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Abstract : Recently construction enterprises involves more occurred with increase of size and complxity of construction
works. Risk management is one of the key project management process. Numerous tools are available to support the
various phases of the risk management process. We present the results of a study designed to identify the tools that are
most widely used and those that are associated with successful project management in general, and with effective project
risk management in particular. The study is based on a questionnaire administered to a sample of project managers from
construction enterprises. The response data was analyzed in order to find which tools are more likely to be used in the
those organizations that report better project management performance and in those that value the contribution of risk
management processes.
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Table 1. Description statistics for the Proiect Risk Management(Lists score)

5 g g 7 EE B2 5 &
Tl AR 2AEE A9 YFU7 4.68 0.64 1
Identification | T2 ¢ARADY 1AL FAH AFU7t 451 0.83 4
T3 ¢hARA §M°ﬂ*1 ofolt]ol& A3} Y7t 352 L10 18
T4 FAELEE AABE JFY7H 453 0.70 3
T5 St AAAAE AAdsta gyt 4.44 0.83 7
To Ydtdus AdE +ysn U7 4.02 1.05 12
T7 W7t AR AYS $d8stn Qg 407 1.07 11
T8 TR % tHu%g 83 FU7 377 1.18 15
9 371402 HiAEE dn FAYAE U7 447 091 6
Quantification

T10 28 47188 A3 iU 3.85 1.35 14
TI1 448 EAE A8 IFU7 352 1.46 19
TI2 248 €4 39S FAsa QU7 2.57 1.38 29
Ti3 7 =& ¥4 2498 A3t evrt 2.59 142 28
Ti4 €4 Fgut HAgrk= AAsta glesuzt 3.14 1.29 23
TI5 @49 Check-List2 W A4 s AFYU% 4.20 1.02 10
Ti6 ¢Ha@e & AN 3 ¥&E €238 A sfitn vt 3.54 117 17
TI7 QtAelel ot ¥887 £4¢ 3la IFU7t 321 1.2t 2
TI8 ¢bA@ e 98 RS o JYFU7 3.23 112 2
D I P T —— 296 119 3
T20 ¢bAeel] o8 Simulationg s YFU7 262 1.17 27
T21 AT 98 Benchmarking® £¢13t2 I5u7t 287 123 25
22 AAZAS AAtE AFU7%H 391 113 13
T23 QA hagEs sk st 432 0.87 9
T24 F2#E 3tz dFI7 437 0.89 8
Control 25 tABE ¥d Z2aRoez wsn JYFUR 347 1.29 20
T26 272 RERE AR YFU7 2.74 123 26
T27 ¢Hdel &8 AYMNAME s dEU7t 3.61 1.18 16
T28 Aretd AR A4AYL A9z JAFUzt 4.55 0.77 2
29 ¢k, BaT AAL AF, A48 A Ayt 447 0.78 5

Average across all List 372 0.68
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Table 2. Description statistics for the risk management con-
struction
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3. mzAE ot g Tk A
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Plot of RMC*LISTS.
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Fig. 1. Risk Management Contribution index against lists score
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Table 3. Relationship between Lists score and RMC index

