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Abstract :

In order to improve the safety performance of construction projects, effective and corporative safety

management program between head office and job site must be implemented. And its performance must be measured and
analyzed for the identification of the problems in the safety management area. This study proposes a previous evaluation
model of safety performance for the large construction firm in order to enhance their safety level. The fundamental data
for proposed model is based on the past research(Son 2002), which is structured of evaluation criteria, weighted factor,
statistical evaluation formula. The model would help the firm management in identifying the weak areas of safety
performance in terms of the degree performing certain safety tasks. It is expected that the model could contribute to

achieving the “zero accident” level.
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Fig. 1. The scatter plot between accident rate and safety
management level for head office

Table 2. The correlation analysis result between accident rate
and safety management level for head-office(4
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Fig. 2. The scatter plot between accident rate and safety
management level for site

Table 3. The correlation analysis result between accident rate
and safety management level for site(5 Areas)
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Fig. 3. The scafter plot between accident rate and safety
management level for construction firm(34 items)

Table 4. The correlation analysis resuit between accident rate
and safety management level for construction firm(34

items)
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