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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Federal government has recently demonstrated strong support for the nuclear
industry by continuing to provide R&D funding and supporting export and
development projects.

In doing so the government acknowledges that nuclear energy is important for
meeting future sustainable energy needs. The CNA welcomes the opportunity to
address the Standing Committee on questions relating to environment in which this
support and acknowledgement can be rewarded by growing employment and
economic activity in the nuclear sector.

The contents of this brief establish the basis for a number of observations and
conclusions.

Worldwide requirements for electricity are increasing and forcing utilities to
develop generating facilities that provide a greater respect for the
environment;

Electricity production from nuclear power has a very low environmental
impact when compared ;o other methods. In Canada and abroad, nuclear
energy is increasingly a realistic choice, based on economic and
environmental criteria;

Canada has impeccable credentials in the nuclear industry. Its workforce is
competent; its flagship product, the CANDU, is a strong performer in Canada
and internationally; and its numerous spin-off technologies inside and outside
the nuclear industry are impressive;

Canada's nuclear technology is an important niche where the greater
integration of science and technology and competitive industrial capacity
must continue to be encouraged, for it has delivered technical excellence
and industrial benefits for Canada;

A strong nuclear industry can decisively foster Canada's long-term
international competitiveness;

Public acceptance of nuclear energy is increasing. People are wary of the
nuclear industry's ability to handle its wastes, but they respect the option.
And, they are becoming increasingly aware that the nuclear option has
environmental advantages over burning fossil fuel for power generation as
concern grows for global warming; and

The federal environmental assessment process results in unreasonable
financial burdens for uranium mining proponents, unnecessary uncertainty
for operators and investors, and unjustifiable delays in approvals.



Canada's uranium exports displaces approximately as much fossil fuel as is
consumed, in total, in Canada. It therefore contributes to reducing global
warming and Canada's trade balance.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The federal government has reaffirmed its commitment to CANDU nuclear energy
as an appropriate energy source for the future.

To make this commitment effective, the CNA believes the federal government
must:

continue to publicly support the Canadian nuclear option;

ensure that public concerns are addressed through the maintenance of the
Atomic Energy Control Board as a strong regulatory authority;

continue the full review of the waste management concept by the Federal
Environmental Assessment Review Office and, based on the results, commit
to the establishment of a waste disposal facility;

continue to ensure that the national nuclear R&D program is adequately
funded;

invest in the construction and demonstration of second generation nuclear
systems including CANDU 3;

continue to promote and support international marketing and export of
Canadian nuclear products and services;

identify and recognize the contribution which nuclear energy can make in
stabilizing or reducing carbon dioxide emissions;

establish standing panels to deal expeditiously with requests for approvals
under federal environmental assessment legislation;

avoid duplication by ensuring mechanisms for cooperation on all
environmental assessments by federal and provincial governments;

have regulatory agency costs associated with the environmental assessment
process paid for out of general revenue; and

have two types of environmental assessment:

a) generic approvals



b) site specific approvals dealing only with those aspects of a project
which vary from generic standards.

delay the implementation of proposed new, more restrictive worker exposure
limits on uranium mining until an international protocol on application is
signed and implemented by all supplier nations.



INTRODUCTION

The government support for the nuclear industry makes itself felt in two distinct
ways: through the exercise of political leadership in support of Canada's nuclear
option and through a continued investment in the nuclear option. The nuclear
industry is in a position to deliver the return on this commitment: to continue
building on Canada's already existing strong nuclear technology base; to further
increase industrial competitiveness in the energy sector, where Canada has
traditionally been recognized as a leader; to create new spin-off industries; and to
contribute an environmentally sound energy source.

Recent polls carried out by Angus Reid for the CNA indicate that the vast majority
of Canadians (81%) believe that nuclear energy will be "very" or "somewhat"
important in meeting Canada's energy needs in the years ahead.

In recent years a number of reports have urged that the nuclear option be
maintained to satisfy Canada's future energy needs. Indeed, a previous report of
the Standing Committee, Nuclear Energy. Unmasking the Mvsterv. says: "The
Committee wishes to make its position clear from the beginning: maintaining the
nuclear power option is vital to Canada's interests, as it is vital to the interests of
society in general". (P.3). A similar message was also contained in the Report on
the Energy Options Process, Energy and Canadians into the 21st Century.

