

really in global -- globally? 

MR. AUGER:  Yeah. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Yeah, okay. 

MR. AUGER:  Yeah. Yeah, we don't spend 

extensive time there but now that the construction is there 

we avoid that as much as possible and we no longer use it. 

But we do stay in surrounding areas now. 

THE PRESIDENT:  When you are on site are 

there fencing and advisory about where to fish, where not 

to fish, where to eat and not to eat? Are they prominently 

displayed? You know where they are, what to do, what not 

to do? 

MR. AUGER:  Yes, they are. Yes, there are 

signs going into Zeemel Lake. Other places, Langley Bay. 
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And, actually, I do mediation at times 

with SRC. We do a lot of water sampling and, actually, we 

do see people fishing in these areas that we already 

noticed signs for them. But they do catch and release 

because they know there are some big fish over there. So 

they just catch and release for bragging rights. And we do 

tell them that the fish is not edible. But they just go 

because they want to fish. 

And as the fencing, there is more fencing 

than, I don't know, the front -- Western front has, I 

think, and there is more signs than I don’t know. It's 

really -- it is. It's a lot of signs, a lot of signs, a 

lot of fences and it's amazing. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Thank you. Anybody else? 

Any other questions? 

Okay. Well, thank you. Thank you for 

your intervention. Thank you very much. 

So now we will return to our normal rounds 

of questions. Let me find out. So let's start the normal 

round there with Mr. Tolgyesi. 

MEMBRE TOLGYESI : Merci, Monsieur le 

Président. 

On page 25 of SRC presentation and 24.3.4 
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about Gunnar Pit you are saying that the pit remains stable 

for nearly 50 years and further down at the bottom you are 

saying that: 

"Taking into consideration the 

residual..." 

That's the last paragraph. I'm sorry, 

it's an Environmental Assessment, okay, Environmental 

Assessment, page 3 -- page 25, 4.3.4, it's about Gunnar 

Pit. 

You were saying that it's stable and it 

has remained an aquatic site feature for nearly 50 years. 

And at the bottom you are saying that: 

"Taking into consideration the 

residual uncertainties and limited 

actual information on the pit 

integrity disposal of waste rock will 

only be considered under such 

conditions." 

So on one side you are saying that it 

doesn't move. It's steady for 50 years and further down 

you say it's a kind of limited actual information on the 

pit integrity. 

If it's limited it doesn't move. How it 
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fits together? 

MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Alexey Klyashtorin. 

Well, there are different items, actually. 

Well, we know that the pit stayed as is for the last 50 

years filled with water and looks pretty stable. So it is 

stable as an artificial water body and there are no visible 

signs of its -- well, any collapse, any distraction. So 

visibly it's stable. As a water body it's stable. 

Well, there is a channel connecting --

there was a channel connecting the peat with the lake when 

the peat was filling with water. Then the channel was 

filled, well, backfilled with waste rock and there is not 

one evidence of, well, compromising integrity of this 

backfilling in the channel. 

So that's one item. But when we consider 

the situation when probably this pit will be dewatered --

well, will be used and considered to be used as a waste 

rock or industrial waste repository or demolition debris 

repository or asbestos repository, then it's an absolutely 

different situation and it's an absolutely different 

function. 

And for this purpose the peat has to be 

dewatered and while the water is removed then it's 
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different -- well, it's different loads on the peat walls. 

It's probably some residual hydrostatic pressure from 

inside on the peat walls from some residual water. It 

depends of course on the technique of dewatering. But it's 

a completely different situation, technically speaking. So 

there are probable -- well, there are some opportunities 

for wall collapse. 

And, furthermore, if we consider it as a 

repository then it's even more uncertainty about it because 

we know there is an opening at the bottom of the peat which 

connects the peat with underground mine working. And we 

know nothing about the integrity of the mine working. And 

then if we load the bottom of the peat with a lot of waste 

rock, actually we have quite a large uncertainty and lack 

of knowledge of what may happen. 

