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Safety Performance Report: Understanding the impact of STEP participation on overall Safety 

performance 
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Disclaimer: 

The information contained within this report is for reference purposes only and reflects data submitted 

by ABC member companies during the 2013 and 2014 Safety Training Evaluation Process (STEP) terms. 

Any unauthorized use or distribution of this information without the express written consent of 

Associated Builders and Contractors, Inc.; 440 First St. NW, 2
nd

 Floor, Washington, DC 20001, is strictly 

prohibited. 

For more information, visit www.abc.org or contact Chris Williams, Director of Safety, at 

cwilliams@abc.org.  
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I. Foreword 

On behalf of the Associated Builders and Contractors (ABC), its company members, volunteers and staff, 

I am proud to present to you the inaugural ABC Safety Performance Report: Understanding the impact of 

STEP participation on overall Safety performance.   

Prior to taking the role of President and CEO of ABC in February of 2011, I spent 18 years as volunteer 

with ABC and 23 years in the construction industry.   The Associated Builders and Contractors has led the 

growth of the merit shop philosophy in the construction industry.   A focus on merit equals a 

commitment to Excellence in Construction and a commitment to leadership. 

In 2012 we introduced a 5-year long-range strategic planning framework and member value proposition. 

“Founded on the Merit Shop Philosophy, ABC helps our members develop people, win work and deliver 

that work safely, ethically and profitably for the betterment of the communities in which they work.”  

The results include 6 long range strategic objectives – one of which is:  

• Health, Safety & Environment – Establish ABC’s Members as the “world class” standard for 

health, safety and environment in the construction industry    

ABC already had a long history of commitment to construction safety.  The ABC Safety Training 

Evaluation Process (STEP) was first introduced in 1989 by our ABC National Health, Safety and 

Environment Committee.  STEP has been continuously improved by the industry safety leaders who 

participate on this committee and now allows us to correlate leading (best-in-class system and process) 

and lagging (outputs and results) indicators.  It is through their efforts to deliver this strategic objective 

and commitment to “world class” safety that ABC has supported the Members in their journey to world-

class safety performance.   

This report is not an academic study, nor is it a research project.  This report reflects the actions of real 

companies delivering real work and constructing real projects.  The companies who participate in STEP 

come from all over the country, building all types of projects, delivering various scopes of work.  

 

The results are compelling and document the 

return on effort, leadership and commitment 

to delivering work safely.  This report 

reconciles cause and effect - the deployment 

of systems and processes (cause) and actual 

results (effect).     

I would, however, like to offer a cautionary 

warning to the reader.  A company cannot, 

for example, send out a memo introducing a 

near-miss program (which is labeled in this 

report as a “leading indicator”) and simply 
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expect world-class results (labeled in this report as 

a “lagging indicator”).  The company must have a 

culture which is passionate in its belief that all 

incidents are preventable; a culture where each 

person leaves the jobsite in the same—or better—

condition than which they arrive, is considered a 

moral obligation not just for leadership, but for all 

employees.  Without this type of culture, the likes 

of denial, excuse making and sarcasm will hinder 

any success.  A Culture of Safety does not exist 

without leadership taking a stand that includes 

unwillingness to compromise safety and modeling this belief in their every action.  It is for this reason 

that we developed (with the grace and assistance of many ABC members and safety professionals) the 

ABC STEP Plus Safety Excellence Academy.  Leaders emerge from this multi-day workshop with a 

comprehensive “Road Map to World Class Safety” they can take back to deploy in their company. 

Leadership takes courage.  A commitment to world class safety takes tremendous effort and is fraught 

with leadership challenges, including departing from status quo, shifting paradigms, and triumphing 

over setbacks.  Transforming a company is difficult.  Transforming an industry is daunting.   In my years 

of experience I have heard many excuses as to why it can’t be done.  Together, if we choose to lead, if 

we choose to commit, if we choose to transform, ABC Members will become the “world class” standard 

for Health and Safety. 

 

 

 

 

Michael D Bellaman 

President and CEO 

Associated Builders and Contractors 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



5 

©2015 Associated Builders and Contractors, Inc. All Rights Reserved 

II. Executive Summary 

The construction industry has long evaluated safety performance based on lagging indicators—Total 

Recordable Incidence Rate (TRIR); Days Away, Restricted or Transferred (DART) rate, Experience 

Modification Rate (EMR), and other permutations of similar data. The overall effect of lagging 

indicator use as an evaluator of safety performance is that companies have been judged not on the 

steps taken to prevent disrupted (injuries) and lost (fatalities) lives in the present and future, but on 

how many—or few—of these incidences have occurred on their jobsites in the past. 

