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A Development of the Performance Measurement System for Safety
Management
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Abstract : A performance measurement system for safety management was suggested with which performance of a
company's safety activities can be expressed rationally, and analysis of impact with performance improvement. A
key of the measurement system is performance index of the safety management activities, which consists of 3
perspectives; an external perspective, an internal perspective, and a innovation & learning perspective. Every
perspective consists of 18 performance indices and each indices consist of activity unit a such planning, support,

implementation, evaluation and review.
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Fig. 1. Framework for safety management performance
measurement system
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Fig. 2. A Model of evaluation system
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Table 2. Calculation of Score for Each Class
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Table 4. The example of safety management performance
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Fig. 4. System diagram for calculating importance of perfor-
mance indices
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