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Thanks to the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada and the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission for inviting comments on 
the Initial Project Description for the Deep Geological Repository for Canada’s Used Nuclear Fuel Project, proposed by the 
Nuclear Waste Management Organization (the NWMO), per Canadian Impact Assessment Registry reference number 88774. 

 

 

Opponents of Canada’s national Deep Geological Repository (DGR) for Canada's Used Nuclear Fuel, a project led by the 
Nuclear Waste Management Organization (NWMO), have latched on to the transportation issue, believing it to be their best 
chance of stopping or delaying the project, despite NWMO’s federal mandate, as per the Nuclear Fuel Waste Act (NFWA, see 
clipping on next page). 

 

The IAAC’s invitation for comments on NWMO’s IPD is in effect serving as another venue for a small activist group to conduct 
their misinformation campaign:  The great majority of comments submitted to IAAC thus far (currently 21 total) are from 
WTNFN or their group members and associates. 

IAAC should also be aware that WTNFN blocks discussion in other media:  Comments posted on IAAC’s website will be the first 
in several years that WTNFN are unable to block. 

 



 

 

In their recent comments to IAAC (Reference Number 22), WTNFN state that “Every transportation corridor community must 
accept decades of shipments despite not having a role in choosing the site” – implying that transportation must NOT be 
allowed without explicit consent of every transportation corridor community. 

Such a demand amounts to insisting on granting veto power to every community in Canada, over transportation of anything 
and everything across Canada. 



 

In reality, everyone in Canada does NOT get to veto the activities of everyone else:  That is pretty much the definition of chaos, 
not representative democracy. 

Wikipedia has some good articles on representative democracy, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Representative_democracy, 
and in particular the deliberative type of representative democracy, https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deliberative_democracy  

Notably, the City of Thunder Bay Council considered the transportation issue, but in the end voted AGAINST adopting a stance 
opposing used nuclear fuel transport (TB News, https://youtu.be/udyd-sIcrfY?si=q-PSvGiJKhv-hVyy ) 

 

Aside from the political reality of democracies like Canada, WTNFN and other opponents of the DGR project have tried to 
portray the transport of used nuclear fuel, in certified transport casks and under transport license conditions, as something 
uniquely dangerous, as well as misrepresenting used nuclear fuel transport experience in other countries. 

 

One of the leaders of WTNFN was reminded a few weeks ago, that the risks of certain types of hazmat transport, at least as 
concerns accident first responders’ guidelines, may in fact be inferior to the risks of used nuclear fuel transport, which 
comprises solid materials that have withstood years of operation inside nuclear reactors at very high temperature, pressure 
and coolant flow rates, without any damage, and then many years of storage in pools of water, followed by decades of 
storage in dry casks. 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

WTNFN and other opponents of the DGR project are well aware of transportation of various sorts of hazmat across Ontario 
and Canada, but instead of helping the public to understand, they persist in spreading misinformation: 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 



 



 

 

 

 

 



 

As noted earlier, some DGR opponents attempt to misrepresent used nuclear fuel transport experience in other countries. 

For example, in Peter C. van Wyck’s comments to the IAAC, Reference Number: 11 

The case of Sweden (which he cites along with Finland) is an excellent example. 

Van Wyck makes it sound like Sweden will only start transporting used nuclear fuel across the country once their national DGR 
at Forsmark is built and operated (they started construction almost exactly one year ago, after gaining the necessary 
approvals). 

That’s quite a spin, considering that Sweden has been transporting used nuclear fuel from all of their nuclear power plants to 
a national central storage site, named CLAB, for decades. 

In fact CLAB went into operation in 1985, with used nuclear fuel stored in pools built 30 meters underground. 

Check out the nice video of CLAB at https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=OBZFZ6w_N2Q  

 

In essence, all that transport of used nuclear fuel across Sweden to CLAB is the equivalent of Canada transporting our used 
nuclear fuel to NWMO’s DGR at the Revell site – the difference being that CLAB is an interim storage site, whereas the Revell 
DGR will be a permanent repository, at about 24 times greater depth. 

It’s as if Canada had been transporting our used nuclear fuel to a central site for the past 40 years, instead of STARTING in 
about 17 years, and continuing for 50 thereafter. 

Incidentally, several other countries with nuclear power plants use centralized interim used nuclear fuel storage, in various 
forms, pending development of their own DGRs. 

Obviously, they too practice transporting of their used nuclear fuel to a central site, and have been doing so for decades. 



 

 



 

 

 

Van Wyck doesn’t explain why hazmat transport rules should suddenly change for NWMO, when they have been in effect for 
decades, across Canada.   

Nor does van Wyck say why he didn't object to the six-month campaign by AECL / CNL to transport all of the used nuclear fuel 
from his home province of Quebec to Chalk River, Ontario: was that just an unfortunate oversight, or is van Wyck being 
massively hypocritical? 



 


