The Municipality of

Port Hope€  Administration Department

CONFIDENT TAL “IN CAMERA”

July 12, 2005 .
g e Mayor and Members of Cqun.cil .
From: M. Eostetter, CAO :
Re: SEU Review Process

Further to our “in camera” discussions on July 5, 2005 and as
instructed, I have requested Jacques Whitford to provide summary
comments and recommendations for Council’s consideration.

In this regard, I am pleased to attach a copy of the response from
Jacques Whitford dated July 11, 2005. .

Because of the importance and complexity of this issue, I would

recommend that Council receive same as information tonight and then
take the opportunity to consider the letter for discussions “in camera” on

July 19, 2005.

Respe lly submitted.
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; Dear Mike,

JFA_ 2: ?:zﬂ;“ Ee: Disposition of Comments made in Peer Review of EA Study RepurtJ
' on the Cameco SEU Blending Facility

SIS Further to your letter to me, dated June 7, 2005, Jacques Whitford conducted a
review of the “Disposition of Comments from Jacques Whitford on. Cameca's
SEU Blending Proposal Final EA Study Report (Nov., 2004)", and is pleased to
offer the following comments on the document, .

BACKGROUND

In August, 2004, Jacques Whitford issued a Peer Review Report on the Draft
Environmental Assessment Study Report (the EA Study Report). The objectives
of the Peer Review were to determine if the EA Study Report conformed to the
assessment objectives outlined in the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
(CNSC) EA Guidelines and Reasons for Decision (RFD) for the project and
whether the conclusions contained in the EA Study Report are supported by the

data and analysis.

The Peer Review Report concluded that, based on the arguments used in
Section 3.2 of the Reasons for Decision (RFD), prepared by the CNSC fribunal
(i.e., the Commission), the determination of a Screening under Section 15. (1) of
the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA), was appropriate and
referring the project to the Minister for a Panel Review was not warranted at that

time. The Peer Review Report stated that:

"....there is little that would be gained, in terms of the content of the EA
Study Report, by undertaking a Panel Review. However, the Commission
retains the option of referring the Project to the Minister of the
Environment for a Mediation or Panel Review. "
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