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Outline of April — June 2005 Activities

Throughout the past three months, ITK staff members, with the help of the National
Task Force Members of the Inuit Land Claim Organizations, have been actively
engaged in the finalizing of the four Regional Inuit-Specific Dialogues on the Long-
Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste.

The particulars of ITK’s recent activities in the wrap-up of these dialogues will be
addressed as follows:

1. Review of Inuit Perspectives on the NWMO Draft Study Report titled ‘Choosing
A Way Forward — The Future Management of Canada’s Used Nuclear Fuel’

2. Preparation of the ITK Draft and Final Report on the Inuit Perspective on the
Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada;
3. Next Steps.

1. Review of Inuit Perspectives on the NWMO Draft Study Report
titled ‘Choosing A Way Forward — The Future Management of
Canada’s Used Nuclear Fuel’

ITK staff members, in coordination with an external consultant have initiated and
nearly completed the review of the NWMO Draft Study Report titled ‘Choosing A
Way Forward — The Future Management of Canada’s Used Nuclear Fuel’. This
review is expected to be completed on July 29, 2005 and will subsequently be
submitted to the NWMO.

2. Preparation of the ITK Draft and Final Report on the Inuit
Perspective on the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel
Waste in Canada

The development and production of a draft of the ‘Final Report on the National Inuit-
Specific Dialogues on the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada
- Determining the National Inuit-Specific Perspective’ was initiated early in the
spring of 2005. This included compilation of the four regional reports, as well as the
creation of a first draft of the final report. This draft final report was circulated at the
National Taskforce Meeting, which took place in Ottawa on March 7-8, 2005.

At that point in time, the members of the National Taskforce on the Inuit-Specific
Dialogues on the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada provided
ITK staff members with their preliminary feedback and instructions with regards to
the future development of this document. From April until early in June 2005 ITK
staff members continued with the development of this document using this feedback
and instructions. Resulting drafts were repeatedly circulated with the National



Taskforce members via e-mail for editing and preliminary approval to present this
item to ITK’s Board of Directors for the June 2005 ITK Board of Directors meeting.

Final follow-up was conducted and preliminary approval was received from the
National Taskforce members via phone prior to the June 9-10, 2005 meeting of the
ITK Board of Directors. As a result, this document was presented to the ITK Board
of Directors at the June 2005 Board of Directors where it was approved (please see
Appendix A for the final document). A formal resolution by the ITK Board of
Directors regarding the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada
was also developed and passed at that time (please see Appendix B).

3. Next Steps

In the upcoming months the activities by ITK staff members will include, but will not
be limited to the following items.

e Continue the development, production and distribution of Inuit perspectives
on the NWMO Draft Study Report;

e Finalize and submit the review of the NWMO Draft Study Report titled
‘Choosing A Way Forward — The Future Management of Canada’s Used
Nuclear Fuel’;

e Continue communications activities on the ITK final report titled ‘Final
Report on the National Inuit-Specific Dialogues on the Long-Term
Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada - Determining the National
Inuit-Specific Perspective’;

e Disseminated the ITK final report to all stakeholders.
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Introduction:

On November 15, 2002 the Nuclear Fuel Waste (NFW) Act was brought into force by
the Federal Government. The NFW Act was passed to confirm that the Government
of Canada was meeting its responsibilities regarding the Long-Term Management of
Nuclear Fuel Waste and set in motion the processes necessary for the successful
implementation of the Act. The NFW Act was developed as a result of extensive
consultation with the public and stakeholders by the Government of Canada in 1996
and 1998. In 1998 the Government of Canada Response to the Seaborn Panel, the
Government further included that it would undertake a participation process for
Canada’s Aboriginal peoples.