However, the past 20 years have seen a gradual shift in how the industry and its’ affiliated groups 

(such as insurers) evaluate a company’s overall safety performance. At the forefront of this 

statistical revolution has been Associated Builders and Contractors’ Safety Training Evaluation 

Process (STEP) which, since 1989, has evaluated corporate safety programs based on lagging 

indicator performance and self-evaluation criteria based on the 20 key components of a world-class 

safety program. Also driven by forward-thinking contractors such as those involved in the Incident & 

Injury Free (IIF) Executive Forum (precursor to the Safety Week coalition; 

www.safetyweek2015.com) and the owner/user community, leading indicators—training, 

observations and testing methods that are aimed at prevention of disrupted and lost lives—have 

gained a significant foothold in both industry and owner/user safety performance evaluations 

The past five years have seen a dramatic increase in the study of leading indicator use among the 

construction industry and outreach initiatives aimed at educating the industry on the value and use 

of leading indicators. Groups such as the Construction Users Roundtable (CURT), Construction 

Industry Institute (CII), American National Standards Institute (ANSI), along with numerous 

education institutions and associations such as ABC (through its’ STEP Plus Safety Excellence 

Academy), have advanced the study and knowledge of leading indicators tremendously by 

identifying the most common “core” indicators in use and determining the level of use amongst 

construction firms. 

Leading indicators, by themselves, are ineffective evaluators or predictors of a company’s true 

safety performance; this is because, unlike lagging indicators, they do not present statistical data 

that shows a performance outcome. For example, a company may track near-miss/near-hit 

situations (incidences where, had conditions been different, a disrupted or lost life situation may 

have occurred), but the tracking or number of near-miss observations does not necessarily tell us if 

this leading indicator actually protects the employees onsite. The same can be said for site safety 

committee participation, site-specific orientation programs, and so on. For this reason, leading 

indicators must be used in concert with lagging indicators in order to effectively evaluate their 

impact on safety performance. 

Until now, relatively few studies have been conducted on the correlation between leading indicator 

use and lagging indicator performance. Throughout the industry, safety professionals have operated 

under the assumption that leading indicator use results in fewer disrupted or lost lives and, as a 

result, lower TRIR, DART rates and EMRs. However, empirical evidence using a statistically valid 
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sample size has not existed to prove this assumption correct.  The Safety Performance Report has 

been created to address this issue. 

Using data gathered from the 2014 version of Associated Builders and Contractors’ annual Safety 

Training Evaluation Process (STEP), the Safety Performance Report uses 1,611 unique company 

submissions of lagging indicator data, as calculated through the company’s annual OSHA Form 300A 

(“Summary of Work-Related Injuries and Illnesses”), and through submissions of leading indicator 

data gathered in Section 2 of the STEP application form (a copy of which can be located in the 

Appendix). Each of the 35 data points gathered has been sorted and, using statistically valid 

methodology developed by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) for its’ annual 

Occupational Injuries and Illnesses Survey, combined to produce analyses of total recordable 

incidence rates compared to the use of five key leading indicators:  

d. Length of safety portion of a company’s new-hire orientation; 

e. Use of site-specific safety orientations; 

f. Frequency of “toolbox talks” (topic-specific short-format training); 

g. Use of near-miss tracking; and 

h. Participation in site safety committees/”Principal’s Councils” 

Furthermore, based on identifying data submitted through the STEP application, each of these 

leading/lagging indicator comparisons is distilled into three data subsets: 

a. Overall use vs. TRIR; 

b. Company size vs. TRIR; and 

c. North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Code vs. TRIR 

The charts and summaries within this report present the clearest picture yet of the impact that leading 

indicator use has on a company’s safety performance. Through statistical analysis, we can conclude that 

the assumption that leading indicator use results in fewer disrupted or lost lives and a safer, more 

productive jobsite is valid and can be considered factual. Furthermore, we can conclude that companies 

who engage in leading indicator use are, statistically speaking, considerably safer than their peers. 

Leading indicator programs do prevent disrupted and lost lives. 
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III. Glossary of Common Terms 

ABC – Associated Builders and Contractors, Inc.; a construction trade association representing more 

than 21,000 merit shop contractors and affiliated firms nationwide. 

