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Government of Canada 
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Transport Canada 
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330 Sparks Street  
Ottawa, ON K1A 0N5 
 
Via email:  engagement@pco-bcp.gc.ca            June 7, 2026 
 
RE:  Environment North’s Response to the Government of Canada’s Getting Major Projects  

Built in Canada: Discussion Paper on Proposed Legislative, Regulatory, and Policy Reforms 
 
Environment North appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Government of Canada’s Getting 
Major Projects Built in Canada: Discussion Paper on Proposed Legislative, Regulatory, and Policy 
Reforms (“Discussion Paper”).1 
 
Environment North is a registered charitable organization based in Thunder Bay, Ontario. Our mandate is 
to benefit the community by protecting the environment and increasing the public's understanding of 
environmental issues. This organization works to improve and protect ecological sustainability and the 
socio-economic well-being of Northwestern Ontario through leadership, research, partnerships, education, 
advocacy, information and capacity building. 
 
Please find Environment North’s detailed comments enclosed, together with our previous submissions on 
nuclear project assessment and nuclear waste management, attached as Appendices A and B. In summary, 
Environment North recommends that the Government of Canada:  

1. Reject the proposal to make the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (“CNSC”) the single project 
authority for nuclear and nuclear waste projects; 

2. Confirm that all related nuclear project impact assessments (“IA”), including ongoing assessments in 
the Planning Phase under the Impact Assessment Act (“IAA”), will remain with the Impact 
Assessment Agency of Canada (“Agency”); 

3. Exclude all nuclear and uranium projects, including transportation corridors, from the Project of 
National Interest (“PONI”) list, Federal Economic Zones (“FEZ”), or other mechanism that could 
pre-approve, streamline, or fast-track a project before a full IA is complete; and 

 
1 Government of Canada, “Getting Major Projects Built in Canada: Discussion Paper on Proposed Legislative, 
Regulatory, and Policy Reforms” (12 May 2026) [Discussion Paper]. 
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4. Preserve or strengthen meaningful public participation safeguards in nuclear-related decision-
making, including but not limited to public comment periods, participant funding, access to 
information, and hearing opportunities. 

 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
___________________ 
Allison Farrish 
President, Environment North 
ajfarris@lakeheadu.ca 
 

cc:  Jenna Brunt, Legal Counsel  
jenna@naturesdefence.ca  
 
Kerrie Blaise, Legal Counsel 
kerrie@naturesdefence.ca  
 
Contact, Major Projects Office 
info@mgp-bgp.gc.ca  
 

 Sean Carriere, Major Projects Office 
Sean.Carriere@mpo-bgp.gc.ca 
  
Hon. Steven MacKinnon, Minister of Transport  
tc.ministeroftransport-ministredestransports.tc@tc.gc.ca  
 
Terence Hubbard, President, IAAC 
Terence.Hubbard@iaac-aeic.gc.ca  
 
Brent Parker, Director General, Review Panels and Regional / Strategic Assessment, IAAC 
brent.parker@iaac-aeic.gc.ca  
 
Karen Prince, Consultation Operations Manager, IAAC 
Karen.Prince@iaac-aeic.gc.ca  

 
Laurie Swami, President and CEO, NWMO 
lswami@nwmo.ca 

  

mailto:kanisha@naturesdefence.ca
mailto:kerrie@naturesdefence.ca
mailto:info@mgp-bgp.gc.ca
mailto:Sean.Carriere@mpo-bgp.gc.ca
mailto:tc.ministeroftransport-ministredestransports.tc@tc.gc.ca
mailto:Terence.Hubbard@iaac-aeic.gc.ca
mailto:brent.parker@iaac-aeic.gc.ca
mailto:Karen.Prince@iaac-aeic.gc.ca


  

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS  

I.  INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................................... 3 
II.  CONCERNS WITH THE PROPOSALS ............................................................................................ 4 

1.  The “One Project Decision” proposal risks replacing IAs with permit-based mitigation ................. 4 
2.  The CNSC is not a capable authority for nuclear and uranium project impact assessments ............. 4 
3.  Ongoing nuclear projects in the Planning Phase must remain with the Agency ............................... 5 
4.  Nuclear projects must not be fast-tracked through PONIs or similar mechanisms ........................... 6 
5.  Public Participation must not be weakened by the proposals and compressed timelines .................. 6 
6.  Federal Economic Zones must not apply to nuclear projects, including nuclear waste repositories . 7 

III.  CONCLUSION ..................................................................................................................................... 7 

APPENDIX A – Environment North Response to NWMO’s Initial Project Description – Deep 
Geological Repository (IAAC Reference No. 88774), dated February 4, 2026 

APPENDIX B – Environment North’s Response to the Draft Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines and 
Draft Public Participation Plan – Deep Geological Repository (IAAC Reference No. 88774), dated May 
8, 2026 

 
  



  

 

Review of the Government of Canada’s “Getting Major Projects Built in 
Canada: Discussion Paper on Proposed Legislative, Regulatory, and Policy Reforms” 

 
June 7, 2026  

 
I.  EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  
 
Environment North has a long-standing interest in the regulation and assessment of nuclear projects and 
nuclear waste management in Canada, including the proposed Deep Geological Repository (“DGR”) for 
Canada’s used high-level nuclear fuel.  
 
