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Dear Mr. Dallaire: 

Cameco Response to Discussion Paper DIS-12-07: Safety Culture for Nucleal' Licensees 

Further to Discussion Paper DIS-12-07 Safety Culture for Nuclear Licensees, please find 
comments prepared by Cameco Corporation (Cameco) below. 

Introduction 

Prior to discussing specific aspects of the discussion paper, we would like to stali by offering 
some general comments. Fundamentally, Cameco believes in the importance of promoting a 
strong safety culture. Further, we see formal safety culture assessments as one of the tools 
available to management to help in this ongoing endeavour. In this regard, the International 
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) document IAEA-TECDOC - DD 1 070 RegulatO/y Oversight of 
Safety Culture in Nuclear Installations (September 2011) provides some useful insights. In 
particular, this IAEA document notes three pillars of regulatory oversight of safety culture, 
which are summarized below: 

1. 	 Safety culture understanding. Safety culture needs to be dealt with different from 

compliance-based approaches and the development of a common language and 

framework is important. 


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. 


NUCLEAR. The Clean Air Energy. 

http:www.cameco.com


Mr. Dallaire 
January 10, 2013 
Page 2 

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 there is critical 
self-assessment and correction and needs to ensure the licensee's responsibility for safety 
is not diminished. 

Overall, the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) discussion paper appears to deviate 
from these three pillars articulated in the IAEA document. 

More specifically, with regard to principle of safety culture understanding, the CNSC discussion 
paper provides a starting point in the dialogue for developing a common language and 
framework for 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 is 
a fundamental flaw in the discussion paper that must be addressed. 

Further, Cameco is concerned that the detailed assessment methodology outlined in Appendix C 
runs 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 01' even the dominant focus of regulatory-licensee dialogue on safety 
culture. With this approach, Cameco is concerned that oversight on safety culture would devolve 
into a largely technical exchange on items, such as statistical validity of the assessments, and 
miss the true purpose of a dialogue on safety culture, which should be to foster engagement and 
improvement in safety culture. 

Finally, the IAEA principle of flexibility is the one that CNSC discussion paper requires the most 
work in relation to. The CNSC discussion paper needs to be explicit in stating that it is open to 
alternate approaches. The CNSC has clearly stated its safety culture principles and framework, 
which is an important piece to begin the process of building a common understanding of safety 
culture, However, this should not be "the" set of principles that all licensees need to adopt. Some 
organizations may have other ways of expressing safety culture that are more appropriate for 
their organization. For example, Cameco understands that the nuclear power plants often look to 
organizations such as World Association ofNuclear Operators (WANO) and Institute ofNuclear 
Power Operators (INPO) for guidance in this area. Cameco recognizes that there is tension 
between building a common language and understanding of safety culture with the need to be 
flexible. In assessing how flexible the regulator should be, it is useful to consider the first 
principle in the IAEA document, Fundamental Safety Principles, IAEA Safety Standards Series 
No. SF-J (IAEA 2006), which states "the prime responsibility for safety must rest with the 
person or organization responsible for the facilities". Furthermore, the IAEA principle of 
flexibility notes the importance of adopting an approach regulatory to regulatory oversight that 
does not diminish the responsibility for safety of the licensee (IAEA 20 II). These considerations 
mean that it is important for the licensee to be able to define safety culture to best suit its' 
business needs. 

Moving then to the specific questions posed in the CNSC discussion paper, we have set them out 
below in boldface and provide Cameco 's feedback immediately thereafter. 
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The CNSC is seeking feedback on the proposed definition set out in section 4 of this paper 
and on the characteristics and performance objectives set out in Appendix B. 

The proposed CNSC definition is technically sound in that it conveys, in a sense neutral stance, 
culture can be either positive or negative at promoting cel1ain outcomes. However, the proposed 
definition is less useful as a communication tool in promoting the importance of having a 
positive safety culture. The United States Nuclear Regulatory Commission (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 is safety. In particular, Cameco favours the IAEA definition as it clearly 
emphasizes the importance of safety and further notes that the significance of the issues needs to 
recognized. Cameco recommends that the CNSC adopt the IAEA definition, which would also 
help foster a common international understanding of safety culture. 