BLS – Bureau of Labor Statistics; federal agency responsible for providing statistical analysis on 

workplace injuries, illnesses and fatalities. Operates under the scope of the U.S. Department of 

Labor. 

CII – Construction Industry Institute; consortium of owners, engineering-construction firms and 

suppliers focused on the effectiveness and sustainability of the capital facility life cycle through 

research and industry initiatives. 

CCDAFW – Construction Coalition for a Drug- and Alcohol-Free Workplace; established in 2012 by 

construction industry trade associations to develop resources in the campaign to eliminate 

substance abuse in the construction industry (www.drugfreeconstruction.org).  

CURT – Construction Users Roundtable; represents many owners/users/clients who hire 

construction industry firms 

DART Rate – Days Away, Restricted or Transferred rate. Measures the number of cases per 100 full-

time employees where an injury or illness causes an employee to be restricted or transferred based 

on inability to perform normal job functions. 

Disrupted Life/Lives – non-statistical term used to describe an injury; i.e. employee’s life, and 

potentially those of family/friends, has been disrupted because of an injury suffered during work 

hours. 

Experience Modification Rate (EMR) – also referred to as “mod factor”; calculation normally 

performed by the insurance industry (National Council on Compensation Insurance or state-level 

agency) reflecting percentage of workers’ compensation payouts by a company compared to a 

similar size and type company. 

FTE – Full-Time Employee; used by BLS and captured on a company’s OSHA Form 300A, this 

represents the annual number of full-time employees that a company employs in the course of a 

calendar year. 

Lagging Indicators – metrics used by industry to measure safety performance based on historical 

data, i.e. incidence rate, DART rate, etc. 

Leading Indicators – metrics used by industry to measure the use and effectiveness of incident 

prevention; i.e. near-miss reporting, use of substance abuse programs, site-safety orientation 

programs, etc. 

Lost life/lives – non-statistical term used to describe a fatality caused by an injury suffered during 

work hours and describe the long-term extended impact, beyond the lost life, on family/friends. 
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NAICS Code – North American Industry Classification System code; six-digit code used by OSHA and 

BLS to identify type of work performed by a company. For the Safety Performance Report purposes, 

only the three-digit construction NAICS codes are used and are listed below: 

- 236: Construction of Buildings 

- 237: Heavy & Civil Engineering Construction 

- 238: Specialty Trade Contractors 

Near-Miss Tracking – observations made and recorded of cases where, had conditions been 

different, an OSHA recordable incident would have occurred. Also referred to as “near-hits”. 

OSHA – Occupational Safety & Health Administration; United States government agency tasked with 

establishing workplace safety and health requirements and enforcement of existing rules. Operates 

under the scope of the U.S. Department of Labor. 

OSHA Form 300A – the “Summary of Work-Related Injuries and Illnesses”; required by OSHA for all 

companies with 11 or more employees and is created using information gathered from a company’s 

OSHA Form 300, the “Log of Work-Related Injuries and Illnesses”.  

Safety Portion of a Company’s New-Hire Orientation – amount of time, in minutes, a company 

devotes to covering safety-related topics during orientation for all new employees. 

Site Safety Committees – group comprised of employee and site management representatives, 

usually selected from the General Contractor and subcontractors operating on the jobsite, tasked 

with reviewing and establishing safety and health training and education, as well as reporting on the 

general well-being of employees onsite. May also be referred to as “Principals’ Councils”. 

Site-Specific Safety Orientation – jobsite-specific training conducted by a construction firm designed 

to orient employees recently hired or assigned to the jobsite with operational procedures, safety 

hazards specific to the work being performed and location-specific safety and health information, 

such as emergency contacts, first response procedures, etc. 

STEP – Safety Training Evaluation Process; program created by ABC in 1989 to gather data related to 

member safety performance and evaluate effectiveness of safety programs based on 20 Key 

Components of World-Class Safety Programs. 

Toolbox Talks – topic-specific short-format training, usually conducted before the work day or 

during lunch breaks, aimed at crews and site employees to educate on specific safety and health 

topics/hazards/policies and procedures. 

