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Ensuring worker health and safety 

AECB responds to accident 
involving technetium generators 

A recent spill of radioactive 
material at a Toronto area hospital has 
prompted follow-up action by the AECB 
to ensure that similar incidents do not 
occur elsewhere. 

The accident resulted from the 
improper handling of spent technetium 
generators. These devices are frequent- 
ly collected by scrap metal dealers for 
their recyclable lead content, and this 
practice is accepted by the AECB pro- 
viding the generators are stored for 
two months prior to the transfer (to 
allow for the radioactive decay of the 
remaining content), and are dismantled 
by authorized hospital personnel. 
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In this case, however, the hospital 
allowed a scrap metal dealer to remove 
the columns fiom several generators not 
yet two months old. The dealer cracked 
the devices open on the floor, and in the 
process, broke one of the molybdenum 
columns. The resulting radioactive 
contamination was tracked throughout 
the hospital's nuclear medicine depart- 
ment, and though no significant radia- 
tion exposures occurred, the high back- 
ground levels of radiation forced the 
department to close for sevecal days. 

The AECB reacted immediately to 
this incident by issuing a notice to all 
users of technetium generators to remind 
them of AECB requirements relating 
to the disposal of used generators (see 
"New in Print", page 4, Notice 87-6). 
The notice emphasized the two-month 
storage condition, and stressed the hos- 
pitals' responsibility for ensuring that 
generators are dismantled by authorized 
personnel prior to disposal. 

As a further follow-up measure, 
the AECB sent a letter to the Executive 
Directors of all Ontario hospitals in- 
volved in nuclear medicine, making 
reference to the notice, and reminding 
administrators that AECB licences are 
issued to institutions, not specific indi- 
viduals. As the letter pointed out, this 
means that hospital administrations 
bear the legal respanSbility for ensuing 
that radioactive materials are used and 
disposed of in accordance with AEC 
Regulations and licence conditions. 

. . 

Forthe record ... 
Media coverage of the acci- 

dent in Toronto was sharply cnticai 
of radiation standards in Canadian 
hospitals, and this has mused con- 
cerns among health professionals 
and other hospital workers about 
the safety of their workplace. 

Obviously, there are risks in- 
volved in working with radioactive 
rr..yerials, but the media's all:egations 
are simply not borne out by actual 
experience in the last five years. 
Consider the followin~r statistics: 

' I h e ~ ~ ~ ~ h a s a & w t e d a t o t a l  
of' 1,200 inspections at licenccd 
hospitals, and has issued only 181 
directives for remedial action. 

These have been no licence sus- 
pensions or revocations, and only 
one institution has been prosecuted 
for non-compliance under the 
Atom*c Energy Control Act. 

Only six  workers in nuclear 
medicine departments across Canada 
have received doses in excess of 
the permissible limits. 

The average annual doses to 
even the most,,exposed group of 
hospital workers - isotope techni- 
cians - have been well below the 
prescribed' maximum. Health and 
Welfare Canada's National Dose 
Registry shows that in 1986 (the 
last year for which figures are 
available) the average annual dose 
to workers in this category was 
1.96 mSv - less than half the annual 
limit for the general public, and 
only 4'percent of the maximum 
dose permissible for Atomic Radi- 
ation Workers. 

Copies of the Reporter that cannot be 
delivered should be returned to the 
Atomic Energy Control Board, Ofice 
of Public Information, P.O. Box 1046, 
Ottawa, KIP  5S9. Bulk En nombre 
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RECENT A ECB LICENSING DECISIONS 
The Board has met on two occa- 

sions since the beginning of 1988 - on 
Jan 21 -22, and Feb. 25. Its decisions a~ 
summarized here, by facility category. 

AECL Facilities 
The Board renewed the operating 

licences for AECL's two main research 
facilities: the Chalk River Nuclear 
Laboratories in Chalk River, Ont., and 
the Whiteshell Nuclear Research 
Establishment in Pinawa, Man. Both 
licences now expire on Feb. 28,1990. 

Accelerators 
The Board gave the Ontario Can- 

cer Institute approval to construct a 
Philips SL- 125 particle accelerator at 
the Princess Margaret Hospital in 
Toronto, Ont 

A construction licence was also 
issued to the Manitoba Cancer Tkeat- 
ment and Research Foundation in 
Winnipeg for a Siemens Mevatron 
KD-2 particle accelerator. 

Fuel Facilities 
To reflect a recent change in own- 

ership, the operating licence for the 
Port Hope fuel fabrication facility 
held by Westinghouse Canada Inc. was 
revoked, and a new licence with identi- 
cal conditions was issued to Zircatec 
Precision Industries Inc. 

The operating licence held by Com- 
bustion Engineering Canada Inc. for its 
Nuclear Fuel Plant in Moncton, N.B., 
was allowed to expire on March 3 1,1988, 
following the successful decommis- 
sioning and decontamination of the 
facility. 

Waste ~anagement Facilities 
At its January meeting, the Board 

agreed to extend the operating licence 
for the Port Granby waste manage- 
ment facility owned by Eldorado Re- 
sources Ltd. for one month, from Jan. 31, 
1988 to Feb. 29. At the sabe time, the 
Board imposed a requirement on the li- 
censee to submit an analysis of the 

Feasibility and impact on operations of 
halting the placement of wastes at the 
site using present techniques. In reach- 
ing this decision, the Board took into 
consideration presentations made by 
representatives of the Town of Newcastle 
and a local citizens' group. 

The licensee's report was received 
by the AECB just prior to the February 
meeting, so the Board moved to extend 
the licence for an additional two-month 
period, to allow time for consideration 
of the submission and for further con- 
sultations with local community rnem- 
bers. The subject will be addressed at 
the next Board meeting on April 28, 
1988. 

The operating licences for Sites 
1 and 2 of the Bruce Nuclear Power 
Development waste management facil- 
ity were renewed to May 3 1,1990. 

Documents relating to these deci- 
sions may be consulted at the AECB's 
Ottawa offices. 

AECB President 
travels abroad 

AECB President Rent5 Uvesque 
has just returned from a three-week 
trip to Europe, where he met with offi- 
cials of several nuclear agencies. 

Stops on the President's tour in- 
cluded the U.K. Atomic Energy Author- 
ity and Her Majesty's Nuclear Installa- 
tions Inspectorate in London, the Inter- 
national Atomic Energy Agency in 
Vienna, the IAEA Intentationat Labo- 
ratory of Marine Radioactivity in 
Monaco, and the OECD Nuclear Ener- 
gy Agency and the Commissariat B 
Senergie atomique in Paris. 

The trip afforded Mr. Uvesque 
an opportunity to introduce himself 
abroad as newly appointed President of 
the AECB, to establish contacts in key 
agencies, and to familiarize himself 
with European approaches to nuclear 
safety regulation. 
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Media Watch 

Deadly rainwater, milk? 
February 16 headlines in the 

Medical Post, a newspaper aimed at 
the Canadian medical profession, 
blared: "DID IT RAIN DEATH?", 
and "N. American mortality rates 
leap following Chernobyl leak". 

