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Comments from the Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility in response to the
Discussion Paper of May 8 2026, "Getting Major Projects Built in Canada”.

The Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility (CCNR) urges the government of
Canada to reconsider its proposed plans to speed up the construction of major federal
projects in order to keep pace with trends in other countries. In particular, CCNR feels
that it is self-defeating to attempt to limit or even to eliminate the role of those outside
the regulatory apparatus when it comes to nuclear facilities, which have the potential of
causing adverse effects that are not easily confined in space or time.

While recognizing the perceived short-term economic and political advantages of
streamlining the approvals process for major projects, CCNR is also keenly aware of the
long-term negative environmental and health consequences that can result from hasty
and/or ill-considered decisions, especially in the nuclear field. Such consequences can
have disastrous social, economic and political repercussions that may dwarf any short-
term benefits.

Mikhail Gorbachev, former president of the Soviet Union, viewed the 1986 Chernobyl
disaster as a monumental human tragedy, a profound lesson on nuclear risks, and the
real catalyst for the collapse of the Soviet Union. Evidently, the social, political and
economic consequences of that nuclear disaster — the result of s few bad decisions
made in a short space of time — were monumental and devastating to the Soviet Union.
These consequences were completely out of proportion to any benefits obtained.

As noted by the Ontario Royal Commission on Electric Power Planning in its 1978
Report “A Race Against Time”:

“Assuming, for the sake of argument, that within the next forty years Canada
will have 100 operating reactors, the probability of a core meltdown might be
in the order of 1in 40 years, if the most pessimistic estimate of probability is
assumed.“(p.79, A Race Against Time)

When the Board of Directors of Ontario Hydro became concerned about the safety of
Ontario’s fleet of nuclear reactors in the mid- to late-1990s, they found it impossible to
obtain “straight answers” from either the nuclear regulator (the Atomic Energy Control
Board — or from the nuclear division of Ontario Hydro. Consequently, they hired a team
of nuclear experts from outside the country to come to Ontario and give a “report card”
on the safety of the 20 nuclear power reactors then operating in the province.
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The report card was issued in 1997, and the verdict was that Ontario’s nuclear reactors
were only “minimally acceptable” in terms of safe operation. There were thousands of
unresolved safety-related maintenance issues in the nuclear fleet and that number was
growing larger year by year. Where repairs had been made, they were too often “ad
hoc” and undocumented — to the point that no one in Ontario Hydro knew the exact
condition of any of the reactors any more. Nuclear safety in Ontario was just on the
brink of being totally unacceptable and was in danger of becoming ungovernable.

Overnight, eight of Ontario’s reactors were shut down (the four at Pickering A and the
four at Bruce A) and they stayed shut down for six years. The lengthy shutdown was an
opportunity for Hydro’s nuclear staff to get its act together and deal with the unresolved
maintenance issues while improving the safety culture of the entire nuclear division.

It is a fact of some importance that none of this was brought about by Canada’s official
regulator, but by the actions of people who were not part of the regulatory apparatus.

Similar observations apply to the lamentable state of radiation protection for uranium
mine workers in the mid-1970s. Canada’s regulator dragged its heels for decades in
implementing tighter regulatory limits on radon exposures, and it was only following a
wildcat strike by the miners and a scathing Royal Commission report (the 1976 Ham
Report) on the Health and Safey of Workers in Mines that led the regulator to adopt
much stricter controls over radiation exposures In uranium mining. The safer conditions
in uranium mines today were largely the result of actions taken by people who were not
part of the regulatory apparatus.

The same story repeats itself with the Port Hope situation. As early as 1965, Professor
Andrews from the University of Toronto reported to the regulator on many flagrantly
unsafe practices regarding radioactive waste materials from the Crown Corporation
Eldorado Nuclear Limited. Virtually nothing was done in the ensuing 10 years, until St.
Mary’s elementary school had to be evacuated in 1975 due to extraordinarily high levels
of radon gas in the school cafeteria (caused by the use of radioactive wastes from
Eldorado as construction material in the school playground and elsewhere).

