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The Society of Energy Professionals: Who We Are 

 

The Society of Energy Professionals (the Society) represents more than 8,300 

employees working for 13 employers in the electricity industry in Ontario, 

including Ontario Power Generation, Hydro One, Bruce Power, Nuclear Waste 

Management Organization, AMEC-Nuclear Safety Solutions, Kinetrics, the 

Independent Electricity System Operator, and the Ontario Energy Board, among 

others. Approximately 3,500 Society members are employed in nuclear 

generation at the nuclear division of Ontario Power Generation (OPG) and at 

Bruce Power.  

Our members are employed as first-line managers and supervisors, professional 

engineers, scientists, information systems professionals, economists, auditors 

and accountants, as well as many other professional, administrative, and 

associated occupations. Society members provide technical expertise in areas of 

conventional health and safety, radiation safety, emergency preparedness and 

environment. Society represented safety sensitive occupations include 

ergonomists, safety specialists, industrial hygienists, safety officers, health 

physicists, emergency managers, environmental scientists and environmental 

engineers. 

Approximately 90% of our membership hold post-secondary degrees and 

diplomas, with 70% holding degrees at the Bachelor’s, Master’s or Ph.D. levels.  

Society members are knowledge workers, working to the best of their abilities, 

who take great pride in exercising their civic, social and professional 

responsibilities. As a union, we stand behind our members’ professionalism, 

integrity, and commitment to excellence in all areas, particularly workplace 

safety, public health and environmental sustainability.  It is in this spirit that the 



Society offers these comments on the Discussion Paper DIS-12-07: Safety 

Culture for Nuclear Licensees. 

Background: Recognizing the Embedded Nature of the Nuclear Safety Culture 

 

The Society is fully in agreement that fostering and maintaining a strong nuclear 

safety culture plays a role of paramount importance in maintaining the safety of 

workers, the public and the environment. Moreover, the Society is in broad 

agreement with the major elements of the CNSC’s proposed tripartite approach 

to promoting and enhancing safety culture in the Canadian nuclear industry.  

 

As such, the purpose of the present submission is not to comment exhaustively 

on all aspects of the discussion paper or the proposed strategy, but rather to 

suggest that as it considers refining its approach to promoting and regulating 

safety culture, the CNSC must also begin to broaden its perspective by giving 

more consideration to the potentially corrosive effect that external influences on 

licensees and their employees might have on nuclear safety culture. Beyond that, 

the Society would like to provide some concise and targeted comments with 

respect to a few elements of the strategy in light of this discussion. 

 

As much as anything, a strong nuclear safety culture is a state of mind, the result 

of a set of shared values, a deeply held belief that safety is an overriding priority, 

and the commitment of a workplace community, and indeed of an entire industry, 

to enforcing and reinforcing the concrete behaviours that reflect those values and 

commitments. That is to say, it is a phenomenon which is both socially mediated 

and fundamentally psychological in nature. As such, we have far less ability to 

measure safety culture and the factors which influence it than we might with 

respect to other, more mechanistic, elements, and so we must be more 

conservative as we try to assess what might negatively impact this crucial 

element of nuclear safety.  

 



It has been the experience of The Society that nuclear safety culture does not 

operate within a closed system. It is a culture that is embedded in, and interacts 

with, other cultures, which in turn it is inevitably influenced by. The organizations 

and individuals who are seen as bearing the primary responsibility for nuclear 

safety culture are similarly embedded within and interact with other 

organizations, institutions and individuals, which they are inevitably influenced 

by. And yet the discussion paper and the strategy which flows from it seems to 

treat nuclear safety culture precisely as if it were operating within a closed 

system which contains only three actors of genuine importance: the licensees, 

their employees and the CNSC itself.  