TRIR – Total Recordable Incidence Rate. Measures the number of cases per 100 full-time employees 

where an injury or illness caused a loss of life, situation where an employee is unable to work (days 

away), is restricted or transferred based on inability to perform normal job functions or any other 

injury that falls under the OSHA definition of a recordable incident. 
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IV. Analysis of Leading Indicator Use and Effects on Lagging Indicator Performance 

a. Length of Safety Portion of New-Hire Orientation vs. TRIR & DART Rate 

New-hire orientations are standard practice throughout the construction industry and are designed to 

onboard new employees into the culture, policies and procedures of their new employer. This process is 

normally conducted before an employee sets foot on a jobsite or enters into a training program, and can 

vary in length. The onboarding process can take many forms, but the most important aspect is 

introducing a new employee to the culture and norms of the company—to indoctrinate them and help 

them understand the how’s and why’s of what a company does and expects of the new employee. 

Safety culture is introduced during this orientation, either positively or negatively; companies either 

present their culture and leadership involvement during this period, allowing the new hire to 

understand and ask questions about it, or they simply conduct a basic compliance-based orientation. 

The latter format also introduces the new hire to a company’s culture indirectly—the culture that exists 

at these companies does not value safety as a core value. 

Chart IV.a compares the average length of the safety portion of a STEP participant’s new-hire orientation 

to the average TRIR for particular STEP achievement levels. For reference purposes, qualifying 

requirements for each STEP level are listed below: 

• STEP Diamond 

o TRIR at or below 50% of the BLS NAICS code average in each of the previous 3 data years 

o EMR at or below 0.700 beginning January 1 of the application year 

o No lives lost or catastrophic incidents, company-wide, during the application year 

o No lives lost or catastrophic incidents, company-wide, during the previous three years 

resulting in an OSHA citation 

o Minimum 20 Key Components score 

• STEP Platinum  

o TRIR at or below 25% of the BLS NAICS code average for the data year 

o EMR at or below 0.800 beginning January 1 of the application year  

o No lives lost or catastrophic incidents, company-wide, during the application year 

o No lives lost or catastrophic incidents, company-wide, during the previous three years 

resulting in an OSHA citation 

o Minimum 20 Key Components score 

• STEP Gold 

o TRIR at or below BLS NAICS code average for the data year 

o Minimum 20 Key Components score 

• STEP Silver 

o Minimum 20 Key Components score 

• STEP Bronze 

o Minimum 20 Key Components score 
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Chart IV.a clearly indicates that a company’s lagging indicator performance directly correlates to the 

length of the safety portion of their new-hire orientation. In other words, companies that conduct an in-

depth indoctrination of new-hire employees into the company’s safety culture, as well as systems and 

processes, witness fewer cases with disrupted/lost lives than companies that limit their new-hire 

orientations to basic safety & health compliance topics. As the length of the safety orientation 

decreases, TRIR and DART increase. It is interesting to note the dramatic decrease (37%)  in length of 

safety orientation from STEP Gold recipients, who must maintain a TRIR at or below BLS NAICS code 

averages to qualify, to STEP Silver, who are not required to maintain an average TRIR. The chart shows, 

definitively, a similarly dramatic four-fold increase in TRIR from STEP Gold to STEP Silver.  

b. Length of orientation  by company size vs. TRIR & DART Rate 

Chart IV.b displays the relationship between 

company size and length of the safety portion 

of a company’s new-hire orientation 

compared to average TRIR. The STEP data 

indicates that, for companies with 0-50 full-

time employees (FTEs), the average length of 

new-hire safety orientation is significantly less 

than all other size ranges (34% less than 

companies with 51-100 FTEs). The TRIR for 

companies in the 0-50 FTE range is also the 

highest of all company size ranges, at 4.3 

incidents per 100 FTEs. It is important to note 

that, for both the 0-50 and 51-100 FTE ranges, 

the formula used by BLS to calculate TRIR and 

DART is inherently biased in that the formula assumes an “average” company size of 100 FTEs working 
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200,000 man-hours per year. Whereas a larger company, working a higher number of man-hours, can 

absorb more recordable incidents without an abnormal variation reflected in their TRIR, companies 

under 100 employees routinely see abnormal swings in their TRIR based on one recordable incident.  

The built-in statistical bias notwithstanding, there emerges still a clear connection between shorter 

safety new-hire orientations and higher TRIR and DART rates. The decline in lagging indicator 

performance for companies with more than 500 FTEs is dramatic (70%), and somewhat represented by 

the increase in length of orientation from 217.1 minutes for companies with 101-500 FTEs to 251.1 

minutes (14%). Yet, length should be a secondary consideration in terms of performance improvement; 

the content that a longer orientation covers beyond basic technical and compliance training is critical. 

