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1. Objet de la présente soumission 

À la suite de la directive procédurale que la Commission canadienne de sûreté nucléaire (la 
CCSN ou la Commission)1 a rendue le 28 août 2026 [1], le présent document supplémentaire à 
l’intention des commissaires (CMD) vise à aider la Commission en apportant des précisions sur 
certaines questions soulevées dans les interventions et les documents rédigés ou déposés 
auprès de la Commission concernant la demande de Laboratoires Nucléaires Canadiens ltée 
(LNC) [la demande] visant à modifier le permis de l’installation de gestion des déchets de 
Gentilly-1 (IGDG1) [2]. Plus précisément, le présent CMD supplémentaire fournit à la 
Commission des renseignements supplémentaires et un contexte factuel concernant la portée 
de la modification de permis demandée ainsi que les activités de mobilisation que LNC a 
menées auprès de la Première Nation de Kebaowek (PNK) relativement à l’IGDG1 depuis le 
précédent document que LNC a soumis à la Commission, afin de contribuer à l’établissement 
d’un dossier d’audience complet et exact aux fins de la présente instance. 

Le présent CMD supplémentaire ne vise pas à répondre à toutes les questions soulevées dans 
les interventions reçues par la Commission ni à traiter des questions qui relèvent de la 
Commission ou du personnel de la CCSN, notamment, mais sans s’y limiter, les questions liées 
aux processus d’audience, aux questions de procédure ou à d’autres décisions réglementaires.  

2. Portée de la demande 

LNC fournit des renseignements supplémentaires concernant la portée de la modification de 
permis demandée, telle qu’elle est décrite dans la demande [2]. Les sections qui suivent 
précisent les activités qui relèvent de la portée de la demande dont la Commission est saisie et 
celles qui n’en relèvent pas. LNC a préparé la demande conformément à toutes les exigences 
législatives et réglementaires applicables.  

2.1 Activités relevant de la portée de la demande 

La demande [2] vise à modifier le permis de déclassement de l’installation de gestion des 
déchets (PDIGD) en vigueur, soit le permis WFDL-W4-331.00/2034 [3][2], ainsi que les 
documents réglementaires connexes, afin de permettre à LNC de faire passer l’IGDG1 des 
activités de stockage sous surveillance actuellement autorisées à une phase permettant 
l’exécution des activités de déclassement. 

Si la Commission modifie le permis de l’IGDG1 conformément à la demande, les activités de 
stockage sous surveillance se poursuivront et LNC entreprendra des activités supplémentaires, 
notamment le déclassement et l’enlèvement de tous les bâtiments et structures hors sol et 
certaines structures souterraines de l’IGDG1 que LNC exploite ou gère. La demande de LNC [2] 

 
1 L’appellation « CCSN » désigne la Commission canadienne de sûreté nucléaire en tant qu’organisation et son 

personnel en général, tandis que l’appellation « Commission » désigne sa composante décisionnelle.  
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montre comment LNC gérera en toute sûreté les déchets issus du déclassement de l’IGDG1 
conformément aux exigences législatives et réglementaires applicables, notamment au 
Règlement général sur la sûreté et la réglementation nucléaires (RGSRN) [4], comme le permet 
actuellement le PDIGD en vigueur [3]. 

2.2 Activités ne relevant pas de la portée de la demande 

Plusieurs interventions écrites ainsi que le document versé au dossier conformément à la 
directive procédurale [1] laissent entendre que le transport, le stockage et l’évacuation 
définitive du combustible usé2 et/ou des déchets provenant de l’IGDG1 devraient être assujettis 
à une approbation dans le cadre de la demande dont la Commission est actuellement saisie. 

LNC a élaboré la demande conformément au cadre de réglementation et à la structure 
d’autorisation établis par la CCSN [5]. Dans ce cadre, des exigences réglementaires et des 
processus de surveillance distincts régissent le transport ainsi que la délivrance de permis aux 
installations de réception destinées au stockage à long terme ou définitif. Par conséquent, les 
renseignements concernant ces activités ne font pas partie des éléments sur lesquels repose la 
présente demande.  

2.2.1 Transport 

La demande [2] ne vise à obtenir aucune approbation concernant le transport antérieur ou 
futur de déchets à partir du site de Gentilly-1. Par conséquent, dans le cadre de la présente 
instance, la Commission ne rend aucune décision concernant le transport de matières 
radioactives.  

Des cadres législatifs et réglementaires distincts, administrés par Transports Canada [6] et la 
CCSN, régissent le transport des déchets nucléaires, notamment le Règlement sur l’emballage 
et le transport des substances nucléaires (2015) (RETSN 2015) [7].  

2.2.2 Stockage, traitement, gestion et évacuation des déchets 

Le stockage, le traitement, la gestion ou le stockage définitif des déchets dans les installations 
de réception font l’objet de processus distincts de surveillance réglementaire et d’autorisation 
applicables à ces installations. Ces activités, qui se déroulent dans une installation de réception, 
ne relèvent pas de la portée de la demande [2] ni du PDIGD [3]. Par conséquent, dans le cadre 
de la présente instance, la Commission ne rend aucune décision concernant le stockage, le 
traitement, la gestion ou le stockage définitif des déchets dans les installations de réception.  

 
2 Par souci de clarté, le transfert du combustible usé de l’IGDG1 a pris fin en 2025.  
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3. Consultation et mobilisation 

LNC reconnaît que la Commission a une obligation de consultation3 relativement aux activités 
dont l’autorisation est demandée au moyen de la modification de permis décrite dans la 
demande, à savoir le passage du stockage sous surveillance au déclassement et à la démolition 
de l’IGDG1. Comme LNC l’a précisé précédemment, ces activités comprendront le déclassement 
de tous les bâtiments et structures hors sol ainsi que de certaines structures souterraines que 
LNC exploite ou gère. LNC soutient que, pour permettre à la Commission d’approuver la 
demande, la loi exige uniquement une consultation sur les répercussions potentielles de ces 
activités. 

La demande ne vise à obtenir aucune nouvelle approbation concernant le transport ou le 
stockage, le traitement, la gestion et le stockage définitif éventuels des déchets dans les 
installations de réception. D’autres autorisations, antérieures ou futures, permettent ces 
activités. Toutes préoccupations concernant la consultation relative à ces activités antérieures 
ou futures, qui font l’objet d’une réglementation distincte dans les installations de réception, 
doivent être traitées dans le cadre des processus réglementaires ou juridiques applicables aux 
autorisations correspondantes.  

3.1 Contexte élargi de la mobilisation 

LNC a préparé la documentation présentée à l’appui de la demande [2] conformément au cadre 
de réglementation applicable et en la centrant sur les activités dont elle demande l’autorisation 
au moyen de la modification de permis. Pour appuyer le processus d’examen réglementaire, 
LNC a présenté des documents environnementaux [10] [11], techniques [12] [13] et relatifs à la 
sûreté [14] qui décrivent les activités de déclassement proposées, les effets environnementaux 
prévus et les mesures d’atténuation connexes. LNC a également mené de nombreuses activités 
de mobilisation auprès des Nations, des collectivités et des organisations autochtones ainsi que 
d’autres parties intéressées. Ces activités sont résumées dans le rapport intitulé Gentilly-1 
Waste Facility Decommissioning Indigenous Communications Supplementary Report (2023 
January-2026 February) (en anglais seulement) [15] ainsi que dans le rapport intitulé Gentilly-1 
Waste Facility Decommissioning Public Communications Supplementary Report (2023 January-
2026 February) (en anglais seulement) [16]. 

 
3 La Commission a l’obligation de consulter les peuples autochtones lorsqu’elle envisage des mesures susceptibles 

d’avoir un effet préjudiciable sur des droits ancestraux ou un titre ancestral, potentiels ou établis [8]. Les 
obligations de consultation ne prennent naissance que lorsqu’une décision à rendre risque d’avoir une incidence 
sur des droits ancestraux ou un titre ancestral. Les décisions antérieures ou les décisions futures hypothétiques ne 
déclenchent pas ces obligations [9]. 
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3.2 Mobilisation auprès de la Première Nation de Kebaowek 

Comme la Commission a rendu la directive procédurale en réponse à une communication de la 
Première Nation de Kebaowek (PNK) au Greffe de la Commission, LNC souhaite lui fournir des 
renseignements supplémentaires sur ses activités de mobilisation auprès de la PNK concernant 
la demande et l’IGDG1. Le résumé des activités de mobilisation auprès des Autochtones [15], 
présenté avec la demande, rend compte des activités de mobilisation menées par LNC auprès 
de la PNK jusqu’en février 2026. L’appendice A du présent CMD supplémentaire contient le 
registre de LNC sur ses activités de mobilisation auprès de la PNK concernant la demande, 
l’IGDG1 ainsi que les questions et préoccupations soulevées par la PNK que celle-ci estime se 
rapporter à la demande, afin que la Commission dispose au dossier de l’ensemble du contexte 
factuel nécessaire à l’examen de la demande.   L’appendice B du présent CMD supplémentaire 
contient des copies de certaines communications et de certains échanges avec la PNK, dont 
l’appendice A fait état.  

Dans le cadre des activités de mobilisation menées par LNC, la PNK a soulevé des 
préoccupations concernant le transport antérieur de combustible usé provenant de l’IGDG1 et 
la gestion des déchets radioactifs sur le site des Laboratoires de Chalk River, notamment la 
position de la PNK concernant le consentement à ces activités. La consultation sur des 
questions qui relèvent de processus d’approbation distincts, antérieurs ou futurs, ne s’applique 
pas à la demande dont la Commission est actuellement saisie. Même si ces questions ne font 
pas partie de la modification de permis dont la Commission est actuellement saisie, LNC en a 
discuté avec la PNK dans le cadre de réunions, dans des échanges par correspondance et en 
répondant à des demandes de renseignements. LNC reste à la disposition de la PNK pour 
poursuivre ces discussions, car elle reconnaît l’importance que la PNK leur accorde, même si 
elles ne se rapportent ni à la demande dont la Commission est actuellement saisie ni à la 
décision qu’elle doit rendre.  

LNC et/ou le personnel de la CCSN ont également répondu aux demandes de renseignements 
de la PNK, comme le résume le tableau ci-dessous. 

Tableau 1 : Réponses aux demandes de renseignements de la PNK 

Demande Réponse 

Examen(s) environnemental(aux), examen(s) des 
effets environnementaux ou documents 
équivalents d’évaluation environnementale 
concernant le déclassement de l’IGDG1 

LNC a avisé la PNK lorsque les 
documents demandés sont devenus 
accessibles sur le site Web de la CCSN. 

Demande de permis de transport de LNC La CCSN a transmis le permis de 
transport et le certificat de conception 
de colis, qui contient les 
renseignements pertinents provenant 
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de la demande de permis de transport 
de LNC. 

Analyse de la sûreté du colis de transport (rapport 
de sûreté) 

LNC a informé la PNK qu’elle ne pouvait 
pas divulguer ce document en raison 
des renseignements confidentiels et 
exclusifs qu’il contient. 

Plan de sécurité du transport LNC a informé la PNK qu’elle ne pouvait 
pas divulguer ce document en raison de 
son caractère confidentiel et des 
restrictions de sécurité applicables 
prévues par la loi. 

4. Conclusion 

L’autorisation demandée à la Commission dans la demande [2] consiste à obtenir l’approbation 
nécessaire pour entreprendre les activités de déclassement à l’IGDG1.  LNC soutient que les 
renseignements versés au dossier établissent la rigueur de l’évaluation technique et des 
activités de mobilisation auprès des Autochtones et du public menées relativement à l’IGDG1 et 
à la demande dont la Commission est saisie.  

La demande de LNC et le présent CMD supplémentaire répondent aux principaux thèmes 
soulevés dans les interventions et les documents versés au dossier de la présente instance.  LNC 
a préparé la demande et le présent CMD supplémentaire conformément au cadre de 
réglementation et aux exigences applicables et soutient que la Commission dispose de tous les 
renseignements nécessaires pour statuer sur la question dont elle est saisie. 

LNC maintient son engagement à poursuivre les discussions avec la PNK, les autres Nations, 
collectivités et organisations autochtones ainsi que le public sur les questions d’intérêt, 
notamment le transport, les stratégies de gestion des déchets et les futures initiatives 
réglementaires, s’il y a lieu, conformément au Programme d’information publique de LNC [17]. 
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Annexe A  

Résumé de la mobilisation avec la Première Nation de Kebaowek jusqu'en septembre 2026 
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Date Activité 
d’engagement 

Résumé Commentaires/commentaires pertinents 

2023-10-12 Courriel LNC a fourni à la Première Nation de Kebaowek (PNK) le 
Plan de démantèlement et de nettoyage (PDGA) général 
des laboratoires Chalk River (LCR) en réponse à une 
demande de ce document pour appuyer l’examen du 
permis pour les Laboratoires de Chalk River (LCR) à mi-
parcours. PDGALe Plan général de déclassement et 
d’assainissement (PGDA) détaille les travaux d’expansion 
de la zone de gestion des déchets pour le combustible 
nucléaire irradié à recevoir de L’IGDG1, entre autres 
sites de LNC. 

PNK a confirmé la réception. 

2024-02-26 Réunion Lors d’une réunion entre PNK, LNC et Energie Atomique 
du Canada Limitée (EACL), les déchets de L’IGDG1 
consolidés chez LCR ont été un point de discussion et la 
manière dont un autre projet de LNC proposé chez LCR 
réduirait les responsabilités associées aux déchets 
nucléaires d’EACL. 

L’IGDG1 

Discussion axée sur l’autre projet et sur son rôle 

dans le traitement des documents relatifs à 

L’IGDG1. 

 

2024-04-03 Courriel LNC a offert à PNK une invitation aux webinaires d’avril 
sur le programme de déclassement de L’IGDG1 et de 
restauration des laboratoires Whiteshell de LNC qui se 
tiendra le 9 avril 2024. 

Aucune confirmation de réception reçue de PNK. 

2024-07-16 Réunion Cette réunion entre PNK, LNC et EACL s’est concentrée 
sur les projets publiés dans le registre de la loi sur 
l’évaluation de l’impact. Le transport des déchets a été 
discuté de manière générale dans le cadre de la 
modification des zones de gestion des déchets chez LCR. 

LNC a expliqué que la plupart des déchets actuellement 
générés chez LCR ne sont pas de nouveaux déchets 

PNK a mis l’accent sur les préoccupations 
concernant les projets de la Section 82, y compris le 
manque de notification précoce et d’engagement 
significatif avant les publications publiques, une 
transparence insuffisante sur la manière dont les 
décisions du projet sont prises, et des informations 
limitées disponibles sur le Registre. Souligné la 
nécessité de soutenir les obligations de 

https://www.cnl.ca/wp-content/uploads/CRL-ODCP-Fre.pdf
https://www.cnl.ca/wp-content/uploads/CRL-ODCP-Fre.pdf
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d’exploitation, mais des déchets hérités résultant du 
démantèlement, a souligné que la nouvelle génération 
de déchets est faible par comparaison. LNC a discuté des 
stocks de déchets futurs à l’aide de la Stratégie intégrée 
de gestion des déchets(SIGD), a expliqué que les 
volumes de déchets prévus sont largement motivés par 
les passifs hérités plutôt que par les nouveaux flux de 
déchets. LNC a insisté à plusieurs reprises sur la 
nécessité de voir les projets de déchets individuels dans 
le contexte plus large de la SIGD. La LNC a reconnu que 
les processus de registre public peuvent ne pas fournir 
aux communautés autochtones le type de préavis que 
PNK demande. LNC a proposé de développer un système 
pour identifier les projets d’intérêt pour PNK avant que 
des publications formelles ne se produisent et a convenu 
d’établir un point permanent à l’ordre du jour sur les 
projets à venir de la Section 82. A expliqué les 
interactions entre la LNC et l’EACL en tant qu’autorité 
fédérale pour fournir un contexte supplémentaire sur la 
manière dont les projets de la Section 82 sont gérés. 

consentement préalable et éclairé gratuit (FPIC) et 
de consultation de la Couronne. PNK a souligné 
qu’elle ne cherche pas à retarder ou à arrêter les 
projets, mais souhaite obtenir des informations à 
l’avance pour déterminer si un projet est 
intéressant et si un engagement est nécessaire. 
PNK a noté que les nations autochtones ne 
devraient pas se fier uniquement aux registres 
publics lorsque la consultation proactive reste une 
responsabilité de la Couronne. PNK a souligné les 
modèles d’engagement utilisés au Québec où les 
communautés autochtones reçoivent un préavis 
des projets à venir et participent aux discussions 
avant le début des processus de consultation 
formelle, soulignant que cela aiderait à établir la 
confiance et à améliorer l’efficacité. PNK a exprimé 
son inquiétude concernant l’importation et la 
gestion des déchets, soulevant des préoccupations 
plus larges concernant la génération continue de 
déchets nucléaires. PNK a insisté à plusieurs 
reprises sur l’importance de comprendre la « vue 
d’ensemble » de la gestion des déchets plutôt que 
de recevoir des informations sur des projets isolés. 

2024-07-19 Courriel LNC a partagé un lien accessible au public vers la SIGD de 
LNC, déclarant explicitement que la stratégie de LNC 
pour les déchets de haut niveau consolide les déchets de 
haut niveau de L’IGDG1 et Whiteshell Laboratories (WL) 
dans les zones de gestion des déchets de LCR.  LNC a 

PNK a confirmé la réception. 
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également fourni à nouveau le LCRPDGAPDGA. 

2025-07-17 Réunion Cette réunion entre le personnel de PNK, LNC et CCSN a 
été consacrée aux discussions sur le l’IGDG1, y compris 
les informations justificatives et le contexte 
supplémentaire sur les transferts de déchets à LCR, les 
préoccupations de notification et les obligations de la 
Section 82. LNC a répondu aux préoccupations de PNK, a 
fait référence aux activités d’engagement précédentes 
sur la SIGD de LNC, notant que les informations ont été 
partagées par le biais de webinaires publics, que les 
représentants de PNK ont participé à au moins un 
webinaire, et que la nature publique de la SIGD est 
disponible sur le site Web de LNC. LNC a souligné que le 
transfert des déchets des sites appartenant à EACL vers 
LCR était cohérent avec l’approche plus large de LNC en 
matière de gestion des déchets et avait été discuté avec 
PNK lors des réunions précédentes. LNC a proposé des 
approches d’engagement futures et des sujets de 
discussion récurrents sur L’IGDG1. 

PNK a exprimé son inquiétude quant au fait qu’ils 
n’avaient pas été informés directement du 
transfert de carburant malgré l’engagement 
continu et les efforts de renforcement des 
relations. PNK a également noté l’absence d’avis 
sur le registre de l’Agence canadienne d’évaluation 
de l’impact, a remis en question l’application de la 
Section 82 de la Loi sur l’évaluation de l’impact et a 
demandé des précisions sur la raison pour laquelle 
la CCSN, plutôt que l’EACL, agissait en tant 
qu’autorité fédérale. PNK a demandé une pause 
dans les évaluations fédérales des terres jusqu’à ce 
qu’un processus clair soit établi et a souligné la 
nécessité d’une plus grande clarté sur les exigences 
de consultation et la conformité à l’article 29(2) du 
DNUDPA. 

