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CRN Consortium Membership
The Canadian Registration Number consortium represents the following stakehodlers:
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The ISSUE
The Canadian Registration Number (CRN), required for most pressure equipment in Canada, is governed according to the standards laid out by the Canadian Standards Association (CSA) Pressure Vessel and Piping code B51 and the Mechanical Refrigeration code B52. The application of this code is decentralized and left up to each individual province and territory. This has led to a bureaucratic, prohibitive, and costly piecemeal system for manufacturers and end users. The system is also considered by many who must work with it to be redundant. 
For national registrations, the costs are separately charged in every province, which can run into the thousands of dollars. This limits innovation by restricting the amount of custom equipment offered in Canada. The cost of fewer available options is ultimately passed down to the end user.
It is a shared concern from those in the industry that the process of issuing CRNs in Canada is needlessly restrictive and more complex than systems elsewhere in the world. It is felt there is limited demonstrable public benefit to the current system.
A resolution to this issue would enable innovation and facilitate the entrance of various new and existing technologies into the Canadian marketplace. These technologies, in many cases, provide safer and more efficient solutions which will ultimately draw benefits right down to the Canadian consumer. 
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Context
The CRN is an alpha-numerical identifier which serves as proof that a pressure equipment design has been registered for use by a provincial regulator. CSA B51 details the engineering requirements for boilers, pressure vessels, pressure piping and fittings. It outlines safety requirements as well as proper practices for inspection, testing, and repair – and much more. These standards apply in every province and territory, despite the decentralized Canadian approval process. The provinces also have their own regulations in place that complement CSA B51, such as Alberta’s Pressure Equipment Safety Regulations. 
The process laid out in CSA B51 is supposed to be reflected and respected in provincial regulations. However, the provincial processes vary across jurisdictions, meaning manufacturers must change small details in their applications to comply with local regulations. It is common to hear that standards can vary between inspectors in the same province, adding to the confusion for manufacturers. One source consulted for this report said they had to explain how their product worked to a reviewer because he had never evaluated something like it before. In another case, a vessel that fell under CSA B51 guidelines was not required to be registered in Quebec (according to the inspector assigned to the application) – a decision the manufacturer found strange. From another source that worked in refrigeration, we heard that it was a source of frustration for a regulator to call his below-125 kW condenser a vessel, since it did not normally require a CRN. The provinces also vary in what items require a CRN. Saskatchewan, British Columbia, and Manitoba do not require CRNs for category A, B, C, G fittings, while all other provinces do. Quebec does not require CRNs for pressure piping. Instead, a government inspector will inspect a piping system once it is installed and ready for use. In provinces like Ontario, the inspection is still done but a CRN is needed for the components in the system.  
One source, a consultant, said his strategy is to apply for a new CRN in Ontario first (because of the population size). Another source said he applies in either Ontario or Alberta (which the source said is considered more stringent in their application of the code), because it usually eased acceptance in other provinces. CSA B51 states that if one province registers a new application for fittings, a second province “may” accept the other’s registration as long as certain documentation is provided to the second province. In reality, sources pointed out, British Columbia is the only jurisdiction to have a true reciprocity system – meaning registration can be done in as little as two days instead of weeks – though prior approval in another province can still make it somewhat easier in some other provinces. Anecdotal evidence suggests that Alberta does not take prior approval into consideration and conducts all of their reviews from scratch, even if every other Canadian jurisdiction has already approved the design. However, a source at the Alberta Boilers Safety Association (ABSA) said that prior approval is indeed taken into consideration. ABSA has adopted a system where Alberta manufacturers can assign an individual to complete a detailed review, and ABSA audits thereafter.
For a manufacturer needing approval in every jurisdiction, the wait time can be a logistical nightmare and with cascading consequences, especially if it is a small operation where success depends on timely market launch. If a product is approved everywhere, the CRN’s numerical identifier for each province is replaced by an overarching ‘C’, identifying that it is approved in every jurisdiction. However, there are many examples of manufacturers waiting on one slow or backlogged jurisdiction to be able to release their product nationwide. Though its approved everywhere else, they need to wait on one province in order to mark their product with a ‘C’ and to be able to sell nationwide. In some cases, these waits can be over a year.
Manufacturers we consulted liked the process used in the Maritimes and in the Territories best. In those seven jurisdictions, companies can submit their designs to the non-profit organization ACI Central Inc. This organization, made up of the chief inspectors of the jurisdictions, collects applications and takes care of the technical drawings and review process for the manufacturer. ACI reviews the material on behalf of the provincial governments. The companies can choose if they want to apply in every jurisdiction, some, or just one. Essentially, ACI acts as an intermediary between the manufacturers and the member governments, while doing some of the work normally required from both. The manufacturers submit what ACI needs, and ACI will come back to them with their product CRN’s. Designs are scanned by ACI and stored in a cloud, making access easy for each regulator. ACI is audited by the regulators annually.
Despite the ease of the ACI Central model, it does not make the process less burdensome in terms of cost.
Average cost of registration, 2011 data
Alberta
$541
British Columbia
$215
Manitoba
$270
Ontario
$768
Quebec
$140
Saskatchewan
$310
ACI
$767

