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Executive Summary 

In the fall of 2020, the Minister of Natural Resources Canada tasked the Nuclear Waste 

Management Organization (NWMO) with leading an engagement process with Canadians 

and Indigenous peoples to inform the development of an integrated long-term management 

strategy for all of Canada’s radioactive waste, in particular low-level and intermediate-level 

waste (radwasteplanning.ca), as part of the government’s radioactive waste management 

policy review. The NWMO was asked to lead this work because it has close to 20 years of 

recognized expertise in the engagement of Canadians and Indigenous peoples on plans for 

the safe long-term management of used nuclear fuel. The Integrated Strategy for 

Radioactive Waste (ISRW) is distinct from the work that the NWMO is leading on the Deep 

Geological Repository for used nuclear fuel which will continue as planned.  

 

In 2021, the NWMO began engaging with Canadians and Indigenous peoples, conducting 

public opinion research, hosting a Summit to hear from diverse voices, listening to citizens in 

a series of engagement sessions in communities where waste is stored today, hosting 

Roundtable discussions, and Technical Workshops.  

 

The intent of the ISRW is to identify next steps to address gaps in Canada’s current 

radioactive waste management strategy, in particular for low-level and intermediate-level 

radioactive waste, and to look further into the future. We stipulated at the start of each 

session that our focus is on engagement, information sharing and gathering, not 

consultation.   

 

This is the first of two what we heard reports on Indigenous engagement, and it summarizes 

findings from sessions and workshops held over the course of a year, from April 2021 to 

March 2022, to inform the Nuclear Waste Management’s Integrated Strategy for Radioactive 

Waste (ISRW). The purpose of these engagements was to gain Indigenous perspectives 

and recommendations on what to do with the current low and intermediate level radioactive 

waste in Canada and how to make decisions about the long-term management of this waste. 

At the time of publication, Indigenous engagement on the ISRW continues. The findings from 

these sessions and workshops will be captured in a second report which is expected to be 

published in the fall of 2022.  

 

These sessions engaged Indigenous communities, provincial and territorial organizations, 

tribal councils and individuals from across Canada. The engagement sessions were 

designed to bring together lived experiences and Indigenous Knowledge frameworks as 

lenses for the exploration of the ISRW. Some groups opted for multiple sessions, while 

others engaged in only one session and provided written submission of recommendations. 

 

The benefits of this methodology, as observed in the interactions with Indigenous citizens 

and the input provided, included: 

• Building relationships between participants and the NWMO; 

• Facilitating progressive learning and familiarization on the topic of radioactive waste; 
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• Providing space for Indigenous groups to make recommendations on the process 

and improvements on communication and relationship building in the nuclear 

industry; and 

• Engaging in deeper and more robust conversations about the ISRW. 

 

The issue of radioactive waste management is complex and may appear unapproachable for 

a non-technical audience. Taking the time for progressive learning and reflections about 

worldviews and lived experiences in relation to the ISRW helped surface the participants’ 

priorities and create a more grounded conversation about technical options.  

 

The discussions revealed Indigenous priorities for ISRW include: 

• Environmental protection and minimizing the impact on land and the environment; 

• Centering Indigenous perspectives, expertise and worldviews; 

• Inclusion and engagement at all levels of project development; 

• Contributing to Indigenous Sovereignty through building structures for Indigenous 

communities to take control back over the long-term stewardship of their land; 

• Providing more education on the issues related to ISRW; and  

• Building relationships through ongoing engagement and inclusion of impacted 

communities and broadly with diverse stakeholders throughout the strategy 

development and implementation process; this should include ongoing education, 

communication, transparency, and collaboration with Indigenous communities on all 

stages of development and operations. 

 

These priorities are reflected in the participants’ feedback about the technical options. The 

Key Findings (pages 8-10) section provides a more detailed summary of Indigenous insights. 

Indigenous submissions are included in the Appendices, with permission of the authors.  
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Methodology 

The NWMO organized and facilitated multiple virtual Indigenous engagement sessions and 

workshops, held from March 2021 to March 2022. These sessions engaged Indigenous 

communities, provincial and territorial organizations, tribal councils and individuals from 

across Canada and included a combination of information sharing, relationship building, 

adhering to consultation protocols. The methodology consisted of two key approaches:  

1. Virtual engagement sessions, consisting of one or more sessions per group; and 

2. Bringing into dialogue Indigenous Traditional Knowledge, lived experiences and 

consultation protocol frameworks as lenses for reflecting on the issues addressed in 

the ISRW, as well as, on the process of making decisions that will have 

intergenerational impacts. 

 

The objectives of this approach were to: 

• Create an engagement process where Indigenous Peoples engaged were able to 

meaningfully contribute to the ISRW;  

• Have an opportunity to learn about and explore the issue of the long-term 

management of radioactive waste; 

• Create dialogue and direct relationship with the NWMO; 

• Discuss issues and strategic decisions associated with radioactive waste through 

multiple perspectives and worldviews. 

 

The Indigenous engagement sessions included presentations and questions with Karine 

Glenn, Strategic Project Director at the NWMO. Some additional engagements also included 

NWMO staff members who presented on internal programs and policies - Indigenous 

Relations & Strategic Programs, Indigenous Relations & Reconciliation, and Adaptive Phase 

Management. In relation to the ISRW, participants watched informational videos, were 

invited to participate in an open survey, and some were provided with links to reading 

packages including NWMO’s Report on Technical Options Layperson’s Summary. 

