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PElys 'Fixed Linky forces changes 
A recent court decision has made 

it necessary for the Control Board to 
revise its procedures with respect to 
the application of the Environmental 
Assessment and Review Process 
Guidelines Order in certain licensing 
actions. The court case in question 
was heard by Madame Justice Reed of 
the Federal Court of Canada, and 
involved the construction of a bridge 
between Prince Edward Island and the 
mainland of Canada. 

Prior to the ruling, known as the 
"Fixed Link" case, the Board dealt 
with the requirements of the 
Guidelines Order section 12, 
environmental screening, and section 
13, public concern, as a package. A 
decision was made after consideration 
of the Board staff's recommendations, 
which included determinations with 
respect to both sections. 

Now, the Board must first make a 
decision with respect to section 12 of 
the Guidelines Order (screening or 
assessment to decide if the proposal 
may proceed automatically, be 
referred to a review panel, proceed 
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with mitigation, etc.) and then make it 
available to the public. This must be 
done in such a fashion that any 
concern the public may have about the 
proposal can be brought to the Board's 
attention befare final decision on the 
licensing action. It may be necessary 
to mail out the section 12 determina- 
tion to interested persons, or to 
advertise in the media. 

Section 15 of the Guidelines 
Order requires that the public have 
access to the information on, and an 
opportunity to respond to, the proposal 
in accordance with the spirit and 
principles of the Access to 
Infomzation Act. This opportunity 
must be given prior to any further 
decision being made by the Board. 

At the time of the final decision 
on the licensing action, AECB staff 
will identify to the Board how public 
attention was drawn to the section 12 
determination. Staff will also inform 
the Board of any expressed public 
concern about the proposal and make 
recommendations concerning the 
Board's determination under section 
13 of the Guidelines Order as to 
whether public concern is such that 
referral to the Minister of the 
Environment for review by a panel is 
desirable. The Board will then decide 
whether such a referral is warranted. If 
it is not, the final licensing decision 
can be made right away. 

The public consultation required 
by this amendment to the Control 
Board's normal two-stage licensing 
procedure implies that it will not 
always be possible to make initial and 
final decisions at successive meetings 

of the Board. However, every effort 
will be made to ensure that the delay 
is minimized. 

General 
amendments 
on hold 

On advice from the Justice section 
of the Privy Council Office (PCO(J)), 
the AECB has temporarily suspended 
further work on the General 
Amendments to the Atomic Energy 
Control Regulations, which have been 
under development for some 10 years. 

PCqJ) has identified a number of 
legal issues in the amendments as they 
are now drafted that need to be 
addressed. There is also the question 
of a new Act to replace the 50-yeat-old 
Atomic Energy Control Act, which is 
currently under midemtion. If the 
new Act is pursued, tbe amendments 
would have to be completely redr-. 

There are thus two approaches 
that might be taken: rework the 
General Amendments to address the 
legal issues under the current Act, or 
start afresh with new regulations 
prepared in accordance with the 
proposed Act. PCqJ) notes that the 
lengthy redrafting and review of the 
current General Amendments would 
be wasted if the proposed new Act 
materialized. 

The AECB has chosen to suspend 
work on the amendments until 
a decision on the new Act is made. 

lf undelivemble return to: 
AECB, Ottawa, KIP SSP. ISSN 0835-5975 

Retoumez l'exemplaire non livrP h: 
CCEA, ottawa, KIP SSP. 

Canad8 
M A 1  LbPOSTE 
Crnrtr Post Corporahm r SUNIC c~UIYIW &I )UlLt 

&smge pad  on rrc 
Blk N bre 

00339296 



Cluff Lake mine extension approved . . . 
In March 1992, Amok Ltd., now 

Cogema Resources Inc., submitted to 
the Atomic Energy Control Board and 
the Saskatchewan Minister of the 
Environment, an Environmental 
Impact Statement @IS) for the 
Dominique-Janine Extension mining 
project at Cluff Lake in northern 
Saskatchewan. 

The Control Board referred the 
project to the federal Minister of the 
Environment under the 
Environmental Assessment and 
Review Process Guidelines Order for 
review by a panel. A Joint Federal- 
Provincial Panel on Uranium Mining 
Developments in Northern 
Saskatchewan was then established 
and held public hearings on the 
proposal. 

As outlined in a previous 
Reporfer, the Joint Panel 
recommended that the project be 
allowed to proceed subject to certain 
conditions. However, in its application 
to the Control Board for approval to 
proceed with the project, Cogema 
revised its proposal in light of recent 
developments and innovations in 
techniques for the mining of m i u m .  
The mining methods now proposed 
are different than those originally 
reviewed by the Panel. The company 
pointed out that it had made the 
changes in consideration of the 
concerns expressed by the Panel about 
potential environmental impacts of the 
original proposal. 

According to Cogema, the 
proposed changes would present 
considerable advantages from an 
environmental point of view. Their 
documents point out that the most 
important of these modifications are 
that a dam structure in Cluff Lake 
would no longer be necessary, that the 
waste rock fiom the operations would 
not be disposed of in the lake but in 
mined-out pits elsewhere on the 
property, and that the risk of large 
water inflows into the original pit 
would be eliminated, thereby 
removing any concern over the 
treatment of these waters. 
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The Control Board reviewed the 
Cogema proposal to assess its 
potential for exposing workers to 
radiation, and concluded that with the 
implementation of proper radiation 
protection programs, no worker should 
be exposed to radiation in excess of 
the regulatory limits. It also 
determined that the predicted 
environmental impacts of the modified 
proposal are less than those predicted 
for the initial project, and can be 
adequately controlled. The Control 
Board therefole concluded that, with 
regard to potential environmental 
effects, the project could proceed as 
proposed. 

However, before giving final 
consideration to Cogema's 
application, the Control Board carried 
out additional public consultation in 
May 1994, inviting written comments 
from organizations and individuals on 
the proposed modifications to the 
original project. Intervenors at the 
original panel hearings were also 

given an opportunity to examine the 
amended proposal. 

Saskatchewan Environment and 
Resource Management also reviewed 
Cogema's proposal to change mining 
methods far the second phase of the 
Dominique-Janine Extension mining 
project at Cluff Lake, and joined the 
Control Board in consulting the 
public. Submissions addressed to the 
Control Board were shared with 
provincial regulatory authorities and 
those made directly to the province 
were shared with the Control Board. 

Some 12 letters commenting on 
the proposal werr: received by the 
Control Board, none of which 
presented new information that would 
alter the staff position on the project. 

At its regular meeting on June 23, 
1994, tbe Board approved the 
amendment to the Cluff Lake licence, 
authorizing the Dominique-Janine 
Extension project to proceed. 

Pictured above is the existing Dominique-Janine North Pit of the Cluff Lake Mine. 
The approved extension toward the lake, in the background, is now undreway. 



... While another proposal moved 
into the consultation process 

The Control Board also invited mitigation measures are included in 
public comment on an application by the LLRWMO proposal, the AECB 
the federal Low-Level Radioactive has concluded that, with regard to 
Waste Management Office environmental impacts, the project 
(LLRWMO) for a licence. The may proceed as proposed. It now must 
LLRWMO proposes to possess and 
process mildly contaminated soil at a 
site on Passmore Avenue in the 
Tapscott Industrial District of 
Scarborough, Ontario. 

The Control Board has reviewed 
the application and has determined 
that the potentially adverse 
environmental effects of the proposed 
activities are readily mitigable with 
known technology. Since such 

assess public concern about the 
project. 

The proposed activity is part of a 
joint federal-provincial program to 
resolve the problem of radioactive 
contamination of certain residential 
properties in the Malvern community 
of Scarborough. Some 11,000 cubic 
metres of contaminated soil would be 
excavated ffom these properties and 
transported to a facility to be 

constructed at the Passmore Avenue 
site. The soil would be processed at 
this location to remove most of the 
radioactive contaminants, which 
would be transported to a waste 
management facility in Chalk River, 
Ontario. The residual soil would be 
stored on site until a suitable 
repository is established. 

Control Board staff from the 
Wastes and Impacts Division will 
present final licensing 
recommendations to the Board at an 
upcoming meeting, taking into 
consideration comments during the 
consultation period. 

Nuclear Liability Act 
challenge dismissed 

On March 23, Justice Blenus 
J. Wright of the Ontario Court of 
Justice dismissed a legal challenge 
to the Nuclear Liability Act (NLA) 
brought by Energy Probe, the 
City of Toronto and Sister Rosalie 
Bertell. The plaintiffs had sought 
to have the law struck down for a 
variety of reasons, including 
contentions that it contravened the 
Charter of Rights and Freedoms 
and denied victims of a nuclear 
accident their "day in court." 

The court's decision followed 
seven years of procedural 
negotiations and reference 
documentation research, and 
finally a 30-day trial with over 
1,000 exhibits. 