 
In fact, licensees and their employees operate within an open system and are 

subject to the influences of other parties such as shareholders (be they 

government in the case of OPG or private entities in the case of Bruce Power), 

political actors (such as a Minister of Energy), and regulatory tribunals such as 

the Ontario Energy Board. While it is doubtless the case that all of these actors 

would quite imperatively insist that no action they take should or would ever 

negatively impact on nuclear safety culture and the safe operation of nuclear 

facilities, it is also the case that they are removed from the day-to-day operations, 

unversed in both the technical and cultural aspects of nuclear safety, and 

focused on their own primary roles and mandates which do not have as their 

overriding consideration nuclear safety. That is to say, many actors who can 

have genuine influence over nuclear safety culture and nuclear safety are 

seriously uninformed about the safety culture that the CNSC is attempting to 

foster and operate entirely outside of it. 

 

The actions of the Ontario Energy Board in a recent rate case decision1 illustrate 

this problem perfectly. In this case the Board denied OPG nearly $150 million in 

nuclear employee compensation over two years; in particular, the OEB 

castigated the company for "failing" to cut radiation protection staffing by 28 per 

                                                 
1 Decision With Reasons EB-2010-0008, Ontario Energy Board, March 2011 



cent, as had been suggested by a consultant conducting a corporate 

benchmarking exercise that, in turn, had been mandated in the previous rate 

case decision.   

“ScottMadden concluded that there was room for a potential 
reduction of 48 FTEs (28%) in the Radiation Protection Function, 
of which 13 FTEs could be eliminated altogether. Despite these 
findings, OPG failed to act on an opportunity to eliminate 13 
FTEs, and instead eliminated only one”2 
 

The Board stated that it had a “responsibility” to “send a clear signal”3 to OPG to 

improve its cost performance. Moreover, the Board panel, none of whom have 

any expertise in nuclear safety, rejected testimonial evidence provided by OPG 

that it had placed this recommendation to reduce radiation protection headcount 

in abeyance in part to deal proactively at OPG with an Alpha radiation nuclear 

safety issue that had recently arisen at Bruce Power. 

“I would -- as a specific example, I would tell you that in the last 
six months to eight months, there's been a fairly significant 
industry issue around alpha contamination.  We have had to 
absorb that level of work and effort, and we are looking at that 
extra work load in the context of, you know, trying to be as 
efficient as possible.”4 
 

OPG was merely exercising their responsibility to treat safety as an “overriding 

priority” and behave within the norms required for a healthy nuclear safety culture 

as defined by the IAEA5 and incorporated into the five key characteristics of the 

CNSC’s proposed safety culture framework. For their troubles they were publicly 

castigated and made to suffer financial penalty. This cannot help but be corrosive 

of the culture of safety and influence OPG’s internal decision making processes 

in future, if only on a subconscious level. 

 

As we stated earlier in this submission, the health of the nuclear safety culture of 

licensees and their employees may be subject to negative influence from a 
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4 Transcript Oral Hearing Volume 3, EB-2010-0008, Ontario Energy Board, October 2010 
5 GS-R-3 Safety Standards Series – Safety Standards Requirements, The Management System for Facilities 
and Activities, International Atomic Energy Agency, 2006 



variety of actors. This is not limited to the OEB but could also be said of 

corporate Boards of Directors representing shareholders driven by a profit motive 

or a government Cabinet board representing voters driven by a desire to keep 

electricity rates low. The Society has chosen to focus on the EB-2010-0008 rate 

decision only because it provides such a clear illustration of the potential 

problems of conceptually treating the nuclear safety culture as a closed system.   

 

With this overarching frame in mind, we would like to take the opportunity to 

specifically comment on a few select elements of the current discussion paper 

and proposed strategy for safety culture. 

 

Comments and Recommendations 

 

First Component 

 
“The CNSC intends to formalize its commitment to promoting a healthy safety 
culture in the Canadian nuclear industry by providing a clear definition of 
safety culture, as well as describing the characteristics of a healthy safety 
culture so that stakeholders and the CNSC have a shared understanding of 
these concepts.” 6 

 
The Society is in full agreement that a broadly shared and well understood 

definition and description is required. Moreover, the Society is in general 

agreement with the five elements of the definition as proposed by the CNSC. 

However, the Society would argue that the range of stakeholders who should be 

required to understand, share and behave in deference to this definition is larger 

than the group the CNSC has likely intended to capture in this statement. The 

notion of stakeholders should extend to shareholders and non-nuclear regulators 

who have influence over licensees and are part of the licensees “organization”, 

where the term organization is more broadly understood. 
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With respect to the elements of the first proposed characteristic: Safety is 
a clearly recognized value in the organization  

Decision-making takes place that reflects the value and priority of 
safety in a timely and focused manner. 

