
 
Dubious claims of relevance of a site selection process, to IAAC’s Impact 
Assessment and the applicable federal “Physical Activities Regulations”. 

 
Comments on IAAC’s Draft Integrated Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines, ref. #166000E 

  

Jaro Franta, 9 May 2026 

Thanks to the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada and the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission for inviting comments on 
the Draft Integrated Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines for the Deep Geological Repository for Canada’s Used Nuclear Fuel 
Project (#88774), proposed by the Nuclear Waste Management Organization (the NWMO).  

 

 

On April 10 IAAC published their Draft Integrated Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines for the Deep Geological Repository 
for Canada’s Used Nuclear Fuel Project (#88774). 

https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/documents/p88774/166000E.pdf  

Since then, several comments have been submitted to the IAAC registry. 

Among them is registry submission Reference Number 809, authored by Ontario NDP MPP Lise Vaugeois (Thunder Bay 
Superior North).  It doesn’t mention her name, nor does it say that the submission is really on behalf of the group “We The 
Nuclear Free North” (WTNFN) – which is plainly evident in a Facebook video that was posted on the same day, May 6, 2026, 
featuring Vaugeois, with a big bright banner of “wethenuclearfreenorth.ca” below her face. 

 
 



 

 
 

 

Another of the comments submitted to the IAAC registry was Reference Number 806, authored by “Northwatch”, which is an 
alias of Brennain Lloyd, the perennial antinuclear activist, who resides in North Bay.  Brennain uses several other aliases, and 
currently does much of the “leg work” for WTNFN, including collection of cash donations and running a long series of Zoom 
webcasts. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Yet another of the comments submitted to the IAAC registry was Reference Number 487, authored by Wendy O’Connor, who 
personally runs the WTNFN group and its social media on Facebook. WTNFN generally blocks anyone who fails to agree with 
the group (ie. the proverbial “echo chamber”). 

 

 



Unsurprisingly, in all three cases, the same series of talking points are espoused, most notably the one about 
NWMO’s DGR project at the Revell Batholith site, with Ignace and WLON as the two host communities, or incorporated 
communities closest to the Revell site (Ignace decided to enter NWMO’s “learn more” process 16 years ago, in 2010).
A WTNFN Zoom “webinar” a couple of days prior to the three
the group’s talking points, to be included in their IAAC submissions, with 
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Unsurprisingly, in all three cases, the same series of talking points are espoused, most notably the one about site selection for 
NWMO’s DGR project at the Revell Batholith site, with Ignace and WLON as the two host communities, or incorporated 
communities closest to the Revell site (Ignace decided to enter NWMO’s “learn more” process 16 years ago, in 2010).   

IAAC submissions and the Vaugeois video, discussed 
to be included in them. 

 



 

The same sort of opposition to the site selection process was of course also expressed in WTNFN’s most recent submission, 
Reference Number 873, commissioned by them from the 
reason they seem to believe that readers will “buy” their reversed chronology of events, with NWMO’s selection somehow 
preceding the decision by Ignace, 16 years ago, to participate in the process, followed twelve years later by overwhelmingly 
favorable votes by both Ignace and WLON. 
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Now, the IAAC has made it clear in their communications and, of course, in accordance with the federal Impact Assessment 
Act and the applicable federal Physical Activities Regulations, that the IAAC's only concern is the impact of PHYSICAL 
ACTIVITIES of a proposed project, at a specified site (and surrounding region), namely construction and operation. 

 

IAAC have NOTHING to do with site selection, be that a proposed mine whose location was determined from mineral 
prospecting, or a proposed hydro dam whose location was determined from river flow studies and geology suitable for 
construction of a dam, or a proposed airport whose location was determined from studies of potential passenger traffic, local 
geography (mountains), wind conditions, access to existing road infrastructure, etc., etc. 



 



 

 

The site selection process for large national infrastructure projects is mandated by the government: 
Talk to the minister, don't waste your time commenting to IAAC. 

 

That also applies to transportation, where the IAAC only considers the PHYSICAL ACTIVITIES associated with construction and 
operation of proposed highways, railways, airports, oil & gas pipelines, and marine terminals or canals. 

“Operation” in this case means things like maintenance of culverts, bridges, and traffic/safety signaling equipment along roads 
and railways, and at airports (air traffic control tower operation, runway lighting, security & baggage checking/x-ray, etc.), and 
shipping canals (traffic control and operation of navigation lock gates). 

 

Regulation of the actual traffic on those highways, railways, airports, etc. (i.e. the mobile equipment, like cars, trucks, trains, 
airliners, ships, etc.) is the domain of other agencies, such as the Ministry of Transport Ontario (MTO), Transport Canada (ex. 
hazardous materials such as anhydrous ammonia, sodium cyanide, propane, etc.), and the CNSC (for radioactive materials 
transport): It requires licensing separate from the construction and operation of the facility, and is therefore outside the scope 
of IAAC. 

 

 

 

  



 

Part of this WTNFN / Northwatch / Vaugeois campaign, attempting to drag the IAAC into 
is of course denigrating the site / host community selection process that NWMO was mandated by the federal government
perform, as part of the NFWA – Nuclear Fuel Waste Act 
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That site / community selection process included a “willingness” vote in both Ignace and WLON, but as plainly stated by 
Vaugeois in her WTNFN video (partial transcript included below) , those votes should be ignored: 

 

 

 

  



 

Wendy O’Connor in particular has a long-standing PITA regarding NWMO’s site selection process, so it’s not surprising that she 
won’t quit no matter what. 

Prior to the vote in Ignace, which was 77.3% in favor of the project, Wendy insisted that there would never be a vote. 

The WLON community later voted even more in favor, 87.4%.  Does that look like “social division”, as claimed by opponents? 

 

 



 

Also, just prior to the vote in 2024, Wendy O’Connor & WTNFN
to go their way, they suddenly claimed that the vote
IAAC’s consideration of site selection:   

Confusing, isn’t it? 

O’Connor & WTNFN urged residents of Ignace to vote, but after 
the vote was irrelevant – as they do to this day, now as part of

, but after it failed miserably 
as part of their demand for 

 



 
The claim is that the decade-long “learn more” process, with extensive public engagement sessions that included 
representatives of both IAAC and CNSC in Ignace & WLON, was somehow irrelevant for the outcome of the votes, but that 
the “hosting agreements” which the two communities effectively voted on as part of their “willingness”, totally invalidated 
those community votes. 

 

 



Wendy has been up the proverbial [muddy] creek without a paddle ever since the votes in Ignace & WLON. 

She’s unlikely to get a paddle now from IAAC, as that would be against their legal, government-mandated scope of review:  
She might want to block them instead, like she blocks everyone else who fails to agree with her. 

 



As for MPP Lise Vaugeois, it’s worth noting that her own political party, the Ontario NDP, has declared its support for nuclear 
power in Ontario, in September of last year (2025). 

Obviously, used nuclear fuel from operating the nuclear power plants must be stored securely for the very long term, as 
directed by the NFWA. 

Vaugeois’ opposition to the DGR project makes no sense at all. 

 



 



 

And lastly, back to everyone’s favorite 1975 comedy movie. 

(With an update of the speech) 

 