Registration Costs over Time
A graph of the costs by province.
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Source: PVEng.com. Ontario costs may be inflated by the fact that PVEng used expedited registration more often and generally used the province as their first location for registration. The cost for ACI is an average of their single jurisdiction and multiple jurisdiction registrations.
Almost universally, interviewees pointed out the redundancy of the CRN system. Most manufacturers in Canada and all manufacturers in the United States already have their plants registered with ASME and their drawings reviewed by their ASME Authorized Inspector (or with some other certification). CSA B51-14 states that “Manufacturers in countries other than Canada that manufacture and export boilers and pressure vessels to Canada shall ensure that all boilers and pressure vessels are stamped with the appropriate ASME Code product certification mark and registered with the National Board.” Given that a product has already received prior approval from a third-party reviewer, the sources claim that there is no reason to have the design reviewed again. This applies as well for UL standards, a verification given by the global independent science safety company UL. The result is that manufacturers must hire third-party engineering firms to review their drawings before they’re submitted to the government for more review.
A review of failures of pressure equipment shows that failures are overwhelmingly caused by operations and maintenance problems, not design issues.


Objectives of the Submission
In an effort to provide realistic recommendations to modernize and improve the CRN application process, we offer two potential solutions for consideration:
Harmonize the CRN so that registration in one jurisdiction is accepted in all of Canada, maintaining the current application process 
There is precedent for this “passport” approach, both in Canada and abroad. As previously mentioned, CSA B51 and B52 state that with the proper documentation (and accompanying fees) another jurisdiction may accept a registration. While the principle seems to apply in some cases, such as BC, it is not applied in the rest of Canada.
In Europe, the EU’s Pressure Equipment Directive (PED) is legislation that harmonizes pressure equipment regulation across the 28 member states. It has been called the “passport to Europe” because once an CE (European) marking has been obtained, a product can be sold anywhere in the EU. Like the CRN, all manufacturers must get CE markings for their regulated products.
In terms of the regulatory structure, this solution would change little. It would only require jurisdictions to automatically recognize that a successful application in one province applies to the whole country.
This solution is likely to find resistance from regulators. The logic behind opposition is similar to that used to oppose a national securities regulator: it would infringe on provincial autonomy – public safety is clearly the domain of the provinces. What’s more, a reciprocal agreement would mean fewer revenues collected from applications since an applicant would only need to submit their paperwork in one jurisdiction, not 13. There may also be a bias towards applying in certain provinces, which would likely disproportionally hurt small provinces like Prince Edward Island and the territories. To mitigate this type of bias, all 13 jurisdictions would have to establish an agreed-upon set of design submission, review and registration requirements. However, this is still the optimal choice for applicants given the significant reduction in cost and bureaucracy it would entail.
Create a national association of provincial and territorial inspectors modeled after ACI Central, centralizing the application process 

Under this model, like the first, provincial agencies responsible for the CRN approval process would still exist and operate. But rather than submitting applications directly to the provinces and territories, the applications would pass through an intermediary. This would reduce the burden on applicants by letting the new association handle the submission to each individual jurisdiction on the applicant’s behalf.