In his judgement, Justice 
Wright said: "It is fundamentally 
just for a government that decides 
to use atomic energy for peaceful 
purposes, knowing the inherent 
risk, to enact legislation which 
gives the Governor in Council 

authority in the event of a nuclear 
incident to act in the public interest 
by providing for special measures 
for compensation. Such a decision 
exchanges the court system of 
compensation for a better 
compensation scheme." 

The defendant in the case, 
Natural Resources Canada, and 
intervenors Ontario Hydro and 
New Brunswick Power, were 
awarded their costs in the action 
from the plaintiffs. 

Action to update and improve 
the NLA as a result of reviews 
begun ten years ago has been held 
up because of the challenge being 
before the court. 

There are 12 Canadian 
installations designated under the 
NLA, including all nuclear 
generating stations, two fuel 
manufacturers and five research 
reactors at universities in Nova 
Scotia, Quebec, Ontario (two), 
and Alberta. 

Further 
management 
changes made 

As announced in recent issues of 
Reporter (Fall 1993 and Winter 1994), 
the Control Board's management 
sttvcture underwent a number of 
changes in the last half of 1993-94. 

Since those azlnouncements were 
made, Dr. Aly Mortada Aly has accepted 
an appointment as Acting Director of the 
Studies and codification Divis'm, and 
G e q e  Jack has been named Deputy 
DiredorGeneraloftheDirectorateof 
Adminisbation, replaciig Dave Sinden 
whohasacceptedanappo~ntas 
Special Assistant to the Directar General 
of the International Atomic Energy 
Agency in Vienna Cait Maloney took 
over for Jack as Dbectm of the Wastes 
and Impacts Division on a permanent 
basis, while Ross Brown assumed the 
dual role of Dinxtm of the Cainpliance 
andLabaratoryDivisionandDirecm 
of the Radiaisotopes and T w o n  
Division. 

Dr. Paul Conlm has been named 
Chief of the Planning and Coopdination 
Section, and the Control Board 
welcomed new counsel to its Legal 
Services Unit, Audrey Nwack and 
Pierre Legault, 
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Guidelines for the scientific and ethical 
considerations 

The Group of Medical Advisors 
(GMA) to the Atomic Energy Control 
Board has published a document 
entitled Guidelines for Research on 
Human Subjects Using 
Radionuclides. 

The purpose of these guidelines 
is to address the scientific and ethical 
considerations dealt with in a research 
centre's internal review process. This 
process must be established in 
institutions where investigators wish 
to use radioactive substances or 
radiation on human subjects as a tool 
in research that is not related to 
diagnosis or treatment of any 
condition or illness of the subject. 

Human research is currently 
reviewed and controlled in most 
institutions by an existing scientific 

of human research introduced 

the radiological aspects of research. Control Regulations are complied with. 
It is the intention of the Control In addition to the usual Board to require applicants for a 

radioisotope licence indicating the radioisotope licence conditions 

Licensed Activity 875 -  an required for all laboratory studies, 

Research ~tudiei," to establish an 
internal review process that 
satisfactorily addresses all aspects of 
the GMA guidelines. 

It is important to note that the 
licensee is solely responsible for the 
internal review, ensuring informed 
consent and the monitoring of each 
individual mearch proposal. The 
backbone of this responsibility is a 
fcmnally established Scientific and 
Ethical Review Commiuee. The 

further conditions will be imposed to 
ensure that the requirements of the 
guidelines are met. 

Copies of Guidelines for 
Research on Human Subjects Using 
Radionuclides (INFO-@@ 1) may be 
obtained by contacting the AECB 
Oflice of Public Information in 
Ottawa. Any comments or concerns 
should be submitted to the Control 
Board by August 3 1,1994. 

Mining regulations to cover 
decommissioning costs 

The Atomic Energy Control Board 
regulates uranium mining facilities 
through the Atomic Energy Contml Act 
and Regulations and the Uranium and 
Thorium Mining Regulations. 

As reported in the Fall 1993 edition 
of the Reportet; the Uln4 Regulations 
are being revised. The fundamental 
objective of the proposed amendments is 
to ensure that the costs of 
decommissioning uranium mining 
facilities are borne by the industy and 
not assumed by the government. 

The revised Regulations will 
require that owners, operators, or 
proponents of uranium mining 
facilities provide, to the satisfaction of 
the Control Board, assurances that 
adequate financial provisions have 
been made for decommissioning of 
their facilities in the interest of health, 
safety, and the environment. 
Furthermore, the Regulations will 
explicitly authorize the Control Board 
to issue orders or to amend licences to 
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require persons with responsibilities 
for such decommissioning to fulfil 
their obligations. 

As pointed out by Bill Whitehead 
of the Control Board's Uranium 
Fdities Division, "The amended 
UTM Regulations will not pnxribe 
specif~~approachesormechanismstobe 
adopted m or&r to provide tbe required 
assurances. Proponents and licensees 
will retain the flexibility to ad-, for 
regulatopy amsideration, their preferred 
proposals for decommissioning and 
copres-g financial assumm." 

"The Ul7U Regulations will be 
consistent with, and will complement, 
the AECB policy on the 
decommissioning of nuclear fa t ies ,  
as described in Regulatory Document 
R-90, Policy on the Decommissioning 
of Nuclear Facilities," he said 

The amended Regulations are 
expected to be of interest to the uranium 
mining industry, government ageawies, 
anti-nuclear and anti-uranium mining 

groups, and the public in provinces and 
areas where aba&md uranium mines 
exist,wberedummining~~~urs,or 
wbere d u m  mining is contemplated. 

Some members of the public in 
both mthem Saskatchewan and the 
Elliot Lake area of Ontario continue to 
voice concern over the impacts of 
uranium mining facilities which they 
perceive have not been, or may not be, 
decommissioned adequately. Such 
concerns have m t l y  been expressed 
befm the etlYirONnental assessment 
and review panels which considered the 
pPposed development ofnew mines m 
northem Saskatchewan, and the initial 
stagesoftbescheduledenvironmental 
assessment of decommissioning 
proposals for Elliot Lake mines. The 
reportsoftheSaskatchewanPanels 
included reoommendations that -a1 
guaranteest0 funddecammissioning 
activities be q u i d  as a prerequisite to 
development of new mines. 

It is expected that the 
amendments to the Uranium and 
Thorium Mining Regulations 
containing decommissioning 
assurances will appear in Part 1 of the 
Canada Gazette by September 1994. 



National Public Awareness Survey 

Little changed in five years: poll 
A national public awareness 

survey on the AECB, first conducted 
in 1988, was repeated this spring. 
It found that generally speaking the 
Canadian public's knowledge of the 
AECB is little different than five years 
ago, and the regulatory issues of 
concern to the public are pretty much 
the same. Nevertheless, authors of the 
survey report conclude that Canadians 
are more positive about the AECB 
than they were five years ago. 

The survey found that just over 
a third of the public has heard of the 
AECB, but a large majority of these 
know little or nothing about it. Both 
these observations were also made in 
1988. Those surveyed in Ontario and 
the western provinces showed the 
highest level of awareness of the 
AECB, but only Saskatchewan had a 
majority of respondents (5 1 %) 
indicating they have heard of the 
AECB before. 

As was the case five years ago, 
the most important tasks for the 
AECB were identified by the public 
to be: 

ensuring the safe storage of 
nuclear waste; 
enforcing health, safety and 
security rkquirements that it 
imposes on the nuclear industry 
in order to protect the public; and 
setting regulations for handling 
and shipping of nuclear materials. 

There has been a slight decrease 
in the rate of mentioning concern 
for safe storage of nuclear waste, 
down 5% from 1988, to 50% today. 

The survey identified a small 
reduction in public interest in being 
consulted before the AECB licenses 
large nuclear facilities, and in having 
a say in setting health and safety 
standards. 

Although many of the survey's 
figures show little or no change since 
1988, there are a few significant 
differences. 

While the AECB's public 
awareness level has stayed the same, a 
negligible change from 35% to 36%, 
that of Atomic Energy of Canada 
Limited (AECL) has fallen from 40% 
to 29%. However, more people 
identify AECL as a crown corporation 
than before. (The poll included 
questions on AECL in order to judge 
any public confusion between it and 
the AECB .) 

A clear majority of Canadians, up 
17% from the 1988 poll, to 79%, were 
unable to identify any aspects of 
controlling the nuclear industry on 
which they feel the AECB should be 
doing a better job. The top item of a 
very small number of such things was 
"informing the public," though 
mention of this by respondents has 
declined to almost half what it was 
in 1988. 

It is difficult to rationalize the 
apparent interest in improved 
information with the finding that in 
naming important tasks for the AECB 
to perform, selection of "informing 
the public about nuclear safety and 
protection issues" dropped from 21 % 
to 10% in the five-year period. As 
well, the item at the top of a list of 
"negative" statements about the 
AECB, "never hear much about it," 
&creased from 50% to 40%. 