It is not known what effect this 
National Enquirer-style introduction 
had on the Post's well-informed read- 
ers, but Southam News was mightily 
impressed. The news service swal- 
lowed the original article whole, re- 
gurgitated it for affiliated Canadian 
newspapers, and at least one front- 
page story resulted. 

The object of this excitement 
was an unpublished study that was 
apparently revealed Iast fall in New 
York at something called the "First 
Global Victims of Radiation Confer- 
ence". The study is reported to show 
that in the four months after it hap- 
pened, the 1986 accident at the Cher- 
nobyl nuclear plant resulted in the 
premature death of as many as 
42,000 Americans. 

Novel theory 
The premise or belief of the re- 

searchers involved is that low-level 
radiation damages the immune sys- 
tem, or accelerates existing damage, 
making the body susceptible to dis- 
ease which might not otherwise prove 
fatal, at least not so soon. Many of 
the excess deaths in the U.S. were 
apparently found where the most 
rain fell, and the study linked this to 
the radioactive contamination of 

1 rainwater, and thence milk, by the 
1 Chernobyl emissions. 

Southam News used expressions 
like "stunning results", "staItling fig- 

, ures" and "compelling evidence" to 
I characterize the study's findings. 

In an editorial salted with tech- 
nical errors and some nonsense, a 
Medical Post writer was moved by the 
study to question his previous sup- 
port for the nuclear power industry. 

The day after the Southarn News 
story appeared, follow-up articles 

quoted Canadian health authorities as 
being either suspicious of the study's 
findings or quite critical of the claims 
made. One official said there was not 
a shred of evidence to substantiate the 
reported suggestion that Canadian 
Lives were affected as well. 

A Canadian scientist whose work 
was alleged by the researchers to sup- 
port their belief in the connection be- 
tween low-level radiation and early 
death was reported to have stated they 
were mistaken. 

Grounds for suspicion 
As the study itself is not yet avail- 

able for examination, an informed 
critique by the scientific community is 
not possible. However, there are a 
number of reasons to question the 
study's validity, not least of which is 
an awareness of the known risks of 
radiation exposure. 

For instance, things like prema- 
ture aging and allergies have been 
"blamed" on radiation by one or two 
science mavericks, but there is no 
scientific evidence of such effects. 
Similarly, the notion that feeble 
amounts of radiation are invariably 
harmful to the immune system is not 
borne out by experience. (Indeed, 
there are many studies which indicate 
that low-level radiation may be bene- 
ficial to life, a phenomenon known as 
hormesis.) 

If the immunity-reduction theory 
were correct, then persons living in 
mountainous regions (or other areas 
where background radiation is 
greater) would be more subject to ilI- 
ness than people elsewhere, and this 
is not evident. Likewise aircrew, due 
to their extra cosmic radiation expo- 
sure, would be relatively unhealthy 
compared to a peer group of non- 
fliers, and this has never been demon- 
strated. 

If contaminated rain and milk 
were responsible for the controversial 
study's mortality findings, one would 

See Rainwater, page 5 

Dose limits 
questioned 

Recent articles in the press have 
speculated on the need to reassess 
the dose limits. The conjecture was 
prompted by a report fiom the Radia- 
tion Effects Research Foundation, in 
which radiation doses were recalcu- 
lated for the Hiroshima and Nagasaki 
bomb victims. 

Such things as better estimates 
of the shielding effects of buildings 
during the bomb explosions indi- 
cated that radiation doses were 20 
to 30 per cent less than estimated 
in 1965. This implies that risk fac- 
tors are increased by the same per- 
centage. 

In addition, more cancer cases 
are being seen as the follow-up per- 
iod since 1945 increases. In general, 
these are appearing in people who 
were children in 1945. If this com- 
ponent is added to the dosimetry 
element, an overall increase in risk 
of a factor of two can be calculated. 
However, this may not apply to 
occupational exposures, since the 
latter are received by adults, not by 
children. 

The International Commission 
on Radiological Rotection (ICRP) 
issued a statement in 1987 in which it 
noted that although upward revision 
of the risk coefficients seems likely, 
the Commission feels justified in 
waiting for a comprehensive analysis 
of epidemiological information be- 
fore revising its recommended dose 
limits. The analysis of epidemio- 
logical data is expected in 1990. 

The Commission points out that 
average occupational radiation doses 
are, in most cases, far below the 
limits, and thus the limits are not the 
primary factor for controlling doses. 
The A U R A  or optimization princi- 
ple is considered to be responsible for 
the current low average doses, since 
it is this principle on which radiation 
protection planning is, or should be, 
based. 

In Canada, data from the Na- 
tional Dose Registry indicate the 
average annual dose for monitored 
workers is well below the regulatory 
limit. 
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NEW 
IN PRINT 

- L 

The following publications are 
now available fiom the AECB. Copies 
can be obtained free of charge from 
the Office of Public Information at 
P.O. Box 1046, Ottawa, KIP 5S9, 
(613) 995-5894. 

For a comprehensive listing of 
all AECB publications dating back 
to 1983, consult the 1988-89 Publica- 
tions Catalogue. It too is available, at 
no charge, from the Office of Public 
Information. 

1 Research Reports and Papers 
The AECB publishes the final re- 

ports of all research projects carried 
out by contractors under its regulatory 
research and support program. It also 
publishes papers prepared by staff 
members on subjects relating to AECB 
regulatory activities. 

Most of these reports and pa- 
pers, while made available to the 
general public, are highly technical in 
nature, and are intended for a scientific 
audience. 

INFO-0257, Comparing Personal 
Alpha Dosimetry with the Conven- 
tional Area Monitoring-Tune Weighting 
Methods of Exposure Estimation: A 
Canadian Assessment 

INFO-0258, Weather Scenarios for 
Dose Calculations with Incomplete 
Meteorological Data, Volume 1 

INFO-0260, Catalogue of Data on 
Uranium Intake, Organ Burden and 
Excretion 

INFO-026 1, The Atomic Energy 
Control Board Criteria for Identi- 
fication and Evaluation of Fire Haz- 
ards in Nuclear Power Stations - 
Criteria 

INFO-0262, The Radiological Impli- 
cations of Using Port Hope Sewage 
Sludge on Farm Lond 

Consultat lve and Regulatory 
Documents 

Regulatory documents published 
by the AECB (eg. regulations, regu- 
latory policy statements, and regulatory 
guides) set out the requirements licensees 
must meet in undertaking nuclear 
activities. Prior to being finalized, these 
documents issued in draft form, as 
Consultative Documents, to provide an 
opportunity for public comment and 
review. 

Proposed Regulatory Policy Statement 
C-105, The Determination of Radia- 
tion Doses from the Intake of Tritium 
Gar 

Not Ices 
Notices are issued by the AECB 

to advise licensees of changes in 
regulatory policies and licensing require- 
ments, inform them of potential radia- 
tion hazards, and instruct them in appro- 
priate safety measures. They are also 
published to give notice of new consul- 
tative documents issued for public 
comment. 