In discussions with the Nuclear Waste Management Organizations (NWMO) and
Natural Resources Canada (NRCan) representatives, ITK staff members had
underlined the fundamental importance of Inuit becoming involved in the formation
and development of management options that are required by the Nuclear Fuel Waste
(NFW) Act. It was expressed that it is essential that a comprehensive public dialogue
with Inuit is conducted in order to develop long-term management approach options,
which will be included in the NWMO submission to the Minister of Natural
Resources Canada on November 15, 2005. It was furthermore stated that it is of great
importance that this dialogue takes place in a relevant, meaningful, and culturally
appropriate way that takes into account the remoteness, as well as language needs of
Inuit communities that must be consulted throughout this process.

In the past, Inuit have been opposed to the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel
Waste in the Canadian Arctic. The need had remained, however, to dialogue with
and educate Inuit regarding the possible benefits or effects that will accompany the
Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste. Of particular interest to Inuit is, for
example, the risk of transboundary problems associated with the Long-Term
Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste. In order to put together the Inuit perspective on
this matter, ITK held dialogues in the four Inuit land claim regions (Nunavut,
Inuvialuit Settlement Region, Nunavik and Nunatsiavut). As a result, ITK proposed
and is currently in the final stages of a three-year national dialogue process within the
four Inuit Land Claims Regions on the issue of the Long-Term Management of
Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada, as mandated in section 12(7) of Bill C-27. These
dialogues took place in the following locations.

Igaluit (Nunavut) - November 9-10, 2004
Inuvik (Inuvialuit Settlement Region) November 17-18, 2004
Kuujjuag (Nunavik/northern Québec) January 27-28, 2005
Makkovik (Nunatsiavut/Labrador) February 9-10, 2005
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Throughout these national dialogues, ITK staff emphasized to the participants of each
of the regional Inuit-Specific Dialogues that ITK does not endorse any of the
proposed approaches to Nuclear Fuel Waste management. Rather, these dialogues
were intended to provide Inuit in Canada with information on the issue of the Long-
Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste, as well as to ensure that Inuit can have a



voice in the dialogue process, which is currently in its final stages. This stance was
adopted to act in tandem with the already existing resolutions that were issued by
both the Inuit Circumpolar Conference (ICC), in 1977, and in 1997 by Nunavut
Tunngavik Incorporated (NTI) on this subject matter. These resolutions (please see
Appendices D and E) outline ICC’s and NTI’s opposition to the storage/disposal of
any type of chemical, biological and specifically nuclear waste in the Arctic.

It is important to note here that clear overlaps existed with regard to the information
provided (please see Appendix B for the presentations provided at each of the Inuit-
Specific Dialogues) at the National Inuit-Specific Dialogues and the expectations
participants had of these dialogues. It is, however, also important to note that some
questions, expectations and comments, although on related subjects, did fall outside
of structure of these dialogues (see Appendix A) as no information on the subject of
the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada had previously been
available in the four Inuit land claims regions prior to the dialogues which were
conducted by ITK staff during the 2004-2005 term.

Description/Logistics of the Dialogues

Throughout 2004-2005, ITK, with the help of the National Task Force Members of
the Inuit land claims organizations, has been actively engaged in the organization,
coordination and execution of the National Inuit-Specific Dialogues on the Long-
Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada.

The four Inuit-Specific Dialogues were very well received in each of the Inuit land
claims regions. The participants of each of the dialogues were happy with the level of
relevant information that was provided (in the form of information packages and
expert presentations that were held during each of the Inuit-Specific Dialogues) on
this subject, the translation of the documents provided, as well as with the general
coordination that was necessary in order to conduct these dialogues effectively and
efficiently.

Difficulties did, however, arise with respect to the logistical arrangements of the
NWMO experts. Although the meeting dates and locations were provided by ITK
staff to the NWMO well in advance of the dialogues taking place, it appeared that the
majority of the NWMO representatives that presented at these dialogues were not
provided with a great deal of time to prepare nor to make their personal travel and
accommodations arrangements.