Environment North’s direct interest in the Discussion Paper is grounded in decades of sustained public 
engagement on nuclear waste issues in Northwestern Ontario. The following submissions, while not 
exhaustive, reflect the extent of our interest and involvement. We ask that they be incorporated into the 
federal government's review and forthcoming ‘What We Heard’ report:  

● Environment North Response to NWMO’s Initial Project Description – Deep Geological 
Repository (IAAC Reference No. 88774), attached as Appendix A.  

● Environment North’s Response to the Draft Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines and Draft 
Public Participation Plan – Deep Geological Repository (IAAC Reference No. 88774), attached 
as Appendix B. 

 
As a preliminary matter, the Discussion Paper does not set out an exhaustive list of proposed legislative, 
regulatory, and policy changes. This limits our ability, as well as the public’s ability, to understand the 
true implications of the proposed reforms and to provide informed comments. Due to the limited time 
period provided to review and respond to these sweeping proposals, our comments below focus primarily 
on the implications of the proposed reforms for nuclear-related projects. These comments are provided 
without prejudice to Environment North’s position that the proposals ought to be withdrawn in their 
entirety, and we retain the right to provide supplemental and more detailed submissions as further 
information becomes available.  
 
Environment North submits that the Discussion Paper’s proposals will significantly weaken, rather than 
improve, the federal impact assessment process for nuclear projects. In their current form, the proposed 
approach for nuclear-related projects would undermine the Discussion Paper’s stated objectives of 
“maintaining strong environmental protections and respecting the rights of Indigenous peoples.”2 In 
particular, the proposals would: 

● Shift the lead of nuclear-related IA away from the Agency toward the CNSC, despite the CNSC’s 
narrower mandate and lack of expertise in IA law;  

● Prioritize permitting and mitigation over complete IAs, reinforcing a “deal with the consequences 
later” approach designed to move projects forward rather than determining whether they should 
proceed at all;  

 
2 Discussion Paper at 2.  



  

 

● Create more uncertainty for ongoing nuclear projects in the Planning Phase under the Impact 
Assessment Act (“IAA”), including unanswered questions about the treatment of work already 
complete, future public participation and funding; assessment scope and timelines, and related 
procedural safeguards; 

● Reduce meaningful public participation in nuclear decision-making by compressing timelines and 
weakening transparency; and 

● Exclude nuclear-related projects from necessary and precautionary impact assessment through 
permit mitigation, PONIs, Federal Economic Zones, or other fast-tracking or pre-approval 
mechanisms.  

 
Nuclear projects are uniquely long-term, high-consequence, and intergenerational, requiring the highest 
level of independent, precautionary, public, and rights-based impact assessments. We remind the 
Government of Canada that it must not be used as a vehicle for advancing “investor certainty” through 
streamlining, pre-approval, permit substitution, or regulator-led assessments.  
 
II.  CONCERNS WITH THE PROPOSALS 
 
1.  The “One Project Decision” proposal risks replacing impact assessment with permit-based  

mitigation 
 
The Discussion Paper proposes changes to ensure that federal IAs and permit reviews occur concurrently, 
with federal review and decision-making completed in no more than one year. It also proposes that a 
single federal decision document could include all federal decisions required for a project to proceed.3  
 
Environment North is concerned that this proposal would undermine the integrity and purpose of an IA  
by shifting federal review toward a permit-based model. It is our understanding that permits are inherently 
mitigation-focused as they generally assume that a project will proceed and then identify mitigation 
measures to manage resulting impacts. In contrast, IAs are intended to assess, before key decisions are 
made, whether a project is necessary, what purpose it serves, what alternatives exist, and whether adverse 
impacts can be avoided, among other considerations. Notably, these questions are designed to assess 
whether a project should proceed at all, not merely how impacts should be managed once approval is 
assumed.  
 
Recommendation No. 1: The Government of Canada must ensure that the “One Project Decision” 
proposal does not replace or narrow the impact assessment through increased reliance on permit-based 
mitigation. The Government must also ensure that robust processes are in place to determine whether a 
project is necessary, what purpose it serves, what reasonable alternatives exist, whether adverse impacts 
can be avoided, and whether the project should proceed at all – the hallmarks of IA.  
 
