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Abstract

We undertook the quantitative evaluations of Industrial Accident Prevention Program (IAPP). The six
parameters, such as relevance, efficiency, consistency, sustainability, effectiveness, coherence, were chosen by
expert plenary sessions. Two stage of Analytic Hierarchy Process were used to determine the weighted value
of assessment criteria. This expert plenary suggests that the six parameters and its weight values are useful
for quantitative evaluations of IAPP. Additional researches regarding the real world application of this
assessment tool should be initiated.
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[Figure 1] Business on the logic diagram (European
Commission, 2005)
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<Table 2> Assessment and evaluation tools
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<Table 3> Health services, assessment items and

weilghtings
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<Table 4> Construction services, assessment items
and weightings
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<Table 5> Clean services, assessment items and

weightings
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<Table 6> Safety services, assessment items and

weightings
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