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 STAFF REPORT 

 
 
To: Council 
Subject: Written Submission on Proposed Federal Major Projects Regulatory Reform 
Meeting: Regular Meeting of Council - 15 Jun 2026 
Department: Corporate 
Staff Contact: Aaron Gullins, Chief Administrative Officer 
 
ISSUE / PURPOSE: 
To obtain Council approval to submit the Township’s comments to the Government of Canada on 
proposed major projects regulatory reforms, including changes to the federal impact assessment 
process for nuclear projects. 
 
RESOLUTION FOR CONSIDERATION: 
THAT Council approve the Township of Ignace written submission on the Government of Canada’s 
proposed major projects regulatory reforms, as written, and authorize the Chief Administrative Officer 
to submit it on behalf of the Township of Ignace. 
 
BACKGROUND: 
The Government of Canada has released a discussion paper on legislative, regulatory, and policy 
reforms intended to improve timely decision-making for major projects, including Proposal 4, which 
would transfer responsibility for impact assessments of nuclear and uranium projects from the Impact 
Assessment Agency of Canada to the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission. 
  
The Township’s proposed submission responds to that proposal from the perspective of a host 
community for a major nuclear project and states that, while efficiency and clarity are important, 
assessment rigor, independence, and public confidence must also be maintained. 
 
FINANCIAL IMPACT: 
There is no direct new financial commitment associated with approval of this report beyond regular 
administrative and advisory work required to submit the Township’s comments. 
 
ANALYSIS AND IMPACTS: 
The proposed federal reforms would significantly change the regulatory process for nuclear projects 
by transferring responsibility for impact assessments from the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada 
to the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission. 
  
For the Township of Ignace, this is important because impact assessment and nuclear licensing serve 
different functions within the federal review process. Impact assessment is intended to determine 
whether a project is in the public interest, including environmental, social, economic, health, and 
cultural effects, cumulative impacts, alternatives, climate considerations, and sustainability, while 



nuclear regulation is primarily focused on technical safety, security, and compliance over the life of a 
facility. 
  
If both functions are consolidated within a single regulator, the Township is concerned that the 
process may place greater emphasis on technical compliance and less emphasis on broader public-
interest questions that matter to host communities. 
  
The Township’s submission identifies several areas where the proposed change could have a 
significant effect on the regulatory process, including the assessment of socio-economic effects, 
cumulative effects, alternatives, and public confidence in the independence of the review. 
  
From Ignace’s perspective, socio-economic effects must be assessed with the same rigor as 
technical safety, particularly for a long-duration project that may affect housing, labour markets, 
municipal infrastructure, health services, emergency services, and community well-being over 
multiple generations. 
  
The Township is also concerned that cumulative effects analysis could be weakened if responsibility 
is transferred to a single-technology regulator, because cumulative effects require broad coordination 
across jurisdictions, sectors, and other regional development pressures. 
  
In addition, the proposed change could affect how alternatives are evaluated. A regulator focused on 
whether a specific project design can meet technical standards is not necessarily best placed to 
assess whether different approaches or alternative means may better serve the public interest. 
  
The Township’s submission also notes that public confidence in the process depends on a clear 
distinction between assessment and licensing, equal consideration of social, economic, and 
environmental factors, and a clear demonstration that public and Indigenous input can influence 
outcomes. 
  
For these reasons, the submission concludes that efficiency improvements should not come at the 
expense of rigor, independence, or public confidence, and that any reform to the federal process 
should preserve a strong and credible impact assessment function for nuclear projects. 
 
OPTIONS: 
Option 1 
Approve the submission as drafted. (recommended) 
This option allows the Township to participate in the consultation promptly, but it leaves less 
protection against any argument that a critique of the federal process could be misread as opposition 
to the Project. 
  
Option 2 
Approve the submission with minor clarifying language confirming that the Township supports the 
Project and that its comments are limited to federal process reform. 
This option preserves the substance of the Township’s position while better aligning the record with 
the Hosting Agreement’s requirements respecting project support and truthful participation in 
regulatory processes. 
  
Option 3 
Decline to submit comments. 
 



CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATIONS: 
Option 1 is recommended 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
2026-06-01 Major Projects clean 
2026-06-01 Transmission Letter- Submission to Public Consultation 
 
 
Aaron Gullins 
Prepared by: Aaron Gullins 
 
Roxanne Cox 
Submitted by: Roxanne Cox 
 
Roxanne Cox 
Approved by: Roxanne Cox 
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Consultation submission on the proposed transfer of nuclear project impact 

assessments from the Impact Assessment Agency of Canada (IAAC) to the 

Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Township of Ignace appreciates the Government of Canada’s efforts to improve 

regulatory efficiency and ensure timely decisions on major projects, as outlined in 

the discussion paper Getting Major Projects Built in Canada – Proposed Legislative, 

Regulatory, and Policy Reforms. https://www.canada.ca/en/one-canadian-

economy/services/simplifying-canada-process/engagement-supporting-timely-

decision-making/getting-major-projects-built-canada-discussion-paper-proposed-

legislative-regulatory-policy-reforms.html. (2026-05-12 As)  hostdesignated a 

community for a major nuclear project, Ignace recognizes the importance of 

regulatory clarity, predictability, and coordination. 

This submission focuses on Proposal 4, which would transfer responsibility for 

conducting impact assessments under the Impact Assessment Act (IAA) for 

nuclear and uranium projects to the CNSC from IAAC, including for certain projects 

already undergoing assessment. 

The Township wishes to clearly state at the outset of this submission that it supports 

NWMO’s Deep Geologic Repository Project and the continued efforts of the 

Nuclear Waste Management Organization to advance the Project in a responsible 

and transparent manner, which it will undoubtably undertake.  

The Township continues to act as a willing and informed host community, and 

values the working relationship that has been established with NWMO. The 

Township recognizes the significance of the Project and the importance of 

maintaining a constructive and respectful dialogue as the Project advances through 

the regulatory process. 

Through this submission, the Township of Ignace provides a series of comments 

pertaining to the Impact Assessment Process. 

Based on the Township’s earlier detailed recommendations on the Draft Tailored 

Impact Statement Guidelines (TISG) for the Deep Geological Repository (DGR) 

project, we are concerned that transferring impact assessment responsibilities to 

a lifecycle nuclear regulator risks weakening the assessment of socio-economic 

https://www.canada.ca/en/one-canadian-economy/services/simplifying-canada-process/engagement-supporting-timely-decision-making/getting-major-projects-built-canada-discussion-paper-proposed-legislative-regulatory-policy-reforms.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/one-canadian-economy/services/simplifying-canada-process/engagement-supporting-timely-decision-making/getting-major-projects-built-canada-discussion-paper-proposed-legislative-regulatory-policy-reforms.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/one-canadian-economy/services/simplifying-canada-process/engagement-supporting-timely-decision-making/getting-major-projects-built-canada-discussion-paper-proposed-legislative-regulatory-policy-reforms.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/one-canadian-economy/services/simplifying-canada-process/engagement-supporting-timely-decision-making/getting-major-projects-built-canada-discussion-paper-proposed-legislative-regulatory-policy-reforms.html
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effects, cumulative impacts, alternatives, and broader public-interest 

considerations that are central to host-community decision-making. 

From Ignace’s perspective, impact assessment and nuclear regulation serve 

fundamentally different purposes. Efficiency gains should not come at the expense 

of assessment rigor, public confidence, or the ability of host communities to 

meaningfully evaluate long-term risks, benefits, and alternatives. We therefore 

recommend maintaining IAAC’s role in impact assessment for this nuclear project, 

or establishing strong safeguards if any transfer proceeds. 
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1. CONTEXT AND PROPOSED CHANGE 

The Major Project Office’s discussion paper proposes that the CNSC become the 

single authority responsible for impact assessments of nuclear and uranium 

projects under the IAA. Under this model, the CNSC would assess whether a 

project would cause significant adverse federal effects and would refer projects 

with significant effects to the Governor in Council for a public-interest decision. 

The stated objectives: streamlining reviews, reducing duplication, and accelerating 

decision-making, are understandable. However, from the standpoint of a host 

community facing a multi-generational nuclear project, the quality, independence, 

and scope of the impact assessment process are as important as its efficiency. 

2. DISTINCTION BETWEEN IMPACT ASSESSMENT AND NUCLEAR 

REGULATION 

In our submission, TISG Ignace of Township the emphasized Ignace the

importance of a clear separation between assessing whether a project should 

proceed and regulating how it is licensed and operated. 

• Impact assessment: led by IAAC, is designed to evaluate whether a project 

is in the public interest, considering environmental, social, economic, health, 

and cultural effects; cumulative impacts; alternatives; climate change and 

sustainability. 

• Nuclear regulation: led by the CNSC, is designed to ensure that licensed 

facilities requirements compliance and meet safety, nuclear security, 

throughout their lifecycle. 

These are complementary but distinct functions. Assigning both roles to a single 

institution risk narrowing the assessment lens and prioritizing technical compliance 

over broader public-interest considerations that are critical to host communities. 

