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ABSTRACT
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Hopwever, the public perception of radioactive materials is such that high standards of isolation

and containment are demanded for all radioactive wastes
concentrations or total inventory. For this reason, exper

! regardless‘gof radioactivity

ence in the“acquisition of storage sites
|

may be applicable to other siting efforts including that for The Nuclear Fuel Waste Management
Program (NFWMP). The Siting Task Force on Low-Leyel Radioactive Waste Management was
established by the government to site a permanent disposal site for historic wastes, including the
Scarborough wastes which are the subject of this presentation. |

Site Selection Process Principles (NEWMP)

in the program's Environmental Impact Statement.
® |Safety and Environmental Protection

® |Volunteerism

® |Shared Decision Making

® |Openness

® [Fairness

It should be noted that, by definition, a community does 1
requiring cleanup - the site already exists. Siting in the ¢
whether the historic wastes are to be managed in situ, or
storage until a permanent disposal site is available.
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In 1945, materials containing the naturally radioactive ele
located to the southwest of what is now the intersection

in Scarborough. Some of these materials were burned in
recovered from the ashes. This resulted in wastes from t

Principles that could be considered in a site selection progess for nuclear fuel waste are outlined

This presentation on LLRWMO experience is made in the context gf these principles.
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There are many past examples in Canada, in which government and technical experts have tried
to implement projects without prior consultation with the communit;‘%. This is often referred to as
the DAD (Decide, Announce, Defend) approach, and it is marked b}ﬁ many past failures. The

events subsequent to the discovery of radium contaminated soil in the Malvern subdivision of
Scarborough in 1980 are one such example. Several proposals to m&ve the soil were
unsuccessful due to vigorous public opposition to the praposed storalige sites. In one, the
LLRWMO undertook an extensive public information program in 19183, in paralle] with
environmental screening of a plan to move the contaminated soils to !a storage site at a location,
designated by the Ontario government, within Scarborough. This initiative was opposed by a
citizens’ group, precipitating a trial of the technical issues, which ext‘ended over three years in
federal court. The case was eventually decided in favour| of the dec1s1ons reached by the
LLRWMO through the EARP process, which would ha e allowed the relocation of the wastes.
However, in the interval, the Ontario government had o

in Malvern, and subsequently announced plans to create a future natural env1ronment park
including the area of the proposed storage site, which eff

the [contaminated soil.

The second location north of McLevin Avenue was foun
1990. A working group, known as the Malvern Remedia
established to assess this problem and coordinate remedia
from the federal, provincial and municipal governments.
on behalf of the Ontario Ministry of Government Services (MGS) and Canada Mortgage and
H01”using Corporation (CMHC), the departments respons ble for development of the Malvern
community. An extensive public consultation process in the local area resulted in a decision to
focjx"m s on remedial work to segregate discrete pieces of cQ ntaminated plastic tubing from the
contaminated soil. This was successfully carried out for -h15 area. Approx.lmately 2,500 m®
(250 loads for a typical gravel truck) of contaminated soll was excavated and sorted to remove
the ;tubrng. Close to 20,000 pieces of radioactively contaminated tu‘tj;ing were recovered
(approximate volume of 0.1 m?) and transferred to a storage building operated for the LLRWMO
t%he Chalk River Laboratories of AECL. Analyses of the sorted soil showed that about two
thlrlds of the volume now contamed only normal amountg of natural background radioactivity.
The remainder, about 800 m’, had some residual contamination distributed throughout its volume
W1t$ the average being several times normal radium concentrations. ]This soil is still a potential
environmental hazard if it were to be used as backfill around basements, because it could cause
elevated indoor radon, but otherwise represents very low|risk. Because of the potential hazard if
it is misused, this mildly contaminated soil was to be stored securelyat the site until a permanent
disposal site became available.
| |
The Malvern Remedial Project (MRP), a joint Canada/Ontario pro;ect to complete the cleanup in
the Malvern area, was announced in 1992 March. The main elements of the project are to
complete the cleanup of soils at McClure Crescent and at the second location subsequently
discovered at McLevin Avenue, to sort the soil to remove all licensable material, and to store the
remaining mildly contaminated soil at the sorting site until a permanent disposal site is available
in Ontario. An extended survey of the Malvern community, to confirm that no further areas of

radium contaminated soil exist, is being performed in parallel with the cleanup project.

during a ﬁredevelopment survey in
Action Committee (MRAC), was
work. It comprised representatives

Ft was headed by the LLRWMO, acting

The MRP was conceived and established in a manner designed to integrate community and
government efforts to solve this longstanding problem. :
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Themost interesting statistic from the point of view of this paper is pFobably the following:

Period for consultation and assessment: 32 mionths ‘}
Period for cleanup and soil sorting activity: 6 months ‘i
|
\

LESSONS LEARNED

It isjnot surprising that initial attempts to move contaminated soil, in the early 1980s failed.