Asked to comment on the public 
relations findings in light of the 
AECB's communications activities, 
infonnation chief Hugh Spence said, 
"Since 1988, we have concentrated 
our information work in what we call 
'shadow-of-facility' communities. The 
1994 national survey appears to have 
been insensitive to the very local 
effects of these activities, although 
there seems to have been some spin- 
off. We'll be doing a careful analysis 
of the regional demographics to help 
us plan our future projects." 

The survey involved face-to-face 
interviews with 2,020 people in their 
homes. The margin of error for a 

statistical sample of this size is 
estimated to be plus or minus 2.2 
per cent, 19 times out of 20, but this 
increases for a modified sample like 
the one used, and for the regional and 
demographic sub-groups. 

The full report on the survey is to 
be published shortly. 

Future 
licensing 
actions 

In the coming months, the 
Control Board will consider 
licence renewals for the 
following facilities. The current 
licence expiry date is indicated 
where applicable. 

Power reactors 
Point Lepreau NGS 

New Brunswick Power 
October 31, 1994 

Gentilly-2 NGS 
Hydro-Quebec 
October 31; 1994 

Darlington NGS 
Ontario Hydro 
November 15,1994 

Pickwing A NGS 
Ontario Hydro 
December 3 1,1994 

Pickering B NGS 
Ontario Hydro 
December 31,1994 

Accelerators 
Manitoba Cancer neatment and 
Research Foundation 

Winnipeg, Manitoba 
December 31,1994 
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New requirements for 
dosimetry services in trial use 

One of the responsibilities of a 
licensee of the Atomic Energy Control 
Board is to establish a program to 
determine or estimate the radiation 
doses or exposures received by 
workers exposed to ionizing radiation 
as a result of the licensee's activities. 
Since compliance with the regulatory 
dose or exposure limits is 
demonstrated by means of 
measurements, it is essential that the 
methods used produce valid results 
that are accurate to a degree 
acceptable to the Control Board and 
are comparable among licensees. 

In the case of radiation doses 
from external (i.e. outside the body) 
sources, a personal dosimeter is the 
usual method of measurement. For 
internal doses (i.e. from radioactivity 
taken into the body), some form of 
bioassay or in vivo monitoring is the 
usual method. In some cases, 
particularly for radon and thoron 
daughters, and long-lived radioactive 
dust, an estimate of intake is made by 
means of air monitoring techniques, 
and the dose or exposure is derived 
from the intake. 

New in 
print 

The following publications 
are now available from the 
AECB: 

1994 Publication Catalogue 

Annual Report 1993-94 

Copies may be obtained 
free of charge from the Office of 
Public Information at P.O. Box 
1046, Ottawa, Ontario, Kl P 
5S9; (613) 995-5894 or 1-800- 
668-5284. The fax number is 
(613) 992-2915. 

For licensees, there is a 
requirement that doses due to ionizing 
radiation be determined for all of their 
staff who are expected to receive 
annual doses in excess of 10% of the 
regulatory limit for atomic radiation 
workers. Licensees who, as a result of 
this, are legally obligated to monitor at 
least some of their staff have a choice 
of either acquiring their own in-house 
dosimetry service or subscribing to an 
outside service. 

In the past, licensees' dosimetry 
proposals were studied carefully by 
Control Board staff, and approvals to 
use specific services were given to these 
licewax on a case by case basis. In the 
case of external doshe&y, only a few 
organizations chose to operate their own 
in-house services. Most subscribed to 
the National Dosimetry Service (NDS) 
of Health Canada. The majority of 
licensees requiring internal dosimetry 
and the monitoring of radon and thoron 
daughters and long-lived I.adidve 
dust, did theii own dosimetry. 

Two years ago, the federal 
govenunent made the decision to 
privatize the NDS, which had a 
significant impact on the Control 
Board. Many of its licensees are 
subscribers to that service and some 
were dissatisfied with the service they 
were getting. 

Not knowing the ultimate fate of 
the NDS and pressed by tbe 
monitoring needs of its licensees, the 
Control Board developed an approval 
program for dosimetry services having 
an interest in performing dosimetry for 
the staff of Control Board licensees. 
This program is now in place. 

The Control Board approval of 
dosimetry services is based on a 
document which has been in 
preparation for a number of years. 
This document has recently been 
published as Consultative Document 
C-106 (Revision 1) and is entitled: 
Technical and Quality Assurance 
Requirements for Dosimetry Services. 

The publication was issued for trial 
use in March 1994, and as indicated in 
the title, it contains the technical and 
quality assurance requirements which 
must be met by all dosimetry s e ~ c e s  
officially used by licensees. 

The types of dosimetry addressed 
in C-106 (Rev. 1) include not only 
external whole-body betdgarnma 
dosimetry, but also internal dosimetry 
and the monitoring of radon and thoron 
daughters and long-lived radioactive 
dust. Although the document is still at 
the consultative stage, it will 
nevertheless be used for a trial period. 
Comments from both users as well as 
Control Board staff will be collected 
until March 21,1995, aftex which time 
the document will be revised and 
issued as a regulatory document. 
Similar documents far otha types of 
dosimetry, such as for extmnities 
(i.e. hands and feet), for neutrons, etc., 
are currently in preparation. 

Copies of C- 106 (Rev. 1) have 
been sent to all commercial 
mganizations who have expressed an 
interest in providing dosimetry 
services to Atomic Energy Control 
Board licensees, as well as to all 
licensees who perform their own 
dosimetry. Licensees and provincial 
authorities are being kept fully 
informed of any developments in 
this matter. 

Dosimetry services currently 
being used for official Control Board 
purposes, such as, for example, the 
NDS and in-house services aperated 
by licensees, will also need to show 
compliance with C-106 (Rev. 1). As a 
result of this program, all 
organizations whose staff need 
monitoring will be obligated to use a 
service approved by the Atomic 
Energy Control Board in order to be 
granted a licence by the Control Board 
or to maintain an existing licence. 

6 AECB Reporter 



Patient safety in radiation therapy 

AECB requests information and comments 
The Atomic Energy Control 

Board is seeking comments, 
information, references, and 
recommendations from interested 
parties on the need for regulations 
governing the safety of patients in 
radiation therapy. 

Any regulations deemed 
necessary would pertain to teletherapy 
with cobalt units, high and low-energy 
electron accelerators, and manual and 
remote after-loading brachytherapy. 
Regulations would address the 
delivery of radiation therapy, the 
qualifications of authorized users 
and radiation safety officers, and 
machine maintenance, repair and 
calibration. Also included would be 
misadministration criteria and the 
quality assurance activities intended to 
verify the patient's identity, the target 
treatment site and the prescribed dose. 
Radioisotope therapies and diagnostic 
applications are not being considered 
at the present time. 

The Control Board issues 
construction approvals and operating 
licences to Canadian cancer clinics 
and hospitals for high-energy particle 
accelerators, and issues radioisotope 
licences for cobalt teletherapy and 
brachytherapy treatments. These 
licences are issued upon the 
recommendation of Board staff, if the 
submission complies with the 
requirements of licensing guides and 
appropriate international standards. 

At present, radiation dose limits 
contained in the Atomic Energy 
Control Regulations do not apply to 
doses of radiation received by patients 
"in the course of diagnosis or 
treatment by a qualified medical 
practitioner." For this reason, only 
worker and public (non-patient) safety 
are routinely considered in the 
AECB's licensing and inspection of 
these facilities. 

In 1985, one patient was injured 
by a high-energy medical accelerator 
in Canada. In the United States, two 
patients were killed by the same type 

of machine, and in 1990,14 patients 
died of overexposures from a linear 
accelerator in Spain. As a result, 
several countries have promulgated 
regulations governing patient safety in 
radiation therapy. 

Board staff recently prepared 
reports for Board members comparing 
the regulation of medical accelerators 
in Canada with other countries, and 
reviewing quality assurance and 
patient safety in radiation therapy. 
Staff learned that beyond the safe 
design of the machines, the delivery of 
radiation therapy and quality 
assurance practices are not subject to 
regulatory control. 

The Control Board is reviewing 
this issue and may seek to develop a 
plan of action in cooperation with 
other federal and provincial bodies. 
However, more information is 
required. Any plan or prospective 
regulations would recognize that 
radiation therapy is an essential life- 
saving treatment, and would be based 
on the views and comments of those 
potentially affected as well as on an 
analysis of the risks to patients. 

Organizations representing those 
involved in the planning and delivery 
of radiation therapy, licensees, and 
other interested parties are asked to 
submit their views on the safety of 

patients in radiation therapy. 
Information on the criteria for 
radiation therapy misadministrations, 
the frequency and severity of 
accidents in radiation therapy, and the 
reporting, recording and analysis of 
such occurrences, is of particular 
interest to the Control Board. 