3. KEY CONCERNS FROM IGNACE’S PERSPECTIVE 

3.1 Socio-Economic and Community Effects 

In our TISG recommendations, Ignace stressed that socio-economic effects must 

be assessed with the same rigor as technical safety and that negotiated benefits 

and relationship-based commitments are not treated as a substitute for the 

identification, assessment, mitigation, monitoring, and follow-up of project-specific 

socio-economic effects within the federal regulatory process.  

For long-duration nuclear projects, this includes impacts on: 
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• Community well-being and social cohesion 

• Housing market conditions, municipal service pressures, infrastructure 

use, healthcare and emergency services capacity 

• Labour markets and long-term economic resilience 

The CNSC’s mandate and expertise are primarily technical. While it considers 

environmental effects, it is not institutionally designed to lead comprehensive 

socio-economic analysis at the community and regional level. From Ignace’s 

perspective, assigning this role to a technical regulator risks diminishing the depth 

and credibility of socio-economic assessment for host communities. 

3.2 Cumulative Effects and Regional Context 

Ignace’s TISG submission highlighted the importance of cumulative effects 

assessment, particularly in regions experiencing multiple development pressures 

(e.g. major new roads, new mines and forestry activity). Cumulative impacts extend 

beyond a single facility and include interactions with: 

• Existing and future infrastructure development 

• Regional land use and resource activities 

• Demands on municipal and regional services 

• Long-term environmental and social change 

Effective cumulative effects assessment requires coordination across federal 

departments, provinces, Indigenous governments, and regions. IAAC was created 

to fulfill this coordinating role. A single-technology nuclear regulator does not have 

the reach to assess cumulative regional effects comprehensively. 

3.3 Alternatives Assessment and Design Choices 

Ignace has consistently emphasized that alternatives analysis must be meaningful, 

including: 

• Alternative means of carrying out the project (e.g., design and access 

options) 

• Alternative technologies or configurations 

A licensing regulator is inherently oriented toward determining whether a project 

can meet technical standards. For example, specifically assessing NWMO’s Project 

Description as submitted vs assessing alternative methods of carrying out the 
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project). From Ignace’s perspective, asking the same body to assess whether 

fundamentally different approaches would better serve the public interest creates 

a structural tension that undermines the credibility of alternatives assessment. 

3.4 Safety Culture, Public Confidence, and Legitimacy 

In our TISG recommendations, Ignace emphasized the importance of nuclear 

safety culture and defence-in-depth, alongside transparency and public trust. For 

host communities, confidence in the assessment process depends on: 

• Independence between assessment and licensing 

• Equal weight given to social, economic, and environmental considerations 

• Clear demonstration that public and Indigenous input can influence 

outcomes 

Consolidating assessment and regulation within a single body risk creating 

perceptions, whether justified or not, that public-interest considerations are 

secondary to licensing objectives. For nuclear projects with long-term societal 

implications, maintaining public confidence is essential. 

4. ALIGNMENT WITH PRACTITIONER AND GOVERNANCE EXPERIENCE 

Ignace’s concerns align with broader experience in impact-assessment and 

regulatory governance. Best practice consistently supports: 

• Separation of impact assessment from sector-specific regulation 

• Independent, multidisciplinary assessment capacity 

• Robust cumulative effects and alternatives analysis 

• Assessment processes that build, rather than erode, public trust 

Who defines the high-level nuclear waste management concept, who finds a site 

for the deep geologic concept and who assesses, regulates and approves the 

facility has been a core matter of discussion for many years.   

In the 1960s and 1970’s responsibilities for nuclear fuel waste management were 

divided between Ontario Hydro and nuclear utilities (ownership and how and where 

to store the waste) and Atomic Energy of Canada Limited (AECL) (siting and 

acceptability of the disposal concept). While the Atomic Energy Control Board 

(AECB) was the regulator and was responsible of licensing, the Hare Commission 

(1977) pointed out that the AECB had not published licensing guidelines for 

repositories. US, Canadian and Ontario environmental assessment legislation had 
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only recently been passed, the AECB had no experience in environmental impact 

assessment. 

In 1978, the Uffen Report stressed the importance of addressing socio-economic 

matters related to high-level nuclear waste management. Twelve socio-economic 

criteria were identified. Uffen stated that overlapping and confusing jurisdiction of 

Federal regulation and regulators was part of the nuclear waste management 

problem.  

In the 1980s the Select Committee of Ontario Hydro Affairs pointed to, among 

many recommendations, the vagueness and confusion about which Federal and 

Provincial agencies make nuclear decisions and the role of AECB as the regulator. 

At the time the AECB did not have the power to hold formal public hearings. 