Consider also the criteria for acceptable future energy sources, as identified in the
report Our Common Future, prepared by the World Commission on Environment
and Development (the "Brundtland Report"). " A safe, environmentally sound, and
economically viable energy pathway that will sustain human progress into the
distant future is clearly imperative. It is also possible. But it will reguire new
dimensions of political will and institutional cooperation to achieve it." (p. 202).

There are several reasons for electricity's continually growing popularity.
Populations typically concentrate around large urban centers, where most residents
and businesses opt for electricity because of its convenience. Electricity is easily
and safely transportable. It can be used efficiently to drive and control industrial,
commercial, and household processes. It is polution free at its point of use and it
is perceived to be readily available in sufficient guantities to meet demand. Given
that electricity is becoming the energy of choice for much of the world's
population, how can the demand be satisfied?

Conservation, energy efficiency, demand management and renewable energies
such as solar and wind will play a role in ensuring energy availability for future
generations. But the potential of these measures, some of which are not easily
amenable to practical, widespread application, cannot suffice in meeting increased
demands. Though consumer habits have somewhat been modified since the
energy crisis of the 70's, efforts by utilities and governments to encourage
conservation have been met with limited success, leading one to the possible
conclusion that these measures are effective mainly in times of supply shortage.
Utilities are therefore initiating incentive programs to increase the efficiency of
electricity use, while some governments are implementing higher efficiency



standards and even considering mandating the choice of fuel for heating
applications.

The burning of wood and of fossil fuels such as coal, oil and natural gas, non-
renewable and therefore finite resources, contribute to the elevation of carbon
dioxide levels in the atmosphere, a primary cause of what is commonly referred to
as the "greenhouse effect", and increase the acidification of the atmosphere,
destroying lakes, forests and agricultural land, commonly referred to as "acid rain".

Hydraulic resources are also beginning to feel the pinch of protests on
environmental grounds. Hydro impoundments require that large tracts of land be
inundated, thereby affecting the balance of the natural elements. These
impoundments are largely feasible only in areas remore from urban centres and
therefore also necessitate long transmission lines. Finally, although the hydro-
electric potential remains sizeable in certain regions of the country, this resource is
also finite in terms of its capacity to meet future demand.

Future options currently being investigated include such things as hydrogen fuels
and fusion. The research being conducted in these areas is still in its infancy. The
solutions they offer appear promising for the distant future. However, the
information gathered to date reveals that major hurdles will have to be overcome
before they can be worthy energy producers.

NUCLEAR ENERGY

How does nuclear energy fare in meeting the Brundtland Report criteria?

In terms of safety, nuclear-generated electricity has a long, successful record in
Canada and other regions of the world. In his report, The Safety of Ontario's
Nuclear Power Reactors: A scientific and Technical Review. Dr. Kenneth Hare's
major conclusion on overall safety was: "The Ontario Hydro reactors are being
operated safely and at high standards of technical performance. No significant
adverse impact has been detected in either the workforce or the public. The risk of
accidents serious enough to affect the public adversely can never be zero, but is
very remote". (Minister's Report, Volume 1, C.R.1.1.)

In Ontario Hydro's Nuclear Generation Division, more than 140 million man-hours
have been worked since 1954. There has never been an in-plant worker fatality.
Cancer rates among nuclear station workers are lower than the national average.
This is also true for leukemia which is considered to have a short latency period.



Nuclear energy fits the Brundtland definition of an environmentally sound energy
source. As already mentioned, nuclear energy does not generate emissions that
contribute to acid rain, the greenhouse effect or the depletion of the ozone layer.
Emissions, whether in the air or water, from power reactors are strictly monitored
and controlled. For every reactor in Canada, the emissions and effluents have
been at or below the target of 1 % of the Atomic Energy Control Board approved
Derived Release Limits (DRLs). In addtion, the nuclear sector is the only industry in
Canada which has, from the very first day of its operations, contained the wastes
produced during the process. The quantities, which have accumulated in more
than 40 years of operation, are safely managed and stored. Furthermore, the
technology for long-term management of radioactive waste is available and the
industry is committed to satisfying the government guidelines and public
expectations for the long-term disposal of it.

Nuclear energy is also a sound choice for base load application based on
economics. Nuclear power is less expensive than burning oil or natural gas in
virtually every market. It is also cheaper than coal, except in regions close to
mines, and it is less expensive than hydro power except in markets close to hydro
dams. Furthermore, on an energy per kilogram weight basis, 20,000 times more
electricity can be generated from CANDU uranium fuel than can be generated from
coal.