T Y RMC low(n=48) | RMC high(n=49) | T-test Significance
Tl kM EA#HE 2ARE A9 AFH7 465 483 0.1271
T2 HRAgeE 73 A= dFUA 444 475 0.0299*
T3 kA RA 3)e]olA] ejolriol& fdstn IFU7t 326 387 0.0048*
T4 tAuE-E AAgtn YFYU7 444 471 0.0307+
TS5 g AANAR}E AAdstn JFy7t 438 4.62 0.1207
To YA uE AYE YL UFY7t 387 433 0.0232*
T7 Wzt kA AYL £Y3 YUzt 3.83 439 0.0092*
T8 3RE I HHBLE 3u FH% 357 4.10 0.0230*
19 A7|HoF HdARE st FAYAE INFPUA 440 4.66 0.1199
TI0 AdAs LE718E s JAFU7R 373 4.04 0.2742
Til 2FAs €AEAE A8 JAFU7 330 3.85 0.0623
TI2 =4-& 94 239 243 Ysvzt 228 3.02 0.0075*
TI3 A=¢ ¥4 298 43t YaUst 230 3.04 0.0092*
T4 €8 AP FAH7R= AAE2 lFU7t 293 3.43 0.0541
TI5S @449 Check-List2 vl AAL a3t JYFY% 4.02 450 0.0152*
Ti6 Ha#EE YA F F5E J238 Awetsin gFyzt 336 3.87 0.0251*
T17 <ra#elel og v §AZ 24L& 1 IFUs 3.00 3.56 0.0171*
TI8 HAgelol o% EvEAE 3 JFyst 3.04 3.54 0.0228*
T19 ¢kl E 9% Prototype ASA AFU7 271 335 0.0063*
T20 ekdghele] <% Simulationg 32 Y& 2.36 3.02 0.0045*
T21 et elo] 918 Benchmarking® =3t Q&Y% 261 3.25 0.0100*
T22 A HRE AASE JFH7 m 433 0.0026*
23 FHAA S QFABEE 32 &7 424 458 0.0276*
24 FAdEE 32 YFU7 4.26 4.58 0.0737
T25 QtAlwe] FA Z2IYOR W{IT YFUIL 324 3.89 0.0091*
T26 472 MERE AT Y&V 248 312 0.0092*
127 ¢ @ JGAeAE A Wt 351 3.89 0.0900
T28 AALA Bigey] ALAYL A Y U7t 448 475 0.0548
T29 QFAZA, BETF AL AH, F8E A suzt 434 4.70 0.0113*
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Fig. 2. Construction company index against lists score
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Table 4. Relationship between small and medium size construction and large size construction

= ¥ %lé\—wz(in}i%ﬂ] mh?‘ié(ii%)ﬂ] { T-test Significance
Tl baRzse) 2ARE Ao A&U7 4.56 483 i 0.0331*
T2 gbAndde) FHe o] JFust 429 475 | 0.0052*
T3 AARA 2oJeA olo|t]olE Az AHFU7 329 3.95 0.0007*
T4 TS FAED STt | 483 473 0.0260%
TS5 ARARE ANAAE A AFU7 433 471 0.0125*
Te gukdus A8g stz HUst 393 4.26 0.1049
7 ¥z g ALS Fustn A&t 391 | 436 0.0306*
T8 TAES o8 HFATEL 3 Y1t 366 | 40 0.1146
9 Ar190z dAdAS stn dFANE FHYFUA 433 | 481 0.0011*

T10 A8 97122 A48T ASU7 397 | 391 08173
TH ARIAS) 42h8AE sk syt N X 0.6421
T2 558 9 299L Asa AUt | 254 %[ 275 0.4458
TI3 =g ¢4 2d9e A YH7t 262 271 0.7561
Ti4 4 2l AF7= AAstn gigurt 3.10 338 1 0.2564
TIS @34 CheckeLisi2 19 47 3 A a4 a2 | oosn
TI6 SHRElE HA9% Fota g2 Al YSusnt 337 393 0.0081*
T17 bHgelo) of3h vl &-HZY ¥4 stz UFUAt 3.00 3.63 0.0053*
TI8 Sba#e)e] o8 EAEHS B FU7H | 312 355 0.0390%
T19 $HAPRE 915 PrototypeS AR 57 264 3.46 0.0002*
T20 QAT ©]@ Simulatione 2 Q&L 235 3.04 | 0.0025%
T2t ¢rdse)d] 93t Benchmarking® =3t g7t 2.66 3.26 0.0121*
122 SAEERE A At 391 4.16 0.2162
123 YAYA Y kRl sz JASUT 414 463 0.0024*
T4 SARYE u YUt 433 4.44 0.5280
T25 *APe] FA ZeaPor wEsia Y{ust 312 | 4.00 | 0.0003*
26 WFx VEEGE ZASI ST | 287 0612
27 Azol ofg A7l = AAsta Y& 3.50 391 0.0627
T28 ARerd B ALEAES A1 syt 447 4.73 0.0601
T29 FAAA, 5T PAh A7 442 YPsn et | 44 465 00932
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Table 5. Lists with significantly higher use in the high population
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