The particular problems experienced can be seen as directly resulting from the
NWMO’s inability to take the northern situation into consideration when planning
their upcoming activities. Weather, length of travel and the size of a community that
is being visited for the purpose of these types of meetings must always be taken into
consideration when attending or planning such meetings. This unfortunately also
resulted in a perceived lack of sincerity on the part of the NWMO by dialogue
participants.
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Final Recommendations/Comments (listed by Inuit
Land Claims Region)

The discussions, which took place at each of the Inuit-Specific Dialogues were
extensive and covered a number of areas (the proposed management options for
nuclear fuel waste, effects of radiation exposure, transport of nuclear fuel waste,
uranium mining, and alternative energy sources) in relation to the matter. As a result
of this and the varying influences that guided each discussion within each of the four
Inuit land claims regions, the recommendations and comments from each of the
regional Inuit-Specific Dialogues are included below.

Nunavut Recommendations:

Preamble:

These recommendations are provided with the understanding that they are informal
submissions and are not the result of a consultation process that took place within the
Nunavut territory.

Not enough time and funding were allocated in order to conduct a formal consultation
that would be effective, meaningful and culturally appropriate. In section 12(7) the
Act states that they shall consult the general public and in particular Aboriginal
people. The meeting that has taken place over the past couple of days cannot be
considered a consultation under this act. It does not warrant the provisions under the
Act. (see p. 5 of the act) Consultation with southern Aboriginal peoples cannot be
understood as consultation with Inuit.

The meeting that has taken place during Nov. 9-10, 2004, was a positive meeting,
which has resulted in the provision of information and educational materials to those
in attendance.

Attendees present at this meeting specified that they could not provide formal
feedback that is representative for their organizations or communities as they have not
yet been able to take the information provided back to their constituents. (With the
exception of NITI who already has a resolution in place on this matter)

Even if there was funding, it is not a matter for these organizations to take the lead in
doing this. It should be the NWMO and NRCan, with the assistance of the Inuit
Tapiriit Kanatami, who should conduct meaningful and formal community
consultations within the Nunavut Settlement Area (NSA). The regions should not be
expected to take the lead. The consultations should be initiated and organized by the
NWMO and NRCan with Inuit directing the process. Formal consultations with Inuit
should be initiated in addition to the current dialogue process. Meaningful
consultations are defined as culturally appropriate, time sensitive, (look at provision
of materials, providing them ahead of time, providing maps and pictures as opposed
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to just providing the info and asking for comments — look at methods that would be
most useful and beneficial) — prior notification should be reasonable.

This type of process would represent a culturally and geographically appropriate
initiative for Inuit to take a formal regional and national position on the matter of the
Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada.

Dialoguing with Inuit of Nunavut on the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel
Waste with the NWMO prior to November 15, 2005 is important. However, Inuit
and other Nunavumiut are citizens of Canada too and have been left out of some of
the NWMO processes (such as the Advisory panel, the Scenarios Team and the Ethics
panel).

Inuit have values unlike others. Inuit know a lot about the land and the animals on the
land. Inuit also have agreements and processes in place that require for Inuit to have
a voice.

It should also be recognized that a resolution by NTI does already exist (please see
Appendix D), but that it does not prevent the attendees of the Nunavut dialoguing
commenting on the L-T Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada as a whole.
However, due to the uncertainties of climate and weather conditions, storage, disposal
or transportation of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Nunavut is not acceptable now or in the
future.

Specific Recommendations:

1. The NWMO and NRCan must do more research/risk assessments before
actually making a choice on the options for the Long-Term Management
of Nuclear Fuel Waste;

2. The NWMO and the Government of Canada must take the necessary steps
and conduct research to develop alternative energy sources in Canada with
the goal in mind to eventually stop the production of Nuclear Fuel Waste;

3. To conduct ongoing research on methods of eliminating the hazardous
nature of Nuclear Fuel Waste;

4. Use a combination of options (Canadian shield — but shallower in the
ground and keep it accessible — don’t fully encapsulate it — reason: may
develop technologies to destroy the waste in the future);

5. Regardless of the option selected — proper consultation should take place
across the country to inform the public of what the selected option means
— a formal consultation should take place with the public;

6. All written materials provided to the general public should be released in
the appropriate language (incl. Inuktitut and Inuinnagtun).