2025-07-31 Réunion Cette réunion entre le personnel de PNK, LNC et CCSN a 
inclus une discussion sur la modification de la licence de 
l’IGDG1 et la planification de l’engagement futur. La LNC 
a précisé que l’IGDG1 est en cours de changement de 
licence d’une installation de stockage à un projet de 
démantèlement actif et qu’il ne s’agit actuellement pas 
d’un projet de la Section 82. La CCSN a également noté 
que l’activité actuelle concerne une décision de licence 
et qu’une décision au-delà de la base de licence 

PNK a soulevé une demande de temps de 
discussion dédié sur des projets plus larges de la 
rivière Chalk lors d’un atelier à venir, y compris le 
l’IGDG1 et d’autres activités liées à la Section 82, 
citant un intérêt continu pour la compréhension 
des projets qui peuvent affecter leurs droits et 
intérêts. 

PNK a noté que la CCSN avait été identifiée comme 
l’autorité pour la discussion sur l’IGDG1 et a 



 

  
Document supplémentaire à l’intention des commissaires : Renseignements supplémentaires à prendre en considération concernant la modification du 

permis de l’installation de gestion des déchets de Gentilly-1 conformément à la directive procédurale 
61-508760-041-000 Rév. 0 Page 14 de 31 

 

900-511300-TMP-029 RÉV. 1 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF 

Date Activité 
d’engagement 

Résumé Commentaires/commentaires pertinents 

existante pourrait déclencher des processus CCSN 
supplémentaires, mais que l’activité l’IGDG1 actuelle 
n’est pas une évaluation de la Section 82. 

La CCSN a indiqué sa volonté de participer à une 
discussion supplémentaire sur les questions du l’IGDG1 
et de la Section 82 après une réunion future, tout en 
notant que les questions spécifiques au projet 
pourraient nécessiter la contribution de l’équipe de 
projet appropriée. 

suggéré que du temps soit réservé pour discuter de 
l’IGDG1 et des processus réglementaires connexes. 
PNK a exprimé son intérêt pour la compréhension 
de plans plus importants à Chalk River et la 
réception de mises à jour sur d’autres projets. 

2025-08-07 Réunion Cette réunion entre PNK, LNC et EACL comprenait une 
présentation ciblée sur la SIGD et une discussion de suivi 
sur le déclassement de l’IGDG1, le transport de déchets 
de haut niveau et les préoccupations relatives à 
l’importation des déchets. 

Au cours de la présentation, LNC a expliqué que la SIGD 
est un cadre de planification à long terme accessible au 
public pour la gestion des déchets sur les sites gérés par 
LNC. LNC a souligné que la stratégie est un outil de 
planification plutôt qu’un document de prise de décision 
et inclut la consolidation de certains flux de déchets chez 
LCR. LNC a réitéré que le l’IGDG1 est une installation 
appartenant à EACL gérée par LNC et qu’il est en cours 
de déclassement, tandis que Gentilly-2 est détenu par 
Hydro-Québec et n’est pas associé aux responsabilités 
de LNC en matière de déchets ou aux responsabilités de 
gestion. Certains transferts de déchets de l’IGDG1 au LCR 
ont eu lieu dans le cadre d’autorisations existantes, 
tandis que les activités de déclassement futures sont 

PNK a demandé des précisions sur la relation entre 
l’IGDG1 et Chalk River, en particulier concernant le 
déplacement des déchets de l’IGDG1 vers LCR. PNK 
a indiqué qu’il n’était pas clair comment l’IGDG1 
s’inscrivait dans la stratégie plus large de gestion 
des déchets et qu’il exprimait ses préoccupations 
concernant le transport des déchets et les 
obligations de consultation associées à ces 
activités. 

PNK a souligné que sa principale préoccupation 
n’était pas le projet de démantèlement lui-même, 
mais plutôt le transport et la consolidation des 
déchets à Chalk River. PNK s’est demandé si une 
consultation adéquate avait eu lieu concernant le 
mouvement des déchets de haut niveau et a 
soulevé des préoccupations sur la manière dont les 
obligations de consultation, y compris celles liées 
aux principes de la Déclaration des Nations Unies 
sur les droits des peuples autochtones (DNUDPA), 
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poursuivies par une approche de licence par étapes. LNC 
a exprimé sa volonté de travailler avec PNK pour 
développer une approche d’engagement similaire qui 
permettrait à PNK d’être informée et impliquée dans les 
discussions concernant les mouvements de déchets vers 
et depuis LCR. 

LNC a accepté de poursuivre les discussions sur la 
gestion des déchets et d’explorer comment PNK 
souhaiterait participer à un engagement futur 
concernant les activités de transport et de consolidation 
des déchets à Chalk River. 

s’appliquent aux activités de transport des déchets. 

2025-08-12 Réunion La réunion entre le personnel de PNK, LNC et CCSN 
comprenait une discussion sur le transport des déchets 
de l’IGDG1. 

LNC a expliqué que les activités de déclassement de 
l’IGDG1 sont menées dans le cadre de la SIGD de LNC, en 
réitérant que la réception et le stockage des déchets 
chez LCR ont été envisagés par le biais des processus de 
licence existants et que les activités de déclassement se 
concentrent sur la réduction, le tri, la réutilisation et le 
détournement des déchets dans la mesure du possible. 
La LNC a précisé que l’examen environnemental pour 
l’IGDG1 se concentre sur les impacts dans la région de 
Gentilly, tandis que les impacts associés à la réception et 
à la gestion des déchets chez LCR sont pris en compte 
par le biais de processus réglementaires et de licence 
LCR distincts. 

En réponse aux préoccupations concernant les transferts 

PNK s’est concentrée sur les préoccupations liées 
aux transferts de déchets  de l’IGDG1 vers LCR et 
sur l’absence de notification et de consultation 
précoces. PNK a demandé des précisions sur la 
manière dont les transferts de déchets de l’IGDG1 
ont été autorisés en vertu des licences existantes et 
si l’amendement de licence de déclassement 
proposé entraînera le transfert de déchets 
supplémentaires à LCR. PNK s’est interrogé sur la 
manière dont les évaluations fédérales des terres et 
les examens des licences sont appliqués au projet 
et a souligné que les communautés devraient 
recevoir un avis direct chaque fois que les activités 
ont le potentiel d’avoir un impact sur les droits des 
autochtones, qu’une modification de licence ou 
une audience soit requise ou non. PNK a également 
souligné que la prise de conscience récente de 
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de déchets, LNC a reconnu l’importance d’une meilleure 
communication et d’un meilleur engagement avec PNK. 
LNC a déclaré que, bien que le calendrier d’expédition 
spécifique ne soit généralement pas divulgué pour des 
raisons de sécurité, il est possible de développer un 
processus plus structuré pour partager des informations 
sur les activités de gestion des déchets. LNC a proposé 
d’établir une discussion récurrente sur les questions de 
gestion des déchets, y compris des mises à jour sur les 
inventaires des déchets, la mise en œuvre de la SIGD et 
des informations sur les déchets transférés à LCR. 

l’arrivée de déchets supplémentaires de l’IGDG1 à 
LCR renforçait les préoccupations concernant 
l’information après que des décisions ou des 
activités aient déjà eu lieu, plutôt que d’être 
engagées dès le départ. PNK a déclaré que la 
consultation, la notification précoce et l’implication 
significative dans les décisions liées au transport et 
au stockage des déchets restent des 
préoccupations fondamentales et ont demandé 
une plus grande implication dans les futures 
discussions du l’IGDG1. 

2025-08-18 lCourriel LNC a partagé des informations sur la SIGD dans le suivi 

de la réunion du 7 août 2025. 

Aucune confirmation de réception reçue de PNK. 

2025-09-04 Réunion Cette réunion PNK, LNC et EACL a inclus une discussion 
sur le suivi des déchets chez LCR et la SIGD. 

LNC a proposé de faire de la SIGD un point récurrent à 
l’ordre du jour lors des prochaines réunions mensuelles 
afin de fournir des mises à jour régulières sur les 
activités de gestion des déchets chez LCR. LNC a suggéré 
d’établir une mise à jour permanente sur les volumes de 
déchets, y compris les déchets existants, d’où ils 
proviennent et d’où les déchets sont envoyés et/ou 
stockés. LNC a attiré l’attention sur la SIGD, en 
particulier sur l’inventaire et les prévisions des déchets 
(Section 5) et le Tableau 1-4.1 : Inventaire existant des 
déchets dans l’ensemble de la LNC en 2022. LNC a 
souligné que les volumes de déchets ont changé depuis 
2022 en raison des activités de démantèlement sur les 

PNK a exprimé son soutien au concept d’outil de 
suivi des déchets et a noté que certains détails du 
transfert des déchets peuvent être restreints pour 
des raisons de sécurité, mais l’accès de PNK aux 
inventaires des déchets et aux informations de suivi 
est important. A souligné la nécessité de rapports 
réguliers sur la production, le stockage et 
l’élimination des déchets. PNK a indiqué que les 
inventaires de déchets plus récents que 2022 
seraient utiles. 
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sites détenus par EACL. 

2025-10-02 Réunion Cette réunion entre PNK, LNC et EACL s’est concentrée 
sur les projets de la Section 82, y compris l’IGDG1. La 
LNC a noté qu’elle souhaitait comprendre la portée de 
l’intérêt de la PNK et que la LNC et l’EACL travaillaient 
avec des communautés porteuses de droits dans ces 
domaines. 

La LNC a expliqué que l’évaluation de la Section 82 pour 
l’IGDG1 ne tient pas compte du déplacement des 
déchets vers le LCR, mais se concentre plutôt sur 
l’évaluation environnementale associée aux activités du 
projet sur le site de Gentilly-1. LNC a rappelé que la 
réception et le stockage des déchets chez LCR sont déjà 
autorisés dans le cadre de la licence existante de LCR. 
LNC a souligné que les préoccupations de PNK semblent 
être centrées sur l’importation des déchets et la gestion 
des déchets à long terme chez LCR plutôt que sur les 
impacts survenant près del’IGDG1. LNC a réitéré 
l’importance de développer des processus qui 
permettent d’intégrer les préoccupations de PNK 
concernant les impacts sur les droits, y compris ceux liés 
à la gestion des déchets et aux activités de nettoyage, 
dès le début de la planification du projet et de la prise de 
décision. 

PNK a décrit comment l’intérêt de PNK pour 
l’IGDG1 n’est pas principalement lié aux effets 
environnementaux sur le site de Gentilly-1 lui-
même, mais plutôt à l’importation, l’exportation, le 
transport et le stockage des déchets, en particulier 
lorsque les déchets peuvent être transférés à LCR. 
PNK a suggéré que d’autres projets impliquant des 
transferts de déchets vers LCR, y compris des 
activités sur des sites tels que Whiteshell, soient 
également suivis. PNK a souligné l’importance 
d’être impliqué précocement dans les processus de 
planification et d’évaluation du projet plutôt que de 
recevoir une notification après que les décisions 
ont déjà été prises. PNK a lié cela à son nouveau 
protocole de CPLCC et a souligné la nécessité d’une 
approche collaborative qui prend en compte les 
droits autochtones, les effets cumulatifs et la loi 
autochtone lors de la prise de décisions concernant 
les projets nucléaires et les activités de gestion des 
déchets. 
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2025-12-03 Courriel Ce courriel de LNC à PNK a fourni un préavis de l’Avis 
d’intention et du processus d’évaluation de la section 82 
pour l’IGDG1, et a fourni des informations et un contexte 
supplémentaires concernant le moment où l’Avis 
d’intention serait publié, les délais associés, et 
l’engagement de LNC et d’EACL à continuer à s’engager 
de manière significative avec PNK. Une copie de cette 
communication est incluse dans l’Annexe B du CMD 
supplémentaire. 

PNK a confirmé la réception. 

2025-12-11 Réunion Cette réunion entre PNK, LNC et EACL a inclus des 
discussions sur le transfert de carburant de  l’IGDG1 et 
l’évaluation de la section 82 de l’IGDG1, et l’avis 
d’intention. LNC et EACL ont expliqué que le processus 
de la section 82 de l’IGDG1 diffère des projets de la 
section 82 chez LCR, car EACL et CCSN sont toutes deux 
les autorités fédérales qui doivent émettre une décision.  
EACL a noté que le démantèlement de l’IGDG1 est en 
cours depuis plusieurs années par le biais d’une 
approche progressive et que l’examen actuel concerne 
les travaux de démantèlement en cours. Il a également 
été noté que les transferts de déchets en cours vers LCR 
font partie des travaux de démantèlement. La LNC a 
fourni un contexte historique supplémentaire autour de 
l’IGDG1 et des opérations associées et a maintenu que le 
fait d’avoir une compréhension plus claire des 
préoccupations de PNK, des impacts sur les droits et des 
considérations de droit autochtone aiderait la LNC à 
mieux identifier les projets et activités qui devraient être 
présentés pour l’engagement. LNC a souligné qu’elle 

La discussion s’est concentrée sur les 
préoccupations de PNK concernant les transferts de 
déchets de l’IGDG1 au LCR, les processus 
réglementaires régissant ces transferts, et la 
manière dont ces activités s’intégreront dans le 
cadre d’évaluation et de consultation en 
développement de PNK. PNK a noté que les projets 
liés au LCR par le biais des transferts de déchets 
peuvent contribuer à des impacts cumulés sur les 
droits des autochtones, la faune, l’eau et 
l’environnement, et nécessitent donc une 
consultation significative et une implication 
précoce. PNK a demandé des informations sur le 
moment où les tiges de combustible radioactif et 
autres déchets ont été retirés de l’IGDG1 et 
transférés à Chalk River. PNK s’est également 
interrogé sur le fait que les futurs transferts de 
déchets du L’IGDG1 vers LCR déclencheraient des 
examens réglementaires supplémentaires. PNK a 
exprimé son inquiétude quant au fait qu’en 
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souhaitait développer des solutions en collaboration 
avec PNK et explorer les approches qui peuvent être 
présentées aux régulateurs en tant que processus 
développés conjointement pour les futures revues de 
projet. 

l’absence d’un processus clairement défini dans la 
Section 82, il soit difficile de comprendre comment 
les projets impliquant le transport et le stockage 
des déchets peuvent être correctement intégrés 
dans la loi d’évaluation et le cadre du CPLCC de 
PNK. 

2025-12-11 Courriel Ce courriel de LNC à PNK a suivi avec une liste écrite de 
questions que PNK a posées sur l’IGDG1 lors de la 
réunion du 11 décembre 2025 et LNC a demandé à PNK 
de confirmer que les questions avaient été saisies avec 
exactitude. Les questions relatives aux processus de la 
Section 82 liés à l’IGDG1, les interactions entre l’EACL et 
la CCSN y afférentes, le transfert des déchets à LCR et le 
report de l’Avis d’intention pendant qu’un processus de 
consultation/engagement est développé avec PNK. Une 
copie de cette communication est incluse dans l’Annexe 
B du CMD supplémentaire. 

PNK a confirmé la réception et ajouté une question 
supplémentaire liée au développement d’un 
processus de la Section 82 entre PNK et LNC. Une 
copie de cette communication est incluse dans 
l’Annexe B du CMD supplémentaire. 

2025-12-15 Courriel Ce courriel de LNC à PNK indiquait que l’Avis d’intention 
pour le déclassement proposé de l’IGDG1 est désormais 
disponible dans le Registre d’évaluation de l’impact. LNC 
a fourni un lien et des informations supplémentaires 
pour l’examen et la contribution de PNK. Une copie de 
cette communication est incluse dans l’Annexe B du 
CMD supplémentaire. 

PNK a répondu le 18 décembre 2025. 

2025-12-18 Courriel PNK a noté que l’Avis d’intention publié sur le registre de 
l’Agence canadienne d’évaluation de l’impact ne fournit 
pas suffisamment d’informations pour que PNK puisse 
effectuer le filtrage des activités en vertu de la section 

EACL a répondu le 19 décembre 2025. 
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10 de la Loi sur les droits et responsabilités de PNK. PNK 
a noté que LNC et EACL doivent envoyer à PNK une 
description de projet avant de faire des commentaires 
écrits. PNK a noté que la publication juste avant les jours 
fériés ne fournit pas une opportunité raisonnable de 
commenter le projet. Une copie de cette communication 
est incluse dans l’Annexe B du CMD supplémentaire. 

2025-12-19 Courriel Un courriel d’EACL à PNK confirmant que l’IGDG1 sera 
disponible pour commentaire jusqu’au 5 février 2026, à 
la lumière des préoccupations exprimées par PNK dans 
son courriel du 18 décembre 2026. Une copie de cette 
communication est incluse dans l’Annexe B du CMD 
supplémentaire. 

 

2025-12-19 Courriel Ce courriel de PNK à LNC a révisé une partie de 
l’ensemble de questions écrites liées à l’IGDG1 
(initialement envoyé à PNK par LNC le 11 décembre 
2025). PNK a noté que des fonds supplémentaires 
pourraient être nécessaires pour soutenir l’engagement 
et la consultation avec EACL, si le processus d’EACL en 
vertu de la Section 82 impose une charge 
supplémentaire à PNK. PNK a indiqué qu’une fois que 
LNC a fourni les réponses aux questions de l’IGDG1 et 
que le PNK a vu la première version préliminaire du 
cadre de la Section 82, le PNK peut fournir une réponse 
plus définitive sur le montant du financement requis. 

LNC a confirmé la réception. 

2026-01-14 Courriel Ce courriel de LNC à PNK a fourni des informations de 
suivi supplémentaires sur le déclassement de l’IGDG1 en 
réponse aux questions de PNK. LNC a fourni des 

PNK a confirmé la réception. 
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informations supplémentaires sur le déclassement du 
L’IGDG1, notamment des liens vers la page générale du 
site Web de Gentilly-1, des informations sur le transport, 
une fiche d’information sur le transport de Gentilly-1, la 
SIGD de LNC et un webinaire public de Gentilly-1. LNC a 
précisé que la détermination de la section 82 de l’IGDG1 
d’EACL sera basée sur les activités qui sont proposées 
pour avoir lieu au centre de Gentilly-1 près de 
Bécancour, au Québec, et a confirmé à nouveau que la 
période de commentaires a été prolongée jusqu’au 5 
février 2026. LNC a également partagé le plan de 
démantèlement détaillé. 

2026-01-15 Réunion Cette réunion entre le personnel de PNK, LNC et CCSN 
comprenait une discussion sur les projets de la Section 
82 et leur intégration dans la Loi sur l’évaluation des 
droits et responsabilités de PNK. LNC a exprimé son 
intérêt à comprendre comment les processus 
développés en collaboration peuvent être intégrés au 
cadre d’évaluation et a cherché à clarifier la manière 
dont les discussions tripartites et bilatérales 
s’intégreront dans le processus de PNK. La CCSN a 
également souligné la nécessité d’une feuille de route, 
d’étapes importantes et de documents de processus 
clairs pour soutenir les discussions et la mise en œuvre 
continues de la Section 82. 

