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Washington, DC 20585 
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The Honorable Peter S. Winokur 
Chairman 
Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
625 Indiana A venue, SW 
Suite# 700 
Washington, DC 20004-2901 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This letter is to inform you that the Department of Energy, National Nuclear 
Security Administration (NNSA) has completed Action 2-11 for NNSA of the 
Department's Implementation Plan for Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board 
(Board) Recommendation 2011-1, Safety Culture at the Waste Treatment and 
Immobilization Plant. 

The deliverable for Action 2-12 is a letter to the Board transmitting Program 
Secretarial Officer's direction to field office managers to develop processes and 
control for sustainment of a robust safety culture. The enclosure to this letter is a 
memorandum from me that provides direction to NNSA field offices. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 586-4379. 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

Acting Associate Administrator 
for Infrastructure and Operations 

Printed with soy ink on recycled paper 



Departrnent of Encrf)y 
Nntimrnl NucllH11' Security Admlnlnlratlon 

Washinolon, DC 201;n0 

June 30, 2014 

MEMORANDUM FOR DISTRJBUTION A!! 
FHOM: JAMES J. MCCONNEL(J~t'. 

Acting Associate Admin[;:;;t1~ 
for Infrastructure and Operations 

SUBJECT: Request for Safety Culture Sustainment Plans 

The implementation plan (IP) for Defense Nuclear Facilities Safety Board (DNFSB) 
Recommendation 2011-1 requires sites to develop tools for sustainment of a robust safety 
culture. This memorandum directs the Field Office Managers (FOM) to prepare plans for 
sustainment tools and submit them to Headquarters by September 15, 2014. 

As you know, the National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) completed Safety 
Culture/Safety Conscious Work Environment (SCWE) self-assessments in 20 I 3. The 
self-assessments were an unprecedented effort by .l\TNSA to be self-critical of the safety 
culture of the Federal and contractor work environment. I am confident you are making 
progress on improvements to address the assessment findings. On May 29, 2014, the 
Deputy Secretary sent the DNFSB the report on the consolidated results of SCWE seJf .. 
assessments (Attaclunent 1 ). 

The next 20 I 1-1 IP action involving NNSA, Action 2-12, requires each site to ''submit 
proposed site specific safety culture sustainment tools to PSO's for approval." In NNSA 
the proposed tools also require concurrence by the Chief of Defense Nuclear Safety, Don 
Nichols, after review by his NA-SH staff 

Consistent with direction from the Secretary of Energy in the 2011-1 IP, I request each 
FOM submit a safety culture sustainment plan that identifies specific sustainment tools to 
be used, describes the tools, and includes plans and schedules for implementation of the 
tools. Each plan must include the tools the site contractor(s) 'Nill implement and may 
include additional tools the field office will implement. Examples of sustainment tools 
include: 

o safety culture monitoring panels 
• action plans for the self-assessments completed in 2013 
• periodic self-assess1rients 
• periodic independent reviews 
• continuing training 
• performance measures 
• contract incentives 



You have flexibility to select sustainment tools suitable for the specific conditions at your 
site. 

The .l\TNSA HQ rcvie\v of sustainment plans supports organizational learning and 
continuous improvement. Feedback from the HQ review \Vill help sites improve their 
plans and identify best practices and lessons learned for NNSA and DOE. In July 2014, 
NA-00 and NA-SH will sponsor a working meeting for HQ, field office, and lab/plant 
employees to develop a core set of sustainment tools which sites can tailor to their 
specific needs. We will send you meeting details in a separate correspondence. 

Please send your sustainment plans to me at jim.mcconnell@nnsa.cloe.gov and Don 
Nichols at clon.nichols@nnsa.doe.gov, by September 15, 2014. If you have questions 
please contact Mike Zamorski, at 505-845-4375; or Suzy Mellington, at 702-295-1676. 

I appreciate your efforts to improve our safety and performance culture. 

