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Regarding CAMECO relicense for operations at Blind River uranium fuel processing facility.

We, Sarah Gabrielle Baron and Joan Morningstar, wish to intervene on the Blind River Refinery
(BRR) CAMECO re licence application, by way of written submission and oral presentation to
the Commission.

Comments for the written and oral intervention will include the following:
- CAMECO refused to hear or understand Elder Traditional Ecological Knowledge during

the original deal in which the First Nation reserve of Mississagi Indian Reserve No. 8
agreed to a partition of land for the creation of the facility. In particular, in the 80’s, the
Elders said that the water table goes in a circle.  On the day of the signing of the land
sale, Joan and the Elders were locked out of the Band Office.  Please direct questions to
Joan Morningstar who was a representative with the Elders at that time.

- There might be a history of bribes between Mississaugi Indian Reserve No. 8 band
officials and CAMECO. There are rumors the original signatory band council members
got $10 000.00 each.  A current example, Cameco might be paying the bus driver salary
and overall costs of the busses.  Apparently, Cameco has $600 000.00 set aside for the
reserve every year.  There is a MOU where the chief talks with them twice a year (see
MOU, Appendix A).  There is no report given to community members on the results of
these meetings.  Gifts to the reserve act as a deterrent to adequately addressing
problems.  People don’t want to speak up, because they’re afraid to lose those gifts.

- BRR CAMECO illegally removed the remains of Indigenous peoples from a burial ground
in the 1980's. Oral testimony about this will be provided by Joan Morningstar.  Joan is
fighting multiple cancers, including to her nervous system.  Additional time beyond 10
minutes, for Joan to tell this spiritually and emotionally difficult story, is requested.

- BRR CAMECO has a history of racist double-standards in its safety protocols between
the Blind River settler community and the reserve. See past work by Joan Morningstar in
2015 and 2016: Appendix B and C.  Appendix B and C highlight concerns and possible
resolutions that have yet to be adequately addressed.

- The refinery was originally determined to have a life expectancy of 25 years.  It has now
been operating for 38 years.  Adding another 13 years, and now starting another 10 year
extension, was not part of the original agreements.

- CAMECO and CNSC were not transparent to the reserve and gave misinformation after
an incident of fallout - airborn toxic chemicals - in the 1980’s. The people got up in the
morning, everything was covered in a yellow-green powder. All the cars in the CAMECO
parking lot were repainted by the company. Joan’s car rusted out quickly after that
incident. When the operators came to the community to talk about the incident, they did
not properly assess the area of the community and they minimized potential affects.
Refer questions to Joan Morningstar for first-hand accounts of this time.

- There are ongoing inadequacies and concerns regarding both the fuel processing plant
and the incinerator over toxic releases: how, when, where, and to what degree these
affect and are detrimental to the peoples of Mississaugi First Nation and the



environment.  For example, many people have cancer.  A study on cancer rates and
cancer types in the community is required, including those who are deceased.  Urine
testing for individuals throughout the community is required. See Appendix D, which
shows the extreme toxic and cancer-causing effects of burning uranium or its
derivatives.

- The trees are not healthy and show signs of dying, both in the community and downriver
towards Iron Bridge.  A full environmental assessment is required before Cameco
license is renewed. For first-hand Indigenous Traditional Ecological Knowledge, please
question Joan Morningstar.

- There has never been adequate testing for radionuclides in the soil, air and water at
Mississagi First Nation No. 8. Information of this sort is not publicly available.  Most
importantly, there needs to be groundwater testing.

- The soil needs to be tested at a new daycare located near the CAMECO facility. A report
in the late 1980s by Dr. Rosalie Bertelli showed, through ground soil testing, that
emissions from the BRR facility concentrated in the area where the daycare is now.  First
hand testimony can be provided by Joan Morningstar.  Joan is trying to get a copy of this
study.

- There are Indigenous burial grounds on the golf course near the facility, that have never
been adequately protected or recognized.

- Soil, water, and air intermittent testing is not enough, as it is always approved by the
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission, and it is always found to be within ‘allowable
limits’.  What is required is comprehensive investigation on the build-up of toxins in
humans, plants, invertebrates, fish, fowl, birds and animals in the region, since small
exposures over time build up in these living beings, and cause terrible disease and
death. Bioaccumulation of toxins is a well-known fact and it is not okay that this isn't
being tracked or studied or used in hearings of applications for ongoing nuclear industry
in this deeply affected Indigenous community and traditional territory ecosystems.
Ceramic Uranium is one chemical that must be tested for - see Appendix D.

- Homes on the reserve need to be tested for Radon and other possible toxins, because
people are getting sick.

- There is a dump on the reserve, which might have been built by CAMECO, in which
illegal nighttime dumping of CAMECO materials might be occurring.  This needs to be
investigated.

- The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission is aware of and complicit in all of the above,
as well as many other infractions against public health at many other facilities around the
country, and therefore can no longer be trusted to act in citizen’s best interest.   Please
see Appendix L, evidence of CNSC's egregious interference in regulatory frameworks for
the promotion of industry profits, and against human and ecological health.

As per the official legal document recently revealed, known as the ‘Queen’s Bargain’, we
demand a stop on all operations at CAMECO site in Blind River, and we demand the creation of
an independent body to complete an inquiry on the above issues, as well as any issues that
may arise.  Please see a copy of the ‘Queen’s Bargain’, Appendix E.



Furthermore, whereas UNDRIP, which is international law that Canada has now ratified, the
following articles are hereby invoked, as they have all been abrogated by previous and
continued operation of the CAMECO facility in Blind River, and by CNSC in its ongoing approval
of this and other operations:

Article 7
1. Indigenous individuals have the rights to life,
physical and mental integrity, liberty and secu-
rity of person.

Article 11
1. Indigenous peoples have the right to practise
and revitalize their cultural traditions and cus-
toms. This includes the right to maintain, pro-
tect and develop the past, present and future
manifestations of their cultures, such as ar-
chaeological and historical sites, artefacts, de-
signs, ceremonies, technologies and visual and
performing arts and literature.

2. States shall provide redress through effective
mechanisms, which may include restitution,
developed in conjunction with indigenous
peoples, with respect to their cultural, intellec-
tual, religious and spiritual property taken with-
out their free, prior and informed consent or in
violation of their laws, traditions and customs.

Article 12
1. Indigenous peoples have the right to manifest,
practise, develop and teach their spiritual and
religious traditions, customs and ceremonies;
the right to maintain, protect, and have access
in privacy to their religious and cultural sites;
the right to the use and control of their ceremo-
nial objects; and the right to the repatriation of
their human remains.

2. States shall seek to enable the access and/or
repatriation of ceremonial objects and human
remains in their possession through fair, trans-
parent and effective mechanisms developed in
conjunction with indigenous peoples concerned.



Article 19
States shall consult and cooperate in good faith
with the indigenous peoples concerned through
their own representative institutions in order to
obtain their free, prior and informed consent be-
fore adopting and implementing legislative or ad-
ministrative measures that may affect them.

Article 22
1. Particular attention shall be paid to the rights
and special needs of indigenous elders, wom-
en, youth, children and persons with disabilities
in the implementation of this Declaration.
2. States shall take measures, in conjunction with
indigenous peoples, to ensure that indigenous
women and children enjoy the full protection
and guarantees against all forms of violence
and discrimination.