I think that's the information that can 

cover your question. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  You were saying 

somewhere that actually that maybe twice a year discharges 

of the pit to the lake will discharge. Here you are 

talking that -- you are saying that you should -- you will 

probably pump out, empty the pit of the water, what's 

there. 
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MR. KLYASHTORIN:  It's one of the 

scenarios. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Yeah. 

MR. KLYASHTORIN:  One of the options. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  And you were talking 

about water treatment here. And you were talking reverse 

osmosis, ion exchange, life softening. 

Will there be technology to use to empty 

the pit water or it will be installed only when the pit 

will fill up eventually again with the water and there are 

twice a year discharges to the lake? 

 MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Well, the current --

currently, the peat exists as a water body and the level of 

the peat on the average is about two metres above the level 

of the Athabasca Lake. Well, it's different every year and 

every season because of the variation of the level of the 

Lake Athabasca. But there are variations like that and a 

part of the water from the pit is released as a surface 

flow probably every spring or sometimes later on in autumn 

and it's just a small -- like a pit overflow, seasonal. 

And then the peat water comes directly to the Athabasca 

Lake. 

Also, we have some reasons to believe 
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there is water infiltration through the big fuel channel 

but it should be much slower and provide much less water 

exchange between the pit and the lake compared to the 

surface outflow. 

Regarding the probable technologies to 

empty the pit and treat the water, yes, there are a lot of 

examples in the world practices when the pit is like that 

or even larger where the water and water was treated. So 

there are technologies. The need for these technologies, 

the need for utilizing of this particular option and the 

cost of all this work is a separate item and it's to be a 

subject of consideration as a part of this hearing too. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  And my last question on 

the same page, when I look at this is considering the 

staff. Last paragraph this is the pit integrity, you are 

saying that before last line: 

"A detailed dewatering and pit 

backfilling plan will be developed 

and approved by CNSC." 

Is it the responsibility of the CNSC to 

approve its own plans, or I don't understand it very well? 

MS FRIGAULT:  Nicole Frigault, for the 

record. 
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I believe that it will be developed by the 

Saskatchewan Research Council and approved by CNSC staff. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Yeah. 

MS FRIGAULT:  Yeah. It's just not 

explained clearly in the document. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Okay. 

On page 13 of this morning's presentation 

when they had the slides you got your road map of the final 

design and you've got remediation options and then decision 

tree. You go to preferred option and then to regulatory 

approval but it's a single line. It's one line. 

So what would happen if the regulatory 

people say, well, that option is not an option? This is 

the --

MR. WILSON:  Sure. On page 13 it says --

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Yeah. 

MR. WILSON:  As noted, it's a very, very 

generalized -- in essence, yeah, if the regulatory 

stakeholder approval does not, I guess, meet the standards 

of what we've put forward for the draft preferred option we 

would have to go back. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  But would there be some 

consultation with the CNSC staff, for example, at the level 
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of the tree, decision tree? 

MR. WILSON:  Very much so, all through the 

process. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  All through the process? 

MR. WILSON:  Yes. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Okay. 

The second one. Oh, I've got a question, 

well, about the background definition. I just lost the 

page. 

Anyway, okay. You say remediation has 

been such as the areas demonstrating average gamma dose 

rates in excess of 1 microSievert above background and all 

with a maximum spot dose in excess of 2.5. So you've got 

those criterion. How do you establish the background first 

and how do you define the area after that, the area which 

is contaminated? 

MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Alexey Klyashtorin. 

Well, there are --

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  At the background. 

MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Yeah. Well, the 

background -- the background indicia is not an easy task 

because the background, natural background it's very 

variable depending on place and we know that the region is 
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subject to even higher variations because, well, it was --

especially it was the region where uranium was produced and 

a lot of uranium we are still producing from the Athabasca 

Basin. That's why some patches in the region provide 

higher background than the other and it's like a mosaic. 

And there are some maps, radiation maps --

well, there are some Enercon-provided radiation maps that 

can be treated and from analyzing of these maps we can get 

the information not only about the average regional 

background but probably it is possible to identify the 

smaller area background which more corresponds to the 

natural background for undisturbed areas close to the mine 

site. 