They incorporated valid technical solutions in that they cquld have moved the soil and contained
it inja manner which would have protected public health and the environment through good
engineering practices, and would not have contravened any regulatioﬁs They provided good
techmcal answers to the technical questions being asked. [They were accompamed by
1nf011'mat10n programs which portrayed them as complete, |or largely complete packages, and they
failel because, in spite of a willingness on the part of the proponent t:o share all the technical
logie with anyone who cared to listen, there had been httl| if any , acceptance by the local

coml unity as part of the project planning process. Thes failures als?b increased the time and
effort required to have a successful outcome to the current project. In effect, the initial step was
to “climb out of the hole that had been dug in the past”.

The|public was involved in the process early and intensively through the PLC, newsletters,

public meetings and readily-available store-front office. Most of the questions asked were not
highly technical and the PLC and members of the public participated eﬂ'ectlvely in technical
discussions and decisions. People considering the impact |of a potential storage site asked about
things like how thick the cover would be, what sort of trucks would be used, what dust
suppression measures would be in place, and who would | onitor. V&"hat they were trying to find
out is whether the project will pose any hazard to them, their farmhes‘ their property and their
way) of life. The lesson is that the proponent will achieve [a satisfactory outcome only if it is
recognized that satisfactory answers are arrived at only ifthe concerned public has had a hand in
working them out. This was the approach used for this project. :

Having provided easy access for the public to project information, and having established public
mechanisms for public participation in decision making, the level of p;ublic participation which
actually took place, if considered as a percentage of the p| pulation of Scarborough, was small.
It is|certainly true that, during the period when this project was takmg place there were other
concerns which may have distracted people from the issu¢ of contaminated soil, but it may also
be true that demonstrating a willingness to include those from the commumty who wished to be
involved in planning and decision making, in itself, reduced general public anxiety and, therefore

overall participation.

To borrow some phraseology from Dr. Peter Sandman of the Umted\ States, what earlier projects
had|treated as risk was, in the public’s perception, a combination of hazard and outrage. Hazard
can be calculated and is a technical issue. QOutrage is completely différent and is, Sandman
argues, far more important. The earlier attempts to move the soil hag been technically
satisfactory but had outraged the public. This time the cgmmunity actually helped develop the
project and could have stopped it in its tracks, had it not been satlsﬁgd

|

Progesses involving extensive public consultation cost money, but so did the earlier processes

which failed, and it can be argued that if lengthy delays, perhaps leading to court battles, can be
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Table 1

Key Facts Concerning The Malvern

1 Remedial Project

Date that contaminated soil was discovered:
- |McClure Crescent
- |McLevin Avenue

November, 1980
April, 1990

Beginning of current project

March, 1992

Acquisition of soil sorting/temporary storage site

September, 1993

Start of excavation | June 1, 1995
Number of properties cleaned up: ‘;

- |residential | 68

- |proposed for commercial/residential development ‘ 3
Volume of soil removed 16,600 m®
Qu“antity of sod installed (McClure Crescent area site) 9,650 m’
DJ!ration of soil removal/restoration 6 months
Volume of soil and artifacts containing licensable concentrations of

radt‘ium being shipped for storage in the LLRWMO warehouse at Chalk 50 m’
Ri\!‘/er (est.) ‘

Fin”al volume of mildly contaminated soil in temporary storage mound 7,700 m?
(est.) |

Vo‘hume of clean soil segregated out during sorting process \ 8,850 m?
Cost of MRP to end of FY '95/96, including planning $7.9 million
Estimated total cost to completion, excluding final disposal $8.5 million

Estimated future cost for transportation and disposal of
contaminated soil ($300 - $1,000 m*)

mildly

$2.3 - $7.7 million

Ad“ditional disposal cost if clean soil had not been segreg

($300 - $1,000 m?)

ated out

$2.7 - $8.9 million

Approximate Valﬁe of properties cleaned up:

- |residential | $10.2 million
- |proposed for commercial/residential development | $20 million
Number of lost-time accidents | 0