The Society would recommend that all stakeholders, broadly defined, be called 

upon to uphold this characteristic, and that where a body (such as the OEB or 

another Board) makes a decision that has operational significance for a licensee, 

they should be required to demonstrate that their decisions reflect the value and 

priority of safety. 

The necessary allocation of resources is made. 

A licensee cannot appropriately allocate resources that they are denied. The 

Society would recommend that where a body (such as the OEB or another 

Board) makes a decision that reduces resources available to a licensee, they 

should be required to demonstrate that their decisions do not negatively impact 

on the licensees’ nuclear safety culture or safe nuclear operations. 

 

With respect to the elements of the second proposed characteristic: 
Accountability for safety in the organization is clear  

Management commitment to safety is evident at all levels. 

Management is generally understood as those who exercise control over an 

operation on a day-to-day basis, but The Society would recommend that be 

expanded to include those who exercise control on quarter-to-quarter, fiscal year-

to-fiscal year, or test-period-to-test period basis, including shareholders and their 

representatives, public or private.  

 

With respect to the elements of the fourth proposed characteristic: A safety 
leadership process exists in the organization 

There is visibility and involvement of management in safety-related 

activities. 

In the context of health and safety in Ontario workplaces, there is a recognition of 

the joint responsibility and joint rights accorded to both management and unions 



under the Occupational Health and Safety Act in the proper functioning of the 

internal responsibility system.. The Society would recommend that the CNSC 

expand this element to provide for the visibility and involvement of both 

management and the unions (if any) representing employees. 
 

With respect to the elements of the fifth proposed characteristic: Safety culture 
is learning driven in the organization 

Continuous development of staff, both professionally and technically, is 

evident 

The Society is an enthusiastic proponent of professional and technical 

development that spans the entire career cycle, and we have bargained 

elements of our contracts that help ensure that our members have access to 

these developmental opportunities. We note the difficulties in ensuring that the 

same sort of opportunities and outcomes are possible with more transient 

elements of the workforce, namely contractors and temporary employees. As 

such, we recommend these be held to the minimum justified levels.  
 

Second Component 

With respect to the safety self-assessment method outlined in Appendix ‘C’ of the 

discussion paper, the Society is in general agreement with the methods and 

criteria as outlined. However with respect to the composition of the safety culture 

assessment team, the Society recommends that an appropriately qualified 

representative of the unions should be mandatorily included as a member of the 

team. The Society is of the opinion that this would provide an additional level of 

independence to the team and lend credibility to the conduct and findings of the 

team among the 95% of employees who are unionized. 

 

 Third Component 

 

With respect to the CNSC’s desire to develop a process to better oversee and 

verify that licensees are fostering a healthy safety culture in their organizations, 



The Society would welcome more direct involvement by the regulator in 

monitoring implementation and ensuring corrective actions where required. 

Concluding Comments 
  
Society members are fully cognizant of the tremendous impact of a healthy 
nuclear safety culture on overall nuclear safety. We are proud of the work that 
our members do every day which promotes and enhances that culture within the 
organizations where they work. At the same time, we are proud of the positive 
relationship that our union enjoys with management and the role that that co-
operative approach plays in helping build on our already impressive culture of 
safety. Where the care and sustainment of a culture is dependant on the 
diligence and professionalism of our members and their employers working in a 
mutually respectful environment, as is presently the case, we are tremendously 
confident that the trust that the public places in us is well founded. 
  
It is for this reason that the Society is particularly sensitive to the potentially 
corrosive effect of certain shifts we have observed in the broader political, 
economic and regulatory context. As such, we are grateful for this opportunity to 
raise some of our concerns by way of comment on their relevance to this 
discussion paper and to the overall safety culture strategy that the CNSC is 
endeavouring to design. We look forward to the opportunity to continue our 
participation in the process as it goes forward. 
  
All of which is respectfully submitted, 
 

 

 