The other method is to make several 

cross-sections, large scale cross-sections in the -- across 

the area and neighbouring areas. Well, I mean across the 

site and neighbouring areas to see how the radiation level 

where I -- across the area. And then analyzing this 

cross-section information we will conclude what is the 

background and how it is different from the radiation level 

on the site. 

But the site in itself is very patchy and 

some of the site sub-areas or some of the patches within 
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the site I can say is like regional or even average global 

background, like 0.05 microSieverts per hour and some of 

them, you know, it's like 9 or 10 microSieverts per hour. 

So we know in general what is the minimum 

natural background in the area and in the region and our 

only challenge is to understand how high is regional or 

site-specific background in comparison with global or 

regional. So that's in general our approach to the natural 

background. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Has that been done -- is 

it something done now that they -- those kind of --

MR. KLYASHTORIN:  Well, we have 

preliminary understanding of the natural background as 0.13 

microSieverts per hour. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  Staff, can you comment? 

DR. THOMPSON:  Patsy Thompson, for the 

record. 

This approach has been used for other CNSC 

licence sites; for example, Port Radium, Cluff Lake and 

Beaver Lodge Lake where natural background, variation in 

natural background had to be assessed and determined to 

have the point of comparison with the other cleanup 

criteria. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Ms Velshi...? 

MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. So if you can 

again refer to Slide No. 13, SRC, of your presentation from 

this morning, if you can provide a bit more detail around 

the timeline to the start of Phase 2 and mobilization of 

the rehabilitation process I'm particularly interested in 

your timeline when you expect to come forward for 

regulatory approval and then start. I presume your 

procurement process starts after that or in parallel with 

that and when do you expect mobilization to start? 

MR. WILSON:  For the record, Ian Wilson. 

Based on our anticipated schedule we would 

be hoping to come either earlier in the fall or about this 

time of year next year to hopefully facilitate getting our 

Phase 2 licence. 

MEMBER VELSHI: And would you start your 

procurement process after that? Is that when that final 

design gets done and you know what the final scope of work 

is? 

MR. WILSON:  Ian Wilson, for the record. 

We would have to look when we get to that 

point. It would always be best, I guess, to start the 

procurement as early as possible but there is always risk 
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while going to a procurement without having a final design. 

There is that risk gap or threshold. So we would have to 

evaluate it at that time and see what level of risk we're 

prepared to, I guess, maintain schedule versus not having a 

complete final design. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  And, then, mobilization 

would be like spring 2016 or so then? 

MR. WILSON:  That would be anticipated, 

yes. Heavy equipment based on, I guess, past projects. 

Heavy equipment would be hopefully winter ice road with a 

possibility of when the ice breaks up and being able to 

barge it probably in June. It would be dependent on how 

much equipment we use and when we have to utilize that 

equipment starting off. 

If we need it very early to do work, say 

building roads. We would definitely need to take it over 

the winter ice road. Other pieces implement it for -- I 

guess further in the operations we would have the 

flexibility of either winter ice road or via barge. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  And as far as 

regulatory/stakeholder approval besides the CNSC and the 

Government of Saskatchewan's different agencies, who else 

needs to approve this? Are there any other federal 
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agencies? 

MR. MULDOON:  Joe Muldoon, for the record. 

We would work with CNSC if there -- it 

would be primarily through CNSC that we would coordinate 

with the other federal agencies. Again, depending on what 

we were doing when would dictate what approvals we would 

need. 

The example, I give, for instance, is if 

we are doing something along the shoreline and someone is 

going to impact fish habitat, we wouldn't get that approval 

a year in advance or necessarily a year in advance. It 

depends on the level of impact. We would -- or permits 

from the province for the same kind of thing. We would get 

those permits before we start the operational side of the 

work. 

MEMBER VELSHI:  Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT:  But as far as we are 

concerned on the EA itself, all the federal authorities and 

the Saskatchewan environment are onside? I'm talking about 

Fisheries and Ocean, Transport Canada, Environment Canada, 

NRCan, all of them agree with the approach? 