Attachment 

DTSTRlBUTION: 

Kimberly Davis Lebak, Manager, Los Alamos Field Office 
Nicole Nelson-Jean, Acting Manager, Livermore Field Office 
Steven J. Lawrence, Manager, Nevada Field Office 
Geoffrey L. Beausoleil, Manager, Sandia Field Office 
Douglas Dearolph, Jvfanager, Savannah River Field Office 
Steven C. Erhart, Manager, NNSA Production Office 

cc: Don Nichols, NA-SH 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report provides an analysis of the Department of Energy's (DOE) safety culture extent of 

condition review. In accordance with DO E's Implementation Plan (IP) for Defense Nuclear 

Facilities Safety Board (Board) Recommendation 2011-1, the report was prepared by the 

Recommendation Response Team and provides recommendations for ongoing safety culture 

management processes for consideration by the Deputy Secretary. 

Internal and external subject matter experts (SMEs) were utilized to analyze data and overall 
trends from the Office of Health, Safety and Security Independent Safety Culture Assessments 

and the Safety Conscious Work Environment (SCWE) Self-Assessments conducted by 

individual organizations. These individuals included expertise from several organizations 

including DOE, NRC, INPO, NEI, and NASA, among others. In all, approximately 38 people 

with an average of 29 years of experience in the nuclear industry were brought together to 

provide their individual input and review the material in a phased manner. The analysis method 

and results are presented in detail in the report. 

The analysis grouped issues identified in the extent of condition review data according to the 

Safety Culture focus areas and associated attributes described and contained within DOE's 

Integrated Safety Management System Guide. Overall primary and secondary areas for 

improvement and positive trends were identified, and are discussed in detail within the report. 

Based on these reviews, four primary attributes for continuous improvement of Safety Culture at 
DOE were identified: 

• Leadership Focus Arca 
Demonstrated safety leadership attribute 

Open communication and fostering an environment free from retribution attribute 

• Employee Engagement Focus Area 
Teamwork and mutual respect attribute 

• Organizational Learning Focus Area 

Credibility, trust and reporting errors and problems attribute 

In addition, a primary strength within the leadership focus area was identified in the 
management engagement and time in the field attribute. 

To address these primary issues fot continuous improvement as well as the additional issues 

identified, this report recommends a thtee-ptonged approach to ongoing safety culture 

management processes within DOE. The thtee tecommended actions ate listed btiefly here and 

discussed in mote detail in the teport, along with tecommendations for implementation: 

• Formation of a DOE Safety Cultute Improvement Panel consisting of line management, 
to ensure leadetship and focus on DOE's safety culture initiatives. 



• Incorporation of Safety Culture and SCWE concepts and practices into DOE training, 

building on the leader and manager training already developed and implemented. 

• Evaluation of contract language to incorporate clear reference to Safety Culture to 

sustain focus on Safety Culture among DOE's contractors. 

This report completes Actions 2-8 and 2-9 in DO E's IP in response to Board Recommendation 

2011-1. 

1.0 PURPOSE & BACKGROUND 

This pu1pose of this report is to provide the deliverable for DO E's Implementation Plan (IP) 

for Board Recommendation 2011-1, specifically Action 2-8, CotJJj>lete a consolidated rep01t from the 

reslflts in Pmt 2 and 3; and Action 2-9, Based 011 the res11/ts in the co11so/idated repo1t recomJJ1e11d Ol{going 

sefety ettltmv 1na11ageme11t pmcesses for 11se at DOE defense m1clearfacilities." 

A cross-cutting team was assigned to assess the overall results of the Office of Health, Safety 

and Security (HSS) Safety Culture Independent Assessments and the SCWE Self-Assessments. 
This cross-cutting team had the benefit of individual input and assistance from dozens of safety 

culture SMEs during the course of the review documented by this report. This report provides 

background information on the methodologies DOE used for performance of the SCWE self
assessments and HSS Safety Culture Independent Assessments, consolidated results of the 

overall SCWE self-assessments and HSS Safety Culture Independent Assessments, identifies 

common areas for improvement and common positive observations, and provides 

recommendations to assist DOE and its contractors in implementation of SCWE and safety 

culture principles. 

The Department deliberately chose to begin integrating safety culture practices and principles, 

into its Integrated Safety Management System (ISMS). This provided the Department the 

opportunity to build on the existing ISMS, by defining a refined set of expectations for 

behavioral excellence. Safety culture and SCWE concepts are not considered "new programs''. 
The concepts have been previously incorporated into DOE Orders and Guides to assist 

Departmental leaders in promoting a shift from an attitude focused on compliance in safety 

matters toward a commitment to excellence, reinforcing Integrated Safety Management's (ISM) 
focus on long-term, continuous improvement of safety at DOE facilities. 