 

Some of our Indigenous engagement sessions were opened and closed by Indigenous 

Elders, who offered a prayer and remarks sharing traditional teachings. The NWMO’s 

approach emphasized and encouraged an exchange of perspectives based on the 

participants’ individual lived experiences and worldviews. This approach created a safe 

space for participants and reflected the importance of centering relationships, a value that is 

internal and integral to trust and partnerships.   

 

The ISRW engagement sessions emphasized creating a safe space for participants to share 

their opinions and perspectives, ask questions and exchange ideas. An established set of 

community guidelines that outlined how we hold space for each other was shared with all 

participants.  Participants had an opportunity to review the community guidelines and to 

discuss them in more detail.  

 

In addition, the NWMO committed to not attributing comments/key messages to any 

individual or Indigenous group/organization unless specifically instructed to do so by 

participants. Some Indigenous communities and organizations opted to contribute to the 

https://radwasteplanning.ca/content/learn-more
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strategy recommendations by providing a written submission. These submissions have been 

included in their entirety or in part as an appendix, as per their request/permission. 

Who Participated 

A number of Indigenous organizations, communities, Provincial Territorial Organizations, 

and Tribal Councils participated in one or more engagement sessions on the ISRW. 

Contacts were made with Indigenous participants through the NWMO’s existing networks 

and with assistance of an external contractor. We used the following recruitment methods: 

• Sharing the opportunity through Indigenous organizations; 

• Sharing the engagement request directly with Indigenous communities; 

• Extending the invitation to representatives of Indigenous organizations that 

participated in previous engagement processes; 

• Sharing the opportunity via the host organizations’ social media communities and via 

@radwasteplan, the official ISRW social media channel.  

 

A total of 26 Indigenous communities, organizations, Provincial Territorial Organizations, and 

Tribal Councils participated in one or more engagement sessions on the ISRW. An 

additional total of approximately 80 Indigenous organizations, communities and Provincial 

Territorial Organizations, Tribal Councils were invited directly to engage/provide comments 

but did not participate in an engagement session. 

 

The following is the list of the Indigenous communities, organizations, and Tribal Councils 

engaged on the Integrated Strategy on Radioactive Waste and/or those who have submitted 

written submissions: 

 

• Algonquins of Pikwakanagan, ON 

o Written Submission 

 

• Assembly of First Nations; Chiefs Committee on Environment and Climate Change, 

NIO 

 

• First Nations Power Authority (FNPA), SK (Nuclear Waste in Canada: Information 

Session and Workshop, January 26, 2022) 

o Written Submission 

 

• Grand Council Treaty 3, ON 

o Written Submission 

 

• Métis Nation of Ontario 

o Regions 1 through 9 

o Written Submission 

 

• Métis Nation of Saskatchewan (MNS) 

o Northern Region 1-3 

o Western Region 1-3 

o Eastern Region 1-3 



 7 

 

• Mi’gmawe’l Tplu’Taqnn (MTI), NB 

o Amlamgog (Fort Folly) 

o Esgenoôpetitj (Burnt Church) 

o L’nui Menikuk (Indian Island) 

o Metepenagiag Mi’kmaq Nation 

o Natoaganeg (Eel Ground) 

o Oinpegitjoig (Pabineau) 

o Tjipõgtõtjg (Buctouche) 

o Ugpi’ganjig (Eel River Bar) 

o Elsipogtog (Big Cove) 

o Written Submission 

 

• Wolastoqey Nation, New Brunswick (WNNB) 
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Key Findings  

This section summarizes the key findings of the Indigenous engagement on the ISRW from 

numerous engagement sessions over the span of a year. Synthesized notes from some 

sessions and written submissions are included in the Appendices.  

 

The related themes of transparency, communication, engagement and education 

emerged as the most important areas that need to be addressed, when it comes to ISRW 

and nuclear energy. There is a need for broad, diverse and comprehensive engagement 

especially with communities that may be directly impacted, as key to making good decisions 

on this issue. Participants expressed that engagement also needs to include ongoing 

relationship building with communities as a way to ensure we are able to work together to 

address emerging issues in the future and to support intergenerational stewardship rather 

than checking a box as “consultation”. Relationships built on trust and transparency as well 

as providing education that would support participation in the decision-making process were 

emphasized as imperative.  

 

Participants expressed that they care about traditional lands, the environment and 

natural spaces, the conditions of those spaces, and having access to them. Indigenous 

participants emphasized their connection with the land and the integral relationship between 

the health of the land and the health of their communities. The values of caring for the 

environment and their communities was a major thread throughout the engagement 

sessions. Indigenous participants emphasized that they see this as part of their roles and 

responsibilities to the land, creation and future generations.    

 

There was expressed concern about what it might mean to have radioactive waste disposal 

or management facilities near where they live, how that might affect their lifestyles today and 

over the long term. They felt it was important to consider the safety issues and potential 

impact of facilities as well as transportation of radioactive waste on or through Indigenous 

communities and traditional territories. 

 

Participants expressed the importance of the long-term timescales as part of decision-

making because it made them think about their responsibility for the future and the possible 

impacts of today’s actions on their children and grandchildren. They felt it was critical to 

integrate as part of other decision-making processes.  

 

They also saw opportunities for a dialogue between Indigenous Traditional Knowledge 

and Western Science around long-term thinking because Indigenous knowledge systems 

include intergenerational responsibility and continuity of relational networks connecting past, 

present and future, as well as a practice of environmental observation that can contribute 

towards monitoring future changes and impacts. Participants emphasized this cannot be 

done without the inclusion and guidance of the knowledge holders. 