This solution would face less hostility from regulators, especially given that the association would be run by the regulators themselves – the same way ACI Central is. Their work would continue exactly as it does now with the same funds collected. The only difference is that the applications would fall on the desks of the regulators from the intermediary rather than the applicants themselves. This would do little to solve the inefficiencies and financial impact of the current system, but it would remove the burden of applying to 13 different jurisdictions on the applicants.
Another model from which inspiration can be taken is the Transport Canada Registration Number (TCRN) system, which covers equipment in CSA B620., i.e. the requirements governing the design, construction, certification, and other aspects of tank trucks and portable tanks for the transportation of dangerous goods. Under this system, tanks need only be approved once for all of Canada. Transport Canada provides a list of Designated Design Review Agencies (DRA) from which those seeking registration can choose from. 
Effects of implementation
Both solutions would help reduce red tape for applicants and possibly reduce their costs. The solutions would also be in harmony with the spirit of the new Canadian Free Trade Agreement, a provisional inter-provincial trade deal endorsed by every province and territory. Section 5(h) of Article 503 of the Agreement discourages against “adopting or applying any registration system or qualification procedure with the purpose or the effect of creating unnecessary obstacles to the participation of suppliers of any other Party in its procurement.” (Our emphasis.) 
Despite this new deal, the Consortium should still anticipate resistance from the regulatory bodies. We again raise the parallel of Canadian securities regulation. The Canadian Securities Administrators, the cooperative body that groups together the provincial authorities, has as its objective to harmonize the regulation of capital markets in all Canadian jurisdictions. They operate on the passport model, where each provincial regulator operates independently, with the Canadian Securities Administrators acting as an umbrella group, though a national regulator is scheduled to come into force in 2018.  



Prioritization of Initiatives
There is only one initiative associated with this submission, a reform of the Canadian Registration Number system, so only one review if required for all of Canada.  Our preference would be the first recommendation herein, however industry would consider other alternatives to resolve this expensive, time consuming, little-value-add process that also restricts new technology entering the Canadian market.  