Current comments:

e Increased education to the public including and especially in the North is
necessary
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e Getting into the logistics of language, education issues, transportation
issues — as it applies to community relations/consultations/dialogues —
outline difficulties and obstacles regarding the organization of these types
of events in the North

e Suggestion of an extended deadline as there isn’t enough time to properly
educate the public on the issue of the Long-Term Management of Nuclear
Fuel Waste

e Traditional land use should be included in the community well being
objectives of the NWMO assessment

e Traditional Knowledge (IQ) is important to the nature of the value of
human life, wild life, the land, the sea, our ecosystem — in the South food
comes from a store — in the North the land is the food
source/ecosystem/the land — Inuit will take every measure they can to
protect it!

e Consultation regarding each of the proposed approaches has not taken
place with Inuit. To date dialogues have taken place, but a consultation has
not been initiated. In addition; one dialogue has taken place for 27,000
people. One dialogue in one community is not appropriate consultation in
any court of law.

e The Nunavut Land Claims Agreement (NLCA) constitutionally entrenches
rights of Nunavut Inuit. Consideration of any economic regions falling
within the NSA without Inuit involvement and approval is contrary to the
NLCA, which takes precedent over legislation like the NFW Act.

Inuvialuit Settlement Region Recommendations:

Preamble:

These recommendations are provided with the understanding that they are informal
submissions and are not the result of a consultation process that took place within the
Inuvialuit Settlement Region.

Not enough time and funding were allocated in order to conduct a formal consultation
that would be effective, meaningful and culturally appropriate. Section 12(7) the
Nuclear Fuel Waste Act states that they shall consult the general public and in
particular Aboriginal (Inuit, First Nations, Metis) people. The meeting that has taken
place over the past couple of days cannot be considered a consultation under this act.

It is, however, the case that all present at this dialogue feel that an in depth and fully
funded consultation consisting of all 6 communities in the Inuvialuit Settlement
Region should take place. Those involved in the current dialogue further feel that a
full consultation should include all components of Inuvialuit society.

Further, all activities that affect the Inuvialuit Settlement Region must follow the
processes outlined by the Inuvialuit Final Agreement prior to commencing.
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Therefore, any activities that do not follow these processes are in contravention of the
Land Claim and are therefore illegal in nature.

Regarding the subject of the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste, the
attendees of this dialogue took the following positions.

e To shut down existing reactors, stop the production of Nuclear Fuel
Waste, and stop any continued production of nuclear reactors until a way
has been found to dispose of Nuclear Fuel Waste;

e To keep the Nuclear Fuel Waste at the existing reactor sites near the
population centers;

e To support the idea of rolling stewardship (decide on the on-site option for
the next 200 years and then revisit the issue of the management of Nuclear
Fuel Waste at that time);

e To hire unaffiliated and independent scientists to conduct a study on a
management approach for the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel
Waste;

e To increase research in the area of containment methods (e.g. dry storage
containers);

e To increase the information provision on the subject of the Long-Term
Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste to the Canadian public (including in
the North);

e To organize a tour of a nuclear reactor in order to obtain all available
information of the issue. Participants should include representatives from
each of the Inuit Land Claims Region.

Option-Specific Recommendations:

1.

All three options that were provided to the attendees of this dialogue were
considered unacceptable as a method for the Long-Term Management of
Nuclear Fuel Waste. However, the option of on-site storage was deemed the
most workable at this point in time for the following reasons.

Transportation is not required;

Transportation represents unacceptable risks that are involved in
transportation;

Generally, as the fuels cool over the first few hundred years, the danger to the
public decreases exponentially.

It is generally thought that the transport of radioactive waste poses a much
greater danger to the public and the environment than temporary or
intermediate on-site storage, using responsible methods.

