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A SYSTEMATIC APPROACH TO ORGANIZATIONAL EXPECTATIONS

INTRODUCTION

Excellence in the nuclear industry means exceptional safety and regulatory
performance, cost-effective energy production, and reliable on-line capacity. Ontario
Hydro Nuclear has traditionally tried to deliver excellence by advancing its technology.
This has made us significant gains but, to our detriment, we have not advanced our
management of human performance to the same degree. Self-audits at our Nuclear
Generating Stations have repeatedly identified improper behaviours as contributing to
quality problems. To truly achieve a durable excellence we believe that the two sides
of our organization, technology and human performance management, must be
reconciled and improved jointly. In our attempt to advance the management of human
performance we have developed a process that utilizes three approaches:

1. Identify specifically the desired job behaviours,

2. Regularly measure these behaviours,

3. Enhance internal roles and relationships to facilitate this process.

As of 96.05.09, the following divisions or departments have begun this process:
Bruce A Nuclear Division (BAND),
Western Nuclear Training Department (WNTD),
Eastern Nuclear Training Department (ENTD), and
Pickering Nuclear Division (PND).

Admittedly, they are all at different steps in the process with BAND & WNTD the
furthest along.

HISTORY

In 1989, Ontario Hydro Nuclear (OHN) initiated a self audit process to assist its quality
improvement efforts. To date, none of our generation stations have achieved a top
audit rating. In fact, the current OHN goal is to achieve a "B" rating (where "A" is best),
by year 2000. In 1995 one of our generating stations, Bruce-A, set itself the goal of
achieving an "A" rating by the year 2000. A prime objective in attaining this goal is the
improvement of their supervisory staff's on-the-job performance. Our original course of
action was to be a revamping of the supervisory training program. Upon review we
came to a different conclusion, that a new training program was not the right answer; at
least not immediately.
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Our conclusions were based on these points:

1. Content of current OHN supervisory training differed little from previously developed
material, other Ontario Hydro material, or various external materials. A revised
training program was not likely to tell our supervisors anything new!

2. Comparisons with other utilities demonstrated:

a) the importance of on-the-iob re-enforcement and guidance to achieve desired
behaviour; and

b) the importance of training relevance to the actual job environment.

3. Bruce A could not identify precisely which behaviours should define their expected
supervisor standard.

PROPOSAL & METHODOLOGY

Our proposal stated that better Human Performance Management was required, not
more training. We also said that improvement in human performance management is
best achieved when Line Management is clearly recognized to be responsible for it.
Line should define the desired job behaviours, measure the actual job behaviours, and
intervene to close any gaps identified. Human Resources and Training are services
that respond to and support Line Management in their job of managing human
performance. The methodology we defined to realize our proposal is:

1. Develop nuclear excellence right into the job! Do this by defining and measuring
observable, unambiguous workplace behaviours with clearly identified links to the
organization's business needs.

2. Use two levels of measurement to assess the effectiveness of the system:

a) Are the interventions producing the desired behaviours?

b) Are the desired behaviours meeting the desired business needs?

3. Establish partner-like relationships between Line, Human Resources, and Training
for maintaining continual improvement in human performance management
(see Figure 1 below).
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Figure 1

Partnership Roles & Responsibilities for better Human Performance Manaqement

Establishes Standards.
Measures Actuals.
Determines Interventions.

Workplace &
Training evaluation
combined to
•measure utility of
iHuman Performance
iMgmt. System

TRAINING HUMAN
RESOURCES

Uses standards to dictate
training scope.
Researches, designs & develops
methods to share knowledge.
Delivers training as req'd.
Evaluates knowledge transfer.

Manages Data Collection.
Use standards in:
a) selection
b) performance appraisals

IMPLEMENTATION ACTIVITIES:
(Or what we call our "Systematic Approach to Organizational Expectations')

• Determine the business needs.
We referred to the Key Result Areas and Strategic Plan of the organization.

• Define behaviours that reflect the business needs so as to enable observation
and measurement
To develop better descriptions of behavioral expectations for our supervisors, we
reviewed in-house organizational policies & procedures, and international industry
standards. Our original proposal to conduct a job analysis via interview and focus
group was rejected by station management due to time concerns. In the end, we
had fifty-five (55) behaviours, representing what our current documentation defines
as expectations of OHN Supervisors.
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What's Expected:

To determine the "expected" levels of performance, we employed a survey that asked
senior managers to rate each of the 55 behaviours. Each of these senior managers
has a number of supervisors reporting to them. We received a set of averaged ratings
that told us, quantifiably, what our senior managers expected from our supervisors.
After receiving the ratings about the "expected" performance levels of the 55
behaviours, we asked supervisors, via focus groups, to tell us whether or not they were
satisfied with and would use such job descriptions. We introduced them to the 55
behaviours by having them complete our first draft of a computer based field survey.
We also had them assist us in defining the most likely reasons for infrequent or
inadequate performance. These reasons made up the root cause table that was
incorporated into the field survey. It was important to include supervisors here as their
acceptance would be invaluable later.

• Measure actual behaviours - based on FREQUENCY.

We then had to reconcile these expected behaviours with what supervisors were
actually doing. This gap between the expected and the actual performance levels is
what we want to close. Our survey was focused primarily on the frequency of the
desired behaviours. We asked people to tell us how often they performed the
behaviour, then if they thought that number was sufficient. Feedback from
respondents told us that identifying the frequency of these behaviours was difficult
for them to do. Many had not considered their activities in that way before. We
also asked respondents to tell us how adequately they felt they were performing the
behaviour.