Article 24
1. Indigenous peoples have the right to their tra-
ditional medicines and to maintain their health
practices, including the conservation of their
vital medicinal plants, animals and minerals.
Indigenous individuals also have the right to
access, without any discrimination, to all social
and health services.
2. Indigenous individuals have an equal right to
the enjoyment of the highest attainable stan-
dard of physical and mental health. States
shall take the necessary steps with a view to
achieving progressively the full realization of
this right.
Article 25
Indigenous peoples have the right to maintain and
strengthen their distinctive spiritual relationship
with their traditionally owned or otherwise occu-
pied and used lands, territories, waters and coastal
seas and other resources and to uphold their re-
sponsibilities to future generations in this regard.

Article 26
1. Indigenous peoples have the right to the lands,



territories and resources which they have tradi-
tionally owned, occupied or otherwise used or
acquired.
2. Indigenous peoples have the right to own, use,
develop and control the lands, territories and
resources that they possess by reason of tra-
ditional ownership or other traditional occu-
pation or use, as well as those which they have
otherwise acquired.
3. States shall give legal recognition and protection
to these lands, territories and resources. Such
recognition shall be conducted with due respect
to the customs, traditions and land tenure sys-
tems of the indigenous peoples concerned.

Article 27
States shall establish and implement, in conjunc-
tion with indigenous peoples concerned, a fair,
independent, impartial, open and transparent
process, giving due recognition to indigenous
peoples’ laws, traditions, customs and land tenure
systems, to recognize and adjudicate the rights
of indigenous peoples pertaining to their lands,
territories and resources, including those which
were traditionally owned or otherwise occupied
or used. Indigenous peoples shall have the right
to participate in this process.

Article 28
1. Indigenous peoples have the right to redress,
by means that can include restitution or, when
this is not possible, just, fair and equitable
compensation, for the lands, territories and re-
sources which they have traditionally owned
or otherwise occupied or used, and which
have been confiscated, taken, occupied, used
or damaged without their free, prior and in-
formed consent.
2. Unless otherwise freely agreed upon by the
peoples concerned, compensation shall take the
form of lands, territories and resources equal
in quality, size and legal status or of monetary
compensation or other appropriate redress.
Article 29



1. Indigenous peoples have the right to the con-
servation and protection of the environment
and the productive capacity of their lands or
territories and resources. States shall establish
and implement assistance programmes for in-
digenous peoples for such conservation and
protection, without discrimination.
2. States shall take effective measures to ensure
that no storage or disposal of hazardous ma-
terials shall take place in the lands or territories
of indigenous peoples without their free, prior
and informed consent.
3. States shall also take effective measures to en-
sure, as needed, that programmes for moni-
toring, maintaining and restoring the health of
indigenous peoples, as developed and imple-
mented by the peoples affected by such mate-
rials, are duly implemented.
Article 32
1. Indigenous peoples have the right to determine
and develop priorities and strategies for the
development or use of their lands or territories
and other resources.
2. States shall consult and cooperate in good
faith with the indigenous peoples concerned
through their own representative institutions in
order to obtain their free and informed consent
prior to the approval of any project affecting
their lands or territories and other resources,
particularly in connection with the develop-
ment, utilization or exploitation of mineral, wa-
ter or other resources.
3. States shall provide effective mechanisms for
just and fair redress for any such activities, and
appropriate measures shall be taken to mitigate
adverse environmental, economic, social, cul-
tural or spiritual impact.

Article 35
Indigenous peoples have the right to determine the
responsibilities of individuals to their communities.

Article 37
1. Indigenous peoples have the right to the rec-



ognition, observance and enforcement of
treaties, agreements and other constructive
arrangements concluded with States or their
successors and to have States honour and respect
such treaties, agreements and other con-
structive arrangements.
2. Nothing in this Declaration may be interpreted
as diminishing or eliminating the rights of in-
digenous peoples contained in treaties, agree-
ments and other constructive arrangements.
Article 39
Indigenous peoples have the right to have ac-
cess to financial and technical assistance from
States and through international cooperation,
for the enjoyment of the rights contained in this
Declaration.
Article 40
Indigenous peoples have the right to access to
and prompt decision through just and fair proce-
dures for the resolution of conflicts and disputes
with States or other parties, as well as to effective
remedies for all infringements of their individual
and collective rights. Such a decision shall give
due consideration to the customs, traditions,
rules and legal systems of the indigenous peoples
concerned and international human rights.
Article 41
The organs and specialized agencies of the United
Nations system and other intergovernmental
organizations shall contribute to the full
realization of the provisions of this Declaration
through the mobilization, inter alia, of financial
cooperation and technical assistance. Ways and
means of ensuring participation of indigenous
peoples on issues affecting them shall be
established.
------------
As supported by UNDRIP, the following Appendices form a body of mandates that empower
Joan Morningstar and others like her to demand that BRR CAMECO license is not renewed:

Appendix F: the photo of the most recent mail-out by Mississaugi First Nation to its members on
their collective duties to protect nature and future generations.

Appendix G: WE ARE THE LAND



Anishinaabek, Mushkegowuk, Onkwehonwe Declaration (November 17 – 19, 2009)

Appendix H: Great Lakes Water Accord, 2004

See the appendices below in which Indigenous Nations call for a moratorium on all new nuclear
plans in their territory and in Canada.  These documents support Joan in her call for the license
to be suspended for BRR Cameco, as uranium processed here will go to the new nuclear or
‘Small Modular Nuclear’ (SMR) industry over the next 10 years.

Appendix I:
Anishinabek First Nation and Irquois Caucus joint statement, 2017

Appendix J:
Anishinabek Nation statement on National Water Day

Appendix K:
Assembly of First Nations resolution 62 / 2018

Appendix L:
Evidence that CNSC is ‘captured’ by for-profit nuclear industrialists

Sarah Gabrielle Baron
58 Hill St. Aundek Omni Kaning First Nation
P.O. box 224
Little Current, ON
P0P 1K0
(705) 210-8976
sarahgabriellebaron@gmail.com

Joan Morningstar
Box 985 Blind River, ON
P0R 1B0
(705) 356-0851 (home)
(705) 227-9869 (cell)
joanmstar@gmail.com

APPENDIX A: Memorandum of Understanding

Memorandum of understanding with Mississauga First Nation
Ontario
In 2010, Cameco's Blind River refinery in northern Ontario signed a memorandum of
understanding with the local Mississauga First Nation to work together co-operatively to
benefit the community and the company.

mailto:sarahgabriellebaron@gmail.com


Under the agreement, the chief of Mississauga First Nation and the Blind River refinery's
general manager will meet at least twice a year to discuss how best to work together on
matters of mutual concern.

Both parties confirmed their commitment to focus on socio-economic development projects
related to youth, education, health and wellness and community development – key
priorities for Cameco and the Mississauga First Nation.

Cameco - Sustainable Development Report - Supportive Communities - Case Studies - Aboriginal

Engagement

APPENDIX B:

Summary Report
CAMECO

EMERGENCY RESPONSE PLAN

Cameco Corporation Fuel Services Division
Blind River Refinery

EP 100
Revised 11, May 27, 2015

https://www.cameco.com/sustainable_development/2012/supportive_communities/case_studies/aboriginal_engagement/
https://www.cameco.com/sustainable_development/2012/supportive_communities/case_studies/aboriginal_engagement/


Chart:
Page Issue(s) Concern(s) and/or Question(s)

Page 10 1.0: Introduction The Blind River
refinery is located about 5 km to the
west of the Town of Blind River.

No mention of the location of Mississauga
First Nation community.

Page 10 1.1 Goal:
The Fire Safety Plan is part of the
Emergency Response Program and
should be referenced with the
Emergency Response Plan.