In addition, many institutions have 
quality assurance programs in place, 
but the uniformity and implementation 
of such programs vary. Comments on 
the effectiveness of quality assurance 
in comparison to regulations, and the 
impact of regulations are also 
requested. Written comments should 
be difected to the address below before 
September 30,1994 

Mr. R. Irwin 
Radioisotopes and 
Transportation Division 

Atomic Energy Control Board 
P.O. Box 1046 
Ottawa, Ontario 
KIP 5S9 

It is anticipated that the 
information received in response to 
this request will be compiled into a 
report which will be used in further 
discussions with licensees, federal and 
provincial organizations and other 
interested groups. 
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Former AECB president receives award 
Dr. Donald G. Hurst has been oriented measms, which include the Between 196547, he was m a  of 

presented with the Tommy Thompson coming into force of the Unied the Nuclear Power and Reactors 
Award by the Nuclear Reactor Safety Nations N o ~ - ~ f e r a t i o n  Treaty, the Division of the International Atomic 
Division of the American Nuclear AECB funding of mission-oriented Energy Agency in Vienna. 
Society (ANS). The honour was research, and the revision of the Named for the late hfessor 
bestowed on the former AECB Atontic Energy Control Regulations. TJ. 66Tammy,, Thompson, a pioneer 
President in June, at the ANS's 

Prior to coming to the AECB, 
Dr. Hunt worked with the National in nuclear safety, the award is the most 

National Awards Luncheon in Research Council, held positions at prestigious in the field of nuclear 
New Orleans, Louisiana. C m  River Laboratories as Diram R4Ktor MeV given by the ANs* 

During his term at the AECB of the Reactor Research and It was created in 1980 and past 
from 1970-1974, Dr. Hurst saw the Development Division, and Directa of recipients are an international 
introduction of a number of safety- Applied Research and Development. "who's who" in the field. 

Recent decisions 
The Boatd reached the 

following decisions at its regular 
meetings during the last quarter. 
Members of the public may consult 
documents relating to licensing 
decisions at the Control Board's 
Ottawa offices. 

Nuclear generating stations 
The operating licence for 

Ontario Hydro's four-unit Bruce A 
nuclear generating station was 
renewed for a two-year term to 
June 30,1996, with a condition 
that Unit 2 will be placed in a 
approved shutdown state in 
September, 1995. 

Research reactors 
The operating licences for the 

SLOWPOKE-2 research reactors at 
the following universities were 
renewed with terms to June 30, 
1997: Dalhousie University, 
Halifax; University of Toronto; 
Royal Military College, Kingston; 
and &ole Polytechnique, Montreal. 

Waste management facilities 
The Board approved a renewal 

of the operating licence for Ontario 

Hydro's Bruce Nuclear Power 
Development Radioactive Waste 
Operations Site 2, with a term to 
May 31,1996. 

I t a l soappmvedan~g  
licemx for an indefinite period f a  
AECL's Douglas hint Waste 
Management Facility, which comprises 
thep;rrtiallydecommissiooledDougIas 
Point reactor. 

Accelerators 
A Particle Accelerator 

Operating Licence was approved 
for the Ontario Cancer Institute/ 
Princess Margaret Hospital, 
Toronto, Ontario, with a tam to 
May 1,1998. 

A Particle Accelerator 
Construction Approval was issued to 
the Centre hospitalier universitaire 
de Sherbrooke, in Sherbrooke, 
Quebec, with a term to May 3 1, 
1998. 

Uranium mines 
The Board accepted staff's 

recommendation to revoke the 
Mining Facility Operating Licence 

issued to the Canadian Western 
Mining Corporation and allow the 
licensee to abandon the Kitts- 
Michelin mining facilities located 
in Labrador. 

Cogema Resources Inc. had 
amendments appn,ved for its Mining 
Facility Operating Licence to permit 
the mining of the DaminiqueJanine 
extension at its Cluff Lake mine in 
norhean Saskatchewan. 'Ihecumnt 
liceme expires March 3 1,1996. 

The licence for the W t  Lake 
mine in SasUchewan, operated by 
Cameco Corporation, was renewed 
with a term to Octobef 31,1996. 
Tbelicencepennitsfull-produdion 
undergrcHmd mining of the Eagle 
Point orebody, subject to certain 
conditions. 

Fi i ly,  a construction licence 
was approved for the Minutco Ltd. 
McClean Lake facility, also in 
Saskatchewan. The licence covers 
the necessary surface support 
facilities, in preparation to mine four 
open pits, one underground mine, 
and to operate a mill and waste 
management system. 
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Commission de contr6le Atomic Energy I$1m de IUneraie atomiaue Control Board 

Une decision du tribunal oblige la CCEA 
a reviser ses procedures d'examen 

Une &ision nkente du tribunal 
oblige la CCEA B dviser ses pnxfdures 
d'application du Dkcret sur les lignes 
directrices visant le processus 
d't!valuation et d'examen en mat2re 
d'environnement dans la d6livrance de 
certains peamis. La cause entendue par 
la juge Reed de la Cour f-e du 
Canada concernait la construction d'un 
pont pour relier l'bedu-~rincehuard 
B la terre fenne. 

Avant ce jugement, la CCEA 
h-aitait les exigences d'examen 
environnemental de I'article 12 et les 
prbccupations du public de I'article 13 
du IXmt comme un ensemble. 
D&nmais, elle doit rendre d'abord une 
&ion confonnhent B l'article 12 
(examen ou evaluation pour dhnniner 
si la proposition peut Etre daWe telle 
que prevu, doit Etre soumise B l'examen 
public, doit tenir compte de mesures 
d'&nuation, etc.) puis la 
communiquer au public. Cela doit 
permettre au public de porter mute 

Sommai re 
L'agrandissement d'une mine 
est autorkf : p. 2 

Des lignes direcbices pour la 
recherche sur les humains : p. 4 

Doit-on riglementer la 
s6curit6 des patients en 
radiothJrapie? : p. 7 

prkcupation I'attention & la CCEA 
avant que les commissaires de 
I'organisme de dglementation ne 
prement leur decision !inale au sujet du 
permis. Il pourrait Etre nhssaire de 
poster le texte de la -ision prise selon 
l'article 12 aux personnes intkmx&s ou 
d'en faire la publicie dans les m&. 

L'article 15 du Decret exige que le 
public ait B I'infonnation 
concernant la proposition et I'occasion 
de commenter la proposition 
conformhent B l'esprit et B la lethe de 
la Loi sur 1 ' a d s  d 1 'information. Cette 
possibilie doit Etre offerte avant que la 
CCEA prenne toute autre &ion. 

Au moment de la U s i o n  fmale 
relative au permis, les agents de la 
CCEA indiqueront aux commissaires 
les mesures prises pour attirer 
Sattention du public sur la &ision 
relative B l'article 12.11s feront aussi 
connaltre les preocCupations 
formulh par le public au sujet de la 
proposition et recommanderont, 
si cela est souhaitable, de la soumettre 
au ministre de I' Environnemen t 
en we  de la tenue d'un examen public 
conformement a I'article 1 3 du D&ret. 
Si les commissaires jugent qu'il n'y a 
pas lieu de soumettre la proposition 
au ministre, ils pourraient arrEter 
imm6diatement leur decision sur la 
d6livrance du permis. 

La nouvelle exigence de 
consultation publique risque de 
prolonger parfois le processus 
dtkiionnel : la CCEA ne sera pas 
toujours en mesure de prendre la 
premiere et la &mi& &isions lors de 

r6unions successives. Elle fera tout ce 
qui est possible pour minimiser le d6lai. 

Le remaniement 
du Reglement 
est suspendu 

La CCEA a provisoirement 
suspendu les travaux sur le 
remaniement du R2glement sur le 
contrdle de l'4nergie atomique, en 
corn depuis environ dix am. 

Selon le Bureau du Conseil PrivC- 
Justice (BCP-J), il faut n5gler certaines 
questions juridiques reliks aux 
modifications en cours de Wction 
avant de poursuivre ces travaux. I1 y a 
aussi la question du projet de loi 
visant it remplacer I'actuelle Loi sur 
le contrdle de l'knergie atomique, 
vieille de 50 ans. Si on y donne suite, 
il faudra reprendre les modifications 
au R&glement. 

Deux approches sont possibles : 
retravailler le texte reglementaire 
remanib it la lumiere des questions 
juridiques de la Loi courante ou 
reprendre entibement la redaction du 
Reglement il partir du texte de la 
nouvelle loi. 

Le BCP-J reconmnt que le long 
travail qui s'inscrit dans le 
remaniement du Rkglement actuel 
serait une perte de temps en cas 
d' adoption d' une nouvelle loi. La 
CCEA a donc dkicIf5 de suspendre les 
travaux jusqu'h ce qu'une U s i o n  
soit prise concernant la nouvelle loi. 



Mine Dominique Janine 

Le projet d'agrandissement 
de la mine est autorise 

En mars 1992, Amok Ltd., devenu 
Cogema Resources Inc., soumettait B 
la Commission & contr6le & 
l'energie atomique et au ministre de 
1'Environnement & la Saskatchewan 
un enonce des incidences environne- 
mentales concernant le projet 
d'agrandissement de la mine 
Dominique-Janine, B Cluff Lake, dans 
le nord de la Saskatchewan. 