Nuclear power also shares with hydro the additional advantage of being essentially
a constant-cost power source. Although both nuclear and hydro power require a
large initial investment, they offer utilities 40 or more years of relatively low,
inflation-resistant operating expense.

Not only is nuclear power an economical energy option today, it is sustainable for
centuries to come. In addition to large reserves of uranium in Canada and other
parts of the world (reserves sufficient to provide long-range support for existing
types of reactors), nuclear power is virtually a renewable energy option. It has
already been demonstrated that used reactor fuel can be processed and reused.
Furthermore, new fuel can be produced within CANDU from fertile materials such
as thorium.

As the world's demand for electricity grows, the question increasingly being asked
is "Why not nuclear?". Nuclear energy emerges from the list of available options
as a realistic choice to produce electricity in response to growing global
aspirations, a view shared by a large majority of Canadians.



CANADA'S CASE FOR NUCLEAR ENERGY

On the grounds of conformity to the Brundtland criteria for future energy sources,
it is logical for Canada to pursue the nuclear option. However, there are other
equally convincing but more subjective arguments to indicate that nuclear energy is
the appropriate path for Canada to follow.

One such argument pertains to the investment already made in the industry. On
the strength of a $3.0 billion federal R&D investment over the past 40 years,
Canadian utilities have invested $30 billion in CANDU generating plants. The
nuclear program has meant jobs acreoss Canada's geographic regions for more
than 30,000 Canadians in directly related industries and another 70,000 in
associated industries. Of these, many are highly skilled jobs.

Building this Canadian energy option has resulted in one of Canada's few,
enduring, high-technology success stories. That success can be measured by the
performance of CANDU reactors sold, whether at home or abroad. On another
level, that success can be tabulated based on the following: in jobs secured for
Canadians; in a national facility dedicated to furthering the peaceful application of
nuclear energy; in a brain trust of technical expertise rivalling any in the world; in a
highly successful uranium mining industry (Canada is the world's largest uranium
producer and exporter, resulting in an inflow of about $1 billion per year in foreign
exchange); in recognition on the world stage for leadership in nuclear energy; in
the contribution of the nuclear industry to fields as diverse as medicine and
agriculture, as well as many processing and manufacturing industries. But this
high-tech industry, with to all its ramifications, can only be sustained with activity.

The scarcity of orders for all types of power plants over the past decade --
including the CANDU -- painted a bleak picture for Canada's nuclear engineering
community. But with the announcement of the sale of a 2nd CANDU reactor to
South Korea, a provision of funding loans to allow Romania to continue
construction of Cernavoda, and interest now being expressed by provincial
utilities, a strong renaissance is in the making.

FEDERAL AND PROVINCIAL RESPONSIBILITIES.

In Canada, responsibility for the creation and maintenance of a national
competence in nuclear energy technology and for the construction and operation of
nuclear power plants resides with the federal government and provincial
government respectively. Responsibility for uranium mining is a joint responsability
of both federal and provincial governments.
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This division of authority is far from being a distinctly Canadian phenomenon.
Similar situations exist in many other nations that have adopted nuclear energy.

Like the national governments of other countries where nuclear energy has been
implemented, Canada's federal government has traditionally assumed certain
responsibilities from which the provinces benefit, including:

the funding of research and development;

the establishment and enforcement of environmental, safety and export
regulations; and

direct involvement in risk taking, both in project financing and through
insurance.

In that spirit, the potential of the nuclear option in Canada can be achieved through
the cooperation of governments and industry.

If the federal and provincial governments can resolve problems arising from the
joint responsibility for the nuclear program, and if politicians can reinforce an
increasing public respect for the nuclear option, the future of Canada's nuclear
program will improve and tremendous opportunities will be tapped.