 

During our engagement sessions, the NWMO shared materials that included the NWMO’s 

Report on Technical Options Layperson’s Summary, as well as a presentation entitled 

Canada’s Integrated Strategy For Radioactive Waste. The presentation included videos such 

as How Other Countries are Managing Their Radioactive Waste; How Waste Is Being 

https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/isrw_ces_ppt_eng_may26.pdf
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Managed Now, And How It Could be Managed Over the Long-Term; and, How is Waste 

Regulated. 

 

Indigenous participants identified a series of considerations that they saw as important for 

both, low-level and intermediate-level waste disposal and management. These included the 

following: 

Key Finding 1 - Safety 

Safety was the main theme in all discussions. Conditions may change over the long-term 

and we must anticipate future risks including environmental disasters, climate change and 

social disruptions. Participants identified the need for embedding flexibility and adaptability 

into the strategy and building in checks and balances in case of failures and changes to the 

status quo. 

Key Finding 2 - Treaty Rights and Title 

Treaty Rights and Title, including the Duty to Consult, Free and Prior Informed Consent 

were at the forefront of most Indigenous engagement sessions. Most participants specifically 

emphasized the importance of being included by way of meaningful engagement or 

consultation in development and implementation of any strategy or project relating to nuclear 

energy. 

Key Finding 3 - Land Protection 

Land protection and minimizing the impact on the land and the natural environment, 

including disruptions to wildlife and lands used for ceremonial and traditional purposes. 

Participants expressed a preference for technical options that would have the least 

environmental impact. They felt that options which place waste underground or that can be 

restored or covered with vegetation appear to address this priority of environmental impact. 

Minimizing visual impacts was also highlighted as an important consideration especially from 

participants that have seen other types of industrial facilities near where they live.  

Key Finding 4 - Transportation 

Transportation of hazardous waste through traditional territories with no consultation, 

engagement, or notification was an expressed concern of Indigenous Peoples. The safety of 

the transportation of waste through sensitive areas with no communication or inclusion of an 

emergency management plan is of the utmost concern. The potential impact on or through 

communities and traditional territories was a common theme in all Indigenous engagement 

sessions. 

Key Finding 5 - Reconciliation and Partnerships 

Meaningful commitment to reconciliation with Indigenous communities was a key finding in 

the Indigenous engagement sessions. There is a need for broad, diverse and 

comprehensive partnerships as key to making good decisions, especially with communities 

that may be directly impacted. Accountability to legacy issues and being open to inclusion 
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and collaboration with Indigenous communities are fundamental to ensure partnerships and 

reconciliation. 

 

Key Finding 6 - Indigenous Knowledge Inclusion 

Indigenous Traditional Knowledge and its importance to ecological science was a key 

finding. Indigenous participants emphasized that this information must come from the 

knowledge holders and that there is a need to be engaged and included at all steps of 

project development, implementation, and operation. It is not an instrument to be used by 

proponents to bypass the inclusion of the community or its input. 

Key Finding 7 - Water Protection 

Protecting water sources and minimizing impacts on water sources were expressed as 

priorities by many Indigenous engagement participants. The recommendation that no facility 

or disposal site be located near water sources was a common theme. Some participants 

expressed feeling reassured hearing that the facilities such as the Deep Geological 

Repository (DGR) would be placed below the ground water level.  

Key Finding 8 - Education 

Education was highlighted as a key factor when engaging Indigenous communities and 

people in the decision-making process. Participants recognized that their education on 

radioactive waste, options for disposal facilities, benchmarking in other countries, and 

Canada’s use of nuclear energy was low. Some groups located in areas with existing or 

proposed nuclear facilities possessed a higher level of familiarity, but overall, different levels 

of knowledge may impact the choice of facilities. 

Key Finding 9 - Responsibility of Waste/Strategy 

Indigenous participants noted the importance of collaboration among multiple stakeholders 

and highlighted the important roles to be played by the government, Indigenous 

communities, and industry in the responsibility of disposing radioactive waste and 

implementing the strategy. 

Key Finding 10 - Transparency 

Transparency and communication were common themes among all participants. Participants 

stated that the waste producers need to clearly communicate the roles and responsibilities of 

the various stakeholders in the nuclear energy field. Transparency is a must regardless of 

the outcomes of the Strategy recommendations since the need for clarity on roles and 

responsibilities is paramount. In addition, many participants expressed the importance of 

disclosure when hazardous goods are transported through their traditional territories and the 

sharing of industry emergency plans. 
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Summary of Indigenous Engagement Sessions - Topics for 

Discussion 

During Indigenous engagement sessions hosted over the past year, the NWMO presented 

“Topics for Discussion.” The topics for discussion included the following: 

 

1. What is most important to get right when developing an Integrated Strategy for 

Canada’s Radioactive Waste? 

 

2. How do we best deal with Canada’s Low and Intermediate Waste over the long-

term? 

a. What type(s) of facilities should we use? 

b. Rolling stewardship vs disposal 

c. How many of them should we build? 

 

3. Who should be responsible for implementing the strategy? 

 

Some groups chose to “go on the record” with a written submission of comments and 

recommendations; these can be found in the Appendices. 

 

The following is a summary of comments we heard during the various Indigenous 

engagement sessions on the ISRW on these specific topics. Summarized comments are not 

attributed to any group or individual. 

What is most important to get right when developing an Integrated Strategy for Canada’s 

Radioactive Waste? 

