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OTTAWA, Ontario KIP SS9 

Dear Mr. Dallaire: 

AECL's Comments on CNSC Discussion Paper DIS-12-07 Safety Culture for Nuclear Licensees 

The purpose of this letter is to provide Atomic Energy of Canada's (AECL) comments on CNSC 
Discussion Paper DIS-12-07 Safety Culture for Nuclear Licensees. 

AECL believes in the impOliance of promoting a strong safety culture and fOlmal safety culture 
assessments as one of the tools available to management to help in this ongoing endeavour. The IAEA 
document IAEA-TECDOC -DDI070 Regulatory Oversight ofSafety Culture in Nuclear Installations 
(2011 September) notes three pillars of regulatory oversight of safety culture, which are summarized 
below: 

1. 	 Safety culture understanding. Safety culture needs to be dealt with differently from 
compliance-based approaches and the development of a common language and framework is 
impOliant. 

2. 	 Dialogue. It is important to share ideas, information, and knowledge that is often qualitative. 
It is important to be creative and constructive in finding solutions to continually improve 
safety. 

3. 	 Flexibility: Safety culture is specific to a work environment and there is no universal way for 
a regulatory body to oversee it. A regulatory body needs to ensure that there is critical 
self-assessment and correction and needs to ensure that the licensee's responsibility for safety 
is not diminished. 

Overall the CNSC discussion paper appears to deviate from these pillars aliiculated in the IAEA 
document. With regard to the principle of safety culture understanding, the CNSC discussion paper 
does provide a starting point in the dialogue for developing a common language and framework for 
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safety culture. However, the discussion paper does not clearly acknowledge that the oversight of 
safety culture needs to be different than compliance-based requirements. This needs to be rectified. 

AECL is concerned that the very detailed assessment methodology outlined in Appendix C lUns 
counter to the IAEA principle of dialogue that envisions an open exchange of information, ideas, and 
knowledge that is often qualitative in nature. The tone of the proposed CNSC assessment method 
seems to stress quantitative approaches that leave the impression that safety culture must be measured, 
as opposed to assessed. While some of these assessment approaches in Appendix C can play an 
important role in a licensee's assessment of its safety culture, this should not be the only or even the 
dominant focus for regulatory-licensee dialogue on safety culture. AECL is concerned that oversight 
of safety culture could evolve into a largely technical exchange on items, such as statistical validity of 
the assessments, and miss the tlUe purpose of a dialogue on safety culture. 

The IAEA principle of flexibility is the one that CNSC discussion paper is most deficient in 
addressing. The CNSC needs to be explicit in stating that it is open to alternate approaches. The 
CNSC has clearly stated its safety culture principles and framework and AECL acknowledges that 
these are important in starting the process of building a common understanding of safety culture. 
However, because the responsibility for safety culture must rest with the licensee, the licensee must be 
able to define it to suit its business needs. 

AECL offers the following specific comments: 

1. 	 The proposed CNSC definition is technically sound in that it conveys a sense of a neutral 
stance to culture and it can be either positive or negative at promoting certain outcomes. 
However, the proposed definition is less useful as a communication tool in promoting the 
importance of having a positive safety culture. The U.S. NRC (2011) and the IAEA (2006) 
definitions are much better in this regard and would help give a sense to a workforce that the 
"overriding priority" needs to be that "safety matters". In 2011 December, INPO and the NRC 
together developed a draft of a new aligned common language for nuclear safety culture 
resulting in the development of a new definition on 10 traits and 42 attributes of a Strong 
Nuclear Safety Culture entitled "Traits of a Strong Nuclear Safety Culture". AECL and the 
Nuclear Power Plants have been working to the CUl1'ent version of this document which lists 8 
traits. In the future, members of W ANO will be expected to perform assessments using this 
newly drafted definition and assessment methodology. The CNSC document fails to recognize 
the current industry traits. If CNSC moves ahead with its proposed definitions, the affected 
licensees would have to contend with two varying sets of definitions and associated stlUctures. 
This will be detrimental, as shaping culture requires simple repeated concepts to be 
communicated in decisions, words and behaviours. The lack of integration between the INPO 
framework, against which W ANO performs assessments, and the proposed CNSC framework 
will hamper industry efforts to positively influence culture. The CNSC approach to developing 
Nuclear Safety Culture requirements should allow the use of the existing INPO framework, 
where this has already been adopted, or where the WANO requirement for assessment already 
exists. 
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2. 	 The definition of safety culture is quoted differently in 3 areas of this discussion paper. 
Currently AECL aligns closely to the definition on page 5 of the discussion paper, which is not 
the recommended definition in section 4. AECL recommends that the CNSC review and adopt 
the newly revised INPO definition of safety culture which states: "Nuclear Safety Culture is 
defined as the core values and behaviours resulting from a collective commitment by leaders 
and individuals to emphasise safety over competing goals to ensure protection ofpeople and 
the environment." 

