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rights — cannot be adequately understood, assessed, or addressed if we rely on the current draft of
the IPD.

Environment North understands that pursuant to section 16(1) of the /44, the Agency must
decide whether an impact assessment of the designated project is required. We submit that there
is ample support — in keeping with the factors set out in 16(2) — that merits this project
proceeding for an impact assessment. In particular, the nature and scope of the effects that would
be required to be examined under section 22 of the /44 — including cumulative, long-term, and
interprovincial effects, and impacts on the rights of Indigenous peoples — cannot be adequately
identified or assessed on the basis of the information provided in the IPD.

Environment North submits that an impact assessment is the best available tool to:

e Assess adverse effects within federal jurisdiction (ss. 6, 16(2)(b), (c) and (f.1) and
22(1)(c) of the I4A4);
Evaluate cumulative, regional, and long-term risks (ss. 22(1)(a)(1),(i1) and (ii1));
Facilitate meaningful participation (ss. 16(2)(d)), 22(1)(n) and 27); and
Support transparent and accountable decision-making (s. 22(1)(n)).

As detailed below and in the accompanying affidavits, the IPD contains critical information gaps
that prevent affected communities — including communities beyond the proposed host
communities — from understanding the true impacts of this project and how their concerns will
be considered throughout the process. In these circumstances, an impact assessment is necessary
to ensure that the public interest objectives and requirements under the /44 are satisfied.

III. GAPS IN THE INITIAL PROJECT DESCRIPTION

There are two significant issues in the NWMO'’s framing of the project that must not be accepted
by the Integrated Review Team, namely, the exclusion of transportation activities from the
project scope and the narrow approach to public participation and engagement.

Environment North respectfully urges the Agency to ensure the concerns and gaps we raise,
below, will be remedied in subsequent stages of the 1A, including the Tailored Impact Statement
Guidelines (“TISGs”). It is crucial that the guidelines require the inclusion of this crucial
information, if our organization, the public and the Review Panel are to fully understand and
assess the potential impacts of the project being proposed.

1. Exclusion of Transportation from the Scope of the IPD

Environment North opposes the explicit exclusion of “transportation of used fuel from reactor
sites to the Project beyond primary and secondary access roads at the Project site” from the scope
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Consistent with this purpose, the NFWA defines “management” as:

management, in relation to nuclear fuel waste, means long-term management by
means of storage or disposal, including handling, treatment, conditioning or
transport for the purpose of storage or disposal (emphasis added).’

The NFWA created the NWMO and specified that within 3 years of the Act coming into force,
the NWMO would recommend to the Minister of Natural Resources one of three possible
approaches for the management of nuclear fuel waste: (1) a deep geological disposal in the
Canadian Shield, (2) storage at nuclear sites; or (3) a centralized storage, either above or below
ground.'’

In 2005, after the legislated three-year study, the NWMO recommended an approach they named
“Adaptive Phased Management,” which had as its end point a deep geological repository. In
2007, the federal cabinet selected Adaptive Phased Management (“APM”) based on the
NWMO’s recommendation as a plan for storing and managing high-level radioactive waste (e.g.,
used nuclear fuel).!" Notably, the APM includes transporting the waste produced by Canada’s
existing reactors from reactor sites to a centralized location, transferring the wastes from
transportation packages to a specialized container, and emplacing the wastes in a deep geological
repository.'?

Indeed, as the NWMO has recognized, “Transportation of used nuclear fuel to a centralized
facility is a necessary component of implementing Adaptive Phased Management (APM) for the
long-term management of Canada’s used nuclear fuel” (emphasis added)."* The same sentiment
is also reflected in the NWMO’s final study , named “Choosing a Way Forward - The Future
Management of Canada’s Used Fuel Waste,” and within it, the phases to implement the preferred
management approach.'* Accordingly, we now find ourselves at Phase 1: Preparing for Central
Used Fuel Management, which, among the activities, necessarily includes:

Undertake site characterization, safety analyses and an_environmental assessment
for the shallow underground storage facility, underground characterization
facility and deep geological repository at the central site, and to transport used
fuel from the reactor site (emphasis added)."

NFWA, s 3

U NFWA, s 12

! Nuclear Waste Management Organization, “APM DGR Preliminary Description” (December 2016) at 2, online
(pdf): <acee-ceaa.gc.ca/050/documents/p17520/116734E.pdf>.

12K errie Blaise & Shawn-Patrick Stensil, “Small Modular Reactors in Canada: Eroding Public Oversight and
Canada’s Transition to Sustainable Development” (2020).

3 Nuclear Waste Management Organization, “Backgrounder - Transportation” (2009) at 1.

!4 Nuclear Waste Management Organization, Final Study: Choosing a Way Forward — The Future Management of
Canada’s Used Nuclear Fuel (Report, November 2005), Table 1-1.

15 Ibid.
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considers wherever they may occur, including along the transportation corridors and in
downstream or otherwise affected communities.

b. Persistent public concern reflects unmet expectations for meaningful participation

The accompanying affidavits demonstrate a long history of public engagement on nuclear issues
in Northwestern Ontario. Since at least the late 1970s, members of Environment North have
taken proactive efforts to engage with federal, provincial, and municipal decision-makers,
including, but not limited to:

e Participating in formal public hearings, commissions, and parliamentary proceedings
related to nuclear waste management;*

e Preparing and submitting written reports, media releases, resolutions, and public
comments addressing the environmental, health, transportation, and social risks
associated with nuclear waste disposal;*

e Delivering municipal deputations, preparing presentations, participating in plebiscites,
and engaging in public education through community meetings and public events;**

e Organizing, attending, and contributing to public forums, rallies, and dialogue sessions
concerning the siting, transportation, and long-term management of used nuclear fuel;*
and

e Undertaking independent efforts to facilitate public access to project information,
including contacting and working with local public libraries to ensure that hard copies of
the IPD are made available to community members where such access was otherwise
limited.*®

Significant and ongoing public concern regarding the proposed DGR project is also evidenced
by, among other things:

e Plebiscites and municipal resolutions opposing nuclear waste siting in Northwestern
Ontario;?”’

e Petitions and postcard campaigns opposing the transportation and disposal of used
nuclear fuel through the region;*®

e Frequent letters to the editors and governments, media interviews, and public statements
raising concerns about transportation risks and long-term safety;” and

22 Saunders Affidavit at para 7 and 8(¢).

2 LeGassick Affidavit at para 8(b); Saunders Affidavit at para 8(a) and (h); Muth Affidavit at para 8 and 10.

2 Veltri Affidavit at para 9(c) and (e); LeGassick Affidavit at para 8(a) and (d); Saunders Affidavit at para 8(e);
Muth Affidavit at para 9.

