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Mr. M. Dallaire 
Director General, Regulatory Policy Directorate 
Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission 
P.O. Box 1046 
280 Slater Street 
Ottawa, Ontario 
K1P 5S9 

Dear Mr. Dallaire: 

Bruce Power Comments on CNSC Discussion Paper 
DIS-12-07: Safety Culture for Nuclear Licensees 

The purpose of this letter is to provide Bruce Power's comments on CNSC Discussion 
Paper DIS-12-07, "Safety Culture for Nuclear Licensees." 

Bruce Power is actively engaged in fostering a healthy safety culture throughout the 
Company. Bruce Power agrees with the CNSC position that a healthy safety culture is a 
key factor in reducing the likelihood of nuclear events and that creating and maintaining 
an environment conducive to a healthy safety culture is an ongoing process, requiring 
the attention of licensees and the CNSC. 

Bruce Power has carefully reviewed 0IS-12-07, "Safety Culture for Nuclear Licensees". 
We believe the restrictive nature of the proposals contained in the CNSC discussion 
document is inappropriate and will in fact prevent progress in this area. The proposed 
approach is almost ten years old and fails to recognize important developments in safety 
culture thinking and methodology. The proposed approach would prevent industry from 
innovative advancements in this critically important area. Bruce Power 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 focusing 
on objectives to be achieved rather than the detailed assessment methodology. We 
also strongly urge the CNSC to engage with industry in meetings on the topic to 
establish a constructive path forward, rather than simply soliciting very limited feedback 
on the document as is the case here. 

Prior to addressing specific aspects of the discussion paper, we would like to offer some 
general comments. Bruce Power believes that self-evaluation activities are an important 
aspect of safety culture management. Formal safety culture assessments are one of 
the tools available to leadership to assist in this ongoing endeavour. The draft IAEA 
document IAEA-TECOOC -001070 "Regulatory Oversight of Safety Culture in Nuclear 
Installations" (September 2011) provides some useful insiahts. In particular the IAEA 
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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. 

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 CNSC discussion paper appears to deviate from these pillars articulated in 
the IAEA document. Bruce Power's concerns are as follows: 

With regard to 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 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 and needs to 
be rectified. In addition, the CNSC presents a definition and description of safety culture 
that it intends to prescribe as the basis for licensee programs. This does not align with 
standard industry definition based on INPOIWANO or keep pace with international 
developments. In December 2012, INPO and the NRC together with input from IAEA, 
WANO and the international nuclear community, developed a new aligned common 
language for nuclear safety culture. This resulted in a new definition along with 10 traits 
and 40 attributes of a healthy nuclear safety culture and a new INPO document entitled: 
"Traits of a Healthy Nuclear Safety Culture." Bruce Power, as well as other nuclear 
power plant operators and AECL have been working to the current version of this 
document and intend to perform future self-evaluation activities using the newly drafted 
definition. 

It would benefit Canadian licensee understanding of safety culture if CNSC could align 
its definition of Safety Culture with international developments in this area so that 
licensees do not have to contend with two varying sets of definitions and associated 
structures. Shaping culture requires simple repeated concepts to be communicated in 
decisions, words and behaviours. The lack of integration between the INPO framework 
against which WANO 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. Bruce Power recommends that the CNSC 
adopt the following industry-accepted INPO definition of safety culture: 
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"Nuclear Safety Culture is defined as the core values and behaviors resulting from a 
col/ective commitment by leaders and individuals to emphasize safety over competing 
goals to ensure protection ofpeople and the environment." 

With regard to the principle of Dialogue, Bruce Power is concerned that the very detailed 
assessment methodology outlined in Appendix C runs counter to the IAEA approach 
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 the tools or approaches in 
Appendix C can play an important role is a licensee's assessment of its safety culture, 
this should not be the only or even dominant focus of regulatory-licensee dialogue on 
safety culture. Bruce Power is concerned that oversight on safety culture could 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. 

