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	   Accreditation Decision: Re-accredit – approved unanimously 8/22/14  

	    	   	   	  
	   Recommendations	   Critical	  	   Suggested	  	  

	    	   	   	  

	  	   1. Develop methods to assess whether corporate incentives 
and bonuses may result in underreporting of injuries 	   x	   	  	  

	  	   2. Objectively track front-line supervisor support behaviors	   	   x	   	  	  

	  	   3. Increase exposure of non-nested contractors to COS 
process and safety 	   x	   	  	  

	  	   4. Continue efforts to increase the number of active 
observers 	   	  	   x	  

	  	   5. Supplement the COS checklist with short observations of 
other pinpoints 	   	  	   x	  

	  	  

6. Analyze historic COS data to identify possible CBIs to 
retire from checklist 

	  

	  	   x	  

	  	  

7. Disseminate MRD COS practices among Marathon and 
other refineries 

	  

	  	   x	  

	  	  
8. Use tablets or smart phones for recording observations 

	  

	  	   x	  

	  	  

9. Post a cumulative graph of COS process measures over 
time  

	  

	  	   x	  
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Summary 
 
The Michigan Refining Division (MRD) started behavioral safety in 1999, and called it Circle of 
Safety (COS). The COS process is maintained and overseen by a COS committee of 7 
employees. Individuals who work on the site (for Marathon or a contractor) can choose to be 
trained and then act as an observer, and employees who work on the site can agree (or not) to 
being observed. No observee names are collected as part of the observation process, and 
observers are trained to be sensitive to observee fears of being blamed for at-risk behavior. 
 
Currently the process has approximately 20% of MRD employees trained as observers, and 95 
contractor employees have been trained as observers. Approximately 61% of MRD observers 
and 35% of contractor observers conduct regular observations. The observation process 
involves looking at the work and afterward completing an extensive behavioral checklist. In 
addition to completing the behavioral checklist, observers deliver verbal feedback with those 
who they observe. During the feedback conversation, observers are to identify strengths and 
opportunities for improvement in a positive and non-confrontational manner. 
 
The visit confirmed the data and information in the MRD application that suggest that the COS 
is an effective, well-managed, active, and highly visible behavioral safety process that receives 
high levels of support from the organization’s leadership. The MRD contractor workforce is also 
well integrated in the COS. Injury data are exemplary, and employees we interviewed 
consistently reported that MRD was the safest place they had ever worked.   
 
All inquiries of the site visit team were answered promptly and in accordance with the 
documentation provided in the application. Our on-site reviews of program records and 
interviews with employees and contractors revealed that the COS process is highly visible, well 
understood and liked by employees and contractors, and that the process is well established. 
The number of COS observations in 2013 were down from 2012, which can be partly explained 
by a reduction in the MRD contractor workforce.  
 
There is evidence to suggest that some observers may not be regularly allotted time by front-
line supervisors to do observations as part of their work duties. Some employees also noted 
that contractors that were new to the site could be oriented better to the COS process, and 
MRD safety priorities in general. Opportunities for refining the process may exist in 
supplementing the standard checklist with short observations of other pinpoints, analyzing 
historic COS observational data to identify possible behaviors to retire from checklist, and using 
tablets or smart phones for observations. MRD can also explore ways to disseminate their COS 
best practices to other Marathon refineries, and to the industry in general. 
 
Injury rates in the facility have up-trended slightly for MRD employees, but still remain 
exemplary. In 2013, a fire broke out in an MRD storage tank resulting in the evacuation of the 
local community for less than 24 hours. The incident did not result in injuries, but it did receive 
significant publicity. After interviewing key safety personnel, it appears that the incident was not 
associated with any breakdown or deficiency in the COS process, and that measures have been 
implemented to prevent recurrences of similar incidents. 
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Our observations of on-site operations validate the data and indicate that the COS process as 
described in the application operates effectively. COS is a voluntary behavioral safety process, is 
employee-driven, involves no name, no blame, and is integrated into a comprehensive site 
safety effort. We feel these are four of the outstanding elements of the process that we 
observed in our visit. Further, the program meets the 3 basic criteria of the Commission on 
Behavioral Applications for Behavioral Safety Accreditation: 1) it is a behavioral process, 2) the 
process has had a visible impact on safety performance, and 3) the process has produced 
sustained positive performance over 3 or more years. Therefore, we recommend that the 
program at Marathon MRD be re-accredited in Behavioral Safety by the Cambridge Center for 
Behavioral Studies. 
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Description of Site: 
 
