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Improvement Plan and Analysis of Construction Safety Management for Risk
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Abstract

Quality control and safety represent increasingly important concerns for project managers. In the worst case, failures may cause personal injuries
or fatalities. Accidents during the construction process can similarly result in personal injuries and large costs. 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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Corrlation Analysis

2 'VAR' Variables: PMP LISTS

Simple Statistics
Variable N  Mean Std Dev  Sum Minium  Maximum
PMP 102 3249902  0,602479 331490000 1.200000 4.860000
LISTS 102 3.718922 0.701756 379.330000 1.860000 4.930000
Person Coefficients / Prob > [R| under Ho: Rho=0 / N =102
PMP LISTS

PMP 1.00000 0.58725
0.00 0.0001

LISTS 0.58725 1.00000
0.0001 0.00
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Correlation Analysis
2 'VAR' Variables: RMC LISTS

Simple Statistics
Variable N  Mean Std Dev Sum Minimum Maximum

RMC 102 3766176 0.855873 384.150000 1.000000  5.000000
LISTS 102 3.718922 0.701756 379.330000 1.860000  4.930000
Pearson Correlation Coefficients / Prob > Irl under Ho: Rho=0 / N = 102

RMC LISTS
RMC 1.00000 0.30629

0.0 0.0017
LISTS 0.30629 1.00000

0.0017 0.0
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T15 402 450 0.0152*
T16 336 387 0.0251*
T17 3.00 3.56 0.0171*
Response T18 3.04 3.54 0.0228*
T19 271 3.35 0.0063*
T20 2.36 3.02 0.0045*
T21 2.61 3.25 0.0100*
T22 37 433 0.0026*
T23 4.24 4.58 0.0276*
T24 426 4.58 0.0737
Control T25 3.24 3.89 0.0091*
T26 248 3.12 0.0092*
T27 3.51 3.39 0.0900
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Correlation Analysis
2 'VAR' Variabless COMPANY LISTS
Simple Statistics
Variable N Mean Std Dev  Sum Minimum Maximum
COMPANY 97 2,819588  1.409021 273.500000  0.500000 5.000000
LISTS 97 3.811443  0.614995 369.710000 2.480000 4.930000

Person Correlation Coefficients / Prob » IRl under Ho: Rho=0 / N =97
COMPANY LISTS

COMPANY  1.00000 0.46750

0.0 0.0001

LISTS 0.46750 1.00000
0.0001 0.0

O3 8 Azl BY

(BT AXe 4 FFEL 34A AAR o F 5 F
Y 4F(0=005)014 FF F G HFo| A& HE
3 g gbgt FEE FAV glerz HARMES A

=3 F8Fe| F4F(0=005)e3q) FiF AFs}
AL N4t n QYA E Agste (* )R EAFHeH &
293 AR EFd 28 22zmdA M 157 £
o] fo3t Aoz ey

157) 232 79 3 %, ¥4 40 34, A$ o) %
AR, Aol 27 Fio] Fo T THHA Fald wlwF g
2AF ] FAC} e ALz wgsd

35 YA 22300K £&F

AgdBele] 9 gAadA AAAM E2Ed HaaAR
(Partl+Part2), Bl Az Bed &3t elazeda AA N &=
2] A9l AF(Part1 +Part3), 4 93 AAYA E7 23 &
oA =25 8 A= AR (Partl+Partd)E Eo] A% A 2
A et

¥ 7. 54018 HdslA 2R00 28t 2|~300%4 AHY

¥ F ool i | I e
B - low(n=48) | high(n=49) | Significance
I 4.56 4.83 0.0331%
Identification ™ 429 a5 0.0052"
T3 329 395 0.0007%
Ta 443 473 0.0260%
5 433 a7l 0.0125%
T6 3.93 426 0.1049
7 301 436 0.0306"
TS 3.66 2.02 0.1146
Quantificaton 9 433 481 0.0011%
T10 397 391 08173
e8! 3.58 371 0.6421
T2 2.54 275 04458
T3 262 271 0.7561
Ti4 3.10 338 0.2564
15 404 342 0.0531
Ti6 337 393 0.0081%
™ 300 363 0.0053*
Response Ti8 312 355 0,0390*
TI9 264 346 0.0002
20 235 304 0.0025"
21 266 326 00121*
™ 391 416 02162
™3 14 463 0.0024%
24 433 444 0.5280
Contrl 25 312 2.00 0.0003*
26 277 287 0.6612
27 350 391 0.0627
28 447 473 0.0601
T29 441 465 0.0032

A 7t AARAAM BE Hamdest & JA g Ao
Jebhd 23] 2BlAz3dA(Part])E <E 8o A A3k
ol A FE A F wHE oz Astel(Tie), <
Ao 23 v]$ Had EAH(TI7), tABHE Y8 83 &
A (T18), Prototype(T19), Simulation(T20), Benchmarking(T21)
$02 o220 4g % APPEes weselol Tk

w3 At Feo)] g B aAUAEN A= HHEE AA
AIHTS), 34 Fol 9T AR(TS) 5 217 3oz B4
Heleh gz &g gaagia FAAAM A RS
(T6), TAR 98 SAIAK(TS), EFE(T12), ZF=EH(TI3),