Notice 874, To Users of Technetium 
Generators 

Notice 88-1, The Atomic Energy Con- 
trol Board Enamthation for Qual@ed 
Operators of Radiographic Exposure 
Devices 

Notice 88-2, Directive to Leak Test 
Exposure Devices which Contab 
Radiographic Source Capsule Assem- 
blies Manufactured by Atomic Energy 
of Canada Limited 

Notice 88-3, To Applicant for Radio- 
isotope Licence 

Notice 88-4, To All Users of 3M Static 
Eliminators Containing Polonium-21 0 

Notice 88-5, The Determination of 
Radiation Dosesfiom the Intake of Tri- 
tium Gas, C-I05 (Notice of Publication) 

Information Bulletins 
Information bulletins are pub- 

lished to provide background informa- 
tion on AECB policies and programs, 
and on subjects related to the AECB's 
regulatory mandate. 

Information Bulletin 88-1, Regula- 
tory Research & Support Program for 
I988/89 - Project Descriptions 

Advisory committees 

Two founding chairmen retire 
An era in the life of the Board's two senior-level advisory committees has 

come to an end. Dr. H.E. Duckworth, Chairman of the Advisory Committee on 
N u c b  Safety (ACNS), and Dr. G.C. Butler, former chairman and continuing 
member of the Advisory Committee on Radiological Protection (ACRP), both 
retired in March. 

The advisory committees were established in 1979-80 to provide advice on 
generic issues relating to nuclear safety and radiological protection. They are 
composed entirely of outside experts. Dr. Duckworth was founding chairman of 
the ACNS, and served in this capacity for eight years; Dr. Butler was chairman of 
the ACRP from its inception in 1979 until early last year, when he stepped down 
due to illness. 

Both men brought considerable expertise to their roles as chairmen. Dr. 
Duckworth began his distinguished career as a nuclear physicist at McMaster 
University, then served as Vice-president of the University of Manitoba and Presi- 
dent of the University of Winnipeg. Dr. Butler spent the late part of his career 
with the National Research Council, after many years of service at the Chalk 
River Nuclear Laboratories and the University of Toronto. Both men worked at 
the "Montreal Laboratory" during World War 11, where Canada's nuclear power 
program got its start. 

Dr. Brian Lentle, head of nuclear medicine at Vancouver General Hospital, 
took over from Dr. Butler as chairman of the ACRP last year. A replacement for 
Dr. Duckworth has yet to be named. 
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FUTURE LICENSING ACTIONS 
In the coming months, the AECB 

will consider licence renewals for 
the following facilities. The current 
licence expiry date is indicated for each. 

Power Reactors 

Point Lepreau 
New Brunswick Electric Power 

Commission 
Point Lepreau, N.B. 
June 30,1988 

Gentilly 2 
Hydro-Quebec 
Gentilly, Que. 
June 30,1988 

Pickering A 
Ontario Hydro 
Pickering, Ont. 
July 3 1, 1988 

Bruce A 
Ontario Hydro 
Tiverton, Ont. 
Sept. 30,1988 

Pickering B 
Ontario Hydro 
Pickering , Ont. 
Sept. 30,1988 

Accelerators 

Kingston Regional Cancer Centre 
Ontario Cancer Treatment and 

Research Foundation 
Kingston, Ont. 
May 1,1988 

TRIUMF 
Vancouver, B.C. 
May 31,1988 

Cancer Control Agency of B.C. 
Vancouver, B.C. 
June 1,1988 

Windsor Regional Cancer Centre 
Ontario Cancer Treatment and 

Research Foundation 
Windsor, Ont. 
July 1,1988 

University of Western Ontario 
London, Ont. 
Aug. 1,1988 

University of Calgary 
Calgary, Alta. 
Sept. 1,1988 

Crass Cancer Institute 
Alberta Cancer Board 
Edmonton, Alta 
Sept. 1,1988 

Research Reactors 

SLOWPOKE-2 
Dalhousie University 
Halifax, N.S. 
June 30,1988 

5 Megawatt Pool Reactor 
McMaster University 
Hamilton, Ont. 
June 30,1988 

Fuel Facilities 

Earth Sciences Extraction Co. 
Calgary, Alta. 
May 31,1988 

Waste Management Facllities 

Douglas Point NCS 
AECL 
Douglas Point, Ont. 
June 30,1988 (extended 
from March 31,1988) 

Eldorado Resources Ltd. 
Port Granby, Ont. 
April 30,1988 (extended 
from Jan. 31,1988) 

Defence Research Establishment 
Suft'ield 

Department of National Defence 
Ralston, Alta. 
May 3 1,1988 

Gentilly 
Hydro-Qu6bec 
Gentill y, Que. 
June 30,1988 

Uranlum Mines 

Stanrock Mine 
Denison Mines Ltd. 
Elliot Lake, Ont. 
Sept. 30, 1988 

lainwater 
~ntinued porn page 3 

xpect co~oborating evidence that the 
ffected people were actually exposed 
the rain and/or consumed the milk, 

ut this was not reported. 
Furthermore, the time frame for 

le alleged effects of the Chemobyl 
ontarnination goes against the fmdings 
f nearly a century of scientific obser- 
ation. Except at fbidy high levels, radia- 
Ion produces no observable effects in 
s little as four months. 

lo scientific support 
The results of the study are not 

upported by any other research done 
n the consequences of Chernobyl. In- 
,eed, one analysis of radiation exposures 
n 19 countries, including Canada and 
he United States, concluded that the life- 
ime average risk of radiation-related 
rn for individual members of the pub- 
ic has not been changed to any notice- 
lble extent by the Chernobyl accident. 

Given the questionable fmdings, 
he credentials of the institute that con- 
lucted the study need scrutinizing. 
h e  critic has described it as a centre of 
&information by the far radical Left". 

Similarly, the professional record 
~f the researchers themselves warrants 
:xamination. At least one of them has 
w n  involved in subsequently invali- 
lated "correlations" of statistics in the 
mt, and his "expertn testimony has been 
epudiated by U.S. courts. 

Finally, it would appear the study 
b a s  not been subjected to a scientific 
leer review, the traditional way for 
cientists to test their theories and meth- 
Mologies on other experts. Rather, it 
;eems the findings were simply re- 
eased to an unsuspecting popular 
xess, a practice that has come to be 
wociated with what has been labelled 
'pseudo-sciencen. 

April, as reportedsin the last issue. 
The actual expiry date is Nov. 30, 
1988. 
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Media Watch 

Leukemia studies: Some puzzling results 
Two Associated Press stories a 

week apart in February must have con- 
fused readers who saw them both. One 
seemed to incite concern while the 
other was reassuring. 

The first story began, "A British 
study that found an increased number 
of leukemia deaths among children 
living near nuclear installations has 
prompted ... a massive search for similar 
effects in the United States ..." 

The other article led off with, 
"Three (British) studies have found no 
link between radiation from nuclear 
plants and leukemia in children living 
nearby. .." 

At issue in both these accounts 
is the interpretation of the research 
that has been conducted. In both the 
U.K. and U.S.A., studies have indeed 
found concentrations or clusters of 
childhood leukemia cases near cer- 
tain nuclear facilities. However, such 
clusters have also been found in other 
locations, remote from nuclear plants, 
and there arc nuclear operations free 

of leukemia concentrations in their 
vicinity. 