Cameco cOllsiders the five characteristics outlined by the CNSC as useful, but not necessarily the 
only view. The CNSC document should acknowledge that other fi'ameworks and associated 
performance objectives may be useful and can vary between organizations. In terms of 
regulatory oversigh!and promoting a cornmon understanding, the CNSC's articulation of its 
high-level views on safety culture is welcome. However, in recognition of the IAEA pillar of 
flexibility, it is important to recognize that other organizations may have different needs and 
ways of expressing desirable safety culture characteristics. 

Cameco does not believe that Appendix B ·is needed because the safety culture characteristics 
and broad performance objectives are already stated in the main text of the document. The 
organizational behaviours seem to be largely redundant and, in a number of cases, are not really 
behaviours (e.g. roles and responsibilities, training, onsite/offsite consequences, personnel 
selection). As such, they do not necessarily add to the discussion and seem to indicate a deeper 
level of specificity to the broader safety culture characteristics that the CNSC intends to assess. 
Given the previously outlined need to maintain flexibility in the approach and potential use of 
alternate articulations of safety culture characteristics, the additional detail in Appendix B 
detracts from the main document and ' should be removed. 

The CNSC intends to introduce explicit regulatory requirements for licensees to foster a 
healthy safety culture in their organization and perform self-assessments. The CNSC is 
seeking feedback on the proposed requirements. 

Cameco agrees with the need for organizations to foster a healthy culture and strongly endorses 
theJAEA view that safety culture "needs to be dealt with in a different manner than compliance
based activities" (IAEA 20 11). The CNSC discussion paper contains few substantive details on 
how they will ensure their oversight activities in this area will be different than normal 
compliance-based activities. In this regard, Cameco encoui'ages the CNSC to discuss potential 
approaches with industry. For example, the CNSC could host annual or bi-annual safety culture 
symposia and have industry, the CNSC, and international organizations share how they are 
progressing in promoting a positive safety culture. This type of approach would be innovative 
and would fit in the spirit of developing and promoting a healthy safety culture across the 
industry. 
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In addition, Cameco has concerns with the language the CNSC has used in terms offollowing up 
safety culture assessment, specifically the need to report "findings and corrective actions". The 
use of this type of language, specifying frequent assessments, and requiring licensees to follow a 
prescribed reguIatory assessment methodology gives the impression that the CNSC intends to 
treat safety culture like another area of regulatory compliance. 

Cameco is of the view that such treatment is not consistent with the principles outlined above. 
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. 
However, it should also be recognized. that more fl exibility is needed in the implementation of 
safety culture action plans than corrective actions from compliance-based audits because 
subsequent events and developments may warrant modifications to the original approach. 
Cameco believes that further dialogue is needed between industry and the CNSC to develop 
constructive follow-up mechanisms that reflect the IAEA pillars of regulatory oversight 
discussed above. 

The CNSC is seeking feedbacI< from stakeholders on the proposed requirements and on 
their implementation in a graded approach to all Class I nuclear facilities, waste facilities, 
and uranium mines and mills. 

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

The CNSC intends to formalize its proposed safety culture guidelines in Appendix C. The 
CNSC is seeking feedback on these proposed self-assessment guidelines. 

Cameco strongly objects to licensees being required to follow the assessment methodology 
outlined in Appendix C. This proposed formalization is particularly disappointing given broad 
disagreement with many of the aspects of the draft guidelines when they were previously 
presented in 2004, which was communicated to the CNSC. At that time, Cameco was pleased 
that the CNSC appeared to heed advice that a detailed, prescriptive assessment methodology was 
not appropriate, as evidenced by the fact it did not publish a formal guide document on the topic. 
The proposed self-assessment guideline in Appendix C is unacceptable in its current form and 
has far too many detailed requirements. Came co recommends that the CNSC take a more general 
approach and state simpler, high-level requirements for an assessment. 

