


severity items deducting greater values.
Safe observations are weighted by hazard
category (e.g., confined space, housekeep-
ing, electrical safety, fall protection), with
work practices protecting against severe
injury risks assigned higher point values,
The weights help provide a more accurate
reflection of the site’s safety, putting more
emphasis on safety management systems
than on the simple use of PPE.

Regular communication of these safety
performance scores to foremen and work-
ers employed by each contractor or sub-
contractor on the site drives the B-SAFE
program. Foremen receive a weekly sum-
mary report of all safe and unsafe observa-
tions recorded for their company and are
encouraged to discuss the report with their
crews. Workers can read the whole-site in-
spection score on centrally located on-site
posters where the scores are tracked and
displayed. If and when the site sa

formance score exceeds a pre-determined
inspection threshold, the whole site is rec-
ognized for working safely with a free lunc

and a rafile for a high-value item (for our
urban work sites, the prize has been a cher-
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ished one-month parking spot in a nearby
garage). Hence, the B-SAFE program em-
phasizes the role of communication in
maintaining safe working conditions and
practices through providing constant feed-
back to workers and foremen. It also relies
on positive reinforcement, regularly recog-
nizing workers for their role in reducing
hazards on the work site.

To date, we have partnered with five
general contractors in the Boston area to

implement B-SAFE and evaluate its effect
on site safety. We are still collecting data
and are analyzing the program’s full impact,
but our experience to date has been very
positive. On the commercial construction
sites where we have tested the B-SAFE pro-
gram, workers and management noted an
increase in cooperation and safety aware-
ness. “The key ingredient of this [B-Safe]
program is that it promotes teamwork.’
said one site superintendent.




Workers who participated in the program also noticed increased
interaction among trades as they sought to collectively boost their
site scores. One worker noted, “The trades were working together
with the B-SAFE program, and other trades were watching out for
everyone else. Normally they would never do that, but now I see
talking amongst the trades — this came from the program” Another
commented, “B-SAFE absolutely affected safety conditions. The
awareness has gone way up. The job became a lot cleaner, there were
a lot less tripping hazards, and I would say friendlier”

Workers also have reported that B-SAFE has improved commu-
nication between workers and management. “It helps you be able to
bring safety issues to their [management’s] attention. Before, if there
was a safety issue, youd stay away from it and keep your mouth shut.
But they want you to be safe. It makes you more of a participant”

Next Steps

The B-SAFE program has more to do. Once we complete our cur-
rent testing of the system, we need to determine how the program
works when implemented by a contractor without the support of
our research team. As part of that effort, our team is developing an
online version of the program that will provide all of the materials
and information necessary for owners and general contractors to
implement B-SAFE on their own work sites.

Safety management systems are vital to the reduction of inju-
ries on a site. B-SAFE provides an opportunity to augment these
systems with performance communication systems that transcend
the traditional organizational aspects of the site and do away with

the discriminatory nature of traditional employee safety programs.
It is time to move away from incentive programs based on recorded
injury rates and toward programs that recognize safe working con-
ditions and practices. We need to prevent injuries from occurring,
not just keep them off the books. ORS
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