5 Veltri Affidavit at para 9(b) and (d); LeGassick Affidavit at para 8(a); Saunders Affidavit at para 8(e).

%6 Veltri Affidavit at para 26.

" Saunders Affidavit at para 8(d); Muth Affidavit at para 9.

28 Veltri Affidavit at para 9(a); LeGassick Affidavit at para 8(d); Saunders Affidavit at para 8(b).

¥ Veltri Affidavit at para 9(b) and (f); LeGassick Affidavit at para 8(b) and (c); Saunders Affidavit at para 8(c);
Muth Affidavit at para 8.
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AFFIDAVIT OF MARY VELTRI

I, MARY VELTRI, of the City of Thunder Bay in the Thunder Bay District in the Province of

Ontario, MAKE OATH AND SAY:

I. My name is Mary Veltri. I am a member of the Board of Directors for Environment
North, an environmental organization based in Thunder Bay, and I currently serve as

Board Secretary.

2. I make this affidavit to share my background, my experience in public education and
advocacy related to nuclear issues, and my concerns regarding the Nuclear Waste
Management Organization’s (“NWMQO”) Initial Project Description (“IPD”) for the

proposed Deep Geological Repository (“DGR”) for Canada’s used nuclear fuel.

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

3. Iam a lifelong resident of Thunder Bay, Ontario.

4. I am a retired lawyer. Over the course of my legal career, I worked at Kinna-Aweya Legal
Clinic in the area of poverty law, where I represented clients in a variety of forums, and |
was also engaged in community development and public legal education. I was also a
part-time instructor in the Indigenous Community Advocacy Program at Confederation

College for approximately five years.



5. My home is located approximately 75 metres from Highway 11/17, a major
transportation corridor through Thunder Bay, Ontario, where nuclear waste will be
transported twice daily, nine months of the year, for 50 years. I regularly travel on
Highway 11/17 as part of my daily life and have done so for many years. I am therefore
directly impacted by the proposed transportation of nuclear waste from Southern Ontario,

Quebec, and New Brunswick.

II. MY EXPERIENCE IN ENVIRONMENTAL ADVOCACY

6. For more than 25 years, I have been involved in various environmental campaigns in

Thunder Bay as a concerned citizen.

7. Since the fall of 2023, I have been actively involved in Environment North’s campaign to

oppose the siting of a DGR in Northwestern Ontario.

8. Environment North is a member of the alliance We the Nuclear Free North, and I am a

member of its core group, which meets weekly or biweekly by video conference.

9. My involvement in this advocacy has included, but is not limited to:

a. Assisting with the development and circulation of petitions to Parliament and to
the City of Thunder Bay.

b. Participating in joint deputations before municipal councils, including Thunder
Bay, Schreiber, and Terrace Bay. Attached collectively as Exhibit ‘A’ are copies
of three representative joint deputations that I have participated in, delivered on
April 23, 2024, May 21, 2024, and August 26, 2024, expressing concerns about
the transport and disposal of nuclear waste in Northwestern Ontario. Attached as

Exhibit ‘B’ is a letter to the City of Thunder Bay City Clerk, dated July 2, 2024,






12. In my experience, Northwestern Ontario is often treated as a remote or sparsely populated
region where large-scale industrial projects are perceived as facing less resistance. I am
concerned that siting a DGR in Northwestern Ontario reflects this mindset and risks
turning the region into a long-term repository for hazardous waste generated elsewhere,
and that approving a DGR could set a precedent for Northwestern Ontario to become a

destination for additional industrial or hazardous waste in the future.

13. I have a personal connection to the land and waters of Northwestern Ontario. I have
paddled two canoe trips in the Turtle River - White Otter Lake area, a region that contains
still-intact stands of old-growth white pine and red pine. These lakes and rivers are at risk
of contamination in the event of container corrosion, accidents during waste handling or

emplacement, or unforeseen geological events.

14.1 am also concerned that communities in Northwestern Ontario are being asked to bear
the long-term responsibility and risk of storing accumulated high-level radioactive waste
generated elsewhere, despite the region not relying on nuclear power for electricity and

not benefiting from employment in the nuclear industry.

15. For these reasons, I believe that the precautionary principle should guide decision-making
regarding the DGR, requiring the nuclear industry to continue above-ground storage in

robust facilities that can be continuously monitored, close to reactor sites.

A. The Transportation of Used Nuclear Fuel

16. The transportation of used nuclear fuel is, in my view, an integral component of the DGR
project. However, transportation networks and transportation impacts have been excluded

from the current scope of the project description.



17.1 am concerned for the safety of transporting high-level radioactive waste through
populated communities along the transportation routes, including Thunder Bay, Ontario. I
am also concerned that the communities along these transportation routes were not

consulted, even though they are directly impacted by the project.

18. Based on my understanding, safety buffer zones are typically required around nuclear
waste storage facilities. I do not understand how such safety zones could be maintained

when used nuclear fuel is transported by road or rail through towns and cities.

19. Highway 11/17 passes through residential areas and near homes, schools, and businesses.
I am concerned about what evacuation or protective measures would be available if an
accident were to occur along this route. I am also concerned about the cumulative effects
of repeated exposure to radiation over time for people living and travelling near
transportation routes, including myself, as well as the adequacy of emergency
preparedness and response measures in the event of a transportation accident, particularly

during winter conditions, severe weather, or road closures.

20. To date, I have not seen clear, accessible, or independent information addressing these

concerns.