L’IGDG1 n’a reçu qu’une discussion limitée pendant 
cette réunion. PNK a noté qu’elle avait reçu à la fois 
une lettre de réponse de la CCSN et des 
informations supplémentaires de la LNC concernant 
l’IGDG1. Aucune discussion de fond n’a eu lieu sur 
les détails du projet, le processus de licence ou les 
mouvements de déchets pendant cette réunion. Au 
lieu de cela, l’IGDG1 a été référencé comme l’une 
des questions de la Section 82 que PNK continue 
d’examiner dans le cadre de ses efforts plus larges 
pour comprendre comment les processus fédéraux 
d’évaluation et de consultation interagiront avec la 
Loi sur l’évaluation de PNK. PNK a noté que les 
discussions futures se concentreront sur la 
définition des rôles, des responsabilités, des 
processus de négociation et des voies de prise de 
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décision entre PNK, LNC et CCSN. 

2026-01-16 Courriel Ce courriel de LNC à PNK fournit un projet de plan de 
processus de la Section 82 pour déplacer et collaborer 
sur le sujet.  

PNK a confirmé la réception.  

2026-01-23 Réunion Cette réunion entre PNK et LNC comprenait une 
discussion sur l’évaluation de la section 82 de l’IGDG1, la 
modification de la licence, les transferts de déchets vers 
LCR et le transport.  LNC et PNK ont discuté de la 
capacité d’engagement sur la participation au Rapport 
de supervision réglementaire (ROR) et les activités de la 
Section 82 et ont proposé une approche différente pour 
soutenir la capacité de PNK. Plutôt que de financer 
séparément des projets individuels tels que l’IGDG1, LNC 
a proposé de développer un accord de financement plus 
large axé sur les questions affectant LCR. LNC a suggéré 
de créer un plan de travail traitant de sujets tels que 
SIGD, les impacts potentiels sur les droits traditionnels 
autour de LCR, et les préoccupations liées au transport 
et à la gestion des déchets.  

LNC et PNK ont discuté du champ d’application de 
l’évaluation de l’IGDG1 Section 82 et du fait qu’elle se 
concentre sur les activités physiques qui se produisent 
sur le site de Gentilly-1 et les amendements de licence 
associés. LNC a déclaré que le transport des déchets est 
distinct de la licence de l’IGDG1 et n’est donc pas inclus 
dans le champ d’application de l’amendement de 
licence.  

Les parties ont également discuté de la DGR de la 

PNK a déclaré que ses priorités restaient le 
financement du L’IGDG1, le financement du ROR et 
le financement de négociation de la Section 82. 
PNK a signalé que le financement fourni par la 
CCSN était insuffisant pour soutenir son examen du 
processus l’IGDG1 et a noté que PNK avait déjà 
engagé des coûts tout en répondant à des délais 
réglementaires serrés. PNK a indiqué qu’elle avait 
agi en sachant que les lacunes en matière de 
financement pourraient être traitées par le biais de 
discussions avec LNC. PNK a souligné que de 
nombreux problèmes sont interconnectés, y 
compris le transport et le stockage des déchets, les 
stocks de déchets et les impacts cumulés, et s’est 
demandé si l’approche de financement proposée 
par LNC pouvait soutenir le travail sur ces questions 
plus larges. PNK a souligné que le dialogue devait 
aborder la vue d’ensemble de la manière dont les 
déchets se déplacent, où ils sont stockés et 
comment ces activités affectent les droits et les 
intérêts de PNK. 

PNK s’est interrogé sur la raison pour laquelle le 
transport des déchets de l’IGDG1 a été exclu du 
champ d’application de la Section 82 et a cherché à 
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NWMO et de la gestion des déchets, LNC a expliqué que 
le séquençage du transfert des déchets est toujours en 
cours de développement et que le carburant LCR ne 
devrait pas faire partie des premiers matériaux 
transférés vers un futur référentiel. La LNC a également 
précisé que, dans le cadre de la stratégie canadienne 
plus large en matière de déchets, les organisations 
restent généralement responsables de la gestion de 
leurs propres flux de déchets de faible niveau et que 
l’Installation de gestion des déchets pres de la surface 
(IGDPS) n’est pas destinée à recevoir tous les déchets de 
faible niveau générés à travers le Canada. LNC a proposé 
d’organiser une discussion avec des experts techniques 
pour fournir plus d’informations sur les inventaires de 
carburant LCR, les transferts de déchets futurs et la 
planification du référentiel. 

clarifier quand et comment le champ d’application 
du projet est déterminé. PNK a exprimé son intérêt 
à comprendre les processus de licence, la manière 
dont les modifications de licence se produisent et la 
manière dont les problèmes liés au transport sont 
pris en compte. PNK a également soulevé des 
questions sur le Dépôt géologique en profondeur 
(DGR), y compris les futurs transferts de déchets et 
la question de savoir si les faisceaux de carburant 
stockés par LCR y seraient finalement déplacés. 
PNK a exprimé son intérêt à comprendre les 
chevauchements entre la DGR, l’IGDPS et d’autres 
initiatives nationales de gestion des déchets, en 
particulier lorsque de nouveaux flux de déchets 
peuvent être impliqués. 

2026-01-27 Courriel Ce courriel de PNK à LNC demandait des copies de tout 
ou de toutes les Revue(s) environnementales internes, 
Revue(s) des effets environnementaux ou documents 
d’évaluation environnementale équivalents préparés (ou 
actuellement utilisés), ainsi que toute information 
supplémentaire que LNC avait prévu d’envoyer 
concernant le déclassement de l’IGDG1. 

LNC a confirmé la réception. 

2026-01-29 Réunion Cette réunion en personne à Kebaowek entre LNC et 
PNK a inclus une discussion sur la capacité à soutenir 
l’engagement sur l’IGDG1 et le calendrier d’engagement. 
LNC a reconnu les préoccupations de PNK concernant 
l’IGDG1 et l’importation des déchets dans LCR et a 

PNK a lié à plusieurs reprises l’IGDG1 à des 
préoccupations plus larges concernant le transport 
des déchets vers LCR, et que le projet a mis en 
évidence des lacunes dans le processus actuel de la 
Section 82 parce que le transport des déchets 
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indiqué que c’était ce que LNC voulait traiter par le biais 
d’un processus d’engagement dédié. La LNC a proposé 
un pool de financement, précédemment proposé, qui 
pourrait être utilisé pour développer un plan de travail 
axé sur l’importation des déchets, l’engagement futur et 
la préparation du processus de renouvellement des 
licences LCR 2028. 

n’était pas inclus dans le champ d’application de 
l’examen. PNK a exprimé son inquiétude quant au 
fait que des problèmes tels que le transport et les 
effets cumulatifs n’avaient pas été pris en compte 
de manière appropriée, car PNK avait 
effectivement été « exclue » du processus 
d’examen de l’IGDG1. PNK a souligné que les 
risques liés au transport ne pouvaient pas être 
séparés des risques liés à l’élimination, citant des 
incidents environnementaux non nucléaires 
antérieurs et a exprimé sa préoccupation quant au 
fait qu’un seul accident de transport puisse avoir 
des conséquences importantes. 

2026-02-02 Courriel Ce courriel de LNC à PNK a fourni une invitation aux 
webinaires de LNC sur la gestion des mesures correctives 
environnementales le 10 février 2026. Les sujets abordés 
dans le webinaire comprennent le déclassement de 
Gentilly-1 : Mise hors service et licence, programme de 
transport de marchandises dangereuses de LNC et 
expérience finale des laboratoires de recherche 
souterrains de Whiteshell. A fourni les détails 
d’inscription et d’autres logistiques pertinentes. 

Aucune confirmation de réception reçue de PNK. 

2026-02-05 Réunion Cette réunion entre PNK, LNC et EACL comprenait une 
présentation axée sur le transport de marchandises 
dangereuses et la planification d’urgence pour LCR. 

Les principales préoccupations de PNK étaient 
axées sur la notification publique des événements 
environnementaux, les implications de la 
planification d’urgence des projets se produisant 
sur les sites détenus par EACL, la transparence, les 



 

  
Document supplémentaire à l’intention des commissaires : Renseignements supplémentaires à prendre en considération concernant la modification du 

permis de l’installation de gestion des déchets de Gentilly-1 conformément à la directive procédurale 
61-508760-041-000 Rév. 0 Page 25 de 31 

 

900-511300-TMP-029 RÉV. 1 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF 

Date Activité 
d’engagement 

Résumé Commentaires/commentaires pertinents 

risques de transport, les scénarios d’inondation et 
de changement climatique, et l’implication des 
autochtones dans la planification d’urgence. PNK a 
noté que le transport de matières nucléaires et 
radioactives continuerait d’être un sujet de 
préoccupation, identifiant que les membres de la 
communauté ne font pas la distinction entre les 
impacts environnementaux et les impacts sur la 
sécurité publique, car ils affectent les terres, la 
faune, les poissons et les personnes.  

2026-02-05 Lettre Lettre de réponse de PNK à CCSN et LNC (au nom 
d’EACL) décrivant les commentaires de PNK sur 
l’évaluation de la Section 82 pour le Déclassement de 
l’IGDG1 proposé. PNK a souligné des préoccupations sur 
l’approche de consultation de la CCSN concernant 
l’IGDG1. Les commentaires se rapportent à l’obligation 
de consultation, au CPLCC, aux demandes d’informations 
en suspens et au processus de licence et d’évaluation et 
à la portée de l’IGDG1, entre autres choses. Une copie 
est incluse dans l’Annexe B du CMD supplémentaire. 

EACL a accusé réception de la lettre le 6 février 
2026.  

2026-05-04 Courriel Ce courriel de LNC à PNK a partagé une mise à jour 
relative au déclassement de l’IGDG1. LNC a fourni un lien 
vers le CMD pour l’audience de modification de licence 
sur l’IGDG1.  La LNC a souligné que plusieurs documents 
forment la CMD, y compris les mesures de protection de 
l’environnement pour la mise hors service et la 
démolition de l’application de l’amendement de licence 
de l’IGDG1, le plan détaillé de mise hors service et deux 

PNK a confirmé la réception.  
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rapports supplémentaires relatifs aux activités 
d’engagement.  Ce courriel a également répondu à la 
demande de PNK du 27 janvier 2026. 

2026-05-14 Lettre Lettre de réponse de PNK à la CCSN, LNC, EACL et autres 
représentants du gouvernement décrivant la « Demande 
de respect du droit de PNK d’être consulté et du CPLCC 
obtenue avant le transport, le stockage et l’élimination 
des déchets dangereux sur nos territoires traditionnels ». 
Les commentaires concernent le devoir de consultation, 
le CPLCC et le processus d’octroi de licence et 
d’évaluation, ainsi que la portée de l’IGDG1, entre autres 
choses. PNK affirme que le CPLCC s’étend aux déchets 
qui se déplacent sur son territoire. Une copie est incluse 
dans l’Annexe B du CMD supplémentaire. 

Les demandes contenues dans la lettre n’étaient 
pas adressées à des adresses spécifiques. La LNC 
répond en juillet 2026. 

2026-05-25 Visite du site Visite du site LCR avec le Comité d’évaluation PNK, les 
représentants PNK et le personnel du CCSN concernant 
un autre projet au sein du LCR.  

Les discussions relatives au stockage des déchets se 
sont concentrées sur la gestion à long terme des 
déchets radioactifs chez LCR, l’IGDPS proposé et les 
implications plus larges de l’acceptation des 
déchets d’autres sites. PNK a soulevé des 
préoccupations concernant le volume de déchets 
déjà stockés chez LCR et a remis en question la 
classification, la caractérisation et le confinement à 
long terme des déchets de niveau bas et 
intermédiaire. LNC s’est engagée à fournir à PNK 
des informations supplémentaires sur les déchets 
situés chez LCR et le rôle de la SIGD dans la gestion 
des déchets radioactifs sur les sites gérés par LNC.  
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2026-06-17 Visite du site Visite du site avec le Comité d’évaluation PNK, les 
représentants PNK et le personnel du CCSN concernant 
un autre projet au LCR.  

Les discussions ont porté sur la consolidation des 
déchets, LNC décrivant les plans visant à réduire 
l’empreinte globale des déchets chez LCR par le 
démantèlement et la gestion centralisée des 
déchets, tout en notant que les déchets provenant 
d’autres sites appartenant à EACL continueront à 
être gérés chez LCR. 

2026-06-23 Lettre Courrieel de réponse de la CCSN envoyé à PNK en 
réponse à la lettre de PNK du 14 mai 2026.  

LNC a reçu cette lettre du personnel de la CCSN le 
31 août 2026 en réponse à la Direction 
procédurale.  

2026-06-30 Réunion Réunion avec le Comité d’évaluation PNK et le personnel 
de la CCSN concernant un autre projet au LCR.  

Les discussions se sont concentrées sur la gestion 
et le stockage à long terme des déchets radioactifs 
et sur l’inventaire futur des déchets chez LCR, avec 
des questions concernant les futurs besoins de 
stockage de haut niveau des déchets et des efforts 
continus pour optimiser la capacité de stockage 
existante avant que de nouvelles installations ne 
soient nécessaires. 

2026-07-03 Courriel Courriel du personnel de la CCSN à PNK partageant les 
informations demandées dans la lettre du 14 mai 2026 
de PNK. 

LNC a reçu ce courriel du personnel de la CCSN le 
31 août 2026 en réponse à la Direction 
procédurale. 

2026-07-15 Courriel Le personnel de la CCSN a partagé avec la LNC un 
échange decourriels avec la PNK demandant des 
documents LNC concernant la récupération et le 
transfert de carburant dépensé par l’IGDG1. 

- 

2026-07-29 Courriel  Dans ce courriel adressé à KFN, LNC a fourni une 
réponse concernant les échanges par courriel entre le 

PNK a confirmé la réception du courriel et a déclaré 
que la demande d’information visant à divulguer 
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personnel de la CCSN et KFN qui avaient été transmis à 
LNC. LNC a indiqué que la demande de documents 
contenue dans la lettre du 14 mai 2026 ne précisait pas 
clairement à qui elle s’adressait, et que seul le président-
directeur général de LNC figurait parmi les destinataires 
du courriel. LNC a également réitéré les coordonnées 
des personnes-ressources appropriées pour les 
demandes de documents. LNC a informé KFN que le 
Rapport d’analyse de la sûreté (RAS) de I’GDG1, qui 
contient des renseignements exclusifs appartenant à un 
tiers, ainsi que le Plan de sécurité du transport, qui 
renferme des renseignements protégés en matière de 
sécurité, sont tous deux confidentiels et ne peuvent être 
divulgués. LNC a également précisé que tous les 
renseignements pertinents figurant dans la demande de 
permis de transport demandée sont reproduits dans le 
permis de transport de la CCSN et dans le certificat 
d’homologation de l’emballage que le personnel de la 
CCSN avait déjà transmis. 

LNC a offert de faire participer un expert technique à 
une réunion mensuelle avec KFN afin d’échanger sur la 
sûreté, l’emballage et le transport du combustible 
nucléaire irradié. LNC a également transmis des 
renseignements accessibles au public concernant le 
transport des déchets. 

 

  

ces documents était incluse dans les conclusions de 
PNK sur le ROR de la LNC en date du 28 janvier 
2026, et que la correspondance et les conclusions 
de suivi ont depuis répété cette demande.  
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2026-08-06 Réunion  Cette réunion entre PNK, LNC et EACL a inclus une 
discussion sur la relicence LCR et le stockage des déchets 
chez LCR. 

Le projet L’IGDG1 n’a pas été abordé comme un point 
d’ordre du jour autonome, des sujets indirects 
pertinents pour les préoccupations de PNK concernant 
Gentilly-1 ont été abordés. 

- 

2026-08-06 Lettre Lettre de PNK au personnel de la CCSN en réponse aux 
communications de la CCSN datées du 23 juin 2026 et du 
3 juillet 2026.  

LNC a reçu cette lettre du personnel de la CCSN le 
31 août 2026 en réponse à la Direction 
procédurale. 

2026-08-08 Courriel LNC a répondu aux questions soulevées par le Comité 
d’évaluation de PNK concernant un autre projet chez 
LCR.  

Les questions portent sur l’origine des déchets 
destinés à LCR, les risques associés au stockage des 
déchets chez LCR, si LNC va demander le 
consentement de PNK avant le transport et le 
stockage des déchets chez LCR, les risques associés 
au transport des déchets vers LCR et le plan 
d’urgence de LNC dans le cas où la DGR n’est pas 
poursuivie.   

2026-09-03 Réunion Cette réunion entre PNK, LNC et EACL comprenait une 
discussion sur l’orientation procédurale du L’IGDG1 
émise par la CCSN. 

 

Cette réunion entre KFN, LNC et EACL a donné lieu à des 
discussions sur les directives procédurales émises par la 
CCSN concernant le projet G1WF. 

LNC a indiqué vouloir mieux comprendre les lacunes 

- 
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d’information qui pourraient subsister pour KFN 
relativement à la demande et s’est engagée à fournir les 
renseignements disponibles lorsque cela est possible. 

LNC a également reconnu les préoccupations liées au 
transport des matériaux du projet sur le territoire de 
KFN et a exprimé sa volonté de collaborer avec KFN sur 
les enjeux connexes, notamment en ce qui concerne les 
mesures de préparation et d’intervention en cas 
d’urgence. 

KFN a indiqué qu’elle poursuivrait ses discussions 
internes sur la question et évaluait la possibilité de 
soumettre des interventions supplémentaires en 
complément de sa plus récente lettre à la CCSN. 
 

 



 

  
Document supplémentaire à l’intention des commissaires : Renseignements supplémentaires à prendre en 

considération concernant la modification du permis de l’installation de gestion des déchets de Gentilly-1 
conformément à la directive procédurale 

61-508760-041-000 Rév. 0 Page 31 de 31 
 

900-511300-TMP-029 RÉV. 1 
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Waldman, Danielle

From: Thompson, Margot
Sent: December 3, 2025 12:20 PM
To: Justin Roy
Cc: Lance haymond; rosanne van schie; Waldman, Danielle; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL); 

MacKay, Mitch; LeBlanc, Nicole; Chennette, Rachel; Cox, Haleigh; >ERM Stakeholder 
Relations; Riopelle, Alexandra; Kaltenecker, Arpad (AECL); Kerrie Blaise

Subject: Upcoming Notice  of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under Section 82 of 
the Impact Assessment Act

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF
 
Good afternoon Justin, 
 
Earlier this year CNL made an application to the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) to amend the 
current Gentilly-1 Waste Facility (G1WF) licence, which would authorize CNL to proceed with the last phase of 
decommissioning activities at the G1WF. CNL’s application for a licence amendment outlined plans to complete 
the decommissioning of the facility by dismantling all remaining buildings and structures associated with the 
G1WF. In addition to the licensing process, the proposed activities require a federal lands assessment in 
accordance with the Impact Assessment Act (IAA). Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL), the owner of the 
G1WF, as well as the CNSC are both responsible for making an Environmental Effects Determination under 
section 82 of the IAA. 
 
The Notice of Intent will be posted on the Canadian Impact Assessment Agency Registry by December 15, 2025. 
This notice will remain available on the Registry for a minimum of 30 days for comments from Indigenous Peoples 
and the public. After that time, AECL and the CNSC must determine whether the proposed activities are likely to 
cause significant adverse environmental effects. AECL will make a section 82 determination separately and prior 
to the CNSC’s determination. 
 
Note, the licensing process continues in parallel to the IAA process. The CNSC is conducting a hearing in writing 
on CNL’s application to amend the licence and licensing basis for the G1WF in July 2026. For more information, 
please see the CNSC’s Notice of Hearing in Writing and Participant Funding. 
 