2.  The CNSC is not a capable authority for nuclear and uranium project impact assessments 
 
The Discussion Paper states that, “to give investors more confidence in the project decision process, the 
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Government of Canada is proposing to assign responsibility for certain projects to the federal organization 
with the most expertise.”4 For nuclear and uranium projects, this would mean that the CNSC would 
handle reviews under the IAA.”5 Moreover, CNSC would also determine whether the project would cause 
significant negative federal effects.6  
 
Environment North rejects this proposal in its entirety. First, investor confidence cannot be the guiding 
principle for nuclear-related IAs. The IAA was created to ensure transparent and precautionary decision-
making that protects the environment, respects Indigenous rights, supports public confidence, and 
assesses whether projects are in the public interest. The transfer of leadership of nuclear impact 
assessments to the CNSC creates an appearance that the federal government is changing the decision-
maker to make approval more likely, rather than ensuring that nuclear projects are independently, 
rigorously, and publicly assessed before any decision is made.  
 
Second, the federal government must not confuse nuclear licensing expertise with IA and consultation 
expertise. While CNSC may have technical expertise in nuclear licensing, that expertise is far removed 
from the broader requirements of the IAA, including alternatives assessment, cumulative effects, 
sustainability, health and socio-economic effects, Indigenous rights, and public participation, among other 
considerations.  
 
The CNSC’s lack of IA expertise is especially concerning because the proposal would allow the CNSC to 
determine whether a nuclear or uranium project would cause significant adverse federal effects – a central 
impact assessment determination. Even where CNSC determines that significant adverse federal effects 
are likely, a CNSC-led review risks narrowing or mischaracterizing those effects before the project is 
referred to the Governor in Council for a public-interest decision. 
 
Third, the CNSC is not a nuclear impact assessment body. It is a lifecycle regulator responsible only for 
licensing and regulating the nuclear activities under review. Moreover, the proposal does not align with 
CNSC’s existing mandate under the Nuclear Safety and Control Act.7 
 
Fourth, the CNSC is too closely aligned with the nuclear industry and lacks credibility as an impartial 
assessment body. For example, the CNSC has never denied a licensing application and is known for 
excluding the public from hearings. The CNSC is also perceived as being led by industry insiders and 
promoting nuclear projects. These concerns create an inherent risk of institutional bias in a CNSC-led IA 
process.  
 
Recommendation No. 2: The Government of Canada must reject the proposal to make CNSC the single 
project authority for nuclear and uranium projects. All nuclear-related IAs – including assessments for the 
proposed DGR – must remain Agency-led.  
 
 

 
4 Discussion Paper at 3. 
5 Discussion Paper at 3. 
6 Discussion Paper at 3-4. 
7 Nuclear Safety and Control Act, S.C. 1997, c. 9. 



  

 

3.  Ongoing nuclear projects in the Planning Phase must remain with the Agency 
 
The Discussion Paper states that, for nuclear projects already in progress, projects still in the planning 
phase, the decision will shift to the CNSC.8 
 
The proposed transition creates significant uncertainty for ongoing nuclear assessments, including the 
proposed DGR. Public participants, Indigenous communities and Nations, non-profit organizations, and 
other interested parties have already invested time and resources in the existing Agency-led process. 
However, the Discussion Paper does not explain how existing comments, submissions, and IA materials –  
including the draft Tailored Impact Statement Guidelines and Public Participation Plan – would be 
affected if the project is shifted to the CNSC. The Discussion Paper also does not explain how 
participation funding would be affected, whether there will still be a review panel, how timelines will be 
changed, or whether public participation would be equivalent to what was proposed under the current 
process. Far from improving efficiency or clarity, transitioning ongoing nuclear assessments to a CNSC-
led process disrupts a well-established Agency-led process. 
 
Moreover, the Discussion paper does not explain why the existing Agency-led integrated assessment 
process is ineffective or inefficient. There is no justification for disrupting ongoing nuclear assessments 
and shifting them to a regulator-led process, particularly where doing so would undermine the very 
efficiency, clarity, and predictability the Discussion Paper claims to promote.  
 
Recommendation No. 3: Ongoing nuclear projects in the Planning Phase under the IAA, including the 
proposed DGR, must remain within the existing Agency-led IA process, with existing timelines, public 
participation opportunities, participant funding, review panel availability, and procedural safeguards 
preserved or strengthened.  
 
4.  Nuclear projects must not be fast-tracked through PONIs or similar mechanisms 
 
In 2025, the Government of Canada committed to making decisions on major projects within two years 
under the “One Project, One Review” framework. The Discussion Paper now proposes changes to 
streamline federal processes for PONIs in furtherance of that commitment. One of these proposed 
changes includes “[a]uthorizing the Minister of One Canadian Economy to adjust environmental 
conditions for projects of national interest, when needed” (emphasis added).9 
 
Environment North submits that PONI lists and similar fast-track mechanisms must not apply to nuclear 
or uranium projects, including the proposed DGR. These mechanisms would be inappropriate because 
they risk creating a presumption that a project will proceed before a full Agency-led IA is complete.  
 