B. The Importance of Meaningful Public Participation

21. Meaningful public participation in decision-making about projects of this scale and

duration matters greatly to me.

22. A core principle, in my view, is that decisions of this nature should be made transparently

and that any final approval be based on a thorough review of the environmental, health,



23.

24.

25.

26.

cultural, and economic effects of the project. This is particularly important in the context
of the DGR, given that demonstrating social acceptance has consistently been identified

as a key factor in determining whether such projects may proceed.

To ensure greater fairness in the process, I believe the public comment period for the
proposed project should be significantly longer. In my experience, the limited timeframe
for responding to a complex, technical project of this nature makes it difficult for
members of the public to review the materials and prepare informed submissions. I
believe this may discourage participation or result in brief responses that do not fully

reflect the nature or extent of public concern.

I am also concerned that the assessment process appears to favour the project proponent.
It is my understanding that the Impact Assessment Agency has worked closely with the
proponent over an extended period to prepare the IPD. In my view, this creates at least
the appearance of a lack of independence, which may undermine public confidence in the

assessment process.

The involvement of the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (“CNSC”) similarly raises
concerns for me regarding institutional neutrality. Based on my understanding, members
of the CNSC have professional backgrounds in the nuclear industry, which raises
questions about the degree of independence with which concerns about the project may

be evaluated.

I believe greater effort should be made to ensure that members of the public are aware
that the assessment is underway and that public participation is invited. In my experience,

access to project materials has been very limited. For example, I am aware that requests



were made for the IPD to be made available in Thunder Bay Public Libraries, where the
public has access to computers and the internet. However, as of January 29, 2026, with
only five days remaining in the public comment period, the Thunder Bay Waverley
Resource Library had no hard copies available. I am personally making efforts to
persuade the library staff to provide a printed copy. While hard copies of the IPD were
made available at Thunder Bay City Hall as of January 19, 2026, this timing left only
approximately two weeks for the public to review the materials and provide comments,

which, in my view, is insufficient to support meaningful participation.

C. The Site-Selection Process and the “Informed and Willing Host”

27.

28.

29.

I am concerned about the NWMO's characterization of the DGR as a consent-based,

community-driven project supported by an “informed and willing host.”

Based on my experience, I do not believe this framing reflects the views of the broader
region. I am aware of multiple municipalities and First Nations in Northwestern Ontario
that have publicly opposed the siting of a DGR in this region, including communities that
are not host communities, but that would nonetheless be affected by the transportation
and housing of used nuclear fuel. I am concerned that the perspectives of these
communities were not meaningfully considered in the process by which consent was

obtained.

I am further concerned that transportation networks have been excluded from the scope
of the project description, despite the fact that transportation is an integral component of
the DGR project. The transportation of used nuclear fuel has been one of the most

consistently raised public concerns. In my view, excluding transportation from the scope









nuclear energy corporations (Ontario Power Generation Inc., Hydro-Quebec and New Brunswick
Power Corporation).

Prior to the establishment of the NWMO, the federal government had established an expert
panel to oversee an environmental assessment of the Geologic Disposal Concept for High Level
Radioactive Waste. In 1998, after a 10-year review of evidence and submissions from public
hearings, the Panel concluded that the Canadian public did not support the concept of burying
nuclear waste and recommended that a neutral, nuclear fuel waste management agency be
created, at arm’s length from the utilities and AECL (Atomic Energy of Canada Ltd.)

The federal government ignored this key recommendation and instead tasked the
industry-controlled Nuclear Waste Management Organization with the responsibility to design
and implement a plan for the long-term storage of high-level radioactive waste.

Currently, Canada’s active and decommissioned nuclear power plants, located in Ontario, New
Brunswick, Quebec and Manitoba, have produced over the past 60 years a stockpile of
approximately 3.3 million spent nuclear fuel bundles that increases at a rate of about 90,000
bundles per year (NWMO). If all the currently operating plants live out their licensed lifetimes,
they will have to dispose over 6 million fuel bundles. With the NWMOQO's ever changing plans, it
is expected that the high-level radioactive waste from Small Modular Reactors will also be
added to the proposed DGR.

Naturally, the industry-led NWMO is keen to bury and abandon the nuclear waste in a remote
place so that they can proceed with their plans for expansion of nuclear power despite all the
negative impacts caused by the nuclear fuel chain.

Rather than holding wide public consultations, the NWMOQ's process has been fundamentally
unfair and exceedingly partial to what the industry wants. Given the long- term health and
environmental risks associated with nuclear waste, we believe broader more inclusive
consultation must take place, one that respects the principles of free, prior and informed
consent for Indigenous people and includes all potentially impacted people.

2. Inadequacy of Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission is the licensing body that is ostensibly in place to
regulate the nuclear industry and ensure public safety. Once the NWMO completes its site
selection process, it will need to apply for a license from the CNSC. However, the CNSC has
repeatedly come under criticism for allowing nuclear operators to violate safety standards and
their licence requirements.
One might expect that the NWMO'’s plans concerning the transportation of nuclear fuel waste,
the containers, the repository design are vetted and scientifically vetted and overseen. The
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) is the regulator, so one would think that it carefully
reviews the NWMO'’s technical plans, and uses its power to say yes or no to them. However, this
is not the case.
The CNSC follows the nuclear industry’s lead. Rather than setting safety standards, the
Commission merely reviews whether the industry is following its own rules. And even when the
industry breaks its own rules, as was on the news recently in the case of the Canadian Nuclear



Laboratories buried reactor at Pinawa, CNSC will issue relatively small fines. CNSC has never
withheld a licence to a nuclear facility. As a result, the CNSC is often referred to as a “captured
regulator”.
This unfettered delegation of power to the NWMO, without government oversight, has enabled
the NWMO to design its own processes for consultations, determination of “willingness” and
definition of “host community. We therefore suspect that the CNSC licensing process will simply
be a rubber stamping of the NWMO decision

3. Lack of Consultation with Communities Directly Affected by the Proposal
Environmental justice requires that the people who are affected by a decision ought to be
consulted. Despite living along the transportation route where Schreiber residents will have
daily exposures of gamma radiation from the transports or train cars carrying nuclear waste,
your community, has not been directly engaged in a consultation process. Your community will
also be exposed to the risk of catastrophic harm resulting from an accident or military attack. It
is not fair that residents along the route have been excluded from the willingness process, not
informed of the risks, nor given a say in the process.
It is only Ignace and Wabigoon Lake Ojibway Nation who will decide for all of us in northwestern
Ontario whether there is willingness to have the DGR sited in our region. Interestingly, the
Revell Lake site is not even within the town boundaries of Ignace nor within its watershed.
Communities closer to the proposed site and living downstream have also been excluded from
the consultation process.
We believe a proposal with the potential for this magnitude of regional impacts should not
proceed without regional input, particularly from communities along the transportation route
and downstream from the proposed site.