AECL and CNL are committed to continuing to engage Kebaowek First Nation throughout this process. Once the 
Notice of Intent is posted, we will share a direct link to the Registry posting. 
 
Please reach out if you have any questions in advance of our meeting tomorrow.  
 
Mìgwech, 
 
Margot 
 
Margot Thompson (she/her) 
Manager, Communications and Indigenous Engagement 
margot.thompson@cnl.ca  
519-501-1596 
www.cnl.ca 
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Waldman, Danielle

From: Chennette, Rachel
Sent: December 19, 2025 2:42 PM
To: >ERM Stakeholder Relations
Subject: FW: Gentilly-1 Questions for Response by CNL/AECL

 
 
From: Justin Roy  
Sent: December 19, 2025 2:32 PM 
To: Waldman, Danielle  
Cc: vanschie3 ; madison.fraser96 ; Katharine Brack ; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) ; Chennette, Rachel ; LeBlanc, Nicole ; 
Cox, Haleigh ; MacKay, Mitch ; Shorter, Katie ; kerrie  
Subject: [External] Re: Gentilly-1 Questions for Response by CNL/AECL 
 
Hi Danielle, Just wanting to get b ack to you regarding fundi ng for G- and a q uick comm ent on the questio n summary, Can you modify th e last question as stated below : Are CNSC and AECL communicating a nd co ordinatin g on th e Section 82 assessm ent?  
ZjQcmQR YFpfptBannerStart  

 

This Message Is From an External Sender  
This message came from outside your organization. Do not open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected 
email  

Report Suspicious  
 

ZjQcmQR YFpfptBanner End 

Hi Danielle, 
 
Just wanting to get back to you regarding funding for G- and a quick comment on the question summary,  
 
Can you modify the last question as stated below: 
 

Are CNSC and AECL communicating and coordinating on the Section 82 assessment? If so, what does this look 
like? 

1. How do two authorities, and two reviews, impact Section 82 consultation? 
2. What information will be relied on in each review? Will they happen together? How will the two 

authorities coordinate their review processes? 
 

I look forward to receiving the answers to all these very soon. 
 
With regard to your follow up question, the $40,000 is sufficient to cover KFN’s engagement and consultation with 
CNSC. 
 
KFN may require additional funds to support engagement and consultation with AECL, if AECL’s process under section 
82 imposes an additional burden on KFN. Specifically, if AEC—as part of its process of determining whether the 
proposed activities are likely to cause significant adverse environmental effects—requests comments, participation in 
studies or analyses, or otherwise seeks KFN’s input, KFN may require additional funds to engage in these activities. 
 
At this time, there is insufficient information about the scope and process of AECL’s review for us to definitively 
determine whether the $40,000 in funding is adequate or not. 
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Once CNL provides the answers to questions below and we see the first draft of the Section 82 frameowrk, we can 
provide a more definitive response. 
 
Happy holidays and happy new years! 
 
Thank you,  
 
 
Justin Roy 
Councillor 
Director of Economic Development 
Kebaowek First Nation 
110 Ogima Street 
Kebaowek, QC 
(819) 627 3309 
Jroy@kebaowek.ca 
www.kebaowek.ca 
 

From: Waldman, Danielle <danielle.waldman@cnl.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2025 5:05 PM 
To: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca> 
Cc: vanschie3 >; madison.fraser96 < >; Katharine Brack 
<kbrack@firstpeopleslaw.com>; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) <afournier@aecl.ca>; Chennette, Rachel 
<rachel.chennette@cnl.ca>; LeBlanc, Nicole <nicole.leblanc@cnl.ca>; Cox, Haleigh <haleigh.cox@cnl.ca>; MacKay, Mitch 
<mitch.mackay@cnl.ca>; Shorter, Katie <katie.shorter@cnl.ca>; kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com> 
Subject: RE: Gentilly-1 Questions for Response by CNL/AECL  
 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF
 
Thanks Justin.  
 
Yes, I left that one off as I understood it as an action for CNL separate from the request to respond in writing to the 
questions KFN had regarding G1. We are working on that as well and will deliver something to KFN on or before 
January 16th as we discussed.  
 
Danielle 
 
Danielle Waldman 
Canadian Nuclear Laboratories Ltd. 
c. 613.602.0153 
 
From: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca>  
Sent: December 11, 2025 2:22 PM 
To: Waldman, Danielle <danielle.waldman@cnl.ca> 
Cc: vanschie3 < >; madison.fraser96 < >; Katharine Brack 
<kbrack@firstpeopleslaw.com>; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) <afournier@aecl.ca>; Chennette, Rachel 
<rachel.chennette@cnl.ca>; LeBlanc, Nicole <nicole.leblanc@cnl.ca>; Cox, Haleigh <haleigh.cox@cnl.ca>; MacKay, Mitch 
<mitch.mackay@cnl.ca>; Shorter, Katie <katie.shorter@cnl.ca>; kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com> 
Subject: [External] Re: Gentilly-1 Questions for Response by CNL/AECL 
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Hi Danielle, I can con firm that you captu red the q uestions we had correctly, missing one from your list was regarding a proto col/pro cess on s. 82s betwee n KFN and CNL, but we confirmed on the c all we will wait to recieve a d raft from y ou come 
ZjQcmQR YFpfptBannerStart 

 

This Message Is From an External Sender  
This message came from outside your organization. Do not open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected 
email  

Report Suspicious  
 

ZjQcmQR YFpfptBanner End 
Hi Danielle, 
 
I can confirm that you captured the questions we had correctly, missing one from your list was regarding a 
protocol/process on s.82s between KFN and CNL, but we confirmed on the call we will wait to recieve a draft from 
you come mid-January, 
 
Let me get back to you shortly on your second confirmation regarding Gentilly-1 and funding, 
 
Thank you,  
 
Justin Roy 
Councillor 

Director of Economic Development 

Kebaowek First Nation 

110 Ogima Street 

Kebaowek, QC 

(819) 627 3309 

Jroy@kebaowek.ca 
www.kebaowek.ca 
 

From: Waldman, Danielle <danielle.waldman@cnl.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, December 11, 2025 12:15 PM 
To: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca> 
Cc: vanschie3 < >; madison.fraser96 < >; Katharine Brack 
<kbrack@firstpeopleslaw.com>; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) <afournier@aecl.ca>; Chennette, Rachel 
<rachel.chennette@cnl.ca>; LeBlanc, Nicole <nicole.leblanc@cnl.ca>; Cox, Haleigh <haleigh.cox@cnl.ca>; MacKay, Mitch 
<mitch.mackay@cnl.ca>; Shorter, Katie <katie.shorter@cnl.ca> 
Subject: Gentilly-1 Questions for Response by CNL/AECL  
 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF
 
Hi Justin,  
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I noted the following as your questions related to the Gentilly-1 (G1) Project, which you asked us to respond in 
writing. Can you please confirm whether I have captured these correctly, and if not, please make any adjustments 
so we can respond with the information you are seeking.  
 

1. Confirm the federal authority(ies) for the project. 
2. When the G1 fuel transfer occurred, was the Section 82 process for the G1 Project between CNSC and 

AECL in place?  
3. What activities are in scope and out of scope for the Section 82 assessment? For example, transportation.  
4. Is there another process to consult on the movement of waste to Chalk River Laboratories from G1?  
5. Would AECL/CNSC consider delaying the posting of the Notice of Intent for the G1 Project while CNL, 

AECL and KFN work through a process to consult and engage on Section 82 projects?  
6. Are CNSC and AECL communicating on the Section 82 assessment?  

 
We’ll get back to you before the end of next week on these, and if we need further time with any will let you know 
then.  
 
I have one follow up question for you – if CNL can provide additional funding to KFN for the project, does the 
$40,000 requested from CNSC encompass KFN’s full review of the G1 project? More specifically, if CNL can 
provide $29,000 in funding, will this cover KFN’s expected costs to engage and consult on the G1 project with 
AECL as part of its Section 82 process, and with the CNSC as part of their Section 82 and licensing amendment 
process? Any insight will be helpful for us to engage with the project to determine what funding may be available 
to support KFN’s engagement and consultation in the Section 82 process with both AECL and CNSC.  
 
Thanks,  
Danielle 
 
Danielle Waldman 
Senior Legal Counsel, Major Projects 
Canadian Nuclear Laboratories Ltd. 
c. 613.602.0153 
danielle.waldman@cnl.ca  

 
 
This email is confidential between the sender and the intended recipient specified in the message, and 
may contain proprietary or otherwise protected information of the intended parties. If you received this 
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and confirm you have deleted this message. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or reliance on this 
information may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.  
This email is confidential between the sender and the intended recipient specified in the message, and 
may contain proprietary or otherwise protected information of the intended parties. If you received this 
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and confirm you have deleted this message. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or reliance on this 
information may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.  
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Waldman, Danielle

From: Adrienne Fournier <AFournier@aecl.ca>
Sent: December 19, 2025 4:06 PM
To: Thompson, Margot; Justin Roy
Cc: Lance haymond; vanschie3; Waldman, Danielle; MacKay, Mitch; LeBlanc, Nicole; 

Chennette, Rachel; Cox, Haleigh; >ERM Stakeholder Relations; Riopelle, Alexandra; 
Kaltenecker, Arpad (AECL); kerrie

Subject: [External] RE: Upcoming Notice  of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under 
Section 82 of the Impact Assessment Act

 

This Message Is From an External Sender  
This message came from outside your organization. Do not open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected 
email  

    Report Suspicious     
 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF - TLP-Green/Vert 

 
Good afternoon, Justin, 
Following our discussion yesterday, the Notice of Intent for proposed Gentilly-1 decommissioning 
activities will now be available for comment on the Impact Assessment Registry until February 5, 2026. 
Fred and I appreciated your concerns about comment period timelines and trust this extension 
accounts for the holiday break. 
As per Danielle's email, CNL will follow up with further information about the section 82 process and 
activities proposed at the Gentilly-1 site in Quebec. 
In the meantime, wishing you and your family a safe and happy holiday. 
Many thanks, 
Adrienne 
Adrienne Fournier 
Director, Indigenous Relations | Directrice des relations avec les Autochtones 

 
1500 – 270 Albert St | 1500 – 270 rue Albert 
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 5G8 
www.aecl.ca 
From: Thompson, Margot  
Sent: December 15, 2025 3:25 PM 
To: Justin Roy  
Cc: Lance haymond ; vanschie3 ; Waldman, Danielle ; Adrienne Fournier ; Mitch MacKay (CNL) ; Nicole 
LeBlanc (CNL) ; Rachel Chennette (CNL) ; Cox, Haleigh ; >ERM Stakeholder Relations ; Alexandra 
Riopelle (CNL) ; Arpad Kaltenecker ; kerrie  
Subject: RE: Upcoming Notice of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under Section 82 of the 
Impact Assessment Act 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF
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Good afternoon Justin, 
In follow-up to our previous email, the Notice of Intent for the proposed decommissioning of the G1WF is 
now available on the Impact Assessment Registry: Decommissioning of the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility. 
This notice will remain available on the Registry for a minimum of 30 days for comments from Indigenous 
Peoples and the public. After that time, Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) and the Canadian 
Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) must determine whether the proposed activities are likely to cause 
significant adverse environmental effects. AECL will make a section 82 determination separately and 
prior to the CNSC’s determination. 
Happy to discuss further at our next meeting. Please note, we will be sending our responses to your 
questions from our last meeting as soon as possible. 
Mìgwech,  

Margot 
Margot Thompson (she/her) 
Manager, Communications and Indigenous Engagement 
margot.thompson@cnl.ca  
519-501-1596 
www.cnl.ca 

 
From: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca>  
Sent: December 3, 2025 1:03 PM 
To: Thompson, Margot <margot.thompson@cnl.ca> 
Cc: Lance haymond <lhaymond@kebaowek.ca>; vanschie3 < >; Waldman, 
Danielle <danielle.waldman@cnl.ca>; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) <afournier@aecl.ca>; MacKay, Mitch 
<mitch.mackay@cnl.ca>; LeBlanc, Nicole <nicole.leblanc@cnl.ca>; Chennette, Rachel 
<rachel.chennette@cnl.ca>; Cox, Haleigh <haleigh.cox@cnl.ca>; >ERM Stakeholder Relations 
<ERMStakeholder@cnl.ca>; Riopelle, Alexandra <alexandra.riopelle@cnl.ca>; Kaltenecker, Arpad 
(AECL) <akaltenecker@aecl.ca>; kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com> 
Subject: [External] Re: Upcoming Notice of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under Section 
82 of the Impact Assessment Act 
Good Afternoon M argot, Confirming receipt  of email regarding the upcomi ng notice of i ntent for Gentilly-1, In the m eantime, if we have any q uestions, we will be sure t o reach out, Thank you, Ju stin Roy Councill or Director of Economic Development 
ZjQcmQR YFpfptBannerStart 

 

This Message Is From an External Sender  
This message came from outside your organization. Do not open attachments or click links from 
unknown senders or unexpected email  

Report Suspicious 
 

ZjQcmQR YFpfptBanner End 
Good Afternoon Margot, 
Confirming receipt of email regarding the upcoming notice of intent for Gentilly-1,  
In the meantime, if we have any questions, we will be sure to reach out, 
Thank you,  
Justin Roy 

Councillor 

Director of Economic Development 

Kebaowek First Nation 
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110 Ogima Street 

Kebaowek, QC 

(819) 627 3309 

Jroy@kebaowek.ca 
www.kebaowek.ca 

From: Thompson, Margot <margot.thompson@cnl.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 3, 2025 12:20 PM 
To: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca> 
Cc: Lance haymond <lhaymond@kebaowek.ca>; vanschie3 < >; Waldman, 
Danielle <danielle.waldman@cnl.ca>; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) <afournier@aecl.ca>; MacKay, Mitch 
<mitch.mackay@cnl.ca>; LeBlanc, Nicole <nicole.leblanc@cnl.ca>; Chennette, Rachel 
<rachel.chennette@cnl.ca>; Cox, Haleigh <haleigh.cox@cnl.ca>; >ERM Stakeholder Relations 
<ERMStakeholder@cnl.ca>; Riopelle, Alexandra <alexandra.riopelle@cnl.ca>; Kaltenecker, Arpad 
(AECL) <akaltenecker@aecl.ca>; kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com> 
Subject: Upcoming Notice of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under Section 82 of the 
Impact Assessment Act  

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF
Good afternoon Justin, 
Earlier this year CNL made an application to the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) to amend the 
current Gentilly-1 Waste Facility (G1WF) licence, which would authorize CNL to proceed with the last phase of 
decommissioning activities at the G1WF. CNL’s application for a licence amendment outlined plans to complete 
the decommissioning of the facility by dismantling all remaining buildings and structures associated with the 
G1WF. In addition to the licensing process, the proposed activities require a federal lands assessment in 
accordance with the Impact Assessment Act (IAA). Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL), the owner of the 
G1WF, as well as the CNSC are both responsible for making an Environmental Effects Determination under 
section 82 of the IAA. 
The Notice of Intent will be posted on the Canadian Impact Assessment Agency Registry by December 15, 2025. 
This notice will remain available on the Registry for a minimum of 30 days for comments from Indigenous Peoples 
and the public. After that time, AECL and the CNSC must determine whether the proposed activities are likely to 
cause significant adverse environmental effects. AECL will make a section 82 determination separately and prior 
to the CNSC’s determination. 
Note, the licensing process continues in parallel to the IAA process. The CNSC is conducting a hearing in writing 
on CNL’s application to amend the licence and licensing basis for the G1WF in July 2026. For more information, 
please see the CNSC’s Notice of Hearing in Writing and Participant Funding. 
AECL and CNL are committed to continuing to engage Kebaowek First Nation throughout this process. Once the 
Notice of Intent is posted, we will share a direct link to the Registry posting. 
Please reach out if you have any questions in advance of our meeting tomorrow.  
Mìgwech, 
Margot 
Margot Thompson (she/her) 
Manager, Communications and Indigenous Engagement 
margot.thompson@cnl.ca  
519-501-1596 
www.cnl.ca 
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This email is confidential between the sender and the intended recipient specified in the message, and 
may contain proprietary or otherwise protected information of the intended parties. If you received this 
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and confirm you have deleted this message. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or reliance on this 
information may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.  
This email is confidential between the sender and the intended recipient specified in the message, and 
may contain proprietary or otherwise protected information of the intended parties. If you received this 
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and confirm you have deleted this message. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or reliance on this 
information may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.  
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Waldman, Danielle

From: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca>
Sent: December 18, 2025 4:42 PM
To: Thompson, Margot
Cc: Lance haymond; vanschie3; Waldman, Danielle; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL); MacKay, 

Mitch; LeBlanc, Nicole; Chennette, Rachel; Cox, Haleigh; >ERM Stakeholder Relations; 
Riopelle, Alexandra; Kaltenecker, Arpad (AECL); kerrie; Dermarkar, Fred (AECL); Katharine 
Brack; Charlotte Connolly; kerrie; Erin LaRocque; madison.fraser96

Subject: [External] Re: Upcoming Notice  of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under 
Section 82 of the Impact Assessment Act

Attachments: KFN Rights  Responsibilities Assessment Law (FINAL) (BCR Attached).pdf

 

This Message Is From an External Sender  
This message came from outside your organization. Do not open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected 
email  

    Report Suspicious     
 

CNL and AECL, 
  
Please find attached a copy of KFN’s Rights and Responsibilities Assessment Law, ratified on November 27, 2025. 
  
In accordance with Section 7 of the Law, proponents are expected to complete Appendix B: Project Description for a 
Physical Activity to commence the assessment process. 
  
The Notice of Intent posted on the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada’s registry does not provide sufficient 
information for KFN to conduct the Project Screening under section 10 of the Law. 
  
Written comments on the Gentilly-01 project can only be provided once CNL or AECL provides a Project Description that 
is sufficiently complete in accordance with the requirements of Appendix B. 
  
Also, the initiation of the 30-day public comment, immediately before the commencement of the holiday break, is not 
an appropriate time limit. KFN has not be given sufficient information to provide comment or a reasonable opportunity 
to consider the project. 
 
We will await to receive the necessary information as requested above and be in touch from there if additional 
information is required or if what is provided at that time is suffice for project screening under section 10 of our law, 
 
Thank you,  
 
 
Justin Roy 
Councillor 
Director of Economic Development 
Kebaowek First Nation 
110 Ogima Street 
Kebaowek, QC 
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(819) 627 3309 
Jroy@kebaowek.ca 
www.kebaowek.ca 
  

From: Thompson, Margot <margot.thompson@cnl.ca> 
Sent: Monday, December 15, 2025 3:24 PM 
To: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca> 
Cc: Lance haymond <lhaymond@kebaowek.ca>; vanschie3 < >; Waldman, Danielle 
<danielle.waldman@cnl.ca>; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) <afournier@aecl.ca>; MacKay, Mitch <mitch.mackay@cnl.ca>; 
LeBlanc, Nicole <nicole.leblanc@cnl.ca>; Chennette, Rachel <rachel.chennette@cnl.ca>; Cox, Haleigh 
<haleigh.cox@cnl.ca>; >ERM Stakeholder Relations <ERMStakeholder@cnl.ca>; Riopelle, Alexandra 
<alexandra.riopelle@cnl.ca>; Kaltenecker, Arpad (AECL) <akaltenecker@aecl.ca>; kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com> 
Subject: RE: Upcoming Notice of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under Section 82 of the Impact 
Assessment Act  
  

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF
  
Good afternoon Justin, 
  
In follow-up to our previous email, the Notice of Intent for the proposed decommissioning of the G1WF is 
now available on the Impact Assessment Registry: Decommissioning of the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility. 
This notice will remain available on the Registry for a minimum of 30 days for comments from Indigenous 
Peoples and the public. After that time, Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) and the Canadian 
Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) must determine whether the proposed activities are likely to cause 
significant adverse environmental effects. AECL will make a section 82 determination separately and 
prior to the CNSC’s determination. 
  