Anecdotal evidence from both ABC’s STEP program and National Safety Excellence Award indicates that 

companies with world-class safety performance consistently engage certain core elements in their 

safety orientation programs.  

First and foremost is an introduction to the company’s safety culture and core values by the 

President/CEO and/or senior leadership. This element serves two vital purposes: to establish the safety 

moral compass that the rest of an employee’s training and development will follow throughout their 

career with the company, and to reinforce senior leadership’s commitment to safety as the core value 

upon which the company operates. Other core elements include safety leadership training that includes 

stop work authority expectations, employee engagement practices to develop open lines of 

communications (i.e. corporate and site safety committees comprised of employees and management) 

and explanations of both incentive and disciplinary policies (i.e. terminable offenses).  

From a statistical analysis standpoint, the data indicates that the 101-500 FTE category should be broken 

into two segments in the future; 101-250 FTEs and 251-500 FTEs in order to determine if the significant 

decrease in lagging indicator statistics remains, or is lessened.  

c. Length of safety orientation by NAICS code vs. TRIR & DART Rate 

Chart IV.c displays orientation length broken down by NAICS code and compared to both TRIR and DART 

rate. The findings are interesting not because they once again validate that companies with longer 

safety orientations for new-hire employees tend to have lower lagging indicators (they do), but because 

they validate a long-standing assumption within the construction safety professional community. The 

assumption has been that heavy and civil contractors tend to have more advanced safety and health 

programs based on their portfolio of work in the oil and gas sector and, as a result, outperform other 

sectors of the construction industry in lagging indicator performance. Chart IV.c indicates that, at least in 

terms of the safety portion of new-hire orientation leading indicator, the NAICS 237 companies (heavy & 

civil engineering construction) have lower TRIR and DART rates than their peers.  
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While the variation in lagging indicators is 

not as pronounced in this chart, what stands 

out is the inverse correlation with the 

length of safety orientation. NAICS 237 

companies commit, on average, an 

additional 96 minutes to their new-hire 

safety orientation programs (38% more 

than the NAICS 238 specialty contractor 

segment and 53% more than the NAICS 

236 category), resulting in a 60% lower 

TRIR. While it can be argued that most 

NAICS 237 companies are larger in size 

and have greater resources at their 

disposal than the smaller companies that 

mainly comprise NAICS 236 and 238, the 

argument could be considered invalid 

because the orientation is measured in 

time, not dollars spent. It can be argued 

that the commitment to devote more training time to safety is an indicator of leadership commitment, 

culture and planning rather than dollars and cents. 

 

V. Site-specific Safety Orientation 

a. Aggregate responses - yes/no vs. TRIR & DART 

Section 2 of the STEP application asks the following question of applicants: “Do you conduct site-specific 

safety orientations for all employees?” The answer selections are simple “yes” or “no” indications—to 

delve into further detail would serve only to create the potential for confusion among applicants and 

dilute the core data 

being gathered.  

Chart V.a shows 

the overall ratio of 

“yes” vs. “no” 

responses and the 

average TRIR & 

DART rates for 

both.  

Nowhere is the 
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more emphatic 
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than in the result of this chart its’ secondary charts below; companies that conduct site-specific safety 

orientations for their employees have a TRIR, on average, 60% lower than companies that do not 

conduct site-specific safety orientations and DART rates, on average, 62% lower. The impact of training 

and educating employees who enter a jobsite for the first time, before they are integrated into the 

existing workforce, cannot be understated. Model site-specific orientations not only cover the policies 

and procedures specific to the jobsite, as well as site-specific hazards and operations, but also reinforce 

the company’s safety vision and core value, such as the importance of stop-work authority, peer 

observations, etc. 

b. Company size (yes/no) vs. TRIR 

Chart V.b breaks down TRIR performance for companies who conduct site-specific safety orientations vs. 

those who do not by size. Once again, the difference in average TRIR for companies who conduct site-

specific orientations vs. those who do not is 

staggering among all size ranges save for the 

0-50 FTE companies. Here, there is no 

statistical difference in TRIR; by no means does 

this diminish the value of site-specific safety 

orientations and their impact on jobsite safety. 