4. Willingness Process
The NWMO has stated that they will only proceed in an area with “willing and informed hosts.”
Willingness suggests consent is freely given. However, the power imbalance between the
nuclear industry and the small, regionally-isolated and economically-marginalized community of
Ignace with a population of 1,200 is huge. This raises many ethical questions.
The NWMO has deep pockets (funded by utility ratepayers) and has been trying to buy consent
by pouring cash into Ignace to engage and seek their support. In 2023 alone Ignace received
$1.7 million for local projects and infrastructure as part of their funding agreement. To date,
they have received an estimated $10 million with millions more promised with the signing of
the hosting agreement.
Similarly, “informed” implies that the community has received information about the risks and
benefits of being a host community. However, the NWMO materials do not address any of the
risks associated with their proposal or the harms associated with radioactive exposure and
contamination. The NWMO plan to transport, process and bury high-level nuclear waste is not a
complete plan. It includes a number of ‘concepts’ which are still being developed, and there are
large gaps in the information. How can the residents be informed about a plan that lacks
concrete details and material facts?

5. Environmental Justice

A fundamental principle of environmental justice is that environmental benefits and burdens
should be equitably distributed among all persons, rather than allowing the majority of adverse

3



impacts to be unfairly imposed upon visible minorities, Indigenous and/or marginalized
communities. We oppose the imposition of a repository for all of Canada’s nuclear waste in
northwestern Ontario because we do not rely on nuclear energy as a source of electricity.
Northwestern Ontario’s energy supply comes from hydro, biomass, solar and wind. It is
Southern Ontario and New Brunswick that have relied on and reaped the benefits from nuclear
energy. In keeping with the proximity principle, and environmental justice, the nuclear waste
ought to be stored as close to the site of generation as possible.

Finally, there are many uncertainties about the whether the repository will be able to prevent
radioactive materials leaking out into the water and earth over the hundreds of thousands of
years for which they will remain hazardous. There are many unanswered questions about the
properties of the fuel over such immense time frames, the behaviour of the geological
formations, the ability of human technology to withstand environmental pressures over
decades, much less thousands and hundreds of thousands of years and the possibility of
cataclysmic events. While our generation may not experience the negative consequences of this
plan, it is an intergenerational injustice to burden people not yet born with the impacts caused
by burying radioactive waste.



Deputation to Terrace Bay Town Council
May 21, 2024
By
Dodie LeGassick and Mary Veltri
On Behalf of:

We the Nuclear Free North and Environment North

RE: Concerns About Nuclear Waste in Northwestern Ontario

Introduction:

Thank you for allowing us to speak this evening about a matter that could have serious
consequences for our community and all of Northwestern Ontario. We represent WTNFN, an
alliance of people and groups, including Environment North, who are opposing a Deep
Geological Repository for nuclear waste in Northwestern Ontario. We are also board members
of Environment North, an NGO in operation since 1972, which conducts research, education
and community advocacy to promote sustainability, protection of the environment and
community engagement in decisions impacting the environment.

Background:

1. The Nuclear Waste Management Organization (NWMO) is in the process of trying to
secure a “willing host” where they can dispose of Canada’s high level radioactive waste
in a deep geological repository (DGR)." This process is scheduled to be completed this
year. Two potential sites are under consideration: Teeswater, located in the Saugeen
Ojibway Nation- South Bruce area and the Revell site in the Wabigoon Lake Ojibway
Nation-Ignace area.

2. There is growing opposition to siting the proposed DGR at the Revell site for a number of
reasons. Today we wish to focus on two major concerns directly impacting the residents
of Terrace Bay:

e the lack of fairness in excluding communities along the north shore from the “willingness”
process; and

e the environmental impact of transporting nuclear waste

Lack of Consultation with Communities Directly Affected by the Proposal

3. The NWMO, a body created by the nuclear industry, has devised a very narrowly-scoped
engagement strategy that serves the industry’s interests but ignores the views of the

! By the end of their lifespans, Canada's existing nuclear reactors are projected to produce more than 5.6 million bundles of fuel waste, weighing

over 100,000 tonnes. As of 2023, Canada’s existing inventory is about 3.3 million used nuclear fuel bundles. If stacked like cordwood, this high
level radioactive waste could fit into about nine NHL hockey rinks from the ice surface to the top of the boards. The NWMO expects these
projections to increase with the addition of new nuclear reactors and SMR’s. Nuclear Waste Management Organization Nuclear Fuel Waste
Projections in Canada -2023 Update



majority of people impacted by their decision. Their consultation process has failed to
engage or seek consent from the residents of Terrace Bay and other communities along
the transportation route even though they will be directly affected by the shipments of
high-level radioactive waste by rail or by road for a period of 50 years.

The necessity of having “broad public support”, to ensure the acceptability of any
disposal method for managing nuclear fuel wastes, has been a guiding principle for the
nuclear industry in Canada since the Seaborn Panel completed their independent
environmental assessment of the DGR concept in 1998.2 International norms for the
siting of nuclear waste disposal have continued to include a decision-making process
that embodies procedural fairness and public acceptance.?

Despite paying lip service to the principle of ensuring there is “willingness” for their
decision, NWMO has unilaterally decided to seek consent from only two small
communities in Northwestern Ontario — Ignace and Wabigoon Lake Ojibway Nation -
with a combined population of about 1,360 residents. Meanwhile the rest of us in
Northwestern Ontario have been shut out from the consultation process. The Revell site
is not in Ignace boundaries.

