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Nuclear Waste Management Organization

The Nuclear Waste Management Organization (NWMO) was established in 2002 by Ontario
Power Generation Inc., Hydro- Québec and New Brunswick Power Corporation in accordance
with the Nuclear Fuel Waste Act (NFWA) to assume responsibility for the long-term
management of Canada’s used nuclear fuel.

NWMO's first mandate was to study options for the long-term management of used nuclear
fuel. On June 14, 2007, the Government of Canada selected the NWMO's recommendation for
Adaptive Phased Management (APM). The NWMO now has the mandate to implement the
Government’s decision.

Technically, Adaptive Phased Management (APM) has as its end-point the isolation and
containment of used nuclear fuel in a deep repository constructed in a suitable rock formation.
Collaboration, continuous learning and adaptability will underpin our implementation of the plan
which will unfold over many decades, subject to extensive oversight and regulatory approvals.

NWMO Social Research

The objective of the social research program is to assist the NWMO, and interested citizens and
organizations, in exploring and understanding the social issues and concerns associated with
the implementation of Adaptive Phased Management. The program is also intended to support
the adoption of appropriate processes and techniques to engage potentially affected citizens in
decision-making.

The social research program is intended to be a support to NWMO's ongoing dialogue and
collaboration activities, including work to engage potentially affected citizens in near term
visioning of the implementation process going forward, long term visioning and the development
of decision-making processes to be used into the future The program includes work to learn
from the experience of others through examination of case studies and conversation with those
involved in similar processes both in Canada and abroad. NWMO'’s social research is expected
to engage a wide variety of specialists and explore a variety of perspectives on key issues of
concern. The nature and conduct of this work is expected to change over time, as best
practices evolve and as interested citizens and organizations identify the issues of most interest
and concern throughout the implementation of Adaptive Phased Management.

Disclaimer:

This report does not necessarily reflect the views or position of the Nuclear Waste Management
Organization, its directors, officers, employees and agents (the “NWMOQ”) and unless otherwise
specifically stated, is made available to the public by the NWMO for information only. The contents of
this report reflect the views of the author(s) who are solely responsible for the text and its conclusions
as well as the accuracy of any data used in its creation. The NWMO does not make any warranty,
express or implied, or assume any legal liability or responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or
usefulness of any information disclosed, or represent that the use of any information would not infringe
privately owned rights. Any reference to a specific commercial product, process or service by trade
name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, does not constitute or imply its endorsement,
recommendation, or preference by NWMO.







k A A ‘

NWMO Citizen Panel Report

Saskatoon, Saskatchewan

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATION
SASKATOON PHASE FOUR CITIZEN PANEL
SEPTEMBER 2008




WHAT ARE CITIZEN PANELS?

Building on previous qualitative research studibe NWMO contracted Navigator to
initiate Citizen Panels in 8 cities across Canddh&. goal of the Citizen Panel project was
to further explore the feelings, attitudes and gptions of Canadians toward the long-
term storage of Canada’s used nuclear fuel.

The Citizen Panel project is markedly differentfirthe qualitative research projects that
have preceded it. The intent of the Citizen Paowh&t used in this project is to allow for
the discussion to be formed and driven by the vieivthe individual Panelists. These
Panelists have had a brief introduction to the NWk@ are aware of rudimentary facts
surrounding Canada’s used nuclear fuel such thatfarmed discussion can occur.

Phase Four of the Citizen Panel project occurreliime 2008.
WHAT IS NAVIGATOR?

Navigator is a research-based public affairs firtmatt works with companies,
organizations and governments involved in the pyidlicy field.

Navigator has grown to become a diverse firm witnsultants from a variety of
backgrounds who have excelled in the fields of palism, public opinion research,
politics, marketing and law.

Our strategic approach can be summed upResearch. Strategy. Results.”
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I. NWMO CITIZEN PANEL BACKGROUND

a. Citizen Panel

The Saskatoon, Saskatchewan Phase Four Citizert Wasénheld on June 3, 2008 at a
neutral third party facility in Saskatoon.

The Panel was held over three hours from 6PM — &Rl 12 Panelists in attendance.
Jaime Watt, a Navigator research professionaldaageDiscussion Leader.

A general outline of discussion objectives, as waslla discussion document intended to
guide the work of the Panel were prepared in advant the Citizen Panel.
Reproductions of the documents shown to the Pamebe found at the end of this report
as appendices.

b. Panelist Profile

In order to ensure that Panelists speak openlyfraetl over the course of this research,
the individual identities of Panelists will remaprotected and not revealed to the
NWMO at any point of the project. Contact with Pigste is managed exclusively by a
dedicated Panel Manager and each Panelist hasgbesm an identifier code to ensure
anonymity in all accessible Panel documents. Adispnal information and contact
reports are stored separately and controlled by #reel Manager.

While verbatim comments are used through this teploe identification will be only by
Panel or by unique Panelist identifier code, bwendy name.

Panelists have agreed to offer additional inforomgtiincluding their gender and one
additional fact about their lives to make the Paapbrting richer for the reader.
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Below are the profiles of the Saskatoon PaneligtBdmelist identifier code:

Panelist: SA-1A

City: Saskatoon
Age: 55-64

Gender: Female
Occupation: Self-employed
theatre designer

Panelist: SA-4A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 35-44

Gender: Male
Occupation: Employed,
engineer

P.

Panelist: SA-5A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 55-64

Gender: Male
Occupation: Employed,
electrician

b‘

Panelist: SA-6A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 35-44

Gender: Male
Occupation: Employed,
information technician

P.

Panelist: SA-7A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 45-54

Gender: Female
Occupation: Employed,
research scientist

b‘

Panelist: SA-8A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 65+

Gender: Male

Occupation: Self-employed
forensic auditor

Panelist: SA-9A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 25-34

Gender: Female
Occupation: Employed,
territory manager

Panelist: SA-10A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 25-34

Gender: Female
Occupation: Self-employed
dance facilitator

b.

Panelist: SA-12A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 25-34

Gender: Female
Occupation: Employed,
teacher

Panelist: SA-13A

City: Saskatoon
Age: 25-34

Gender: Female
Occupation: Student

b.