We heard that it is important to have broad, diverse and comprehensive engagement with 

Indigenous communities/Rights holders that may be directly impacted to help make better 

decisions on any issue related to nuclear energy. It is imperative to ensure safety on all 

levels and to ensure inclusion of those who are closely and directly impacted by nuclear 

energy and radioactive waste. The protection of land, water and future generations must be 

at the forefront of all discussion and decisions being made.  

 

The inclusion and respect for diverse knowledge systems and differing worldviews will allow 

us to recognize others' contributions when making decisions and creating efficient solutions. 

Indigenous knowledge systems include intergenerational responsibility and continuity of 

relational networks connecting past, present and future. Participants expressed that it is 

important to recognize that the Seven Generations principle is not seven generations ahead 

but rather a continuum of the generations. We also heard that environmental science and 

Indigenous knowledge can work together. Indigenous knowledge has a long history of 

environmental observation and monitoring changes across scales but it must be led by the 

knowledge holders. 

 

Participants of the Indigenous engagement sessions and of NWMO’s Canadian Radioactive 

Waste Summit held in March 2021 stated that it is important to center Indigenous 

experiences, ways of knowing, and ways of life by individual knowledge. We must be 
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cognizant of “Pan Aboriginalism” when creating material, using imagery and doing 

engagement. Each Nation is different and should not be melded together in generalization. It 

is important to create relationships and dialogue with affected Indigenous communities to 

learn the different protocols and ensure inclusion on a meaningful level in all aspects of any 

nuclear project. 

How do we best deal with Canada’s Low and Intermediate Waste over the long-term? 

• What type(s) of facilities should we use? 

• Rolling stewardship vs disposal 

• How many of them should we build? 

 

Education and social awareness was highlighted as a key factor when engaging people in 

the decision-making process or when seeking recommendations on specific options. 

Participants recognized that different levels of knowledge may impact the choice of facilities 

and many expressed that they felt unprepared or lacked the in-depth knowledge and 

education in the areas of nuclear energy, radioactive waste and disposal to make an 

informed recommendation on types of facilities to be used. As a consequence of lack of 

education on the technical options, many participants did not feel prepared to provide input 

on these. However, those participants who provided thoughts and feedback shared the 

following: 

 

Some participants shared their thoughts on the Shallow Rock Cavern option as an 

interesting idea that can keep waste contained and sustained without additional 

compartments or materials. Some expressed the need to learn more on this option and why 

it has not been a priority or preferred option yet. Some participants commented that it is not 

ideal since it is invasive to Mother Earth, while others thought it was ideal because it sounds 

safe and is not visually obstructive, sounds like it would not interfere with the environment 

and wildlife, and is minimal in environmental disruption. Some expressed safety concerns 

over areas that experience earthquakes and questioned what the possible impacts would be 

if this were to happen where a Shallow Rock Cavern was located. 

 

When discussing the Engineered Containment Mound some participants expressed that it 

seemed like a viable option since it is already being used in Canada and other countries. 

Additional comments were made regarding the low impact on surrounding communities, the 

prioritizing of environmental protection, less visual impact on land, and the perception that it 

returns the land used to a more natural state. Some expressed concern about wildlife 

wandering on the mounds, grazing on potentially contaminated grass and then being hunted 

and consumed. Others suggested this option was preferred since it was not situated deep, 

was accessible and would allow for people to continue to pay attention to and maintain the 

mound into the future. 

 

Participants added that all the materials put forward were very technical and western science 

based rather than integrating different worldviews on how we consider options. It is important 

to see the human side of those who will be impacted by these facilities and explore the 

positive and negative sides. In addition, some participants expressed a concern about how 

cost and time pressures may impact the choice of facilities, the quality of materials used, the 

rigour of safety measures, the creation of emergency response plans for all affected 

https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/shallow_rock_cavern_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/engineered_containment_mound_final_2021-03-23.pdf
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Indigenous communities (even through transportation), tools and training on 

maintaining/implementing the plans, and a request to have emergency response plans from 

nuclear energy producers. There was also a concern about the impacts on those working in 

the facilities and ensuring health and workplace safety, and insurance to ensure any long-

term health effects are provided assistance.  

 

Although, there was a mix of opinions regarding Rolling Stewardship, the majority of 

participants felt it was a better option because it reflects the care-taking approach, because 

they anticipated the potential for the waste to be reused in the future, and because the 

presence of Rolling Stewardship facilities would serve as a reminder for future generations 

to reduce waste. Some participants expressed that disposal does not solve the problem, just 

putting it on the side or burying it deep as an out of sight option. Rolling stewardship was 

perceived as more realistic in that it is not pretending that the waste will "go away." 

Participants expressed that the reality is the waste is on Mother Earth whether it is buried 

deep down or not, so it could be more of a reminder of the consequences of our choices as 

society and encouragement to reduce waste to not have to continue to deal with these 

problems at all. 

 

However, some participants felt Rolling Stewardship was deferring the issue of dealing with 

the radioactive waste to future generations and that there was a risk it will be forgotten or 

missed. Participants spoke about the responsibility to the next seven generations and how 

Rolling Stewardship is putting the responsibility on the future population for waste being 

produced now. They stated that it is best to not put off the problem based on the assumption 

that there will be a better solution in the future, and that it would be best to use resources to 

find proper ways to dispose of the waste now. 

 

We heard that since waste is produced around Indigenous communities, they should be 

leading conversations around land stewardship. Communities possess Indigenous 

Traditional Knowledge and should be at the forefront of any development that will disturb the 

land, threaten water sources, and impact traditional uses. Roles should be created and 

included for future generations to ensure continuity and to monitor transportation of waste, 

and it should be ensured economic benefits are shared with the local consenting community 

or communities. Some saw this as Rolling Stewardship. 