Do we have a copy of the Emergency
Response Program? It is indicated that this
program should be referenced with the
Emergency Response Plan. We do have
the Emergency Response Plan.

Page 16 Figure 2-2: Cameco Head Office
Notification:
Text box 8 – Bullet One: An occurrence
which may produce an unexpected
release of hazardous substance?

Could we have a list of these hazardous
substance and what steps should home
owners take if an occurrence which may
produce an unexpected release of
hazardous substance such as; closing all
windows, putting blankets at bottom of
external doorways, shutting of air
conditioners, etc.

Page
20-22

2.1.2 External Contact (7 contacts)
● Blind River Fire Chief – 24 hour cell

number

● Municipal Office – Business hour

telephone number

● Deputy Fire Chief – 24 hour cell

number

● East Algoma Blind River

Detachment OPP – 24 hour

telephone number

● Town of Blind River Public Works –

Business hour telephone number

Page 22: Neighbors
Mississauga First Nation – Administration
& Fire Chief –Business hours
705-356-1621 Ext. 2204
N/A for 24 hours

Concern: We have no number for a 24
hour emergency number and no number
for the Fire Chief.

There are a total of seven contacts for the
Town of Blind River.



● Ministry of Natural Resources –

Business hour telephone number

● Huron Pines Golf Course and

Country Club – Business hour

telephone number

Page 23 3.0.1 General
● Emergency Response Organizations

(ERO) located in Port Hope and

Blind River

● Transportation Emergency

Response Organizations (TERO)

located in Port Hope and Blind River

We have no information on:
● Emergency Response Organizations

(ERO) located in Port Hope and Blind

River

Transportation Emergency Response
Organizations (TERO) located in Port Hope
and Blind River

Page 32 4.2 Definition of Emergency Levels
● 4.2.3 Level 2 (4th bullet)

Requirement to request assistance from
the Town of Blind River

Mississauga First Nation is not mention in
the Definition of Emergency Levels but the
Town of Blind River is mentioned in 4.2.3
level 2.

Page 37 5.1.3 Planning and Logistics Coordinator
(PLC)
Responsibilities Responds to the
Command Centre: (5th bullet)
● Arranges for access control to site

with OPP, ambulance, local fire

department if required.

Mississauga First Nation has no Command
Centre for emergency situations.

Page 41 5.1.7 Scribe
Location: At the Blind River Command
Centre

Where is the Blind River Command
Centre? Should we be looking at a
Command Centre since we are closer to
the refinery?

Page 42 5.1.8 Fire Brigade Leader
● Responsibilities: (3rd bullet)

Coordinates fire attack with municipal
fire department(s) if required

Is Mississauga First Nation Fire
Department included in 5.1.8?

Page 54 6.2 Public Affairs/Media Relations
6.2.3 Media Procedures
The Local Crisis Management Team
(LCMT) Public Information Officer at the
Blind River site will be contacted to
respond to the Blind River facility.

Where is the Blind River site?
Is Mississauga First Nation a part of the
Local Crisis Management Team (LCMT)?



Page 66 6.10 Off Site Notification by Senior
Management – Senior management will
notify the following organizations if an
off-site or on-site event threatens to
have an off-site impact on the local
population.
● OPP

● Mayor of Blind River

● Mississauga First Nation Chief

● Huron Pines Golf and Country Club

A perimeter check may be necessary to
ensure there are no unauthorized
personnel in the affected area.

How far is a perimeter check for Cameco?
Does a perimeter check goes as far as the
golf course?

What about a perimeter check for
Mississauga First Nation?

Mississauga First Nation will need to
ensure that we have a 24 hour contact
number.

Page 68
and 69

6.12.2
1. Failure of the Absorber Fume Blower
– Noᵪ Fumes Generated
2. Venturi Scrubber Failure in
Denitration
3. Accidental Release of Uranium
4. Nitric Acid Spill
5. Abnormal Intake of Uranium

What precautions should Mississauga First
Nation prepare for events of 1 to 5
because we are less than one kilometer
from the Blind River Refinery?

Page 81 9.1.2 Man-Made On Site
● Chemical Vapor Release – Potential

of Occurrence: Medium

● Chemical Liquid Release

Because Mississauga First Nation
community is less than one kilometer
from the Blind River Refinery what
precautions should we prepare for?

Page 86 First Responders
The Emergency Response Administrator
will schedule site tours annually and
periodic drills with Blind River Fire
Department.

Is Mississauga’s Fire Department involved
in these exercises? If our fire department
is included in page 42 statement then it is
expected that Mississauga Fire
Department should have the same
consideration and training as Blind River
Fire Department.

Reference to Page 42: Coordinates fire
attack with municipal fire department(s) if
required

Page 89 9.4.1 General
The nearest permanent resident lives
over 1 km away from the refinery.
Given the location of the refinery and
the type and significance of the

Who is the resident that Cameco is
referring to? Our nearest permanent
residences are less than 1 km away from
the refinery.



plausible accident scenarios, as
described in Section 6 of this manual, a
formal widespread public information
program is not warranted.

Section 6: 6.0 Specific Functions Index
6.0 Specific Functions Index
6.1: Evacuation
6.2: Public affairs/media relations
6.3: Off-site response to transportation
emergencies
6.4: Communications
6.5: Bomb threat
6.6: Emergency shutdown
6.7: Serious injuries and fatalities
6.8: Medical treatment and handling of
contaminated personnel
6.9: On site spill response for Security
Guards
6.10: Off- site notification
6.11: Reporting
6.12: Accident scenarios

Page 89 9.4.4 Emergency Measures Community
Control Group
Cameco is a member of the Emergency
Measures Community Control Group.
Other committee members include
representative from the Town of Blind
River, the OPP, the fire department and
the Algoma Health Unit. The purpose of
this committee is to discuss possible
emergency situations that may arise in
the community and how these
emergency situations should be
addressed. The Town of Blind River has
an Emergency Plan, which encompasses
emergencies that may occur at the
Blind River Refinery.

Does Mississauga First Nation have a
member and/or members sitting on the
Emergency Measures Community Control
Group?

Page 92 10.6.1 Distribution List – Emergency
Response Plan
● Blind River Fire Department

Town of Blind River
● Ontario Provincial Police Blind River

Detachment

● Blind River District Health Centre

● Mississauga First Nation Chief

We will need to ensure that the Fire
Department, Health Department, First
Nation Police officers, Chief and Council,
Lands and Resource Manager and
Infrastructure Director are on the
Distribution List for the Emergency
Response Plan.



Appendix 1: Letter from Blind River Fire Department
January 6, 2016
Attention: Chris Astles, General Manager
Dear Chris:
The Blind River Fire Department supplies fire protection to all of the Municipality of Blind River
including Cameco. We do note however, that has it’s own trained fire team on site. In the event
of an emergency at the plant, the Blind River Fire Department would respond in a Mutual Aid
capacity. We would respond to your main gate and await orders from your Incident
Commander.
We have been given tours of your facility annually so that we are familiar with the layout in
case of an emergency. I have also attended and participated in your Emergency Response
Exercises. Note that 4 of our firefighters and 2 of our Captains are also members of the
Cameco emergency response team. We hope we are never needed, but will always be available
and ready to assist you in any emergency you may encounter.
Kenneth Raymond, Fire Chief Blind River Fire Department
Concerns:
1. Is the Mississauga Fire Department involved in the Mutual Aid Agreement?
2. Does the Mississauga Fire Department have annually tours of Cameco facility?
3. Have Mississauga Fire Department and/or Mississauga First Nation Health Unit participated in
the Emergency Response Exercises.
4. Does Mississauga Fire Department have members sitting on the Cameco emergency response
team and/or all other committees pertaining to emergency situations?