Panelist: SA-14A

City: Saskatoon

Age: 18-24

Gender: Female
Occupation: Employed,

massage therapy

b‘

Panelist: SA-16A

City: Saskatoon
Age: N/A

Gender: Female
Occupation: N/A
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c. Panel Methodology

These Citizen Panels have been designed, as mucpossble, as collaborative
discussions facilitated by a Discussion Leader.yTée separate and apart from focus
groups in that they empower individual Panelistsaise questions and introduce new
topics. The role of the Discussion Leader, in tloignat, is merely to introduce new
topics of discussion and lead the Panel throughnaber of discussion exercises.

As well, additional measures were incorporated itlis Citizen Panel format to
empower individual Panelists. Each Panelist wasensawdare of their independence and
responsibilities to both contribute to, and ledde tPanel discussion. A transcriber,
traditionally taking contemporaneous notes behind-way glass or in another room,
was, in this case, placed inside the discussiomrdtanelists were empowered to direct
him or her to take special note of elements of Bamel discussion they felt were
important, or ask him or her to recap any part leg tiscussion upon request. A
commitment was made by the Discussion Leader tilenbtes taken would be sent to
Panelists for review, possible revision and appldeagive Panelists faith that they are in
control of the proceedings and ensure their comtiiob is reflected accurately.

Potential Panelists were originally selected througndom digit dialling among a
general population sample in the wide area in wigabh Panel was held. Individuals
called underwent a standard research screeningysimwhich they indicated that they
were interested and able to participate in a dsonsabout a general public policy issue
with no advance notice of the specific topic. Indiuals were screened to include
community-engaged opinion leaders in at least ohethese topics: community,
environment, and/or public/social issues. Thosé plagsed the screening process were
asked to participate in a traditional focus grouptloe perceived trust and credibility of
the NWMO, which allowed an introduction to the t@f used nuclear fuel and topics
such as Adaptive Phased Management. The discussenesneutral in tone and did not
presuppose any outcome on issues such as nuchar generation and siting for used
nuclear fuel.

At the end of this research study, participantsenasked if they would be willing to
continue in discussions on the topic of used nudieal. Those that expressed interest
were placed on a “short list” of potential Panslisbr the four-phased Citizen Panel
project. Research professionals at Navigator suwles#ty used this pool to select
Panelists that would ensure a diversity of agedgeand experience in the Panels. Only
participants who demonstrated both a willingnesd abhility to contribute to group
discussions and complete exercises were includethanpool. The content of each
participant’s contribution in the focus groups wast reviewed by Navigator
professionals. Rather, the only qualifiers wereséhmdividuals who could speak clearly
and were able to grasp concepts introduced to Htearbasic level.

A target Panel population of 18 was determined dach location in the interest of
ensuring the long-term viability of each Panel over course of four discussions.
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Phase One Citizen Panels occurred in late Fall 2ABough successful in terms of the
richness of data collected in all 8 Panel locatiohsvas clear upon completion of the
Panels that it would be necessary to hold Suppleaneitizen Panels in four locations
(Toronto, Montreal, Regina and Sault Ste. Marieg¢ do smaller than expected Panel
populations, as well as a difficulty experienced d$gme Panelists to honour their
commitment to attend, as was confirmed on the dalyeoPanel.

Supplementary Citizen Panels occurred in early @an@008 and consisted of 6 new
recruits, selected by random digit dialling, tolregte the experience by which all other
Panelists had been selected. New recruits wereasesgading package in advance and
then had a one hour “lobby” session immediatelpmto the Supplementary Citizen
Panel. This session replicated a condensed veo$itire Preparatory Phase research and
allowed for any questions Panelists might have &laout the NWMO. Following the
“lobby” session, the Supplementary Citizen Paneitionied, adding Panelists who had
confirmed but, for a myriad of reasons, could nattipipate in the Phase One Citizen
Panels.

Following the completion of the Supplementary @itiZanels, those that demonstrated a
willingness and ability to continue were addedhe pool for Phase Two Citizen Panels.

Phase Two Panels occurred in mid- to late JanZf98. The Panel discussion began
with the Discussion Leader asking Panelists if theg thought any more about the
NWMO since the last Panel, or if they had just gbaek to their daily routines and not
given the organization much additional thought. Diiscussion Leader then distributed a
document for discussion, the Executive SummarpeMNWMO'’s studyChoosing a Way
Forward: The Future Management of Canada’s Used|®arcFuel. The document was
given both individual consideration, as well asladlive consideration. Individually,
Panelists were asked to mark the documents witraneldgreen pens, green indicating
they felt a certain point was helpful to their urelanding and red indicating that they did
not find the point helpful. The intent of the inaiual document review was to serve as a
launching point for further collective consideratiand discussion of the more complex
strategic objectives of the NWMO. The Panel dismussconcluded with Panelists
reviewing the answers provided by the NWMO to thesiions Panelists had posted in
the Parking Lot in Phase One.

Again, Panels were successful in the richnesseotitita gathered. Furthermore, Panelists
have begun to demonstrate a higher degree of ohipers the process with impressive
attendance, commitment to the discussion and, mecoases, engaging in extra work,
such as assembling their thoughts on paper andhgeelt additional information.

Phase Three Panels occurred in late April and @ddy 2008. Unlike previous Panels,
Phase Three Panels were divided into two partssausksion portion and a question and
answer portion with a technical representative ftbeNWMO.

The discussion portion of the Panel began with aeg# discussion on Panelists’
thoughts, if any, on the NWMO since the last Paesision and then turned to the Draft
Implementation Plan that had been distributed toeRsts upon their arrival. Similar to
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Phase Two, the document was not reviewed by P#&nblis, rather, used to inform Panel
discussion on the NWMO's strategic objectives. Ailtgh Panelists were given an
opportunity to comment on all objectives, as wslitlze document as a whole, they were
asked to concentrate specifically on four of theese NWMO strategic objectives:
Building Relationships; Building Knowledge: Techalicand Social Research; Review,
Adjust and Validate Plans; and Collaborative Desagd Initiation of a Siting Process.
These objectives were rated by Panelists in Phase & highly appropriate and
important for the NWMO. For each strategic objegtiPanelists were given a summary
that outlined items the NWMO plans to implementrowe next five years (2008-2012)
and asked for their feedback; specifically whettinmy felt the NWMO was moving in
the right direction with these plans and whethaytfelt that anything important had
been overlooked.