The fundamental question is not 
whether a higher than normal incidence 
of leukemia is found near nuclear facil- 
ities, but whether the facilities cause or 
contribute to any cluster occurring near- 
by (due to their low-level emissions.) 

Since leukemia clusters are found 
elsewhere, and there are nuclear plants 
without this phenomenon, the connec- 
tion has not been established. 

To examine this question in Canada, 
the Atomic Energy Control Board is 
planning to conduct a study over the 
next two years on the incidence of 
childhood leukemia in the vicinity of 
the nuclear facilities at Pickering, Port 
Hope, Chalk River and Rolphton, all 
in Ontario. 

This project was prompted in 
part by a British study which reported 
an increased number of leukemia 
deaths among children born to mothers 
resident within about 1 5 km of the 
Sellafield nuclear fuel reprocessing 

plant in Seascab, West Cumbria. 
(A similar study of children born else- 
where but attending schools in Sea- 
scale did not find any excess of child- 
hood leukemia) 

In contrast to the study which 
found excess leukemia, three other 
British studies found no excess child- 
hood leukemia among children living 
in the vicinity of nuclear power plants. 
Furthermore, another British study 
found several clusters of childhood 
leukemia near Tyneside on England's 
northeast coast, more than 80 km 
from the Seascale site, raising a ques- 
tion about the impact on childhood 
leukemia of environmental pollu- 
tants and biological factors other than 
radiation. 

The Canadian study has not been 
prompted by any evidence of abnor- 
mal health problems in the vicinity 
of nuclear facilities in this country. 
There are also no nuclear fuel rep-  
cessing plants here like the U.K.'s 
Sellafield. 

Past President recognized for 
distinguished career with AECB 

Former AECB President Jon fennekens has added yet another honour to his 
already long list of credits. 

The 56-year-old engineer, who left the AECB in May of last year to join the 
International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in Vienna, has been named an 
Officer of the Order of Canada by the Governor General, Her Excellency the Right 
Honourable Jeanne Sauvd. 

The official citation reads: 
"Widely known and consulted as Canada's most knowledgeable professional 

on the nuclear industry and especially nuclear safety, this engineer, former Presi- 
dent and Chief Executive Officer of the Atomic Energy Control Board of 
Canada now serving as Deputy Director General, Safeguards, with the Interna- 
tional Atomic Energy Agency, led a body recognized around the world for its 
competence and success in the very difficult and controversial field of regulatory 
activity." 

Mr. Jennekens, who joined the AECB in 1962 as a licensing and compliance 
officer, served as head of the organization from December 1978 until his depar- 
ture last May. He was the first AECB President to be appointed from the agency's 
staff. 

The investiture ceremony will be held in Ottawa in May, but overseas travel 
obligations may prevent Mr. Jennekens from attending. If he cannot be present, a 
special ceremony will be arranged at a more convenient time. 
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EA ""1 'REPORTER - de la CCEA 

Comm~ss~on de controle Atomc Energy 1+1 de 1'8nergle atom~que Control Board 

Protection des travailleurs 

La CCEA e g i t  a I'accident des 

La CCEA a dC1 rhgir wpidement B 
la fuite r h n t e  de matikres radioactives 
dans un hbpital de la region de Toronto 
pour Cviter que la situation ne se repro- 
duise ailleurs. 

L'accident a Ctt5 provoquC par des 
employes qui ont ma1 manipul6 les 
gdnt5rateurs de technetium 6pui&. La 
CCEA ne s'objecte pas B ce que les 
marchands de ferraille recueillent ces 
dispositifs pour en recycler le plomb, 
pourvu qu'ils soient dkmantel6s par des 
employes autoris6s de l'hbpital aprh 
avoir ttt5 entrepods pendant deux mois 
pour permettre & la radioactivitb rksi- 
duelle de dkroitre. 

Dans le cas qui nous interesse, ce- 
pendant, l'hbpital a autorisk un marchand 

- -- 

Au sommaire ... 
Re'centes de'cisions de la 
CCEA, Page 2 

En manchette: ~Pluie mortelle~ 
de Tchernobyl?, Page 3 

De'Iivrance de pemis 
ir venir, Page 5 

M. Jennekens, O m e r  de 
Z'Ordre du Canada, Page 6 

de ferraille B enlever les colonnes de 
plusieurs genCrateurs avant 1e dklai de 
deux mois. En cassant les dispositifs sur 
le sol, le marchand a brisC une colonne 
de molybd&ne. La contamination ra- 
dioactive s'est &pandue ii tout le d& 
partement de muecine nucleaire de 
l'h6pita.l. mais aucune hdiation impor- 
tante ne s'est produite. Nthmoins, il a 
fallu fermer le departemen t pendant 
plusieurs jours B cause du fond de rayon- 
nement k1evC. 

La CCEA a dagi imm6diatement 
en envoyant un avis B tous les utilisa- 
teurs de g6n6rateurs de technetium pour 
leur rappeler comment se dkbarrasser 
des gen6ratem 6puids (voir ~Nou- 
velles publications>>, p. 4, Avis 87-6). 
L'avis insistait sur l'entreposage de deux 
mois et sur la responsabilit6 qu'ont les 
hbpitawr de s'assurer que seuls des em- 
ploy& autorises &man&lent les 
gt5nerateurs. 

Comme autre mesure de suivi, la 
CCEA a envoy6 une lettre h tous les 
directeurs g6nCraux des hbpitaux de 
l'Ontario qui utilisent des radio-isotopes 
en mCdecine nuc lee ,  mentionnant 
l'avis et rappelant que les permis de la 
CCEA sont d6livrCs B des institutions 
et non B des personnes en particulier. 
Comrne la lettre le prkisait, cela veut 
dire que la direction des hbpitaw est res- 
ponsable devant la loi de s'assurer que 
toutes les mati&es radioactives sont 
utilistks et dvacutks conform6ment au 
R2glement sur le contrcile de l'inergie 
atomique et aux conditions du permis 
de la CCEA. 

Les faits ... 
Dans ses reportages sur l'acci- 

dent de Toronto, la presse a 6t6 
particuli&rement acerbe contre les 
normes de radioprotection dans les 
hbpitaux canadiens. Ceci a semC 
I'inquiCtude chez les professionnels 
de la sand et les autres employ& 
d'hbpitaux B props de la s6curit6 
de leur milieu de travail. 

I1 existe naturellement des 
risques B travailler avec des mati- 
hres radioactives, mais les allCga- 
tions des medias ne sont pas con- 
formes B I'expCrience des cinq 
demikres annks. Regardons plut6t 
les statistiques suivantes : 

la CCEA a effectub quelque 
1200 inspections dam des hbpitaux 
autorisks et n'a signifib que 181 
directives de correction 

aucun permis n'a 6 3  suspendu 
ou r6voqu6 et seule une institution 
a kt6 poursuivie pour ne pas avoir 
obeervCla Loiw le conb'cile & Ither- 
gie aromique 

seuls six employes travaillan t 
dans un departement de mUecine 
nuclhire au Canada ont r e p  une 
dose suix5rieure aux limites admis- 
sible 

la dose annuelle moyenne des 
techniciens d'isotopes qbi sont le 
plus irradiQ dans les hbpitaux est 
bien inferieure aux limites regle- 
mentaires. Le Fichier dosim6trique 
national de SantC et Bien-&re 
social Canada montre que, en 1986 
(la dernibre ann& pour laquelle 
des d o m h  sont disponibles), leur 
dose annuelle moyenne Ctait de 
1,96 mSv, soit moins de la moitid 
de la limite annuelle pour le public 
et seulement 4 pour 100 de la dose 
maximale admissible pour les aa- 
vaillem sous rayonnements. 