Transportation of waste spreads the risk factor across thousands of miles and
hundreds of communities across the country.
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Location:

Attendees at this dialogue felt that the current location of the reactor sites and current
storage sites (near population centers) is favourable as it ensures that this subject
receives the attention that it requires. The removal of these materials to a remote
location may not ensure a continued focus by the general public. A continued focus
on a possible management method is required in order to decide on how to proceed in
the short and long term.

Guardianship:
The nuclear guardianship ethic must guide our choices.

Until a solution is found only the rolling stewardship solution is deemed an
acceptable approach.

Each generation has the responsibility to preserve the foundations of life and well-
being for those who come after. To produce and abandon substances that damage
following generations is morally unacceptable. Given extreme toxicity and longevity
of radioactive materials, their production must cease.

As Canadians we have the responsibility to protect our environment and inform the
future generations on this subject. Future generations have the right to know about the
nuclear legacy bequeathed to them and to protect themselves from it.

Nuclear reactors and weapons productions facilities should be permanently closed.

The attendees of this dialogue further stated their opposition to the other two
proposed options for the following reason:

These options would require:

e Transporting highly radioactive waste from the site of generation to create
new sacrifice areas will not eliminate the problem;

e They are not feasible options as the general Canadian public (north and
south, east and west) would not accept the moving of nuclear wastes to
one central site (not to have it in their backyards);

It was further stated that the participants of this dialogue that they did not want

Nuclear Fuel Waste in the ISR, but that they also did not want to advocate for the
materials to be moved anywhere else either.
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Nunavik Recommendations:

Preamble:

These recommendations are provided with the understanding that they are informal
submissions resulting from a regional dialogue, which took place in Kuujjuak,
Nunavik on January 27-28, 2005.

Not enough time and funding were allocated in order to conduct a formal consultation
that would be effective, meaningful and culturally appropriate. Section 12(7) the
Nuclear Fuel Waste Act states that they shall consult the general public and in
particular Aboriginal (Inuit, First Nations, Métis) people. The meeting that has taken
place over the past couple of days cannot be considered a consultation under this act.

Attending at this meeting were representatives from the Kativik Environmental
Advisory Committee (KEAC); National Inuit Youth Council (NI'YC); Nunavik
Hunters, Fishers and Trappers Association; KRG; Northern Village of Kuujjuak;
Makivik Corporation; and individual community members.

Those present stated their appreciation that ITK had organized this workshop and that

ITK staff had ensured that both sides of the issue had been made available to the
regional participants of this meeting.

Draft Recommendations:

At this meeting the following was agreed on by those present:

e Attendees could not understand why the question of the
disposal/management methods of Nuclear Fuel Waste was posed to this
region, as the region neither consumes energy derived from Nuclear
Reactors nor produces Nuclear Fuel Waste as a result of the energy
production process;

e Although attendees understood that this is an issue of concern to all
Canadians, they did not feel that the region should have to shoulder the
burden of having to deal with the issue of Nuclear Fuel Waste in any
manner;

¢ None of the options that were presented to attendees contribute to a long-
term solution to the nuclear fuel waste problem at the national level. Any
decision on which option to pick will be misinterpreted as consent to the
nuclear industry’s activities on this matter;

e Attendees further stated clearly that they did not want to choose any of the
proposed options. Rather they stated that nuclear energy should cease to
be produced (and the resulting Nuclear Fuel Waste should not continue to
be accumulated) and that focus should be placed on solving the current
issue of managing the existing Nuclear Fuel Waste;
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Attendees further stated that an emphasis should be placed on research
that would examine alternative and low risk energy sources and that
extensive funding should be directed into this area (including energy
efficiency research - how to use more efficiently);

Attendees wanted to further state clearly that they are in direct opposition
to any Nuclear Fuel Waste to be stored, disposed of or transported through
their territory. They further stated that these materials should also not be
stored, disposed of or transported through territories near or adjacent to
Nunavik (this includes transportation through the Northwest Passage and
other northern routes);

