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Dear Mr. Dallaire: 

Comments on 018-12-04: Regulated Timelines: Proposed Amendments to the Class I 
Nuclear Facilities Regulations and the Uranium Mines and Mills Regulations 

The purpose of this letter is to provide the comments on CN8C Discussion Paper 
DI8-12-04 Regulated Timelines: Proposed Amendments to the Class I Nuclear Facilities 
Regulations and the Uranium Mines and Mills Regulations. 

Bruce Power is supportive of adding legal requirements to provide some regulatory 
certainty around the environmental assessment timelines. Bruce Power also fully 
supports and values the participation of Aboriginal groups and the public in the process. 

Bruce Power has reviewed the discussion paper and has the following comments: 

1.	 The 24 month timeline is questionable given that all previous nuclear related
 
environmental assessments conducted under the Canadian Environmental
 
Assessment Act have shown that there are no adverse affects. It is suggested
 
that an 18 month timeframe be used in line with the National Energy Board
 
requirement.
 

2.	 The current proposal does not provide any real improvement on regulatory
 
certainty over the current process as it does not include the initial 60 day period
 
after submission of an application and allows for the CN8C stop the timeline to
 
review information submitted in response to an information request in order to
 
assess the completeness of a submission (up to 30 days). Given the experience
 
with the recent Darlington New Build EA this could easily add another 18 - 24
 
months to the EA process (as it takes time for the applicant to respond to the
 
requests). Based on the above, the actual EA timeline would be a minimum of
 
26 months and up to 50+ months from the time of the submission of an
 
application.
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3.	 The discussion paper only refers to amendments to sections 3 and 4 of the 
Class I Nuclear Facilities Regulations. It is also suggested that the CNSC review 
requirements pertaining to the environment in sections 5, 6, 7 and 8 of the Class 
I Nuclear Facilities Regulations as information required to be submitted under 
these sections is likely to have already been submitted for the Environmental 
Assessment. There are opportunities which could reduce the regulatory burden 
on the applicant without any sacrifice to the protection of the environment. A 
similar argument would be valid for the Uranium Mines and Mills Regulations. 

4.	 The focus of the regulated timelines paper is very narrow as it only discusses 
new nuclear projects, i.e. new applications related to a "licence to prepare a site 
for a Class 1 nuclear facility" and "combined licence to prepare a site and 
construct a uranium mine and mill". There was no discussion on the regulated 
timelines for standard EA to be completed within 365 days, or other projects that 
require a regulatory review and a Commission decision. This paper also does 
not deal with some of the Waste projects where a combined licence is applied for 
a Class 1B facility. 

5.	 There should be some discussion on the CNSC working with other jurisdictions 
to facilitate the process. Given that the federal government is attempting to 
streamline the process, then all jurisdictions must work together and there must 
be a lead jurisdiction bringing the other jurisdictions in line. We believe that this 
is a major issue. 

In conclusion, Bruce Power believes that there exists opportunities to improve the EA 
process without sacrificing any measures for the protection of the environment by 
aligning environmental assessment requirements and licensing application requirements 
to reduce regulatory burden. We are available for further discussions and consultation 
on any proposed amendments. 

If you require further information or have any questions regarding this submission, 
please contact Mr. Maury Burton, Department Manager, Regulatory Affairs at 
(519) 361-5291. 

Yours truly, 

Frank Saunders 
Vice President Nuclear Oversight and Regulatory Affairs 
Bruce Power 

cc: CNSC Bruce Site Office (Letter only) 
R. Lojk - CNSC 
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