DOE Guide (G) 450.4-1 C, Attachment 10, S efety Cttltmv l'oms Atvas and Associated Att1ib1rtes, was 
issued in September 2011. The Guide was developed based on a DOE and Energy Facilities 

Contractor Operating Group (EFCOG) program that was initiated in 2007; that program 

produced a set of safety culture focus areas in the DOE nuclear facility environment, based on 
commercial nuclear industly experience and research over several decades. The Guide 

delineates three Safety Culture Focus Areas of Leadership, Employee Engagement and 
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Organizational Learning and their Associated Attributes that describe what the Focus Areas are 
meant to encompass. Each Associated Attribute includes behavioral elements, which provide 

specific behaviors and describe what a positive safety culture (and SCWE) looks like and feels 

like. These behavioral elements provide a useful tool for leaders to assist them in focusing 

attention and action in the right areas to create the desired ISM work environment. The 

behavioral elements emphasize continuous improvement and long-term performance, and are 
entirely consistent with the original intent of DO E's ISM and best commercial nuclear industry 

practices. 

The extent of condition review was primarily focused on SCWE, which is a work environment 

where workers feel free to raise safety concerns to management or a regulator without fear of 
retaliation. The safety culture issues identified at Hanford Waste Treatment and Immobilization 

Plant (WTP) were primarily SCWE issues and were associated with technical groups and project 

management for a large nuclear project; therefore the extent of condition review is aimed at 

determining if similar conditions exist for other sites with defense nuclear facilities or 

construction projects. 

2.0 EVALUATION TEAM 

Internal and external SMEs were utilized to analyze data and overall trends from the HSS 

Independent Assessments and the SCWE Self-Assessments conducted by individual 

organizations. These individuals included expertise from several organizations including DOE, 

Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC), Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO), 

Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI), and National Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA), 

among others. In addition, members of the EFCOG organization were used to assist with 
evaluating the SCWE self-assessment reports, analyzing information in regards to both process 

and report content. In all, approximately 38 people with an average of 29 years of experience in 
the nuclear industry were brought together to provide their individual input and review the 

material in a phased manner. A briefbiography of participants is provided in appendices 1 and 
2. 

3.0 ASSESSMENTS 

3.1 HSS Safety Culture Independent Assessments 

The HSS safety culture independent assessments were performed in accordance with a 
Secretarial commitment in the Department's Implementation Plan in response to Board 

Recommendation 2011-1, Safery C11lt11re at the Waste Treatment and Immobilization Plant. 
Specifically, the Secretary directed HSS to perform safety culture assessments of major 

ongoing large nuclear design/ construction projects to determine the extent of condition 
of safety culture concerns identified at the WTP. 



The DOE's Office of Enforcement and Oversight (Independent Oversight), within 

HSS, conducted independent assessments of nuclear safety culture at the following 

facilities: WI'P (October 2010,January 2012 and Supplemental Volume, January 2012); 

Los Alamos National Laboratory Chemistry and Metallurgy Research Replacement 

Project (April 2012); Pantex Plant (contractor only November 2012); Idaho Cleanup 

Project, Sodium Bearing Waste Treatment Project (November 2012); Salt Waste 

Processing Facility at Savannah River Qanuary 2013), and the Uranium Processing 

Facility at Y-12 at Oak Ridge Qune 2012). 

Independent assessments of the Office of Environmental Management (EM) at DOE 

Headquarters (HQ)(November 2012), HSS (March 2013) and a semi-independent 

assessment of National Nuclear Security Administration (NNSA) (i.e., team was 

composed of NNSA employees and external experts and led by an external independent 

safety culture expert) were conducted using basically the same methodology as those 

assessments listed above. These three assessments were not specific 2011-1 

commitments, but have helped DOE better understand the status of its safety culture. 

In eve1y case, to ensure a valid and effective assessment of the existing safety culture, 

DOE used external independent safety culture experts to analyze various sources of data 

and perform an independent evaluation. These independent safety culture experts have 

extensive experience in the development and application of safety culture assessment 

methodologies used by commercial nuclear and other industries. 