The Michigan Refinery Division of Marathon (MRD) is an oil refinery that currently employs 421 
employees (hourly = 237, salaried 184). In 2011-2014, as many as 1,000 contractors were also 
regularly on site for plant construction and maintenance. MRD is in operation 24 hours a day, 
seven days per week, 365 days per year. The Refinery currently processes 131,000 barrels per 
day of crude oil. In 2010, MRD achieved the STAR status in the Michigan Voluntary Protection 
Program (MVPP) by the Michigan Occupational Safety and Health Administration. In 2012 MRD 
was awarded MIOSHA Consultation Education and Training Platinum Award for 7,106,984 
continuous hours worked with no days away from work.   
 
Description of COS Process: 
 
The MRD implemented behavior-based safety in 1999, and called it Circle of Safety (COS). The 
COS process is currently overseen by a seven-person committee comprised of Marathon 
workers from different shifts. The committee is chaired by Radwan Dagher, the COS Facilitator, 
who is also a member of the site’s safety steering committee and local union. Currently the 
process has approximately 20% of employees trained as observers, and approximately 60% of 
those conduct observations on a regular basis. Any Marathon employee or contractor who 
works on site can volunteer to be trained and then act as an observer. The observation process 
involves asking a Marathon employee or contractor for permission to observe their work and 
then completing an extensive behavioral checklist of Critical Behavior Indices (CBIs). Employees 
or contractors who work on site can accept (or decline without penalty) the invitation to be 
observed while they work. After the observation, the observer and observee have a 
conversation about safe and at-risk behaviors and conditions observed. During the 
conversation, observers are to identify strengths and opportunities for improvement in a 
positive, non-confrontational manner and provide praise for checklist items scored as safe.  
 
COS uses proprietary data management software to manage observation data. Common reports 
generated for purposes of COS management include Area Reports, Work Group Reports, and 
Internal Reports for assessing the quality of the process. The COS process tracks and reports 
the percent safe for all CBIs, as well as the degree of employee control over each risk in the 
environment. Checklist format and CBIs are updated based on COS data and data gathered 
through other safety data streams, such as near-miss reporting. 
 
The COS utilizes a coaching system to calibrate observations. A total of 42 observers are also 
observer coaches, and at least every 25th observation must be coached. Coaches are 
experienced observers who shadow other observers to assess accuracy of observation and 
quality of feedback. The COS Facilitator also manually reviews a sample of observations for 
completeness and checks them against the submitted Work Permits on file to verify that 
observations correspond with work actually performed.  Finally, observers meet quarterly to 
discuss challenges and share tips related to COS observations. 
 
The COS program emphasizes quality of observations over the number of observations, and 
thus no quota is imposed for the number of observations. However, a stated observation goal is 
2 per week, for a total of 8 per month, from each observer. An observer who completes 48 
observations in a 12-month period is eligible to vote for safety committee members and serve 
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on the safety committee.  These are the only incentives to encourage observations. In addition, 
the number of observations completed by each observer is not shared with front-line 
supervisors to avoid any coercion or pressure on the observers to conduct observations, which 
is a laudable feature. The COS committee frequently looks for ways to increase the number of 
observations. A recent example is the Observee Campaign, the goal of which is to encourage 
employees to explicitly ask to be observed. Several large banners announcing the campaign can 
be seen posted throughout the work site. Observers track if an observation was requested, and, 
since inception, approximately 70 observations have been requested. 
 
Employee Interview Summary: 
 
On the first day of the site visit, the commissioners toured site facilities for two hours and 
interviewed randomly selected Marathon employees and contractors. Commissioners also 
observed COS observers conduct observations and deliver verbal feedback. On the second day 
of the visit, the commissioners interviewed for one hour an additional random sample of 
employees working in office or maintenance buildings. Finally, commissioners interviewed 
across both days members of the COS committee. The site-visit schedule is attached to the end 
of this report. 