We believe a project of this magnitude, with an environmental footprint and risk to our
health and safety of this scale, should at the very least be a regional decision. The
consultation process NWMO has followed is a far cry from gaining broad public support
as recommended by the Seaborn Panel.

Willingness Process

7.

10.

The NWMO states that they will only proceed in an area with “willing and informed
hosts.” “Willingness” suggests consent is freely given. However, the power imbalance
between the nuclear industry and the small, regionally-isolated and
economically-marginalized communities of Ignace and Wabigoon Lake Ojibway Nation is
huge. The recently completed voting process in Ignace was not at all straightforward.
Rather, a consultant was hired to study community willingness using an online poll to the
willingness engagement committee who will in turn make a recommendation to council
on whether to proceed or withdraw as a potential host community for an underground
nuclear waste repository.

The NWMO has deep pockets (funded by utility ratepayers) and has been trying to buy
consent by pouring cash into these communities to seek their support. To date, Ignace
has received an estimated $10 million with millions more promised upon the signing of
the hosting agreement.

Similarly, “informed” implies that the community has received objective information about
the risks and benefits of being a host community. However, the NWMO either avoids or
downplays the economic, social and environmental costs of managing radioactive waste.

2

Environmental Assessment Report on AECL's Geologic Disposal Concept for High Level Radioactive Waste, Executive

Summary (http://www.ccnr.org/hlw_fearo_summary.html)

3 Yokoyama, M., Ohnuma, S., Osawa, H. et al. Public acceptance of nuclear waste disposal sites: a decision-making process utilising the ‘veil of
ignorance’ concept. Humanit Soc Sci Commun 10, 623 (2023). https://doi.org/10.1057/s41599-023-02139-2



11.

The plan to transport, process and bury high-level nuclear waste is not a complete plan.
It includes a number of ‘concepts’ which are still being developed, and there are large
gaps in the information. How can the residents be informed about a plan that lacks
concrete details and material facts?

Environmental Justice

12.

13.

14.

A fundamental principle of environmental justice is that environmental benefits and
burdens should be equitably distributed among all persons, rather than unfairly imposing
the majority of adverse impacts upon Indigenous and/or marginalized communities. We
do not benefit from nuclear energy in Northwestern Ontario so why should we bear the
burden of storing its waste? Our energy supply comes from hydro, biomass, solar and
wind. It is Southern Ontario and New Brunswick that have relied on and reaped the
benefits from nuclear power. In keeping with the proximity principle, and environmental
justice, nuclear waste ought to be stored as close to the site of generation as possible.

There are many technical challenges to claims that the repository will be able to prevent
radioactive materials leaking out into the water and earth over the hundreds of
thousands of years for which they will remain hazardous. There are uncertainties about
the properties of the fuel, the behaviour of the geological formations and the ability of the
technology to withstand environmental pressures over such an immense time frame as
well as the possibility of cataclysmic events. While our generation may not experience
the negative consequences of this plan, it is an intergenerational injustice to burden
people not yet born with the impacts caused by burying radioactive waste.

Multiple First Nations in Robinson Superior and Treaty 3 territories, as well as
municipalities along the transportation route such as Red Rock and Nipigon or
downstream from the proposed site such as Grassy Narrows and LaVallee have
expressed opposition to the NWMO proposal. By joining these communities, Terrace Bay
will be speaking up for the environment and telling the NWMO that they oppose their
unreasonable scheme to make Northwestern Ontario the dumping ground for all of
Canada’s high level nuclear waste.



Deputation to Thunder Bay City Council
August 26, 2024

by
Charles Faust and Mary Veltri
on Behalf of
Environment North
Nuclear Free Thunder Bay

We the Nuclear Free North

RE: Concerns About Transporting and Disposal of Nuclear Waste in Northwestern Ontario

Introduction

1. Thank you, Mayor Boshcoff and Members of Council, for allowing us to address a matter
that will have serious, long-term consequences for our community for generations to come.
We represent We the Nuclear Free North, an alliance of people and groups across northern
Ontario, including Environment North and Nuclear Free Thunder Bay.

2. We are asking you to pass a resolution that supports our campaign to stop the Nuclear
Waste Management Organization (NWMO) from proceeding with their northwestern
Ontario option for a deep geological repository for all of Canada’s high level nuclear waste.

3. By the end of 2024, the NWMO will decide where it proposes to relocate more than 50,000
tonnes of used nuclear fuel waste accumulated over 60 years. By the end of the plants’
operating lives, there will be more than 100,000 tonnes. The NWMO expects the site will
also store nuclear waste from small modular reactors.

4. The last two potential sites for the DGR are Teeswater (South Bruce) in southwestern
Ontario and the Revell site in the heart of Treaty 3 territory (about 45 km northwest of
Ignace, ON, and 290 km northwest of Thunder Bay).

Risks in Siting the DGR in Northwestern Ontario

5. The NWMO plan involves transporting, processing, repackaging, burying, and then
abandoning the waste. It will be stored in in an underground facility, 600 -700 metres deep,
spanning an area of 2 kilometres by 3 kilometres, and will remain radioactive for over a



million years. Radioactive releases from this waste can be deadly, difficult to contain and
extremely expensive to remediate.

6. For more than 50 years there will be highly radioactive waste transported through Thunder
Bay to the site by road and or by rail on a route that passes through Thunder Bay. The
transport option will mean 2-3 truckloads each day for 9 months spread over the year. Each
shipment will release low levels of radiation, and a truck collision or train derailment could
result in much higher releases with catastrophic consequences. There is no safe level of
exposure.

7. There is a significant risk that there will be radioactive releases from the NWMOQO'’s operation,
including from the processing plant at the DGR site, and from the repository itself. According
to the NWMO, the Used Fuel Packaging Plant (UFPP) will have releases at the site. Liquid
and solid wastes will be generated and there will be radioactive releases into the air and
water from the UFPP. If all goes well, releases from the DGR will not come until later but
there is no guarantee that all will go well. And once radioactive toxins enter the water
course it will be too late to mitigate the adverse effects.