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. Bruce Power recognizes that there is a balance between building a 
common language and understanding of safety culture with the need to be flexible. 
However, because the responsibility for safety culture must rest with the licensee, the 
licensee must be able define it to suit its business needs. Bruce Power has a strong 
preference for flexibility in self-evaluation methodology, allowing industry to develop 
simpler and effective assessment or monitoring approaches that align to leadership 
tools and potentially yield better results in terms of fostering a healthy Nuclear Safety 
Culture over time. CNSC should not prescribe formal assessment approaches at a 
crucial time when the industry is expanding its knowledge and collaborating to develop 
more effective tools and methodologies. Central to this is the flawed assumption a 
single methodology can better yield comparable safety culture results over time or 
across licensees expressed as absolute values. 

Comments on some of the specific CNSC requests for feedback on the discussion 
document are as follows: 

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 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 INPO (2012) and the IAEA 
(2006) definitions are much better in this regard and would help give a sense to a 
workforce that safety takes precedence over competing goals. The definition of safety 
culture is quoted differently in 3 areas of this discussion paper. Currently Bruce Power 
aligns closely to the definition on page 5 of the discussion paper, which is not the 
recommended definition in section 4. 

Bruce Power favours the INPO definition as it clearly emphasizes the importance of 
safety and further notes that the significance of the issues needs to recognized. This 
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would also help foster a common international understanding of safety culture. Bruce 
Power recommends that the CNSC adopt the following industry-accepted INPO 
definition of safety culture: 

"Nuclear Safety Culture is defined as the core values and behaviours resulting from a 
collective commitment by leaders and individuals to emphasize safety over competing 
goals to ensure protection of people and the environment." 

Bruce Power considers the five characteristics outlined by the CNSC as a useful start 
for a safety culture framework. The CNSC document should acknowledge that other 
frameworks and associated performance objectives may be useful and can vary 
between organizations and over time, informed by experience and international 
developments. 

Bruce Power 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 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 add little to the 
discussion and seem to indicate a deeper level of specificity to the broader 
characteristics that the CNSC intends to assess. 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. 

Bruce Power agrees with the need for organizations to foster a healthy culture and 
endorses the IAEA view that safety culture "needs to be dealt with in a different manner 
than compliance-based activities" (IAEA 2011). 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. Bruce Power encourages the 
CNSC to discuss with industry potential approaches. 

Bruce Power objects strongly to the language the CNSC has used in terms of following 
up safety culture assessment. 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 believes that safety culture can be 
measured, tracked and compared using absolute values. It cannot. Following a safety 
culture assessment it can be expected that management will consider the most 
significant insights around cultural traits, develop an action plan in line with its corrective 
action process to address a select set of issues and track progress in these areas. The 
CNSC document needs to explicitly recognize that the implementation of safety culture 
enhancement initiatives can differ from compliance based inspection corrective actions. 
Changing culture typically takes many years and subsequent events and developments 

may warrant modifications to actions. Bruce Power 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. 
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The CNSC is seeking feedback 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 mill. 

Bruce Power agrees with the need for organizations to foster a healthy culture and 
endorses the use of a graded approach for safety culture assessments. Bruce Power 
believes that self-evaluation activities can be graded and that the formal assessment 
mechanism is one of a number of approaches that can be used to foster a healthy 
safety culture and evaluate changes in safety culture over time. CNSC's discussion 
paper alludes to a graded approach that is commensurate with the associated risks but 
provides little substance on this topic, how risk is defined or how a graded approach that 
is commensurate with the associated risks might be defined in practice. A graded 
approach implicitly means that detailed requirements of Appendix C are not appropriate 
for all licensees. 

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

Bruce Power strongly objects to licensees being required to follow the assessment 
methodology outlined in Appendix C. The industry no longer uses the BARS approach 
proposed by CNSC. Industry disagreed with many of the aspects of the draft guidelines 
when first communicated in 2004 and communicated this to the CNSC at the time. The 
proposed self-assessment guideline in Appendix C in its current form is not workable 
and has far too many detailed requirements. Bruce Power urges the CNSC to take a 
more general approach and state simpler, high-level requirements for an assessment. 
This will allow licensees the flexibility to use alternate methodology and to evolve these 
over time, or to use multiple methodologies in order to validate resulting insights or gain 
new perspectives. 

