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Abstract : Among various methods to build the construction safety, the consecutive improvement by the measuring and evaluating

safety management capabilities for the construction participants such a

s an owner, a contractor, and a supervisor (construction project

manager) can be the effective one. Thus, an effective evaluation and grading criteria to provide performance index for the implementation
of safety management activities should be necessary. In this regards, the purpose of this study is to verify the adequacy by offering a

competency evaluation system for the supervisor's safety capability and

by applying the system to some construction sites. The proposed

evaluation system was developed on the basis of the principles of safety management & accident prevention, basic elements of safety and
health management system, and safety evaluation cases at home and abroad. The trial evaluation showed that the safety management of
the construction site is mainly carried out by the contractor and the supervisor's awareness for the safety management is low on the whole.
Especially, it is urgent to improve the support system from the supervisor headquarter and to place the dedicated safety management

person in the field.
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Preliminary study on the evaluation system of safety capability
Stepl - function & purpose
- direction of system development

g

Conceptual model of the evaluation
Step2 - coverage & goal
- fundamental requirement of basic indexes

4

Data collection and analysis
Step3 - accident cause and role analysis
- collection and analysis of indexes

g

Development of evaluation system
Step4 - evaluation indexes for each participant
- evaluation method and period

g

Trial application and verification
Step5 - trial application
- modification and suggestion

Fig. 1. Development of evaluation system model on the safety
capability in construction industry.
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3.3 ConSASS

ConSASS(Construction Safety Audit Scoring System)
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| Target ‘ ’ Time and Number

- consideration of character of head
office and field
- construction progress

- cost of construction
- contract rank or company size

| Method and Indexes ‘ ’ Evaluation main agent

- field : item classification, yes/no - specialized public institution
check - safety inspection company

- head office : concentration on the - public ordering organization
safety management system

Fig. 2. Outline of evaluation system model,

’ Selection of evaluation target ‘

l

’ Report selection ‘

l

Preliminary evaluation
(head office, field)

l
l |

Evaluation of head office
(Interview and document review)

I |
l

Post evaluation
(accident rate, insurance payment,
violation number)

l

’ Deduction of safety class ‘

l

’ Input to COSMIS ‘

Evaluation of field

Fig. 3. Flow chart of evaluation on safety capability,
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Final site score 83.75 points
Weight Final score or
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Head office score 80 points

Fig. 4. Details of an evaluation process example,

4.2 HIHAH EM 2 Tm{AlE
WEAE Palste] A3

she AdAtzElRe] S4e

AP HoHe A3 ¢

oA AL S nletel WAIskE QRS vkl
3k shlenl Agtel @Al SFAA A S0

Zol| el &
E, HHAH AE __)E _-_,I_-_'G]— T2 sk

7182 TejAkto R B o} Zholof 3 vl
Mol £ wedely il ek, aubd, &
&4 9 A4S 29T 5 Y= A5l Frp)
Z3k Pz Lste] Brh @At AR 3
718 ARl QolM ekl olsfetn Mgt 4

nﬁ
4
T
-

E3 Jrr|Ee
3 FARARAAl S ¢ £ 3
SRl T At o] g ol wet Ads) oS & 4
A== AHsiglon] B 2] 7
ofe] SEAH & TR uYsity ddg
% B7HE R AA 7 Aolor & e 20
712 e Aelst

C A, B

-7z W 4 Hoyat 28

bsg Eee] B3 FHAS AT AaTe
AEpR §ATFORA HIAAES] 1Has)

4.3 Yolchat o
B 100219 ol 3 AUTA Holst
L AT YAE RO dystarh Qb

ok

FROHE 3| K|, X323 K42, 2017

A A 7H ol chet A

O 1009 o4 BFL HASH PAPGALTL
ST 5 Gt SUS BA HOE BUT 5 Q]

RolthBRE MU 50~80%). FF Hk A28
BFH = A Bt S AAROE sl A
2 PEg 5 rk

AsstRelR Boh FAE SERERA Fa
shel, B4 W ARAS B4 DA AR 33
7] 9lgk Alaahe Alo] FeHOR Holn] B,
Y ANAA Bt 5 e YrArF 3
ke wefdte] WAHARAAE olBsks Aol £& A

