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1.0 PARTICIPANTS
There were 12 participants at the Information Session.
Pat Patton represented the NWMO and Tony Hodge represented the Assessment Team.
Anita Ramacière and Alexandre Ramacieri, from DPRA Canada, were present.
This document presents the comments made during the Information Session in Bécancour.

2.0 MANAGEMENT APPROACHES
In your opinion, what are the strengths and weaknesses of the three management
approaches?
2.1 Storage at the Reactor Sites.
2.1.1

Strengths

The simplicity in of site selection seems to have been the most convincing argument in favor of
management at the reactor sites.
Many participants thought that the community would be more favourable to the presence of
spent nuclear fuel in the region, since it is already used to the presence of nuclear facilities.
There seems to exist strong ties linking the community to the nuclear site. These ties have
developed into a feeling of responsibility towards the use of nuclear energy. Since the
community gained from the presence of the nuclear site, many participants were favourable to
the idea of managing Gentilly’s waste at the site.
2.1.2

Weaknesses

The only concern that was raised had to do with the size that the infrastructures required for
managing the waste would have.
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2.2 Deep Geological Disposal
2.2.1

Strengths

The same argument of simplicity was raised concerning this approach. Here, it was mentioned
that fewer operations would be required to manage the fuel from across Canada.
Many participants thought Hydro-Quebec and therefore Quebec, would gain more by taking
advantage of a centralized site, since management of the spent fuel would not be the
responsibility of Hydro-Quebec.
For many participants, this approach seemed the most responsible on a long term basis. For
them, this approach represents a stronger commitment towards future generations and is the
best way to fully assume the responsibility for managing nuclear waste.
2.2.2

Weaknesses

It seemed obvious to many that the choice of a site would be very complicated. A participant
noticed that it would be difficult to find a site that would satisfy everybody.
The participants wondered about the reversibility of such an approach. The question was also
raised about what would become of the fuel produced after the cavity is sealed.

2.3 Centralized Storage
2.3.1 Strengths
No strength was specifically mentioned concerning this approach.
2.3.2 Weaknesses
The weaknesses noted by the participants were similar to those raised concerning deep
geological disposal.
Site selection could be very complicated. A participant noticed that centralized storage does not
measure up as well with respect to environmental concerns.

3.0 THE ASSESSMENT FRAMEWORK
Is the assessment framework exhaustive and balanced? Is anything missing?
If so, what should be added?
No comments were made on the analysis framework. On the other hand, there was interest for
the contributions of First Nations representatives.
4.0 IMPLEMENTATION PLAN
In your opinion, what specific elements should be included in the implementation plan?
What elements do you feel should be included?
There were questions raised about setting precise deadlines for the long term. A participant
understood that the approaches would not be implemented right away, but insisted on the
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importance of setting a precise schedule so that citizens may follow the evolution of waste
management.
5.0 Other Comments to Be Made on the Information Contained in Discussion Document
No. 2
Regarding the document « Understanding the Choices », the following comments were
made:
No comments were made regarding Discussion Document No. 2.
6.0 Other Comments
Many participants questioned the relevance of using nuclear energy.
The participants underestimated the duration of the danger, although they understood the risks
associated with the spent fuel. Therefore, the participants had a hard time understanding the
long term implications of fuel management.
The participants did not understand why the Canadian Shield offered possibilities different from
those of other geological formations. The participants had a limited understanding of the
various geological formations.
Some participants thought that the waste could be processed.
Many participants thought that in a not so distant future, technological breakthroughs would
allow the processing of nuclear waste or making it harmless. Therefore they conceived
management of spent fuel with a different time frame than those who were looking for a solution
for the duration of the radioactive life of the fuel.
Many were seeking reassurance from management approaches in Europe and in the United
States.
These reports do not necessarily reflect the views or position of the Nuclear Waste Management Organization, its
directors, officers, employees and agents (the "NWMO") 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.
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