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The concept of ‘Safety Culture’ is no longer reserved for safety consultants, academics or the higher levels of
senior management; it has become a well-known term that is used by a wide variety of people to describe and
explore the way organisations manage safety and respond to risk. With more and more organisations becoming
familiar with the concept, it is not surprising that companies are looking less to external consultants to help
them assess their Safety Culture, and more to themselves to carry out their own internal Safety Culture
evaluation. In January 2015 DNV GL embarked on a project to assess its own Safety Culture to understand
more about why a series of undesirable events had occurred and to develop interventions that would help put a
stop to them. However, in reality, was this a wise idea? Can a company really measure its own Safety Culture?
Although leaving external consultancies behind and going it alone would appear an attractive proposition
initially, can you really get the results you need to make robust long term safety improvements? This paper
explores the issues surrounding a number of biases inherent in self-assessment, including the methodological
approach taken to self-assessment in order to help remain objective and impartial during data collection and
analysis, the lessons learnt whilst directly tackling sometimes sensitive safety issues during interviews with
colleagues and whether the typically ‘anonymous’ nature of Safety Culture measurement can still be maintained
even though people know each other. This paper charts the process of Safety Culture self-assessment. It
considers ways to mitigate against some of the main pitfalls, such as biases in the interpretation of
‘uncomfortable’ findings. It also attempts to conclude whether or not self-assessment really is a possibility if
an accurate and meaningful assessment is genuinely sought; or whether turning to an external body to assist is
actually more effective in the long term.
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Introduction

The term ‘Safety Culture’ can be traced all the way back to the Chernobyl accident in 1986. Since this time the concept has
grown hugely in terms of the importance industries and organisations place on it as a key factor in the execution of good
safety management and the prevention of incidents and accidents. With such a high priority placed on Safety Culture it is
not surprising that more and more companies seek to assess and strengthen their own Safety Culture in an effort to actively
manage safety risks. In January 2015 DNV GL did exactly this; it embarked on a project to assess its Safety Culture to
understand more about why a series of undesirable events had occurred and to support the development of interventions that
would help put a stop to them. However, rather than choosing to commission a specialist contractor to undertake the
assessment on DNV GL’s behalf, it made the bold decision to assess its own Safety Culture. This paper describes the
process of self-assessment undertaken by DNV GL, the technical issues encountered during the main phases of the
assessment work, the potential benefits and pitfalls of the self-assessment approach and what a company can do to strengthen
its approach to self-assessment. Overall, the paper attempts to address the question: can a company really measure its own
Safety Culture?

Approach taken to Safety Culture Self-Assessment
The self-assessment team

DNV GL operates in more than 100 countries with a workforce of around 15,000 professionals. It provides classification
and technical assurance along with software and independent expert advisory services primarily to the maritime, oil & gas
and energy industries. It also provides certification services to customers across a wide range of industries. The business is
divided into five main business areas: oil & gas, energy, maritime, business assurance, and software, as well as support
functions within a global shared service centre (GSS) and Group centre. Each business area operates largely independently.
The team created to conduct the Safety Culture assessment consisted of two project managers; a communications specialist;
a steering committee (led by the Chief Human Resources Officer); an ‘expert’ group (nominated by the steering committee
and the Chief Executive Officer’s (CEO’s) from the six different business areas and including HSE experts from each
business area) and a technical project team of consultants. Most notably, the technical project team came from different
parts of the DNV GL business and were selected on the basis of their technical knowledge and competence in the field of
Safety Culture assessment and improvement. Additionally, the technical team included four MSc Psychology students from
the University of Oslo, Norway.

The methodology applied
The Safety Culture self-assessment methodology applied consisted of five phases, as follows:

e Phase 1: Review of the main organisational risks — the main health and safety risks and challenges in DNV GL
were identified, as well as all the relevant stakeholders for the project, to ensure that the results were representative
and owned by the most relevant stakeholders in the company.

e Phase 2: Development of the ‘envisioned’ state — a description of how a world class Safety Culture would ‘look
and feel’ was developed with the help of internal and external research and decisions were made on the key
dimensions of a strong Safety Culture.
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interview where they feel they know someone too_well and this relatlonshé) could blas or influence the direction of the
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Ifs @¥soadA thes SeaRauur. SRbivaRERSSINEHaRER BRciPR 30 haaRsiSenq (RS RIRS cail £ @B ars) TreaRgPERaRLIR NdrBlR
shkagafitithpve quickly become apparent; these are judged to be as follows:

Apmoagrﬁ)%s,tt@ erA e Wi etis[Ryseievs Al dpprorganisation and helps team members know who to talk to,

when to talk to them, what to ask and how.