 
All employees interviewed were able to describe the specific elements of the COS process when 
asked. All employees interviewed said they liked the process (especially its “no blame” aspect), 
and several employees and contractors remarked that MRD was the safest place they had ever 
worked. The COS observation process appeared to be thorough and accurate, and it includes 
high-quality post-observation feedback. The observations witnessed confirmed this  and they 
appeared (based on this limited sample) to be very accurate recordings of environmental events 
and conditions. Detailed feedback followed the observations. Verbal praise was provided, when 
appropriate, and observers took care to discuss possible remedies for at-risk CBI items in a non-
confrontational and supportive manner. 
 
A common theme that emerged from several interviews was that employees believe that their 
comments, concerns, and suggestions made through the COS process get noticed and 
addressed by safety staff, supervisors, and leadership. Another concern revealed in the 
interviews was that front-line supervisors, although they are generally supportive of the COS 
program, do not consistently offer observers the opportunity to conduct observations. That is, 
some supervisors explicitly encourage and make time for observers to conduct observations 
when planning work for the day, whereas other supervisors do not explicitly offer these 
opportunities to observers, or do so inconsistently. 
 
Suggestions for improving the COS process were revealed during the employee interviews. 
These included developing electronic observation forms for use on smart phones or tablet 
computers and conducting shorter, and perhaps more frequent observations on one or two 
specific priority CBIs to complement the full checklist. For example, walkways are predictably 
and frequently slippery in the winter months due to snowy or icy conditions, H2S sensors are 
inadvertently covered by clothing in the fall months when temperatures begin to drop and 
workers add extra layers of clothing, and gas checks during hot work have historically not 
occurred as often as prescribed. These CBIs could be spot-checked during the critical months or 
periods to generate more data on their occurrence without the need for a formal observation. 
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Another suggestion came from a few contractors, who reported that new contractors generally 
become quickly exposed and accustomed to the site’s safety processes, including the COS 
program. It was suggested that initial training and orientation include more information about 
COS program and, for example, what they should expect as an observee.  
 
Without exception, the COS committee members reported that their efforts were well supported 
by leadership, and perceived having the necessary authority to take ownership of the process. 
For example, all of the committee members have been able to attend one or more behavioral 
safety conferences for continuing education. As a result, all of the COS committee members 
reported that the COS process was resilient, and that several employees could step into COS 
leadership positions when needed in the future. 
 
Safety Leader and Safety Staff Interview Summary: 
 
Commissioners interviewed the site’s Operations Training Supervisor; COS Facilitator; Health, 
Environment, Safety and Security (HES&S) Professionals; and the HES&S Manager. See the site-
visit schedule attached to this report. 
 
Without exception, the safety professionals interviewed in this visit agreed that COS was very 
visible on site, presented an opportunity to talk about safety every day, and that it was positive 
(e.g., it was “not about catching and yelling”). They acknowledged the value of the objective 
nature of the CBIs targeted in the COS checklist, and cited that COS definitions of conditions, 
for example, are used when observing and tracking at-risk conditions in non-COS observations 
by safety staff. One safety professional noted that COS data supported suspicions that gas 
checks were not always done during hot work every 4 hours. The professional was able to cite 
those data to support arguments to management that this was an topic that needed to be 
addressed. As a result, the safety office implemented more frequent gas checks during hot work 
to compliment COS observations. “The HES&S manager also reported that the processes and 
procedures (i.e., templates) for dealing with worker turnarounds are being adopted by 
Marathon corporate-wide. One component of that template, for example, is training and 
utilizing dedicated COS observers.” 
 
Safety professionals agreed that MRD leaders frequently support the COS process, and invest in 
it, for example, by sending safety professionals and COS committee members to behavioral 
safety conferences. In addition, 3 out of 5 middle managers (supervisors of front-line 
observers), and approximately half of the MRD’s 24 front-line supervisors are trained to conduct 
observations. The HES&S Manager also reported that the safety leadership has started to send 
“Thank You” cards to observers for finishing training.  
 