MS FRIGAULT:  Nicole Frigault, for the 

record. 
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Yes, we have been in consultation with 

them throughout the EA process and they all reviewed the EA 

report and there were no outstanding issues. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Because we, the 

Commission, has to approve the EA. I just want to make 

sure that everybody is onside and we've got your colleague 

from the Ministry of Saskatchewan of the Environment. This 

is the time to tell us that everything is okay. 

MR. POLLOCK:  Everything is okay. We did 

engage regulatory expertise from across the Government of 

Saskatchewan during the environmental assessment process 

and all issues were addressed to an acceptable level. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Including the approach 

itself, you know, with all the alternatives you put in, all 

the evaluation criteria. It's very well articulated. It's 

very detailed. 

So I understand some of the engineering 

requirements but the path is relatively -- as Mr. Jammal 

claimed, there is a bounding kind of parameters and within 

those bounds you're going to select the best methodology to 

move forward. Is that correct? 

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, we feel if that's the 

case then there will be ongoing engagement with the various 
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regulators to ensure all the requirements are met through 

the decision tree process. Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: So it seems to me that if 

the stars line up right, by next year you should be able to 

come to us with a full detailed forward engineering 

approach to getting shovels into the ground and in that 

case we can release the hold point if that's the process we 

want to -- we will consider which process to do, but I 

could see that could involve ability for people to comment 

on your engineering designs. Does that make sense? 

MR. HOWARD:  Don Howard, for the record. 

Yeah, that makes sense. Like I say, it's 

up to the Commission to determine the release of the hold 

point. Obviously we made a recommendation but, again, it's 

up to the Commission to determine. 

THE PRESIDENT:  Well, observation has been 

for historical reasons that putting in a date specific 

focuses the mind. 

MR. HOWARD:  Yes. Don Howard, for the 

record. 

And we have to also remember too is that, 

to put it bluntly, coming back to the Commission takes 

time. It's a lot of work. 
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THE PRESIDENT:  Okay. 

 Mr. Tolgyesi...? 

MEMBER TOLGYESI:  The Environmental 

Assessment received ministerial approval from Saskatchewan 

government. If they made any modification if requested 

following these hearings will require a new approval from 

Saskatchewan government or not? 

MR. POLLOCK:  Brady Pollock, for the 

record. 

If there are significant changes that 

are not consistent with some of the approaches 

discussed in the EIS, including the decision tree, 

then Section 16 change approval under the 

Environmental Assessment Act may be required for that.  

But that's if it is outside of what has been currently 

contemplated in the EIS. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI: Okay. My question 

is to staff.  On page 20 of CMD H5, we are talking 

about relevant safety and control areas.  And the 

safety and control areas, page 20, you are saying the 

waste management, it's not relevant to this CMD. 

However, we were talking extensively 

about moving waste rock, probably, to the pit or to 
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other places and we were talking about collision, 

roll-over, spillage. 

I'm a little bit surprised that waste 

management is not relevant to this CMD. 

 MR. HOWARD: Don Howard, for the 

record. 

 Essentially, the entire site is a 

waste facility.  The expectation is that there will be 

no waste going off site.  Anything that's generated 

will be managed on site, and there will be very little 

waste. 

 The waste rock, the tailings are 

already there. They're just, I guess, moving some of 

the material around and filling in, so basically we're 

not generating -- it's not like an operating facility 

where you generate waste on an ongoing basis and have 

to manage it. This material's already there, so we're 

just managing the material on site. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI: Similar approach 

like at Port Hope where shuffles waste from one side 

to other side. There is no waste management as a 

safety and control area. 

 MR. HOWARD: The -- Don Howard, for 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

227 


the record. 

The slight difference with Port Hope 

is that we are relocating a lot of the material from 

off site, so basically from the town.  You're 

transporting. You're sending it to the waste 

management facility so it's not on site. 

So then you are bringing in material 

into the waste management facility for management. 