Impact
The current CRN process has is a significant impact to a wide range of stakeholders. Many manufacturers consider the business risk (time, cost, uncertainties) associated with obtaining CRNs not worth the potential benefit of entering the Canadian marketplace and will invest in certifications for other markets where the business risk is much lower and where certification is transferable. 
There is also uncertainty regarding the actual value of a CRN – does it really bolster safety in any measurable or significant way? End users oftentimes ask for CRNs where they are not required due to a perception that there will be a reduction in liability. In some cases, even the regulator has shown a willingness to clarify to the end user that a particular device does not require a CRN. 
Regarding new innovations, numerous stakeholders who understand the onerous nature of the CRN process will work towards certification in all other national jurisdictions before spending the resources to achieve certification in Canada. The resulting impact is obvious, unfortunate, but we believe it is rectifiable. 
Manufacturers
Manufacturers are the ones who experience the CRN process first hand. Their pressure equipment must have a CRN before is it is sold to anyone, otherwise inspectors will reject the product during installation. For mass-produced products, the manufacturers we spoke to said that it was less burdensome to apply for a CRN in every province if there was an expectation that it would sell nationwide. For speciality products where it wasn’t clear if there was a market, they waited until they had a substantive order before applying for a CRN. 
Multiple sources could recall times when an order received was not worthwhile enough when comparing profits made to the cost of a CRN. This represents a lost opportunity and lost clients for the manufacturer. In at least one case, a specialty product order was put in place and it was substantive enough, but the buyer cancelled the order because the CRN process was taking too long and the buyer needed their product faster, opting for another but potentially less optimal product for their needs. In one other case, it was the manufacturer thinking of cancelling a CRN application for a small order because the process turned out to be more time consuming than they initially budgeted for. We have even been told of cases where an entire production line was located outside of Canada due to the costs and delays of the CRN process.
The financial burden falls on manufacturers as well, creating negative impacts. One manufacturer refused to sell their speciality products or customized designs unless the buyer covered the price of getting a CRN in their province. Other manufacturers absorb the loss from getting a CRN, figuring it is better to lose that money than lose potential clients. In both cases, the manufacturers must make a tough decision that can affect their bottom line.
The financial burden is also amplified by the fact that the CRN is arguably redundant.  Companies pay for certification from third-party organizations like ASME and UL so that they can sell their products in the rest of the world. Large-scale producers also hire full-time, third-party ASME inspectors to watch over their onsite operations. The manufacturers we interviewed said that they have never had a design rejected by provincial regulators if it had prior ASME certification. It seems strange that this standard is good enough for the rest of the world, yet in Canada, separate registrations must occur in Prince Edward Island, with a population of 140,000 people, and the territories of Yukon and Nunavut, each with populations of 35,000. The result is that some manufacturers based in Canada focus more on foreign markets for their sales, preferring to skip dealing with Canadian regulators entirely.
Regulators point out that the CRN process is important for safety. Yet several manufacturers asked us the question: What additional safety does it achieve when a product has been built by a certified manufacturer and already been inspected once, twice, sometimes three times? 
Naturally, manufacturers are riled by what they see as needless meddling in their professional work. One manufacturer said it was better to think of a CRN as a tax rather than a certification: it only serves to bring in revenue for the government. It is a tax charged by 13 separate Canadian jurisdictions just for doing business, and costs ultimately gets passed along to end users.
Renewals were even more of an issue, since there is no rational reason to re-register a design that hasn’t changed since the initial registration. For this reason, one interviewee decided to let most expiring designs go and slowly retreat from the Canadian market, which was only a small percentage of their global sales and not worth the hassle. He estimated that half his current roster of products was already not available in Canada, a potential revenue loss of $4 to $5 million annually. He worries that if more manufacturers feel the same way, prices will increase as demand increases but suppliers decrease in number.
End User
End users are naturally confused about CRNs and worry about improperly following regulations. One manufacturer we spoke to said they had an end user that required them to have CRNs on all their equipment – even when it was not necessary. They wanted to be overly cautious and sure there were no issues when an inspector showed up.
As mentioned, in Saskatchewan, BC and Manitoba, the vast majority of fittings are not required to be registered. One source was familiar with two breweries that were built in Canada (one in Vancouver and one in Ontario) that were very similar in model and construction. The brewing equipment was imported from Germany. The brewery in Vancouver was built relatively quickly since the fittings did not need a CRN. In Ontario, however, every fitting type needed a new CRN code since they had not previously been registered in the province. This increased the time and cost required for the small business owners to get up and running. In a country governed by the same code, BC acknowledged that the fittings’ existing certifications (ASME) were good enough. But not in Ontario. It is possible that the brewery chose to scrap their original plans and instead use fittings that had CRNs (the source did not have information on what happened next).
To be fair, the federal government is not deaf to the concerns expressed here. A 2013 Natural Resources Canada study found that the CRN system in Canada could be a potential impediment to the long-term growth of the natural gas vehicle (NGV) market. The government concluded that CRN harmonization was feasible with additional stakeholder outreach. Yet nothing has changed in the years since then.
Cost of CRN to Innovation
One of the most common complaints from manufacturers and end users was that they could not figure out what the added benefit of a CRN was. In every industry, design requirements and standards are already governed by industry authorities. 
The current CRN process puts a damper on innovation in Canada. Because it is so complex to navigate the rules and regulations imposed by every separate jurisdiction, innovative products often do not make it to Canadian soil in the first place. A U.S., European, or Korean manufacturer may need to alter their designs to be able to sell in Canada, even if the same product has been used in other countries safely for decades. They essentially have a design that is accepted across the world, except for in Canada. Therefore, the current process should be considered an inter-provincial and cross-border trade barrier.


Degree of Support
The CRN Consortium consists of stakeholders on both sides of the border and across many industries. Many of the members of the Consortium are associations and thereby represent a much larger stakeholder base than the thirteen entities that make up the Consortium.
We are also aware that the National Public Safety Advisory Committee (NPSAC) has instructed TSSA and ABSA, the two regulators performing the majority of the design approvals, to begin exploring approaches towards improving the current CRN process. This is an excellent first step, but much more needs to be done to improve the current system. 

Conclusion
Based on our independent research and the dozen interviews we conducted, we found a clear consensus that the CRN process is in dire need of modernization and improvement. The current system is inefficient, bureaucratic, and cost prohibitive. It has negative impacts throughout the supply chain, from manufacturers to end users and even to Canadian consumers, who suffer from the resulting lack of innovation and more limited product availability.  
A better system for Canada, based on coordinated regulatory model, would alleviate current problems and be a win-win-win for all stakeholders.
The CRN Consortium looks forward to continued discussion on this important and long-standing issue. We thank you for the opportunity to provide input into this consultation. 