IMPACT OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEGISLATION ON NUCLEAR PROJECTS

Ontario Hydro, with the largest nuclear capacity in Canada, has initiated a demand
management plan designed to offset anticipated load growth during the 90s and
beyond. From its inception, it was ambitious, but now the target has been
doubled. It is now clear that with the existing approvals process, no new nuclear
facilities beyond the Darlington units can be in place in Ontario much before the
year 2007. This will require Ontario Hydro to utilize its fossil fuel capacity fully
through the 90s and well into the next century to offset increasing demand for
electricity. There will, therefore, be no early reduction in C02 emissions from the
implementation of Ontario Hydro's demand management programs. This policy
calls for the continued and extensive use of existing fossil fuelled plants. The
recent announcement that Hydro intends to target more private generation, which
will primarily be gas fired, means even more greenhouse gases will be emitted as a
result of decisions taken by Ontario Hydro, at the request of the provincial
government.



One expectation of the federal government, as expressed in its Green Plan, is to
reduce the production of global warming gases from the use of fossil fuels to
generate power by reducing electricity demand.

The expectation of the Ontario Government is that conservation and efficiency wiil
be used to avoid building new generating stations. This will offset demand growth
and implies that existing coai fired plants must continue to be utilized. Therefore
there cannot be a reduction in CO2 production through conservation.

Conservation and efficiency can reduce consumption of fossil fuels only if new
non-fossil fuelled generation is provided to meet growth in demand, the result of a
growing economy and population.

The positions of Ontario and Canada are therefore in conflict.

In response to the growing concern over global warming, an Ontario Hydro task
force assessed the implications for future planning and operations, using the 1988
Toronto Conference recommendations. The task force concluded that:

Ontario Hydro could meet the Toronto target of a 20% reduction in CO2

emissions by 2005 if load growth follows the median path (it was
significantly above it in the 1980s), if economic quantities of demand
management, non-utility and hydro-electric generation are implemented, and
if further nuclear generation is constructed; and

If all sectors of the Ontario economy are required to reduce CO2 emissions,
this is likely to be done through the implementation of energy efficiency
improvement programs and by shifting to lower carbon fuels. The latter
could lead to increased electrical demand which could exceed Ontario
Hydro's ability to supply non-fossil generation.

Approximately 18% of Canada's 1988 CO2 emissions were from burning fossil
fuels to generate electricity. A large proportion of these emissions could be
eliminated by the use of nuclear power. Because the manufacturing and
construction infrastructure already exists in Canada, up to four nuclear units per
year could be built.

The following table indicates the number of nuclear units which would be required
to displace the output of existing fossil-fired generating capacity. It would be
desirable to retain some of the fossil-fired capacity to meet intermediate system
peak requirements. But, up to 16% of total current CO2 emissions could be
eliminated by the use of nuclear power in those provinces lacking additional hydro
resources and who now burn substantial amounts of fossil fuel.
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Fossil-Fuelled
Electricity
1988 GWh

15833

36877

10594

38741

No. & Size of
Nuclear Units

Required

4 X 600 MW

6 X 900 MW

4 X 450 MW

6 X 900 MW

Maritimes

Ontario

Saskatchewan

Alberta

The use of 20 additional nuclear units in Canada could greatly reduce C02

emissions from electricity generation. This would double Canada's installed
nuclear capacity and could be achieved by the year 2005. Such a program would
meet just about half the 20% CO2 emission reduction target for the year 2005,
based on the recommendation of the 1988 Toronto Conference.

In fact, Ontario Hydro's Demand/Supply Plan calls for four 900 MW units to be in
service by 2005. In formulating its preferred plan, Ontario Hydro assumed that it
might be called upon to make only a proportional contribution to CO2 emission
reductions and that fossil-fired electricity generation would not be a major target
beyond such a contribution.

The Demand/Supply Plan also calculates the difference in the overall cost of
implementing a very high nuclear component in the mix of new supply compared
with adding no further nuclear capacity. At the highest level of electricity demand
forecast studied (2.8% per year), there is no difference in the cost of these two
extremes on a present worth basis. The difference in carbon dioxide emissions
however, would be 34 Tg (Million tonnes) in 2005 and 72 Tg in 2015.
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ONTARIO HYDRO DEMAND/SUPPLY PLAN
UPPER LOAD GROWTH SCENARIO

CO2 Emissions Tg

1989 2005 2015

PLAN 26 25 51 79
(No additional Nuclear)

Plan 15 25 35(4) 12(14)
(Preferred Plan)

Plan 23
(High Nuclear) 25 17 (8) 6 (18)

The numbers in brackets indicate the amount of new 900 MW nuclear units which
would be in service by the given dates. The total present value cost of Plans 23
and 26 is approximately $1 billion, more than Plan 15.

