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Dear Mr. Dallaire: 

Comments on 015-12-04: Timelines: Amendments to the Class 
I Nuclear Facilities and the Uranium Mines and Mills 

The purpose of this letter is to provide Ontario Power Generation's (OPG) comments on 
CNSC Discussion Paper DIS-12-04 Regulated Timelines: Proposed Amendments to the 
Class I Nuclear Facilities Regulations and the Uranium Mines and Mills Regulations. 

OPG is supportive of providing greater regulatory certainty around timelines for licensing 
activities including environmental assessments. OPG has had a positive experience with 
the recent DNGS Refurbishment EA. CNSC staff identified an appropriate timeline, which 
has resulted in an efficient and effective process. In particular, CNSC commitment to the 
established timeline is expected to result in completion of this environmental assessment 
in less than 24 months, including Aboriginal and public involvement throughout. 

OPG has the following specific comments: 

1. OPG's view is that the 24 month timeline for completion of the licensing activities 
identified should be considered a maximum goal that takes into account expected 
timelines for applicant response to information requests; however the normal should be 
18 months. OPG appreciates the effort that the CNSC has given towards providing 
certainty regarding the expected information for an application. This effort should enable 
any applicant to provide the information that is necessary, and removes the necessity of 
building into the process the notion of a "stop clock". As mentioned, OPG also suggests 
that it should be clear that the information in this document is indicative, and that each 
applicant is recommended to approach the CNSC to discuss their application and 
develop a committed schedule for the regulatory review in less than 24 months. 

2. OPG would prefer to have the CNSC harmonize the licence application requirements 
with the CEAA factors to facilitate achievement of a single, standard review and approval 
processes in place for nuclear licensees. The licensing process is capable of addressing 
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timing requirements appropriately for the licensing action being considered. We note that 
the Discussion Paper focused on an EA decision associated with the Site Preparation 
License for a Class 1 nuclear facility, however we would prefer to see the document 
describe in an integrated manner the regulated timelines for all related steps in the 
nuclear facility licensing process, including any EA requirements. OPG's view is that if the 
CEM requirements for all projects within licensed nuclear facilities were embedded in 
CNSC licensing process, the only situation where additional information or process steps 
might be required is when a new facility was being proposed, for example, in the case of 
a construction license application for a new nuclear facility. 

3. More clarity is required to understand the conditions under which the CNSC staff 
would "stop the clock" in the review process when it is waiting for responses to an 
information request and while assessing the completeness of information provided in 
response. This is contrary to OPG's view that specific scope development and agreement 
on timelines should all but preclude such uncertainties that lead to open-ended review 
periods. This delay can be minimized when the CNSC and the applicant have an 
established procedure and agreement on the information required and the timeline for its 
review on a project by project basis. 

4. There should be some discussion on the CNSC working with other jurisdictions to 
follow the process within agreed fixed timelines. Given that the federal government's 
intent to establish fixed timelines within the EA process, then all jurisdictions with an 
interest in Nuclear EAs must work through the CNSC as lead jurisdiction, and comply 
with the established timelines and regulatory requirements. CNSC has been addressing 
this issue with some effectiveness, and more attention to this issue is needed to ensure 
certainty in regulatory timeframes and requirements. 

In conclusion, OPG believes that there exists opportunities to improve the timeliness of 
the licensing process without sacrificing any measures for the protection of the 
environment by aligning environmental assessment requirements within the licensing 
process and that it is best to establish timelines based on specific applications and the 
overall work program of the CNSC at any point in time. 

If you require further information or have any questions regarding this submission, please 
contact Mr. John Peters, Manager, Environmental Assessment at (905)-839-6746 ext. 
5504. 

Yours sincerely, 

R. MacEacheron 

Director 

Nuclear Regulatory Affairs 


cc: M. Santini 
P. Webster 
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