Phase Four of the NWMO Citizen Panels took plackiime 2008. The Panel discussions
primarily gathered input and explored Panelist tieado the design of a process for
selecting a site, and used five questions as adfdion for research:

1. Does the framework of objectives, ethical princgpdend requirements provide a
sound foundation for designing the process forcsielg a site?

2. How can we ensure that the process for selectsitgas fair?
3. From what models and experience should we dravesigding the process?

4. Who should be involved in the process for selectirsgte, and what should be
their role?

5. What information and tools do you think would féeile your participation?

These five questions also served as the organmingiple for the discussion leader’s
guide. A general outline of discussion objectivaesyell as materials intended to guide
the work of the Panel, were prepared in advandbeoCitizen Panel. Reproductions of
discussion materials shown to the Panel can balfatithe end of this report in
Appendices iii, iv, and v.

This Panel Report is, to the best of Navigator'ditas, a faithful rendering of the
discussion held in Saskatoon and stands aloneexoed of the Citizen Panel discussion
on June 3, 2008. A larger Aggregate Report onghése of Panel discussions, including
the Panels in Kingston, Toronto, Sault Ste. Maiearborough, Regina, Saint John, and
Montreal has also been submitted to the NWMO.
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Il. PANELIST DIALOGUE

a. Overview

The Phase Four Citizen Panel discussion of Jun20B8 took place in Saskatoon,
Saskatchewan. Unlike Phase Three of this profantglists were not given any material
to review in advance. Instead, they were askedriss of five discussion questions
throughout their three-hour discussion using tHbeekgrounder’ sheets for reference.
The five questions were listed in Section | of thicument.

The framework of objectives was generally well-reed by Saskatoon Panelists, who
thought that it covered the bases adequately.

Nuclear power generation in Saskatchewan appeezgddntly in the news at the time of
this Panel discussion. When asked during the beginof the discussion whether they
had heard about the NWMO in the news, many Paselistead raised the topic of
nuclear power generation. While some Panelissedaconcerns about nuclear power
and its consequences, this Panelist put them sppetive:

In my little circle, people are aware that [withfanium and that
source of power, if there’s a problem you hear d@hdgut’'s big.

But you don’t hear about all the other sources@ivpr. So if you
hear “nuclear power” versus “no nuclear power,” yhathere’s
problems and risk to nuclear power.

Panelists first discussed how well the NWMOQO's fravoek of objectives addresses the
challenges of siting. During that discussion, Biscussion Leader and one Saskatoon
Panelist engaged in an interesting dialogue akamutdss. The Discussion Leader asked
if the NWMO had outlined a fair process, and thaedbat responded that criticism on the
grounds of fairness is sometimes unavoidable:

[There’s] always going to be someone that says tenen’t fair.

The same Panelist was then asked by the Discussiader if the NWMO was going
about their project in the right fashion. The Rsheesponded positively, noting that a
solid effort was being made:

Yes. They're going about it the right way.

Later in the discussion, another Panelist added theughts about “fairness” as a
concept. They believed that in practice it had esttving to do with telling all sides, both
positive and negative:

| think the definition they provide is quite goddhey don’t just say fairness,
they say what it means. There’s benefit, but tlseedso some risk. They
scientifically explain each.
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When discussing the second question, some SaskR@aglists reverted to some of the
themes raised in previous phases, such as thefsoost “community” they envisioned,
and how long the process should take. This Pdrstlisgggled with what they perceived
to be a disproportionate amount of discussion pent on process as opposed to fixed
timelines, plans, and action:

To me, even on the green one here, it seems nkera Imission
statement. This is what we know what the objectare and
everything. What we need to do is not just whatwast to do
but what we’'ve got to do. We already know the divies but
what are the actions?

Another Panelist, like many other Panelists in otbeations, had difficulty imagining
the site being located in within a “community,” pisy because the word conjures a
mental image of a densely populated place:

People keep talking about communities... | can't iseleeing
placed near a community.

Aside from stumbling blocks like those mentionedovay there was a portion of
discussion in Saskatoon about the positive aspettsan adaptive process for
communities who might agree to host a site. Thay mmave derived that idea from the
NWMQO's principle of Adaptive Phased Management:

Panelist 1: ...People renegotiate treaties becahsg are no longer relevant
so there must be an adaptive clause to compersatiedt.

Panelist 2:  Once again an “adaptive” process.

The Discussion Leader then asked the Panelists sumli a process might work in
practice. One Panelist thought that that a “@uttrshould contain a clause that allows
for periodic renegotiation:

...Renegotiation and re-evaluation every, say, tweasys?

A Panelist then added to that thought, speculatiatj a community may not know the
consequences when they agree to host a reposaodythus should have the ability to
revisit the contract.

During discussion of the third and final backgroendocument and its corresponding
guestion of who should be involved in selectingite, sSaskatoon Panelists spent a
substantial amount of time discussing the rolentdrest groups.

One Panelist asked what sort of role interest ggayght to have, and if their influence
would be balanced:
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What about the interveners. Were they accommoddted®her
words, lobby groups? Where do they fit in? | hdpeythave a
voice. The people that come in from outside a aomity) do they
have a voice? A lobby group from outside the coniiyuso they
have a right to speak up also?

Another Panelist echoed that concern with a mamctdcomment about the influence of
money wielded by some interest groups:

Maybe we should talk about who should not have ®@?sa
...There’s a lot of money and power and undue inflesron a
community in the selection process.

On the whole, Saskatoon Panelists comprised aveagtoup that was very aware of
nuclear power and of provincial issues.
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b. Panel Notes
i. Disclaimer

The attached are contemporaneous notes of theajdPemel discussion, as well as the
discussion on the three backgrounder documentsidad\vby the NWMO. The notes
were taken by a transcriber positioned in the reoth the Panelists. The transcriber was
taking direction from the Citizen Panel on speqgtfa@nts of interest. The following is not
an official transcript, but a best effort to cagtuhe sense of discussion with some

granularity.

The transcriber for this Panel was Lanny Cardowaaigator research professional.

General Discussion:

Discussion Leader

SA-13A:

SA-12A:

SA-5A:

SA-4A:

Discussion Leader

SA-12A:

SA-14A:

SA-16A:

Discussion Leader

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
ORGANIZATION

Anyone see anything in the news about the
NWMO or about any NWMO-related issues?

Lots of people are talking about it becausd
the nuclear reactor in Saskatchewan. People are
nervous about it.

