
th^rn*'harmlT Th'^ i?adLt0 . j Process °f neutralizing these wastes and making
ïould no^ he 7oo hT the ideal solution. It is one of the reasons I believe we 

irretrievable l''51 ^ FU$ mg ahead t0 Put it underground and making it

a still "more exfremTnosthf<? soi)ut'01j1 under review, Mr. Rubin and Dr. Edwards take
in 1980 recommended that a moratorium bcTcT'd 0" ^r' P<;wer Planning> which
stations if progress in high-level nuclear Oaste^esearclîtnd’d adîi,t,ona' nuclca' *e"eratl"« 
advanced by 1990.(W,) &te research and development was not sufficiently

government Md privaTro^anizTfioL3^?^?^ ^ beencarried out by representatives of 
assessment will be performedXmU IT1*’ '"1981 and 1985‘ The definitive
final assessment. For its part TAC 1believed St Con}mi.ttee <TAC) submits ,ts
promising and worthy of in-depth research and that th? g diSP°Sa' C°n<ïPt “
continue to diminish the uncertainties related t! h the resuJts of on-g°m8 work W,H 
maintains that it is vital that funding be tint a'tTl38^ °f th®overa11 concept' TAf 
viability.-» The Committee agrees, and^hereSe reLmme^dsthatW CnSUre ^ $

Recommendation 5

Given that the goal of a nuclear wastp manon
Canadians’health and safety, short-term conSr te rPr0gram mUSt ** *° protCCt
as an obstacle to achieving that goal ,derat,ons of economy must not be invoked 
verification of the Canadian disposal concent muT^’ Î* resources necessary for 
received its final assessment bfthe scientific rn 'Ï 3deqUate until the concePt has 
either accepted or rejected the proposal c°mmumty, and the public at large has

The Assessment Process
Canadian ^ith wJ1!3^^^^0 ^°'nt statement defined the assessment process for the 
£5?”CoS'concept, and designated the Atomic 
disnosal concent The • 6 u V"1 cbarg.e °f the regulatory and ecological review of the 
IRC , PLÏ T'erWRWdl be. carried out by an Interagency Review Committee

D^nartment of the ïn5.AECB’ CLntar'c s M>n'stry of the Environment, and the federal 
partaient of the Environment. The IRC will issue a public report on the official concept

deSbaSreunnde0rCUtheena l B,°th theSC do'^ents will be the subject of publk
assessment ni.n#-l ausPlces 0 he federal government, probably via an environmental 
raf ITr n Kl m e^^endaUOnS that come oal of 'hat debate will be submitted to 
or non-acciptabilityof theconcept.!»“ *° ‘he accePtabi|i'y. conditional acceptability

the L,!ke IT °f thc wifnesf“"ho appeared before it, the Committee has questions about h„e™'= °,f 'h' agences mvolved m the process, and about the resources that will be made 
available to the general public during the final assessment of the concept. The Committee
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