Safety professionals in general supported the notion that there may be opportunities for 
leadership, middle-managers and front-line supervisors to support observers better and 
acknowledge them. For example, the COS Facilitator is invited once or twice a year to talk to 
front-line supervisors about the importance of supporting the COS process and making sure 
observations occur. Organizational leaders already visit observer training to voice support. In a 
further show of support, leaders could also more regularly reinforce the message to front-line 
supervisors that it is important that COS observations occur frequently. 
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Leadership Interview Summary: 
 
Commissioners met with representatives of the MRD Leadership (DLT) at the beginning of Day 
1 and the end of both Days 1 and 2. In addition, Commissioners met with the site’s general 
manager on Day 2. 
 
Members of the DLT spoke with knowledge about behavioral safety in general, and in particular 
about the COS process. Of the 16 people present at the Day 1 morning DLT meeting, 12 
reported having completed an 8-hour training course in behavioral safety. The HES&S Manager 
had also attended a Behavior-Based Safety conference. DLT members agreed that COS was a 
valuable and well-integrated part of the safety effort at MRD. DLT members mentioned a 
specific emphasis on housekeeping that involved COS heavily as an example of the visibility and 
importance of the COS process. Five member of the DLT met monthly with the Behavior Based 
Safety Facilitator or members of the COS committee during that push on housekeeping.  
 
The DLT reports that recordable incidents are immediately discussed in leadership meetings as 
they occur, and are subject to root cause analyses in these meetings. The DLT stated that the 
slight uptrend in recordable rates in the past two years is likely indicative of robust near-miss 
reporting rather than a decrease in safety on site. That is, as a result of a site-wide continued 
emphasis on near misses, incidents that in prior years likely would have gone unreported are 
now reported. 
 
Hourly workers at all Marathon plants receive an incentive tied to the number of recordables on 
site, and salaried workers receive a bonus tied to recordables as one of many operational goals. 
That bonus is in part discretionary. The DLT stated that the amount of the incentive that was 
tied to safety was a small part of the incentive, and unlikely to lead to underreporting. The DLT 
cited the large number of near misses reported as an indicator that employees were not getting 
the message from leadership that incidents should not be reported. 
 
The DLT reported that there were no explicit goals for leadership, middle-managers, or front-
line supervisors for COS support behaviors. In general, leadership and management are 
expected to support the COS and provide time for observations, but no formal tracking of these 
behaviors is occurring. The leadership also noted that there may be opportunities to better 
orient non-nested contractors to MRD’s safety emphases and specifically the COS program.  
 
Integration of COS with other safety efforts: 
 

Safety Dashboarding. An HES&S specialist has for the past two years been tasked with 
collecting leading and lagging indicators of safety from multiple sources to dashboard injury 
risks. The Leading/Lagging Indicator Dashboard is created monthly and details, among other 
things, the Top 3 Risks identified from each of the site’s hazard assessment tools (COS, team 
safety inspections, life critical audits, field verification audits, near miss audits, and weekly walk 
findings). This dashboard is posted throughout the facility and is included in monthly safety 
meetings. In the meeting packet, it is accompanied by a dashboard key, which discusses the 
major trends identified by the tools and corrective and preventative actions to mitigate possible 
injuries. 
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Contractor Safety. MRD conducts detailed audits (“Deep dive audits”) every three years on all 
nested contractors. This is a thorough audit of the overall safety program with 
recommendations for improvement provided at the end of the audit. These audits focus on 
reoccurring findings from all contractors, near miss/first aid tracking and COS trending data, 
and performance at other Marathon facilities. Mini deep dives are a condensed, more focused 
version of the deep dive conducted on an as needed basis. “Detroit Armor” is a weekly meeting 
between Marathon and Contractor Safety Representatives. Leading indicators, lessons learned 
from incidents, new developments in safety, “show and tell”, assignment and completion of 
action items, COS data, MVPP, best practice presentations, etc., are utilized to promote and 
improve MRD’s safety.  “United in Safety” is a voluntary contractor COS moderated by a 
contractor representative to bring together some of the contractor COS observers from each 
company and discuss any positive or negative trends that are compiled from Marathon’s 
monthly data. Commissioners attended a “United in Safety” meeting and observed that COS 
was a strong presence among some of the nested contractor companies. A representative from 
each company talked about COS data, successes, and challenges related to the process. At-risk 
data patterns recruitment of more observers were the main themes of the meeting. Contractor 
representatives talked with considerable sophistication and knowledge about behavioral safety. 
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Commissioners also attended a “United in Safety” meeting. COS was also addressed during that 
meeting, and the Commissioners noted that safety was talked about frankly by all contractors, 
near misses were discussed candidly, and lessons learned were shared willingly. 
   