APPENDIX C:

Summary Report
CAMECO

2015 Annual Compliance Monitoring & Operational
Performance Report

Reporting Period January 1 – December 21, 2015



Submitted to: The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission Ottawa
Ontario, March 28, 2016

http://www.greatlakescommonsmap.org/reports/view/168

In 2012, the Blind River facility was granted a ten-year license extension as well as an increase in
production quotas. That same year, June 2012, the facility also experienced a contamination
incident where three workers were exposed to airborne uranium dust.

This is not the only exposure incident that has occurred at the Blind River facility. Reports
published by Northwatch and the Serpent River First Nation, the two most prominent NGO
authorities commenting on the actions of the refinery, have documented an ‘accidental’
emission of 178 kilograms of uranium dust into the atmosphere in May, 1990. The 1990 leakage
is similar to the June, 2012 incident but occurred on a much larger scale. The effects of the 1990
spill, as well as the continued presence of the refinery, are found in the elevated uranium levels
in soil samples collected by the NGOs in the area. Northwatch has also noted that the overall
uranium emissions from the Blind River Facility have remained in the 12-15 kilogram/year range
over the last several years. Airborne uranium can remain in the lungs, or it can enter the
bloodstream, kidneys, and/or bones, causing damage to these organ systems.

CAMECO
Report Submitted by: Joan Morningstar – July 20, 2016

2015 Annual Compliance Monitoring & Operational Performance Report
Reporting Period January 1 – December 21, 2015

Submitted to: The Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission Ottawa Ontario, March 28, 2016

Chart
Issue Concern

Please refer to agenda for the notice of meeting
July 5, 2016.
● Committee not identified

● 2:15 – 2:45 CNSC Independent Environment

Monitoring Program & plans for Blind River

The agenda had to be amended before the
meeting started due to
● Inaccuracy to identify committee

● Plans for Blind River and there are no

plans for Mississauga First Nation

http://www.greatlakescommonsmap.org/reports/view/168


● Location of meeting – Dreamcatcher

Complex Blind River, Ontario.

● The location of Dreamcatcher is

inaccurate

Recommendation: We need to send a solid description and map of where we are; who we are;
and the committee that Cameco and CNSC are working with.

Page Issue(s) Concern(s) and/or Question(s)
Page 2: ISO 5th paragraph: Were there

recommendations from ISO?
Can Mississauga First Nation have access to
the ISO report?

Page 3:
Mutual Aid
Agreement

3rd paragraph: BRR has an
Emergency Response Plan in
place to cover potential on-site
and off-site emergency
situations.

3rd paragraph: The site also
maintains a Fire Hazard
Analysis that has been
reviewed and accepted by
CNSC staff. Lastly, BRR has a
mutual aid agreement in effect
with the Town of Blind River
Fire Department.

Is Mississauga First Nation recognized in the
Emergency Response Plan?

Does BRR have a mutual aid agreement with
Mississauga First Nation?

Page 6 4th paragraph:  States the
approximate kilometers that
the Town of Blind River is from
Blind River Refinery

There is no mention of the kilometer that
Mississauga First Nation is from the Blind
River Refinery.

Recommendation: There is a need to send CNSC and Cameco a good description of where our
First Nation community is located, the exact kilometer and a map.
Page 29: UO3 2 paragraphs: The average

whole body dose has not
exceeded 1.0 mSv in the five
year period and has decreased
for three years in a row. One of
the reasons for the decrease
may be related to lower UO3
production in 2014/2015
compared to the prior years.

Does this mean the more UO3 is produce
the higher number for whole body dose mSv
will increase?

Page 44: Near
misses

4th paragraph: There were 32
health safety related incidents
recorded in the CIRS database
in 2015. Of these, 16 were
related to injury or illness, 2
were other health safety

Can CNSC provide a report to Mississauga
First Nation in regards to the near misses?



incidents not related to injury
or illness and 14 were
identified as near misses.

Page 46:
Environmental
Monitoring
Program

(3rd paragraph):  The refinery’s
Environmental Monitoring
Program (EMP) is comprised of
the following components

Sampling of water and air

emissions;

High-volume sampling of

ambient air, both near the

refinery and in the Town of

Blind River; and

Additional ambient

samplings; including soil,

surface water and

groundwater monitoring

There is no mention of Mississauga First
Nation in regards to:

Sampling of water and air emissions;

High-volume sampling of ambient air,

and

Additional ambient samplings; including

soil, surface water and groundwater

monitoring

Recommendation: Due to the years of operation, it is recommended that an Environmental
Monitoring Program be situated at Mississauga First Nation that will monitor the above
mention.
Page 47:
Environmental
Risk
Assessment

1st paragraph: Five of the six
environmental objectives set at
the start of 2015 have been
completed. These objectives
were related to a storm water
assessment, construction of a
berm, shredded drum disposal,
completion of an
environmental risk assessment
and selection of dust
suppression and sorbent
compounds.

✹Last paragraph states:
Additional detail on the 2015
audit program is being
provided to the CNSC under
separate confidential
correspondence.

Can CNSC and/or Cameco provide
Mississauga First Nation the Environmental
Risk Assessment report and other reports
pertaining to the five of the six
environmental objectives?

Can Mississauga First Nation have access to
this report? Is Mississauga First Nation
mentioned in this report?



Page 48:
Separate
assessment &
Dose to the
Public

2nd paragraph: A separate
assessment, referred to as the
Plume Modeling, Delineation
and Sediment Study, was also
carried out in 2015. This
assessment confirmed the
effectiveness of the liquid
effluent outfall diffuser in Lake
Huron and also confirmed that
there is no adverse impact on
sediment in Lake Huron as a
result of refinery operations.

Was there a study of this type completed on
the Mississaugi River?

Page 50: Golf
Course

2nd paragraph: Despite the fact
that environmental dosimeters
are now being used along the
fence line, the critical receptor
for the gamma component of
dose to the public remains the
hi-vol station at the
neighboring golf course; as the
land immediately outside the
perimeter fence continues to
be owned and controlled by
Cameco. The golf course is the
closest location where
members of the public can
reasonably be expected to be
in proximity to the refinery for
any significant period of time.

No mention of Mississauga First Nation.

Page 54: Golf
Course; Hydro
yard; and
Town Location

2nd paragraph: Two of the
stations, the SE Yard and the
East Yard, are located within
the Cameco fence line, while
the Golf Course location is also
on Cameco property but
located outside the fence line,
which defines the CNSC
licensed area. The remaining
stations, the Hydro yard and
the Town location, are located
approximately 1 to 5 km from
the refinery respectively.
Results in 2015 are comparable
to prior years. For the three

No mention of Mississauga First Nation.



stations furthest away from the
refinery, the year-to-year
results are largely unchanged
over the five year period.

Page 55 and
56: Charts

Page 55 and 56 has charts of
golf course, SE yard, E yard,
Hydro yard and Town results of
stations.

Last paragraph: This means a
few new sampling locations will
need to be selected in 2016.
The locations selected will
preferably be in open areas,
not under trees canopies, and
in areas where the soil has
been undisturbed by human
activity.

No charts for the area of Mississauga First
Nation.

Where will the new sampling locations be
constructed? Will Mississauga First Nation
be one of the selected locations?

Page 62:
Emergency
Management
and Response

Paragraphs 5 and 6: A mutual
aid agreement has been signed
by the Blind River Fire
Department and Cameco.