 

Participants in support of centralization included impacting less land, the environment and 

wildlife, easier logistical management and cost savings as reasons for preferring this 

approach. Others stated it was a better option to keep the waste close to where it is 

produced rather than moving it or storing it in a location that is far or in an untouched area 

where new infrastructure would need to be built. The considerations around centralization 

versus decentralization include impact of the transportation of hazardous waste through 

traditional lands, reducing costs and the minimization of carbon emissions.  

 

Those engaged who were in favour of decentralization cited reasons including not over-

burdening one area or community, fairness and environmental justice and reducing risks 

associated with transportation. Additional locational considerations identified by participants 

included situating facilities further away from cities and Indigenous communities. 

 

https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/rolling_stewardship_final_2021-03-23.pdf


 14 

Participants said it is important to consider the unique conditions of Canada when it comes 

to considering a standard approach to disposal. We heard New Brunswick should not be 

considered a viable option for nuclear waste disposal since it is not a geologically stable 

area. We heard that the benchmarking reports provided were for small countries in 

comparison to Canada, and participants questioned how the proposed facilities would work 

here. It was also stated the cold climates and possibility of damage from natural disasters 

may impact the facilities and options in Canada. 

 

Impacts on the land and environment need to be a priority for any project or when 

considering the implementation of the Strategy. Most of the participants with whom we 

engaged cited land protection as the priority. They stressed that we must ensure we do not 

negatively impact ecological habitats, and enact restorative practices for sites that are being 

remediated to their natural states. Sources of water should be avoided and oceans should 

not be considered an option for any nuclear development, disposal or storage, now or in the 

future. 

 

We heard that it is hard to comprehend the life of radioactive materials being 300+ years and 

the viability of facilities chosen now. Long-term considerations must take into account our 

changing environment due to climate change, many years ago we did not think of the 

impacts we are now seeing in Nunavut – what will it be like in many years from now? We 

must carefully consider the many generations after us and integrate Indigenous Traditional 

Knowledge to prepare the youth if Rolling Stewardship is an option. It will be important to be 

innovative, flexible, encourage on-going research and to consider the impacts potential 

natural disasters may have on disposal sites.  

 

In order to determine the best management, participants said that we must ensure 

environmental monitoring is in place, especially for water and water quality. If there are no 

measures in place to actively monitor if anything is changing in the water, in the soil, and in 

the plants then permanent damage can be done to our resources. 

 

We heard that social impacts should be considered when choosing where those facilities 

should be. If a community is willing to host, what would it look like if it was located on-

Reserve? Would it provide enough economic benefits and trained positions to make a 

positive impact to offset the possible negative environmental impacts? What measures 

would be put – if on a Reserve – to be inclusive, communication with those living there, 

security measures etc.  

Who should be responsible for implementing the Strategy? 

The discussions held on who should be responsible for implementing the Strategy generated 

many thoughts and opinions on the importance of collaboration among multiple stakeholders 

and highlighted the important roles to be played by the federal, provincial and municipal 

governments, Indigenous communities/Rights Holders and nuclear waste producers. Several 

participants also named the NWMO as the organization that should be responsible for the 

implementation of the ISRW. Implementation is not only about responsibility but also about 

involvement. 
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Indigenous groups and communities are Rights Holders, not stakeholders. Reference to 

stakeholders addresses governments, industry and waste producers, and local municipal 

communities. This is why it is imperative to ensure Indigenous peoples are involved with the 

implementation of the Strategy along with the other players in the industry and any projects 

being planned or operating.  

 

Ensuring ongoing engagement, communication, transparency, and accountability were 

common themes among participants. Ongoing dialogue and effective feedback mechanisms 

are important to any engagement, including the willingness of industry to listen and to be 

open to new ideas and approaches arising from collaboration with Indigenous communities.  

This is a must to ensure partnerships and reconciliation. Participants also recognized the 

more stakeholders involved would mean more checks and balances but believe it would 

create a stronger tool for implementation. 

 

It was noted that it is important to solicit input from experts and industry and just as important 

to dialogue with Indigenous communities when creating and implementing sites for storage 

over the long-term. Indigenous communities in siting areas must have continuous 

involvement with the development, creation, operation and monitoring of any nuclear project 

on all scales.  

 

It was also suggested that a new Crown entity be created to oversee the growing nuclear 

industry, oversee new sites that may come from the Strategy, and work with producers on 

safety and regulation. Implementation needs to be about details, environmental protection, 

people protection, and meaningful consultation with impacted communities. 

 

Types of activities to ensure education and communication including on-going community 

meetings to share information about what is happening at any nuclear site, permanent 

community liaisons or nuclear policy analysts, internal and external updates on work being 

done in traditional territories including involvement of the community, further engagement 

with Indigenous youth and Elders. Other activities suggested include collaboration with 

Indigenous communities on monitoring, supporting self-determination and self-governance 

by working with existing Indigenous-led groups that have capacity and helping build capacity 

where it doesn’t exist. We also must ensure the Métis communities are leading the 

engagement with their communities and citizens and playing a role in implementing the 

Strategy. 

 

Participants indicated it is important to be transparent of the work being done, all 

information, potential harms, and to identify the stakeholders of all involved from the nuclear 

industry to government. This is part of the education needed to provide input and help guide 

implementation from Indigenous communities. 

