Standardized demands on safety management

Abstract 

There is a need to standardize the demands on safety management systems in such a way that questions regarding the interfaces in the railway sector are facilitated. Today there is a risk that different demands on safety management are developed between the different parts of the railway industry, which will negatively affect these questions.

To prevent this, I suggest the development of a common standard for safety management systems in agreement with the international standards regarding quality and environment (i.e. ISO 9001 and ISO 14001). It can be an amendment to the existing standards or a standard of its own, both options are open. A common standard will also mean easier cooperation and comparison with other branches and other modes of transportation.

Even though most management systems are based on the same principle, the PDCA-wheel (plan, do check, act) the demands are put forth in such a way that misunderstandings are possible and efficiency most certainly is negatively affected.  A common standard will also give a clear common understanding on important issues, e.g. management responsibility and resource management (compare ISO 9001 chapters 5 and 6). 

A common structure for standards regarding quality, environmental and safety will also make it easier to develop fully integrated management systems in companies, which will improve efficiency further. It will also acknowledge the fact that the core in every management system has to be the financial process. Actual improvements always have to be financed.

Speaker

John-Åke Halldén has been working in the Swedish railway sector since 1980. He held several different positions at the Railway Inspectorate from 1988 until 1998 when he started as Deputy Safety Director at the Swedish National Rail Administration (Banverket). From the 1st of January 2005 he is Acting Head of the Safety Department at Banverket.

Main issues of work has during the later years been related to safety management. He has been project manager in developing the existing regulations in safety management (The Railway Inspectorates regulations on safety management, BV-FS 1996:1). He is currently representing Banverket in the work to standardize the demands on safety management on a European level.

Text

As my predecessor, Hans Ring, spoke about in Paris 2003 we have had good experiences of working with an integrated management system which has the financial process as a core. This work has given us a way to balance the different demands from safety, quality, environmental, equality, efficiency, etc. It has also showed us the close links between these different aspects. The old myth that safety is in opposition to quality and efficiency has, if not been finally buried, at least been severely damaged. The core in our management system is the financial process. This process is also the tool to achieve the balance between the different objectives. The main reason to have an integrated system is the simple fact that everything has to be financed. The obvious solution is to have the financial process as a core for the management system. We are currently further developing this integrated management system to assure that we will meet the new European demands on safety management. This work will of course need the cooperation with traffic operators as well as with other parts of the railway industry. There are a number of mutual risks in the interfaces which need cooperation to be managed.

In April 2004 the European Community decided on a new directive regarding safety. It contains among other things demands on safety management systems. These demands have been developed into guidelines on safety management by a project (SAMRAIL, Safety management in Railways). This project has been financed by the European Community and we have been following and commenting on the project. For further details please visit their website (http://samnet.inrets.fr/ ). 

From this work mentioned we have made the following conclusions:

· It shows the need to manage the different interfaces in the railway industry. These interfaces are not only between infrastructure managers and railway undertakings. It also comprises the interfaces to contractors and manufacturers. This makes it a necessity to manage these interfaces. A common structure and a common terminology will give the common language to facilitate this work. 

· It also shows the need to develop both standards on sublevel and standards related to management with an overall perspective. The above mentioned SAMRAIL guidelines are in many aspects a technical standard and does not give the overall perspective that a management standard needs. The guidelines are a mayor step in the right direction but they need to be amended by management guideline or even better an international standard regarding safety management. 

When developing this kind of management standards or guidelines we have to design them out of the perspective from and need of top management. Top management can not be expected to give balance to the different areas that each wants to be prioritised. The management system must in itself be able to balance different demands in an efficient way and also be able to find the synergism that in most cases exist between these different demands.

Top management needs to take an overall perspective when carrying out management review and decide on strategic resource management. The structure of the management system must facilitate this. ISO 9001:2000 chapters 5 and 6 will be a good set of demands regarding this area, if applied with an overall perspective. They also correspond to the demands in ISO 14001:2004.

There are a large number of different management standards. The vast majority of them are based on the same principle, the PDCA-wheel (plan, do check, act). Nevertheless, the demands are put forth in such a way that misunderstandings are possible and efficiency most certainly is negatively affected. Definitions differ from each other and there is a need to construct cross-references between the different standards and different guidelines.  They somewhat differ in emphasis and wealth of detail. They are often made specific to a certain business but then do not take notice of the fact that a modern business has a vast number of interfaces, all of them relevant to their ability to manage the business. Would it then not be better to start on the road of finding a common “language”?

By now you probably think that I’m trying to endorse the ISO 9001 and ISO 14001 families but that is not my key issue. The key issue is to work for a complete set of management standards which in structure and definitions correspond with each other. This will be a better base for an integrated management system or for a TQM-concept. Why then all the previous fuzz about the ISO standards? Well, mainly because they are the most widely spread and most widely accepted. They have during many years been developed on an international level. They have been debated and the outcome has also been the product of a number of compromises. They are not perfect for any business but they form a common level that can work as a skeleton that links all the limbs to each other and therefore make them functional. Therefore I think there is a need for a standard on safety management in the ISO-family. It can be developed as a standard of its own or as an amendment to ISO 9001. This work will of course take a number of years but the first step must be to adopt the idea and start using these principles when working with development of our organisations management systems and the demands on them.

My proposals therefore are:

· When we are developing demands on safety management, independent of in which form, try to get them in correspondence with the structure and terminology of ISO 9001 and ISO 14001.

· Let’s form an informal group to endorse the development of an international standard regarding safety management in the ISO-family or an amendment to ISO 9001. This group can give support to and coordinate actions on a national level. Much of the work has to be done on a national level but we need a forum to plan and coordinate activities.

Let me finally highlight some possible pitfalls that I’m concerned about. 

To just adopt ISO 9001 and use them as criteria for a safety management system has been tried with negative results in Sweden. This is mainly because of two reasons. 

· When auditing the system, too much concern has been shown to the documented system and too little concern of how the system actually functioned.

· This is mainly because the auditors had too little experiences of the actual business and had no way of checking if the systems actually were functional. 

We have had accidents with organisations that have been certified by third-parties and the investigations have shown that their management system had not been applied at all. Their document on the other hand met all demands.  That gives us the current situation that we can’t rely on an ISO certificate as a proof of a functional safety management system. Safety is created by an effective and applied system, not by the documents only. We therefore also need to put demands on the authorities that supervise the organisations who give third party certificates. To audit a safety management system in railways will always need a competent auditing team with enough railway experience. 

These experiences give us the opinion that even if it is possible to see safety as a part of quality and it therefore should be possible to use for example ISO 9001 as a criteria for a safety management system, this is not a good way ahead. At least there is a need for an amendment which specifies the aspects on safety as more critical than the corresponding general aspects on quality. 
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