To the contrary, the argument can be made 

that, among smaller companies, site-specific 

orientations are informal and conducted 

among much smaller groups than larger 

companies and, thus, are not recorded as 

“official” site-specific orientation programs 

(anecdotal evidence points to such orientations 

taking place in vehicles on the way to the 

jobsite, or by the controlling entity rather than the smaller subcontractor).  

When taking into account the inherent bias in the BLS formula mentioned first in Section III, the 

difference in TRIR performance in the 51-200 employee category is truly astounding; this data proves 

beyond argument that site-specific safety orientations not only can be conducted by smaller companies 

with success, but that they have a dramatically direct impact on not only the number of disrupted/lost 

lives, but also productivity and, as a result, profitability.  
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c. NAICS code (yes/no) vs. TRIR 

Chart V.c shows the relationship between companies who do/do not conduct site-specific safety 

orientations and TRIR performance. Once again, there is a dramatic difference across all three NAICS 

codes between companies who do conduct 

site-specific orientations and those who do 

not. 

It is important to note that this chart 

shows that the NAICS 238 specialty 

contractors who do conduct site-specific 

safety orientations have, on average, a 

42% lower TRIR than those who do not. 

For this segment of the construction 

industry, the traditional argument against 

site-specific safety orientations has been 

that the specialty contractor workforce 

moves from site to site with a frequency 

that does not lend itself to conducting site safety orientations. This chart proves that statement to be 

invalid; a significant number of NAICS 238 respondents not only conduct site-specific safety orientations 

for their employees, but prove that, to do so greatly reduces the company’s TRIR.  

 

VI. Toolbox Talk Frequency vs. TRIR/DART 

a. Aggregate responses – Frequency vs. TRIR & DART 

The question of how frequent a company engages its’ employees through “toolbox talks”, or topic-

specific, short-format training, and how that frequency affects lagging indicator performance is 

interesting because there is some debate as to whether training conducted too frequently becomes 

repetitive and, thus, loses its’ impact on the employee. Lessened or no educational impact could, 

potentially, lead to higher lagging indicators, in theory, because employees do not retain knowledge as 

effectively as if training were done less frequently.  

Chart VI.a shows the overall lagging indicator performance for companies who conduct toolbox talks on 

a daily, weekly, bi-weekly or monthly basis. Note that the “other” option listed on the STEP application is 

not included in this chart; the data includes companies that do not conduct toolbox talks, but also 

companies who failed to answer the question. To include this data would skew the TRIR and DART 

results and make them inaccurate for the purposes of this analysis. 

1.3

0.7

2.12.2

2.7

3.6

0

0.5

1

1.5

2

2.5

3

3.5

4

236 237 238

Yes

No

Chart V.c – Site-Specific Safety Orientations by NAICS 

code vs. TRIR 



15 

©2015 Associated Builders and Contractors, Inc. All Rights Reserved 

 

The data analysis indicates that, at least in terms of toolbox talks frequency, there does not appear to be 

a negative effect related to conducting daily toolbox talks and safety performance. The upward trend of 

TRIR and DART rates as toolbox talks frequency decreases validates the assumption that, the less 

frequent the training and, as a result, the fewer safety topics covered, the higher the lagging indicators. 

Companies who conduct toolbox talks on a monthly basis have, on average, a TRIR 5 times higher than 

companies who conduct them daily. To put that number in perspective, monthly toolbox talk companies 

have 4 more disrupted/lost lives among their employees than their counterparts who conduct daily 

toolbox talks. The data seems to indicate that the disparity in lagging indicator performance begins 

when a company moves from weekly toolbox talks to bi-weekly; the increase in TRIR is about 80%. 

b. NAICS code vs. TRIR 

Chart VI.b segregates frequency of toolbox talks by NAICS code and compares this data to TRIR 

performance. Once again, we see that companies who conduct daily toolbox talks significantly 

outperform their counterparts regardless of NAICS code (indeed, the TRIR average is, statistically 

speaking, the same for all three construction NAICS codes) and that the disparity in lagging indicator 

performance is most pronounced in the move from weekly to bi-weekly toolbox talks. 