3. 	 Without the imposition of a defined methodology, the industry may be able to develop simpler, 
more flexible and more effective assessment or monitoring approaches that align to leadership 
tools and potentially yields better results in terms of fostering a healthy Nuclear Safety Culture. 
The industry has devoted significant resources over the past decade to utilize the state of the art 
tools available internationally for assessing Nuclear Safety Culture. AECL recommends that 
CNSC review the INPO document "Traits of a Strong Nuclear Safety Culture" currently in 
draft and provide industry with the flexibility to use industry standard characteristics to meet 
the intent of the Organizational and Management Review Method. This would also allow 
smaller CNSC licensed facilities the ability to comply with the requirement to conduct a 
Nuclear Safety Culture Assessment. 

4. 	 The expertise being required of the assessment team composition is too prescriptive and 
limiting. Specifically that the team leader is required to be a specialist and that ALL the team 
members have knowledge of human factors and behavioral sciences. This would place 
assessment teams entirely in the hands of specialists and experts and exclude the essential voice 
and participation of managers, workers and others. The backgrounds of the team members 
should be diverse noting that people with human performance fundamentals knowledge on the 
team would be an asset. AECL suggests that by closely defining the qualifications of the team 
leader, as well as the team members, it would put additional burden on many licensees trying to 
meet this qualification requirement and not add significantly to the effectiveness of the 
assessment any more than having experienced and trained individuals performing an 
established assessment process. The draft IAEA document entitled "Regulatory Oversight of 
Safety Culture in Nuclear Installations" (IAEA-TECDOC DD-l 070) proposes various 
oversight approaches and suggests that in the case of licensee self-assessment review, skills and 
a high level of expertise in human and organizational factors are required for the review of the 
results, rather than these being required of all team members participating in the assessment 
itself. 

5. 	 Safety Culture is difficult to measure. Although changes in culture can be discerned over time, 
and insights as a result of those changes can identify changing areas of focus for leadership 
attention, it is not feasible to measure culture in absolute and comparable telIDS. Nuclear 
Safety Culture can be discerned using qualitative assessment tools, but it is best to gauge 
progress through resulting insights, as opposed to trying to measure absolute quantifiable 
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changes. The most important focus of safety culture assessments should be to obtain valid and 
descriptive insights about strengths and weaknesses and a sense of what is changing. 

6. 	 AECL agrees with the principles of the methodology contained in Appendix C but not the use 
of the BARS approach. Assessments conducted by AECL currently include multiple inputs 
such as questionnaires, observations, focus groups and/or interviews. This multiplicity of 
inputs provides additional confidence in the results. The industry has surpassed the BARS 
approach. The work the NRC and INPO have produced is a unified approach to the language 
used in work regarding nuclear safety culture that is now appearing in draft form and is 
expected to be released by both parties in the 2013 January/February time period. Co-incident 
with the work on the Common Language, Dr. Valerie Barnes of the NRC and Dr. Kenneth 
Koves from INPO took the USA Pre-assessment Survey, added and changed a number of items 
and then performed a "Construct" Level validation study on the resultant survey. This has led 
to the establishment of the only technically validated survey on nuclear safety culture in the 
industry based on the "common language" Traits and Attributes developed by the NRC and 
INPO. AECL has successfully used a version of this survey tool in executing assessments of 
smaller employee cohorts over the past year. 