With the guidance of the external independent safety culture experts, a methodology was 

selected for these assessments that provided an objective and systematic measurement of 

the organizational behaviors that impact safety performance, using multiple data 

collection tools to assess organizational behaviors. The methodology included 

functional analysis, on-line sutvey, semi-stiuctured focus groups and individual 

interviews, obse1vations, and behavioral anchored rating scales (BARS). Details of the 

methodology used by the assessment teams can be found in the individual reports. 

All evaluations were conducted using the same methodology that aligns with the current 

NRC procedutes for independent safety culture assessment, which references safety 

culture traits found in the NRC's Safety Culh1re Policy Statement, that are viewed to be 

necessary in the promotion of a positive safety culture. These NRC traits can be found in 

appendix 3. 

While this list of attributes is somewhat different than that described in attachment 10 of 

the ISMS Guide, they were easily aligned with the "Associated Attributes" in the Guide 

in subsequent analysis performed by the cross-cutting team. 

In all eleven independent assessments, identified above, the independent external safety 

culture experts analyzed the data collected <luting the assessment in accordance with 

their established methodology. The analysis of this data formed the basis of the results 



(positive observations and areas in need of attention), conclusions and recommendations 

that were developed. 

3.2 SCWE Self-Assessments 

In furtherance of ISMS, with line management maintaining fundamental responsibility 

for safety, DOE determined that it would perform self-assessments to evaluate the status 

of SCWE at its facilities. The initiation of the SCWE Self-Assessments (SCWE SAs) was 

a significant undertaking for the Department. SCWE SA's were led by members of the 

assessed organizations, supplemented with Subject Matter Expert (SME) support and, in 

several instances, the assistance of a Behavioral Scientist. Training was made available by 

the Recommendation 2011-1 Response Team, as was detailed SCWE SA guidance. As 

the SCWE SAs were performed over a broad spectrum of time, some commencing prior 

to finalization of SCWE SA Training and final guidance, the format and content of the 

SCWE SA varies. 

3.2.1 SCWE Self-Assessment Guidance 

Implementation Plan Action 2-4 committed to prepmingguidance, based 011 sefe!J culture 
atttibutes in the JS}.1 Guide and kry lessons leamed Jrov1 the ongoing HSS independent 
assess111ents that address SCWE far ttse in the se!f-assessments. A team of headquarters and 

field representatives from both DOE and NNSA were brought together to develop a 

framework to guide the performance of the SCWE self-assessments for each 

organization. 

The self-assessment guidance used the attributes associated with an excellent safety 
culture described within DOE G 450.4-1C, Integrated Saft!)• 1Vla11agcment System G11ide and 
key lessons learned from independent assessments of safety culture performed by the 
DOE HSS. The self-assessment guidance identified the ISMS safety culture attributes 
that are most directly applicable to achieving SCWE excellence. 

In developing SCWE Assessment guidance, the guidance development team also 

performed a review of industry self-assessment practices documented by the U.S. 

Nuclear Regulato1y Commission (NRC)1, the International Atomic Energy Agency 

(IAEA)2
, the Nuclear Energy Institute (NEI) 3

, the Energy Facility Contractor 

Operating Group (EPCOG)4
, and the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations 

(INP0)5. The guidance development team also reviewed material presented by 

1 U.S. Nuclear Regulato1y Commission, Regulato1y Issue Summary 2005-18, August 2005 and U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Jnspectio11 
Manual Chapter 031, Februmy 2010 
2 International Atomic Energy Commission, IAEA-TECDOC-1329, Safety Culture in Nuclear Institutions, December 2002 
3 Nuclear Energy Institute, 09-07, Fostering a Healthy Nuclear Safety Culture, June 2009 
4 Energy Facilities Contractor Operating Group (EFCOG), Assessing Safety Culture in DOE Facilities, January 2009 
5 Institute of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO), Principles for a Strong Nuclear Safety Culture, November 2004 and INPO, Traits of a Healthy 
Nuclear Safety Culture, December 2012 
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Board Chairman, Dr. Winokur to various organizations6
, concerning topics related to 

measuring a safety culture and performance metric insights into SCWE. 

