
 

1 
 

Provincial Council of Women of Ontario                                                                             

Established 1923 

 
 
 
 
 

Comments re. the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission  (CNSC) 
Environmental Assessment Near Surface Disposal Facility (NSDF) - 
Chalk River Laboratories  
 
CEAA Reference number 80122:    ---      August 15, 2017 
                           
 

 
 
 
 

Submitted to 
Nicole Frigault, Environmental Assessment Officer, 
Environmental Assessment Division 
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 
PO Box 1046, Station B, Ottawa, ON K1P 5S9          
Email: csnsc.ea-ee.ccsn@canada.ca   
 
 
 
 

Submitted by  
Edeltraud Neal, President 
Provincial Council of Women of Ontario (PCWO) 
1786 McMaster Ave. 
Ottawa, Ontario        K1H 6R8 
Tel. 613-731-2739 
edeltraud.neal@gmail.com  
 
Prepared by Gracia Janes,  PCWO Environment Policy Advisor 
gracia.janes@bellnet.ca  
 
 
 

mailto:csnsc.ea-ee.ccsn@canada.ca
mailto:edeltraud.neal@gmail.com
mailto:gracia.janes@bellnet.ca


 

2 
 

Introduction  
 
The Provincial Council of Women of Ontario (PCWO) is a member-funded non-
governmental, non-partisan, non-sectarian organization, that has been working for more 
than 90 years to advance the status of women, and improve and enhance the lives of 
their families and of their communities in Ontario. PCWO is federated with the National 
Council of Women of Canada and the International Council of Women. 
 
A healthy and safe environment for all Ontario citizens and their families has always 
been of the utmost importance to our members. Consequently, we have been 
monitoring the proposed solutions and processes for  the safe transport and for the 
disposal of all types of nuclear waste.  
 
As PCWO is concerned greatly about the dangers and risks to our healthy Ontario (and 
Quebec) environment,  it is opposed to the Canadian Nuclear Laboratories (CNL) 
proposal for an 18 metre-high, near- surface, “engineered” mound, to store 1,000,000 
cubic metres of low and intermediate nuclear waste, and radioactive waste containing 
hazardous substances, at the Chalk River Laboratories site, within a very sensitive 
natural area less than 1,000 metres from the Ottawa River. We welcome the opportunity 
to comment further on this  proposal.  
 
 
We note that many flaws in the project have been identified by a variety of interested 
parties, former AECL staff,1 and even by the proponent’s consultant.  For example, 
there will be year-round exposure to the elements until the mound is completely sealed 
in 50 years; a definite chance of disastrous flooding should the very old Tamiskaming 
Dam give way; the likelihood of possible human error, operational malfunctions and 
nefarious action; and, since the site lies in a known area of geologic instability, the 
considerable risk of strong earthquakes. 2 
 
Any subsequent release of radioactive elements, particularly those found in some very 
long lasting, extremely dangerous, intermediate wastes3 will contaminate the site, the 
ground water, contiguous lands, and the Ottawa River nearby. Such a disastrous event 
would very seriously impact the environment and health and welfare of nearby and 
downstream Ontario and Quebec residents along the Ottawa River immediately and for 
many years to come.   
   

Rationale  
 

PCWO’s comments to CNSC are based on our established PCWO policies regarding 
nuclear waste, and on our experience of how very important it is to use a pro-active, 
precautionary method of judging such a risky project. The Commission moved ahead 
and made its March 8th 2017 Decision on the “scope” of CNL’s Environmental 
Assessment, by relying on CNSC staff and the proponent rather than on independent 
experts and knowledgeable groups and individuals to make such an important decision. 
. 
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For its part, CNL and its partner and “operator” of the project, Canadian National Energy 
Alliance (CNEA), a consortium of businesses 4, are rushing forward with a 2020 time-
frame for site-preparation that is far shorter than its government partner, AECL, had  
planned  in 2014.  CNL has also informed the government that it is now “pursuing the 
fastest, most cost effective way (s) of executing the DWM (Decommissioning and Waste 
Management) mission including disposal of all waste.”5   We note as well, that CNL’s 
public outreach to date has been geared mainly to nuclear  groups, such as “the World 
Nuclear University Site Visit Participants”, The engagement of  Aboriginal  groups in the 
area  was  inadequate. i.e. meetings were recorded, but few, or no, Aboriginal 
representatives were noted as attending. 
 
We recommend that CNSC be more inclusive, transparent and  thorough as it initiates 
its first  independent Environmental Assessment  under the 2012 Canadian 
Environmental Assessment Act (CEAA), and  the Canadian Nuclear Safety and Control 
Act, as a “prerequisite “ of  the CNL “licencing process 6.  
 
PCWO has been an intervenor at several comprehensive, intervenor –friendly hearings 
of independent Commissions, Boards and Environmental Assessment Panels over 
many years 7. Regrettably, the CNSC has not ensured that many of the public who 
might be most affected would hear about the project, and others received incomplete, 
shifting, conflicting, and hence, confusing CNL plan reports.8  
 
The CNSC decision to undertake a “scoped” and hasty Environmental Assessment itself 
rather than direct it to an independent arms-length EA panel, leave PCWO with many 
questions.  
 
 
Questions That Need to be Answered  
 
Public comments and input to date clearly indicate that there is strong public and 
professional opposition to the project, with a great deal of excellent information and 
expertise to back their positions. In contrast, there is the ‘business as usual’ pattern of 
the CNL, CNEA and CNSC, who downplay or ignore the “precautionary” principle.  
 
PCWO therefore asks the following questions: 
 

• Why has CNSC  staff not flagged  CNL’s flouting of the International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA) Safety Standard SSR-5 Disposal of Radioactive Waste  
on Nuclear Waste management, which  disallows  this type of “mound” as 
containment for  intermediate  radioactive waste, with  long-lasting radioactive 
elements ? 9 
 

• Why does the CNL project proposal downplay the risks of seasonal flooding and 
the possibility of a catastrophic flood should the Tamiskaming dam give way? 
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• What is the urgency for this project, and where does it fit into the overall plan for 
disposal of low and intermediate level nuclear waste, as part of the management 
of Canada’s nuclear “legacy” liabilities? For example, where do Ontario Power 
Generation’s Low and Intermediate nuclear waste disposal plans at the Bruce 
Power site fit in. 
 

• Why did CNSC staff not recognize and flag the significant risks of intermediate 
nuclear wastes? 
 

• Does the proponent have a good track record in the construction and 
management of such a unique near-surface mound nuclear waste facility? Or, is 
it relying on AECL, which owns the site, or the staff of the regulatory agency 
CNSC for their expertise to guide the process?   
 

• What are the distinct roles and responsibilities of AECL, CNL and the various 
business partners like SNC Lavalin? 
 

• Given the very long-lasting nature of some intermediate level nuclear waste, will 
it be abandoned or managed after the 50 year planned operation of the facility? 
What plans are in place to manage it over the very long term to protect future 
generations and the environment? 
,  

Conclusion   
 
To conclude,  Indigenous  groups, independent scientists,  and other intervenors  have 
identified  numerous potentially significant adverse environmental, health, and safety  
threats over the immediate and  very long term future from CNL’s proposed nuclear 
waste disposal project. Yet, CNSC has not referred this project to an independent 
Environmental Assessment  Panel. Therefore, it is extremely important that these 
intervenors be heard and their cautionary knowledge and expertise be made integral to 
the EA hearing and to the final CNSC decision.  
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