It is evident from the Ontario Hydro study that in meeting new electricity demand
and retiring old coal-fired units, considerable carbon dioxide emissions can be
eliminated by the use of nuclear power, at very little incremental cost to the
consumer.

However, this is not the policy which Hydro has been placing before the
Demand/Supply Plan environmental assessment hearings. The new positions put
forward by Ontario Hydro at the behest of the provincial government will result in
significant increases in greenhouse gases emitted into the atmosphere, due to
heavier dependence on fossil fuels for power generation.

The Environmental Assessment process in Ontario has required the utility to pay
massive funding to intervenor groups, a number of whom oppose the further
development of nuclear energy. The amount of funding guarantees that process
will be long and protracted, perhaps to the point of dismantlement of some of the
skilled employee infrastructure in construction and manufacture of nuclear
equipment.
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IMPACT OF ENVIRONMENTAL LEGISLATION ON URANIUM MINING

Uranium Mining is an important Canadian industry. In 1990, Canada was the Western
World's major uranium supplier, having provided 3 1 % of the production, three times
as much as any other country. In 1989, Canada's uranium exports were valued at
$990 million.

The industry continues to prosper, despite experiencing record low prices for its
product. Although the lower grade mines in Elliot Lake, Ontario, have been forced to
close in response to current economic conditions, the higher grade mines in
Saskatchewan have adequate capacity and reserves to maintain Canada's position on
world markets.

However, ore bodies currently being mined will not last indefinitely and the industry
will need to open new mines in the near future. Environmental Impact Assessments
have been submitted for four new projects, two of which are at existing operations,1"
the others being new developments.3&4

Development projects undertaken by the uranium mining industry have the potential
to have significant impacts on the environment. Consequently, the industry's
activities have been, and are expected to continue to be, subject to scrutiny by the
government agencies responsible for protection of the environment.

Although the capital expenditures for development of a project are generally very
large, the amount of money that must be expended, prior to being able to present a
project proposal for assessment, is not insignificant. It includes not only the cost of
test work required to evaluate the viability of the project, but also the cost of
collection of base line environmental data, studies of the social impact of the proposal
and a public information program.

The environmental assessment processes currently operating in Canada tend to be
"wide open". That is to say that the review of a particular project is usually not
limited to matters specific to that project. Such items as appropriateness of current
legislation, the ability of the regulatory agencies to monitor the project, the advisability
of expansion of the industry, the past performance of the associated industrial sector,
and use of the material to be produced by the project, have all been considered in
assessments.
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Such matters are, for the most part, outside the control of a project proponent.
However, if they are a part of an assessment, the proponent has little choice other
than to address them, in order to receive approval for the project. Preparation of
arguments for submission to an inquiry on these matters may represent a significant
cost, particularly when the proponent has no expertise in these areas.

It is entirely conceivable that consideration of matters not specific to the project under
consideration, may lead to inequities. If, for example, there are two projects, that are
not significantly different in their impacts, it may be that one is given approval to
proceed. The other is not, simply because one is considered before the other. This
could also happen if the inquiry into the second project were to determine that there
were now too many projects of this type. Such matters of policy should be
determined before, not after, a proponent submits a project proposal for consideration.

It may also be noted that the broad scope of inquiries means that operators of projects
other than the one being assessed, have an interest in the proceedings and may have
to participate in the process in order to protect themselves. Even when an operator
has successfully completed the assessment of a project, and has had the conditions
for approval set, these conditions may be changed by some later inquiry.

Until recently, the federal government, represented by the Atomic Energy Control
Board, participated in and accepted the findings of the provincial environmental
assessment processes. However, court rulings made following assessments of the
Rafferty and Alemeda Dam projects in Saskatchewan, have led the federal
government to conclude that, in those areas where it has decision making
responsibility, it must conduct its own assessment.

Initially, it was thought that this might lead to a duplication of the assessment process
for the uranium mining industry, which would of course, lead to a significant financial
burden for the industry and possible additional time delays. However, it was recently
announced that proposed new uranium mining projects in Saskatchewan would be
reviewed by a joint federal-provincial board of inquiry5. Unfortunately, it appears that
this will still be an expensive undertaking for the uranium industry.