DOE G 450.4-1C, attachment 10, identifies three Focus Areas and fifteen 

Associated Attributes, which describe standards of excellence with respect to safety 

culture and SCWE characteristics. The guidance development team reviewed the 

safety culture Attributes and determined the nine Attributes that have a strong 

relationship to a SCWE. The expectations of excellence for each of these Attributes 

were then adopted as lines of inquiry for assessing an organization's SCWE. The 

guidance development team also developed and documented lines of inquiry for 

performance measures and contract incentives that would be evaluated under a 

supplemental information topic contained in the self-assessment guidance and 

incorporated input from the industt.y standards discussed above. 

Industry standards were used to identify assessment techniques commonly used to 

gather data related to safety culture. To adapt to the differences in missions for the 

various Program Site Offices, and to provide flexibility in approach, a variety of 

techniques were offered and described; they included: surveys, interviews, field 

observations, document reviews, performance indicators, and review of SCWE

related processes. The guidance development team also included guidance on 

additional points to consider when performing self-assessments; these included: self

assessment goals, planning considerations, data gathering and analysis, and 

interpretation of results. 

Department expectations pertaining to self-assessment team membership were based 

upon information in NEI 09-07, the NEI guideline on Fostering a Strong Nuclear 

Safety Culture, which describes the industt.y approach to assessing and addressing 

nuclear safety culture issues placing prima1y responsibility on line management, and 

in particular, on the site leadership team with the goal of providing an ongoing 

holistic, objective, transparent and safety-focused process. NEI 09-07 was 

specifically referenced during the creation of the SCWE SA guidance. Finally, the 

guidance defined format and content expectations for documenting SCWE SA 

results in order to foster consistency among the SCWE SA reports and facilitate the 

reviews supporting the development of a DOE/NNSA consolidated report on 

SCWE (discussed below). 

3.2.2 SCWE Self-Assessment Process 

Between May 2013 and January 2014, 17 sites across several DOE organizations 

including EM, NNSA, and Science performed SCWE SAs. These assessments 

represented 31 organizations including Federal employees and contractors. The ' 

6 Defense Nuclear Facility Safety Board (DNFSB), Peter S. Winokur, presentations to the American Nuclear Society (2009), EFCOG (20 I 0), and 
Chemical safety and Lifecycle Management Workshop (2010) 



SCWE self-assessments focused primarily on the Safety Culture Focus Areas 

identified in DOE G 450.4-1 C, attachment 10 (although some sites used INPO 

Safety Culture attributes). The most common assessment techniques used during the 

SC\VE SAs included surveys, intei:views with individuals and focus groups, 

document reviews, workplace obse1vations, or some combination of these methods. 

Guidance was prnvided to the sites regarding team composition and methodology 

(discussed in Section 3.2.1). The SCWE SAs across the complex produced an 

increased awareness, knowledge, and understanding of safety culture concepts, 

patticularly SCWE. The self-assessments provided an opportunity for organizations 

to learn about safety culture and how to improve it. The self-assessments provided 

valuable insights about the current state of SCWE within the assessed organizations. 

SCWE and safety culture data analysis involving behavior observations is a relatively 

new concept within the DOE community, and the reports provide evidence at most 

sites that much has been learned through this process. 

4.0 Methodology Used to Evaluate Assessment Results for Consolidated Report 

Figure 1 below provides an overall summaiy of the process for evaluating the 

Independent Assessments and Self Assessments. Descriptions of the individual steps 

described in Figute 1 are described in Section 4.1 that follq~vs below. The steps in 

the process are also annotated on Figure 1. 

Reports 

Sections 4.1.2.1 and 
4.1.2.2; 4.1.3.1 and 

4.1.3.2 

figure l: Over;1!1 Prm:ess w Evaluate l\sses~ment Results for (omo!idatcd Fieµort 
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4.1 Methodology Used to Evaluate Safety Conscious Work Environment (SCWE) Self 
Assessments Results 

Due to the large amount of information made available by the 31 reports, the SCWE SA 
data was evaluated in a multi-step process. The first step utilized members of the 

EFCOG to review the 31 SCWE self-assessments, then a team of internal and external 

SMEs to evaluate the data to determine trends. 

4.1.1 EFCOG SCWE Self-Assessment Review 

Members of the EFCOG Safety Culture working group convened 
December 3-5, 2013, in Las Vegas, NV. The team was tasked with 

performing a preliminary screening of all 31 SCWE SA reports for both 

content and consistency in applying the guidance (e.g., process), in 

accordance with guidance provided by the cross-cutting team. The EFCOG 

members were broken into four separate teams. Each team was assigned 

approximately six to eight SCWE self-assessments (SAs) to evaluate the 

process used in each self-assessment for conformance with the guidance as 

well as results of the SCWE SAs using a specific set of criteria. To ensure 
there was no conflict of interest or bias, team members were assigned to 

review only SCWE self-assessments that they did not participate in and with 
whom they did not have a business relationship. 