AR B7E R A E AlEEY 27
of derat A=A U AMAEEAe] S A
5 Slel AT 133 50%) A, FF @
o] Qb ok fw#% 40& flsh 1sld A =24
she Zlo| iAo dud. BT agAs
913ted a@%ﬁ@wl@@(cJOSMS)g 83ke]
7t W7k 4%, A Y 9 Sklo] Hug 23|

gl wAb 0 @y

B2k e Bt o

A8 R LE S} 249 ool Aol A
2 9314 grelH o Boln] Har @4 ]

rﬁ

|

stol AMFA] F AT AFE FAHOE 53]
Fof wfet A HEAE Eol Zlo] AgHoln 3
2149 Zolth. Ea @A) AAAITL QA o] ZloiA
£Apo) 2] Ul K| o] AlFIRe] ul3) v Hors

L 4 westel @4 v
| e AoR AR,

EEan 20% 80%= &A} S-419] Bottom-up W42 A3
%
=

=
Wl B BARASE e A8 Ak

4.4 WX E M|t

2R P S5k 571X 3= OHSAS 18001,
KOSHA 18001, ConSASS 59| 7|2 QFARAAH GA| A
g9 QT F= BIHIAIE 712 4R sto] EAL
oF FAFOFRE Ul QPR AF IR 9 Hxo] 4=
9, AEAdE7re A, A3, %, 37 U /i 5
dAL] ZRAAR HASIt TS F7A]Eol=
A7)ex15 e FAIEo] Q= AR T AR
AR 9 HT He7h 22 FoiAs]e] a2l
AAT = S APS st

7|1 AR ARG GA AR 1S, P tha =3
Holeb= A Xt At FUIA RS H gt 23]
AEFshete] BE B3 o, ofl o2 JHE = s

o r& A

014

91N

43



AL AAA R shaels WX ®o] Ut
Heke theat o] Lokt 4 9)

HTAE W YRS Y

C @A Aol ShEl Aub s

F7)E WAES e 28 2 BAKEe 4

E3 3 }x}gq HX*HHH{— A SHZIA] 9
el JHEHs
Ql, mawu}i E 1 Hﬁl% Mg el I
A7) E, FH/EA g0l RSN
REEA] A[AoF & 519 %E‘Oﬂ HHXJ% ol ot
Aol AMAEA Q0] & 2] w2 vz =
o] 9 Fle 7124 AE TSy 5 A
AAriEE ALY bl FAET w2 A
22 = dg7t 9L Aot}

OhAl 71&dt WU O] 7| RTA, AT} e, w
HEHS 12sto] BAR] 79 Table 19} o] AA
AtdE|RRel PR B RE Atk @R
o] Apolle 71 E42 FdstE A gIHT =
Zof HjfE Wil AAbE-Sl v ol A
olF Zw=g Gtk 7t AFf o= AlRARI H}
o] en Frhe dEe Sl wEt ARHE
A/ 28HI(DR/IP/P) || 2J51al, AvH= of|(Yes) T

Table 1. Evaluation indexes of safety capability for the head
office

Div. pt.
Total pt. 100

A. Safety 1. safety management policy for head office| 13

management policy |2, safety management organization for head
& organization office

12

1. support of safety inspection 13

B. Safety duty by |2. support of safety education 7
the related laws |4

. support of preparation plan and training

10
for emergency

C. Voluntary 1. voluntary safety activity system 6

activities 2. evaluation of voluntary safety activities | 6

D. Identification and . .
1. support of risk assessment and preparation

removal of L 6
. activities
risk factors
1. performance measurement and monitoring [ 10
E. Audit 2. accident investigation, corrective and 10
Management preventive action
3. quantitative evaluation index 7
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Table 2. Results by the proposed evaluation system of the
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Div. Project name pt.

civit 1 ©© river environment improvement | head office | 23
project field 44
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