Near Misses. In 2012 MRD placed a heavy emphasis on near miss reporting with a 
campaign entitled “Stop It, BEFORE It Happens.” A new method to report near misses through 
a dedicated report form and an online reporting system called “ALIRTS” was rolled out. Near 
misses became an agenda item discussed during safety meetings for both MPC employees and 
contractors, which resulted in action planning based on leading indicators. The renewed 
emphasis on near miss reporting throughout the year resulted in an increase of near miss 
reports from 77 in 2011 to 625 in 2012. In 2013 MRD noticed a decrease in near miss reports 
due to a drastic decrease in man-hours. A near miss recognition program was also started. 
During this timeframe, near miss information was also extrapolated from COS observations in 
an effort to learn from as many leading indicators as possible. Efforts have continued into 2014 
to encourage near miss reporting. As a result, MRD has accumulated 1,031 near misses from 
2012 to May of 2014. When these numbers are converted to rate to account for fluctuations in 
number of workers on site (“Hands on Tools”), the number of near miss reports has increased 
by a factor of 19.5 from 2011 to present (2013 and YTD 2014 combined). 
 
Safety Results: 
 
The graph below shows the OSHA Recordable rates for MRD Marathon Employees (in red), for 
contractors (in dark red), both groups combined (in green), and industry rate (in purple). 

Cambridge Accreditation 
DRIVE Safety Launched 

Training Updated, Observers 
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The graph above indicates that MRD incidents are on a slight uptrend, but still remain 
exemplary. It is also noteworthy that MRD was able to maintain very low incident rates during 
considerable increases in man power as a result of large construction during some of the past 
three years (see manpower graph below) The graph above also indicates a steady decrease in 
contractor incident rates, with zero recordables in 2013. MRD’s anticipation of a large increase 
in the workforce during the large construction project led to a corresponding increase in the 
recruitment of additional observers to help maintain an adequate rate of observations. The 
increase in the number of observations, taken with the additional processes for reporting life-
critical and near-miss incidents and the wide-spread awareness and acceptance of the “no 
name, no blame” policy, suggest that appropriate measures were taken to minimize the 
underreporting of incidents. 

 
 

COS Process Metrics.  The top panel on the graph above depicts MRD Contact Rates 
across time. The COS process has a goal to contact each employee in the refinery at least one 
time per month with observation and feedback. This is a Contact Rate of 1.0. The bottom panel 
depicts the relationship between manpower (“Hands on Tools”) and the number of 
observations. The fluctuations in observations are largely due to dedicated observers and a 
concerted effort by MRD to train more contractors as observers (since the contractors were the 
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majority on site) during major construction project on site. As this graph shows, MRD 
maintained a fairly steady contact rate across time, regardless of fluctuations in manpower. 

  
Response to 2013 event. In 2013, a fire broke out at the MRD in a 45,000-barrel sour 

water tank. Sour water is a byproduct of oil refining that gets treated and cleaned. Inside the 
tank was process water which contained hydrogen sulfide, covered by about 4 feet of diesel 
fuel (“blanket”) used to contain those chemicals. After interviewing key safety personnel, it 
appears that the fire was not a result of any breakdowns in the COS process, and that 
measures have been taken to prevent recurrences of similar incidents, including revised 
intensive operational training. After extensive investigation on behalf of MRD, it was revealed 
that this was an extremely rare event, and that no MRD employees or contractors engaged in 
at-risk behavior or ignored safety alarms leading up to the event. The pre-cursors of the event 
were incorrectly identified by operations staff, as training prior to this event had not included 
how to identify and respond to the conditions that led to the fire. 