The four teams extracted and organized data from each SCWE self

assessment, focusing on identified strengths and opportunities for 

improvements identified in the SCWE self-assessment report. Each team 

assessed the strengths and opportunities for improvement in their assigned 

SCWE SA reports; identifying opportunities for improvement associated 

with the 3 Safety Focus Areas of Leadership, Employee Engagement, and 
Organizational Learning, as well as recommendations for which 

organizations may warrant additional SCWE reviews (if any). 

During this review, the EFCOG reviewers also identified ways in which the 

guidance that had been provided to perform the SCWE SAs could be 

improved. 

4.1.2 Methodology Used to Evaluate HSS Independent Assessment Results 

The evaluation of trends and results from Safety Culture Independent 

Assessments and semi-independent assessments took place in Washington, 
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DC at DOE HQ January 14-16, 2014. This process involved a small group of 
internal and external SMEs from across the industry in order to get both an 

internal and external look at the current extent of condition in the DOE. 

The internal SMEs provided operational experience that is unique to the 
DOE workforce and background on Recommendation 2011-1 

implementation activities, while the external SMEs provided individual 
insight from their own work in the safety culture realm and pinpointed areas 

in which they had particular experience. The SMEs and team members 

participating in this analysis included individuals from across DOE, including 

Federal employees from different program secretarial offices and DOE 

Contractors and Laboratories, as well as the NRC, and CRESP7
• Summary 

bias for team members who participated in this review can be found in 

appendix 2. 

4.1.2.1 Process for Identifying Areas for Improvement 

The first step in the analysis process was familiarizing the team with the 

Independent Assessment (IA) reports. As a precursor to the meetings, each 

team member was tasked to review all of the IA reports, so they were 

familiar with the content and general trends upon arrival. While reading the 
reports, each team member was asked to identify 10-15 most significant 

issues for improvement collected from reviewing the IAs. Each team 

member brought these issues to the meeting and this information was used 

to identify overall trends in the analysis. 

The methodology applied to evaluate the IAs was consistent with standard 

qualitative data assessment procedures.8 Each team member wrote down 

their identified 10-15 issues with citations indicating the IA reports in which 

they were noted and placed them on a board, categorizing them by general 
topic areas. These areas were revised once all issues had been placed to 

ensure that each issue had been properly captured and categorized. The 

group then conducted a line-by-line review of the individual issues, allowing 

the larger group the opportunity to discuss the meaning behind each issue 
with the author of that issue. 

7Consortium for Risk Evaluation with Stakeholder Participation (CRESP}, a consortium of universities, led by 
Vanderbilt University, which advances cost-effective, risk-based cleanup of the nation's nuclear weapons 
production facility sites and cost-effective, risk-based management of potential future nuclear sites and wastes. 

8 Patton, Michael Quinn. How to Use Qualitative Methods in Evaluation. Newbury Park, CA: SAGE Publications, 

1987. Print. 
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A nominal grouping technique9 was used to prioritize importance or 

significance of issues identified by those team members that were present, 

with those issues appearing the most frequently placed at the top of the list. 

From this prioritization, the group was able to further evaluate and discuss 

those issues with only a single appearance to more easily be captured by tl1e 

process, frequently absorbing them into other theme groups. After 

prioritizing and finishing the sorting process, the group discussed the 

identified issues and binned the issues into the three safety culture focus 

areas and more specifically, ilie relevant Associated Attributes identified in 

attachment 10 of the ISMS Guide. Some of the issues were sorted into more 

than one bin, depending on how many attributes in attachment 10 the group 

found were appropriate. 

The final steps in the analysis process of areas for improvement in the IAs 

resulted in the p1ioritization and determination of significance of trends using 

the attachment 10 attributes, determining which attributes were identified 

most frequently by team members and might be ilie best starting point for 

potential improvement actions. This also provided ilie opportunity to 

categorize either by attribute or significance of ilieme, both of which were 

used in collecting trends from ilie data. 