Happy to discuss further at our next meeting. Please note, we will be sending our responses to your 
questions from our last meeting as soon as possible. 
  
Mìgwech,  

Margot 
  
Margot Thompson (she/her) 
Manager, Communications and Indigenous Engagement 
margot.thompson@cnl.ca  
519-501-1596 
www.cnl.ca 

 
  
  
From: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca>  
Sent: December 3, 2025 1:03 PM 
To: Thompson, Margot <margot.thompson@cnl.ca> 
Cc: Lance haymond <lhaymond@kebaowek.ca>; vanschie3 < >; Waldman, Danielle 
<danielle.waldman@cnl.ca>; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) <afournier@aecl.ca>; MacKay, Mitch <mitch.mackay@cnl.ca>; 
LeBlanc, Nicole <nicole.leblanc@cnl.ca>; Chennette, Rachel <rachel.chennette@cnl.ca>; Cox, Haleigh 
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<haleigh.cox@cnl.ca>; >ERM Stakeholder Relations <ERMStakeholder@cnl.ca>; Riopelle, Alexandra 
<alexandra.riopelle@cnl.ca>; Kaltenecker, Arpad (AECL) <akaltenecker@aecl.ca>; kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com> 
Subject: [External] Re: Upcoming Notice of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under Section 82 of the Impact 
Assessment Act 
  
Good Afternoon M argot, Confirming receipt  of email regarding the upcomi ng notice of i ntent for Gentilly-1, In the m eantime, if we have any q uestions, we will be sure t o reach out, Thank you, Ju stin Roy Councill or Director of Economic Development 
ZjQcmQR YFpfptBannerStart 

 

This Message Is From an External Sender  
This message came from outside your organization. Do not open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected 
email  

    Report Suspicious     
 

ZjQcmQR YFpfptBanner End 
Good Afternoon Margot, 
  
Confirming receipt of email regarding the upcoming notice of intent for Gentilly-1,  
  
In the meantime, if we have any questions, we will be sure to reach out, 
  
Thank you,  
  
Justin Roy 
Councillor 

Director of Economic Development 

Kebaowek First Nation 

110 Ogima Street 

Kebaowek, QC 

(819) 627 3309 

Jroy@kebaowek.ca 
www.kebaowek.ca 
  

From: Thompson, Margot <margot.thompson@cnl.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, December 3, 2025 12:20 PM 
To: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca> 
Cc: Lance haymond <lhaymond@kebaowek.ca>; vanschie3 < >; Waldman, Danielle 
<danielle.waldman@cnl.ca>; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL) <afournier@aecl.ca>; MacKay, Mitch <mitch.mackay@cnl.ca>; 
LeBlanc, Nicole <nicole.leblanc@cnl.ca>; Chennette, Rachel <rachel.chennette@cnl.ca>; Cox, Haleigh 
<haleigh.cox@cnl.ca>; >ERM Stakeholder Relations <ERMStakeholder@cnl.ca>; Riopelle, Alexandra 
<alexandra.riopelle@cnl.ca>; Kaltenecker, Arpad (AECL) <akaltenecker@aecl.ca>; kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com> 
Subject: Upcoming Notice of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1 under Section 82 of the Impact Assessment 
Act  
  

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF
  
Good afternoon Justin, 
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Earlier this year CNL made an application to the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) to amend the 
current Gentilly-1 Waste Facility (G1WF) licence, which would authorize CNL to proceed with the last phase of 
decommissioning activities at the G1WF. CNL’s application for a licence amendment outlined plans to complete 
the decommissioning of the facility by dismantling all remaining buildings and structures associated with the 
G1WF. In addition to the licensing process, the proposed activities require a federal lands assessment in 
accordance with the Impact Assessment Act (IAA). Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL), the owner of the 
G1WF, as well as the CNSC are both responsible for making an Environmental Effects Determination under 
section 82 of the IAA. 
  
The Notice of Intent will be posted on the Canadian Impact Assessment Agency Registry by December 15, 2025. 
This notice will remain available on the Registry for a minimum of 30 days for comments from Indigenous Peoples 
and the public. After that time, AECL and the CNSC must determine whether the proposed activities are likely to 
cause significant adverse environmental effects. AECL will make a section 82 determination separately and prior 
to the CNSC’s determination. 
  
Note, the licensing process continues in parallel to the IAA process. The CNSC is conducting a hearing in writing 
on CNL’s application to amend the licence and licensing basis for the G1WF in July 2026. For more information, 
please see the CNSC’s Notice of Hearing in Writing and Participant Funding. 
  
AECL and CNL are committed to continuing to engage Kebaowek First Nation throughout this process. Once the 
Notice of Intent is posted, we will share a direct link to the Registry posting. 
  
Please reach out if you have any questions in advance of our meeting tomorrow.  
  
Mìgwech, 
  
Margot 
  
Margot Thompson (she/her) 
Manager, Communications and Indigenous Engagement 
margot.thompson@cnl.ca  
519-501-1596 
www.cnl.ca 

 
  
This email is confidential between the sender and the intended recipient specified in the message, and 
may contain proprietary or otherwise protected information of the intended parties. If you received this 
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and confirm you have deleted this message. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or reliance on this 
information may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.  
This email is confidential between the sender and the intended recipient specified in the message, and 
may contain proprietary or otherwise protected information of the intended parties. If you received this 
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and confirm you have deleted this message. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or reliance on this 
information may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.  
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Waldman, Danielle

From: Waldman, Danielle
Sent: January 14, 2026 6:33 PM
To: Justin Roy; Lance haymond; rosanne van schie; Madison Fraser; Kerrie Blaise; Katharine 

Brack
Cc: MacKay, Mitch; LeBlanc, Nicole; Chennette, Rachel; Cox, Haleigh; Riopelle, Alexandra; 

Thompson, Margot; >ERM Stakeholder Relations; Fournier, Adrienne (AECL); 
Kaltenecker, Arpad (AECL)

Subject: Additional Information re. Gentilly-1 Decommissioning 
Attachments: กGentilly-1_Waste_Facility_Detailed_Decommissioning_Plan_Volume_1

_-_Program_Overview_REV_1.pdf; G-1 Responses for KFN January 14 2026.docx
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Hi Justin, 
 
Thank you again for your note concerning the Notice of Intent for the Decommissioning of Gentilly-1. CNL is happy 
to provide KFN with additional information on the project and engage on further questions or information needs.  
 
Please see attached for the G-1 decommissioning plan and below for links to various websites, which include, 
among others, our G-1 website as it provides a reader friendly overview of the decommissioning plan and a 
recorded public presentation on the plans. I have also attached responses to the questions outlined in our 
meeting on December 11, 2025, and updated by your note on December 19th, as requested. 
 
G-1 Page: https://www.cnl.ca/environmental-stewardship/gentilly-1-decommissioning-project/  
Information on Transportation: https://www.cnl.ca/environmental-stewardship/transportation/ 
Transportation Factsheet: https://www.cnl.ca/wp-content/uploads/Transpo-Fact-Sheet-2025.pdf 
IWS: https://www.cnl.ca/wp-content/uploads/CNL-IWS.pdf 
G-1 Public Webinar: https://youtu.be/nf-msOj4J7Y?si=NhprvHFXA0-nfnyo 
 
We are also working on collating further information to share with you regarding G-1.  
 
As discussed together, AECL’s G-1 section 82 determination will be based on activities that are proposed to take 
place at the G-1 site near Bécancour, Quebec. We appreciate and understand that you and your team have 
questions and concerns about the waste planned to be stored and/or disposed at Chalk River Laboratories, 
located in Algonquin territory in Ontario. CNL has presented and engaged KFN on the Integrated Waste Strategy 
(IWS) and has proposed to further engage together at the working group level on waste acceptance and 
consolidation at Chalk River and how best to address concerns related to these activities.   
 
We note your comment on the comment period, and in accordance with your discussions with AECL, confirm this 
has been extended to February 5, 2026, as previously communicated by AECL.  
 
Once you and your team have had a chance to review the materials, please let us know if you have any further 
questions.  
 
Danielle 
 
Danielle Waldman 
Senior Legal Counsel, Major Projects 
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Canadian Nuclear Laboratories Ltd. 
c. 613.602.0153 
danielle.waldman@cnl.ca  
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Questions re. G1 Decommissioning Project  

Raised by Kebaowek First Nation in a meeting held with CNL and AECL on December 11, 2025, and 
by email dated December 19, 2025. CNL and AECL provided initial responses to most, if not all of 
the questions at the meeting on December 11th, which is being recorded here.   

1. Confirm the federal authority(ies) for the project. 

The regulatory process includes the review under section 82 of the Impact Assessment Act (IAA) 
and a licensing process under the Nuclear Safety and Control Act (NSCA). Both Atomic Energy of 
Canada Limited (AECL), as the owner of the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility (G1WF) located on federal 
lands, and the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC), as the regulator who will make a 
licensing decision under the NSCA, are responsible for making an Environmental EƯects 
Determination under section 82 of the IAA. 

2.  When the G1 fuel transfer occurred, was the Section 82 process for the G1 Project 
between CNSC and AECL in place? 
 

CNL announced the completion of the transfer of all used nuclear fuel from the G1WF in Québec to 
Chalk River Laboratories (CRL) in Ontario in July 2025. The section 82 process for the 
decommissioning of the G1WF formally commenced with the Notice of Intent on December 15, 
2025, as communicated to KFN. 

 
3. What activities are in scope and out of scope for the Section 82 assessment? For example, 

transportation.  
 

The scope of the activities being assessed are related to the Phase 3 decommissioning activities, 
which include, without limitation, the: 

a) Southern portion of the Turbine Building, including the tunnel to the Reactor Building and 
the Spent Fuel Canister Area  

b) Basement portion of the Service Building, including the Spent Resin Storage Area; and 
c) Reactor Building, including clear-out activities together with the calandria and bioshield, 

dome, and the containment structure. 

These specifically include, without limitation, pre-requisites to completing decommissioning and 
demolition activities, decommissioning and demolition activities, and interim site restoration 
activities.  

The Section 82 assessment does not consider the following: 

 Decommissioning of buildings or portions of the buildings that are owned by Hydro-
Québec; 

 Land which is owned by Hydro-Québec and where the entire G1WF is located on; 
 Buried services or process systems that are 1 m away from each building footprint 

perimeter; 
 Buildings associated with the operation of Gentilly-2 Nuclear Generating Station; 
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 North volume of the Turbine Building that was transferred to Hydro-Québec after being 
cleaned to meet the Radiological Safety Zone 1 criteria;  

 Remediation/restoration of the G1WF site for the next land use (i.e., end-state land use); or 
 Transportation to, and acceptance of the waste at, CRL.   
 

4. Is there another process to consult on the movement of waste to Chalk River Laboratories 
from G-1?  

Yes, the formal opportunity for engagement and consultation on the movement of waste to CRL 
from the G1WF will be at the CRL site licence renewal hearing in 2028. CNL will be sharing notice of 
the participant funding opportunities when they are posted.  

In addition, there is an opportunity to engage, understand and work together regarding the activities 
that occur at the CRL site through our existing working group.  

5. Would AECL/CNSC consider delaying the posting of the Notice of Intent for the G1 Project 
while CNL, AECL and KFN work through a process to consult and engage on Section 82 
projects?  

As CNL advised on December 15, 2025, AECL/CNSC posted the Notice of Intent for the G1WF 
project. CNL and AECL remain committed to developing a process with KFN to consult and engage 
on Section 82 projects and will provide KFN with a document on or before January 16, 2026 for this 
purpose.  

6. Are CNSC and AECL communicating on the Section 82 assessment? If so, what does this 
look like?  

Yes. CNSC and AECL have communicated to determine the process to conduct the Section 82 
assessment. 

a. How do two authorities, and two reviews, impact Section 82 consultation? 
 
Each federal authority will conduct their own consultation eƯorts which support their respective 
processes. 
 

b. What information will be relied on in each review? Will they happen together? How 
will the two authorities coordinate their review processes? 

 

AECL will consider all information received during the comment period, whether by the public or 
pursuant to any engagement and consultation with Indigenous Nations, communities and 
organizations. As stated in the Notice of Intent, the processes have been coordinated as follows:  

The CNSC will conduct a hearing in July 2026, based on written submissions, to consider 
CNL’s application. The proposed activities also require a federal lands assessment in 
accordance with the IAA. Both AECL, as the owner of the G1WF, and the CNSC, as the 
lifecycle regulator, are responsible for making an Environmental EƯects Determination 
under section 82 of the IAA. That is, as a prerequisite to the licensing decision, two federal 
authorities must determine whether the proposed activities are likely to cause significant 
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adverse environmental eƯects. AECL will make a section 82 determination separately and 
prior to the CNSC’s determination. The CNSC’s determination will be made by the CNSC’s 
independent Commission following the July 2026 hearing, prior to the Commission making 
the licensing decision.   



 
KEBAOWEK FIRST NATION 

110 OGIMA STREET 
KEBAOWEK (QUEBEC) 

J0Z 3R1 
      TEL:  (819) 627-3455                                                                       FAX:  (819) 627-9428 

www.kebaowek.ca 
 

February 5, 2026 
 

CNL Communications and Indigenous Relations 
Canadian Nuclear Laboratories 
286 Plant Road 
Chalk River, Ontario K0J 1J0  
Email: communications@cnl.ca  
 
Environmental Review Division 
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 
280 Slater St 
Ottawa, Ontario K1P 5S9 
Email: er-ee@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 
 
To the federal authorities CNSC and AECL, Mr. Adam Levine and Ms. Shannon Castellarin: 

RE: Kebaowek First Nation’s Comments on the Section 82 Assessment for the Proposed 
Gentilly-1 Waste Facility Decommissioning Project  

We write to set out some of our serious concerns with CNSC’s unacceptable approach to 
engagement with Kebaowek First Nation regarding the Gentilly-1 project. We also intend to raise 
consultation and cumulative nuclear waste disposal related concerns regarding Gentilly 1 Project 
separately with the CNL and AECL.  

This letter is in response to correspondence from the CNSC  dated January 12, 2026 regarding 
the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility (G1WF) decommissioning activities; as follow up to 
correspondence KFN sent to AECL and CNL on January 27, 2026 seeking the environmental 
effects review for the project; and to the federal authorities for this project as our submission on 
the “Decommissioning of the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility” assessment.1 

As this project is proceeding absent clarity on timelines, roles, process and disclosure of 
information necessary to inform our remarks on this determination, we make the following 

 
1 Impact Assessment Agency of Canada Registry, “Decommissioning of the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility -  Notice of 
Intent” 15 Dec 2025. 

mailto:communications@cnl.ca
mailto:er-ee@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/evaluations/proj/90092?culture=en-CA
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remarks to all above noted contacts and also retain the right to provide further and more detail 
comment when adequate information has been disclosed such that we can weigh in the project, 
its effects and potential impacts to our rights and interests. 

First, we have several outstanding concerns relating to the contents of correspondence to date 
and the assessment of the G1WF project, being undertaken pursuant to section 82 of the Impact 
Assessment Act. 

Second, we wish to endorse the comments provided as part of this project’s review by Dr. Ole 
Hendrickson and Dr. Gordon Edwards. Their insight, shared concern for the Kichi Sibi and 
expertise in these matters is invaluable to ensuring KFN has access to independent, subject-
matter experts. 

Third, we ask that our comments and correspondence to date on this file be shared to the Impact 
Assessment Agency of Canada Registry. Critical to building trust in participatory decision-
making processes, is ensuring an accurate, update to date and public record.  

Gentilly 1 Project end waste distribution falls at the deepest end of the consultation 
spectrum 

As you know, the Gentilly 1 decommissioning project end waste distribution to Chalk River falls 
within our traditional territory and, more specifically, in an area where CNL and CNSC have 
acknowledged that Kebaowek asserts s.35 rights (including aboriginal title).  

Based on the project information provided to us to date, it is clear that the Gentilly 1 Project has 
the potential to cause negative impacts to our s.35 rights, title and jurisdiction (directly, indirectly 
and cumulatively) that are intergenerational, irreparable and profound. Further, as the Gentilly 1 
Project engages matters relating to hazardous materials in our territory and therefore engages 
Article 29 of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples which requires 
Canada to obtain (as opposed to seek) our free prior and informed consent (FPIC) before 
advancing the Gentilly 1 Project.  

Accordingly, we reiterate that the Gentilly 1 Project triggers a duty to consult Kebaowek directly 
at the deepest end of the consultation and, based on Canada’s adoption of UNDRIP, this includes 
a requirement to obtain Kebaowek’s consent. 

The importance of CNL and AECL acknowledging the depth of consultation required for the 
Project cannot be overstated. First, consultation that proceeds on an erroneous assessment of the 
scope of consultation is inherently flawed. Second, the scope of consultation is what provides a 
roadmap for identifying elements of consultation and engagement that must be included in a 
consultation process. Deep consultation includes, among other things: a requirement to design a 
meaningful consultation process specific to the rights, interests, needs and concerns of a Nation; 
proactive discussions about consultation timelines and regulatory coordination; identification and 
development of process for dealing with information gathering to fully understand potential 
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impacts to rights; a respectful and robust process for the inclusion of indigenous knowledge; and, 
ultimately, timely and effective discussions around avoidance and accommodation of impacts 
and the implementation of FPIC. 

CNSC’s approach to engagement regarding Gentilly 1 has been inadequate  

As we take stock of CNSC’s engagement with us to date regarding the Gentilly 1 Project, it is 
clear to us that your approach to engagement with Kebaowek has been and continues to be 
inadequate and falls far below what is required.  

This intensely disappointing conclusion has been very recently confirmed by, among other 
things, CNSCs imposition of arbitrary and rushed timelines for Kebaowek to comment on 
Section 82 materials and CNL’s apparent decision to push forward with an Integrated Waste 
strategy Kebaowek agreement on the strategy that CNL has recently proposed to fund. CNL’s 
approach to the review of Integrated waste strategy materials could exacerbate structural 
imbalances in the Section 82 environmental assessment process that, in our experience, 
undermine the fairness of the environmental assessment process, lead to the minimization of our 
indigenous knowledge and perspectives, and frustrate meaningful consultation around Gentilly 1 
waste disposal at Chalk River. 

In the table below, we provide some specific examples of deficiencies we are observing 
regarding CNSC’s engagement with Kebaowek on the Gentilly 1 Project so that CNSC can work 
with us to identify the necessary commitments to resolve them. While there are many problems 
outlined below, the takeaway is simple: notwithstanding the need for deep consultation regarding 
a project that has the potential to accumulate more nuclear waste at Chalk River that severely 
affects our way of life for many generations, we have yet to see the hallmarks of meaningful 
engagement and responsiveness.  