While the CNSC gives a positive review of its past experience of Organizational and 
Management Review Method, care should be taken in extrapolating this in prescribing a 
method to be used by the licensees. Bruce Power acknowledges that this type of 
approach may be appropriate for an external agency conducting a safety culture 
assessment and could be one of the methods a licensee may choose to use for formal 
self-assessments. However, it is not the only method and CNSC should not prescribe a 
particular approach. 

An area of particular 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. The proposed 
prescribed period for formal self assessments is particularly inappropriate if additional 
self-evaluation mechanisms are used on a periodic basis. Culture changes slowly and 
significant change initiatives can typically take up to seven years to yield meaningful and 
sustainable results. An adequate periodicity for formal company wide safety culture 
assessments using multiple inputs such as surveys and interviews would be every three 
to five years, longer where additional self-evaluation mechanisms are in place to monitor 
safety culture changes on a periodic basis. 
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Another area of concern is that 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 
behavioural sciences. This would place assessment teams entirely in the hands of 
specialists and experts and would exclude the essential voice and participation of 
site/facility managers, workers and others. The backgrounds of the team members 
should be diverse, while noting that individuals with human performance fundamentals 
knowledge on the team would be an asset. Bruce Power's view is that prescribing the 
qualifications of the team leader as well as the team members puts additional and 
unnecessary burden on licensees. These additional skill requirements would not 
necessarily add significantly to the effectiveness of the assessment, when compared to 
having experienced and trained individuals performing a well established and 
understood assessment process. Rather, it is more critical to have individuals on the 
assessment team that have a detailed understanding of how the assessed power plant 
or facility operates. The draft IAEA document entitled "Regulatory Oversight of Safety 
Culture in Nuclear Installations" (IAEA-TECOOC 00-1070) proposes various oversight 
approaches and in the case of licensee nuclear safety culture assessments, states that: 

"Skills: high level of expertise in human and organizational factors [are] required for the 
review of the results" [section 3.2.2]. 

Therefore, rather than requiring this skill of all assessment team members, the expertise 
suggested would be more useful in the analysis of the data than in the assessment 
itself. While the larger constituents of nuclear power plants may be able to find or 
generate the resources necessary for a comprehensive NSCA, smaller and more 
specialized stakeholders may have difficulty conforming to the practices as specified by 
the CNSC. 

A further concern with the content of Appendix C relates to the discussion around the 
Criteria of High Scrutiny and Use. 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 
terms. Assuming that safety culture can be measured once and then have future 
progress compared against an established baseline is not realistic. 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 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, along with its magnitude (qualitative) and direction. 

Bruce Power believes the guidelines in Appendix C are inappropriately detailed, flawed 
in some regards and unnecessarily onerous for a self-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. 

Bruce Power would defer to those licensees directly impacted by the proposal. In 
general, our experience with safety culture self-evaluation suggests that flexibility and 
exchange of good practice would be beneficial for all licensees. For smaller licensees, 

NK21-CORR-00531-10149 
NK29-CORR-00531-10556 
NK37-CORR-00531-01990 



7 

Mr. M. Dallaire January 9, 2013 

Bruce Power's opinion is that it is not the formality and comprehensiveness of the self
evaluation methodology and results which would most influence safety culture, rather 
the benefit arises from the resulting discussion and leadership awareness of the cultural 
trait insights and safety culture principles following any type of self-evaluation. 

In summary, Bruce Power believes the proposed CNSC discussion document is 
inappropriately restrictive; it defaults to a position considered outdated by industry, fails 
to recognize the important industry developments in safety culture thinking and 
methodology, and in its current form would prevent industry from innovative 
advancements in this critically important area. Bruce Power 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 focusing on 
objectives to be achieved rather than the detailed assessment methodology 

If you require further information or have any questions regarding this submission, 
please contact Ms. Susan Brissette, Department Manager, Management System at 
(519)-361-6557. 

Yours truly, 

Frank Saunders 
Vice President Nuclear Oversight and Regulatory Affairs 
Bruce Power 

cc: CNSC Bruce Site Office (Letter only) 
R. Lojk - CNSC 
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