As I say, with the -- the difference 

here with Gunnar is that it's already there, it's 

already on site. We're not transporting anything in 

or out of that facility. 

MEMBER TOLGYESI: And my last is not a 

question, Mr. President.  It's just a comment on 

Saskatchewan Research Council CMD H5.1. 

On page 2, you are talking about 

Section 3.6 of this CMD, and there is no Section 3.6.  

It's 3.5 and 4, so probably it should be just 

corrected. 

 That's it. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

 Mr. Harvey? 

MEMBER HARVEY: My question is about 
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the criteria to decide to -- where to go with an 

option, to what level, and what are the criteria to 

decide, in fact, what to do? 

Because in your presentation -- in the 

staff presentation this morning on page 23 about human 

health, human health risk assessment was conducted to 

assess potential risk associated with exposure to the 

site in its current state.  Results indicate that 

casual to the site will not result in risk to human 

health. Consumption of traditional food is not likely 

to pose risk. 

So if the site as it is right now, 

there is no risk, what will be the criteria to define 

the options that will be taken for the water, for the 

sediments, for the -- 

 DR. THOMPSON: Patsy Thompson, for the 

record. 

Some of the issues in terms of the 

risk assessments made certain scenarios that we 

discussed this morning in terms of occupancy of the 

site, stability of the tailings and waste rock and 

ongoing seeps and contamination of the lake. 

And so some of the objectives of the 
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clean-up are essentially to manage, reconfigure so 

that we minimize the amount of contamination going off 

site and put a sufficient cover in place to reduce 

source terms. 

We noted as well in the assessment in 

terms of the fact that there are no or minimal health 

risk, the fact that there are consumption advisories 

for drinking water and fish consumption in certain 

areas, and so one of the objectives -- the assessment 

was done taking into consideration that people are not 

consuming contaminated fish because of the advisories. 

In the long term, the preferred option 

should, over time, reduce the level of contaminants so 

that fish consumption can resume and the water is 

potable. 

MEMBER HARVEY: So there is a 

potential that the -- if nothing was done that the 

risk could increase with time. 

DR. THOMPSON: Patsy Thompson, for the 

record. 

The risk may not increase, but of 

course, over time, the contaminant loadings to the 

environment is continuing, so you get accumulation 
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sediments and things like that.  But over time, 

continuing to have -- you know, we heard this morning 

about Aboriginal and treaty rights and the right to 

harvest fish for subsistence and other means, and so 

having fish advisories in place is probably not 

something that is sustainable in the long term. 

MEMBER HARVEY: Merci. 

THE PRESIDENT: Question? 

 Ms Velshi? 

 MEMBER VELSHI: For SCR, given your 

experience with the Lorado project -- and I'm not very 

familiar with that -- how different is this from that, 

and particularly in -- what do you see as being the 

top three key risks to meeting your objectives, 

especially with respect to the schedule and the budget 

for this particular project? 

 MR. WILSON: Ian Wilson, for the 

record. 

I guess from an operational side and 

given experience on these type of projects -- and I'll 

let, maybe, my colleagues speak to other sort of 

critical risks. 

One of the big ones is do we have 
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enough material to facilitate what we want to on a 

cover system basis.  So do we have the building blocks 

necessary to build the cover? 

 From my standpoint, given experience, 

that's -- that is a risk that is associated with the 

type of remedial path that we're going to. 

I don't know if I can answer two or 

three, but that's -- to me, from an implementation 

standpoint, you know, if you're going to build a 

house, you gotta make sure you got all the timbers 

necessary and all the building materials necessary 

there on site. 

MR. MULDOON: Joe Muldoon, for the 

record. 

We also, having learned -- this is 

experience that we learned directly with Lorado. 

In Lorado -- in answer to the first 

part of your question, Lorado is a smaller site.  

Access is a little bit easier in that it still is a 

winter road to get in, but you don't have to go across 

Lake Athabasca to get to it.  It's not out the end of 

the peninsula. It's adjacent to Uranium City. 