Where the data produces interesting results is in the bi-weekly frequency; as stated previously, the 

assumption among the industry’s safety professionals has been that NAICS 237 companies have more 

advanced programs based on their portfolio of work in the oil and gas sectors and, as a result, should 
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have lower lagging 

indicators than the other 

NAICS codes. However, this 

is not the case when the 

frequency of toolbox talks is 

bi-weekly; the NAICS 237 

companies perform at the 

same level as NAICS 236 

companies and, oddly 

enough, significantly worse 

than companies in the NAICS 

238 code. This could simply 

be a statistical anomaly 

based on small sample size, 

or it could indicate that the 

loss of impact of toolbox talk training that is so pronounced between weekly and bi-weekly frequency is 

far higher among NAICS 237 companies. Unfortunately, the data does not support a definitive 

conclusion at this time. Regardless, the data does support the conclusion that, regardless of work type 

or NAICS code, companies that conduct toolbox talk training on a daily basis are statistically safer than 

their peers. 

 

VII. Near-miss tracking 

a. Aggregate responses – Yes/No vs. TRIR & DART 

Near-miss observations (also referred to as “near-hits”) have been employed in the construction 

industry for more than 20 years, but only gained wide acceptance and use in the last 7-10 years, as more 

companies have adopted both behavior-based safety programs and process safety management (PSM) 

systems. Near-miss tracking is the quintessential leading indicator—it records observations of situations 

that could have potentially been catastrophic but which, did not result in disrupted or lost lives. Still, 

many within the construction industry continue to debate what, exactly, constitutes a near-miss/near-

hit, or even how these observations are recorded. For example, the 2015 STEP application included a 

supplementary line for applicants to record the number of observations conducted; to date, the data 

collected has proven problematic in that no real pattern has emerged as to how many observations 

should be expected based on company size.  

Chart VII.a shows the aggregated “yes” and “no” responses to the question of whether a company tracks 

near-misses or near-hits, and how each answer compares to TRIR and DART rates. Not surprisingly, 

companies that track near-misses have TRIRs that average almost 40% lower than those companies that 

do not track near-misses.  
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b. Company size vs. TRIR 

Chart VII.b shows companies who track near-misses and those who do not segregated by company size, 

and their corresponding average TRIRs. While not as pronounced as other leading indicators, there is a 

definite pattern of improved TRIR performance from those companies engaged in near-miss tracking 

compared to those who do not conduct these observations. There is one discrepancy, however; among 

contractors with 51-100 FTEs, the average TRIR is actually higher among those who track near-misses 

versus those who do not. This can 

potentially be attributed to the confusion 

among the industry about what 

constitutes a near-miss/near-hit noted 

above. However, an interesting theory 

can be posited to explain this anomaly—

it is possible that companies in this 

category are “in-between”, meaning that 

they have moved beyond the 0-50 “small 

company” designation and into the gap 

between small company and “average 

size” construction firm, as defined by 

BLS. Companies in this gap could, 

potentially, be too small to have a full-

time safety professional on staff but too 

large for a company owner/principal who 
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may have managed the safety program to continue to do so. This would, theoretically, create a 

knowledge vacuum where certain elements of a corporate safety program—in this case, an 

understanding of how near-miss observations are used to fix/eliminate future hazards—fall below 

standard. This could explain the preliminary results of large variations in number of near-miss 

observations being reported by companies in this FTE category via the 2015 STEP application; this theory 

will need to be explored further in order to validate/disprove its’ practicality. 

c. NAICS code vs. TRIR 

Chart VII.c shows the TRIR performance by 

NAICS code of companies who conduct 

near-miss tracking versus those who do not. 

Surprisingly, the difference between NAICS 

236 companies that conduct near-miss 

observations and those who do not is small, 

but does exist. The difference between 

NAICS 237 and 238 respondents is much 

wider, as expected. It should be noted that, 

while the NAICS 238 TRIR results appear 

much higher than their counterparts, the 

NAICS 238 codes have traditionally had 

higher TRIR averages than the rest of the 

construction industry. These results 

validate the theory that near-miss/near-hit tracking, when conducted properly and with a tangible 

action plan to correct identified hazards/process gaps implemented, improves overall safety 

performance no matter the industry segment. 

 

VIII. Site Safety Committee/Principals’ Council Participation 

a. Aggregate responses – Yes/No vs. TRIR & DART 

The basic concept of a site safety committee or Principals’ Council—regular meetings, coordinated by 

the general contractor/construction manager, of representatives from among site employees, 

subcontractors, vendors/suppliers and the client—is widely understood, yet implementation and 

effectiveness can vary. For example, a general contractor/construction manager will usually organize 

and coordinate safety committees among their own employees, the project owner and selected 

subcontractors, while subcontractors without strong leadership from their general contractor partners 

may be unable to organize or participate unless they directly intervene and/or organize themselves. 