Engagement Deficiency 
 

Explanation 

Ongoing lack of a 
meaningful Section 82 
process framework to 
carry out the duty to 
consult, including clarity 
on the relationship 
between Section 82 and 
consultation 
 

We continue to see a real disconnect between CNSC’s approach 
to the Section 82 environmental assessment process the UNDA, 
the UNDRIP and its engagement with us. This has, 
unfortunately, created uncertainty around key elements of 
consultation, such as how/when information gaps will be 
addressed, how/when our information will be incorporated into 
decision making, and how/when our concerns will be addressed 
prior to a decision on the Gentilly 1 Project.  
We are very concerned that CNSC, rather than work with us to 
develop a coordinated, efficient and meaningful consultation 
framework process, continues to advance an engagement process 
that is ad hoc, reactive and, ultimately, prejudices Kebaowek’s 
ability to participate.  
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Failure to appropriately 
consider existing 
cumulative effects 
 

To date, the consultation process for the Gentilly 1 Project has 
failed to appropriately consider existing and foreseeable 
cumulative effects when evaluating impacts to our s.35 rights. 
The lack of clarity around how cumulative effects will be 
considered undermines our ability to be adequately informed in 
the consultation process. But most critically, the failure to 
appropriate consider cumulative effects prevents meaningful 
discussions about critical conversations around avoidance, 
alternatives, and accommodation that are part of deep 
consultation.  
 
This, in turn, is likely to interfere with the ability of CNSC, and 
Canada more broadly, to ensure that its decision-making for the 
Gentilly 1 Project upholds the honour of the Crown. The failure 
to manage cumulative effects on the treaty rights of Indigenous 
peoples is unconstitutional. 
 

Failure to appropriately 
consider foreseeable 
projects 

The Gentilly 1 Project does not exist in isolation. The nature and 
scope of the impacts it may have on our s.35 rights (including the 
potential mitigation and accommodation measures required to 
protect our rights) is closely related to other activities at Chalk 
River on our territory. That is why it is so troubling that it 
remains unclear how CNSC will take steps to assess the 
relationship between Gentilly 1 and other proposed project 
activities in our territory, including CNL’s proposed NSDF 
activities, and how Gentilly 1 waste activities may contribute to 
or interact with the impacts of the NSDF Project. This is a 
required part of the consultation process, but one that has been 
frustrated by the Integrated Waste Strategy. 
 
 

Rushed and arbitrary 
timeline for KFN 
engagement on the 
Gentilly 1 
 

CNSC’s recent imposition of arbitrary and rushed timelines for 
comments on Gentilly 1 Section 82 materials is emblematic of 
the larger problems we are experiencing with CNSC’s 
unwillingness to create meaningful opportunities for us to 
participate in consultation. But it also creates specific and 
cascading consultation deficiencies such as: undermining our 
ability to participate in a critical part of the Section 82 process, 
exacerbating capacity restraints we are experiencing, further 
entrenching the idea that Indigenous-led studies and Indigenous 
knowledge are  separate and less important when CNSC should 
be working with us to bring that information into Environmental 
Effects Assessment materials and, ultimately, rushing to approval 
of the Project when essential mitigation, accommodation and 
consent discussions have not taken place. 
 

Ongoing information gaps 
and deficiencies 

Even a preliminary scan of Gentilly 1 has confirmed that CNSC 
is pushing forward with the environmental assessment and 
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 approval process without necessary information and without 
gathering/providing information required to support meaningful 
consultation.  
 

Failure to recognize 
capacity constraints 
 

We are dismayed that CNSC appears to be imposing timelines 
for Kebaowek’s review of Gentilly 1 materials that ignore 
Kebaowek’s capacity constraints and, more generally, that CNSC 
is pushing engagement forward on the Gentilly 1 project without 
consideration of the many other engagement activities deadlines 
(RORs) that create pressures on Kebaowek’s resources. 
 
While we recognize that CNSC will be providing limited 
capacity funding this funding alone does not address capacity 
constraints. What is also needed is a clearer process with 
timelines that support necessary engagement. 
 

Lack of responsiveness 
 

We continue to struggle with CNSC’s lack of responsiveness to 
our information requests, capacity constraints and ultimately, our 
requests to engage on measures to address our concerns. 
 
It appears to us that CNSC has maintained an entirely closed 
mind regarding our concerns and perspectives. 
 
 

Failure to meaningfully 
consider aboriginal 
perspectives, voices and 
knowledge 
 

We continue to find our voice and perspectives to be 
marginalized by CNSC in the consultation and environmental 
assessment process for the Gentilly 1 Project.  

Failure to consider 
implications for the 
UNDA Action Plan 
 

It remains unclear to us if or how CNSC will engage with us 
regarding the implications of approval of Gentilly 1 Project for 
Canada’s ability to implement the UNDA Action Plan. 

Inconsistency with and 
failure to incorporate or 
engage with principles of 
FPIC 
 

It remains unclear to us if or how CNSC will incorporate 
principles of FPIC, and Article 29 of UNDRIP, into its 
engagement with us.  
 

Lack of meaningful 
process for incorporating 
IK 

It remains unclear to us if or how CNSC will create meaningful 
space for discussing and meaningfully incorporating indigenous 
knowledge throughout the Section 82 process and what our 
knowledge will mean for addressing our concerns, including 
evaluating mitigation and accommodation measures. 
 

Indeed, CNSC’s recent imposition of arbitrary and rushed timelines for Kebaowek to comment 
on revised Gentilly 1 materials at the same time that CNL was having discussions with us about 
undertaking engagement on the Integrated Waste Strategy in completely different time horizons 
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underscores that there are real deficiencies in CNSC’s engagement with us regarding Gentilly 1 
that need to be resolved immediately.   

Outstanding items include: 

1 - Breach of Right to Free, Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) 

The transport of waste from the G1WF site to the Near-Surface Disposal Facility (NSDF) poses 
potential adverse impacts to Kebaowek First Nation’s (KFN) rights and responsibilities due the 
trucking of radioactive waste across KFN territory and its ultimate and permanent disposal on 
KFN territory.  

KFN was alarmed to learn that the transport of waste from G1WF to the NSDF has already 
occurred, without prior notification or consultation to our Nation. According to the CNSC’s 
recently published Regulatory Oversight Report (ROR) for CNL Sites, 88 spent fuel bundles, 
stored in 11 concrete silos, were transported via road from the Gentilly nuclear site in Quebec to 
CNL’s Chalk River Site. The ROR further states: 

The decision to grant CNL the approval to ship spent fuel was predicated on the fact that 
there would be minimal impact to the health and safety of workers, the public and the 
environment, as a result of these activities. CNSC staff also concluded that CNL met all 
of the regulatory requirements in order to ship the fuel safely. 
A safety assessment of the retrieval of the spent fuel from storage at the G1WF, as well 
as a safety analysis of the transportation package that would be used to ship the fuel. 
CNL also applied for a license to transport, submitted a transport security plan, as well as 
obtained agreement from the IAEA to move the spent fuel from the G1WF to the CRL 
site. 

Kebaowek is deeply concerned that it only learned of this information upon the publication of 
this ROR just months ago. No notice or inclusion of the CNSC’s “decision to grant CNL 
approval to ship spent fuel” was communicated to us, nor was the decision shared. The above-
noted documents, including CNL’s transport licence application, were also not conveyed to us 
and at no point was there an opportunity presented for our engagement. While KFN has 
requested these documents be disclosed in full without delay, we are yet to receive any 
correspondence from the CNSC. 

This transport of high level radioactive result is a serious breach of KFN’s right to provide its 
FPIC prior to the storage and disposal of hazardous on our territories, as recognized by Article 
29(2) of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and 
affirmed by the Federal Court of Canada in Kebaowek First Nation v Canadian Nuclear 
Laboratories, 2025 FC 319 at para 130.  

UNDRIP must inform all actions taken under statue, as well as the execution of the duty to 
consult and accommodate. The federal United Nation Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous 
Peoples Act, SC 2021, c 4 (UNDA) confirms that UNDRIP applies in Canadian law and provides 

https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/fct/doc/2025/2025fc319/2025fc319.html?resultId=19b4b63f7954471bb195bd36ef8c46fc&searchId=2026-02-03T14:21:22:541/164d5191696c470fa114dbde9d09ffbe#:%7E:text=%5B130%5D,process%20of%20consultation.
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the minimum standards against which state conduct must be measured. CNSC has failed to meet 
these standards with respect to the G1WF project, as detailed further below. 

2 - Breach of Duty to Consult  

The activities undertaken by CNL and licensed by the CNSC are in direct conflict with the 
Honour of the Crown and the duty to consult, which is triggered whenever the Crown 
contemplates action that may adversely impact established or asserted Aboriginal or Treaty 
rights. The triggering of the duty does not depend on unilateral determinations by Crown about 
whether the contemplated activities fall within the scope of a licence approval, amendment, or 
renewal, or on the Crown’s unilateral determinations about whether there is a risk of adverse 
impacts to rights. 

Where the Crown conducts a preliminary assessment on the potential impacts of a project to a 
First Nation, it must disclose this assessment and provide an opportunity for the First Nation to 
comment (see, Sipekne’katik v Alton Gas Storage, 2020 NSCC 111 at paras 123-129). As stated 
by the Supreme Court in Clyde River (Hamlet) v Petroleum Geo-Services Inc., 2017 SCC 40 at 
para 49, consultation is “talking together for mutual understanding,” including talking with First 
Nations about the possible impacts to rights. 

The Crown should not have permitted the transport and disposal of waste at NSDF without first 
notifying KFN and asking whether our Nation about perceived potential adverse impacts. This 
was a breach of the constitutional duty to consult and KFN’s right to FPIC. Moving forward, we 
require the CNSC, AECL, and all proponents to adhere to KFN’s Rights & Responsibilities 
Assessment Law, in accordance with the process described below. 

3 - Compliance with KFN’s Rights & Responsibilities Assessment Law Moving Forward 

As CNL and CNSC are aware, on November 27, 2026, KFN ratified the Rights & 
Responsibilities Assessment Law. This Law applies whenever a proponent, including a Crown 
corporation, proposes physical activities which may result in effects on KFN territory or impacts 
to KFN rights and responsibilities. CNSC must comply with the Law, pursuant to the 
requirements in UNDRIP that states cooperate with Indigenous peoples through their own 
representative institutions and in accordance with their own laws, procedures, and customs 
before authorizing projects affecting our territory.2 

The purpose of the Law is for KFN to determine whether there is a risk of adverse impacts to 
KFN rights and responsibilities. Pursuant to Step 1 of the Law, proponents must submit a Project 
Description that provides KFN with sufficient information to make a Designation Decision under 
Section 10 of the Law. We expect CNSC to support KFN in obtaining a project description from 
proponents, as the Crown maintains the substantive obligation to discharge the duty to consult 
but may delete procedural aspects to third parties (Haida Nation v British Columbia, 2004 SCC 
73 at para 53). 

 
2 UNDRIP, Art 32(2); see also UNDRIP, Arts 11, 12, 27. 

https://www.canlii.org/en/ns/nssc/doc/2020/2020nssc111/2020nssc111.html?resultId=b3ca5a0a50f64f3a8ebab927b13e070d&searchId=2026-02-03T13:50:47:275/3428d026cd464625baa6443b44db9067#:%7E:text=%5B123%5D,per%20se.
https://www.canlii.org/en/ca/scc/doc/2004/2004scc73/2004scc73.html?resultId=0eaffc2db4884f648800189761609f3d&searchId=2026-02-03T14:17:44:885/8743e9a8faab4d45ad454580231c8d90#:%7E:text=53%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20%C2%A0%C2%A0%20It,cannot%20be%20delegated.
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A complete project description enables KFN to identify the potential impacts of a project and 
evaluate their anticipated severity, to help inform the decision about whether the project should 
be designated for review under the FPIC process. CNSC must allow KFN sufficient time to make 
this Designation Decision and should consider KFN’s own determinations about the risk of 
potential impacts, before making any determination about the existence or scope of the duty to 
consult. There is a clear need for improved transparency, communication, and collaboration with 
KFN, to avoid further violations of our right to FPIC. 

Further, CNSC must allow KFN’s FPIC Process under Steps 4-13 of the Law to take its course, 
as this process will produce the information about KFN’s laws and knowledge, as well as 
proposed mitigation and accommodation measures, necessary for the Crown to make a 
responsible and constitutionally compliant decision under the section 82 assessment. As was 
made clear in Kebaowek First Nation v Canadian Nuclear Laboratories, 2025 FC 319, the 
CNSC must consider UNDRIP and the FPIC standard when assessing whether its duty to consult 
has been met and must align its processes to reflect KFN’s laws, knowledge, and processes, and 
work toward achieving mutual agreement. 

4 – Outstanding Information Requests and Calls for Impact Assessment 

KFN wishes to remind the federal authorities for this project that for many years, KFN has been 
calling for all decommissioning projects to undergo federal impact assessment. We stated this in 
2019 as part of our comments on the Impact Assessment Act’s draft ‘Project List’ regulation and 
more recently, when the same regulation underwent a 5-year review.3 

The CNSC, by its own admission, does not evaluate socio-economic effects within its Nuclear 
Safety and Control Act licensing process, which therefore cannot be seriously construed as a 
robust and comprehensive review process.  

As the CNSC is now among the federal authorities for this project, we again lack trust in their 
expertise and continue to push for an IA, recognizing there must be a credible, sustainability-
based assessment of the environment, health, economic and social impacts of this 
decommissioning project before its proceeds. In KFN’s view, this project – despite it being the 
first of its kind in Canada – is emblematic of the nuclear industry getting a free pass under the 
IAA; it is the antithesis of sound and precautionary planning.  

Furthermore, we also reiterate our request for copies of any internal Environmental Review(s), 
Environmental Effects Review(s), or equivalent environmental assessment documents prepared 
(or currently relied upon) along with any additional information. This request has been made to 
AECL4 to ensure we have a clear and complete understanding of the environmental 
considerations being relied upon for the G1 project. To date, this information request remains 
outstanding.  

 
3 KFN’s Comments on Project List Regulation, May 31 2019; KFN’s Comments on the Discussion Paper and 5-Year 
Review of the Project List Regulation, Sept 27, 2024 
4 Correspondence to Danielle Waldman from Justin Roy, Jan 27, 2026. 

https://ehq-production-canada.s3.ca-central-1.amazonaws.com/documents/attachments/5a96f27656cd958f07eb7f8e786ed9c13e8efa7f/000/016/962/original/Submission_from_Kebaowek_First_Nation.pdf?X-Amz-Algorithm=AWS4-HMAC-SHA256&X-Amz-Credential=AKIA4KKNQAKIII4DU7AG%2F20260204%2Fca-central-1%2Fs3%2Faws4_request&X-Amz-Date=20260204T032132Z&X-Amz-Expires=300&X-Amz-SignedHeaders=host&X-Amz-Signature=10f380174ac960a8a8244f32a36f025a35dd9075d885fa18e4c0814b39acf0c3
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5 - Clarifying the Role among Federal Authorities 

Finally, we still require an explanation of the respective review processes of CNSC and AECL, 
given that both authorities will conduct a section 82 assessment. We understand that the AECL 
will issue its section 82 determination first, but we do not have information about how KFN may 
be engaged in AECL’s process. We again ask that this information at the earliest opportunity. 

Our attempts to engage on this and other s 82 projects, such as the Modern Combined 
Electrolysis and Catalytic Exchange Project, have exposed the complete lack of coordinated 
framework for section 82 assessments, including consultation that addresses CNSC’s and the 
federal authorities’ roles, and requirements for consultation or engagement in the review process. 
We need to know which entity from among CNSC, AECL, and CNL is the decision-making 
authority at a given time, and which entity is responsible for consultation, both constitutionally 
and practically through delegation. 

All s 82 project assessments, including licensing reviews and authorizations that may accompany 
them, must include real consideration of our rights and knowledge. This requires our free, prior 
and informed consent (“FPIC”) before decisions are made. Unfortunately, our experience shows 
section 82 assessments to be ad hoc, uncoordinated and lacking support and expertise from the 
Crown in undertaking consultation.  

A major shift in the planning, coordinating and decision-making of section 82 assessments is 
needed if AECL/CNL and CNSC are to ensure a way forward that upholds our rights, which 
includes the duty to consult and FPIC. Since November 2021, KFN has been requesting a 
framework for section 82 project engagements and appended to this letter, is a chart tracking our 
numerous and outstanding calls for a coordinated process framework. We reiterate this is now 
long overdue and must be developed. 

Next Steps 

It is clear that CNSC’s approach to engagement with Kebaowek regarding the Gentilly 1 Project 
fails to have essential elements we expect of a meaningful consultation process. Recent 
engagement challenges suggest that CNSC’s approach to engagement is worsening and, rather 
than address our concerns, CNSC may be seeking to capitalize on them.  

It is our hope that these challenges can be resolved and a meaningful engagement process 
developed. To that end, we request that:  

1. The federal authorities confirm they will withdraw its arbitrary February 5, 2026, 
comment deadline; 

2. The federal authorities commit to working with us to co-develop a Section 82 
engagement process for the Gentilly 1 Project that responds to the concerns set out above 
and further commit not take further steps in the environmental assessment process until 
such a process has been developed to our mutual satisfaction; and 
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3. The federal authorities commit not to proceed with the Gentilly 1 project without 
obtaining our Free, Prior, and Informed Consent on waste transfer to Chalk River. 

