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Dear Sir/Madam: 
 
Discussion Paper DIS-12-06 Proposals to Amend the Packaging and Transport of Nuclear 
Substances Regulations 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed regulatory changes. My Assistant 
Radiation Safety Coordinator and I recently met with the Directors and the RSOs of our Central 
Radiopharmacy and PET Cyclotron departments to discuss any concerns that they might have 
identified in this Discussion Paper. 
 
Overall, we have no concern with the idea of updating PTNSR to reflect current IAEA Transport 
Regulations – that is probably overdue. We do have some specific concerns however: 
 

Section 1, 3rd  paragraph, Mention of more generic wording and application of future 
revisions of IAEA Transport Regulations – our concern is that the current version of the 
PTNSR should always state which version of the IAEA Transport Regulations it is based 
upon. Secondly, how long will licensees have after IAEA Transport Regulations have 
been revised to comply? Will CNSC ensure that changes to IAEA Transport Regulations 
are circulated in advance of effective date (perhaps by use of CNSC e-mail bulletin 
service)? 
 
Section 2.1, 4th paragraph, We are concerned that CNSC may retain overly restrictive 
variants than what is laid out in the IAEA Transport Regulations. 
 
Section 2.1.1.1 Why are the 2012 IAEA Transport Regulations not being wholly adopted 
instead some from 2009 and some from 2012? 
 
Section 2.2.3 Verbiage here suggesting that Radiation Protection Program for carriers be 
moved to Radiation Protection Regulations and increasing the requirements. While we 



acknowledge that DIS-12-06 was publicly posted was anything done to ensure that the 
transport/carrier community was made aware of this pending massively significant 
regulatory change (massively significant to those in the transport business)? 
 
Increasing the RPP requirements for carriers could see some firms drop out of transport 
of Nuclear Substances and/or significantly increase their transportation charges. This 
could have a huge impact on the health-care sector (decreased transport companies to 
choose from and likely increased transport costs). Is this proposal based on 
incident/exposure problems with transportation workers? Presumably this is based on 
actual adverse experience not a theoretical risk. 
 
Section 4, 1st paragraph seems to suggest that the “normal” Discussion Paper process will 
not be followed. It states  

“The discussion paper aims to seek feedback on the proposed regulatory amendments 
outlined herein. The CNSC will use this input to develop detailed proposals for the 
amendments and to produce a set of regulatory amendment recommendations, which 
will be presented to the Commission Tribunal. “  

The Discussion Paper Section of the CNSC web-site states:  
“Discussion papers are made available for public comment for a specified period of time. 
At the end of the first comment period, CNSC staff review all public input. Public 
comments are then posted for feedback on the CNSC Web site for a second round of 
consultation.” 

So our concern is that the “normal” Discussion Paper sequence seems to be getting short-
circuited for this particular Discussion Paper. 

 
We were very happy to see the following: 
 

Section 2.1.2.2, 2nd paragraph, Proposed exemption for transport of a contaminated 
person or one who has been subject to an intake of nuclear substances. 

 
Section 2.2.5.1, Allowing a waste load inadvertently containing prescribed medical 
isotopes to be moved without CNSC notification/intervention is also a welcome addition 
but we suggest that inclusion of Iodine-123 and Iodine-124 also be considered (Iodine-
131 is identified in the paper as one of seven isotopes used in medicine, presumably 
exclusion of Iodine-123 and Iodine-124 was an oversight). 
 
 

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

J. Dovyak 
 
Jeff Dovyak RTNM, CRPA (R) 
Radiation Safety Coordinator 
 
 
 