But it -- borrow was an issue that we 
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knew we were going to encounter.  It's one with Gunnar 

because of the remoteness of the site.  This is one of 

the reasons why the decision tree that we have in 

place for Gunnar, I think, is going to be very 

effective in that we've got options that we can go to 

that we don't have to come back, necessarily, for.  We 

can work with CNSC people on site to ensure that if we 

have to change, if we're running into issues with 

borrow and the cost efficiency works, then, you know, 

we very much want to be able to use waste rock and 

probably mix waste rock with borrow, depending, again, 

on the levels. 

And so it gives us much more 

flexibility with the Gunnar site and the approach that 

we're going to take on this one. 

It's a much more complicated site, 

much bigger geographically.  Much, much, much bigger 

tailings areas, three separate tailing areas. 

 Lorado would fit into almost any one 

of those, certainly the two biggest ones. The Lorado 

tailings would fit inside any one of those other 

bigger -- those bigger tailings. 

 So much bigger geographical area, more 
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difficult to get to.  And this is -- and also, from 

a -- as we had lots of discussion around today in 

terms of ensuring that we maximize the local benefits 

and the involvement.  That certainly is a challenge.  

It's one that we're learning as we move through, and 

we hope to be able to improve on it. 

 MEMBER VELSHI: Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: A couple of quick 

hits. 

 On your licence, page -- Licence 

Condition Handbook, page 12 of 26, this is the  

document that requires version control. 

Again, if you look at this table, 

effective date -- aside from the fact that all the 

effective dates are not given, what does the XXXX in 

this column? 

 MR. HOWARD: Don Howard, for the 

record. 

I'm just getting to the Licence 

Condition Handbook.  Could you repeat the page, 

please? 

THE PRESIDENT: It's page 12 of 26. 

You know where the page number is, right, on top 
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right? Not easy to find, either. 

MR. HOWARD: Don Howard, for the 

record. 

 So your question is that in the table 

for document version control, you're asking the -- 

what does the X mean as far as effective date.  And 

the X means is that essentially going through the 

decision tree process, there's been no -- SRC has not 

identified a date by which they would submit the 

documentation, but it is -- it's identified as a 

program that is required for all phases of the 

project, Phase 1, 2 and 3. 

THE PRESIDENT: But the same thing 

right above the Xs is all kind of -- 

MR. HOWARD: And if we look at the 

next page where there's an X next to the Gunnar site 

waste rock remediation plan, that means it's required.  

That's a required document for Phase 2. 

THE PRESIDENT: Yeah, but on top, you 

know, above the Xs, there's a lot of blank space that 

also mean 1, 2, 3. 

MR. HOWARD: Oh, what that means is 

that all of the documentation above the X is that all 
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of that documentation was submitted on May 16th, 2014 

as part of the licence application. 

THE PRESIDENT: I'm sure it's not 

obvious, okay. This is -- I don't want a manual for 

your licence handbook. 

MR. HOWARD:  Yes. We can add the 

clarity to that and we'll certainly -- 

THE PRESIDENT: Please 

MR. HOWARD: -- put some dates there. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. And whenever 

possible. 

I don't mind if you put a tentative 

date and then you modify them as they go along.  

That's -- that was the whole idea of the handbook, to 

make it user friendly and be able to be changed if 

they're not Commission type changes that you can do at 

the offices. 

MR. HOWARD: Don Howard, for the 

record. 

Yes. From what we've heard today is 

that I'm prepared to put dates in there like December 

31st, 2014, which is well within the range for the 

next update. 
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THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Another quick 

one. 

 You know, is there -- I know there's 

advisory on fish.  Is there an advisory on ducks?  

Anybody knows? 

 About catching and eating ducks 

because that's -- I thought in terms of the 

environmental assessment it was -- 

 MR. KLYASHTORIN: No. As far as I 

know, there is no advisory on ducks yet. 

THE PRESIDENT: Should there be? 

 MR. KLYASHTORIN: Yes, probably. Yes. 