Attendees further wanted to send a clear message to the Minister (NRCan)
and the province of Quebec that they are advocating the discontinuing of
the use of energy derived from nuclear reactors (shutting down reactors);
Attendees felt that the NWMO should be able to consider options (such as
the discontinuation of energy derived from nuclear reactors) within a
public dialogue process (such as what was proposed by Seaborn panel);
Attendees are in direct opposition to the reprocessing of Nuclear Fuel
Waste in Canada, as it will result in the possible extraction of plutonium;
Attendees stated that the NWMOQO'’s code of ethics should always be kept in
mind and to carry that code to the end of this process (in a meaningful
manner);

Attendees further stated that the Government of Canada should maintain
its promise to hold public hearings on the question whether nuclear
reactors should be shut down or not (as had been intended by Dr.
Seaborn);

Assuming that the nuclear industry doesn’t shut down overnight — an
impartial and independent organization (not funded by the industry)
should direct and conduct a public hearings process on the issue of
whether or not nuclear energy should be continued to be used in Canada;
Attendees recommended that a balanced educational program (using
multi-media) on the broad issue of Nuclear Energy (uranium mining,
production of nuclear energy, disposal/management of NFW,
Environmental and Health impacts of Nuclear Fuel Waste) should be
specifically designed for the North and that this program should be
initiated across northern Canada. This type of educational program must
be designed and conducted by external (from the Gov’t), independent
agencies and/or National organization (Aboriginal or otherwise).

Attendees at this dialogue hoped that science would solve the problem of the
disposal/management of Nuclear Fuel Waste some day. This is, however, not
possible today. Until the time until there is a completely satisfactory solution to the
problem of Nuclear Fuel Waste, nuclear reactors should be shut down and no more
Nuclear Fuel Waste should be generated at this point in time.
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Nunatsiavut Comments:

Preamble:

These recommendations are provided with the understanding that they are informal
submissions resulting from a regional Inuit dialogue, which took place in Makkovik,
Nunatsiavut (Labrador) on February 9-10, 2005.

It was formally stated by the participants of this meeting that it is not recognized as a
consultation process, but as an information dialogue. The reasoning for this is that not
enough time and funding was allocated to conduct a formal consultation that would
be effective, meaningful, and culturally appropriate. Section 12(7) of the Nuclear Fuel
Waste Act states that they shall consult the general public and in particular Aboriginal
(Inuit, First Nations, Métis) people. The meeting that has taken place over the past
couple of days cannot be considered a consultation under this act.

In order for this to be considered a consultation, more time and funding should have
been allocated in order to conduct full community consultations in each community in
Nunatsiavut.

Some present also stated that it would be very difficult to have recommendations
resulting from this dialogue, as there are not enough people present from the region to
have a valid set of recommendations as a result. It is not representative.

Comments:

e All present were in opposition to the storage/disposal of Nuclear Fuel Waste in
Nunatsiavut and the Canadian Arctic;

e Nuclear Fuel Waste should remain on-site as opposed to moving it into an
unpopulated or remote area.

e All present came to agreement that all three of the nuclear waste management
options are extremely dangerous. More emphasis should be placed on safety and
elimination Nuclear Fuel Waste; however, for the time being this seems the only
option available;

e Participants were concerned about the possible risks involved during transport;

e The Government of Canada should in the House of Commons declare that the
Acrctic is a Nuclear Free Zone; Inuit in Nunatsiavut will be encouraged to contact
their MPs to raise the issue in Parliament;

e In addition any lands recognized as Inuit home lands should be included as a
Nuclear Free Zone;

e Landuse/use of sea or other environs should be included in a point here!!!