There was some detection of radioactivity.
don’'t know the specifics. Cameco shares going
down apparently.

They had some contamination with Cameco
with some of the lakes up there.

Wasn't that the oil sands?

Did anyone talk to their families about this?

| tried to, no one cared!

| was educating a few of my friends on wher
the plan is to put the waste. None of them
thought that putting it underground was a good
idea. | used to be like that too until these
sessions. More education makes us feel safer
about this.

I've been reading these articles in therSt
Phoenix and they're all so positive. But if you
read the editorials, they’re all negative.

Can you imagine why that might be?
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SA-16A:

SA-9A:

SA-8A:

SA-TA:

Discussion Leader

SA-TA:

SA-8A:

SA-5A:

General agreement

Discussion Leader

SA-5A:

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
ORGANIZATION

| don’t know...They're saying in these arésl
that the public is in favour of power plants

In my little circle, people are aware ofanium
and that source of power. If there’'s a problem
you hear about it, it's big. But you don’t hear
about all the other sources of power. So, if you
hear about nuclear power versus no nuclear
power, yes, there are potential risks with nuclear
power. It's local people who write in to the
editor and are negative about everything.

You raise a good point.

There was real negativity with people Iktd

to. The “Greenpeace mentality” that nuclear
didn't belong in Saskatchewan. But with
advertising and government support, people
now take it as a given, where once there was
though to be too much nuclear in the world.

Are there reasons people might feel that way?

Maybe it's more of a risk-taking generatfoh
don’t know if it's a shift in actual technology.

Its been talked about more by the
Conservatives than the NDP. Political climate
seems to favour nuclear technology.

It's going to be talked about more and mase
the price of oil continues to rise. It's affecting
everything.

Canadians have said that the potential sitédas

be safe and secure, and that the process to select
that site has to be fair. The NWMO also knows
that it has to find a process that Canadians have
confidence in. I'm wondering if you think that
the ethical framework that they've proposed in
these handouts is a good one?

In terms of the community, as soon assémi-
selected, they're going to say what's in it for us?
What are the dangers?
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Discussion Leader

SA-5A:

Discussion Leader

SA-5A:

Discussion Leader

SA-5A:

SA-13A:

Discussion Leader

SA-TA:

SA-9A:

Discussion Leader

SA-9A:

Discussion Leader

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
ORGANIZATION

Do you think this outlines a process that isia fa
one?

| don’t see how they're going to do thisrfi
There’s always going to be someone that says
they weren't fair.

Do you think people are going to see this
framework and say that “this was a fair
process”?

| can see your point.

Do you think they’re on the right track?
Yes. They're going about it the right way.
| think its outlines everything very well.

What will NWMO have to do for you to see that
they have outlined the approach that you have
confidence in?

Something this important should be based on
science. There is a history of picking sites irs thi

province for the wrong reasons, like personal
gains. Economics is important but we need
scientific facts.

| think that when all is said and done,ytrdo
need to be accountable. If Saskatchewan gets it,
| will want to know why. | will want to know
the science behind it.

But we know that this going to be a scientific
process. Everyone has said “safe and secure
trumps everything”. Science is important, but
there are other factors as well.

But | want to know why. | will want to know
what the location got in return; | will want to
know what the deal is. | want to be able to look
that information up on the NWMO'’s website.

Did they miss something in this document?
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SA-9A:

SA-TA:

SA-9A:

SA-5A:

SA-12A:

SA-12A:

SA-5A:

Discussion Leader

SA-TA:

SA-1A:

SA-9A:

Discussion Leader

| think this isn’t a plan, it's the “basigf a plan.
This isn’t a plan but the requirements for a plan.

How are the requirements weighted?
What's the actual plan?

| didn’'t see Saskatchewan mentioned heheyT
mentioned New Brunswick and Ontario in the
first 3 paragraphs. My first gut reaction is “hey,
you guys are getting all the benefits from this”.
It's all being used in those provinces, so why
don’t they deal with it?

| want to know the background for site
selection.

What have they found in other countries?yWh
did they choose those sites there? Were there the
ten best sites and then a bidding war? Do people
want it there?

The government gets involved and tells you
where to put it.

Let's move on to the next sheet. What are your
thoughts?

This is more theory.
It's like doing a lesson plan.

It'll be a bigger challenge to put a planplace
that accomplishes these things accurately and
fairly.

The NWMO is going to design the process for
picking the site. They asked us to get input on
the process. If you were the planner, sitting in
your office, would this the framework you
would like to see?

Consensus that yes, this is what they would lilse&

SA-8A:

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
ORGANIZATION

It's been said before, but where’s the eiqrere
of others? That’s an important component.
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SA-5A: One thing they never mention is avoidinglfa
lines.

SA-TA: Politics is an issue but it isn’'t mentionddow
will they handle it?

Discussion Leader One of the things in the back of people’s minds
is that a politician is going to come here and
screw things up. What are your thoughts on
that?

Consensus that yes, they feel that might happen.
SA-12A: | guess | don’t see an acknowledgemerihaf.

SA-6A: To me, it seems more like a mission statgme
This is what we know, what the objectives are
and everything. What we need to do is not just
what we want to do but what we have to do. We
already know the objectives but what are the
actions?

SA-9A: How long is it going to take to find a site?
Especially with politics playing a role!

SA-9A: If it's long enough, that would take cafesome
of the political pressure. Politics could change
though.

SA-13A: How much time would a community have to
give to withdraw their consent?

SA-8A: People keep talking about communities. I'tan
see it being located near a community.

SA-BA: What if it's in a national park that is
geographically and geologically appropriate?

SA-13A: Transportation to and from just to builavould
create a community in itself because of the
manpower needed.

SA-8A: | don’t see it being near a community.

Discussion Leader Not traditional community with churches and
schools, but | understand what your saying.
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SA-TA:

Discussion Leader

Panel agrees.

Discussion Leader

SA-4A:

Discussion Leader

SA-13A:

SA-4A:
Discussion Leader

SA-13A

SA-9A:

SA-1A:

SA-TA:

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
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You ask where | want more emphasis. | want
more on transportation. How will they get to the
site?

So “siting” needs to be expanded to include
route to site?

One of the things we talk about when selecting a
site is the notion of fairness. How do you take
that into consideration?

| think the definition they provide is gaifgood.
They don't just say fairness, they say what it
means. There’s benefit, but there’s also some
risk. They scientifically explain each.