Premier trimestre 1988 
- 

R€CENTES DECISIONS DE LA CCEA 
La Commission s'est reunie il deux 

reprises depuis le debut de Sann&, soit 
les 21 et 22 janvier, et le 25 fevner. 
Voici le rbumt des dkisions : 

Installations de I'EACL 
La Commission a renouvelt 

jusqu'au 28 fevrier 1990 le perrnis d'ex- 
pioitation de chacun des deux princi- 
pawc Ctablissements de recherche de 
I'EACL : les Laboratoires nucltkires de 
Chalk River, B Chalk River (Ontario), 
et SEtablissement de recherche de 
Whiteshell, B Pinawa (Manitoba). 

La Commission a autorise I'Onta- 
no Cancer Institute B construire un ac- 
c61Crateur de particules Philips SL-125 
au Princess Margaret Hospital de 
Toronto (Ontario). 

EUe a aussi autorid le Manitoba 
Cancer Treatment and Research 
Foundation, B Winnipeg (Manitoba), 3i 
construire un accCldrateur de particules 
Mevatron KD-2 de Siemens. 

lnstallations de combustibles 
Le permis d'exploitation de l'usine 

de fabrication de combustibles de Port 
Hope de Westinghouse Canada Inc. a 
tte rtvoqut par suite de la passation 
des titres de Susine B Ziatec Precision 
Industries Inc. Un permis reprenant les 
m$mes conditions a 6tC dtlivrt au 
niveau proprietaire. 

Le permis d'exploiitation de Tusine de 
combustibles nuclCaires de Combustion 
Engineering Inc., Moncton (N.-B.) n'a 
pas bt6 renouvelt5 B son expiration le 
3 1 mars 1988, puisque I'installation a &5 
d & W  et &ontamin& de fqon satis- 
hisante. 

Installations de gestion de Mchets 
Lon de sa dunion de janvier, la 

Commission a prolong6 le permis d'ex- 
ploitation & l ' i i t i o n  de gestion de 
dkhets de Port Granby des Ressources 
Eldorado Limitde du 31 janvier au 
29 ftvrier 1988. Par la meme occasion, 
elle a exig6 du titulaire de permis qu'il 
lui prtsente une analyse sur la faisa- 

bilit6 et les cons6quences d'arrEter de 
&poser des dkchets dans l'installation 
selon les mtthodes actuelles. En pre- 
nant sa &ision, la Commission a tenu 
compte des arguments des represen- 
tants de la ville de Newcastle et d'un 
.groupe de citoyens local. 

Comme la CCEA n'a q u  le rap- 
port du titulaire de permis que peu de 
temps avant sa rdunion de fbvrier, elle a 
&id6 de prolonger de deux mois le per- 
mis pour se donner le temps d'etudier 
le rapport et de poursuivre ses consul- 
tations avec les membres de la collec- 
tivitk locale. La question sera trait& h 
la pmchaine reunion de la Commission, 
le 28 avril1988. 

Les permis d'exploitation des sites 
IP 1 et 2 de I ' i i lat ion de gestion de 
dkhets du complexe nuclbire de Bruce 
ont dtt5 renouvel6s jusqu'au 3 1 mai 1990. 

Le public peut consulter les docu- 
ments touchant ces dkisions au si&ge 
social de la CCEA, B Ottawa. 

Le President 
en Europe 

Le Mident de la CCEA, M. Rend 
Uvesque, revient tout juste d'un s6jou.r 
de trois semaines en Europe oil il a 
rencontrb les hauts fonctionnaires de 
plusieurs organismes nucldaires. 

II s'est an&! h Londres (U.K. Atom- 
ic Energy Authority et Her Majesty's 
Nuclear Installations Inspectorate); B 
1'Agence internationale de I'tnergie 
atomique, ih Vienne; au Labratoire in- 
ternational de radioactivite marine, h 
Monaco, ainsi qu'B l'Agence de I'OCDE 
pour I'bnergie nuclhhe et au Commis- 
sariat B Sbnergie atomique, h Paris. 

M. Uvesque a pu ainsi, comme 
nouveau prbident de la CCEA, etablir 
des contacts dam des organismes clefs 
et miewr connditre certaines approches 
europtknnes en mati5re de reglemen- 
tation nucl&ire. 
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En manchette 
- 

Pluie et lait mortels? 
Le 16 fbvrier, les retombks radio- 

activesfaisaientlamanche&duMedical 
Post, journal di f fd  dam les milieux 
mkdicaux. Selon l'article, le taux de 
mortalitd en Am6rique du Nord avait 
grandement augment6 depuis l'acci- 
dent de Tchernobyl. 

On ignore encore quel effet a eu 
cet article B sensation sur les lecteurs 
bien inform& du Medical Post, mais 
l'agence de nouvelles Southam News 
a dB &re fort impressionnk, puis- 
qu'elle a accept6 d'embl6e l'article 
original en entier, l'a refondu B l'inten- 
tion de ses joumaux canadiens affili& 
et un article est mEme paru en premi- 
&re page d'au moins un quotidien. 

Toute l'agitation est due Zi une 
etude W t e  dont on aurait par16 A New 
York, l'automne dernier, lors d'une cer- 
taine conf6rence sur les <wictimes>> 
des rayonnements. Selon 1'6tude en 
cause, il semblerait que prih de 42 000 
Am6ricains soient mom prCmatur6- 
ment au cows des quatre mois qui 
ont suivi l'accident h la centrale nu- 
cl&ire de Tchernobyl, en 1986. 

Thborie originale 
Les chercheurs de l'etude prk- 

tendent que les rayonnements B 
faible intensit6 causent des dom- 
mages au systkme immunologique 
ou acctlkrent les dommages exis- 
rants, rendant ainsi l'organisme plus 
sensible ii des maladies qui pour- 
raient ne pas &re mortelles autre- 
ment, si ce n'est a p b  un laps de temps 
beaucoup plus long. Toujours selon 
l'tuude, plusieurs d,es mom excessives 
dtnombrtks aux Etats-Unis auraient 
6t6 recensh dans des regions oh les 
pluies ont 6tC les plus abondantes, ce 
qui porte les auteurs B faire le lien 
avec la contamination de l'eau de 
pluie et du lait par les r e t o m b  radio- 
actives de Tchernobyl. 

Southam News a par16 de rdsul- 
tats ttonnmts, de d o m h  alarmantes 
et de preuves concluantes pour quali- 
fier les conclusions de l'ktude. 

Dans un editorial parsem6 d'er- 
reurs techniques et de quelques illo- 

gismes, le &teur du Medical Post 
Ctait puss5 par l'ktude B revoir son 
appui prkkdent au secteur nucl4.aire. 