e Statement emerged that both the producers and the consumers should be
responsible for the safe storage/disposal of nuclear fuel waste;

e Problems with contaminants already in the system—don’t want to add any more;

e Ask the Government of Canada and the producers of waste to put a lot more
funding into finding ways of getting rid of the Nuclear Fuel Waste;

e The government should look into the development of alternative energy options;
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e More education needs to take place in general as well as within the public school
system on the issue of nuclear power and the resulting Nuclear Fuel Waste;

e Need to protect already existing industry and resources that are already present
(land, water, animals, environment);

e Those present agreed that the Government should stop calling nuclear energy a
clean energy as it results in the production of Nuclear Fuel Waste;

e The nuclear industry should be required to conduct studies using external experts
in order to conduct scientific studies into what effects radiation has on human
health and the environment when exposure occurs;

e The NWMO should be an independent body—and not led by industry (as outlined
by the Seaborn Panel);

e For amount of nuclear waste produced and the amount of electricity produced—
what levels/amounts of energy are produced by the use of other energy sources
(use of fossil fuel, etc.)—also questioned safety of these approaches (incl.
emissions and pollution as a result); comparison studies need to be presented to
the public.

Around this table there wasn’t consensus as some felt that the nuclear industry should
be shut down, whereas others did not feel this way. Their comments were as follows:

e Nuclear Industry should be shut down and should put more emphasis on the
Canadian Government and industry to get rid of the tailings and waste;

e Health and safety should be considered before production;

e |t was stated that representatives of the nuclear industry should be brought into
communities via consultation process, to provide their points of view on this
subject.

Final comment:

Inuit are starting to become educated about and aware of the hazards of nuclear
waste. However, Inuit would like every community in Canada (with a special focus
on Ontario—or on those who use electricity generated by nuclear power) to make a
decision for themselves in terms of whether or not to continue with nuclear power;
don’t want to tell others what to do within their territory. A national education
program and full consultations across Canada should take place as opposed to the
current dialogue process.

Conclusion

The relationship between Inuit and their environment continues to be a fundamental
element of Inuit culture and identity. The environment is integral to Inuit social,
cultural and economic development and well-being, to the extent that it is difficult to
separate the health of the environment from the health of the people.

As a result it was very important for Inuit to participate in the national dialogue
process, which was being conducted by the NWMO on the subject matter of the
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Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada. As the storage/disposal
of Nuclear Fuel Waste has potential safety, environmental and health implication,
participation in this dialogue process represented an important opportunity for Inuit to
provide their opinions and feedback to both NRcan and the NWMO on this subject
matter; thereby recognizing the importance of the Inuit voice in the ongoing national
dialogue process.

Although the National Inuit-Specific Dialogues cannot be considered a formal
consultation process with Inuit, consensus was reached by the participants of the four
Inuit-Specific Dialogues on the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste on
the following items.

e Not enough time and funding were allocated in order to conduct a formal
consultation that would be effective, meaningful and culturally appropriate. In
section 12(7) the Act states that they shall consult the general public and in
particular Aboriginal people. The dialogues, which took place within the four
Inuit Land Claims Regions cannot not be considered consultations under this Act.

e Inuitin all four Land Claims Regions stated their complete opposition to the
storage of Nuclear Fuel Waste in the Canadian Arctic and specifically speaking,
their opposition to the storage of Nuclear Fuel Waste in their Land Claims
Regions (which include marine areas and aerospace).

e The participants at each of the four Inuit-Specific Dialogues further stated their
complete opposition to the storage/disposal and transport of Nuclear Fuel Waste
in areas adjacent to Inuit owned lands (Nunavut, Inuvialuit Settlement Region,
Nunavik and Nunatsiavut), Inuit co-managed lands and land governed by Inuit
Land Claim Agreements.

e As Aboriginal Canadians, Inuit are also in opposition to the storage/disposal of
Nuclear Fuel Waste anywhere else within Canada and insist that Nuclear Fuel
Waste should remain on the site of existing nuclear reactors. The reason for this
stance is that although Inuit directly oppose the storage/disposal/transport of
Nuclear Fuel Waste on the “said lands,” Inuit as Canadians also do not advocate
that Nuclear Fuel Waste should be stored on any new sites.