Conformement au Dbcret sur 
les lignes directrices visant le 
processus d'haluation et d'examen 
en mati2re d'environnement, la 
CCEA a soumis le projet au ministre 
fMral de 1'Environnement en vue 
d'un examen public. La Commission 
conjointe ft5d6rale-provinciale 
d 'emen des projets d'exploitation 
de mines d'uranium dam le nord de 
la ~dskatchewan qui a alors vu le 
jour a tenu des audiences publiques 
sur la proposition. 

La Commission mjointe a 
tec~mmang l'approbation du projet, 
sous m e  de mtaines conditions. 
Toutefois, dans sa demande 
d'autorisation B la CCEA, Cogema a 
revu sa proposition B la lumibe de 
&veloppements et d'innovations 
au chapitre des m&&s d'extmction 
d'uranium. Les nouveUes dtbodes 
proposh dBzent de celles qui avaient 
6tk examin& par la Commission 
conjointe. Comme le soutient la 
compagnie, les modifications tenaient 
compte des prtkxxupations au sujet des 
incidences potentielles de la pposition 
initiale sur l'environnement. 

Sdlon Cogema, les changements 
proposb devraient prhnter des 
avantages considhbles du point de 
vue de I'environnement. Ainsi, le 
barrage de C1ul-T Lake ne serait plus 
n h s @ e .  Les s M e s  provenant de 
ces gisements ne seraient pas &po& 
dans le plan d'eau de Cluff Lake, mais 
bien dans des puits aillem sur les 
terrains de la mine. Et les risques 
d'infiltration importante d'eau dans le 
premier puits d e n t  elimin&, ce qui 
leverait mute crainte quant au 
traitement de ces eaux. 
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La CCEA a exam* la 
proposition de Cogema pour 6valuer 
les risques d'exposition des travailleufs 
aux rayonnements. Elle en est venue B 
la conclusion qu'avec la mise en axvre 
& programmes de radioprotection 
approprieS, aucun travailleur ne &vrait 
Ctre soumis B des rayonnements 
d@assant les limi tes r6glementaires. 
La CCEA a aussi determine que les 
r6percussions @vues de la proposition 
modifitk sur l'environnement sont 
moindres que celles du projet initial et 
qu'elles peuvent Ctre contr6l&s de 
manib satisfaisante. Par consQuent, 
la CCEA a conclu qu'en ce qui 
concerne les effets potentiels sur 
l'environnement, le pfojet peut Ctre 
auto&& tel que propo&. 

Toutefois, avant de passer B 
l'examen final de la demande 
d'autorisation & Cogema, la CCEA 
a tenu une autre consultation 

publique en mai 1994. Elle a invitk les 
organismes et les particuliers B faire 
des observations sur les modifications 
propodes au projet initial. Les 
intervenants aux audiences & la 
commission d'examen public ont aussi 
eu l'occasion d'examiner la 
proposition modifik. 

Le minis* & I'Environnement 
et de la Gestion des ressmces de la 
Saskatchewan a egalement &tudi& la 
proposition de Cogema de modifier les 
m&odes d'extraction minibre pour la 
seoonde phase du projet d'agrandis- 
sement de la mine hinique-Janine, 
B Cluff Lake, et s'est joint B la 
consultation publique men& par la 
CCEA. Les &ux parties se sont 
&hang& les soumissions qui leur 
avaient eti5 adressh. 

Des 12 l e m  q u e s  par la 
CCEA, aucune ne comportaient 
d'infonnations nouvelles susceptibles 
& changer la pition &s agents & la 
CCEA relativement B la proposition. A 
sa dunion du 23 juin 1994, la CCEA 
a approuvb la modification du permis 
et autoria5 le projet d'agrandissement 
& la mine Dominique-Janine. 

On peut voir ici le puits nord existant du gisement Dominique-Janine & la mine 
Cluff Lake. L'agrandissement approuvt vers le lac, en arri2re-plan, est en cours. 



Sol contarnine a Scarborough 

La CCEA soumet une proposition a la 
consultation publique 

La CCEA a aussi invie le public il 
commenter la demande & pennis 
du Bureau f a &  gestion &s d&kts 
fa'blement radioactifs pour la possession 
et le traitement & sol l k g h e n t  
con- sur un site & l'avenue 
Passmare, dans le secteur industriel 
Tapscott de Scxdomgh, en Ontario. 

La CCEA a &tennine que la 
technologic connue permettrait 
d'att6nuer assez facilement les 
incidences potentiellement &fates de 
l'activit6 propode sur l'environnement. 
Cornme ces mesures d'attenuation font 
pattie de la proposition du Bureau, la 

CCEA en est venue il la conclusion 
que, compte tenu des incidences pour 
l'environnement, le projet pouvait aUer 
de l'avant tel que prop&. Elk doit 
maintenant i5valuer les p r ~ u p a t i o n s  
du public. 

L'zactivit6 pmpo& fait partie d' un 
programme conjoint fwral-provincial 
visant il &mudre le problkme de la 
contamination radioactive & certaines 
propri& &i&ntielles du quartier 
Malvern & S m g h .  Quelque 
1 1 0 0 0 m ~ c u b e s d e s o l c o n ~  
d e n t  reW de ces propriCS et 
trans- vers une installation qui 

serait constmite sur un site & l'avenue 
Passmm. Le sol &wait y etre trait6 
atin d'en retirer la plus grande partie des 
contaminants radioactifs qui d e n t  
ensuite transport& vefs une installation 
& gestion de &he& il Chalk River, en 
Ontario. Le sol &duel serait conservC 
sur place jllsqu'h ce qu'on trouve un 
&@t acceptable. 

Dans leurs recommandations en 
vue d'une &ision finale il une 
prochaine dunion de la CCEA, les 
agents de la Division des dkhets et 
des incidences tiendront compte des 
commentaired reGus au corn de la 
@node de consultation. 

La contestation de la Loi sur la 
responsabilite nucleaire est rejetee 

Le 23 mars, le juge Blenus 
J. Wright de la Cour de justice de 
1'0ntario fejetait la contestation 
judiciaire de la Loi sur la 
respottsabilirt! nucldaire faite par 
EIXJ* b g e t i q ~ e ,  la vii de 
Tomto et saur Rosalie Bertell. LRS 
plaignants avaient demand6 que la 
Lei soit abrog& pee qu'elle 
conmvenait A la Cham des h i t s  
et libeds et privait les victimes 
#accident nuc- & faire valoir 
leur point de we, entre autres raisorrs. 

La f i s i o n  du tribunal faisait 
suite il sept ann&s de nkgociations 
de procedure et de recherche 
documentaire et il un pm%s de 
30 j o m  qui a vu plus de 
1000 pikces &pos&s. 

Dam son jugement, le juge 
Wright dit qu'un gouvemement 
qui decide d'utiliser l'energie 
atomique h des fins pacifiques agit 
essentiellement en toute justice 
lorsqu'il choisit, connaissant les 
risques Wrents, d'adopter une 
li5gislation donnant au gouvemeur 

en conseil l'autorit6 d'agir dans 
l ' i n W  public en cas d'incident 
nuclthire en prenant des mesures 
sptkiales & compensation. Une telle 
decision a pour effet de remplacer le 
systi?me de compensation par les 
tribunaux par un meilleur 
m-isme & compensation. 

Le d6fendeur dans cette affaire, 
Ressources naturelles Canada, et 
les intervenants, Ontario Hydro et 
la Societ6 d'energie du Nouveau- 
Brunswick, ont obtenu que les 
plaignants paient les frais relatifs il 
cette affaire. 

La &vision & la Loi sur la 
respomabilitt! mUaire, cornme& 
il y a dix ans, avait kt6 suspendue en 
raison & la contestation judiciaire. 

Douze installations canadiennes 
sont v i e  par cette loi, y compris 
les centtales n u c l ~ ,  dew usines 
de fabrication de combustible et 
cinq -LUS de recherche instaws 
dans &s universia de Nouvelle- 
hsse ,  du QUebec, & l ' ba r io  
(&ux) et & 1' Alberta 

Des changements 
a la CCEA 

Voici les plus nkents 
changements appods il la structure de 
gestion de la CCEA au cows de la 
seconde moitik de 1993- 1994. 

AlyMatadaAlya&mmnt! 
directem par in* & la Division des 
6tudes et & la codification, tandis que 
George Jack a kt6 n o m e  directeur 
gCnM adjoint & la Direcrion de 
1'adminisEration en remplacement de 
Dave Sinden. Ce dernier a accept6 le 
paste d'adjoint Special au directeur 
gknesal& 1'Agence internationale de 
l'hrgie atomique, A 
Cait Maloney a remphd G. Jack au 
postededirecteur&laDivisiondes 
dkb t s  et des inciade~lces, tandis que 
Ross Brown m u l e  maintenant les 
fonctim de diredew & la Division 
des mt16Ies et du labaratoire et & 
directeur & la Division des radio- 
isotopes et des transports. 