The commitment for assistance
by the BRFD provides an
additional layer of support to
the refinery’s emergency
response capability. In addition,
Cameco provides the BRFD
with support, either financial or
through the donation of
equipment, and now conduct
joint training exercises
periodically with the BRFD so
that in the event of an
emergency at the refinery
requiring off-site assistance,
there will be a coordinated and
effective response.

It should be noted that a
number of the refinery’s
firefighters also belong to the
town fire department.

Has Mississauga First Nation Fire
Department signed a mutual aid agreement
with Cameco?

Does Mississauga First Nation Fire
Department have joint training exercises
with Cameco?

Does Mississauga First Nation Fire
Department have firefighters belonging to
any type of committee at the refinery



pertaining to Emergency Management and
Response?

Do we have to be considered a town in order
to have the same consideration as Blind
River in the area of safety for our
community?

Page 63: Full
Scale
Simulation
Emergency
Response
Exercise

2nd paragraph: A full scale
simulation emergency
response exercise involving the
local EMS and hospital,
typically held once every three
years, was carried out in the
fall of 2015. A number of
non-Cameco BRR personnel,
including representatives from
the CNSC, observed the
exercise.

Was Mississauga First Nation made aware of
this exercise? Was our Fire Department
notified? Was our Health Unit notified? Was
Chief and Council notified?

Questions:
1. CNSC – Received this report on March 28, 2016. Do CNSC make recommendations? If

CNSC do make recommendations, does the public have access to the report?

2. Do CNSC and/or Cameco have concerns that Mississauga First Nation is not mentioned
or recognized in this report as Cameco being on the doorsteps of our community?

3. What other reports does Cameco issue to CNSC? And do Mississauga First Nation’s Chief
and Council have access to these reports?

4. Have CNSC and/or Cameco made recommendations in regards to safety precautions for
Mississauga First Nation community?

5. Can CNSC and/or Cameco provide Mississauga First Nation all emergency plans such as
Emergency Response plan; Emergency Assistance plan; Fire Protection plan; Fire Hazard
Analysis (FHA); Fire Protection Program (FPP); Fire Safety Plan and Emergency Response
Team Information? Is Mississauga First Nation included in these plans?

6. What attempt(s) made by CNSC and/or Cameco to ensure Mississauga First Nation
safety?



7. So how do we address these issues for the negligence of our community’s safety, our
children’s health and safety? Who can we trust to ensure that our community safety is
being met?

8. Can Mississauga First Nation ask for a list of what reports are issued to the Town of Blind
River?

9. Could Mississauga First Nation form our own monitoring committee such as the Blind
River Area Environmental Monitoring Committee? And if formed, can BRR fund this
committee? This committee would ensure compliance to all areas of concerns regarding
safety within our community and in our traditional territories.

My Conclusion: This report demonstrated negligence and discrimination in regards for the
safety of Mississauga First Nation’s community and for the future of our next 7 generations.

APPENDIX D:
In 2007, the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) gave Cameco approval to upgrade its existing

incinerator at the Blind River refinery so that it could burn radioactively-contaminated by-products

generated at Blind River and Port Hope. Uranium, a metal, cannot be destroyed by incineration. It is

pyrophoric, that is, it can catch fire even at normal temperatures when it is in fine particles. Incinerated,

it will burn at 3,000 to 6,000 degrees centigrade and the uranium particles turn into ceramic uranium.

“Ceramic uranium is not soluble in body fluids after being breathed into the lungs. This metal vapour will

solidify in the cooling air and form respirable particles. Some particles will be nanometre in size (a

nanometre is 1 billionth of a metre), so small that they can pass through the lung blood barrier, escape

from the blood vessels and enter into the cells. They can also pass through the blood-brain barrier and

enter into the brain itself. These particles have been found in seminal fluid and in the female where they

can cross the placenta and cause havoc to the developing embryo or foetus. These metal fumes also

pose an immediate danger for the residents of downwind communities.” —Burning Radioactive Waste:

Blind River and the CNSC Decision, International Institute of Concern for Public Health, March 17, 2007

Tilman, Anna. On the Yellowcake Trail Part 2: Uranium Mining in Canada. Watershed Sentinel. Sept 15.

2019. https://watershedsentinel.ca/articles/ yellowcake-road -part-2-uranium-mining-in-canada/

APPENDIX E:

The Queen’s Bargain





APPENDIX F:



APPENDIX G:
WE ARE THE LAND
Anishinaabek, Mushkegowuk, Onkwehonwe Declaration
Preamble
The Nuclear Energy Sessions were hosted by the Chiefs in Ontario office in
Nigigoonsiminikaaning First Nation, Whitefish River First Nation, Six Nations, Moose Factory,
and Batchewana First Nation in 2009. A Chiefs Gathering on Nuclear Energy was hosted in
Obashkaandagaang First Nation (November 17 – 19, 2009)
The Anishinaabek, the Mushkegowuk, and the Onkwehonwe (AMO) met to discuss nuclear
energy and nuclear waste. Central to the discussions were ceremony and spirituality as the
AMO reflected on their inherent responsibilities and intimate relationship to the land and all our
relations.
Declaration
We, the Anishinaabek, the Mushkegowuk, and the Onkwehonwe, are the land. Our ancestors
were the land, we are the land and our youth and future generations will be the land.
We have heard the voices of our youth, of our women and men, of our spiritual advisors, of our
Elders – they have told us ―WE ARE THE LAND.ǁ
What we do to the land – we do to ourselves, and to our future generations.
We were placed here on Turtle Island to be a part of creation.
We were given our instructions, our jurisdiction, our laws – by the Creator. These instructions
were followed by our ancestors.
We have already established our own laws such as the Great Law and the Thanksgiving
Address that guides us in our decision making.
We exercise our jurisdiction on a Nation to Nation basis.
We draw from sacred law, traditional law, customary laws – we need to protect the lands, the
waters and all living things for future generations.
The Treaties were made to share with the newcomers – we were and are not giving up anything
– surrender was not included in the treaties.
We must remember our ancestors, honour our ancestors, honour our treaties, honour the future
generations, honour the lands, honour all gifts given to us and take our rightful place as the First
Peoples of Turtle Island.
We have the right to decide our own forms of government, to use our own laws to raise and
educate our children, and to have our own cultural identity without interference.
We maintain our inalienable rights to our lands and territories, to all our resources — above and
below — and to our waters. We assert our ongoing responsibility to pass these on to the future
generations.
We, the Anishinaabek, the Mushkegowuk and the Onkwehonwe walk to the future in the
footprints of our ancestors.
GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS
We must consider future generations as they are the ones that will be affected by our decisions.
We must become and remain collective in our decisions about the land – and think only of the
future generations – allow them to guide our decision-making.
We must follow our original instructions given to us by the Creator – like our ancestors did when



they made treaties to protect the land and all living things for future generations.
We must reconcile with Mother Earth through our original instructions
We cannot poison the land as we are poisoning ourselves - we cannot allow others to poison
the land.
We must exercise our exclusive jurisdiction to our lands.
We must respect each other as nations
We must involve the youth in our decisions.
NUCLEAR ENERGY
The Anishinaabek, the Mushkegowuk, and the Onkwehonwe call on and remind governments,
industries, corporations, organizations, communities and individuals
1. Government and industries to place a moratorium on the development of nuclear energy
2. To recognize and respect the inherent rights, treaty rights, and our jurisdiction
3. To recognize and respect the laws of our peoples – the First Peoples
4. To recognize and respect our knowledge systems given to us by the Creator through our
Ancestors
5. To work on a true nation to nation basis
6. To provide resources for research capacity to our peoples for our views, our knowledge
and our research – we must create our own research to provide to our peoples
7. To make our peoples part of the solutions
8. To involve youth
To empower and support our leadership

APPENDIX H: Great Lakes Water Accord 2004











APPENDIX I: Anishinabek First Nation and Iroquois Caucus joint statement 2017:

Joint Declaration between the Anishinabek Nation and the Iroquois Caucus on the transport and
abandonment of radioactive waste
LAC LEAMY, QC (May 2, 2017)—The Anishinabek Nation and Iroquois Caucus have unified
and strongly oppose the transportation of highly radioactive liquid material from Chalk River to



South Carolina and the abandonment of nuclear waste from Chalk River in a giant mound
situated beside the Ottawa River. Anishinabek Nation Grand Council Chief Patrick Madahbee
and Chief Clinton Phillips (on behalf of the Iroquois Caucus and Kahnawà:ke Grand Chief
Joseph Tokwiro Norton) jointly declare opposition and voice the serious concerns on radioactive
waste at the Chiefs of Ontario – Special Chiefs Assembly.