Le lendemain de la publication 
de l'article par Southam News, 
d'autres articles citaient les propos de 
certaines autorit6s canadiennes en 
matikre de sant6 qui mettaient en 
doute les rkultats de l'ktude ou qui 
les critiquaient vertement. Un haut 
fonctionnaire d6clarait notamment 
qu'il n'y avait pas meme l'ombre 
d'une preuve indiquant que des vies 
canadiemes pouvaient &re en danger. 

D'autre part, on a rappork5 qu'un 
scienti fique canadien dont les cher- 
cheurs avaient citk les travaux en 
refhence pour Ctablir un lien entre 
les rayonnements ii faible intensit6 et 
les cas de mort pr6matur&, a d6clar6 
qu'ils 6taient dam l'erreur. 

Controverse 
Comme l'6tude n'est pas encore 

rtisponible, les scientifiques ne peuvent 
l'exarniner et la commenter. I1 existe 
cependant certaines raisons de douter 
de sa validitk, si l'on se refire, par 
exemple, aux risques connus dus aux 
irradiations. 

On sait, par exemple, que le 
vieillissement prkmath et les aller- 
gies ont 6tt5 attribuCs aux rayonne- 
ments par un ou deux scientifiques 
dfractaires, mais rien n'a 6tt5 prouvR 
De mCme, l'hypowse que de faibles 
quantitt5s de rayonnement nuisent in- 
variablement au syst&me immuno- 
logique n'est pas confirmbe par 
l'expdrience. I1 existe, au contraire, 
plusieurs Ctudes qui indiquent que 
les rayonnements ii faible intensit6 
peuvent &re salutaires, selon un 
ph6nomkne appel6 hordse. 

Si la thhrie de l'immunittf r6- 
duite est exacte, les habitants des r6- 
gions montagneuses ou de tout autre 
endroit oh le fond nature1 de rayon- 
nement est plus eleve devraient &re 
plus sujets aux maladies qu'ailleurs, 
mais ceci n'a pas M prouv6. De meme, 

Voir Pluie h lo page 5 

Limites de doses 
mises en doute 

La presse s'est penchk &em- 
ment sur le besoin de r&valuer les 
limites de doses, aprks que la Radia- 
tion Effects Research Foundation des 
~ t a t s -~n i s  a publit5 un rapport dans 
lequel les doses de rayonnement des 
victimes d'Hiroshima et de Nagasaki 
&ent recalcultks. 

De nouveaux Mments, comme de 
meilleurs calculs estimatifs des effets 
de blindage des biitiments durant I'ex- 
plosion des bombes, indiquent que les 
doses de rayonnement Ctaient de 20 Zi 
30 pour 100 inferieures aux calculs de 
1965. Ceci laisse entendre que les fac- 
teurs de risque devraient augmenter 
dans la mCme proportion. 

En outre, on constate plus de cas 
de cancer 2 mesure que la durk du 
suivi augmente depuis 1945. En gene- 
mi, ces cancers apparaissent chez les 
personnes qui Ctaient des enfants en 
1945. Si cet tl6ment est ajoud aux don- 
nks dosimbtriques, on peut estimer 
que le risque global augmente d'un 
facteur de 2. Cependant, il se peut que 
cela ne s'applique pas aux irradiations 
professionnelles qui sont repes par 
des adultes et non par des enfants. 

La Commission internationale de 
protection radiologique (CIPR) a d6- 
clar6 en 1987 qu'elle pr6voyait une 
augmentation des coeflicients de risque, 
mais qu'elle croyait bon d'attendre la 
publication d'une analyse ddtailltk des 
donnbs 6pid6miologiques, en 1990, 
avant de recommander de nouvelles 
limites de doses. 

La CIPR signale que les doses de 
rayonnement professionnelles moyennes 
sont bien infkrieures aux limites la 
plupart du temps et, par conrnuent, 
que les lirnites ne sont pas le facteur 
principal B utiliser pour r&uire les 
doses. Elle consid8re que l'application 
du principe d'optimisation ou ALARA 
est la cause des faibles doses moyennes 
actuelles, puisque c'est le principe meme 
qui sous-tend ou qui devrait sous-tendre 
la radioprotection. 

Au Canada, les domhs du Fichier 
dosim6trique national indiquent que la 
dose annuelle moyenne des travail- 
leurs contr6lCs est tr&s infkrieure B la 
limite reglementaire. 
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I1 est possible d'obtenir gratuite- 
ment des exemplaires des nouvelles 
publications qui suivent en s'adressant 
au Bureau d'infonnation publique de la 
CCEA, C.P. 1046, Ottawa (Ontario) 
KIP 5S9, (613) 995-5894. 

Pour obtenir une liste compl5te des 
publications de la CCEA depuis 1983, 
veuillez consulter notre Catalogue des 
publications 1988- 1989 qui est aussi 
disponible gratuitement auprb du 
Bureau d'information publique. 

Rapports et documents de 
recherche 

La CCEA publie les rapports finals 
de tous les projets de recherche qu'exe- 
cutent des entrepreneurs dans le cadre 
de son programme d'etudes normatives 
et d'appui B la r6glementation. Elle 
public aussi des documents r&iig& par 
ses employCs sur les sujets liCs aux 
activigs dglementaires de la CCEA. 
La plupart de ces rapports et documents 
sont B caracthe trh technique et sont 
destinCs B un auditoire scientifique, 
rnais le grand public peut s'en procurer 
des exemplaires. 

INFO-0257, Comparing Personal 
Alpha Dosimetry with the Conventional 
Area Monitoring-Eme Weighting 
Methods of Exposure Estimatwn: 
A Canadian Assessment 

INFO-0258, Weather Scenarios for 
Dose Calculations with Incomplete 
Meteorological Data, volume 1 

INFO-0260, Catalogue of Data on 
Uranium Intake, Organ Burden a .  
Excretion 

INFO-026 1, The Atomic Energy 
Control Board Criteria for Identifica- 
tion and Evaluation of Fire Hazards 
in Nuclear Power Stations - Criteria 

INFO-0262, The Radiological Impli- 
cations of Using Port Hope Sewage 
Sludge on Farm Land. 

Avis 
La CCEA publie des avis pour pr6- 

venir les titulaires de permis des modi- 
fications B sa rt5gleme~tation et ses exi- 
gences relatives aux permis, les infor- 
mer des dangers d'irradiation possibles 
et l eu  indiquer les mesures de skurit6 
B prendre. Un avis est d i f f d  chaque 
fois qu'un nouveau document de consul- 
tation est publit5 pour commentaires. 