We look forward to hearing from you. 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Justin Roy 

cc: 

CNSC:  

Natalie Dormer – natalie.dormer@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 
Adele Bissonnette – Adele.Bissonnette@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 
Kirsten Sellers – kirsten.sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 
Erin Cotnam-Bent – erin.cotnam-bent@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 
Kendra Warnock-Juteau – kendra.warnock-juteau@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 
Candace Salmon, Commission Registrar – registry-greffe@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 
Adam Levine, Director, Indigenous Consultation and Engagement Division 
 Adam.Levine@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 

AECL: 

Adrienne Fournier – afournier@aecl.ca  
Arpad Kaltenecker – akaltenecker@aecl.ca 
Fred Dermarkar – fdermarkar@aecl.ca 
Maude-Emilie Page – Mpage@aecl.ca  

KFN:  

Madison Fraser –
Rosanne Van Schie – 
Kerrie Blaise – kerrie@blaiselegal.com 

First Peoples Law: 

Katharine Brack – kbrack@firstpeopleslaw.com 
Charlotte Connolly – cconnolly@firstpeopleslaw.com 
Nico McKay - nmckay@firstpeopleslaw.com 

mailto:natalie.dormer@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
mailto:Adele.Bissonnette@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
mailto:kirsten.sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
mailto:erin.cotnam-bent@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
mailto:kendra.warnock-juteau@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
mailto:registry-greffe@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
mailto:Adam.Levine@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
mailto:afournier@aecl.ca
mailto:akaltenecker@aecl.ca
mailto:fdermarkar@aecl.ca
mailto:Mpage@aecl.ca
mailto:kerrie@blaiselegal.com
mailto:kbrack@firstpeopleslaw.com
mailto:cconnolly@firstpeopleslaw.com
mailto:nmckay@firstpeopleslaw.com
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KEBAOWEK FIRST NATION 

110 OGIMA STREET 

KEBAOWEK (QUEBEC) 

J0Z 3R1 

      TEL:  (819) 627-3455                                                                       FAX:  (819) 627-9428 
www.kebaowek.ca 

          
 

May 14, 2026 

 

Minister of Natural Resources Canada 

The Honourable Tim Hodgson 

HonTim.Hodgson@nrcan-rncan.gc.ca 

 

Minster of Environment and Climate Change 

The Honourable Julie Dabrusin 

ministre-minister@ec.gc.ca 

 

Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 

President and CEO Pierre Tremblay 

Pierre.Tremblay@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca 

 

Canadian Nuclear Laboratories 

President and CEO Dennis Carr 

dennis.carr@cnl.ca 

 

Atomic Energy of Canada Limited 

President and CEO Fred Dermarkar 

dermarkar@aecl.ca 

 

Impact Assessment Agency of Canada 

Compliance Promotion and Enforcement Unit 

enforcement-applicationdelaloi@iaac-aeic.gc.ca 

 

 

Dear Ministers Hodgson and Dabrusin; Presidents Tremblay, Carr, Dermarkar; and the IAAC 

Compliance Unit: 

 

Re: Demand for respect for KFN’s right to be consulted and FPIC obtained prior to the 

transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste on our traditional territories 

 

Kebaowek First Nation (KFN) writes to bring an urgent issue to your attention regarding 

mailto:HonTim.Hodgson@nrcan-rncan.gc.ca
mailto:ministre-minister@ec.gc.ca
mailto:Pierre.Tremblay@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
mailto:dennis.carr@cnl.ca
mailto:dermarkar@aecl.ca
mailto:enforcement-applicationdelaloi@iaac-aeic.gc.ca
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breaches of KFN’s right to provide free, prior and informed consent (FPIC) prior to the storage 

and disposal of hazardous on our territories, as recognized by Article 29(2) of the United Nations 

Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP) and affirmed by the Federal Court of 

Canada in Kebaowek First Nation v Canadian Nuclear Laboratories.1 

 

The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) permitted Canadian Nuclear Laboratories 

(CNL) to transport of 88 spent fuel bundles stored in 11 concrete silos via road from the 

Gentilly-1 Waste Facility (G1WF) nuclear site in Quebec to the Chalk River Site in July of last 

year. According to a report published by the CNSC in December 2025, CNL applied and 

obtained a license to transport from the CNSC, submitted a transport security plan, and obtained 

agreement from the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to move the spent fuel from 

the G1WF site to Chalk River.2 In its report, the CNSC commented it approved the 

transportation licence on the basis that there would be “minimal impact to the health and safety 

of workers, the public and the environment, as a result of these activities.”3 

 

Breach of the Duty to Consult and Right to FPIC 

 

KFN was not consulted on the transport of this waste. KFN was not notified or informed about 

the transport of waste from the G1WF site to the Chalk River site, despite a clear triggering of 

the duty to consult: the Crown approved a licence for the transport of waste4 to Chalk River 

where it would be stored and disposed of—an activity which poses the risk of potential adverse 

impacts to KFN’s territory. Our Nation had already made the Crown aware that we expect to be 

consulted prior to the storage and disposal of hazardous waste on our territory, in accordance 

with Article 29(2) of UNDRIP and as endorsed in the Federal Court’s decision less than 5 

months prior to the Crown’s authorization allowing the transport of waste to the Chalk River site. 

During this time, we were also meeting regularly with the CNSC and CNL, making the omission 

to properly consult us even more egregious. 

 

CNSC ignored our requests and proceeded with the transfer. The lack of notification and 

consultation regarding the transport of waste from G1WF to Chalk River is extremely 

concerning considering CNL’s plans to transport more radioactive waste from other sites across 

the country, including the Whiteshell and Port Hope facilities, for ultimate storage and disposal 

at the Chalk River site. KFN is concerned that the Crown will continue to keep our First Nation 

in the dark as waste accumulates in our territory, contrary to the Crown’s constitutional 

obligations and UNDRIP. 

 

 
1 Kebaowek First Nation v Canadian Nuclear Laboratories, 2025 FC 319 at para 130 [Kebaowek]. 
2 CNSC, Regulatory Oversight Report for CNL Sites: 2024 (Dec 1, 2025) 
3 Ibid, p 83 
4 See, Packing and Transport of Nuclear Substances Regulations , 2015 (SOR/2015-145), sections 6 and 7, online: 

Packaging and Transport of Nuclear Substances Regulations, 2015 
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KFN has since communicated its concerns about the past transport and storage of waste at Chalk 

River without notification and sought information disclosures to better understand the ongoing 

activities at the GW1F site, including any environmental reviews, licence applications, and safety 

assessments.5 The CNSC has not provided any documents or additional information. Our knowledge 

of the proposed decommissioning activities is limited to the one-page Notice of Intent posted to the 

IAAC Registry.6 

 

In response to our requests, the CNSC has taken the position that the duty to consult is not 

triggered because the transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste from other nuclear 

facilities is already covered by existing licences bases for the G1WF and Chalk River sites,7 and, 

therefore, there is not “Crown conduct” contemplated. This position is legally incorrect: the 

Crown issued an authorization for the transport of waste from G1WF to Chalk River site, and the 

ongoing accumulation of hazardous waste on KFN territory without our knowledge and consent 

poses the potential for adverse impacts. Our understanding is that intermediate and high-level 

radioactive waste will be stored in concrete vaults until a deep geological repository is built, and 

low-level radioactive waste will be deposited into the proposed Near-Surface Disposal Facility, 

which may directly impact on water sources and waterways. Unfortunately, the CNSC has 

rationalized the lack of consultation on the basis that the spent fuel from G1WF was already 

transferred to CRL.8 Post hoc justifications cannot cure a breach of the duty to consult or FPIC. 

 

The CNSC has unilaterally determined that our concerns “do not fall directly in scope of the 

G1WF decommissioning activities that are being proposed for this licence amendment.”9 The 

CNSC’s attempt to foreclose consultation on the narrow basis of licencing scopes disregards the 

multiplicity of past and ongoing breaches of our right to FPIC, and the critical importance of 

assessing and monitoring the cumulative effects of Crown authorized activities in the past, 

present, and reasonably foreseeable future.10 As stated in our letter dated February 5, 2026, all 

activities related to the transfer, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste on our traditional 

territories have the potential to adversely impact our section 35 rights. We view all projects 

which lead to the storage and disposal of hazardous waste on KFN territory as interconnected, 

 
5 KFN to CNSC, “RE: Kebaowek First Nation’s comments on the Section 82 Assessment for the Proposed Gentilly- 

1 Waste Facility Decommissioning Project” (February, 5, 2026); KFN to CNSC, “Federal Assessment under the 

Impact Assessment Act for Gentilly-1” (October 15, 2025); CNSC to KFN “CNSC Staff Response to the Kebaowek 

First Nation Inquiries on the Section 82 Assessment for the Proposed Gentilly-1 Waste Facility Decommissioning 

Activities” (January 12, 2026) 
6 See, https://iaac-aeic.gc.ca/050/documents/p90092/164173E.pdf 
7 CNSC to KFN, “RE: CNSC Staff Response to the Keboawek First Nation Inquiries on the Section 82 Assessment 

for the Proposed Gentilly-1 Waste Facility Decommissioning Activities” (12 January 2026); CNSC to KFN, 

“Subject: CNSC Staff Response to the Keboawek First Nation’s Comments on the Section 82 Assessment for the 

Proposed Gentilly-1 Waste Facility Decommissioning Project” (10 April 2026) [April 10, 2026 CNSC letter]. 
8 April 10, 2026 CNSC letter 
9 April 10, 2026 CNSC letter 
10 KFN, Rights & Responsibilities Assessment Law at sections 10.3(e), 16.1(b)(vii),19.3; Canadian Environmental 

Assessment Act, SC 2012, c 19, sections 4(1)(i), 19(1)(a); and Impact Assessment Act, 2019, SC 2019, c 28, sections 

6(2), 22(1)(a)(ii). 
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and expect to be consulted on all activities which engage Article 29(2) of UNDRIP. 

 

As the Federal Court made clear, CNSC must consider UNDRIP when assessing whether the 

duty to consult and the FPIC standard have been both triggered and adequately fulfilled,11 and 

must align its processes to reflect KFN’s laws, knowledge, and processes with the aim of finding 

mutual agreement.12 

 

The CNSC’s failure to consider Indigenous perspectives and consult with KFN prior to 

approving a licence permitting the transport of radioactive waste to our territory has resulted in 

ongoing and unremedied constitutional, statutory, and regulatory violations. 

 

To reiterate, Article 29(2) of UNDRIP provides that states shall ensure that “no storage or 

disposal of hazardous materials shall take place in the lands or territories of indigenous peoples 

without their free, prior, and informed consent.” The CNSC continues to allow the licensee to 

carry out the transport and storage of radioactive waste at the Chalk River site without having 

first ensured that Crown obligations are being fulfilled. CNSC’s conduct falls well below the 

standard required by the Honour of the Crown. We are extremely concerned that the CNSC’s 

pattern of non-disclosure and indifference to our concerns will persist, as more hazardous nuclear 

waste is transferred to, stored, and disposed of on out traditional territories without our 

knowledge or consent. 

 

Enforcement and a Halt of Activities at the Gentilly-1 Nuclear Site is Required 

 

In July of 2025, KFN became aware of CNL’s request to seek a licence amendment for the 

G1WF licence. As we communicated to the CNSC at that time, “KFN was not provided direct 

notice … by the CNSC, despite our regular meetings and request for notice of any project 

triggering section 82 of the Impact Assessment Act.”13 

 

On December 3, 2025, CNL notified KFN of CNL’s application to amend the existing G1WF 

licence to authorize CNL to proceed with the last phase of decommissioning activities, including 

the dismantling of all remaining structures and components, as well as the management, 

packaging and safe storage of resulting radioactive waste. KFN only later learned that the Crown 

had already issued a licence approving the transport of radioactive waste to the Chalk River site 

for storage, without any notification or consultation with KFN. 

 

The CNSC’s decision to issue a licence for the transport and storage of waste at the Chalk River 

site without notification to KFN breaches the Honour of the Crown and the duty to consult and 

 

11 Kebaowek at para 112. 
12 Ibid at para 133. 
13 Email KFN to CNSC, “202507-00010: Gentilly-1 license Amendment” (July 8, 2025) 
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Article 29(2) of UNDRIP. 

 

The CNSC’s actions also directly conflict with section 82 of the IAA, which states a project on 

federal lands cannot be carried out, in whole or part, before an authority makes a determination 

on the likelihood of significant adverse environment effects: 

 

82 An authority must not carry out a project on federal lands, exercise any power or 

perform any duty or function conferred on it under any Act of Parliament other than this 

Act that could permit a project to be carried out, in whole or in part, on federal lands or 

provide financial assistance to any person for the purpose of enabling that project to be 

carried out, in whole or in part, on federal lands, unless 

 

(a) the authority determines that the carrying out of the project is not likely to 

cause significant adverse environmental effects (emphasis added) 

 

A section 82 assessment should have occurred prior to the transport of spent fuel rods from the 

G1WF to the Chalk River. Instead, CNSC circumvented the application of the IAA and issued a 

transport licence based on its unilateral determination that there would be “minimal impact to the 

health and safety of workers, the public and the environment, as a result of these activities.”14 

 

Section 40 of the Nuclear Safety and Control Act further that requires that the CNSC hold a 

public hearing occur prior to the issuance of a licence: 

40(5) The Commission shall, subject to any by-laws made under section 15 and any 

regulations made under section 44, hold a public hearing with respect to 

(a) the proposed exercise by the Commission, or by a panel established under 

section 22, of the power under subsection 24(2) to issue, renew, suspend, amend, 

revoke or replace a licence 

A public hearing should have occurred prior to the transport of spent fuel rods from G1WF to 

Chalk River and issuance of the transport licence15 to ensure a robust assessment about the 

potential adverse effects stemming from the decommissioning activities at G1WF, including the 

potential adverse effects to our section 35 rights, considering UNDRIP and the FPIC standard. 

 

A hearing in writing on the remaining G1WF decommissioning activities is expected to occur in 

July 2026.16 CNL is also seeking a determination of significant environmental effects in keeping 

with sections 82 and 84 of the Impact Assessment Act (IAA).17 Given the continued lack of 

 

14 CNSC, Regulatory Oversight Report for CNL Sites: 2024 
15 https://laws-lois.justice.gc.ca/eng/regulations/SOR-2015-145/section-6.html 
16 Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission, Participant Funding for Canadian Nuclear Laboratories’ Application to 

Amend the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility Licence (2025) 
17 Impact Assessment Agency of Canada, Decommissioning of the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility, Project No 90092 
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adequate response from the CNSC and the seriousness of these concerns, we request your 

immediate cooperation and assistance in calling on the CNSC to: 

 

1. Immediately suspend any ongoing or proposed activities related to the G1WF site 

pending proper engagement and consultation with KFN, in keeping with section 82 of the 

Impact Assessment Act, the Honour of the Crown and section 35 of the Constitution; and 

 

2. Demonstrate its willingness to take steps to immediately remedy the above-noted 

breaches by: 

a. fulfilling KFN’s outstanding information requests, detailed below; 

b. working collaboratively with KFN to co-develop a Section 82 engagement 

process under the IAA; and 

c. refraining from issuing any authorizations or making any Crown decisions until a 

mutually agreeable process is established and consultation is completed; and 

 

3. Commit to not proceed with the decommissioning of the G1WF site without obtaining 

KFN’s FPIC, including with respect to any transfer, storage, and disposal of waste at the 

Chalk River site. 

 

Outstanding Information and Document Requests 

 

Without any information or documentary disclosure about the G1WF decommissioning project, 

we cannot accept the CNSC’s assertions that are our rights and interests will be unaffected given 

the “scope of the current G1WF licence amendment application” and “the localized nature of 

potential impacts from the proposed decommissioning activities at the G1WF.”18 Information 

sharing is a perquisite for satisfying the duty to consult and seeking our FPIC. 

 

The following document requests remain outstanding: 

 

• copies of any internal Environmental Review(s), Environmental Effects Review(s), or 

equivalent environmental assessment documents prepared (or currently relied upon), 

along with any additional information to support the section 82 assessment on federal 

lands; and 

• CNL’s licence to transport application, safety analysis of the transportation package, 

 
(2025) 

18 Correspondence from Adam Levine, CNSC dated April 10, 2026; As communicated to the CNSC in our letter 

dated February 5, 2026, “where the Crown conducts a preliminary assessment on the potential impacts of a project 

to a First Nation, it must disclose this assessment and provide an opportunity for the First Nation to comment (see, 

Sipekne’katik v Alton Gas Storage, 2020 NSCC 111 at paras 123-129). As stated by the Supreme Court in Clyde 

River (Hamlet) v Petroleum Geo-Services Inc., 2017 SCC 40 at para 49, consultation is ‘talking together for mutual 

understanding,’ including talking with First Nations about the possible impacts to rights.” 
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transport security plan, and agreement obtained from the IAEA to move the spent fuel 

from the G1WF site to the Chalk River site. 

 

KFN cannot verify whether the CNSC’s assessment is justifiable without the disclosure of the 

above noted documents. 

To-date, the CNSC’s approach to engagement with our Nation regarding the GW1F Project falls 

well short of meaningful consultation. Recent correspondence and statements from the CNSC 

demonstrates the approach to engagement is worsening rather than addressing our concerns. 

KFN is extremely concerned about the CNSC’s flagrant disregard of its obligation to uphold the 

Honour of the Crown, its lack of transparency and accountability, and its nonconformity with its 

statutory obligations and licensing regulations.19 

 

Conclusion 

 

We hold a profound duty to act as stewards of Anishinaabeg Algonquin Aki (lands), our sacred 

sites, and our inherent relationships based on traditional laws. Yet, we have been denied the 

opportunity to fulfill this responsibility. KFN firmly maintains that the Crown should not have 

permitted the GWIF transport, storage, and disposal of waste at the Chalk River site without first 

notifying KFN, engaging in consultation, and asking whether our Nation believes there is the 

potential for adverse impacts to our rights. The failure to notify KFN about the transport of 

nuclear waste from the G1WF site for storage at the Chalk River site is a serious breach of: 

 

• KFN’s right to provide its FPIC prior to the storage and disposal of hazardous on our 

territories, as recognized by Article 29(2) of UNDRIP and affirmed by: 

o the United Nation Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples Act, SC 2021, 

c 4, which confirms UNDRIP applies in Canadian law and provides the minimum 

standards against which state conduct must be measured; 

o Sections 9 and 24(4) of the Nuclear Safety and Control Act, which direct the 

CNSC to ensure conformity with international obligations to which Canada has 

agreed; 

o the Federal Court of Canada’s decision in Kebaowek First Nation v Canadian 

Nuclear Laboratories, 2025 FC 319. 

• KFN’s Rights & Responsibilities Assessment Law, ratified on November 27, 2026; and 

• the duty to consult and accommodate under section 35 of the Constitution. 
 

The CNSC must align its licensing decisions with Section 35 of the Constitution and the United 

Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples (UNDRIP), which mandates Free, 
 

19 Despite our request that our comments and correspondence to date on this file be shared to the Impact Assessment 

Agency of Canada Registry, such disclosure – which is critical to building trust in participatory decision-making 

processes, is ensuring an accurate, update to date and public record – remains outstanding. 
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Prior, and Informed Consent (FPIC) before hazardous materials can be moved through or stored 

on our traditional unceded lands. Further the CNSC and all proponents must adhere to KFN’s 

Rights & Responsibilities Assessment Law, as set out in a letter dated February 5, 2026.20 

 

We request a meeting with your offices to discuss these critical issues and the Crown’s 

obligations in a context where hazardous radioactive waste is being transported, stored, and 

disposed of on KFN’s territories on an ongoing basis. 

Sincerely, 
 

Chief Lance Haymond 

Kebaowek First Nation 

 

CC: 

CNSC: C. Moses, A. Levine, N.Dormer, A. Bissonnette, K. Sellers, E. Cotnam-Bent, K. 

Warnock-Juteau 

AECL: A. Fournier, M. Page 

KFN: J. Roy, M. Fraser, R. Van Schie, K. Blaise, K. Brack, N. McKay, C. Connolly 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20 See, KFN, Rights & Responsibilities Assessment Law (2025), https://kebaowek.ca/wp/rr/ 
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June 23, 2026  
 
  
Chief Lance Haymond 
Kebaowek First Nation 
110 Ogima Street  
Kebaowek, Quebec 
J0Z 3R1 
lhaymond@kebaowek.ca  
 
Re: Demand for respect for KFN’s right to be consulted and FPIC obtained prior 
to the transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste on our traditional 
territories 
 
Dear Chief Haymond: 
 
Thank you for your letter of May 14th, 2026, sharing your concerns regarding the 
proposed Gentilly-1 Waste Facility (G1WF) decommissioning activities and related 
regulatory review process.  
 
As noted in the CNSC staff correspondence to Kebaowek First Nation (KFN) dated 
January 12th and April 10th, 2026, the scope of Canadian Nuclear Laboratories’ 
(CNL) licence amendment application—and the associated federal lands 
assessment in accordance with the Impact Assessment Act—focuses on the 
Commission’s decision on whether to authorize an amendment to the G1WF 
licensing basis so that CNL may progress into the active decommissioning phase 
of their decommissioning strategy, which would involve the dismantling of 
structures at the G1WF site. Consequently, we have consulted and engaged with 
Indigenous Nations and communities that may be impacted by or who have 
expressed interest in this amendment application and authorization, and we 
remain open to further consultation and engagement with potentially impacted 
and interested Indigenous Nations and communities. 
 