While the CNSC provides a positive review of its past experience of the Organizational and 
Management Review Method, care should be taken in extrapolating this in prescribing a method 
to be used by the licensees. While this type of approach may be appropriate for an external 
agency conducting a safety culture assessment, simpler approaches are possible and indeed 
preferable for self-assessments. 

An area of particular concern is the frequency of safety culture assessments. The discussion 
paper provides inconsistent guidance in this area. Page II gives an example of a three-year 
frequency, but page 27 indicates the entire organization and all aspects should be conducted at 
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least once every two to three years. In addition, Cameco questions the value of a complete safety 
cultw'e assessment every two years because it is our experience that cultural aspects of the 
organization do not usually change that quickly. In addition, smaller licensees could not sustain 
the level of effort proposed by the CNSC. Cameco recommends that a period of 5 years would be 
adequate for most organizations. 

In summary, Cameco believes the guidelines in Appendix C are inappropriately detailed and 
onerous for a self-assessment. The past CNSC decision not to publish requirements for self
assessments was seen positively and allowed industry to not only be innovative, but also 
determine the best approach for specific needs. We do not believe the CNSC has made a case 
that the current situation without formal regulatory guidance is unacceptable, nor how formal 
guidance document will improve the situation. Cameco believes that a detailed, mandatory 
assessment methodology will stifle alternative approaches and innovation in an area that is still 
evolving. Should the CNSC feel compelled to issue a formal guidance document, we strongly 
recommend a more general approach and state simpler, high-level requirements for an 
assessment. 

The CNSC is seeking feedback on whether some of the safety culture approaches should be 
applied to such CNSC licensed facilities and applications and, if so, how they should be 
applied. 

As a licensee that has been doing formal safety culture assessments since 2006, Cameco would 
defer to those licensees directly impacted by the proposal. In general, our experience with safety 
culture assessments would suggest that a great deal of flexibility would be needed to apply these 
to smaller licensees. We believe most of the benefit would come from the discussion and 
awat:eness of safety culture principles and there would be little benefit, considering the risks, in 
requiring formal safety culture assessments for small, low risk licensees. 

Conclusion 

Cameco believes in promoting a strong safety culture and using tools, such as formal safety 
culture assessments to assist in developing the right approach to safety. The IAEA's three pillars 
of regulatory oversight of safety culture: safety culture understanding; dialogue; and flexibility, 
provide a useful framework for this approach. The CNSC should align with the IAEA high level 
approach, which would promote consistency with global standards. This approach would also 
move away from a prescriptive approach to implementing a safety culture towards a more 
flexible approach that considers the circumstances unique to each licensee. The knowledge and 
information needed to assess safety culture is qualitative, rather than quantitative, and the 
assessment format should lend itself to this type of information. Cameco also recommends that 
the CNSC adopt the IAEA definition of safety culture because it clearly emphasizes the 
imp0l1ance of safety and would help develop a universal approach to safety culture. 

With respect to enforcement, Cameco strongly opposes any form of regulatory requirement for 
licensees to foster a healthy safety culture over and above existing occupational health and safety 
regulations. Cameco endorses the suggested graded approach for safety culture assessments and 
opposes the proposed safety culture guidelines in Appendix C, which are far too detailed and 
would be too onerous for licensees to implement. 
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We would be pleased to respond to any further questions. Please contact the undersigned at 
(306) 956-6685 or liam_mooney@cameco.com 

oney 
Vice-President 
Safety, Health, Environment, Quality & Regulatory Relations 
Cameco Corporation 

LF:lp 

c: 	 P. Thompson, P. Elder, 1. LeClair, B.R. Ravishankar- CNSC 
Regulatory Records- Camcco 
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