4.1.2.2 Process of Identifying Positive Trends Identification 

The process for identifying positive trends in ilie IAs was conducted in a 

comparable way to the areas for improvement exercise defined in the 

previous section. Several members of ilie team assigned to iliis task reviewed 

ilie IA reports to identify positive iliemes. In a modified individual issue 

assessment exercise, each team member self-assigned his or her positive 

themes into the Safety Culture Focus Areas and Associated Attribute bins 

from attachment 10 used in ilie Areas for Improvement analysis. 

These positive iliemes were then shared with the larger group who binned 

ilie positive observations under ilie Associated Attributes. From iliis 

exercise, ilie team was able to identify Areas for Improvement in which ilie 

positive observations were prioritized and ilie significance of trends was 

captured, both in terms of attribute of significance and number of 

occurrences of each positive observation in ilie IAs. The positive observation 

data was also compared to ilie previously identified issues to determine 

trends. The analysis of the positive trends was performed in ilie same 

9 Patton (above), Page 153. 
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manner as the areas for improvement analysis, described above in Section 

4.1.2.1. 

4.1.3 Internal/External SME Evaluation of Overall SCWE Self-Assessment 
Data 

A detailed review of the SCWE Self Assessments (SAs) was conducted in 

Washington, DC at DOE HQ Februa1y 5-6, 2014. This group consisted of 

Safety Culture SMEs, both internal and external to the Department. Once 

again, internal SMEs provided operational experience that is unique to the 
DOE workforce and background on Recommendation 2011-1 

implementation activities, while the external SMEs provided individual 
insight from their own work in the safety culture realm and pinpoint areas in 

which they had particular experience. The SMEs and team members 

participating in this analysis included individuals from across DOE, including 

Federal employees from different program secretarial offices and DOE 

Contractors/Laboratories, as well as the NRC, and CRESP. Summary bios 

for team members who participated in this review can be found in appendix 

2. 

Before arriving in Washington, each team member was provided the SCWE 

SA information prepared by the EFCOG groups and was tasked to identify 

10-15 issues for improvement and also, any positive obse1vations. 

4.1.3.1 Process for Identifying Areas for Improvement 

The first step in the analysis process was familiarizing the team with 

the SCWE SAs. As a precursor to the meetings, each team member 
was asked to review all of the SCWE SA reports, so they were 

familiar with the content and general trends upon artival. While 
reading the reports, each team member was asked to identify 10-15 

most significant issues collected from all SCWE SA Reports. Each 
team member brought these issues to the meeting and this 

information was used to identify overall trends in the analysis. 

The methodology applied to evaluate the SCWE SAs was consistent 

with that applied to the IAs (and discussed above in Section 4.1.2). 

4.1.3.2 Process ofldentifying Positive Trends 
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The process for identifying positive trends in the SCWE Self

Assessment reports was conducted in a comparable way to the areas 

for improvement exercise defined in Section 4.1.2, above for IAs. 

5.0 RESULTS OF EVALUATION & ANALYSIS 

5.0.1 Discussion of Focus Areas and Associated Attributes 

As discussed above, the ISMS guide discusses three Focus Areas for safety culture. These 

Focus Areas are further divided into "attributes", as follows: 

Focus AREA ASSOCIATED ATTRIBUTES 

Leadership • Demonstrated safety leadership 

• Risk-informed, conservative decision-
making 

• Management engagement and time in the 
field 

• Staff recruitment, selection, retention, 
and development 

• Open communication and fostering an 
environment free from retribution 

• Clear expectations and accountability 
Employee Engagement • Personal commitment to everyone's 

safety 

• Teamwork and mutual respect 

• Participation in work planning and 
improvement 

• Mindful of hazards and controls 
Organizational Learning • Credibility, trust and reporting errors and 

problems 

• Effective resolution of reported 
problems 

• Performance monitoring through 
multiple means 

• Use of operational experience 

• Questioning attitude 

5.0.2 Example of an Associated Attribute with Sorted Issues 

As discussed in Sections 4.1.2.1 and 4.1.3.1, above, individual issues were evaluated and 

sorted into one or more associated attribute(s). For instance, in the HSS IA review there 
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were eight associated issues identified within the attribute of "Demonstrated Safety 

Leadership", which is under the Leadership Focus Area. These issues were summarized by 

the review team as follows: 

• Production over safety mentality; 

• Narrow definition of safety; 

• Management commitment to safety; 

• Lack of leadership engagement with staff; 

• Lack of change management process; 

• Lack of ownership of safety; 

• Low survey participation/more important things to do; 

• Management acceptance of lower standards; 

• SCWE behaviors not internalized/modeled; and 

• Lack of importance placed on Human Performance Improvement tools. 

