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Dear Sir or Madam:

Comments on RD-99.3, Requirements for Public Information and Disclosure, and
GD-99.3, Guide to the Requirements for Public Information and Disclosure

Cameco Corporation (Cameco) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Regulatory
and Guidance Documents, RD-99.3 and GD-99.3, respecting the Canadian Nuclear Safety
Commission’s (CNSC) requirements for public information and disclosure.

Cameco has had in place active public information programs for many years at its Canadian
operations and we recognize the importance of providing relevant information to the public. One of
Cameco’s core values is integrity, which includes commitments to “maintaining positive and open
relationships wherever we operate” and to “publicly disclose complete, accurate and balanced
information on a timely basis”. In addition, as further discussed below, Cameco is a publicly traded
company and is required to comply with strict securities market disclosure requirements.

We have reviewed RD-99.3 and GD-99.3 in light of the above and have the following comments.

1. General Comments

As a publicly traded licensee, Cameco is required to comply with a number of legal requirements
related to disclosure both in Canada and the United States. Such disclosure rules are intended to
protect shareholders, and, as such, strict requirements have been developed with regard to both the
type and timing of information that must be released by the issuer. Based on our review of the
Regulatory and Guidance Documents, we are concerned that the CNSC’s public disclosure
requirements do not accord with Canadian securities disclosure requirements.

NUCLEAR. The Clean Air Energy.



Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
December 17,2010
Page 2

We also note that some of the thresholds used — at times it would seem interchangeably —have
slightly different wording which may lead to confusion. For example, we see in section 2.1 of RD
99.3 use of the language “that may be of interest to the public” as opposed to the language used in
section 2.3.1 which provides “where the public has an interest to know”. In our view, the latter
language, which has a higher threshold, should be used throughout these documents, as it more
closely aligns with the legislative basis discussed below under jurisdictional concerns.

The Regulatory Document indicates in section 2.1 that the “public information and disclosure
program shall be commensurate with the complexity of the lifecycle and activities of the nuclear
facility, the risks to public health and safety and the environment associated with the facility and
activities, and the level of public interest they generate”. However, neither document considers that
an appropriate balance must be struck between these factors. We would recommend that the
Regulatory Document be revised to clarify that licensees should balance these factors in designing
their public information and disclosure programs.

Further, we note that these documents are intended to provide guidance to licensees. However,
section 2.3.1 of RD-99.3 specifies that the listed types of events and other disclosures are a
“minimum” only. This does not provide the required guidance to licensees and leaves the CNSC
with much discretion to determine what should be disclosed to the public. Rather than attempting to
create a new set of criteria for public disclosure reporting, we suggest that the CNSC utilize the
existing guidance set out in subsection 29(1) of the General Nuclear Safety and Control
Regulations, which clearly describes the circumstances in which reports must be made to the
CNSC, and modify such criteria for public disclosure purposes. Arguably, what is required to be
reported to the CNSC by a licensee should be broader than what is required to be reported to the
public.

Cameco is also concerned with the potential for duplication of reporting requirements. Specifically,
we read the protocol requirements, which provide that licensees have to set out criteria for reporting
a number of matters, including a list of events reported to the CNSC or other regulatory bodies.
Section 2.3.2 of RD-99.3 then provides that licensees have to inform the CNSC of disclosures
made. For those already reported to the CNSC, this would seem to be a clear unnecessary
duplication of regulatory requirements. This is further compounded by section 2.4 of RD 99.3,
which indicates that reporting to the CNSC on public information and disclosure activities “shall be
aligned with the licence conditions on reporting requirements for the licensee”. It is not clear which
requirements are to govern in the event of a conflict, but presumably, licence conditions will take
precedence. When we read section 2.3.2 of GD-99.3, it would seem that the intent is not to
duplicate reporting requirements, at least with respect to nuclear power plants. We would urge the
CNSC to clarify that the expectations in this regard are not to impose another reporting requirement
on licensees.



Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission
December 17, 20 10
Page 3

2. Specific Comments

With respect to the requirement set out in section 2.3.1 of RD-99.3 to disclose a list of events
reported to “other regulatory bod[ies]”, we request that this be removed, as the CNSC does not have
the jurisdiction to define regulatory requirements respecting public disclosure that are within the
jurisdiction of other regulatory bodies or agencies.

Cameco is also concerned with the language in section 2.2.4 of GD-99.3 that speaks to
“operational” information. While matters of the environment and public safety are for discussion,
we do not believe that there is any requirement for sharing operational matters in the manner set out
in these guidance documents. We would ask that this language be constrained accordingly.

In the sixth bullet of section 2.2.4 of the GD-99.3, Cameco notes that licensees and licence
applicants are encouraged to address in their public information strategy how they “will respond to
and record comments, questions or concerns expressed by the target audience.” In our view, the
licensee’s responses and decision to respond are to be made as the circumstances require. There is
no requirement and nor should there be one imposed for licensees to respond to any and all
comments by the “target audience”. This concern is compounded by the encompassing definition
given to “target audience”. For example, with this unequivocal language, licensees could be
spending a good deal of their time and devoting limited resources to responding to irrelevant and
frivolous questions from members of the “target audience” who are motivated by the fact that
licensees are required by the CNSC to respond to all comments or concerns.

Further, in the ninth bullet of section 2.2.4 of GD-99.3, the CNSC stipulates that the intent is to
“ensur[e] information is presented in a manner that is understandable to the public, preferably using
plain, non-technical language”. This seems contrary to recent direction that we have received from
the CNSC with respect to public disclosure on our website of lengthy scientific and technical
reports. Clarification is required as to the expectation of licensees in this regard, as this may require
licensees to summarize volumes of scientific and technical information in a more user-friendly
fashion.

Finally, section 2.2.8 of GD-99.3 would seem to be the CNSC abdicating, or, at a minimum, not
fully complying with its responsibilities pursuant to the federal Access to Information Act. We
believe that this is not in keeping with the spirit and intent of the federal regime and overarching
regulatory principles. For example, the federal access to information regime allows for exempt
third party information to be redacted. This is not addressed at all in the second paragraph of
section 2.2.8. We therefore ask that this section be removed in its entirety. In the event that the
CNSC chooses to maintain this section, we request that it be significantly revised to accurately
reflect the third party information provisions of the Access to Information Act.
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3. Jurisdictional Concerns

RD-99.3 and GD-99.3 point to regulations made pursuant to the Nuclear Safety and ControlAct as
setting the requirements for the public information and disclosure program. We have reviewed the
legislation as quoted with some interest and are concerned that what is being set out in the
Regulatory and Guidance Documents does not accord with the overarching regulation.
More specifically, the legislation speaks to “a program to inform persons living in the vicinity of the
[facility] of the general nature and characteristics of the anticipated effects of the activity to be
licensed on the environment and the health and safety of persons” [emphasis added]. Our difficulty
with what is proposed is in two respects. The first is that what is expected to be provided is much
more than general information. The second concern is that the legislation is looking to “the
anticipated effects”. We have reviewed the guidance and do not see it tying back into this legal
framework. In fact, some of the information would appear to have little to do with “anticipated
effects” and has been reduced to “public interest”.

Further, in section 2.1 of GD-99.3, the “target audience” is expanded to include not just those
anticipated to be affected by the facility, but to those “interested in the licensed facilities and
activities”. While the CNSC may be free to encourage licensees to “employ a broad and inclusive
interpretation of ‘persons living in the vicinity”, and the licensees can take this into account, having
regard for the statutory basis for these guidance documents, we are concerned that these
expectations have little or no legislative basis.

Thank you for providing this opportunity to provide comments on these regulatory documents.

Yours truly,

Alice Wong
Vice-President, Safety, Health, Environment, Quality,
and Regulatory Relations

CNA:ek