Avis 87-6, Aux utilisateurs de gkdra- 
teurs de techntftium 

Avis 88-1, ExMlen d'opkrateur qualifik 
de disposit$s de radiographic a rayons 
gamma de la Commission de contrdle 
de I'knergie atomique 

Avis 883, dprewe d'ktanche'itt! d @c- 
tuer sur les dispositifs contenant un 
assemblage de s o m e  radiogruphique 
fabrique' par L'Energie Atommrque du 
Canada, Limitke 

Avis 88-3, Aux auteurs de demnde & 
permis de radio-isotopes 

Avis 88-4, A tour les utilisateurs dWi- 
minateurs d'klectricittf statique 3M d 
base de polonium 21 0 

Avis 88-5, Dktem*nation des doses de 
rayonnement dues b I'incorporation de 
tritium B l'ktat gazeux, C-105 

Documents de consultation et de 
reg tementat ion 

La CCEA publie differents docu- 
ments de rt5glementation, tels des 
r&glements, des &larations de prin- 
cipe en mati&re de n5glementation et 
des guides de rglementation, qui Cta- 
blissent les exigences B satisfaire par 
les titulaires de permis qui entreprennent 
des activites nuc16aires. Avant dZtre 
publib dans leur version f i e ,  ces 
documents paraissent sous forme de 
projet, B titre de documents de consul- 
tation, afin de permettre au grand pu- 
blic de les examiner et de formuler des 
commentaires. 

Projet de dklaration de principe C-105, 
Dktenni~tion des doses de rayonne- 
men? dues d 1 'incorporation de tritium 
ci l'ktat gazeux. 

Bulletins d'inforrnation 
Des bulletins d'infonnation four- 

nissent des renseignements g6nkraux 
sur les poli tiques et programmes de la 
CCEA, ainsi que sur certains sujets lies 
B son mandat. 

Bulletin d'information 88-1, Regula- 
tory Research & Support Program for 
1988189 - Project Descriptions. 

Les premiers presidents des comites 
consultatifs prennent leur retraite 

Toute une p5riode importante de la vie des deux comitks consultatifs de la 
CCEA a pris fin en mars dernier quand M. HE. Duckworth, president du Comite 
consultatif de la sclretk nucl- (CCSN), et M. G.C. Butler, ex-president du 
Comit6 consultatif de la radioprotection (CCRP) o~ il sibgait twjours comme 
membre, ont pris leur retraite. 

Les cornit& consultatifs ont 6C6 formb en 1979-1980 de spkialistes extemes 
seulement pour domm des conseils g6n4raux en matihe de siiretC nuclbire et de 
radioprotection. M. Duckworth &.it le premier pdsident du CCSN et a occup5 le 
poste pendant huit ans. M. Butler a et6 le premier p&ident du CCRP jusquP ce 
qu'il dhissionne 1'- demik pour cause & maladie. 

Par leurs grandes connaissances, les deux spkialistes ont largement contribuC 
B l eu  Ale de prtkident. M. Duckworth a commence sa d e r e  comme physicien 
n u c l ~ e  B I'universid McMaster, puis a CC6 vice-prbident de 1'Universitk du Mani- 
toba et @dent de l'Universit6 de Winnipeg. M. Butler a d'abord travaUC aux Labo- 
ratoires nuclhks de Chalk River et B I'Universit.6 de Toronto avant de se joindre 
au Conseil national de recherches. Durant la guerre, les deux hommes ont travail16 
au 4aboratoire de MoneCal~ 09 le programme nucleaire canadien a vu le jour. 

Le D Brian Lentle, chef de la Medecine nucl6aire B I'h6pital gCnQal de Van- 
couver, a rernpw M. Butler, comme prhident du CCRP, I'annk dernikre. Le 
successeur de M. Duckworth n'a pas encore & nomme. 
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DELIVRA NCE DE PERMIS A VENIR 
Durant les prochains mois, la 

CCEA examinera les demandes de 
renouvellement de permis des instal- 
lations nuclhires qui suivent. La 
date d'expiration de chaque permis 
est indiquk. 

Rdacteurs de puissance 
Centrale Point Lepreau 

Commission d'bnergie tlecuique 
du Nouveau Brunswick 

Point Lepreau (N.-B .) 
le 30 juin 1988 

Centrale Centilly 2 
Hydro-Qu6be.c 
Gentilly (Quebec) 
le 30 juin 1988 

Centrale Pickering A 
Ontario Hydro 
Pickering (Ont.) 
le 31 juillet 1988 

Centrale Bruce A 
Ontario Hydro 
Thenon (Ont.) 
le 30 septembre 1988 

Centrale Pickering B 
Ontario Hydro 
Pickering (Ont.) 
le 30 septembre 1988 

Rdacteurs de recherche 
SLOWPOKE-2 

Dalhousie Uviversity 
Halifax (N.-E.) 
le 30 juin 1988 

RQacteur piscine de 5 megawatts 
McMaster University 
Hamilton (Ont.) 
le 30 juin 1988 

Accel4rateurs 
Kingston Regional Cancer Centre 

Ontario Cancer Treatment and 
Research Foundation 

Kingston (Ont.) 
le la rnai 1988 

TRWMF 
Vancouver (C.-B .) 
le 31 mai 1988 

Cancer Control Agency of B.C. 
Vancouver (C.-B.) 
le la juin 1988 

Windsor Regional Cancer Centre 
Ontario Cancer Treatment and 

Research Foundation 
Windsor (Ont.) 
le lajuillet 1988 

University of Western Ontario 
London (Ont.) 
le 1.r aoiit 1988 

University of Calgary 
Calgary (AW 
le la septembre 1988 

Cross Cancer Institute 
A1 berta Cancer Board 
Edmonton (Alb.) . 

le la septembre 1988 

installations de combustibles 
Earth Sciences Extraction Co. 

Calgarv (Alb.1 
le 31 rnai 1988 

Installations de gestion de &chets 
Cen trale Douglas Point 

L'EACL 
Douglas Point (Ont.) 
le 30 juin 1988 (prolong6 depuis 
le 31 mars 1988) 

Ressources EIdorado Limit& 
Port Granby (Ont.) 
le 30 avril 1988 (prolong6 depuis 
le 31 janvier 1988) 

~tablissement de recherche de la 
Defense de Suffreld 

Ministhe de la Wfense nationale 
Ralston (Alb.) 
le 31 mai 1988 

Centilly 
H ydro-Quebec 
Gentilly (Qubbec) 
le 30 juin 1988 

Mines d'uranium 
Stanrock Mine 

Denison Mines Ltd. 
Elliot Lake (Ont.) 
le 30 septembre 1988 

Pluie 
suite de fa page 3 

le personnel de bord des avions devrait 
Ctre moins en sane qu'un groupe sem- 
blable au sol, vu la dose de rayonnement 
cosmique supplimentaire qu'ii rqoit, 
mais cela non plus n'est pas prouvt. 

Si la pluie et le lait contamint5s 
btaient responsables de cas de mort 
primaturk, cornme le pr6tend l'btude, 
on deMait y trouver des preuves qui 
corroboreraient le fait que les personnes 
en question ont rhllement Ct6 expo- 
s k s  & de la pluie contamink ou ont 
rtellement consommb du lait conta- 
mint, mais rien du genre n'a 6tC rap- 
port& 

Plus encore, la piriode de temps 
utiIist5.e pour ttudier les effets supposes 
de la contamination de l'accident de 
Tchernobyl va & l'encontre des risul- 
tats de pr&s de 100 ans de travaux 
scientifiques. Sauf 2I des niveaux plu- 
t6t Clevh, les rayonnements ne pro- 
duisent aucun effet observable en moins 
de quatre mois. 