Recently, the Atomic Energy Control Board issued proposed amendments to its
schedule of fees charged to the nuclear industry6. In this document the Board
indicated that the 22% increase in fees was, in part, due to "increased emphasis on
environmental assessments". However, the assessment fee for a siting or for a
uranium mine construction licence is proposed to change from $84,600 annually7 to
a charge of $1,608,000. This is an increase of over 800%, assuming it takes two
years for the assessment process. The Board identifies this increase as beinci the
direct result of the federal environmental assessment process.
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The fees charged by the Atomic Energy Control Board are only a small part of the
costs incurred by a proponent whose project is undergoing assessment. Besides the
cost of preparing a project statement and evaluation for assessment, which is
considered as legitimate expense, participation in the assessment process is expected
to cost a proponent at least as much as the fees being charged by the Board for its
participation.

The Board's involvement in the environmental assessment process for uranium mines
is, as noted above, a direct result of the federal govenrment's involvement in the
decision making process relating to the industry. However, when the federal
government Task Force on Program Review, under the chairmanship of the Deputy
Prime Minister, reviewed the Board's activities, it concluded: "The Study Team is of
the view that AECB's regulatory program represents an undue burden on the uranium
mining industry and intrudes more than necessary into provincial spheres of
jurisdiction".8

It should be noted that this observation was made before the implementation of the
Board's cost recovery program and, consequently, the "undue burden "referred to is
administrative rather than financial. With the implementation of cost recovery, the
burden has increased.

Significant delays in approvals have also been introduced. As noted above, the
federal and Saskatchewan governments recently announced a joint panel to review
proposed and pending uranium mining projects. Project proposals were submitted to
the regulatory agencies by the proponents in early 1991. Well before this, the
agencies were made aware of the work being done in preparing the proposals. Yet
the panel was not named until late August, and is not expected to start functioning
until near the end of the year.

Such a delay has three major impacts on the industry. Firstly, there is a financial
impact: preparation of an environmental impact statement is a costly undertaking and
interest payments on this money during unanticipated delays are a significant burden.
Secondly, there is increased uncertainty: delays in obtaining approvals are inclined to
make investors reluctant to support projects. And thirdly, delays may make the
negotiation of long term supply contracts impossible.

The uranium mining industry accepts that it has a responsibility to ensure that its
activites result in a net benefit to society. The industry recognizes that the
environmental assessment process is a legitimate mechanism for governments to
employ, in determining the benefits and detriments of proposed projects. It accepts
that there will always be some risk that project proposals may not be considered to
be in the best interests of society.
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However, the industry is most concerned that present implementation of
environmental assessment processes result in unreasonable financial burdens for
proponents, unnecessary uncertainty for all operators, including those with approved
projects, and unjustified delays in obtaining necessary approvals for new projects.

IMPACT OF THE IMPLEMENTATION OF PROPOSED NEW RADIATION EXPOSURE
LIMITS

The Atomic Energy Control Board has published proposed new exposure limits (C-122)
which could have serious economic consequences for various companies and
institutions involved in nuclear technology. The potential impacts are still being
assessed but it is clear that the most serious consequences would accrue for uranium
mining companies. Indeed the proposed new regulations may well render underground
uranium mining unviable.

Canada were to enact these new limits (in advance of their implementation in
countries competing with Canada in the uranium export market) there would be severe
repercussions in sales of uranium and mining employment in Canada. The CNA
therefore urges that implementation of these new limits be conditional upon the
signing of an international protocol by all uranium supplier nations.
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NOTES

1. Eagle Point Project proposal submitted by Cameco Corporation for underground
mining at the Rabbit Lake facility that it operates.

2. Dominique-Janine Extension Project proposal submitted by Amok Ltd. for
extension of an open pit located at the Cluff Lake facility that it operates.

3. Midwest Joint Venture Project proposal submitted by Denison Mines Ltd. for
underground mining.

4. McLean Lake Project proposal submitted by Minatco Ltd. for open pit and
underground mining.

5. Uranium Development Assessment Panel Appointed. News release by the
Government of Canada and the Government of Saskatchewan, August 22,
1991.

6. Proposed Amendmends to the AECB Cost Recovery Fees Regulations,
Consultative Document C-126. Atomic Energy Control Board, July 29, 1991.

7. AECB Cost Recovery Fees Regulations. Government of Canada, March 22,
1990.

8. Regulatory Programs, A Study Team to the Task Force on Program Review.
Government of Canada, May 1985, page 247.
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