 

Accountability for past legacy issues and for ongoing concerns or potential negative 

impacts must be a priority for the nuclear industry. Some participants suggested an oversight 

committee for the implementation of the Strategy that should include Indigenous peoples 

and stakeholders. If there is a committee created then all parties will keep each other 

accountable, and it would be beneficial if the committee was non-profit and non-partisan. 
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Engagement was a major theme driving strategy implementation. Indigenous participants 

underlined the importance of meaningful engagement with industry stakeholders and they 

emphasized the need for ongoing engagement through feedback loops and open dialogue 

with Indigenous communities. They identified roundtables, workshops, and conversations 

among multiple stakeholders as engagement activities that can help facilitate dialogue.  

 

We also heard the common theme of environmental justice. The history in Canada of 

environmental justice, also referred to as environmental racism, and the harm done to 

Indigenous communities and traditional lands is becoming better known. It was stated that 

designated Reserve lands in Canada make up less than 2% of the land mass, but 

development and projects often centered in these areas polluting valuable resources 

required for health and safety and for traditional practices. We need to ensure this is 

acknowledged and does not happen with the nuclear industry. The consequences for 

Indigenous communities could be severe and the safety of our people and future 

generations is the most important issue. We also heard that Indigenous environmental and 

consultation law must be recognized and adhered to within Nation territories.  

Comments on Stakeholders 

Participants were clear that the implementation of the ISRW should involve federal and 

local governments, federal to provide national oversight and local since they know their 

areas better than provincial or federal officials. Local governments should ensure proper 

collaboration with their constituents and Indigenous communities. 

 

Some Indigenous participants also indicated the need for the Canadian Nuclear Safety 

Commission to take the lead on packaging and storing, since they play a major role in 

making sure that the waste is managed and stored correctly. Also, it was recognized that 

since nuclear power producers are paying for research this should be supported by federal 

and provincial governments to ensure it is well sourced. Participants expressed that 

research may show new ways in which nuclear waste can be recycled. 

 

Building on the “polluter pays” principles, a number of participants saw the need for waste 

producers to take on a greater responsibility as part of the ISRW in addition to covering the 

cost of waste disposal and management. Adding to this, some participants identified the cost 

of disposal could also be shared with high volume consumers of energy. At the same time, it 

was noted that it would be important to have separation between the governing body and the 

waste producers, ensuring the relationship does not become too close.  

 

We also heard that it is important for the nuclear industry to focus on relationship building 

with Indigenous communities to ensure emerging issues are addressed and to support 

intergenerational stewardship. Participants expressed that taking the time to build and 

maintain relationships, trust and cooperation on an ongoing basis especially in terms of 

longevity, communication and transparency to address problems and to equip future 

generations to deal with projects is important to reconciliation. 
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Appendix A - Algonquins of Pikwakanagan Written Submission, 

Integrated Strategy on Radioactive Waste, October 4, 2021 

  



 18 

  



 19 

  



 20 

  



 21 

Appendix B - Métis Nation of Ontario Written Submission, 

Integrated Strategy on Radioactive Waste, October 21, 2021 

Background  

The Nuclear Waste Management Organization is an independent not-for-profit organization 

established in 2002 by Canada’s nuclear electricity producers to implement a long-term disposal 

strategy for Canada’s high-level radioactive waste. In 2020, the NWMO was tasked with also leading 

the development of a new strategy to safely manage Canada’s low and intermediate-level wastes. 

High-level waste is produced in the reprocessing of spent nuclear fuel, requiring careful 

management over the very long term. In comparison to high-level wastes, intermediate and low-

level wastes are much less threatening to human health and relatively short-lived, requiring isolation 

for only several hundred years rather than thousand. However, 97% of waste produced is classified 

as low or intermediate presenting challenges of volume. Low-level waste can consist of a variety of 

industrial items including mops, rags, cloths, clothing and soils while intermediate typically includes 

materials found in reactor systems such as resins, filters and components. The NWMO’s first step in 

developing its strategy for the management of low and intermediate-level wastes is engaging with 

the public on the topic. Through this engagement, the NWMO will identify the preferred approach to 

managing Canada’s low and intermediate-level waste.    

  

Primary Objectives 

Seven online engagement sessions were scheduled for the Metis Nation of Ontario’s nine regional 

consultation committees to provide their input on the strategy for managing Canada’s low and 

intermediate level waste. Across the seven sessions, two main objectives were identified by the RCCs 

for the implementation of the strategy.  

Safety: The safety of the public and environment was a primary concern across all regions. Waste 

transportation and facility design were the two primary focuses for this topic and further discussion 

is recommended to allow for informed decision making. Attendees suggested that transportation 

should be minimized to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and risk of error. While waste should be 

disposed of in a smaller number of secure facilities, preferably away from water, to maximize safety.  

Engagement: The RCCs valued the opportunity to provide their input in the development of the 

strategy and emphasized the importance of continued engagement. Attendees recommended a 

transparent process which makes stakeholder willingness imperative and allows for their continued 

involvement throughout the strategy’s development.  

Facility Design 

During each session, attendees were asked whether they preferred a strategy which involves a 

greater number of storage facilities in close proximity to the waste producing sites or fewer 

centrally-located facilities. The RCCs generally favoured a single or small number of facilities in order 

to reduce the risk of error and minimize the amount of land contaminated. A number of attendees 

believed that the fairest way to select these sites was through the Implementation of a volunteer-

based community selection process which was employed in the high-level waste strategy. The 

Region 7 Consultation Committee added that the chosen site/s would be preferably located away 
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from water while other regions suggested the chosen community be one which has benefitted from 

and has less aversion to the nuclear industry.  