In the mid-1980s, AECB issued regulatory document R-71 which clarified 

regulatory roles, responsibilities and the role of AECB in licensing. An Interagency 

Review Committee (IRC) was formed comprised of the AECB, Environment Canada 

and the Ontario Ministry of the Environment. Their terms of reference (March 1982) 

included, recommending to AECB the acceptability of the deep geologic disposal 

concept, coordinating agency review and recommending a public hearing process. 

Environment took Environment the of and Ontario the Canada Ministry 

responsibility for socio-economic issues, that were seen to be important. 

The need to properly define, who regulates and who assesses continued to be top 

of mind. The 1988 Standing Committee on Environment and Forestry confirmed 

the need for a combined Ontario Ministry of the Environment and Environment 

Canada review working together with the AECB. The subsequent Standing 

Committee on Energy, Mines and Resources (1988) pointed to AECB public 

engagement practices as being problematic. It was not conceived by either 

Committee that the analysis would be conducted by the nuclear regulator. 

“On May 31, 2000, the Nuclear Safety and Control Act replaced the Atomic Energy 

and Control Act and the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) was 

established. [Among other powers] the new act provided the CNSC with the 

authority to regulate the development, production and use of nuclear energy and 

the production, possession and use of nuclear substances, prescribed equipment 

and prescribed information in Canada”. (https://www.cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca/eng/about-

us/history) 

While the CNSC does well in engaging the public, it is apparent from the foregoing, 

that the conclusions reached by decades Commissions and Inquiries, in terms of 

https://www.cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca/eng/about-us/history
https://www.cnsc-ccsn.gc.ca/eng/about-us/history
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the importance of assessing and evaluating socio-economic issues are not 

addressed by the proposed Major Project Office legislative, regulatory and policy 

reforms.   

5. RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on its experience as a host community and building on our prior TISG 

recommendations, the Township of Ignace respectfully offers the following

recommendations: 

Recommendation 1 – Maintain IAAC’s Role for Nuclear Impact Assessments 

Retain IAAC’s responsibility for impact assessments of nuclear and uranium 

projects to ensure independent, multidisciplinary evaluation of socio-economic 

effects, cumulative impacts, and alternatives. 

Recommendation 2 – Improve Efficiency through Coordination, not 

Consolidation 

Enhance efficiency by strengthening integrated assessment processes, including 

concurrent reviews, clear timelines, and defined roles: IAAC leading public-interest 

assessment and CNSC leading technical nuclear safety review. 

Recommendation 3 – If Transfer Proceeds, Establish Clear Safeguards 

If assessment responsibility is transferred, minimum safeguards should include 

independent socio-economic and cumulative effects analysis, independent 

alternatives assessment, enhanced Indigenous and community involvement, and 

explicit assurance nonthat -t in weight equalcarry echnical considerations 

public-interest determinations. 

6. CONCLUSION 

Ignace supports the Government of Canada’s objective of timely decision-making. 

However, for nuclear projects assessment, rigor, independence, and public

confidence are essential. 

Transferring impact assessment responsibilities to a lifecycle nuclear regulator risk 

weakening the consideration of issues that matter most to host communities. 

Ignace therefore urges the Government to maintain IAAC’s role in nuclear project 

impact assessment while pursuing efficiency through improved coordination rather 

than consolidation. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 
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Aaron Gullins 
Chief Administrative Officer 
Township of Ignace 
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PREVIOUS REPORTS 

REPORT 1: Township of Ignace, Recommendations for Impact Assessment Arising 
from The Review of The Initial Project Description (IPD) submitted February 3, 2026. 

REPORT 2: The Township of Ignace’s Review of NWMO’s Response to the IAAC and 
CNSC Summary of Issues submitted April 15, 2026.  

REPORT 3: Township of Ignace, Recommendations for Amendments to The Tailored 
Impact Statement Guidelines, May 10, 2026 

  



 

 

June 2, 2026 

Submission to the dedicated engagement in-box 

 

Subject: Submission to Public Consultation – Getting Major Projects Built in 

Canada 

 

Dear Sir or Madam,  

 

Please find attached the Township of Ignace’s submission to the public consultation 

on Getting Major Projects Built in Canada – Proposed Legislative, Regulatory, and 

Policy Reforms. As a host community for a major nuclear project, Ignace wishes to 

share impact nuclearof transfer project the on perspectives its proposed

assessments to the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission, informed by the 

Township’s StatementImpact Tailored Draft the recommendationsprior on 

Guidelines. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input as these proposed reforms are 

considered. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Aaron Gullins 

Township of Ignace 

mailto:engagement.mobilisation@pco-bcp.gc.ca
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