You raise a really good point. How do you
ensure fairness across the board? It's one thing
to make decisions for ourselves, but how do you
ensure fairness across generations?

That's exactly what treaties are for. Buw
people renegotiate treaties because they are no
longer relevant, so there must be and adaptive
clause to compensate for that.

Once again, an “adaptive” process...
So how do we deal with that?

A clause that allows for renegotiation ared r
evaluation every, say, twenty years?

It's not like you can quit if you don'’t likéhe
contract you got. It's there. It ties the
communities  hands... theyre already
committed.

Maybe the NWMO should just choose a site,
build it... and then put a town there?

Well it has to be “adaptive”. We're going t
adapt to things as they come up. You can’t
know the consequences so as they come up, you
will adapt and revisit the contract.
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SA-5A:

Disagreement from other Panelists.

Discussion Leader

SA-5A:

SA-8A:

SA-5A:

SA-8A:

Discussion Leader

SA-8A:

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
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Well it's not going to generate any profMo,
its cost.

Could you imagine how it's going to generate
benefits for the community?

It won't make money like a mine would. It
would generate employment and all that stuff,
but won't make money. It will still form a

community around it.

Could I play devil’'s advocate for just amate?

It's about fairness? | see the security and safety
business as much more important. Why would
we think that there would be political
interference? Wouldn't it be in a safe isolated
place in one of these provinces? Why are we
wondering if it's fair? Maybe the NWMO
would just have to make a decision after some
consultation? One of the most important things
is the traditional rights of Aboriginal Peoples.

Any place is not so far away anymore.
Everything is growing and what'’s isolated now
won'’t be then.

| wouldn’t want to live where there is dtuf
stored underground.

There is a community that is actively
campaigning for a new nuclear reactor. They
have ads and a web site, among other things. So
the real issue of fairness is that whatever
happens, it's impossible that there will be one
site that stands head and shoulders above the
rest. The scientists are going to identify more
than one site. There will be more than one
scientifically and geologically supported site, so
there must be something else that helps make
the choice, and that's where fairness comes in.

I've said what my thoughts are and I'vediséd
to you. I've flown across northern Canada. I've
seen northern Quebec. There’s nothing there.
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Discussion Leader

SA-8A:

SA-4A:

Discussion Leader

SA-4A:

SA-6A:

Agreement

SA-5A:

Everyone: No, they didn’t know.

Discussion Leader

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
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Why wouldn’t it, with great respect, if
everything in place, be placed somewhere like
that?

Let's say yes. How do you design the process?
How do you know that when they say “we’ve
put it in remote location A or B”, how do you
have confidence that they've chosen the right
one? How do you know when they say “we’re
putting it in this remote location over that one”,
how do you know they chose the right one?

I’'m old enough to know that there has tottoest
in the process. They'll look out for the people
of Canada. Trust that there are more good
people than bad, even if that sounds foolish.

Is there something else that we can buih@® o
Another process to use as a principle? Like
correctional facilities?

That's a brilliant idea and it happens to be the
subject of my next sheet! In terms of fairness,
however, it's fair to look at the provinces where

the waste is generated and that's where we
should look first. Is there anything else that

should be taken into account?

If PEIl wants to be the host, should youlude
them?

Why not have facilities in Western Canaadal a
Eastern Canada, rather than shipping it from
Newfoundland, for example. You can just have
one close by, something more centralized. It'll
pay for itself.

That's a good idea ... | didn't know thereree
20 nuclear reactors in Canada. Did anyone
know?

A site, community or location that would take
this would be *“informed and willing”. What
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SA-TA:

SA-16A:

Discussion Leader

SA-16A:

SA-14A:

SA-9A:

SA-8A:

SA-5A:

SA-13A:

SA-14A:

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
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does the process need to look like to ensure this
happens? How will you know that consent was
given in this way?

But we want it remote. It's hard to get
someplace that has access to transportation that
doesn’'t have people. And there’s a chance the
people there will be poorly educated and poorer
than those in other urban centers, so there’s the
worry that they could be easily influenced by
money and bullying. How can they consent?

| would trust the scientists.

But beyond that. Scientists have said that we
have range of places it could go and they all
have to be informed and willing. But the

NWMO says that that's not enough to decide.
Any sense of what you'd like to see in the
process?

Who judges how informed they are?

| have no idea how they would do that. Gord
to door and ask them?

There are some pretty small places up tHece.
you think that we’'d be able to have a series of
meetings to inform? | mean, this has been a
pretty educational process. Could they have the
same thing?

A few years back the Federal government
wanted to put a halfway house here. There were
meetings and hearings and a lot of objection.
Reasonableness and open meetings and city
council studies must come into play and make
everyone agree with the decision.

They should have a series of public meeting
then send it to city council. City Council studies
it...

How many people have to be in agreement?
What's a fair? 90 percent in favour?

| know it should be way more than 50 petce
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Discussion Leader

SA-14A:

SA-9A

SA-TA:

SA-9A:

SA-5A:

SA-9A:

SA-TA:

Discussion Leader
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Why?

Because ten percent of pissed off peaplstill
a lot.

That's a valid point. Our elections areséad on
majorities, but 90 percent is more like it. Given
the length of this thing, 50 percent isn’t enough.
Especially if there are only 100 people in the
community.

They can move! People move anyway.

In a small town, 50-50 is not enough.

It'd be a standard requirement.

If it is 50-50, that's really undecided.

What about having some outside experts to
come and explain, because people won't know
what this will do to their town. They might be

able to give the communities some information.

| guess they need an education process to build
a consensus.
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APPENDICES

i. Navigator Personnel
ii. Discussion Leader’s Guide
iii. Backgrounder 1: Selecting a Site
iv. Backgrounder 2: Framing the Discussion
v. Backgrounder 3: Learning from Others

I. NAVIGATOR PERSONNEL
JAMES STEWART WATT, SENIOR DISCUSSION LEADER

Jaime Watt is Chair of Navigator, a Toronto-basedearch consulting firm that
specializes in public opinion research, strategy gublic policy development.

Prior to relocating to Toronto, he was, for tenrge&hair of Thomas Watt Advertising, a
leading regional advertising agency and commurooaticonsulting firm based in
London, Ontario.