“We, the Anishinabek Nation and Iroquois Caucus, have jurisdiction over the Great Lake and St.
Lawrence River Basins as a result of Aboriginal titles, and the treaties that have been entered
into by First Nations and the Crown,” stated Grand Chief Madahbee.

The transportation and abandonment of nuclear waste within the territories has the potential to
adversely affect these rights, areas, and activities.  The potential for long-lived contamination to
the environment and to all living entities is too great.

“Many projects are being proposed, decided upon, and initiated in our territories without
consulting our First Nation communities,” stated Chief Clinton Phillips. “A joint letter to Prime
Minister Justin Trudeau was sent on April 21, 2017, advising Canada of our concerns on these
matters and we expect a prompt reply.”

“We are continuing to build consensus with our Nations.  The Treaties are evidence of our
inherent rights and authorities,” stated Ontario Regional Chief Isadore Day.  “The joint
declaration states we must consider the future generations.  As the leaders of today, it is our
duty to preserve and protect Mother Earth.  We cannot risk the long-term, irreversible
destruction of our lands and waters, which are life-giving for all beings.”

The Assembly of the First Nation of Quebec and Labrador (AFNQL) and Bawating Water
Protectors are youth and grassroots First Nation citizens who stand united with the Iroquois
Caucus and the Anishinabek Nation in the opposition of the transportation and abandonment of
radioactive waste in their territories.

For the long-term management of radioactive wastes, the five (5) principles that were all agreed
upon are:

No Abandonment: Radioactive waste materials are damaging to living things. Many of these
materials remain dangerous for tens of thousands of years or even longer.  They must be kept
out of the food we eat, the water we drink, the air we breathe, and the land we live on for many
generations to come.  The forces of Mother Earth are powerful and unpredictable and no
human-made structures can be counted on to resist those forces forever.  Such dangerous
materials cannot be abandoned and forgotten.
Monitored and Retrievable Storage: Continuous guardianship of nuclear waste material is
needed. This means long-term monitoring and retrievable storage.  Information and resources
must be passed on from one generation to the next so that our grandchildren’s grandchildren
will be able to detect any signs of leakage of radioactive waste materials and protect
themselves. They need to know how to fix such leaks as soon as they happen.



Better Containment, More Packaging: Cost and profit must never be the basis for long-term
radioactive waste management.  Paying a higher price for better containment today will help
prevent much greater costs in the future when containment fails.  Such failure will include
irreparable environmental damage and radiation-induced diseases. The right kinds of packaging
should be designed to make it easier to monitor, retrieve, and repackage insecure portions of
the waste inventory as needed, for centuries to come.
Away from Major Water Bodies: Rivers and lakes are the blood and the lungs of Mother Earth.
When we contaminate our waterways, we are poisoning life itself.  That is why radioactive waste
must not be stored beside major water bodies for the long-term. Yet this is exactly what is being
planned at five locations in Canada: Kincardine on Lake Huron, Port Hope near Lake Ontario,
Pinawa beside the Winnipeg River, and Chalk River and Rolphton beside the Ottawa River.
No Imports or Exports: The import and export of nuclear wastes over public roads and bridges
should be forbidden except in truly exceptional cases after full consultation with all whose lands
and waters are being put at risk.  In particular, the planned shipment of highly radioactive liquid
from Chalk River to South Carolina should not be allowed because it can be down-blended and
solidified on site at Chalk River. Transport of nuclear waste should be strictly limited and
decided on a case-by-case basis with full consultation with all those affected.

Appendix J:
Anishinabek Nation statement on National Water Day

Anishinabek Nation calls for healing and restoration of Mother Earth on Great Lakes Day
ANISHINABEK NATION HEAD OFFICE (April 22, 2021) – The Anishinabek Nation and Iroquois
Caucus Alliance on Radioactive Waste have grave concerns that the Nuclear Waste
Management Organization (NWMO) will develop self-serving policies which will potentially
impact the safety and health of all occupants of this land. On this Earth Day and Great Lakes
Day, the Anishinabek Nation and Iroquois Caucus Alliance on Radioactive Waste are looking to
the public for assistance in carrying forward their message as they call for protection of our
Great Lakes Basin and Mother Earth in order to bring healing and restoration.

“Much like Mother Earth, the Great Lakes face many issues that include pollution and invasive
species, demonstrating why a dedicated day is an added necessity to raise awareness and
encourage all inhabitants of this land to take care of them in order to bring healing to Mother
Earth,” says Anishinabek Nation Grand Council Chief Glen Hare. “We need to protect our water
bodies from anything that can harm them, and that includes toxic pollution such as nuclear
waste. We have made our objections to putting the nuclear industry in charge of Canada’s
Radioactive Strategy and believe that Canada should have an independent agency in place
whose only concern is the environment and its inhabitants and not if the nuclear waste industry
has any future or not.”

Canada is currently reviewing its Radioactive Waste Policy for the first time in 25 years;
however, late last year, Minister of Natural Resources Seamus O’Regan wrote a letter to the
President and Chief Executive Officer of the Nuclear Waste Management Organization (NWMO)



requesting that the organization lead the dialogue and work on developing Canada’s Integrated
Strategy for radioactive waste. Because it is owned by the nuclear waste producers, the NWMO
is a stakeholder representing the nuclear industry. Indigenous people are not just stakeholders
but rights holders and their views must be heard directly and not filtered through an industry
lens.

In 2017, the Anishinabek Nation and the Iroquois Caucus of the Assembly of First Nations made
a joint declaration against the transportation and abandonment of radioactive waste. In February
2021, the Chiefs of Ontario Leadership Council passed a motion to take a position on nuclear
waste in Ontario. One addressed Nuclear Energy Disposal and Use and the other Small
Modular Reactors and First Nations Energy Requirements.

“Small Modular Reactors (SMRs) and nuclear power, in general, represent an unacceptable risk
to our communities,” states Grand Council Chief Hare. “The Anishinabek Nation continues to
vehemently oppose any effort to situate SMRs within our territory. The stance we have taken is
in support of the seven generations to come. We demand that the nuclear industry abandon its
plans to operate small modular nuclear reactors in Ontario and elsewhere in Canada.”

There are five Great Lakes: Superior, Huron, Michigan, Ontario, and Erie. Together they
comprise the largest body of freshwater making up more than 20 per cent of the world’s
freshwater supply, and stretch 750 miles from east to west, bringing drinking water to
approximately 40 million people and providing a home to over 4,000 species of plants and
wildlife.