Paul Conlon a k e  mmmC chef de 
la Section & la planification et & la 
coordination. Enfin, la CCEA a 
accueilli deux nouveaux avocats au sein 
du Service juridique, Audrey Nowack et 
Pierre Legault. 
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Pour evaluer les aspects scientifiques et 
ethiques de la recherche sur les humains 

Le Groupe des conseillers 
mtklicaux (GCM) de la Commission 
de contr61e de l'energie atomique a 
publiC un document intitulC Lignes 
directrices concernant la recherche 
mede sur des sujets humains h hide  
de radionucU&s. 

Ces lignes directrices traitent &s 
aspects scientifiques et ethiques du 
processus d'examen interne des 
centres de recherche. Un tel processus 
doit &re mis en place lorsque des 
chercheurs veulent utiliser des 
substances radioactives ou des 
rayonnements sur des humains dans le 
cadre d'ktudes qui ne servent pas B 
diagnostiquer ni B traiter un Ctat ou 
une maladie de ces memes personnes. 

A l'heure actuelle, la plupart &s 
Ctablissements comptent &jB un 

comic d'examen scientifique et 
Cthique chargt d'examiner et de 
contr6ler les etudes sur les humains. 
Les lignes directrices du GCM visent 
B aider ces comitbs B Cvaluer les 
aspects radiologiques des Ctudes. 

La CCEA entend exiger que les 
demandem & permis & radio- 
isotopes pour l'activite autori* 875 
- &tudes sur les hwnainsn 
Ctablissent un processus d'examen 
interne qui respecte ces lignes 
directrices. 

I1 importe de noter que le titulaire 
de permis est seul responsable 
d'effectuer l'examen inteme, d'obtenir 
un consenternent &lair6 des 
volontaires et d'assurer le suivi & 
chacune des propositions & 
recherche. La formation du Cornit6 

d'examen scientifique et Cthique est au 
mur  de cette responsabilitk. En plus 
& veiller au respect du RPglement 
sur le contr6le de l'knergie atomique, 
la CCEA doit s'assurer que le titulaire 
& pennis s'acquitte bien de ces 
obligations. 

Outre les conditions usuelles de 
permis & radio-isotopes pour les 
etudes & labratoire, des conditions 
supplCmentaires pennettront de 
s'assurer du respect des exigences des 
lignes directrices. 

On peut obtenir des exemplaires 
& ce document (INFO-0491) du 
Bureau d'hformation publique & la 
CCEA. Veuillez cammuniquer vos 
observations ou vos prthxupations 
sur cette question B la CCEA, au plus 
tard le 3 1 aoiit 1994. 

-- 

Les cofits du declassement des mines 
d'uranium seront a la charge de I'industrie 

La CCEA a entrepris depuis 
quelque temps la dvkion du 
RPglement sur les mines d'urcuuCUUum et 
de thorium (voir le nmCm d'automne 
1993 du Reporter). L'objectif des 
modifications : faire en sorte que les 
mfits & dklassement des mines 
d'uranium soient absorb& par 
1' industrie et non par le gouvemement. 

Le Rhglement modifiC obligera les 
propri6taires, les exploitants ou ceux qui 
proposent des installations de mine 
d'uranium B fournir, B la satisfaction de 
la CCEA, des assurances que des fonds 
suflisants ont 6t.6 @vus pour le 
d6classement de leurs installations dans 
l ' i n e t  de la sane, de la dcurit.6 et de 
l'environnement. De plus, le mglement 
autorisera la CCEA B prendre une 
ordonnance ou B modifier un permis 
pour forcer les responsables it 
s'acquitter be leurs obligations. 

Comme le mentionne Bill 
Whitehead de la Division des 
installations d'uranium & la CCEA, d e  
Rkglement modifit5 ne p&mise pas de 
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m h n i i e s  particulim. Les 
promoteurs et les titulaires de permis 
wont libres de soumettre ii l'examen 
dglementaire les solutim qu'ils 
privilegient pour le declassement et les 
assuranceshciW 
mesp0ndantes.n 

<<Le mglement complCtera la 
politique & la CCEA sur le 
declassement d'instaUations nucltkbes 
ConfonnCment au texte & 
dglementation R-90, intitul6 
Dtclassement des installatiom 
nucMaires>~, a-t-il ajoutk. 

Le Rhglement &Mait &re d'un 
inter& particulier pour l'industxie, les 
organismes gouveanementaux, les 
groupes qui s'opposent au nucleaife et B 
l'exploitation &s mines d'uranium, 
ainsi qu'au public des provinces et &s 
dgions oil l'on trouve des mines 
d'uranium abandonnh ou en 
exploitation et oh on envisage d'Ctablir 
de telles mines. 

Le public du nord de la 
Saskatchewan et d'Elliott Lake, en 

Ontario, continue d' exprimer des 
inquietudes quant aux r@ercussions que 
peuvent avoir des installatioas & mine 
d'uranium qui ont etb ou peuvent avoir 
Cte mal declassees. De telles 
p&xcupations ont 6t6 po& 
nkmment B l'attention des 
cummissions ftdhles d'examen et 
d'Cvaluation environnementale chargb 
d'6tudia les propositions & 
d6veloppement & nevelles mines 
d'uraniwn dans le nord & la 
Saskatchewan et lors des prernih 
Ctapes & 1'Cvaluation environnementale 
des propositions & dtklassement des 
mines d9ElIiott Lake. Les rapports des 
commissions d'examen qui ont aeud 
en Saskatchewan rec~mmandaient 
d'exiger des garanties financi- pour 
les activit.6~ & dtklassement unnme 
condition pnhlable au developpement 
& nouvelles mines. 

Le texte des modifhtions au 
Rkglement &wait &xe publit5 dam la 
partie I & la Gazette du Canada d'ici 
septembre 1994. 



Sondage national de sensibilisation publique 

Cinq ans plus tard, les resultats 
sont similaires 

Au printemps demier, la CCEA 
reprenait le sondage national & 
sensibilisation publique men6 en 1988. 

En general, la connaissance qu'ont 
les Canadiens de la CCEA n'a pas 
beaucoup change et les questions de 
reglementation qui les pn5occupent sont 
a peu p& les mgmes. N h o i n s ,  les 
r6sultats montrent que l'attitude des 
Canadiens est plus positive vis-his la 
CCEA qu'il y a cinq am. 

Selon ce sondage, un peu plus du 
tiers des repondants avaient entendu 
parler de la CCEA, mais une large 
majorit6 n'en connaissent que peu de 
choses ou meme rien. Ces deux 
observations se dCgageaient Cgalement 
du sondage de 1988. Si les r6pondants 
de I'Ontario et des provinces de 
I'Ouest sont les plus sensibilises 2 
l'existence de la CCEA, seuls ceux de 
la Saskatchewan (51 %) ont r6pondu 
majoritairement avoir d6j8 en tendu 
parler de l'organisme. 

Cornme ce fut le cas il y a cinq 
ans, les k h e s  les plus importantes 
attribuees A la CCEA sont : 

assurer le stockage siir des &he& 
nucleaires; 
assurer l'application des normes 
de sant6, de &curit6 et de siiret6 
impostks l'industrie nucleaire 
afin de proteger le public; 
etablir une rCglementation pour la 
manutention et l'ex@dition de 
mati8res nuclbaires. 

On note une faible diminution de 
la proportion de repondants qui se 
disent prbccup6s par le stockage des 
dechets nucl6aires, en baisse de 5 % 
par rapport 'o 1988, pour atteindre 
50 % aujourd'hui. 

Selon le sondage, le public est 
moins interesSe 'o ce que la CCEA le 
consulte avant qu'elle ne d6livre de 
permis aux grandes installations 
n u c l ~ s .  Et il est moins int&e& 
participer l'etablissement de n m e s  
de santk et de siht6. 

Meme si les rhultats du sondage 
n'ont pas beaucoup varies par rapport 

a 1988, on note tout de msme certains 
6carts importants. 

Si le niveau & sensibilisation du 
public a l'endroit & la CCEA est 
demeure le meme (un changement 
negligeable de 35 % 36 %), il est 
pass6 de 40 % 'o 29 % dans le cas 
d' hergie atomique du Canada limit& 
(EACL). Toutefois, un plus grand 
nombre de personnes qu'avant sont 
capables de dire qu'EACL est une 
societe d ' l h  (Le sondage 
comprenait des questions sur EACL 
a h  d'etablir si le public pouvait faire 
la distinction entre EACL et CCEA.) 

Quelque 79 % de Canadiens, 
en hausse de 17 % par rapport au 
sondage de 1988, sont incapables de 
designer des aspects importants du 
contrale de l'industrie nucl6aire oil la 
CCEA devrait faire un meilleur travail. 
C'est l'information publique qui vient 
en tgte de la courte liste de telles 
consid~rations, bien que le nombre 
de repondants a exprimer ce choix ait 
diminue & prh de la moitie par 
rapport 'o 1988. 

