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In recent years, society has become increasingly concerned about protecting the
environment. In many ways this has been good for the nuclear industry because, as we all
know, the use of nuclear power offers a number of environmental benefits for society,
when compared to other sources that are readily available for the generation of electricity.

Society's increased concern with environmental matters has lead to the development of the
environmental assessment process. This process is designed to allow the advantages and
disadvantages of proposed projects to be evaluated and then compared to determine if, by
allowing the project to proceed, society will receive a net benefit.

The Saskatchewan uranium mining industry has had considerable experience with the
environmental assessment process, particularly recently when a number of proposed projects
have been subject to panel reviews. This experience has identified a number of concerns
with the assessment process as it is currently practiced. In the future, it is to be expected
that a large number of government decisions, including those relating to approval of nuclear
facilities, will be subject to panel hearings. By articulating the concerns that have been
identified during our experience, it is to be hoped that they will be addressed by those
responsible for the process.

As most of you will be aware, the federal government is currently developing a new
environmental assessment process. It is our hope that the new process will be designed to
ectify many of the problems that exist with the current process.r

The uranium mining industry has recognised that there is a need for the evaluation of its
projects and acknowledges that, in theory at least, the environmental assessment process is
a reasonable approach to performing such evaluations. It follows, therefore, that the
uranium mining companies support the concept of environmental assessment. It is to be
hoped that other sectors of the nuclear industry will share the position that we have taken.

However, concept and practice are not always the same, and it must be said that the
uranium mining industry has some serious reservations about the way in which the
environmental assessment process is currently working.

Uranium mining is subject to regulation by both the federal and provincial governments;
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a situation that the industry has found to be entirely unsatisfactory, and something that we
hope will not be continued indefinitely. However, the reality of the current situation is that
proposed uranium mining operations can be subject to environmental assessment by two
levels of government. Fortunately, the Saskatchewan and the federal governments have been
able to operate a joint assessment process for a number of proposed uranium mining
operations that were recently reviewed and are currently under review.

I shall limit my remarks today to matters that are relevant to the federal assessment
process, since this is the process that is of general concern to the nuclear industry. The
criticisms that I make are intended to be constructive.

Process

As a result of decisions of the Federal Court of Appeal regarding the Rafferty Dam in
Saskatchewan and the Oldman River Dam in Alberta, the 1984 Environmental Assessment
and Review Guidelines Order has been interpreted as requiring that essentially every
government decision be subject to the environmental assessment process.

As some of you will be aware, the assessment process allows for the creation of an
exclusion list, i.e. a list of those decisions that are deemed not to have any environmental
impact. The rumour is that at least one government department decided that this meant they
had to make a list of all decisions that could be made by department staff without having
to initiate an environmental impact assessment. An item that was included on the list was
trips to the washroom. This was rather unfortunate from industry's point of view, because
I am sure that, had such decisions been subject to detailed review, we would, today, have
an environmental assessment system that would reach decisions much more quickly!

Among other things, the Environmental Assessment and Review Guidelines Order specifies
that assessment must be carried out on any project where a federal board or agency has
a regulatory approval function. One consequence of this has been a sudden interest in
mining projects in the middle of the Prairies by the Department of Fisheries and Oceans!

Each time the federal government has to make a decision relating to a project, there can
be an environmental assessment. Clearly such a situation is tailor-made for those who
oppose development in general, and the nuclear industry in particular. The more times that
a project has to be reviewed, the more chances there are that a project will be stopped.

Industry opponents have been quick to take advantage of the situation. This was well
illustrated during the first round of hearings conducted by the Joint Federal/Provincial Panel
on Uranium Mining Developments in Northern Saskatchewan. These hearings, which were
only intended to assist the panel in developing guidelines for what should be included in
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the environmental impact statements for the Cigar Lake and McArthur River Projects, ended
up as a forum for attacks on the whole nuclear industry and pleas for the industry to be
charged with solving all the social problems of the province.

The environmental assessment process has developed into a major burden for Canadian
industry. Something of which our competitors are well aware. At the risk of boring those
of you who have heard the story before, I must tell you about a set of cuff links that I
own. While attending the Uranium Institute's annual symposium in London two years ago,
I was given a set of cuff links by an Australian. He gave them to me in recognition of
the fact that, in his opinion, the Canadian environmental assessment process is the best
thing that ever happened to the Australian uranium industry!