“As First Nations people, we have a sacred responsibility to our lands and waters and call on all
levels of governments to invest in renewable power generation and storage solutions alongside
efficient energy transmission and distribution be utilized in place of nuclear energy,” says
Ontario Regional Chief RoseAnne Archibald. “Indigenous Peoples around the world are
consistently sounding the alarm that water needs to be protected and we as First Nations
people have a sacred relationship with water. Storing nuclear waste close to our water sources
is not an acceptable option. We use days such as Great Lakes Day and Earth Day to raise
awareness and encourage everyday Canadians to learn and join us in our calls to protect
Mother Earth for future generations.”

Appendix K:
Assembly of First Nations resolution 62/20218





Appendix L

September 28, 2018 Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission P.O. Box 1046, Station B 280 Slater
Street Ottawa, Ontario K1P 5S9 Via:

cnsc.consultation.ccsn@canada.ca. Re. Greenpeace comments on REGDOC-1.1.5: Licence
Application Guide: Small Modular Reactor Facilities

To whom it may concern,

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft licence application guide for Small
Modular Reactors (SMR). As will be discussed, Greenpeace is concerned that the Canadian
Nuclear Safety Commission’s (CNSC) proposed regulatory approach has been driven primarily
by a desire to encourage the expansion of the Canadian nuclear industry. This is contrary to the
CNSC’s legislated mandate to protect Canadians from unreasonable risk. Although SMR
developers tout the increased safety benefits of their hypothetical reactor designs, others have
observed that these asserted safety benefits could be undermined by the dilution of regulatory
requirements.(1)

1 After reviewing REGDOC 1.1.5, Greenpeace shares this concern. Greenpeace urges the
Commission to reassess the motivations behind its proposed regulatory approach. In
Greenpeace’s view, the CNSC should test the adequacy of its proposed guidance against the



growth scenarios proposed by SMR developers. Industry has been propagating a hopeful public
narrative where fleets of SMRs will be deployed in communities across Canada. In such
scenarios, affected communities will rightly expect broad access to information on the risks of
SMRs and the justification for claims made by the CNSC and SMR proponents. The public may
also reasonably hope to participate in decisions related to the siting of SMRs in their
communities. Greenpeace feels the draft REGDOC would be unable to address such
expectations.

2 Request: The CNSC should review and revise the regulatory document with an eye to
whether the proposed guidance meets modern social expectations for transparency, pro-active
disclosure and public participation, especially in light of industry proposals to deploy fleets of
SMRs in communities across Canada. Siting & Environmental Assessments Considering the
industry’s hope of siting SMR reactors in communities across Canada, the guidance document
needs to provide clearer direction on how site suitability will be transparently evaluated. As
discussed in past submissions to the CNSC (2) , the Commission has relied on environmental
assessments to judge site suitability for current reactors. However, the CNSC has never stated
this publicly. Greenpeace only learned of the CNSC’s use of environmental assessments to
judge site suitability from documents obtained through Access to Information.(3) Greenpeace
urges CNSC staff consider how the failure to explicitly consider site suitability undermines public
trust in the Commission.

3 Request: Greenpeace requests the CNSC explicitly state how it has used environmental
assessments to judge the suitability of existing nuclear stations so it can contrasted with
whatever approach is used with SMRs. Notably, the draft regulatory document states there will
only be an environmental review if it is required under the proposed Impact Assessment Act
(IAA). However, what is not acknowledged is that the CNSC has been lobbying the federal
government to exclude SMRS from assessments under the IAA. Greenpeace learned this
through documents obtained through Access to Information.

For example, an Information Note prepared for the CNSC’s previous president in April
2018 states: “The CNSC has indicated that the [project] list should not be expanded,
particularly given the strong oversight of the CNSC under the NSCA. The CNSC is
recommending that a threshold be established for power reactors so that small units are
not subject to an impact assessment (IA). The number of nuclear project (sic) subject to an
IA will likely be very limited in the foreseeable future.”(4) 2 For example, 15-H8.10A,
Greenpeace, Supplementary Comments The Darlington Nuclear Station.

(1) M. V. Ramana et al., “Licensing small modular reactors,” Energy, 61, pgs. 555 – 564.

(2) For example, 15-H8.10A, Greenpeace, Supplementary Comments The Darlington Nuclear
Station: Risking Toronto and the Environment, October 19, 2015 3 See Access to Information
request A00036517_93-000904 4 Prepared by Sarah Eaton et al,, Information Note for the
President – Meeting with Cameco, April 12, 2018, pg. 5 EDOC# 5476531, A-2018- 00061.



(3) See Access to Information request A00036517_93-000904

(4) Prepared by Sarah Eaton et al,, Information Note for the President – Meeting with Cameco,
April 12, 2018, pg. 5 EDOC# 5476531, A-2018- 00061.

The CNSC has refused to release its detailed requests and reasons for exempting SMRs from
impact assessments.(5) However, all other submissions to the government on the IAA are
publicly available. This has undermined Greenpeace’s ability to participate in consultations on
the Impact Assessment Act and comment on REGDOC 1.1.4. The CNSC’s secrecy is
unaccountable and unacceptable. Notably, a review of licencee submissions shows the nuclear
industry is also requesting SMRs be exempt from impact assessments. It thus appears that the
CNSC’s closed-door lobbying effort is motivated by a desire to encourage the expansion of the
Canadian nuclear industry. For example, a Briefing Note prepared for the CNSC’s previous
president states: The future of the nuclear industry, especially for Canadian participants,
is dependent on the success of SMRs. It will be very important to get the Project list right
so that there is a reasonable threshold on what kind of projects need an IA. It will also be
important that “early review” about the “national interest” be timely and that a “yes”
decision is not reversed later in the process for reasons that are not evidence-base.6 For
the record, Greenpeace is deeply disappointed by the Commission’s closed-door
lobbying effort to exempt SMRs from impact assessments. In effect, the CNSC has been
lobbying to reduce public scrutiny of the deployment of SMRs and deprive Canadians of
information on the potential impacts of SMRs in their community. As noted, the objective
of the CNSC’s lobbying appears to be to encourage the development of the Canadian
nuclear industry. It is noteworthy that the federal government’s Expert Panel on
environmental assessment observed there is a “…perceived lack of independence and
neutrality because of the close relationship the NEB and CNSC have with the industries
they regulate.” The CNSC’s decision to secretly encourage the federal government to
exempt SMRs from impact assessments provides additional evidence that the CNSC
continues to lack neutrality in its oversight of the nuclear industry. Request: Greenpeace
requests the development of REGDOC 1.1.5 be put on hold until the CNSC has released all
correspondence with federal Ministries outlining its recommendations and reasons for excluding
SMRs from impact assessments.
Transparent Accident Consequence Analysis Given the CNSC has used environmental
assessments (EA) in the past to assess site suitability, the Commission’s lobbying efforts to
exclude projects from EAs raises a question: what criteria will be used to judge whether a site in
unsuitable? This is not addressed in the proposed regulatory guidance. Environmental
assessments under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act (1992 and 2012) required the
CNSC to publicly assess the offsite impacts of accidents and malfunctions. Although
Greenpeace has opposed the CNSC’s decision to exclude accidents on par with Fukushima or
Chernobyl from consideration in environmental assessments, such reviews were the only
publicly accessible source of possible accident impacts. In Greenpeace’s view, it is no longer
socially acceptable or prudent to ignore such accident scenarios in light of the Fukushima
disaster. Indeed, the transparent assessment of major accidents has been a focus of public
concern during CNSC hearings since the Fukushima disaster. Notably, the CNSC’s Fukushima