I think -- well, the duck -- well, the issue is the 

duck is less significant component of local diet and 

its probable effect to public health is much lower 

than that from fish.  That's why the reason the 

advisory of fish and there is no advisory for duck. 

THE PRESIDENT: Dr. Thompson. 

 DR. THOMPSON: So Patsy Thompson, for 

the record. 

 So there's currently no advisory on 

consumption of duck.  It is a pathway that's been 

assessed in the environmental assessment, and we have 
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included monitoring of duck for measurement of 

contaminants and confirmation of exposures as part of 

the follow-up program. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. 

 One other question that I've seen 

remediation in other mines.  You know you can plant 

vegetation any time. 

Are you planning to do any planting? 

 MR. KLYASHTORIN: Well, there is a 

plan to vegetate the tailings cover because the 

present preliminary design included in the EIS for the 

cover of the tailings cover includes -- well, the 

design includes cover as a vegetative cover, and it is 

considered to be most effective when vegetated, plus 

vegetating cover as well -- vegetating the tailings 

cover as well as other parts of the site as necessary 

will and is considered, first of all, as erosion 

control method, the most significant of this erosion 

control measure. 

So that's why, yes, there are plans to 

revegetate the tailings as the tailing cover and 

vegetate probably the other site areas, subject to 

erosion. 
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THE PRESIDENT: But I'm talking about 

the areas that you know you're not going to touch 

that's sort of around those areas that you may want to 

start. Vegetation takes a long time, as you know. 

So anyhow, it's something I throw out 

because it was discussed in the environmental 

assessment in a couple of areas about the desire to 

introduce as soon as possible the vegetation so you 

get less erosion, less dust, et cetera, et cetera. 

 MR. KLYASHTORIN: As soon as we decide 

what particular method will be used for tailings cover 

and when all the decision tree will be completed and 

we will know exactly which areas will be subject to 

which treatment, then we will know exactly which areas 

will be subject to vegetation or revegetation and 

then, of course, we'll clarify our vegetation plans 

proceeding from this information. 

THE PRESIDENT: On page 31, it's 

indicated that SRC retain the Prince Albert Grand 

Council to complete TK and TLU study for the area 

influenced by the Gunnar, et cetera, et cetera. 

Did they submit that particular study, 

and has the study been posted and available: 
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MR. MULDOON: Joe Muldoon, for the 

record. 

Prince Albert Grand Council did 

complete that study, and it formed -- it forms part of 

the EIS. It's part of the documentation and is out 

widely available. 

THE PRESIDENT: So in fact, you did 

use some of the stuff from the study into your plans 

ahead. 

That should be well received in the 

communities. 

MR. MULDOON: Yes. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. So my last 

question is on page 77 where you have the summary of 

the cumulative baseline site loading.  This is a 

table. 

I don't know if you can focus on that. 

I've seen in remediation where you 

start with a baseline and then you model, and you do 

have a model that can project what this table will 

look like in 2031.  I assume you will seek a reduction 

in most of those contamination and it will -- you can 

verify whether your model is correct as you go along. 
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And you -- is that your intention of 

doing? 

MR. KLYASHTORIN: Yes. That's why we 

have now the monitoring program, and we follow this 

monitoring program.  And as soon as we are complete 

with the project design and the option analysis, the 

monitoring program will be modified accordingly and 

clarified. And of course, the main purpose of the 

monitoring program will be to compare the site 

conditions as we know it from the baseline study and 

compare it with what we will know upon the end of the 

project. 

THE PRESIDENT: So the number at the 

bottom -- the bottom line in this particular table is 

the loading on Lake Athabasca.  Basically, that's the 

lake we really want to protect. 

So are any of those loading now above 

the limits or the regulatory limits right now? 

Anybody? Staff or SRC? 

MR. KLYASHTORIN: As far as I know, 

there is no regulatory limits or -- well, maybe I 

don't know these limits for the loading from the site. 

There -- we use the very 
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well-established regulatory limits for concentrations 

of the contaminants of concern which flow from the 

site into the Lake Athabasca, and we have the loading 

model. 