 
COS Process Strengths: 
 
 1. Quality of Observations and Contact Rates. The visiting commissioners believe that 
the contact rate goal of MRD of 1.0 is very reasonable, especially considering the very high 
quality of the observations we were able to shadow and the high quality of the data evident in 
the COS observation database. There are also very robust tactics built into the process to detect 
pencil whipping (completing a COS checklist without actually conducting an observation), and to 
promote the accuracy of observations. The feedback that was delivered following observations 
appeared to be of high quality, and employees we interviewed consistently stated that the 
observations were very helpful in helping them behave more safely. It is also obvious that non-
COS safety professionals at MRD have faith in the process, as evidenced for example by the fact 
that CBI definitions are used for some non-COS observations and audits. 
 
 2. Integration with other Safety Efforts. MRD manages safety through multiple initiatives 
that together form a very effective injury-prevention effort. COS is only one of multiple highly 
visible and active safety processes on site. In addition to COS, MRD conducts regular team 
safety inspections, life critical audits, field verification audits, near miss audits, and weekly 
safety walks. The visiting commissioners were especially impressed with the integrative 
dashboarding of these indicators, as it presents unique opportunities to trend and potentially 
predict future incidents. Commissioners reviewed past minutes from meetings of COS, Detroit 
Armor, and the site-wide Safety Steering Committee. These documents indicate that COS is an 
integral part in safety at MRD, and that all these mechanisms systematically track and act on 
safety concerns brought to their attention. 
 
 3. Contractor Integration. During our visit, commissioners did not notice any differences 
in responses to safety-related questions between MRD employees and contractor employees. 
Both sets of employees lauded MRD’s commitment to safety, and nested contractor employees 
stated that MRD was the safest site that their contractor company worked on. The two 
meetings we observed (“United in Safety” and “Detroit Armor”) further reinforced the notion 
that safety is not discounted for contractors, and that contractors are a well-integrated part of 
the COS. Contractor recordable data also appear to bear this fact out. One notable finding came 
from observing a grounds keeping crew that was mowing lawns owned by MRD outside the 
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site’s fence. All members of this contractor crew had high visibility vests, safety boots, gloves 
and safety glasses, and hedge trimmer operators also wore wire mesh face masks. This 
observation lends support to the statement that safety is a paramount concern for all 
contractors at MRD, whether they are handling highly volatile liquids or gases, or mowing grass. 
 
 4. Bench Strength. After interviewing the COS committee, safety staff, and leaders, it is 
obvious that the COS process is not dependent on any 1 or 2 employees. MRD provides 
opportunities for employees to be observers, become observers, learn about behavioral safety, 
sit on the COS committee, and to attend behavioral safety conferences. As a result of these 
investments in the COS, it is likely that MRD has enough skilled candidates for COS leadership 
when transitions need to occur. 
 
 5. Leadership Support. It was evident to the visiting commissioners that there is 
considerable support for the COS process from the MRD leadership  (see, for example, “Bench 
Strength”, above). All members of the DLT voiced support and appreciation of the COS process, 
and most of the DLT members had formal training in behavioral safety. It is noteworthy that 
the general manager of the site routinely makes time to thank trainees in COS observer training 
classes for their efforts to improve safety on site. All safety staff and the COS committee 
members we interviewed reported that leadership “walked the walk” in terms of supporting the 
COS process, investing in safety improvements, and promoting safety in general. Many 
supervisors are trained to be observers, but care must be taken that supervisory observations 
do not result in disciplinary measures for those observed. 
 
 6. High levels of MRD employee satisfaction with safety on site. Several employees and 
contractors remarked that MRD was the safest place they had ever worked. Commissioners 
reviewed data from a 2012 survey on safety attitudes of MRD employees and contractors on 
site. For example, 96% of MRD employees replied “Strongly Agree” or “Agree” to the question 
“The company promotes a culture of safety”, and 81% responded in the same way to the 
question “Production demands do not override site management’s concern for the 
environment”. 
 
COS Process Recommendations: 
 
Note:  The CCBS recommendations were provided to the COS team and are not posted here. 
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Conclusions: 
 
Our observations confirm that the COS at MRD is effectively managing critical behavior by MRD 
employees and contractors and helps sustain the outstanding safety record at this site. It was a 
pleasure to view the performance of the COS observers, COS committee, management team 
and workers for their unique contributions to behavior management. 
 