I1 est dficile de saisir l'int&& 
apparent pour une meilleure 
information, car seulement 10 % des 
rQondants, comparativement a21 % 
il y a cinq am, ont juge important que 
la CCEA infonne le public sur des 
questions de s h t e  nuclbaire et de 
radioprotection. De plus, moins de 
r6pondants (40 % comparativement 
50 % en 1988) ont dit ne ajamais avoir 
entendu parlem de la CCEA. 

Voici comment r a i t  Hugh 
Spence, chef du Bureau d'information 
publique, aux dsultats touchant les 
communications de la CCEA : dkpuis 
1988, nos efforts d'infonnation ont 
park!! surtout sur les collectivith sib& 
h proximitk des installations nucl&es. 
Le sondage national & 1994 ne semble 
pas influend par le caracb Ms local 
de ces activites, bien qu'il semble y 
avoir certaines retombees. Nous 
analyserons attentivement les Qnn& 
demographiques dgionales afin & 
mieux planifier nos projets futurs.~ 

Le sondage a permis d' interroger 
2020 personnes diitement 'o leur 
domicile. La marge d'erreur pour un 
echantillon statistique de cette taille 
est de plus ou moins 2,2 %, 19 fois 
sur 20, mais elle augmente dans le cas 
d'un khantillon modifie comme celui 
qui a 6t6 utili& et pour les sous- 
groupes dgionaux et d6mographiques. 

Les &ultats complets du sondage 
seront publi6s bientiit. 

Demandes 
de permis 

La CCEA examinera, au 
cours &s mois qui viennent, les 
demandes & renouvellement de 
permis des installations qui 
suivent. La date d'expiration du 
pennis actuel est indiquk. 

R6acteurs nuclthires 
Centrale nuckaire Point Lepreau 

Socibt.6 d'hergie du 
Nouveau-Brunswick 
3 1 octobre 1994 

Centrale nucldaire Gentilly 2 
H ydro-Quebec 
3 1 octobre 1994 

Centrale nucldaire Darlington 
Ontario Hydro 
15 novembre 1994 

Centrale nucldaire Pickering A 
Ontario Hydro 
3 1 decembre 1994 

Centrale nucldaire Pickering B 
Ontario Hydro 
31 d&embre 1994 

AccOl6rateur de particules 
Manitoba Cancer Treatment 
and Research Foundation 

Winnipeg (Manitoba) 
3 1 dhmbre 1994 
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Les nouvelles exigences pour les services 
de dosimetrie sont mises a I'essai 

L'une des responsabilith & tout 
titulaire de permis & la CCEA est 
d'etablir un programme pour 
&termher ou estimer les doses de 
rayonnements ionisants ou les 
radioexpositions des travaillem. 
Comme les titulaim de permis doivent 
montrer qu'ils observent les limites 
rt5glementaires & dose ou 
d'exposition, il est indispensable que 
les m~thodes de mesure utilisees 
donnent des &ultats dont l'exactitude 
est acceptable aux yeux de la CCEA et 
qui soient compambles d'un titulaire 
de pennis B 1' autre. 

Danslecasdesdosesde 
rayonnements provenant de sources 
externes (hm de l'organisme), on 
utilise ordinairement un dosim&tre 
individuel, tandis que, dans le cas des 
doses de rayonnements provenant de 
sources internes (dans l'organisme), 
on a m u r s  g6nQalement B une forme 
quelconque & biodosage ou & contr6le 
in vivo. Dans certains cas, particulib 
rement dans des produits de filiation du 
radon et du tharon, ainsi que des 
poussi&res radioactives B longue 
p&iode, on estime l'incarpc#ation par 
des techniques de contr61e de l' air et 
on d&ve la dose ou l'exposition B partir 

Nouvelles 
publications 

Sont maintenant disponibles : 

Catalogue despublicdons 1994, 

Rapport annuel 1993-1 994. 

On peut en obtenir des 
exemplaires sans W s  en ecrivant 
au Bureau d'infonnation 
publique, C.l? 1046, Ottawa 
(Ontario) KIP 5S9, ou en 
composant le (61 3) 995-5894 ou 
le 1-800668-5284, ou par 
tklhpieur au (613) 992-2915. 

Les titulaires & pennis doivent 
determiner les doses attribuables B des 
rayonnements ionisants pour tous leurs 
employ& qui risquent de recevoir bes 
doses annuelles d6passant de 10 pour 
lo0 la limite dglementaire etablie pour 
les tramillem sous rayonnements. 
Pour ce faire, ils peuvent se doter d'un 
service de hsimetrie interne ou 
recourir B un service exteme. 

Par le pas&, les agents de la 
CCEA examinaient attentivement les 
propositions de services & QsimW; 
les autorisations etaient accordees cas 
par cas. Dans le cas & la dositn&ie 
externe, seuls quelques organismes ont 
opt& pour l'exploiWon de leur propre 
service interne, la plupart ayant recwrs 
au S e ~ c e  de dosimetrie national 
(SDN) de Sane Canada. La plupart 
des titulaites de pennis qui ont besoin 
d'un service interne et qui doivent 
contr61er l'exposition aux produits & 
filiation du radon et du thoron et aux 
poussi&res radioactives B longue 
pMo& ont ass& leur propre service 
de dosim6trie. 

Lorsque le gouvemement federal 
a &id& il y a deux ans, de privatiser 
le SDN, cela a eu d'importantes 
r6percussions pour la CCEA. Plusieurs 
titulaires de permis avaient recours B 
ce service et certains se plaignaient de 
la qualie du service offert. 

Ne sachant pas ce qu'il 
adviendrait du SDN et press% par les 
besoins de services de mtrile & ses 
titulaires de pennis, la CCEA a 
Clam un programme d'approbation 
pour les services de dosimetrie 
intkr&s B offrir leurs services aux 
titulaires de permis de la CCEA. Le 
programme est maintenant en place. 

Pour approuver les services de 
dosim&rie, la CCEA se fon& sur un 
document en preparation depuis 
plusieurs am&. Le document de 
consultation C- 106 (R6vision I), 
intitule N o m s  techniques et 
d'assurance de la qualit4 des services 
de dosimtstrie a titi5 publie en mars 
1994. Il renfenne les x~)nnes que 

doivent respecter tous les services de 
dosim6trie utili& B tim officiel par 
les titulaires de pennis. 

Les types de dosimCtrie M t s  
dans le document C-106 Wv. 1) 
s'appliquent non seulement aux doses 
au corps entier provenant & sources 
Mta et gamma extemes, mais 
comprennent aussi la dosimetrie 
interne et les services de dosimtitrie 
pour les produits & filiation du radon 
et du thoron et les poussihs 
radioactives B longue p&io&. 

Meme si le document en est 
toujours au stade de la consultation, 
il sera n6anmoins u W  pendant une 
p6riode d'essai. Les obsemations 
seront recueillies jusqu'au 21 mars 
1995, aprb quoi le document sera 
revis6 et publie comme texte de 
dglementation. Des documents 
similaires pour d'autres types de 
dosirdtrie comme les extr6mit6s 
(mains et pieds) et les neutrons sont 
en pdparation. 

Des exemplaires du doamat 
C-106 (Rev. 1) ont 6te envoy& a tous 
les arganismes c4xmm%m qui ont 
man&& le desir d'ofltiir des services 
dedos'itrieauxtitulaires&permis 
de la CCEA, ainsi qu'h t ~ l s  les titulaires 
de pennis qui assurent leurs prolpres 
services & doshn6trie. La CCEA tient 
lestituh%&permisetlesautori& 
provinc'lales au courant & tout nouveau 
d6veloppement sur la question. 

Les services de dosim&ie 
couramrnent utilih aux fins 
officielles de la CCEA, par exemple le 
SDN et les services internes exploit.& 
par des titulaires de pennis, devront 
aussi se conformer awc dispositions du 
document C-106 (Rev. 1). Mce B ce 
progmmme, tous les organismes dont 
le personnel doit faire l'objet d'un 
contr6ie seront tenus d'utiliser un 
service approuve par la CCEA atin 
d'obtenir un permis ou pour maintenir 
un pennis existant. 
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Securite des patients en radiothdrapie 

La CCEA s'interroae sur le besoin de realementation 
La CCEA demande aux parties 

indreSSeeS de lui faire part de 
commentaires, de renseignements, de 
dferences et de recommandations sur 
la n&esit6 de dglementer la s6curid 
des patients en radioth-ie. 

Toute dglementation 
s'appliquerait B la telethtkapie 
pratiquk B l'aide d'appareils au cobalt 
ou d'&l&atem d'electrons de 
haute et de faible thergie et B la 
curieth&apie B chargement differ6 
manuel ou t61&omman&. Elle 
couvrirait la radiothempie et 
comprendrait les qualifications des 
utiliiateurs autoriseS et des agents de 
radioprotection, la maintenance, la 
dparation et lTCtalonnage des 
appareils. On y trouverait aussi des 
critres pour l'administration &s 
traitements et des activids d'assurance 
de la qualid pour v4ifier l'identid des 
patients, Sendroit oil le traitement doit 
Ctre dond et la dose prescrite. Pour le 
moment, on ne tiendra pas compte &s 
applications diagnostiques ni 
thQapeutiques des radio-isotopes. 

