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When these discussion papers are posted on the web site, the paper should automatically be 
emailed to all licencees across Canada.  This does not happen and we are not in a position to 
provide an informed response. 
Due to the short period of time for response, this response has not been researched to the extent 
I would have liked to present a well informed reply. 
This discussion paper, is very vague, it gives little information to respond to.  There is no 
indication of what the penalties will be monetarily.  There is a suggestion of $25,000.00 or 
$100,000.00 as maximum.  It does not reveal when the penalty will be imposed, first offence, 
second or third, etc.   It also doesn't indicate the severity of the penalty to warrant imposition.  
When these issues have been determined, for the proposal, there should be a further discussion 
paper for the Licencees to respond to, this is far premature for a realistic response.   
Page 3 Item  5  Penalties are a debt to Her Majesty (not the CNSC)  The CNSC receives funding 
from the cost recovery program - government, our tax $'s the cost recovery is tax imposed no 
matter what terminology you may impose.   
Where is the historical data, that indicates this is a necessary implementation?  I think there 
should be some hard facts prior to implementation and further discussion papers with input from 
the licencees, and a way to keep the licencees informed, certainly a better way than what is 
presently available. 
  
3.4    Components of the AMP system  - acts of non compliance, licencees have to know what 
acts of non compliance constitute a violation.  It should not be some                 conjured up 
violation which has not historically occurred.  How do we know the regulations may change, in 
order to constitute a broader range of violations. 
        Penalty amounts to be calculated — this has to be defined with the opportunity to be able to 
respond, long before any implementation is planned. 
        Document Service -  until the 2 aforementioned factors have been addressed, this is not a 
consideration   ( due to the short response time, I have not as yet read 
        BilC-38 but intend to) 
 3.3    Prior to any of the above coming into play we have to know if the AMP system is better 
than the court system. 
  
  
I may be misunderstanding the content, however at this times these are real concerns. 
  
Ethel M. Cook    CFO 
Cantech Inspections Ltd. 
 
 