On May 5th, 2026, CNSC staff notified KFN that the relevant Commission Member 
Documents for this hearing had been posted on the CNSC Registry webpage.  
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These include CNSC staff’s Environmental Effects Evaluation Form, CNL’s G1WF 
Licence Amendment Application, Environmental Protection Measures for 
Decommissioning and Demolition (formerly titled Environmental Effects Review 
Report), and other materials submitted by CNSC staff and CNL regarding CNL’s 
licence amendment application for the G1WF. We remain available to answer 
questions regarding these documents. 
 
KFN has also requested the following documents: 

- CNL’s licence to transport application; 
- Safety analysis of the transportation package; 
- Transport security plan, and 
- Agreement obtained from the IAEA to move the spent fuel from the G1WF 

site to the Chalk River site 
 
These documents fall outside the scope of CNL’s licence amendment application 
and have not been posted to the CNSC’s website for this particular licence 
application. CNSC staff will be providing KFN, through separate correspondence, 
the letter indicating that the IAEA and the CNSC are satisfied with the Summary of 
Activities and Safeguards Measures, as well as the transport licence that was 
issued, and the certificate for the package used during transportation. The 
remaining documents are CNL owned documents and should be requested 
directly from CNL.  
 
The CNSC remains open to receiving any additional G1WF specific concerns, 
perspectives, information, or Indigenous Knowledge relevant to the licence 
amendment application and the associated federal lands assessment in 
accordance with the Impact Assessment Act. We encourage KFN to share any 
further submissions with CNSC staff and the Commission through the 
interventions process, as appropriate. 
 
We would also be pleased to meet with KFN outside the context of the G1WF 
licence amendment to discuss and learn more about KFN’s concerns related to the 
transport of nuclear substances should that be of interest.  
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If this is of interest to KFN, please contact Natalie Dormer by email at 
Natalie.Dormer@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca.  
 
Yours sincerely, 

2026-06-23

X

Signed by: Moses, Colin  
Colin Moses 
Vice-President, Regulatory Affairs Branch and Chief Communications Officer 
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission  
Ottawa, Ontario 
K1P 5S9 
 
c.c./c.c.: CNSC: Adam Levine, Adèle Bissonnette, Natalie Dormer, Nana 

Kwamena, Mark McLaughlin, Kendra Warnock-Juteau, Kirsten Sellers, 
Erin Cotnam-Bent 

                  KFN: Roy, Justin: jroy@kebaowek.ca 
                  McLaren, Kacie: kmclaren@kebaowek.ca  
                  Van Schie, Rosanne:   
 Blaise, Kerrie: kerrie@blaiselegal.com  
 Brack, Katherine: kbrack@firstpeopleslaw.com  
 McKay, Nico: nmckay@firstpeopleslaw.com 
 Connolly, Charlotte: cconnolly@firstpeopleslaw.com  
 LaRocque, Erin: elarocque@firstpeopleslaw.com  
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Reference: 
Response Letter from CNSC to First Nation Inquiries on the Section 82 
Assessment for the Proposed Gentilly-1 Waste Facility Decommissioning Activities 
January 12, 20262026-01-12 - Letter_-_CNSC_to_KFN_-
_Response_to_KFN_Inquiries_on_s_82_Assessment_for_G1WF_-January 2026.pdf 
 
CNSC Staff Response to Kebaowek First Nation’s Comments on the  
Section 82 Assessment for the Proposed Gentilly-1 Waste Facility  
Decommissioning Project, April 10, 2026 2026-04-10 CNSC Response to KFN Letter on 
S.82 Comments.pdf 
 
Incoming Letter from Kebaowek First Nation:  Demand for respect for KFN’s right to be 
consulted and FPIC obtained prior to the transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
waste on our traditional territories Letter May 14, 20262026.05.14 - Letter from KFN re 
G1WF Decomissioning Project.pdf 
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Waldman, Danielle

From: Sellers, Kirsten (CNSC/CCSN) <kirsten.sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>
Sent: July 3, 2026 2:31 PM
To: Lance haymond; Roy, Justin; Kacie Mclaren; Madison Fraser; rosanne van schie; Kerrie 

Blaise
Cc: Levine, Adam (CNSC/CCSN); Bissonnette, Adèle (CNSC/CCSN); Cotnam-Bent, Erin 

(CNSC/CCSN); Dormer, Natalie (CNSC/CCSN); Gordon, Joanne (CNSC/CCSN)
Subject: Documents related to G1WF Spent Fuel Retrieval and Transfer
Attachments: E-DOCS-#7371884-v1-CNSC_to_CNL-

Finalization_of_the_Safeguards_Approach_for_the_G1WF_Spent_Fuel_Retrieval_and_Tran
sfer_Project-_September_2024.pdf; E-DOCS-#7323606-v2-Approved_TL-S-15193-48_00
_2025.PDF; E-DOCS-#7313958-v3A-Approved_Certificate_CDN_2098_B(U)F-96_Rev_2
_NAC_Optimus_H_EN.PDF

Hi Justin and team, 
 
We received a request from KFN, in Chief Haymond’s May 14th letter addressed to various federal ministers and 
CNSC President Tremblay, for the following documents: 
 
- CNL’s licence to transport application; 
- Safety analysis of the transportation package; 
- Transport security plan, and 
- Agreement obtained from the IAEA to move the spent fuel from the G1WF site to the Chalk River site. 
 
The first three documents on this list are CNL documents and we recommend you submit this request directly to 
CNL.  
 
As per the letter Colin sent to Chief Haymond on June 23rd, I am pleased to provide the following documents 
related to G1WF Spent Fuel Retrieval and Transfer: 
 
- the letter indicating that the IAEA and the CNSC are satisfied with the Summary of Activities and Safeguards 
Measures 
- the transport licence that was issued, and  
- the certificate for the package used during transportation. 
 
Please find these three documents attached. 
 
Have a great weekend! 
 
Kirsten 
 
 
Kirsten Sellers 
(she/her/elle) 
 
Senior Policy OƯicer, Indigenous Consultation and Engagement Division 
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 
Kirsten.Sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca / Cell: 343-575-4581 
 
Agente principale des politiques, Division de la consultation et de la mobilisation des Autochtones 
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Commission Canadienne de sûreté nucléaire 
Kirsten.Sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca / Tél. cell. : 343-575-4581 
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Waldman, Danielle

From: Kerrie Blaise <kerrie@blaiselegal.com>
Sent: July 31, 2026 10:27 AM
To: MacKay, Mitch
Cc: Justin Roy; Levine, Adam (CNSC/CCSN; Bissonnette, Adèle (CNSC/CCSN; Cotnam-Bent, 

Erin (CNSC/CCSN; Dormer, Natalie (CNSC/CCSN; Gordon, Joanne (CNSC/CCSN; 
kirsten.sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca; Lance haymond; Kacie Mclaren; madison.fraser96; 
vanschie3; Charlotte Connolly; Katharine Brack; Waldman, Danielle; Chennette, Rachel; 
LeBlanc, Nicole; Cox, Haleigh; Shorter, Katie; Riopelle, Alexandra

Subject: [External] Re: Documents related to G1WF Spent Fuel Retrieval and Transfer

 

This Message Is From an External Sender  
This message came from outside your organization. Do not open attachments or click links from unknown senders or unexpected 
email  

    Report Suspicious     
 

Good morning Mitch, 
 
Confirming receipt of your email and confirmation of CNL's response that the documents will not be 
released. 
 
To clarify, the information request seeking disclosure of these documents was included in KFN's 
submissions on the CNL Regulatory Oversight Report dated January 28, 2026, that came to CNL's 
attention.  Follow-up correspondence and submissions have since repeated this request.  
 
Thank you for the response and wishing you all a safe long weekend, 

Kerrie 
 
On Wed, Jul 29, 2026 at 4:20 PM MacKay, Mitch <mitch.mackay@cnl.ca> wrote: 

OFFICIAL USE ONLY / À USAGE EXCLUSIF

  

Good afternoon, Justin, 

  

The CNSC has forwarded us the below request. CNL had only received this request through the initial letter, 
which was not clear to whom the request was going to as only our CEO was on the email.  I would recommend 
KFN work directly with me and my team for such requests.  

  

The SAR (proprietary 3rd party information) and Transport Security Plan (security protected information) are both 
confidential and cannot be released. All pertinent details from our license to transport application is reproduced 
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in the CNSC transport licence and the certificate for the package that CNSC has already shared. CNL would be 
happy to bring a subject matter expert to a monthly meeting with KFN to talk about the safety, packaging, and 
transport of used nuclear fuel. Please let us know and we will begin to schedule.  

  

Further to this CNL has also delivered a presentation to KFN regarding CNL’s emergency preparedness planning 
in February 2026. 

  

Additionally, we have some great resources on our website that explains the program. 

  

This page and factsheet. 

  

Thanks, 

  

Mitch 

  

From: Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca>  
Sent: July 6, 2026 8:22 AM 
To: Sellers, Kirsten (CNSC/CCSN) <kirsten.sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Lance haymond <lhaymond@kebaowek.ca>; Kacie 
Mclaren <kmclaren@kebaowek.ca>; madison.fraser96 < >; vanschie3 
< >; kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com>; Charlotte Connolly <cconnolly@firstpeopleslaw.com>; 
Katharine Brack <kbrack@firstpeopleslaw.com> 
Cc: Levine, Adam (CNSC/CCSN) <Adam.Levine@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Bissonnette, Adèle (CNSC/CCSN) 
<Adele.Bissonnette@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Cotnam-Bent, Erin (CNSC/CCSN) <erin.cotnam-bent@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Dormer, 
Natalie (CNSC/CCSN) <natalie.dormer@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Gordon, Joanne (CNSC/CCSN) <joanne.gordon@cnsc-
ccsn.gc.ca> 
Subject: Re: Documents related to G1WF Spent Fuel Retrieval and Transfer 

  

EXTERNAL EMAIL – USE CAUTION / COURRIEL EXTERNE – FAITES PREUVE DE PRUDENCE  

  

Good Morning Kirsten, 

  

Hope you had a great weekend, 
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Confirming receipt of our below email and the shared attachments, 

  

As for the files we requested that you stated were CNL documents, 

  

That is part of the issue we are having, we have requested from CNL, more than once and over quiet sometime 
now, for these documents and we still have not received them, 

  

KFN is wondering if the CNSC can help with this, 

  

Thank you,  

  

Justin Roy 

Councillor 

Director of Economic Development 

Kebaowek First Nation 

110 Ogima Street 

Kebaowek, QC 

(819) 627 3309 

Jroy@kebaowek.ca 

www.kebaowek.ca 

  

From: Sellers, Kirsten (CNSC/CCSN) <kirsten.sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca> 
Sent: Friday, July 3, 2026 2:30 PM 
To: Lance haymond <lhaymond@kebaowek.ca>; Justin Roy <jroy@kebaowek.ca>; Kacie Mclaren 
<kmclaren@kebaowek.ca>; madison.fraser96 < >; vanschie3 < >; 
kerrie <kerrie@blaiselegal.com> 
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Cc: Levine, Adam (CNSC/CCSN) <Adam.Levine@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Bissonnette, Adèle (CNSC/CCSN) 
<Adele.Bissonnette@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Cotnam-Bent, Erin (CNSC/CCSN) <erin.cotnam-bent@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Dormer, 
Natalie (CNSC/CCSN) <natalie.dormer@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca>; Gordon, Joanne (CNSC/CCSN) <joanne.gordon@cnsc-
ccsn.gc.ca> 
Subject: Documents related to G1WF Spent Fuel Retrieval and Transfer  

  

Hi Justin and team, 

  

We received a request from KFN, in Chief Haymond’s May 14th letter addressed to various federal 
ministers and CNSC President Tremblay, for the following documents: 

  

- CNL’s licence to transport application; 

- Safety analysis of the transportation package; 

- Transport security plan, and 

- Agreement obtained from the IAEA to move the spent fuel from the G1WF site to the Chalk River site. 

  

The first three documents on this list are CNL documents and we recommend you submit this request 
directly to CNL.  

  

As per the letter Colin sent to Chief Haymond on June 23rd, I am pleased to provide the following 
documents related to G1WF Spent Fuel Retrieval and Transfer: 

  

- the letter indicating that the IAEA and the CNSC are satisfied with the Summary of Activities and 
Safeguards Measures 

- the transport licence that was issued, and  

- the certificate for the package used during transportation. 

  

Please find these three documents attached. 

  



5

Have a great weekend! 

  

Kirsten 

  

  

Kirsten Sellers 

(she/her/elle) 

  

Senior Policy Officer, Indigenous Consultation and Engagement Division 

Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 

Kirsten.Sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca / Cell: 343-575-4581 

  

Agente principale des politiques, Division de la consultation et de la mobilisation des Autochtones 

Commission Canadienne de sûreté nucléaire 

Kirsten.Sellers@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca / Tél. cell. : 343-575-4581 

  

  

This email is confidential between the sender and the intended recipient specified in the message, and 
may contain proprietary or otherwise protected information of the intended parties. If you received this 
email in error, please notify the sender immediately and confirm you have deleted this message. Any 
unauthorized review, disclosure, retransmission, dissemination or other use of or reliance on this 
information may be unlawful and is strictly prohibited.  

 
 
 
--  
Kerrie Blaise, MSc, JD 
Blaise Law  
Tel: 705 978 4034 
 
DISCLAIMER: 
Confidentiality Note: This message may be subject to solicitor-client privilege. If you have received this message in error, please let me know by reply email, and 
delete your copy. Thank you. 



 

KEBAOWEK FIRST NATION 

110 OGIMA STREET 

KEBAOWEK (QUEBEC) 

J0Z 3R1 

      TEL:  (819) 627-3455                                                                       FAX:  (819) 627-9428 
www.kebaowek.ca 

          
 
Colin Moses          August 6, 2026 

Vice-President, Regulatory Affairs, and Chief Communications Officer 

Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission  

Colin.Moses@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca  

 

Re: Response to June 23 and July 3, 2026 correspondence regarding the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility 

Licensing Proceeding 

Dear Mr. Moses, 

Kebaowek First Nation (KFN) writes in response to your letter of June 23, 2026 and Ms. Kirsten Sellers' 

correspondence of July 3, 2026, enclosing additional documents relating to the transport of spent fuel 

from the Gentilly-1 Waste Facility (“G-1”). 

From the outset, we wish to reiterate our ongoing request that the Commission postpone the G-1 

licence amendment hearing until such a time that the informational and consultation gaps are remedied 

and Kebaowek is provided a meaningful opportunity to engage in the process, including with respect to 

the assessment of the project's potential impacts to our rights in accordance with our own laws. It is not 

our preference nor preferred approach to engage with the matters raised in your correspondence and 

that of CNSC Staff by way of letter correspondence, as these matters are precisely those KFN has been 

seeking to resolve as part of the licensing process with the Commission.  

At present, KFN has no certainty as to when the written hearing record may close or when the 

Commission may render its decision, despite the significant procedural, Constitutional, and disclosure 

issues that remain outstanding. 

1 – Licence Hearing and Meeting Invite  

In response to your invitation for a meeting, Kebaowek remains willing to meet with CNSC Staff. 
However, no justification has been provided as to why this meeting shall occur “outside the context of 
the G1WF licence amendment” when matters directly affecting that licensing matter, as raised by KFN, 
remain outstanding.  Discussions with CNSC staff are not a substitute for dialogue with those ultimately 
responsible for determining this matter and we again request the opportunity to address the 
Commission, via an oral hearing for this matter.  
 
Additionally, we do not wish to engage in a debate through correspondence regarding what CNSC Staff 
consider to be "within scope" or "outside the scope" for this proceeding, when these remain live 

mailto:Colin.Moses@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca


matters that we have included in our intervention before the Commission. For instance, your June 23, 
2026 correspondence asserts that transportation-related matters and associated documentation fall 
“outside the scope” of the current licensing proceeding.  

KFN has already addressed this issue at length in our written intervention to the Commission and we 
respectfully direct you to review these remarks. In our submissions, we set out why the transportation, 
storage, and ultimate disposition of the spent nuclear fuel are integral components of the overall project 
before the Commission; why these activities engage Kebaowek's section 35 rights, Indigenous laws, and 
right to Free, Prior and Informed Consent; and why the associated information is necessary to permit 
meaningful participation and procedural fairness. 

Rather than revisit these arguments through this correspondence, our position remains unchanged as 

articulated in our G-1 written intervention. 

2 – Information Requests and Additional Requests  

KFN wishes to address the CNSC's correspondence of July 3, 2026 regarding KFN’s request for 

documents and CNSC Staff’s suggestion that we seek CNL’s licence to transport application, safety 

analysis of the transportation package, and transport security plan from CNL directly. 

These documents have already been requested directly from CNL and on July 29, 2026, we were 

provided confirmation that they would not be disclosed, namely due to being security-sensitive or 

proprietary. As CNL confirmed in denying our request for disclosure:  

The SAR (proprietary 3rd party information) and Transport Security Plan (security protected 

information) are both confidential and cannot be released.1 

As these are documents are already in the possession of the CNSC – by virtue of being submitted by CNL, 

reviewed by CNSC staff, and relied upon by the Commission in issuing the transport licence – we again 

request their prompt disclosure. The CNSC ought to ensure the most just and expeditious means of 

providing information rather than requiring Kebaowek to pursue an unsuccessful parallel request with 

the proponent. Ensuring dissemination of information also flows from the mandate of the Commission, 

as set out in the Nuclear Safety and Control Act.  

The documents provided by the CNSC in the July 3, 2026 also give rise to additional requests for 

information which KFN now seeks:  

1. The October 10, 2024 CNSC correspondence confirms that the International Atomic Energy 

Agency ("IAEA") and the CNSC were satisfied with the Summary of Activities and Safeguards 

Measures, identified as e-Doc 7371989. As that document is expressly relied upon in the CNSC's 

correspondence, KFN requests that e-Doc 7371989 also be disclosed; and  

2. The transport licence provided only makes reference to a licence number and not the name of 

the licensee who held the authorization to transport high level radioactive waste and spent fuel 

 
1 Correspondence from CNL, Mitch MacKay, “Documents related to G1WF Spent Fuel Retrieval and Transfer,” 
to KFN dated 3 July 2026. 



to Chalk River. KFN requests the name as to whom licence holder number TL-S-15193-

48.00/2025 represents. 

In closing, we request that this letter; your correspondence of June 23, 2026, Ms. Sellers' 

correspondence of July 3, 2026; and any subsequent correspondence regarding these matters, be 

included in the hearing record for the G-1 matter.  

Kebaowek remains committed to engaging in good faith. We continue to call on the Commission to 

postpone the hearing until the informational and consultation gaps identified in our submissions have 

been remedied and meaningful dialogue and compliance with our law and protocol, has occurred. 

Sincerely, 

 

Chief Lance Haymond 

Kebaowek First Nation 

cc:  Natalie Dormer, natalie.dormer@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca  

CNSC Registrar, registry-greffe@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca  

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:natalie.dormer@cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca
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