And the purpose of the project is to 

reduce the loading from the site as low as reasonable.  

And provided that that concentrations of the 

contaminants of concern to be below the regulatory 

limits or significantly reduced and be within the site 

specific remedial objectives. 

THE PRESIDENT: I understand.  But you 

know, one of the issues is pollution by dilution. 

I understand it depends where you 

measure it, et cetera.  So I'm just trying to figure 

out how we're going to go from the baseline to the 

future to demonstrate reduction. 

 Dr. Thompson, you raised your hand. 

DR. THOMPSON: Patsy Thompson, for the 

record. 

The information in Table 2 essentially 

takes all the source terms currently on the site and 

how they report to different bays, and so the total 

for Lake Athabasca through the remediation projects 
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and the reconfiguration of the sites and some of the 

streams, the expectation is that those loadings will 

reduce. 

 These loadings are currently 

associated with certain contaminants that are above 

water quality guidelines either for drinking water or 

for protection of aquatic life.  Some sediment values 

are above guidelines. 

And so the expectation is through the 

site remediation, the model will show the loadings 

reduction, but it has to be followed through in terms 

of looking at what the water quality is expected to be 

over time. And that's where we will judge the level 

of acceptability of the improvements. 

 But certainly with the current state, 

the surface areas or the regional footprint is not 

such that it's posing a risk to, you know, populations 

of organisms or human health, as we mentioned earlier. 

THE PRESIDENT: But I'm looking for 

indicators, okay, a monitoring indicator that shows 

progress over time. 

Now, it may not be that, but whatever 

you can come up with that deal with this reduction in 
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contamination flowing into the big lakes, so 

concentration, loading, whatever you deem reasonable 

indication over time that we can monitor from now 

until at least 2031, if that's where we actually 

achieve the institutional transfer. 

DR. THOMPSON: Patsy Thompson, for the 

record. 

 The easiest performance measure is 

really loading because it's fairly easy to measure 

because it's on-site measurements of water reporting 

to the lake. So that would be the primary performance 

objective, if you will, but then we would have a 

secondary objective that would be monitored out in the 

environment to confirm that the reductions at loadings 

are actually leading to improvements to the 

environment. 

 And really, what members of the public 

and Aboriginal people want to know is what is the 

quality of the water, what is the quality of the fish. 

THE PRESIDENT: Right. 

 MR. KLYASHTORIN: I would like to add 

that when we are talking about loading, then the 

loading is the result of concentration on one hand and 
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water amount with the constitution -- with the 

contaminants of concern at some concentration. 

 So it's amount of water and 

concentration. Until now, we were pretty good at 

measuring concentrations and we know -- I would say we 

know almost everything about the contaminant 

concentration in the waters coming from the site into 

the Athabasca Lake. 

Until this year, we had quite high 

uncertainties regarding the water flows coming from 

the site. But this autumn, a number of measuring 

tools were installed at the outlets of main sources of 

water from the site into the Athabasca Lake. 

 So from now on and into the future, we 

will be able to measure the water flows as well, and 

it means that we will have information about -- actual 

information about the loading -- the contaminant 

loading from the site, not only concentrations. 

And based on this information, we will 

develop the monitoring program with the corresponding 

indicators. 

THE PRESIDENT: Okay. Thank you. 

We'll be looking for this on an annual basis. 



 
 
 
 
 

 
 
   

 

 

 

 

 

245 


 Anything else? 

Okay. Well, thank you very much.  We 

will deliberate now about your -- the licence 

application and we'll let you know in the fullness of 

time. 

Marc, anything I need to do now? 

MR. LEBLANC: No. I mean, we're 

closing this hearing and I'll just repeat what you 

just said, that with respect to this matter, the Panel 

of the Commission will confer and deliberate with 

regards to the information that it has considered 

today and then determine if further information is 

needed or if the Panel is ready to proceed with a 

decision, and we will advise accordingly. 

 Thank you. 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you. 

--- Whereupon the meeting concluded at 3:38 p.m. / 

    La reunion s'est terminée à 15 h 38 