In the context of the proposed DGR, a fast-tracking mechanism would be especially inappropriate given 
the project’s novelty, scale, duration, and potential for long-lived and irreversible effects on the 
environment, human health, communities, and Indigenous rights. As a first-of-its-kind nuclear waste 

 
8 Discussion Paper at 4. 
9 Discussion Paper at 5. 



  

 

project in Canada, the proposed DGR requires a careful, independent, and precautionary assessment– not 
a fast-tracked process designed to accelerate approvals.  
 
Recommendation No. 4: The Government of Canada must prohibit nuclear and uranium projects from 
being added to a PONI list or similar mechanism that could avoid, narrow, fast-track, or create a 
presumption of approval before a full Agency-led IA is complete.   
 
5.  Public Participation must not be weakened by the proposals and compressed timelines  
 
The Discussion Paper’s emphasis on streamlining and compressed timelines raises serious concerns about 
whether public participation will remain meaningful under the proposed regime.  
 
Meaningful public participation requires that the public and all potentially affected communities be 
provided with timely, accessible information and meaningful opportunities to ask questions, understand 
all potential effects, and have their concerns considered before key decisions are made. This principle is 
central to the IAA and is particularly important in the context of nuclear projects and the proposed DGR. 
 
Environment North is concerned that the proposals, including CNSC-led assessments and compressed 
timelines, would significantly impede the public’s ability to participate in nuclear-related assessments. It 
is well established that nuclear projects involve significant, long-term environmental, cumulative, social, 
health, and economic risks. The proposed changes would exacerbate these concerns by reducing time, 
forum, and the necessary procedural safeguards to ensure that the public understands and can respond to 
those risks before key decisions are made. Given the seriousness of the potential impacts, public 
participation safeguards must be robust, accessible, and proportionate to the risks at issue.  
 
Recommendation No. 5: The Government of Canada must ensure that any project subject to compressed 
timelines, concurrent permit reviews, permit substitutions, or regulator-led processes provides public 
participation opportunities that are equal to or greater than those available under the existing Agency-led 
IA process.  
 
Recommendation No. 6: Compressed timelines must not reduce public comment periods, participant 
funding, access to information, public hearing opportunities, transparency, or any other mechanisms 
necessary to ensure meaningful public participation.   
 
6.  Federal Economic Zones must not apply to nuclear projects, including nuclear waste  

repositories 
 
The Discussion Paper is proposing legislation to create FEZs, which would cover areas such as 
“transportation corridors, telecommunications networks, energy production and transmission, and 
industrial regions” (emphasis added).10  
 
Environment North strongly opposes the application of FEZs to nuclear facilities, uranium projects, 
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nuclear transportation corridors, or nuclear waste projects, including the proposed DGR. These projects 
carry long-term, high-risk, and far-reaching consequences that require the most scrutiny. These concerns 
cannot be adequately addressed through pre-approval zones, permit conditions, or mechanisms that would 
otherwise remove the need for separate project-level review.  
 
This is particularly important for the proposed DGR, whose implications would extend beyond the host 
site to communities near existing reactor sites, communities along transportation routes, and communities 
downstream of the proposed site or transportation routes.  
 
Recommendation No. 7: Nuclear facilities, uranium projects, nuclear transportation corridors, and 
nuclear waste projects must be expressly excluded from FEZ designation or any related pre-approval, 
exclusionary, or fast-tracking mechanisms.  
 
III.  CONCLUSION 
 
Environment North is deeply concerned with the Discussion Paper prioritizing investor certainty, 
accelerated approvals, and streamlined permitting over environmental protection, public participation, 
rigorous impact assessment, and Indigenous rights.  
 
As set out above, nuclear and uranium projects have long-term, high-risk, and far-reaching concerns for 
the environment, human health, public safety, and future generations – concerns that cannot be addressed 
through compressed timelines, pre-approval mechanisms, permit conditions, or regulator-led assessments. 
Environment North therefore urges the Government of Canada to reject the proposed CNSC-led model 
for nuclear and uranium projects and maintain Agency leadership over all nuclear-related impact 
assessments.  
 
Environment North further calls on the Government of Canada to immediately halt any legislative, 
regulatory, or policy action that would bring these proposals into law. Any future reform must expressly 
exclude nuclear and uranium projects from PONI lists, FEZs, or similar fast-tracking mechanisms, while 
maintaining or strengthening public-participation safeguards and rigorous federal impact-assessment 
requirements. 
 
 
 
 