In some cases there were multiple instances of these issues being identified, in other cases, 

the review team concluded that an issue could validly be placed under more than one 

associated attribute. Therefore, the review team kept track of the number of issues that were 

categorized as fitting under a particular Attribute, to gauge the relative importance of an 

associated attribute for continuous improvement. 

5.1 Combined Assessment Results 

The chart in Figure 2 below tabulates the combined number of issues, sorted from the IAs 

and SAs, that the SMEs ascribed to each of the associated safety culture Attributes under the 

three Focus Areas. 
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Independent Assessment and Self Assessment Issues Sorted by Associated Attribute 
(Combined) 

When combining the results from both assessments, the four Attributes that clearly 

stood out from the rest are: 

• Demonstrated Safety Leadership (18 issues), under the Focus Area of 

Leadership; 

o Open Conununication and fostering an environment free from retribution (16 
issues), also under the Focus Area of Leadership; 

• Teamwork and mutual respect (12 issues), under the Focus j\rea of Employee 

Engagement; and 

• Credibility, trust and reporting errors and problems (16 issues), under the Focus 

Area of Organizational Learning. 

A second tier of issues also present themselves; these are those Attributes that had more 

than the mean number of issues, and arc: 

• Clear expectations and accountability (8 issues), under the Focus Area of 

Leadership; 

• Personal commitment to everyone's safety (8 issues), under the Focus Area of 

Employee Engagement; and 

• Effective resolution of reported problems (8 issues), under the Focus 1\rea of 

Organizational Learning. 

These two sets of associated Attributes provide a starting point for ptiotitizing actions 

that can assist DOE in its continuous improvement efforts regarding safety culture. 
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5.2 Compadson of Assessment Results 
The chart in Figure 3 below tabulates the number of issues, sorted from the IAs and 

SAs, that the SMEs ascribed to each associated safety culture Attribute under the three 

Focus Areas. 

Independent Assessment and Self Assessment Issues Sorted by Associated Attribute 
(Comparison) 

Sd~tyCuhurtt Altrlbutei from ISMSGuld(l 

$~ Nm1\~f of issues AHO<iJl!!d for ~Jf Aucument~ 

The four attributes that clearly stood out in the combined results show close agreement 

between the SCWE SAs and the IA results: 

• Demonstrated Safety Leadership (8 and 10 issues); 

• Open Communication and fostering an environment free from retribution (8 

and 8); 

• Teamwork and mutual respect (7 and 5); and 

• Credibility, trust and reporting enors and problems (8 and 8). 

By and large, the results for all other attributes are similar--with the possible exception of 

Personal Commitment to Everyone's Safety, which was identified by both sets of 

assessments, but more frequently by the IA reports (2 and 6). This lack of consistency 

could argue for this attribute also being placed among those considered for priority 

action. 

5.3 Combined Assessment Results for Positive Trends 
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Looking at oppottunities for improvement, or "issues", however, is only part of the picture. 

It is impottant to also look at what areas were assessed as strengths; these can also assist in 

focusing actions to continuously improve safety culture within DOE. Figure 4 below 

tabulates the combined number of strengths sorted from the TAs and SAs that the SMEs 

ascribed to each associated safety culture attribute under the three Safety Culture Focus 

Areas. 

20 
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Independent Assessment and Self Assessment Positive Observations Sorted by Associated 
Attribute (Combined) 
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Safety Culture Aurlbut$l from ISMS Gulde 

In the combined positive attribute assessment results, three attributes that cleady stand 

out from the rest are: 

• Open Communication and fostering an environment free from retribution (21 

strengths)*, under the Focus Arca of Leadership; 

• Teamwork and mutual respect (18 strengths)*, undet the Focus Area of 

Employee Engagement; and 

• Management engagement and time in field (16 strengths), also under the Focus 

Area of Leadership. 
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