Before long, hundreds of homes in Port Hope were identified with unacceptably high
radon levels, also due to the use of radium-contaminated waste in construction. The
dangers of these radioactive materials — radium, radon, and polonium — had been well
known to government authorities for over forty years. Here, for example, is a paragraph
excerpted from a 1931 report published by the Canadian Department of Mines:
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CANADA
DEPARTMENT OF MINES

INVESTIGATIONS IN ORE DRESSING AND METALLURGY
1931

OTTAWA

PRECAUTIONS FOR WORKERS IN THE
TREATMENT OF RADIUM ORES

W. R. McClelland

The hazards involved in the handling of high grade radioactive
materials make necessary the adoption of certain precautions. Recent
investigations in the field of radium poisoning have led to the conclusion
that precautions are necessary even in the handling of substances of low
radioactivity. The ingestion of small amounts of radioactive dust or
emanation over a long period of time will cause a build up of radioactive
material in the body, which eventually may have serious consequences.
lung cancer, bone necrosis and rapid anemia are possible diseases due
to deposition of radioactive substances in the cell tissue or bone struc-
ture of the body.

The ongoing $2.6 billion radioactive cleanup of dangerous radioactive waste materials
that were spread throughout the town of Port Hope, affecting the harbor, the public
beach, several ravines open to the public, several roadways, and at least 1000 homes,
has resulted in the “temporary” storage (for about 500 years) of approximately 2 million
cubic metres of long-lived radioactive and other toxic wastes in 2 large earthen mounds
located between highway 401 and Lake Ontario. This, despite an eight-year multi-
million dollar effort by the federal “Siting Task Force” to find a “willing host community”
somewhere in Ontario to receive the Port Hope wastes for permanent underground
“safe disposal” in return for suitable benefits to be bestowed on the host community. As
it happens, the Siting Task Force came up empty-handed — no other community wanted
to take the Port Hope wastes regardless of the benefits offered — so the wastes are
simply being consolidated in mounds not far out of town. The Port Hope cleanup
operation, which has been going on in some fashion since 1975, recently received a
licence extension for another ten years. None of these activities were initiated by the
CNSC, nor was the CNSC ever active in alerting the population to the danger.

Without going into too much detail, the vast improvements that have taken place in the
management of the voluminous (currently 230 million tons) long-lived toxic radioactive



wastes from uranium milling operations in Canada are largely due to persistent,
unrelenting pressure on the uranium mining companies and on Canada’s nuclear
regulator by non-governmental organizations and indigenous peoples from the 1970s to
the present. Before 1970, there had been over 30 uranium mine tailings dam failures in
the Elliot Lake region. By 1978 an Ontario government report indicated that the entire
Serpent River system (including 18 lakes) had become a “biological desert”. Without
such outside actors raising the profile of the issue, would anything have been done?

CCNR would like to caution the government of Canada that many of the proudest
achievements of its nuclear regulator, such as improved reactor safety culture, reduced
radiation exposures to workers, enhanced management of uranium mill tailings, as well
as the management of high-level radioactive wastes, have only occurred because of the
actions of other people — other government agencies, independent commissions of
inquiry, non-governmental organizations, indigenous communities. Such diversity of
views should be encouraged, not marginalized.

CCNR believes that, in a democracy, the public interest is best served when many
voices are heard and are not artificially constrained by arbitrary dictates of time. When
the decisions are not solely in the hands of regulators who have been seen (during
countless public hearings held by the CNSC) to be sharing the same identical
perspective as those whom they are regulating.

It is a sobering thought that the Japanese Diet’s report on the root causes of the 2011
Fukushima Daiichi nuclear disaster concluded that that terrible triple meltdown was, in
the final analysis, the result of collusion between the Japanese government, the industry
and the regulator. It would be tragic if the government of Canada were to repeat the
errors that led to that unprecedented catastrophe.

In 2009, over 500 workers (mostly local tradesmen) inhaled plutonium-contaminated
airborne dust for almost three weeks during the refurbishment of Bruce reactor unit 1,
before any air samples were measured to confirm the danger — despite documentation
of this particular danger from the previous year. It is an astonishing fact that no one on
the staff of Bruce Power or on the staff of CNSC was fired, suspended, fined, or in any
way reprimanded, as a result of this incident — probably the most extensive preventable
radiation exposure to workers in the history of nuclear power. Such incidents do not
bode well for the government’s plan to give greater unfettered authority to the CNSC,
relieving it of the necessity of dealing cooperatively with other agencies that are not so
closely linked to the nuclear industry. It is a sobering thought that CNSC, since its
creation in 2000, has never denied a licence for any major facility. It is also a matter of



regret that CNSC is named in the Nuclear Safety and Control Act as responsible to the
same minister whose mandate includes the promotion of nuclear facilities and uranium
mining, which is directly contrary to the explicit recommendations of the International
Atomic Energy Agency.

The Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility strongly recommends that the
government reconsider its policy proposals as outlined in its Discussion Paper of May 8,
2026.

Yours very truly,

Gordon Edwards, Ph.D., President,
Canadian Coalition for Nuclear Responsibility