8. The NWMO reserves the option of initiating transport of radioactive waste to their selected
site before determining if the geology of that site is appropriate, and before the DGR has
received final approval.

9. There is no other deep geological repository for high-level radioactive fuel waste anywhere
in the world that has been approved or brought into operation.

Why Should Thunder Bay City Council Speak Up on this Issue?

10. The NWMO states in its official plan, Implementing Adaptive Phased Management 2024-28,
that one of its Guiding Principles for Site Selection is “Inclusiveness” and that “the NWMO
must respond to, and address where appropriate, the views of others who are most likely
to be affected by implementation, including the transportation that would be required of
used nuclear fuel. Full opportunity must be provided to surrounding communities,
provincial governments, Aboriginal communities and transportation communities as a large
group with a shared interest to have their questions and concerns heard and taken into
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account in decision-making on a preferred site.



https://www.nwmo.ca/Site-selection/How-it-was-developed/Guiding-principles

11. Thunder Bay is the municipality with the greatest population in the vicinity of the Revell

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Site. Thunder Bay residents would be significantly affected by the transportation of nuclear
waste along our highways or railways. The NWMO has not provided our city with an
opportunity to have our questions and concerns taken into account in their site selection
process. Therefore, it is incumbent upon our City Council to speak up on behalf of our
citizens and communicate our opposition to transporting the waste through our city and
siting the DGR in our region.

There has been strong and vocal opposition to the NWMO proposal to build a DGR in our
region from multiple sectors, including several municipalities and First Nations, as well as
from thousands of local residents, over decades. Serious concerns have been raised about
the NWMO proposal to foist nuclear waste onto Northwestern Ontario, in terms of harm to
human health, the environmental impact, lack of candid disclosure about risks, the
legitimacy of the willingness process and lack of consultation. The breadth and scope of the
opposition is outlined below in paragraphs 13 —17.

Several municipal councils and leaders have publicly expressed concerns about transporting
and disposing nuclear waste in Northwestern Ontario and not being consulted. Mayor
Boshcoff, himself, recently stated that he would ensure Thunder Bay is included in the
willingness process should further interest in the Ignace site continue.” Resolutions
opposing the NWMO proposal to transport and bury nuclear waste in NWO have been
passed by Nipigon, Red Rock, Lavallee, Chapples, Gillies and Sioux Narrows-Nestor Falls.

Multiple First Nations, most notably Fort William First Nation, and Indigenous organizations
such as Nishnabe Aski Nation have also publicly expressed opposition to this proposal.?

There have been over 75 letters to the Editor of the Chronicle Journal and TBnewswatch and
regional publications objecting to the NWMO plan, raising concerns about transportation
risks, the DGR concept and being shut out from the consultation process.

Thousands of people have signed petitions to Parliament opposing the NWMO proposal to
build the DGR without a proper consultation process.* Another online petition has 13,243

signatures.” TBnewswatch conducted 2 separate polls in 2024. The majority of respondents
were against Ignace being chosen as a nuclear waste repository.

2TB Newswatch, March 29, 2024,
https://www.tbnewswatch.com/local-news/mayor-expects-willingness-process-for-city-8517386

3 Fort William First Nation, Pic Mobert, Lac Seul, Grassy Narrows, Ojibway Nation of Saugeen #258 and
Anishinaabeg of Kabapikotawangag Resource Council representing 5 First Nations have all passed
resolutions opposing the NWMO plan, https://wethenuclearfreenorth.ca/nuclear-waste-resolutions/
* The most recent petition presented to Federal Parliament in May contains 3,327signatures.
https://www.ourcommons.ca/petitions/en/Petition/Details?Petition=e-4852



https://www.change.org/p/stop-the-disposal-of-nuclear-waste-in-northwestern-ontario?source_location=search
https://www.change.org/p/stop-the-disposal-of-nuclear-waste-in-northwestern-ontario?source_location=search
https://wethenuclearfreenorth.ca/nuclear-waste-resolutions/

17. Thunder Bay ‘s 1997 plebiscite resulted in 91% of the voters declaring they were against
nuclear waste disposal in the Thunder Bay area. In 2000, Thunder Bay City Council adopted
a resolution expressing concern with transportation of nuclear waste throughout the City
and advised appropriate Federal Ministers and local MP’s of this concern.

NWMO Site Selection Process is Unfair

18. The NWMO has stated it will only proceed in an area with “willing and informed hosts.”
Willingness suggests consent is freely given. However, the power imbalance between the
nuclear industry and the small, regionally isolated and economically vulnerable community
of Ignace with a population of 1,200 is huge.

19. The site-selection process is not subject to regulatory oversight or legislation; it is a process
made-up by NWMO. The NWMO has paid millions of dollars to municipal and Indigenous
governments to engage and seek their support as part of its site selection process. This has
led to accusations of governments being bought off by the nuclear industry.®

20. The NWMO's “host” community of Ignace is 45 kilometres east of the proposed DGR site
and is not in the same watershed. There are smaller communities closer to the site that are
not part of the NWMO'’s “willingness process.” While the NWMO is also seeking a
declaration of willingness from Wabigoon Lake Ojibway Nation, other First Nations with land
use near or overlapping the project area are not being consulted.

21. Despite living along the transportation route where Thunder Bay residents will have daily
exposures to gamma radiation from the transports or train cars carrying nuclear waste, our
community has not been directly engaged in a consultation process. It is not fair that we
have been excluded from the willingness process, not informed of the risks, nor given a say
in the process.

22. To be “informed” implies that information has been provided about the risks and benefits of
being a host community. However, the NWMO does not publicly address the risks or the
harms associated with radioactive exposure and contamination. Being the host site for all of
Canada’s nuclear waste may negatively affect the community’s social cohesion and its image
as a gateway to pristine wilderness, and “nuclear stigma” may lower property values.

23. Moreover, the NWMO plan to transport, process and bury high-level nuclear waste is not a
complete plan. It includes a number of ‘concepts’ which are still being developed, and there
are large gaps in the information. How can the residents be “informed” about a plan that
lacks concrete details and material facts?