e A follow-up process must take place in order for these dialogues to conclude
effectively;

e Decision-making structures that may be initiated with regards to the
implementation of a final management approach for the disposal/storage of
Nuclear Fuel Waste, must include that mechanisms for direct community
involvement are implemented and that potentially affected communities have the
right to refuse to host a Nuclear Fuel Waste disposal/storage site;

e As Secondary Wastes (materials exposed to radiation within nuclear power
plants) are also hazardous to human and environmental health, these wastes must
be included when addressing the issue of the Long-Term Management of Nuclear
Fuel Waste in Canada;
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e As there will be a need to communicate the results from the Government of
Canada reports to the Inuit Land Claims Regions, an Inuktitut/English
terminology dictionary must be developed in order to facilitate the information
distribution and translation of materials regarding the subject of the Long-Term
Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada;

e Inuit encourage the honest and accurate disclosure of the true costs associated
with the Nuclear Industry (development of technologies/costs of management
methods) and where/to what degree these costs are passed on to the general
public;

e The Nuclear Industry should in no way interpret the findings contained within the
feedback provided by Inuit as an encouragement or acceptance of an increase in
the production of nuclear energy and the subsequent production of Nuclear Fuel
Waste;

e The Government of Canada must take the necessary steps to conduct research and
develop alternative energy sources in Canada.

In conclusion the participants of the National Inuit-Specific Dialogues on the Long-
Term Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada stated that the production of
nuclear energy and the subsequent problem of the Long-Term Management of
Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada represent a volatile issue that will continue to be
present in 30 years, 60 years or in 300 years. It was further stated that the production
of nuclear energy was initiated without a thought towards a means of disposing of the
inevitable and highly toxic byproduct of Nuclear Fuel Waste. As such it represents a
very serious waste problem, which goes against Inuit ethics with regards to
environmental protection and the inseparability of environmental and human health.

As such it is important to emphasize that environmental protection in the Canadian
Arctic is of utmost concern to Inuit and that as Aboriginal Canadians, Inuit consider
the implications of additional locations for the storage or disposal of Nuclear Fuel
Waste a very serious problem to all Canadians.

Recommendations/Comments on Alternative
Energy Sources in Canada:

The subject of renewable energy sources and the need to conduct research into this
area by the Canadian Government was discussed at length at each of the four Inuit-
Specific Dialogues. During the dialogues which took place in three of the four Inuit
land claims regions it was stated that the Government of Canada must take the
necessary steps to conduct research and develop alternative energy sources in Canada
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with the goal in mind to eventually replace nuclear energy with alternative and clean
energy options and to stop the production of Nuclear Fuel Waste.

One region (Nunatsiavut) could, however, not reach consensus on this matter. As a
result their feedback regarding this matter contains two sets of comments. The initial
set of comments included an emphasis on the conducting of research on alternative
energy sources, but it did not include any comments regarding the elimination of
nuclear reactors as sources of energy. The secondary set of comments, however,
advocated that the Nuclear Industry in Canada should be shut down and that more
emphasis should be placed on the Canadian Government and Industry to eliminate the
production of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada.
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Appendix A: Expert Presenters for the National
Inuit-Specific Dialogues on the Long-Term
Management of Nuclear Fuel Waste in Canada
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Expert Presenters for the four Regional Inuit-Specific
Dialogues on the Long-Term Management of Nuclear Fuel

Waste in Canada

Name

Organization

Location of Presentations

Jo-Ann Facella

Program Manager,
Nuclear Waste Management
Organization (NWMO)

Igaluit, Nunavut

Tony Hodge

Senior Advisor,
Nuclear Waste Management
Organization (NWMO)

Inuvik, Inuvialuit Settlement
Region

Michael Krizanc

Communication Manager,
Nuclear Waste Management
Organizations (NWMO)

Kuujuak, Nunavik;
Makkovik, Nunatsiavut

Dr. Gordon Edwards

Coalition for Nuclear
Responsibility

Igaluit, Nunavut;

Inuvik, Inuvialuit Settlement
Region;

Kuujjuak, Nun