A specialist in complex communications issues, &amas served clients in the corporate,
professional services, not-for-profit and governmsectors and has worked in every
province in Canada, the United States, the Unitetg#om, France, Central America,
Korea and Kosovo.

He currently serves as Chair of Casey House, Cénpdameer AIDS hospice, as well as
Casey House Foundation and is a Vice PresiderteoAtbany Club. He is a director of
the Dominion Institute, Woodrow Wilson Center's @da Institute, TD Canada Trust’s
Private Giving Foundation, The Canadian Club of ohdo and The Clean Water
Foundation. As well, he is a member of the PregsideAdvisory Council for the
Canadian Red Cross and is a member of the ExedDowamittee of Canadians for Equal
Marriage. He was a founding Trustee and Co-cHaine® Canadian Human Rights Trust
and the Canadian Human Rights Campaign.

CHAD A. ROGERS, SUPPORTING DISCUSSION LEADER

Chad Rogers is a Consultant at Navigator providingtegic planning and public opinion
research advice to government, corporate and mgirfidit clients.

He has recently returned to Canada after workimgaabwith the Washington, DC based
National Democratic Institute as director of thpnograms in Kosovo and Armenia
respectively. Chad oversaw multi-million dollar detracy and governance assistance
programs directed at political parties, parliamemtd civil society organizations in newly
democratic nations. He conducted high-level tragnwith the political leadership of
Armenia, Bosnia Herzegovina, lIraq, Kyrgyzstan, Mhmea, Moldova and Serbia.
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Having previously worked on Parliament Hill as bathegislative and communications
assistant to Members of Parliament and Senatordalsean in-depth knowledge of
Canada’'s Parliament and its committees, caucusesd aprocedures.

He is a board member of the Kosova Democratic tiistiand is a member in good
standing of the Public Affairs Association of Caad®@AAC) and the Market Research &
Intelligence Association (MRIA). Chad has trainedtlze RIVA Qualitative Research
Training Institute.

LANNY A. CARDOW, PROJECT MANAGER

Lanny Cardow is a consultant performing resear@deddatrategic communications work
on projects for Navigator’s corporate and not-foofjh clients.

Lanny most recently served in the Office of thexRriMinister as the Executive Assistant
to the PM’s Chief of Staff, having previously wodkim the Office of the Leader of the
Opposition in various capacities, including Manage®utreach (Operations).

Lanny graduated with a master’s degree from Theg&eWw/ashington University’'s
Graduate School of Political Management in 2006¢c&gizing in both Campaign
Management and Polling course concentrations.

While completing his degree, Lanny performed redeat GWU's Institute for Politics,
Democracy and the Internet, contributing to numsmstudies and events that explored
the crossroads of online technology and advancegbamning techniques.

Lanny earned his bachelor’s degree in Politicatlléiat Queen’s University in 2002.
JOSEPH LAVOIE, PANEL MANAGER (FRANCOPHONE)

Prior to joining Navigator, Joseph Lavoie worked Gitigroup Global Transaction
Services where he improved communications withia #ransfer Agency Systems
department. Joseph achieved this objective via VEdb technologies, which he
previously leveraged in developing Santa’s Jourraalsuccessful viral marketing
campaign that introduced Santa Claus to the wdrldomging and podcasting.

Joseph has been active in numerous provincial adéerél election campaigns; has
provided political commentary for various website®d television/radio programs; and
has served as the recruitment director for the @nfrogressive Conservative Youth
Association. In March 2007, Joseph was sele€@adada’s Next Great Prime Minister
by Canadians as part of a scholarship program spemdy Magna International, the
Dominion Institute, and the Canada-US FulbrightgPam. He currently serves on the
Public Affairs/Marketing Team for the Toronto Synaply Volunteer Committee.
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AMY LONEY, PANEL MANAGER (ANGLOPHONE)

Prior to joining Navigator, Amy attended Queen’siiénsity where she graduated with a
Bachelor of Arts Honours degree in Political Sceendmy has also completed intensive
Explore French Language Bursary Programs at Uritéetle Montréal and Université du
Québec a Trois-Rivieres respectively.

Amy is head Panel Manager and plays a vital rofénmanagement and organization of
the Citizen Panel project.
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DISCUSSION LEADERS GUIDE
PHASE FOUR CITIZEN PANELS
DISCUSSION LEADER’S GUIDE

. OPENING OF PANEL SESSION (0:00 - 0:03)

*  Welcome back

* Explanation of NWMO disclosure of proceedings
* Re-introduction of Transcriber

* Re-introduction of Parking lot

* Re-introduction of Panel Managers

. PRE-DISCUSSION EXERCISE (0:03-0:15)

‘Creating an Information Package’ Exercise
* Brainstorming about what an information packageuth@ok like.

» Will revisit suggestions later in the Panel disooiss

. OVERVIEW OF AGENDA FOR SESSION (0:15 - 0:17)
. RE-INTRODUCTIONS (0:17 - 0:21)

. GENERAL DISCUSSION (0:21 - 0:25)

* Read, seen or heard anything about NWMO in the anetice our last
discussion?

BROAD DISCUSSION OF SITING PROCESS (0:25 - 0:30)

. DISCUSSION OF BACKGROUNDERS 1 AND 2: BACKGROUND -

‘SELECTING A SITE’ AND ‘FRAMING THE DISCUSSION’ (0:30 - 1:10)

* Q1. Does the framework of objectives, ethical priniples and requirements
provide a sound foundation for designing the procesfor selecting a site?
* Do you think this ethical framework will be good fihe siting process?

* Do you feel this framework covers all of the im@mtt aspects?

* Do you feel that anything is missing?
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* Q2: How can we ensure that the process for selecgra site is fair?
* How, in your view, could fairness be best assuneahid by the process for
selecting a site?

» How should the process for selecting a site tateancount the needs of
both this generation and future generations - abdbsts, benefits, risks
and responsibilities are distributed fairly acrgeserations?

» Are there other geographical considerations whindukl be taken into
account for the process to be fair?

*  The NWMO has committed to only choosing a site lacation that is
informed and willing. How might the design of thecess ensure that
this happens?

8. DISCUSSION OF BACKGROUNDER 3: ‘LEARNING FROM OTHERS’ (1:10
- 1:40)
* Q3: From what models and experience should the NWMGOdraw in
designing a siting process?

* From your perspective, what experience and modelsyal think
would be particularly relevant to consider and dfemm in designing
the process for selecting a site?