While most attendees generally supported fewer storage facilities, there was also a conflicting desire 

to minimize waste transportation as much as possible. This sentiment was attributed to a number of 

concerns including the greenhouse emissions resulting from transport, the perceived threat to the 

environment and public as well as the restrictive capacity and condition of roadways. A more 

detailed analysis of the pros and cons of each option would likely be necessary for participants to 

make an informed decision between the tradeoffs of each desired option. 

When discussing facility design, the RCCs generally preferred Deep Geological Repositories for 

storing intermediate and sometimes low-level waste. The DGR was favoured for its isolation from 

the external environment and its modern design. Many attendees also saw the potential to minimize 

cost and risk by including intermediate and low-level waste within the proposed high-level facility. A 

suggestion unique to the Region 2 Consultation Committee was the conversion of suitable closed 

mines to nuclear waste storage facilities. For future consultation on this topic, a more in-depth 

discussion on alternative storage options would be effective in ensuring attendees are capable of 

making an informed decision. In comparison to other potential storage facilities, the general 

knowledge and familiarity with DGRs is far greater among the MNO’s RCCs due to ongoing 

consultation on the DGR project.  

Implementation 

When discussing the preferred implementation of this strategy, the RCCs often expressed their 

satisfaction towards the NWMO’s implementation of Adaptive Phased Management. An 

independent body funded by Canada’s energy producers with oversight by the crown was often 

favoured for the implementation of this project and the creation of a new body was generally seen 

as redundant. The crux of this trust in implementing the strategy was the continued consultation 

with indigenous and other stakeholders as the strategy develops. Collaboration and information 

sharing with other waste producing nations was also viewed positively, omitting the disposal of 

international waste within Canada. It was also recommended that the strategy remain adaptable 

and open to reevaluation over time.     

Next Steps 

The introductory management of low and intermediate-level waste strategy sessions with the MNO 

RCCs were effective in establishing important topics of discussion and objectives for the strategy’s 

development. For future engagement, the MNO LRC recommends a focused discussion of potential 

disposal facility design options and a cost benefit analysis for reducing the number of facilities or 

transportation vehicles. These focused discussions would allow the committees to more effectively 

evaluate these topics and make informed decisions. There was interest expressed during these 

sessions to include the broader Metis and youth perspective through follow-up meetings and 

information sessions. 
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Appendix C - Kebaowek Written Submission- Integrated 

Strategy on Radioactive Waste, December 10, 2021 
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Appendix D - Grand Council Treaty #3 Written Submission, 

Integrated Strategy for Radioactive Waste, December 30, 2021 
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Appendix E - First Nations Power Authority Written Submission, 

Integrated Strategy on Radioactive Waste, April 11, 2022 

(Engagement Session held January 26, 2022) 
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Appendix F - Mi’gmawe’l Tplu’taqnn Incorporated Written 

Submission, Integrated Strategy on Radioactive Waste, May 

25, 2022 (Engagement Session held March 31, 2022) 
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Appendix G - ISRW Guiding Principles 

  

 

   

   

The NWMO developed a set of principles that are based on what the organization had heard 

previously from Canadians and Indigenous peoples. These initial principles were included in 

public opinion research and refined by participants at the Canadian Radioactive Waste 

Summit — the first of the engagement events for the development of an Integrated Strategy 

for Radioactive Waste (ISRW), held from 30 March to 1 April 2021. The principles that 

emerged from the Summit were used as the basis for discussion in subsequent ISRW 

engagement sessions.     

    

The guiding principles are:     

    

● Safety as an overarching principle     

● Informed by the best available knowledge     

● Respect Indigenous rights and treaties     

● Be transparent and inform and engage the public     

● Meet or exceed regulatory requirements     

● Fiscally responsible     

● Make use of existing projects     

● Security must be ensured     

● Environment is protected     

  

  
Page Break 
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The full text of the guiding principles is as follows:     

    

● The strategy must have safety as the overarching principle guiding its 

development and implementation. Safety, including the protection of human 

health, must not be compromised by other considerations.    

● The strategy must ensure the security of facilities, materials, infrastructure, 

and information.    

● The strategy must ensure that the environment is protected, including the 

protection of the air, water, soil, wildlife, and habitat.    

● The strategy must be developed and implemented to meet or exceed regulatory 

requirements for the protection of health, safety and the security of people and 

the environment.    

● The strategy must be informed by the best available knowledge. This 

includes Indigenous Traditional Knowledge, science, social science, local 

knowledge, and international best practices. Ensuring that Traditional Knowledge 

and ways of life are interwoven throughout is important for a strong strategy. This 

includes knowledge about the land and environment. It also includes values and 

principles about developing and maintaining effective and meaningful 

relationships.    

● The strategy must respect Indigenous rights and Treaties and consider that 

there may be unresolved claims between Indigenous peoples and the Crown.    

● The strategy must be developed in a transparent manner that informs and 

engages the public, including youth and Indigenous peoples. It is important 

to proactively provide easily understandable information to those most likely to be 

affected by implementation of the strategy. Questions and concerns must be 

heard, acknowledged, and addressed. Information used to develop the strategy 

will be readily available to the public.    

● The strategy must be developed and implemented in a fiscally responsible 

way to ensure that the cost of the project does not become a burden to current 

electricity ratepayers, taxpayers, or future generations.     
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Glossary of Terms (Nuclear Waste Management)    

  

Bulk Material: Material that is granular in nature, such as soil, demolished concrete, or 

construction/demolition waste.    

   

Concrete Vault: Concrete vaults are a type of engineered near surface disposal facility 

widely used around the world for the disposal of low-level radioactive waste (LLW). Concrete 

vaults look like large concrete boxes and a repository would be made up of a series of these. 