The self-assessment te
. ﬁ ﬁ an?o prov?c{n e knowledge of, and access to, relevant information (e.g. accident data, management systems,

DNV GL ppaedesdnateoyevttiah A0¢ ruiseties)/ Wwithebeeorkf@doadedroyra 251600 boofessikateds. It provides classification

and technical assurance alon wrth softw re an nde endent expert advisory se marily to the maritime, oil &
s el AV et e B R EHERM G S AR O P AR SO
divided | -ARas S §§rﬂr’é§§ oil & gas, energy maritime, business assurance, and software, as well as support

functjons W'HPHWS&Q*H%' éBE FYiEs R (RRR) aRd CaRoIp £5NG- sERONSUIMEISS1SaRA ORRIAtess| argedvidnsiapandenbit
The team greated thGandaGhEn BRY; fe'bdraassessment consisted of two project managers; a communications specialist;

a steering committee (led by the Chief Human Resources Officer); an ‘expert’ group (nominated by the steering committee
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Culture. [a8ddosl ae devplopachndthethRpliviefeinternal and external research and decisions were made on the key
dimensions of a strong Safety Culture.
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e Potential Pitfalls of Self-Assessment.
an a company really measure ‘its own Safethy Culture?
Although the benefits are clear, it Is important to also consider some of the less optimal aspects of self-assessment; these are
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|ts approac to self-assessment. Overall, the paper attempts to address the question: can a company really measure its own

Satetyrkautiueefd-one interviews | may prefer to use an external contractor; however, there are advantages to having that

same exter aI contractor ha e all of the data aﬂd therefore the whole picture, instead of being expected to jump in, in the
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W€l assurance along wrth software and independent expert advisory services primarily to the mantlme oil & gas
@5ﬁﬁf[ﬂ!l guqtﬂemgtyﬂgo provides certification services to customers across a wide range of industries. The business is
divided into five main~business areas: oil & gas, energy, maritime, business assurance, and software, as well as support
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qsf@hq@mﬁap;ﬂggwgﬂjpﬁé@t triangulates the results to reduce subjectivity and increase the likelihood of robust results.”
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being able to make an objective assessment or not. For example, if a company had less than 50 people then it would be hard
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“To self-assess, | feel that the larger challenge for a company is_defining the criteria around what to measure. We used a
Qadntia ﬁ&mpwreynbaahtyem&asumr HiﬁaﬁMﬂﬂnS&fEﬁM dadaldiskety culture projects our project team

members_had managed, and this led to a set of valid indicators we were comfortable usina. However, if a company starts
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about their strong and weaker areas of Safety Culture.

Sarah A. D. Gragndahl, Head of Group HSE & Management System, DNV GL, Veritasveien 1, Havik, Norway
This paper presents a range of arguments for and against Self-assessment as a way of measuring organisational Safety

Culture. If Ebargsmeies ofishafeteRBEEkEOIs e lpogenagsem sdifoasadstrmamsulimyswisafsrbies pisthechigher hRelsaffthe following

advice: senior management; it has become a well-known term that is used by a wide variety of people to describe and
' explore the way organisations manage safety and respond to risk. With more and more organisations becoming
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ever, in reality, was this a wise idea? Can a company really measure its own Safety Culture?
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e  For the survey itself, if possible, commission an independent survey firm to administer it independently to assure
Introdugti@inants of confidentiality and anonymity.
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not surpriging; sk farhank LR RAMNAS $eslicto assess and strengthen their own Safety Culture in an effort to actively
manage safety risks. In January 2015 DNV GL did exactly this; it embarked on a project to assess its Safety Culture to
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process obusdieassusasighvisionertaken by DNV GL, the technical issues encountered during the main phases of the
assessment work, the potential benefits and pitfalls of the self-assessment approach and what a com can dq to strengthen
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Safety Cu E,reterring 1o the facts"to make"stire the Tmdings are always'based on"hard"evidence. rthermore, where
possible analyse data as part of a team. Certainly final conclusions should always be made by consensus.

APW&%%%@E& %%@fw qaﬁtwﬁjée”a'ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁl@%nt can be an objective, insightful and pragmatic way to
The %%Tﬂléqs%@é}%ﬁisféi&ﬁ?l Safety Culture assessment.

DNV GL operates in more than 100 countries with a workforce of around 15,000 professionals. It provides classification
and technical assurance along with software and independent expert advisory services primarily to the maritime, oil & gas
and energy industries. It also provides certification services to customers across a wide range of industries. The business is
divided into five main business areas: oil & gas, energy, maritime, business assurance, and software, as well as support
functions within a global shared service centre (GSS) and Group centre. Each business area operates largely independently.
The team created to conduct the Safety Culture assessment consisted of two project managers; a communications specialist;
a steering committee (led by the Chief Human Resources Officer); an ‘expert’ group (nominated by the steering committee
and the Chief Executive Officer’s (CEO’s) from the six different business areas and including HSE experts from each
business area) and a technical project team of consultants. Most notably, the technical project team came from different
parts of the DNV GL business and were selected on the basis of their technical knowledge and competence in the field of
Safety Culture assessment and improvement. Additionally, the technical team included four MSc Psychology students from
the University of Oslo, Norway.

The methodology applied
The Safety Culture self-assessment methodology applied consisted of five phases, as follows:

e Phase 1: Review of the main organisational risks — the main health and safety risks and challenges in DNV GL
were identified, as well as all the relevant stakeholders for the project, to ensure that the results were representative
and owned by the most relevant stakeholders in the company.

e Phase 2: Development of the ‘envisioned’ state — a description of how a world class Safety Culture would ‘look
and feel” was developed with the help of internal and external research and decisions were made on the key
dimensions of a strong Safety Culture.
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