How best to close the gaps will be answered by reviewing the survey data gathered
from the questions that deal with reasons for sub-optimal performance. We asked
for people to identify one of four reasons for infrequent or inadequate performance:
1) lack of training, 2) lack of information, 3) conflicting or changing priorities, and 4)
insufficient time. Figure 2 shows the decision tree used in the survey program.

Our plans for distributing the field survey called for maximizing supervisor to
employee contact. Staff first heard of the initiative from their immediate supervisor,
and it was their immediate supervisor who distributed and demonstrated the survey.
Staff also received a personal note from the Station Director outlining the intent of
the survey. Of course, full support is never guaranteed but on the whole we were
pleased with the level of success in our implementation. This methodology for
informing staff about the survey has been copied in other parts of OHM. Some of
the areas with smaller populations however chose to employ proctored survey
sessions for composite staff groupings.
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Fiaure 2

FIELD SURVEY DECISION TREE

* Category & Expected Behaviour are always displayed at top of screen.

1) Is this part of your job?. Yes

2) Do you understand how to do this task?

No
Next
Behaviour

Yes No

3) Typically I perform.... (number of) times.... every ..(time period).
(menu pick) . (menu pick)

4) I am as often as I should.

5) Typically, peers or coworkers say .. I do.... activity adequately
(menu pick) times ....every (time period from # 3)

answer < # 3 answer = # 3 _^ Next Behaviour

6)...indicated sometimes doing less than adequately....select main reason.

Lack of Time
Lack of Training
Conflict of Priorities
Lack of Information _• Next Behaviour
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Determine & Apply Interventions based on Observed Gaps, Resources
Available, and current Business Needs.

We believe that a wealth of diagnostic information will be generated from the
survey. For the first time, we can show supervisors how their groups of line
employees compare to objective standards, other groups, and even themselves as
we look at change across time. The "gap" between expected performance levels
and what people are actually doing can be addressed in a non-threatening manner.
Closing this gap represents the next step after the survey results have been
disseminated. It became obvious to us that our previous attempts to improve
human performance had usually given training solutions without asking if training
was required. Moreover, we had never conducted any systematic follow up to
measure these hoped-for improvements. Our new model includes eight different
reasons for poor performance, with training offered as one of four possible
solutions. We want to avoid the scenario wherein we give everyone the same
medicine if they have different problems. The computer-based survey lets us tailor
the intervention to the issues of the group.

Figure 3

Old Model
Problem > Training

New Model
Problem > Please check one of the boxes below.

Lack of Training Lack of Information Conflicting Priorities Lack of Time

Frequency

Adequacy

Figure 3, above, shows this two-by-four design. The classical design for a
training program says that a training needs analysis (job analysis) be conducted
prior to the delivery of a training program. We agrse. We also feel that all poor.
performance may not be the consequence of poor training or a lack of training.
Poor organizational communication, conflicting priorities, legitimate changes in
procedure, or a simple shortage of time might also explain substandard
performance. The Training Department could well serve its clients within the
organization by carefully matching training to specific reasons for poor
performance. By providing better matches with training and employees, we can
truly introduce a partnership with Line concerns (Sheep-dip is avoided!).
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Survey Feedback & Gap Analysis

Illustrative examples will be provided when available. BAND & WNTD targets are on or
about 15 June'96.

Gap-Reducing Interventions

The short-term, 6-month goals based on the initial measured levels of performance.
These goals are targeted to be ready at BAND & WNTD on or about 15 July '96.

• Re-measure actual behaviours.

This is the continual improvement aspect of our process. Regular, repeated
measurement of actual job behaviour provides feedback on the effectiveness of our
chosen interventions. By continually using actual job behaviour as our check point,
we can show causal relationships between "What we did" and "What we have".

Approximately six months after our initial surveys we expect to have information and
experience to guide us in these areas of possible development:

• an HR Information Management System designed to hold and share this data
(currently being investigated);

• 360 degree feedback (specifically, a series of steps to increase the number
of job performance raters -- some tools to facilitate this are currently being
investigated);

• maintenance of good scores; and

• facilitating supervisor-employee career development (links with performance
appraisal, career development, succession planning, merit & skill-based
compensation systems).

• Evaluate:
To evaluate our effectiveness at human performance management we employ two
levels of measurement:

1) Are the interventions producing the frequency of desired behaviours.

2) Are the desired behaviours affecting the desired business need indicators.
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CONCLUSIONS

This paper describes a new approach to human performance management that we at
OHN are testing. We believe that our attainment of nuclear excellence has been
limited by an over-emphasis on the technological component of improvement as
compared to the human contribution factor. To achieve legitimate success in
technological innovation, we feel that it must be coupled with innovation in human
performance management. Our attempts to do so involve:

1) developing Nuclear Excellence right into the job,

2) regularly measuring job behaviours as an assessment of the effectiveness of our
system; and

3) establishing close internal partnerships to facilitate this system of human
performance management.

Explicit definition and measurement of job behaviour are dominant elements in our
process. We employed the following steps to achieve an acceptable, measurable job
analysis:

1. reviewed internal and international criteria to define a set of expected behaviours;

2. attained management consensus about the meaning and links to the workplace of
these behaviours;

3. solicited feedback from those who perform these behaviours;

4. created a computer-based survey to collect information on actual conditions and
likely root causes; and

5. defined the strategic information that the survey would deliver.

As well, the links between this process and other Human Resources functions were
identified for future investigation.

The preliminary results have been well received. Respondents indicated that the
survey covered a range of important supervisory behaviours and served to establish a
standard by which their performance could be reviewed. It is anticipated that the end
results of this process will help to shape future performance reviews, career
development, and improve the overall safety and peer ratings of the organization.
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