* What other decisions/processes might we learn from are
comparable? Are there events which have happertbé past which
you are aware of which we should look back on éssbns?

* Q4: Who should be involved in the process for seltg a site, and what
should be their role?

* What are your views on who should be involved iledéng a site?
What would you count on them to bring to the pre@es

* Would you expect each of these individuals and jgsoto play a
different role in selecting a site, or have diffgreesponsibilities in the
process? What role or responsibilities?

9. DISCUSSION OF ‘'COMMUNICATIONS’ GROUP WORK (1:40 - 2:10)
* Q5: What information and tools do you think would facilitate your
participation?

* What information and tools do you think would heffanadians
participate constructively in the siting process?

* What about reporting: things like documents andipations?
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* Do any of the questions raised today strike yomare important than
the others? Less important?

* Do you have any suggestions for what remains toobsidered?

10. REVIEW “PROJECT DESCRIPTION” AND “WHO WE ARE” AND
OTHER DOCUMENTS (2:10 - 2:50)

* Do you think something like this would help explé project to larger
audiences?

* If you didn’t know what you now know about the NWN&(roject,
would a document like this answer your questiongerhaps help you
ask some better ones?

* What suggestions do you have to help NWMO impréng document?

[Distribute ‘Who we are’ document and give Panelist a few minutes to review]

* If you didn’t know about the NWMO or the role itgyls, would a
document like this answer your questions, or pestgp you ask some
better ones?

* What suggestions do you have to help NWMO impréne document?
[Distribute ‘Security and Safeguards’, ‘Transportation of Used Nuclear Fuel’, and
‘Monitoring and Retrievability’ documents and give Panelists a few minutes to
review]

* And what do you think about these ones?

* What suggestions do you have to help NWMO impréresé documents?
11. WRAP-UP (2:50 - 3:00)

* As we end our session does anyone have any rergassines to discuss
or guestions to raise about our discussions here?

* Panel Management issues

e Adjourn
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lll. BACKGROUNDER 1: SELECTING A SITE

Background - Selecting a site

Canadians have been using electricity generated by
nuclear power reactors for about four decades.
Canada currently has 20 operateammercial

reactors at 5 nuclear generating stations located i
New Brunswick, Qébec and Ontario. These reactors
are fueled by uranium formed into bundles. Once
used, the bundles are hazardous to humans and the
environment, essentially indefinitely. They must b
managed properly.

Canada has about two million used fuel bundles and
is generating about 85,000 more each year. We can
expect to produce about 3.6 million used fuel baadl

if each of the current electricity generating reest
operates for its anticipated average life-sparboiia

40 years.

Currently, the used fuel bundles are safely stoted a
licensed facilities located at the reactor sites in
Canada. The communities hosting these facilities
understand this to be temporary, and that the used
fuel has always been destined for long-term
management at a specially-designed facility.

Through Adaptive Phased Management, the used fuel
bundles will ultimately be packaged into long-lived
strongly built containers, transported to the deléc

site and placed in the deep geological repository.

While technical studies suggest that large geogcaph
portions of Canada have rock formations potentially
suitable for the deep geological repository, sdiient
technical, social, ethical, economic, and
environmental factors also have to be weighed in
selecting a site.

That site will occupy a surface area of about 2
kilometres by 3 kilometres. Underground, the
repository will be about 1.8 square kilometresrieaa
It will consist of a network of horizontal tunnedad
rooms excavated in stable rock at a depth between
500 to 1,000 metres. Once there, the used fukl wil
be monitored to confirm the safety and performance
of the repository until a decision is made to cltise
site. It will remain retrievable until such time a
future society decides on final closure and on the
appropriate form and duration of post-closure
monitoring.

People will be keenly interested in where the isite
located, in how the used fuel will get there, amd i
how safety and security will be assured.
Communities considering hosting the site will want
to know how their well-being could be affected

NUCLEAR WASTE MANAGEMENT
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including what risks they might face, how they nti
benefit, and what commitments they will have to
make.

Communities will also want to have updated
information about the used fuel to be managed. We
will regularly publish inventory information on the
current and future potential used fuel inventories.
Recognizing the potential for industry to make
decisions that may affect the amount and
characteristics of the used fuel to be managed in
future, we will continually monor, review and invit
broad discussion about new developments so th:
plans may be adjusted as required.

Selecting the site thus requires dialogue and chref
thinking. We expect that the design of the s@ect
process will need to have many features including:

e The objectives of the siting process and the
principles that would apply.

e The major steps in the siting process.

e The factors and criteria that will be applied
in making siting decisions.

e How Aboriginal insights and traditional
knowledge will be respected.

¢ How informationwill be communicated an
shared.

e The studies required at each step.

e How to work collaboratively throughout the
process.
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IV. BACKGROUND 2: FRAMING THE DISCUSSION

Framing the discussion

In conversations with Canadians during the studysphof our
work, we heard that the approach for managing Caraded
nuclear fuel must respond tdrameworkof objectives and
characteristics. This framework will help shape pinocess
for selecting a site and to help guide implemeatati

Objectives

The process for selecting a site should help Agef®hased
Management achieve the objectives set for it hiyegits:

Fairnes: — To ensure fairness (in substance and processgin th

distribution of costs, benefits, risks and resphiliies, within
this generation and across generations.

Public Health and Safe —To protect public health from the
risk of exposure to radioactive or other hazardoagerials
and from the threat of injuries or deaths due wdamnts.

Worker Health and SafetyTo protect workers and minimize
hazards associated with managing used nuclear fuel.

Community Well-being To ensure the well-being of all
communities with a shared interest.

Security—To ensure the security of facilities, materials and
infrastructure.

Environmental Integrit— To ensure that environmental
integrity is maintained over the long term.

Economic Viabilit —To ensure the economic viability of the
waste management system, while simultaneously iboititig
positively to the local economy.

Adaptability —To ensure a capacity to adapt to changing
knowledge and conditions over time.

Of these objectives, people consider safety, sicamid
fairness to be paramount: the management approash m
ensuresafety and securifipr people, communities and the
environment, and it must be seen to be safe andeséom
the perspective of current and future generations.