Task Force’s observed that “…it may be useful for the environmental assessment process to
include consideration of severe accidents, should this be regarded as responsive to public
concerns”.7 Unfortunately, the CNSC failed to change its approach to accident consequence
assessment. In Greenpeace’s view, it is essential that the CNSC require licencees to produce
and publish accident consequence assessments for proposed SMR facilities. Such information
will be needed for the public to assess the suitability and acceptability of proposed SMR sites.
Provincial public safety agencies will also require such information to develop emergency
response plans with impact municipalities. Of note, internal CNSC documents obtained by
Greenpeace acknowledge that SMRs “…all could produce energies (and potential source
terms) equivalent to a single unit NPP…” if deployed as multi-unit facilities.8 This
underlines why transparent worst-case accident assessments will be needed to inform siting
reviews. Request: Greenpeace requests the Commission require SMR developers publish
accident modelling, including worst-case scenarios, before siting decisions are made.
Transparency Greenpeace feels the draft regulatory document lacks sufficient guidance for
licencees and Commission staff related to transparency, pro-active disclosure and public
participation during the approval of SMRs. The CNSC’s safety philosophy assumes that
licencees are responsible for the safety case. In the past, the CNSC has denied Greenpeace
access to correspondence and assessments related to pre-licensing reviews. This has deprived
Greenpeace of a meaningful opportunity to assess the safety of reactor proposals. This practice
should not be permitted for the approval and licensing of SMRs. In Greenpeace’s experience,
licencees have used their ownership of safety analysis and licence applications to prevent or
delay the release of information needed to assess the adequacy of licence applications and
facility operations. Given the broad range of SMR developers undergoing design reviews by the
CNSC, the Commission should set clear expectations related to pro-active and reactive
information release. Request: The draft document should state that SMR developers and
operators are expected to operate within a culture of openness and transparency. This should
include a stand-alone section on transparency and public disclosure. Transparency: Traceability
of Novel Regulatory Approaches The CNSC’s proposed flexible approach to regulating “novel”
reactor designs requires new guidance to ensure that regulatory decisions are traceable and
intelligible. Historically, the CNSC has regulated the development of CANDU reactors. Although
the Commission subscribes to a non-prescriptive regulatory approach, its unique focus on
CANDU reactors has meant its detailed requirements reflected the particularities of CANDU
reactors. Proposed SMR designs have a wide range of “novel” safety features that are not
reflected in current safety requirements. The CNSC’s non-prescriptive regulatory approach
allows staff assessments to theoretically accommodate and accept such novel safety features.
Otherwise put, the CNSC’s regulatory approach provides staff a high degree of subjectivity in
assessing the adequacy of SMR designs. Considering the lack of detailed design requirements
for SMRs and the range of prototype designs being proposed in Canada, it is reasonable to
assume that CNSC staff will make numerous decisions to accept or reject unique design
features and adapt regulatory expectations. The CNSC should ensure that these subjective staff
judgements are well documented and transparent. Staff decisions to adapt regulatory
expectations to the novel characteristics of different SMR designs should be both intelligible and
traceable. In Greenpeace’s view, the CNSC’s current approach to pre-licensing is opaque. It will
not permit members of public or civil society groups to understand and scrutinize the approval of



SMR designs. Request: The CNSC should create a registry of all correspondence and
documentation detailing the basis for pre-licensing reviews of SMR reactors. This should be
acknowledged in the proposed regulatory guidance for SMRs. Waste Management The
draft regulatory guidance should acknowledge that there is no accepted method for
managing the radioactive fuel wastes produced by proposed SMR designs. The
government of Canada made a significant policy mistake when it allowed reactors to be built in
the 1950s and 1960s without a technically feasible and socially acceptable means of storing
long-live radioactive wastes. Repeating this mistake should not be implicitly encouraged by the
CNSC. In its comments on the proposed Impact Assessment Act, Durham Region, which is
currently the host community for ten reactors, has asked that: “Approval of a nuclear project
should require a proponent to have a nuclear waste disposal solution available before the
new/refurbished nuclear reactors are permitted to operate.”9 Durham Region’s request is in line
with a key objective of sustainability assessment: discouraging decisions that will result in
adverse effects or risks to future generations.10 Notably, Durham Region is currently concerned
that it will become a de-facto long-term host community for radioactive waste due to the failure
of industry and government to develop offsite facilities as promised. In Greenpeace’s view, the
draft regulatory guidance is flawed because it fails to acknowledge the lack of long-term waste
options for radioactive wastes produced by SMRs. Although the responsibility and policies
for radioactive waste policy are outside of the CNSC’s responsibilities, the draft
regulatory document should acknowledge the lack of accepted long-term waste
management options for SMRs proponents. The draft regulatory document implies that
wastes produced by SMRs will be managed eventually by Nuclear Waste Management
Organization (NWMO). However, the
fundamental assumption of the NWMO’s 2004 risk assessment was that “…the volume
of used nuclear fuel which needs to be managed was assumed to be limited to the
projected inventory from the existing fleet of reactors.”11 What’s more, the Nuclear Fuel
Waste Act required the NWMO to take into account ethical considerations when
assessing the viability of differing waste management approaches. The NWMO’s
Roundtable on Ethics observed that an ethical nuclear waste management approach is
an intractable problem. While acknowledging we must find a method of managing
existing wastes, it stated outright that producing additional wastes would be unethical:
“[g]iven the large stockpile of high level nuclear waste that already exists in Canada and
that will be hazardous for thousands of years, some solution to managing wastes as
safely and effectively as possible must be found. Even if no ethically optimal solution
exists, it would be ethically justified to adopt the least unacceptable option available. By
contrast, to justify new nuclear power plants or even replacing the ones now in place
when they reach the end of their serviceable life, one would have to have an ethically
sound waste management method, not just a least-bad one.”12 [Emphasis added] Based
on these assumptions, the NWMO’s Advisory Committee made the following statement in its
report to government in 2005: The Advisory Council would be critical of an NWMO
recommendation of any management approach that makes provision for more nuclear than the
present generating plants are expected to create, unless it were linked to a clear statement
about the need for broad public discussion of Canadian energy policy prior to a decision about
future nuclear energy development.. 13 Notably, Greenpeace raised these issues with



Commission staff during a 2008 meeting of the Non-Governmental Organization Regulatory
Advisory Committee (NGO-RAC). Commission staff committed to respond to these issues, but
never scheduled a follow up meeting. Request: Greenpeace requests the Commission
acknowledge that the NWMO’s Adaptive Phased Management approach was only designed to
accommodate waste from existing CANDU reactors.

Request: Greenpeace requests the Commission acknowledge that the ethical issues raised by
the NWMO fall outside of its legislated mandate, but remain a legitimate issue of public concern
that need to be considered before the construction of SMRs. Request: The regulatory document
should be revised to acknowledge that radioactive wastes produced by SMRs will not be
managed by the NWMO. Request: The regulatory document should state clearly that SMRs will
not be approved without an already approved long-term radioactive waste management.
Conclusion Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the draft licence application guide for
SMRs. As noted, Greenpeace feels the Commission should put the development of this guide
on hold until it releases all documents and correspondence with the federal government related
to the treatment of Small Modular Reactors under the proposed Impact Assessment Act. What’s
more, the Commission needs to review and rewrite REGDOC 1.1.5 in light of its legislated
mandate to provide Canadians objective information on nuclear risks and protect Canadians
from unreasonable risk.

Thank you for your attention.

Shawn-Patrick Stensil Senior energy analyst Greenpeace Canada
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