Canada's strength is its resources, and the more difficult it is for us to utilize those
resources the weaker the country becomes.

Problems

There are a number of problems with the current environmental assessment process, at least
from an industry point of view. Here are some suggestions for changes to the process that
will address the major problems that have been encountered by the uranium mining
industry:

(1) The environmental assessment process for individual projects should be separated from
policy issues. One way in which this could be done would be to have generic assessments
in which the principle behind certain types of projects could be reviewed. Then it would
be possible to limit the review of a specific project to the technical aspects of that project.

(2) There should be full-time staff from which panel members are drawn. This might be
seen as weakening the assessment process, since one of its current strengths is that the
panel members are drawn from a broad cross section of society. However, if taken in
conjunction with the previous suggestion, full time staff could be used for the review of
specific projects, while policy issues would still be reviewed by panels drawn from outside
the review process.

The use of full time staff on review panels would help to ensure that the public hearings
focus on the panel's mandate.

(3) There needs to be better referral criteria to determine which projects require full scale
assessments, including public hearings. With every decision of a federal government agency
potentially subject to the assessment process, the system must be such that projects are not
subjected to repeated public review. Once a decision is made to allow a project to proceed,
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the numerous approvals required for the various stages of the project should be exempted
from the assessment process.

(4) Either the government or project opponents should participate in the assessment process,
but not both. Currently, the process favours project opponents. There are four participants
in the assessment process: the panel, the proponent, the government, and the opponents.
The opponents are a particular segment of the public, and the public interest is represented
by the government. As a result, opponents get two inputs to the process - this seems to
bias things in their favour. A proponent should be subject to only one challenge from the
"public interest."

(5) An effort needs to be made to reduce the financial burden that the assessment process
places on proponents. While the uranium mining industry views the not insignificant cost
of assembling information for the review process as a legitimate cost of doing business, the
validity of other costs, such as intervenor funding and fees charged by regulatory agencies
when they act as consultants to a panel, represent an unreasonable burden for industry.

It should be noted that it is not only industry that must bear the cost of the assessment
process. There is a public cost too. I would expect that the public is prepared to give
financial support to the work of assessment panels, but is it willing to spend money on
dealing with the same issues time and time again?

(6) Intervenor funding should be controlled. If project opponents are to participate in the
assessment process and receive funding to facilitate their participation, then there needs to
be assurances that the funding is directed at a critical review of the project. During the
recent review of a uranium mining project, a well know industry opponent admitted that
he had spent all of the funding that he had received on investigating the connection
between uranium mining and nuclear weapons. This subject was outside of the panel's
mandate and the intervenors submission was rejected by the panel chair. As far as I am
aware, no attempt was made to recover the money from the individual in question, nor was
any action taken against him for misuse of the funds.

In connection with this, I would note that there seems to be little critical evaluation made
of the submissions of intervenors. They are certainly not subject to the same sort of
evaluation that is applied to the proponents' submissions. Nor are the credentials of
intervenors assessed.

(7) A definite time frame should be established for the assessment process. Currently it is
of indeterminant length. This creates an uncertainty over and above the uncertainty
associated with the possibility of the project not being approved. When submitting a project
for review a proponent should have some understanding of the time that the review will
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take. Such an approach is essential if society wants to encourage development. After all,
development is progress, and I have not seen any signs that society as a whole is prepared
to stop progressing!

I do not think it was ever intended that the assessment process should stand in the way
of development or that it should be a tool for industry opponents. As I said at the
beginning, the intention behind the assessment process is a reasonable one: society needs
to know that its resources are being used legitimately.

One reason for slowness of the review process is the problem of finding qualified persons
to sit on the panels. This would be cured by having panels composed of full-time staff,
as previously suggested.

Summary

In summary, the uranium mining industry supports the concept of environmental assessment
as a reasonable way of ensuring that the proposed activities results in a net benefit for
society. However, the current environmental assessment process has a number of problems
that the industry feels should be addressed.

The revision of the federal assessment process that is currently underway provides an
excellent opportunity for the problems to be rectified. We hope that the difficulties that
have been experienced in the review of proposed uranium mining projects for northern
Saskatchewan will serve as an indication to the government of what needs to be changed.

The environmental assessment process does not need to be a hurdle that the industry has
to struggle to get over. There is no good reason why it should not be a smooth path, with
turn-offs for projects that do not measure up to the standards.

File: [SPEECHES) ciu-9406