Characteristics

The process for selecting a site should also hgoresive to
the characteristics which Canadians said wouldrp®itant
for any siting process:

* Be open, inclusive and fair to all parties, givengeryone
with an interest an opportunity to have their vidwesrd
and taken into account.

e Ensure that g_roups most likely to be affected lgy th
facility, including through transportation, are givfull
opportunity to have their views heard and takea int
account, and are provided with the forms of asscsta
they require to present their case effectively.

* Respect all Aboriginal rights, treaties and larairok.

* Be free from conflict of interest, personal gairbé@s
among those making the decision and/or formulating
recommendations.

« Beinformed by the best knowledge — from the natura
and social sciences, Aboriginal Traditional Knovged
ethics and technology development — relevant toimgad
decision and/or formulating a recommendation.

« Bein accord with the precautionary principle, whic
seeks to avoid harm and the risk of harm, and which
demands ethical justification for such harm that is
unavoidable.
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«  Ensure that those who could bgesed to harm or risk
harm, or other losses or limitations, are fully soited
and are willing to accept what is proposed for them

« Take into consideration the possible costs, harisiss,
and benefits of the siting decision, including final,
physical, biological, social, cultural, and ethicakts.

»  Ensure that those who benefited most from nuclearep
(past, present and perhaps future) bear the codtesks
of managing used fuel and other materials.

« Address scientific and technical factors that melph
ensure safety.

Implementation of the approach will respect thaapc
cultural and economic aspirations of affected comities.

A matter of ethics:

The process for selecting a site should strive to:

Respect life in all its forms, including minimizaton of harm to
human beings and other sentient creatures.

Respect future generations of human beings, othepscies, and
the biosphere as a whole.

Respect peoples and cultures.
Promote justice across groups, regions, and geneiais.

Be fair to everyone affected, particularly to minoities and
marginalized groups.

Respect the values and interpretations that diffenet individuals
and groups bring to dialogue and other means of claboration.

Canadians told the NWMO they want to be sure, aladlye
that the site for the deep geological repositorsafe and
secure. The process for choosing that site mugtdended
in values and objectives that Canadians hold iramortThe
process must be open, transparent, fair and ingugind the
NWMO believes it must be designed in a way thazeits
across this country are confident meets the highmentific,
professional and ethical standards.

The NWMO makes commitments as to how such a process
must work:

1. The decision by a community to host the sitetrbes
informed and made willingly.

2. The site selected must meet strict, scientifiedétermined
safety requirements.

3. In the interest of fairness, the process shfadds on the
provinces directly involved in the nuclear fuel leydNew
Brunswick, Québec, Ontario and Saskatchewan. Coriti®sin
in other regions that express an interest will &lso
considered.

4. Communities that decide to engage in the profoess
selecting a site, as potential hosts, shall hageitht to
withdraw consistent with any agreements betweemsieé/es
and the NWMO
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V. BACKGROUNDER 3: LEARNING FROM OTHERS

Learning from others

In beginning to think about the design of a prodess
selecting a site for Canada’s used nuclear fuetake the
view that a process for Canada needs to be designed
Canadians. In the study phase of our work, citizeltsus a
great deal about their concerns and expectations.

At the same time, siting experiences here and dbroa
involving nuclear waste and other hazardous subsgras
well as comparable decision-making processes—f§éght
about what might be challenging and about what migitk
well. Overall, these experiences seenc@nfirm the merit of a site-
selection process for Canada that seeks an infoeméd
willing host community, that is collaborative arat
considers technical, social, environmental andasdactors
together.

The following are some challenges and opportunitias
may be important to consider:

Being inclusive

Canadians told us that the success of the prooess f
selecting a site hinges on open and fair collamwatith all
potential host communities and other interestegleeand
organizations at every stefit some point, the process will
need to focus on candidate host communities andattly
on the selected community. How can we ensuretligat
process for selecting a site involves the rightpbeat the
right times without leaving anyone out unfairly?
Participation also carries important responsilaiitior all
participants. We seek the advice of Canadiandentifying
those responsibilities and ensuring they are shamed
applied fairly.

Defining ‘community’

We want to ensure that people and communities can
participate in all aspects of the site selectiotiglen that
affect them. It will be important to identify whebnstitutes
a ‘community’ and who can best speak on its beh@Hould
a community be defined narrowly and by political
boundaries, such as the confines of a town, orldhibbe
based on patterns of economic activity and incihée
surrounding area?

Measuring community acceptance

We believe that any community which eventually bake
nuclear waste management facility must be willimgld so.
It will be important to identify how we might gaugee
willingness of any community that expresses arraste In
what ways might potential host communities demaitstr
they have the permission and trust of their resgitm
explore hosting the facility? And how might we safer the
needs of future generations in considering expoassf
interest?

Demonstrating fairness

Fairness demands that any community expressing
willingness to host a facility do so in a way whistree and
informed. This means that the community has the
information it needs to assess how it might becadie by
the decision, and that it is not under undue imfageof
economic considerations. Key decisions must kenta
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through full and deliberate engagement. How casltki
best accomplished?

Balancing social acceptability with other factors

If more than one community wishes to host the sibey
might we decide between them? Each site is litelyave
its own but different strengths. One site may loser to
where used fuels are currently stored, but requiee
engineering to make sure the facility is safe. thro
community may have more support among residents but
require more technical research to ascertain whétee
physical characteristics of the site are approgriat

Strengthening community capacity

People and communities must have the wherewithialkie
part in the process. Different groups will haveittown
requirements, ideas and way of doing things. &aetly
important are the time and resources that poteimbist
communities will require to make informed choicée
need to understand the requirements of participamdsseek
tools that can aid their involvement. What suggestdo
you have for ensuring that people are equippedke part?

Partnership

Experience suggests that the building of long-term
relationships and partnerships is vital to the sas®f the
process for selecting a site. This takes timeedfuait, but
the benefits can range from sharing information and
resources to building trust and improving commuiigca
What are the essential ingredients for building asa
lasting relationships and partnerships? What kafds
agreements should be forged?

Ensuring community well-being

We are committed to ensuring that any community tha
decides to host the facility will be better off faaving done
so. The well-being of a community might be affelcite a
broad range of ways, from traditional use of lamd t
economic development and socio-cultural coheslowill
be important to understand how a community might be
affected by its decision and to ensure this is fveip
appropriately before proceeding. What procesesesto be
put in place to ensure that the community contiriaes
benefit from the facility well in to the future? Mado we
resolve potential conflicts and differences in pective?
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