Each one would have its own drainage system and an 'earthen cover system' engineered 

from multiple layers of soil and with grass or other plants growing on top. This disposal 

method can be used in a wide variety of soil conditions. It is also modular in its design, which 

means that additional vaults can be added to increase its capacity as needed.   

   

Deep Borehole: Deep borehole disposal is an emerging technology for waste that requires 

isolation for more than a few hundred years. It may be suitable for the disposal of small 

volumes of intermediate-level waste (ILW). The series of narrow boreholes are created to a 

depth of about 500 to 1000 metres into which waste packages would be lowered, creating a 

stack deep underground.    

    

Deep Geological Repository (DGR):  A deep geological repository typically consists of a 

network of underground tunnels and placement rooms for radioactive waste constructed 

several hundred meters below the surface. Repositories are designed to use a system of 

multiple barriers: engineered barriers such as waste containers and natural barriers like the 

rock itself work together to contain the waste and isolate it from people and the 

environment.   

   

Disposal: The placement of radioactive waste without the intention of retrieval.    

   

Engineered Containment Mound (ECM): Engineered containment mounds are a type of 

engineered near surface disposal facility that sees waste packages placed on a waterproof 

base and then covered over with thick layers of natural materials such as clay and soil. 

Layers of synthetic materials such as high-density polyethylene are also incorporated to 

prevent release of radiation to the environment. These facilities usually have wastewater 

collection and treatment systems as well. ECM is suitable for low-level waste which will not 

reduce in volume or compact over time.    

   

High-Level Waste (HLW): High-level radioactive waste is primarily used nuclear fuel and/or 

is waste that generates significant heat via radioactive decay. HLW is associated with 

penetrating radiation, thus shielding is required. HLW also contains significant quantities of 

long-lived radionuclides necessitating long-term isolation. Placement in deep, stable 

geological formations at depths of several hundred metres or more below the surface is 

recommended for the long-term management of HLW.   

   

https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/concrete_vault_final_2021-03-23_0.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/concrete_vault_final_2021-03-23_0.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/deep_borehole_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/deep_borehole_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/deep_geologic_repository_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/deep_geologic_repository_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/engineered_containment_mound_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/engineered_containment_mound_final_2021-03-23.pdf
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Intermediate-Level Waste (ILW): Intermediate-level radioactive waste is generated 

primarily from power plants, prototype and research reactors, test facilities, and radioisotope 

manufacturers and users. ILW generally contains long-lived radionuclides in concentrations 

that require isolation and containment for periods greater than several hundred years. ILW 

needs no provision, or only limited provision, for heat dissipation during its storage and 

disposal. Due to its long-lived radionuclides, ILW generally requires a higher level of 

containment and isolation than can be provided in near surface repositories. Waste in this 

class may require disposal at greater intermediate depths of the order of tens of metres to a 

few hundred metres or more.   

   

Long-Term Management: The long-term management of radioactive nuclear waste by 

means of storage or disposal.  

  

Low-Level Waste (LLW):  Low-level radioactive waste comes from operating reactors and 

from medical, academic, industrial, and other commercial uses of radioactive materials. LLW 

contains material with radionuclide content above established clearance levels and 

exemption quantities (set out in the Nuclear Substances and Radiation Devices 

Regulations), but generally has limited amounts of long-lived activity. LLW requires isolation 

and containment for periods of up to a few hundred years. An engineered near surface 

disposal facility is typically appropriate for LLW.    

   

Radionuclide: A material with an unstable atomic nucleus that spontaneously decays or 

disintegrates, producing radiation. Nuclei are distinguished by their mass and atomic 

number.   

    

Rolling Stewardship: Rolling stewardship is an approach to managing radioactive materials 

for which there is no disposal solution in the near term. Under rolling stewardship, the 

radioactive waste is stored on the surface where human controls can safely contain, isolate, 

monitor, and secure it for many generations indefinitely i.e., roll the radioactive waste 

forward from generation to generation (a succession of stewards). This concept assumes 

that technology will eventually resolve the problem for the long-term management of the 

waste, potentially by destroying or neutralizing it.   

   

Shallow Rock Cavern: The shallow rock cavern is an engineered near surface disposal 

method sometimes used for the disposal of low-level waste, or low- and intermediate-level 

waste (LLW or L&ILW). A series of rock caverns are excavated at a nominal depth of 50 to 

100 meters below the surface in low permeability rock. They are accessed from the surface 

by a small system of ramps and tunnels   

   

Small Modular Reactors (SMR): SMRs are advanced reactors that produce electricity of up 

to 300 MW(e) per module, which is less than current power generation reactors.   

   

Waste: In the context of the What We Heard report, waste is assumed to be a radioactive 

waste unless specified otherwise (e.g., non-nuclear waste).   

   

Waste Owner: The radioactive waste owner is the organization currently responsible for the 

radioactive waste.   

  

https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/rolling_stewardship_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/rolling_stewardship_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/shallow_rock_cavern_final_2021-03-23.pdf
https://radwasteplanning.ca/sites/default/files/shallow_rock_cavern_final_2021-03-23.pdf


 62 

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

  

 

  

  

  

  

  

For more information contact:    

    

info@radwasteplanning.ca     

     

Nuclear Waste Management Organization     

22 St. Clair Avenue East,     

Fourth Floor, Toronto, ON     

M4T 2S3, Canada     

    

Telephone:  416-934-9814     

Toll-free:  1-866-249-6966     

Fax:  416-934-9526      
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