7. 	 AECL does not believe that Appendix B is needed, as the safety culture characteristics and 
broad performance objectives are already stated in the main text of the document. The 
discussion paper does not say that licensees have to adopt the set of "Organizational 
Behaviours" shown in Appendix B. It would be impOliant to ensure that the subsequent 
regulatory document not impose this requirement. Organizational leaders need some freedom 
over how they conceptualize and work towards the culture they want. The language used in 
some of the "Performance Objectives" and "Organizational Behaviours" in Appendix B is 
poorly structured to achieve consistent understanding and interpretation. In addition, some 
listed measurements defined under "Organizational Behaviours" (what is said or done) are not 
behaviours and the use of terms such as, "Aggressive-Defensive Style (high Perfectionist 
Scale) "and "Passive-Defensive Style (low Avoidance Scale),' should be eliminated. Given the 
need to maintain flexibility in the approach and potential use of alternate atiiculations of safety 
culture characteristics, the additional detail in Appendix B detracts from the main document 
and should be removed. 

8. 	 AECL agrees with the need for organizations to foster a healthy culture and strongly endorses 
the use of a graded approach for safety culture assessments that is commensurate with the 
associated risks. The CNSC discussion paper provides little of substance on this topic on how 
this might be accomplished. A graded approach implicitly means that detailed requirements of 
Appendix C are not appropriate for all licensees. 

9. 	 AECL has concerns with the language the CNSC has used in terms of following up safety 
culture assessment, specifically the need to repOli "findings and corrective actions". The use of 
this type of language, specifying frequent assessments, and requiring licensees to follow a 
prescribed regulatory assessment methodology gives the impression that the CNSC intends to 
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treat safety culture like another area of regulatory compliance. 

Following a safety culture assessment it can be expected that management would develop an 
action plan to address a few selected areas for improvement and track progress in these areas. 
It should also be recognized that more flexibility is needed in the implementation of safety 
culture action plans than cOl1'ective actions from compliance-based audits, as subsequent events 
and developments may wal1'ant modifications to the original approach. AECL believes that 
further dialogue is needed between industry and the CNSC to develop constructive follow-up 
mechanisms that satisfy the IAEA pillars of regulatory oversight. 

10. An area of patiicular concern is the frequency of safety culture assessments. The discussion 
paper provides conflicting guidance in this area. On page 11 it gives an example of a 
three-year frequency and page 27 indicates the entire organization and all aspects should be 
conducted at least once every two to three years. In addition, AECL questions the value of a 
complete safety culture assessment every two years, as it is our experience that cultural aspects 
of the organization do not usually change that quicldy. In addition, smaller licensees could not 
sustain the level of effOli proposed by the CNSC. AECL recommends a period of 3 to 5 years 
that recognizes that culture changes slowly. 

In conclusion, AECL reaffirms its commitment to fostering a healthy Safety Culture, including 
undertaking assessment activities to understand changes to culture over time and to guide effOlis at 
influencing culture in a way which ensures that nuclear safety is always given the priority it deserves. 
The development and implementation of action plans to address the issues identified in the assessment 
will be repOlied to the CNSC upon request and any cOl1'ective actions derived from the results will be 
monitored. 

If you require fuliher information or have any questions regarding this submission, please contact Ms. 
Kathy Smith, at 613-584-3311 , ext. 44775. 

Yours sincerely, 

T. Alihur, Manager 
Regulatory Affairs 
Phone: 613-584-8021 
Fax: 613-584-8031 
Email: atihUli@aecl.ca 
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