The COS initiatives are: 

1. Underpinned by high quality observations and data management,  
2. Effectively integrated with other site safety efforts,  
3. Effectively integrated with contractor safety efforts, 
4. Strong in terms of manpower with potential to lead the COS process, 
5. Visibly supported by management, and 
6. Resulting in excellent safety records for MRD employees and contractors 

 
Our recommendation to the CCBS is for Re-Accreditation of the MRD Circle of Safety 
Process in Detroit, Michigan. The MRD Circle of Safety Process is accredited for 
three years (August 2014 - September 2017).   
 
This accreditation applies to the operation of the MRD Circle of Safety only, and is 
not an accreditation or endorsement of safety processes of any other companies on 
MRD’s site, contractor or otherwise. 
 
The recommendations to refine the COS process are essential to continued success. 
We therefore request the MRD team provide us their plan and timeline to address 
the Critical Recommendations (#1 – #3) noted above by March 10, 2015.  
 
The MRD demonstrates an excellent safety record. Although the site has experienced challenges 
due to increased volume of work and construction on site, the site personnel are maintaining 
COS operations for both MRD employees and contractors, and evidence obtained and observed 
during the site review indicates significant results are achieved and celebrated.  
 
The recommendation to reaccredit MRDC for a period of 3 years was approved unanimously on 
8/22/14. 
 
The Cambridge Center for Behavioral Studies congratulates the MRD personnel for a job well 
done and via re-accreditation celebrates them remaining within an elite group of companies 
working effectively to apply principles of behavior to improve work safety. This site has a long-
established COS process and the current team impresses as a workforce actively engaged with 
managing their behavior and sustaining their excellent results. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
Sigurdur Oli Sigurdsson, Ph.D. 
Cambridge Ctr for Behavioral Studies 
Chair of Accreditation Team 
sos@fit.edu 

Oliver Wirth, Ph.D. 
Cambridge Ctr for Behavioral Studies 
Accreditation Team Member  
oaw5@cdc.gov 
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Appendix: Site Visit Schedule 
	  

MARATHON PETROLEUM COMPANY 
MICHIGAN REFINING DIVISION 

 
Day 1 

 

Time Item Personnel 
Involved 

Location 

7:00-7:30 Check in at gate/BSO 
Dagher, Morales, 

Leaver 
Toronto Gate 

7:30-8:30 Introduction / get ready for tour   

8:30-9:30 
Kick-Off: The Detroit Leadership 

Team. Managers/Leaders from Site. DLT 
Main Office Building 
3rd Floor Conference 

room 

9:30-11:30 
Refinery Tour: tour the site, see 

observations, and interview anyone 
they would like to 

Random Detroit Refinery 

11:30-1:00 Lunch and meet the COS Committee COS Committee 11B DHOUP Room 

1:00-2:00 Interview: operations training 
supervisor 

McCarthy 11B DHOUP Room 

2:00-2:30 Review Data: Near Miss Data Kumpar 11B DHOUP Room 

2:30-3:00 Review Data: Injury Data Neubauer 11B DHOUP Room 

3:00-3:30 Gather notes Cambridge 
Personnel 

11B DHOUP Room 

3:30-4:30 Closing Meeting 
Detroit Leadership 

Team 
11B DHOUP Room 
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Day 2 
 

Time Item Personnel Involved Location 

7:30-9:00 
Interviews with randomly selected 

employees and contractors Dagher 11B DHOUP 

9:00-9:30 Interview: Rabideau 11B DHOUP  

9:30-10:00 Interview: Sheard 11B DHOUP  

10:00-11:00 Q&A  Dagher 11B DHOUP 

11:00-11:30 Interview: Case 
Main Office Building 
3rd Floor Conference 

room 

11:30-12:30 Lunch   

12:30-1:00 Interview: HESS safety professional Styes 11B DHOUP 

1:00-2:00 United In Safety Meeting COS Contractors DHOUP Trailer 

2:00-3:00 Detroit Armor Meeting 
Safety 

Professionals DHOUP Trailer 

3:00-3:45 Closing Meeting 
Detroit Leadership 

Team 

Main Office Building 
3rd Floor Conference 

room 
 
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  
	  

 