Absence de preuves scientifiques 
Les rbultats & I'6tude ne sont appu- 

yts par aucune autre analyse des con- 
sQuences de I'accident de Tchernobyl. 
En fait, une analyse des irradiations 
dans 19 pays, dont le Canada et les 
Etats-Unis, a conch que le risque 
moyen 21 vie dc lQions dues aux rayon- 
nements chez les particuliers n'avait 
pas t~ modifik de faqon notable aprih 
l'accident de Tchemobyl. 

Etant donnC le caracthe douteux 
des rbsultats, il est n6cessaire d'exa- 
miner la credibilitk de l'institution qui 
a men6 I'enquCte. L'un des critiques l'a 
qualifite de <<centre de dksinformation 
des radicaux d'extrCme-gauche>>. 

I1 est ntcessaire par surcroit 
d'examiner le dossier professionnel 
des chercheurs. On sait que l'un d'eux, 
au moins, a dtj& Ct6 mClC B des corrt5la- 
tions statistiques qui ont finalement &t& 
invalidt5es et que ses tkmoignages d'ex- 
pert ont kt6 rbpudits par des tribunaux 
amCricains. 

En conclusion, il semble que l'itude 
n'a pas encore fait l'objet d'une vbri- 
table critique scientifique. Les resul- 
tats auraient simplement 6th sig- i 
nalCs 2I une presse populaire peu I 
mtfiante, selon une pratique qui est I 

de plus en plus courante chez les 
(<pseudo-scienwques>>. 
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En manchette 

Des etudes sur la leucemie sement la confusion 
Deux articles de la Presse associk 

publib & une semaine d'intervalle en 
fh ier  dernier, Sun alarmant, I'autre 
plut6t rassurant, ont seme la confusion 
chez les lecteurs qui ont vu les deux. 

Le premier article cornmenpit par 
paler d'une etude britannique selon 
laquelle on avait d&ouveat que Ie nombre 
de morts infantiles dues & la IeucCmie 
avait augment6 3 proximitt5 des installa- 
tions nucl&es, et pomuivait en disant 
qu'il faudrait v6rifier si d~ conditions 
similaires existaient aux Etats-Unis. 

Le second article pdtendait au 
contraire que tmis &udes britanniques 
n'avaient ttabli aucune relation entre 
les rejets radioactifs des centrales nu- 
clbires et les cas de leucemie infantile 
dam les environs. 

La question ici est evidemment de 
bien interpreter les rbyltats. Tant au 
Royaume-Uni qu'aux Etats-Unis, des 
etudes ont montr6 qu'il existait des con- 
centrations de cas de leucdmie infantile 
p& de certaines installations nuclthhs. 
I1 faut cependant signaier, d'une part, 
que ces petits group apparaissent aussi 
dam d'autres endroits qui sont tloigds 

des installations nuclhires et, d'autre 
part, qu'il n'existe aucun cas de leu&- 
mie dam le voishage de certainees aunes 
exploitations nuclhires. 

II impme danc surtout de se deman- 
demonpassiunncnnbredecasdeleu&- 
mie, suPQieur tt la nonnale, est recens6 
pds des installations nuclhires, mais 
plut6t si la situation est be1 et bien due 
am rejets peu radioactifs des installabons. 

Cornme des concentrations de cas 
de leuchie existent ailleurs et que cer- 
taines installations nw=l& ne sont 
pas touchtSes par le pMnomkne, le rap- 
prochement n'est donc pas confirm& 

Pour examiner la question, la CCEA 
a l'intention de mener une enquCte 
durant les dew prochaines anntes sur 
I'existence de cas de leucx5mie infantile 
B proximite des installations nuclhires 
de Pickering, Port Hope, Chalk River et 
Rolphton, toufes sit& en Ontario. 

LRprojetavulepllr~lapublica- 
tion d'un rapport britannique faisant 
Ctat d'une augmentation des cas mortels 
de leucemie infantile chez les enfants . 
nQs de femmes habitant dam un rayon 
de 15 km de l'installation de retraitement 

de combustibles de Seltafield, Sea- 
scale (Combrie occidentale). Une etude 
semblable & prapos des enfants nbs 
aillem, mais fauentant les koles de 
Seascale, n'a inciiqut aucune incidence 
excessive de cas de IeucCmie infantile. 

Contrairement 3 l'etude qui indi- 
quait un nombre excessif de cas de leuc6 
mie, trois autres Ctudes britanniques 
n'ont trouv6 aucun cas de leu&mie ex- 
cessif chez les enfants habitant & proxi- 
mie de centrales nuclhires. D'autre 
part, une a w e  Ctude britannique a dkou- 
vert plusieurs concentrations de cas de 
leudmie infantile prbs de Tyneside, sur 
la c6te nod-est de I'Angletem, & plus 
de 80 km de Seascale, soulevant ainsi 
&s questions sur les polluants atmo- 
spheriques et les facteurs biologiques 
autres que les rayonnements, comme 
causes de la leudmie chez les enfants. 

L'btude canadienne ne fait pas 
suite B des problkmes de san3 remmus 
ou prouvb aux environs des installa- 
tions n u c l ~ e s  du pays. Il n'existe pas 
non plus d'usines de retraitement de 
combustibles au Canada comme celle 
de Sellafield, au Royaume-Uni. 

L'ex-president Jennekens est 
honore pour sa carriere eminente 

M. Jon Jennekens, ancien Nsident de la CCEA, vient d'ajouter un autre fleu- 
ron prestigieux h sa bouto~i&re. 

L'ingenieur de 56 ans qui a quitt6 la CCEA, en mai 1987, pour se joindre 3 
SAgence intenrationale de I'energie atomique (AIEA), 3 Vieme, vient en effet 
&&re nommd oficier de I'Ordn du Canada par le Gouverneur g6nM du Canada, 
Son Excellence la trb honorable Jeanne Sauve. 

La citation oflicielle se lit comme suit : ~Considkt! comme k plus grand tp5- 
cialiste canadien de I'hergie nucl&e, et plus particulitxement, des problbnes de 
skusit6 qui sly rattachent, a t  ingCnieur a assum6 le poste de pdsident-directeur 
gWrd de la Commission de contr&le de l'bergie atomique, un organisme r6putt5 
dam le monde entier pour son savoir-faire et son exp6rience dam le domaine &s 
complexe et t&s controve de la dglementation. I1 est actuellement directeur 
g 6 n l  adjoint des garanties A SAgence internationale de l'hergie atomique.~ 

M. Jennekens est enet h la CCEA, en 1962, comme charge de pennis a de 
conformif.6, et a pdside aux destinhs de Sorganisme de decembre 1978 jusqu'h 
son depart en mai demier. I1 fut le premier prhident de la CCEA a &re choisi 
parrni le personnel de l'organisme. 

La &dmonie d'investiture aura lieu, ii Ottawa, Ie 6 mai prochain, mais il se 
p u t  que M. Jennekens ne puisse y assister B cause de &placements d6j3 prtvus & 
1'6mger. Une cer6monie sptkiale serait alors organ& un peu plus tard & un 
moment plus convenable. 

6 Le Reporterde la CCEA 