La CCEA & h e  des 
autorisations de construire et des 
permis d'exploitation aux centres de 
canctkotherapie et aux h6pitaux 
canadiens pour 1' utilisation 
d'ibccelerateurs de particules de haute 
energie et alivre des permis de radio- 
isotopes pour les traitements au cobalt 
et la curietherapie. Les demandem 
doivent repondent aux exigences &s 
guides de demande de permis et aux 
normes internationales approprih. 

Actuellement, les limites de doses 
de rayonnement pfevues dans le 
R2glernent sur le contrdle a2 
1 'hergie atomique ne s'appliquent pas 
aux doses administrh par un 
m w i n  praticien qualifie dam le 
cadre d'un diagnostic ou d'un 
traitement. C'est pourquoi la CCEA 
ne tient compte habituellement que de 
la s6curit.6 des travailleurs et du public 
(autre que des patients) dans la 
delivrance des permis et lors de 
1' inspection de ces installations. 

En 1985, au Canada, un patient a 
subi des blessures lors d'un traitement 
par un aca516rateur medical de haute 
energie. Aux hts-unis, un appareil 
similaire a cau& la mort de &ux 
patients. En 1990,14 patients sont 
cl&&Es des suites d'une surexposition 
lors d'un traitement par ac&lerateur 
lin6aire, en Espagne. Par con&quent, 
plusieurs pays ont adopt6 une 
dglementation pour assurer la &curid 
des patients sournis B la radiothhpie. 

Rbmment, les agents & la 
CCEA ont pr@d B Sintention &s 
commissaires des rapports comparant 
la reglementation canadienne sur les 
acdlefateurs mMcaux B celle 
d'autres pays et examinant l'assurance 
de la qualid et la &curid des patients. 
On a constate qu'au-delh de la 
conception des appareils, aucun 
contrele dglementaire ne s'appliquait 
B la radioththpie ni B l'assurance 
de la qualid. 

La CCEA pourrait &borer un 
plan d'action en collaboration avec 
d'autres organismes f&k5raux et 
provinciaux. II lui faut cependant 
davantage d'infannation. Tout plan ou 
projet de dglementation reconnditrait 
que la radiotberapie est un traitement 
essentiel pour sauver des vies. II 
tiendfait compte du point de vue et des 
observations des personnes pouvant 
etre touch& par ces mesures et des 
r6sultats d'analyse des risques pour 
les patients. 

Les organismes re@sentant les 
personnes engagh dans la planilication 
etlapmtation&soinsderadi~ie, 
les titulaires de permis et les autres 
parties intkressh sont pri& & 
soumettre leur point & vue SIX la 
s6curit6 des patients en radiWapie. 
La CCEA s'indresse particuli&rement 
B tout renseignement sur les crit&res 
pour 1' administration de traitements, 
sur la fdquence et la gravid des 
accidents et sur la &laration, 
Sinscription et l'analyse de ces accidents. 

Plusieurs 6tablissements disposent 
de programmes d'assurance & la 
qualid. Mais ces programmes ne sont 
pas uniformes, et leurs crit&res de mise 
en aeuvre varient. La CCEA sollicite 
aussi des cummentaires sur l'efficacid 
de l'assurance de la qualite par rapport 
B la dglementation ainsi que sur les 
dpercussions d' une dglernentation. 
Les observations &rites devraient Ctre 
soumises B l'adresse suivante, d'ici 
le 30 septembre 1994 : 

M. R. lrwin 
Division des radio-isotopes et 
des transports 

Commission de contr6le 
de l'energie atomique 

C.P. 1046 
Ottawa (Ontario) KIP 5S9 
Les renseignements rwus 

serviront B orienter la discussion avec 
les titulaifes de permis, les organismes 
f&&aux et provinciaux et d'autres 
groups int&es&. 
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Un ancien president de la CCEA est honore 
M. Donald G. Hurst a rep le Nations Unies, du lancement du il a ett5 directeur de la Division de 

Tommy Thompson Award WrnC par programme de recherche thematique l'entxgie et des nkcteurs nuclMres de 
la Division de la s&t& des rthcteurs 
nucl&ires de la American Nuclear 
Society (ANS). La remise du prix a eu 
lieu en juin B l'occasion du banquet 
national de 1' ANS, B New Orleans, en 
Louisiane. 

Au cours de son mandat B la 
direction de la CCEA, de 1970 B 1974, 
M. Hurst a 6t.6 tkmoin de la mise en 
auvre du Trait4 sur la non- 
prolij&ation des arms nucl4aires des 

B la CCEA et de la r6vision du 
R2glement sur le contrdle cle 
l'bnergie atomique. 

Avant sa venue B la CCEA, 
M. Hurst a travaille au Conseil 
national de recherches du Canada et 
a et& directeur de la Division de la 
recherche et du developpement des 
rbcteurs et directew & la Recherche 
appliquk et du &veloppement aux 
Laboratoires de Chalk River. En outre, 

1'Agence intemationale & l'energie 
atomique, B Vienne, de 1965 B 1967. 

Ce pix, qui honore la &moire 
du professeur T.J. Thompson, un 
pionnier de la siiretk nuckhire, est le 
plus prestigieux offert par SANS dam 
le domaine de la s&t& des r6acteurs 
n u c l ~ s .  Il a etk dtkern6 pour la 
premibe fois en 1980 et les 
r&ipiendaires repr6sentent la *fine 
flew internationale dans ce domaine. 

Recentes decisions 
La CCEA a mi36 les Msions 

suivantes B ses dunions ordinaires 
au cows du dernier trimatre. Le 
public peut consulter les documents 
qui se rapportent au r6gime de 
pennis B 1' administration centrale 
de la CCEA, B Ottawa. 

Centrale nucl6aire 
Le permis d'exploitation & 

la centrale nucleaire Bruce A B 
quatre tranches d' Ontario Hydro 
a et.6 renouvele pour une mode  
de deux ans jusqu'au 30 juin 19%. 
Toutefois, le pennis exige que la 
tranche 2 soit p l a k  en etat d ' d t  
garanti en septembre 1995. 

RBacteurs de recherche 
Les permis d'exploitation de 

rt5acteurs de recherche 
SLOWPOKE-2 de I' universitk 
Dalhousie, B Halifax, de lTuniversit& 
de Toronto, du Royal Military 
College, B Kingston, et de l'&ole 
polytechnique, B MontrM, ont ete 
renouvel6s jusqu'au 30 juin 1997. 

Installations de gestion des 
dechets 

La CCEA a renouvele le permis 
d' Ontario Hydro l'autorisant B 
exploiter 1' installation de ges tion 

de mhets de l'aire de stockage no 2 
du complexe nucleaire de Bruce, 
jusqu'au 31 mai 19%. 

Le pennis d'exploitation de 
l'installation de gestion de Whets 
Douglas Point d'EACL a &5 e l i d  
pour une p6riode indetermin&. 
L' installation comprend la centrale 
nucl&ire Douglas Point, 
partiellement &lass&. 

Acc616rateut-s 
La CCEA a & l i d  au Ontario 

Cancer InstitutePrincess Margaret 
Hospital, de Toronto, un permis 
pour l'exploitation d' un &l6rateur 
de particules pour une p6riode 
pknant fin le 1" mai 1998. 

De plus, la CCEA a autorise le 
Centre hospitalier universitaire de 
Sherbrooke, au Quebec, B constmire 
un a&lbtew de particules. 
L'autorisation est valable jusqu'au 
31 mai 1998. 

Mines d'uranium 
La CCEA a accept& la 

recommandation de ses agents de 
rhxper le permis d'exploitation 
d'une installation de mine 
d'uranium delivat! Cattadian 
Western Mining Corporation et 
auto& le titulaire de pennis B 

abandonner ses installations 
minikres de Kitts-Michelin, au 
Labrador. 

La CCEA a approuve une 
modification au permis 
d'exploitation de l'installation 
miniere & Cogema Resources Inc. 
l'autorisant a exploiter l'extlension 
de la mine Dominique-Janine, B 
Cluff Lake, dam le nord de la 
Saskatchewan. Le permis courant 
expire le 3 1 mars 1996. 

Le pennis d'exploitation & 
l'installation minibre Rabbit Lake 
de Cameco Corporation, en 
Saskatchewan, a 6te renouveK 
jusqu'au 31 octobre 19%. Le permis 
autorise l'exploitation mini& 
complete du gisement souterrain 
Eagle Point, sous &serve & 
certaines conditions. 

Enfin, la construction de 
l'installation mini& McClean Lake 
de Minatco Ltd., en Saskatchewan, a 
et.6 autorisee. Le pennis vise les 
installations de soutien de surface 
pr6paratoifes a l'exploitation de 
qua@ pits a ciel ouvert, d' une 
mine souterraine, d'une usine de 
concentration et d'un systi?me de 
gestion de Whets. 
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