 Check-List(T15), 3ol 947 (T22), W34k AE%(T26), <

ARA AL(T29)% 2000 T} EASHAY. F4 AN G
o 93 AAGA L EHAAME HTe] 2FAB(TD, dAZ
£ AAAA(TS), A71H A HAHJA(THF 157 Fd= g
FAAAY o5 - QA RAe] WQ T Aoz EHHYH,

53], A5 % g2amadAE Follx= H-&(Response) 67 &
3 & o/ T3 2T, #9330 £ F 4, X1 2%
Z 20 23, Al 87 8 F 20 8oz EAFHH. o=
U AAdgAY AYAH g2maFdee & £PHA 9l
253 #els) 2laze JS A, g Ao, FH: o}
) F3 AAole}, =3 obH B FeEjwle] FHg A, AA
3| A} AFF(Owner)d] 2148, AA 719 =4, 243 A
9] 94 HAIAE Wzt AR £ 2lxaBEgs) A 5
yg Aol
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T2 Identification
T4 Quantification
T7 Quantification
A e} Az e T16 Response
Z49) 874 3 A1) T17 Response
B35 95 AA T18 Response
TR £y T19 Response
(Part1) T20 Response
T21 Response
T23 Control
T25 Control
TS Quantification
Té6 Quantification
T8 Quantification
AtelBeo] o7 Ti4 Quantification
azelal AA T22 Control
FARE T3 (Par2) | T24 Control
(Part1+Part2) 26 Control
T27 Control
T28 Control
T29 Control
T3 Identification
T6 Quantification
» B 9o T8 Quantification
AR 23 ificati
Jdsaudan |l [Geee
Fgoe] Z3h(Partd) .
(Part1+Part3) T15 Quantification
T22 Control
T26 Control
T29 Control
. jftji;ﬂ ﬁid_il*l] Tl Identification
fv"",dj ‘L%‘;}‘;‘ AA | 13 Identification
—Effi_(bi’art‘zi) TS Quantification
(Part1+Part4) T9 Quantification

2 dFdAe S AAGAY Hazage Adde] d3s

AR ARl A BazdA 24, aaBell

_q]

% oz QALY F4 ANYAS AY ARYA ez
QAL JBBAE AT 228 B D23AR

9 97 23e e 2o,

(<

D W AAGA S elxzFde] A BN 7 73
F@e) oF SFelME AR He =R =24,
ekl EAgew] AHA YN $7, A T4 A4,
ARAF A A, tAAA - BIZTF AA - AF - F
S A7, AHYA A, HARGAA AR, FAH
2], A AFe, MA 2] AE(Check-List)ol] &5
AR, 97 HHuK AE £, 9EGIES AF 53,
Az A, AdAE 9E 75, =508, AES
Y 22 aanert He AFE Hodo olE A
Al glaadee & FYHI 9o, +g9 gaa A
s}, ®HEA, AA F(Prototype), X.2] A3 (Simulation),
Wl X v}7] (Benchmarking) 5 823 < 2 Ao uv)F
g ALz wddd
glazQze) AR A #Ee] 23 fazdA A
Ao M= v]4A7 BA, &R, Prototype, Simulation,

g
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C A 3, AR Y AREA”, FF AF3] ¥4 1998,
CERS, CAAFA G EE AAY A,

Benchmarking, 221 #e[v] AL&A Y 59 gazagest &
57 4 A% 2o

glaageld o fPamaga AAAME 4" fYaz
A=kel, F3 EA Prototype, Simulation, Benchmarking,
At A, A AR, 9 22y, LFEa
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FTAEA e A, GARS, g flaz Aed, &
A, Prototype, Simulation, Benchmarking, 3 gA <t
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#] Prototype?] XA, A3} Simulationo 2 H-£43 59,
EA v A Z2 o g EFEA, A7 uEE
o3t BA, AdFAUAgel o3 EN, fFHA g3F
(Genetic Algorithms)ol|l ¢t 4 & AAg 2238 7
a7t ek ol AAFTANY FIRE, TR,
FAFY 5 EHE I3 A4 & g9 x B

3

X

#

5

HO

71 %%, 1999

VFAEAY o
F4, 1999

4 FF3AAALGTY, AR o A7, 24, 1997

. A. G. Bruzzone, R. Mosca, R. Revetria, S. Rapallo, "Risk analysis

in harbor environments using simulation”, Safety Science 35, pp.

75~86, 2000.

. Aleshin, A. and Dworatsch, S." Risk Management of Joint Venture

Construction Project of Foreign Cooperation in Russia.,, PMI 28th
Annual Seminars & Symposium., pp. 221~226. 1997.

. Arnold M. Ruskin and W. Eugene Este, “Project Management-What

every engineer should know about”, Second Edition, Revised and
Expanded Marcel Dekker, Inc. 1995,

Harold Kerzner, “Project
Scheduling, and Controlling” 5th Edition, Van Nostrand Reinhold,
1995.

Management- Approach to Planning,

. PMI “A Guide to Project Management Body Of Knowledge” ,

Project Management Institute, 130 South State Road, Upper Dérby,
1996.

10. T. Raz, E. Michael. “Use and benefits of tools for project risk

11.

management” , International Journal Management
Volumel9 Issue 1, pp.9-17, 2001.

il B, “VRIZTTAVIMFERIBNATIA COMFEE
B IZ oW T, 2ARBEHRAE, vol. 2005(2005), No.794 1-72, pp.
189~202.

of Project