® David Suzukl Suence Matters, August 1, 2024,

-radioactive-nuclear-waste-poses-enormous-risks/ -David Suzuki,
world renowned scientist and environmentalist, has strongly criticized the NWMO's high-risk proposal to
bury and abandon nuclear waste and its site selection process which has effectively excluded communities
along the transportation route and those downstream from the repository site from the ‘willingness’
decision.



https://davidsuzuki.org/story/burying-radioactive-nuclear-waste-poses-enormous-risks/

24. Northwestern Ontario is virtually self-sufficient when it comes to electricity. We do not rely
on nuclear energy from southern Ontario. From an environmental justice perspective, we
should not bear the enormous risk associated with having all the waste transported through
our communities and stored in our region when the nuclear power plants have been
primarily for the benefit of Southern Ontario.

Is there a better way? - Yes — Extended On-Site Stewardship

25. WTNFN and many scientific experts believe the best option in terms of safety is to construct
robust, secure storage at or near the reactor sites where the waste can be safely managed until
more advanced management techniques are developed.

26. We believe an acceptable waste management system must be evaluated according to the
strictest safety criteria and should have the ability to:

e Monitor the condition of the containers;
e Measure the performance of the container integrity;

e Mitigate - if there is deterioration, it should be possible to intervene, retrieve, and
repackage.

27. While extended onsite storage meets these criteria, the DGR involves sealing and
abandoning the site, making it impossible to measure, monitor or mitigate should problems
occur.

28. We believe it is important to distinguish transporting high-level radioactive nuclear fuel
waste from the medical isotopes that are already crossing our highways. There is an
astronomical difference in volume, frequency of exposure and toxicity of radionuclides when
contemplating transporting existing and future supplies of nuclear fuel waste.

Conclusion:

Rather than holding wide public consultations, the NWMO’s process has been fundamentally
unfair and exceedingly partial to what the industry wants. Given the long-term health and
environmental risks associated with nuclear waste, we believe a broader more inclusive
consultation should have taken place, one that respected the principles of free, prior and
informed consent for Indigenous people and included all potentially impacted communities. We
believe a proposal with the potential for this magnitude of regional impacts should not have
proceeded without regional input, particularly from communities along the transportation route
and downstream from the proposed site.

There has been a significant outcry from the citizens of Thunder Bay against the DGR being
built near Ignace and the waste being transported through our city. We hope that you are listening
and will adopt a resolution to speak up for our community and demonstrate leadership for the
region.



We respectfully request that you pass a resolution:

a) urging the NWMO to pursue the option of managing the used nuclear fuel waste
closer to the reactor stations where the waste has been generated and is currently
stored and thereby avoid the transportation of this radioactive waste through Thunder

Bay;

b) to oppose the locating of the DGR in Northwestern Ontario; and

c) to communicate our concerns to the NWMO, the Minister of Energy and Natural
Resources of Canada, M.P. Patty Hajdu and M.P. Marcus Powlowski.






the transportation that would be required of used nuclear fuel. Full opportunity must
be provided to surrounding communities, provincial governments, Aboriginal
communities and transportation communities as a large group with a shared interest
to have their questions and concerns heard and taken into account in decision-making
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on a preferred site.

Thunder Bay is the largest municipality with the greatest population in the vicinity of the
proposed Revell Site between Ignace and Dryden. Thunder Bay residents would be
significantly affected by the implementation and transportation of used nuclear fuel
waste on our highways. The NWMO has not provided our city with an opportunity to
have our questions and concerns taken into account in their site selection process.

Since the original deputation was made by Environment North and We the Nuclear Free
North to Thunder Bay City Council in November 2022, multiple municipalities, First
Nations and other organizations have publicly expressed their concerns about the
NWMO siting process and their opposition to the NWMO proposal to site a deep
geological repository in Northwestern Ontario.?

In May 2024, the Assembly of First Nations held a Regional Dialogue Session in Thunder
Bay where First Nations were given an opportunity to express their concern about
transportation of used nuclear fuel through their territories. Representatives from Treaty
3, Robinson Superior and Robinson Huron expressed strong opposition to the nuclear
waste being transported through their territories.

There have been over 70 letters to the Editor of the Chronicle Journal and TBnewswatch
and regional publications objecting to the NWMO proposal to transport highly
radioactive used nuclear fuel waste an average distance of 1,650 kilometers to be buried
in Northwestern Ontario, and to being shut out from the consultation process.

Thousands of people have signed petitions opposing the NWMO proposal to build a DGR
without a proper consultation process. The most recent petition presented to Federal
Parliament in May contains 3,327? signatures. Another online petition on Change.org
opposing a deep geological repository for high-level nuclear waste in Northwestern
Ontario has 13,230 signatures. A local petition to City Council in favour of the proximity
principle has 481 signatures. On February 4™, 2024, TBnewswatch conducted a one-day
poll in which 1,612 people or 67.34% of the respondents indicated that they were not in
favour of Ignace being chosen as a nuclear waste repository.

Lhttps:

2 For a comprehensive list of resolutions and statements opposing the burial of nuclear waste, see
https://wethenuclearfreenorth.ca/nuclear-waste-resolutions/
3 https://www.ourcommons.ca/petitions/en/Petition/Details?Petition=e-4852



https://www.nwmo.ca/Site-selection/How-it-was-developed/Guiding-principles

10. A plebiscite conducted in the 1997 Thunder Bay municipal election resulted in 91% of
the respondents voting against nuclear waste disposal in the Thunder Bay area. In 2000,
Thunder Bay City Council passed a resolution, moved by Mayor Ken Boshcoff, affirming
“its concern with the transportation of nuclear waste throughout the City of Thunder
Bay; And that the Federal Ministers of Transport and Environment, MP’s and MPP’s be
advised accordingly.”

Request for New Deputation:

1.

It is the role of Council under section 224(a) of the Municipal Act, 2001 to represent the
public and to consider the well-being and interests of the municipality. The Thunder Bay
public is loudly expressing its views and interests and calling upon our City Council to convey
our concerns to the NWMO and the Federal Government. It is incumbent on our City
Council to act when there is an issue of such import that will significantly impact its citizens
for generations to come, and will forever change the landscape of northwestern Ontario.
This is even more critical when the concerns of Thunder Bay citizens have been deliberately
excluded from the NWMO siting process.

We therefore respectfully request an opportunity to make a new deputation to the present

Council requesting that Thunder Bay City Council pass a resolution:

a) to oppose the transportation of high-level nuclear waste throughout the City of Thunder
Bay;

b) to oppose the locating of the DGR in Northwestern Ontario; and

C) to communicate the City’s opposition to the NWMO and the Federal Minister of Natural
Resources.
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The Assembly of First Nations

The Assembly of First Nations (AFN) is a national advocacy organization that works to advance the collective
aspirations of First Nations individuals and communities across Canada on matters of national or international
nature and concern. The AFN holds two Assemblies a year where mandates and directives for the organization are
established through resolutions directed and supported by the First Nations-in-Assembly (elected Chiefs or
proxies from member First Nations). The AFN his comprised of more than 630 member First Nations.

In addition to the direction provided by Chiefs of each member First Nation, the AFN is guided by an Executive
Committee, consisting of an elected National Chief and Regional Chiefs from each province and territory.
Representatives from five national councils (Knowledge Keepers, Youth, Veterans, 2SLGBTQIA+ and Women)
support and guide the decisions of the Executive Committee.

The AFN supports First Nations by coordinating, facilitating, and advocating for policy change, with the leaders
of this change being the First Nations themselves. Chiefs representing First Nations must be an integral part of
meeting the challenge of sustainable, transformative policy change. The AFN is mandated by Resolution 52/2023,
Securing Accountability of Nuclear Technology, Waste, Transportation and Storage, and Resolution 43/2021,
Support for First Nations Inherent Rights, Title, and Jurisdiction of Water Stewardship, including the Traditional Roles
of First Nations Women.

Objective of the Report

In 2024, the AFN held dialogue sessions with First Nations across Turtle Island regarding the transportation and
storage of used nuclear fuel. This report presents the recommendations on this critically important issue. The
feedback gathered willinform the AFN’s advocacy and support efforts in alignment with AFN Resolution 52/2023,
Securing Accountability for Nuclear Technology, Waste and Transportation. It is important to note that the
concerns, perspectives, and feedback received during the dialogue sessions do not represent all First Nations in
Canada and are limited to those who attended the dialogue sessions. Many expressed the need for ongoing
dialogue on this topic, which the AFN intends to continue into 2025 and beyond.




Introduction

Since 2004, the AFN has established a collaborative working relationship with the Nuclear Waste Management
Organization (NWMO). Within this working relationship, the AFN has committed to raising awareness about the
protection, conservation, and environmental health of land, and water. Additionally, there has been a focus on
the long-term management of nuclear waste by developing outreach materials and facilitating information
sharing with First Nations.

The AFN first led dialogue sessions from 2004 to 2005 following the implementation of the Nuclear Fuel Waste
Act (2002), which required the nuclear industry to recommend a preferred approach for long-term nuclear waste
management in Canada. The AFN played a role in facilitating broader engagement with First Nations on the
proposed options for nuclear waste management, with the dialogue sessions intended to raise awareness, build
capacity for decision-making, and promote dialogue with Natural Resource Canada (NRCan). In September 2005,
the AFN provided the NWMO and the Government of Canada with recommendations on nuclear waste disposal
options, incorporating First Nations’ concerns and feedback.

Based on these dialogue sessions, several key recommendations were made:
1. Inherent and Treaty Rights:

o Emphasize the importance of respecting inherent and treaty rights throughout the nuclear waste disposal
dialogue process.

o Highlight the need for the federal government to rebuild lost trust.
2. Fiduciary Responsibility:

o The federal government must fulfill its fiduciary responsibility to First Nations concerning the effects that
the disposal of nuclear waste may have on inherent and treaty rights.

3. Consultation:
o The federal government must conduct its own consultation with First Nations prior to taking any action.

o Further dialogue and discussion are required at the regional and local level, and the distinct circumstances
of First Nations must be reflected in any final decisions.



4. Traditional Knowledge:

o Acknowledge that traditional knowledge (TK) should only be used with the approval of First Nation
representatives.

5. Capacity:

o The NWMO should support First Nations-driven research and provide independent resources for informed
decision-making.

6. Energy:

o The Government of Canada should promote alternative energy sources and assist First Nations in
developing renewable energy.

7. Low and Intermediate Waste:

o The NWMO must ensure a comprehensive examination of the nuclear energy chain’s impact on First
Nations.

8. Importation of Waste:
o Canada should pass legislation specifically banning the importation of waste.
9. Emergency Response:

o Establish plans for monitoring nuclear waste transportation, emergency response systems and necessary
resources and training for First Nations.

10. Time for Study:

o Provide adequate time for First Nations to study and develop positions on nuclear waste management,
irrespective of imposed timelines.

In 2007, the Government of Canada selected Adaptive Phase Management (APM), as the national plan for long-
term management of used nuclear fuel. This plan involves containing and isolating used nuclear fuel within a
Deep Geological Repository (DGR) located in an area with suitable geology. The placement of the DGR requires
an informed and willing host community—but it equally requires consent from local First Nations whose lands,
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https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/evaluations/proj/88774?culture=en-CA
https://wethenuclearfreenorth.ca/impacts/
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https://afn.ca/all-news/bulletins/assembly-of-first-nations-afn-bulletin-final-report-on-2024-dialogue-sessions-and-recommendations-to-the-nuclear-waste-management-organization-nwmo/
https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/evaluations/document/164318?culture=en-CA
https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/evaluations/proj/88774/consultations
https://us02web.zoom.us/webinar/register/WN_n_4o3YMGQUub69arBf-R2Q#/registration
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https://www.nwmo.ca/~/media/Site/Reports/2017/03/21/16/19/TR2016_EN_web.ashx?la=en
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https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/evaluations/proj/88774?culture=en-CA
https://wethenuclearfreenor