Chart VIII.a shows the correlation between TRIR and site safety committee/Principals’ Council 

participation. Overall, companies that do organize or participate in safety committees have a TRIR 50% 

lower than those who do not. The value of a site safety committee/Principals’ Council is validated by 

performance statistics; companies who are part of the information- and idea-sharing that takes place 
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during these meetings have fewer incidents. Ideally, site safety committees meet on at least a weekly 

basis, are made up of employees selected by their peers or are volunteers, include representation from 

all subcontractors present on-site, and serve as information-sharing forums where safety concerns can 

be raised and corrected, as well as coordination of work to minimize hazard exposure. Site safety 

committees/Principal’s Councils should serve as communications hubs whose goal is to enhance jobsite 

safety for all personnel. 
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b. Company size vs. TRIR  

Chart VIII.b breaks down site safety committee participation by company size and compares TRIR 

performance. The overarching trend in the data continues to hold true; companies who engage in 

leading indicator use, such as site safety committees, have better lagging indicator performance metrics 

than those companies who choose 

against. However, when broken down by 

company size, a new trend emerges 

among companies with 51-100 FTEs—we 

see that the TRIR performance is static 

regardless of answer, much like the 

results in Chart VII.b (Near-Miss Tracking 

by Company Size vs. TRIR). Instead of 

being an anomalous result, it is possible 

to conclude that the theory mentioned 

in Section VII.b concerning the “in-

between gap” may have some validity. 

Further statistical and investigative 

research is needed to prove, or disprove, 

the theory. 

c. NAICS code vs. TRIR 

Chart VIII.c displays site safety committee 

participation broken down by NAICS code 

and compared to TRIR performance. An 

interesting statistic presents itself here—

NAICS 238 companies that participate in 

site safety committees/Principals’ 

Councils outperform the NAICS 236 & 237 

companies that do not participate. In all 

other leading indicator analyses, the 

companies within the NAICS 238 subset 

have an average TRIR either equal to or 

above those companies in the NAICS 236 

& 237 subsets who responded negatively. 

As stated before, NAICS 238 companies 

generally have higher TRIR averages than 

the rest of the construction industry; this 

data point validates the concept that this generalization may not be indicative of the NAICS 238 subset. 
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IX. Substance Abuse Program tracking—2013 STEP data year 

Substance abuse programs with testing procedures in place are widely considered as a “core” leading 

indicator among construction industry safety professionals. The International Risk Management Institute 

(IRMI) cites that substance abusers have incidence rates 3.6 times above normal and are two and a half 

times more likely to be absent from work. In construction alone, 15.6 percent of employees reported 

using illegal drugs in the previous 30 days, according to the U.S. Department of Labor. Substance abuse 

programs with random testing requirements could potentially lead to reductions in lagging indicator 

rates, in theory. 

Beginning in 2014, ABC STEP applicants were required to participate in the Construction Coalition for a 

Drug-and Alcohol-Free Workplace (CCDAFW) by signing the Drug-Free Workplace Pledge. Part of the 

Pledge requires signatories to “have, or will adopt, a substance abuse policy with testing procedures 

that is consistent with all applicable local, state and federal laws.” As a result, the STEP program has a 

100% implementation rate for substance abuse programs with testing procedures, making any data 

analysis of substance abuse program implementation versus TRIR and DART irrelevant.  

Fortunately, data from previous STEP cycles prior to the CCDAFW/substance abuse program 

requirement is available to perform this analysis. Chart VIII.a shows the relationship between companies 

with substance abuse programs in place/companies without a program and their TRIR and DART 

performance. The chart unequivocally shows that companies with substance abuse programs in place 

dramatically outperform those without an implemented program in both lagging indicator performance 

metrics. Companies who answered “yes” (that have a program in place) have a TRIR 62% below 

companies who answered “no” and a DART rate 60% below their counterparts.  
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X. Summary 

The statistical evidence collected from the 1,611 unique 2014 STEP applications provides us with vital 

insight into how certain elements of a safety program, when used correctly, can help transform a 

company from average to world-class safety performance. The six primary leading indicators that were 

used in the research can be considered six of the “core” leading indicators in use by many construction 

firms today. Therefore, they provide an excellent starting point for further investigation to determine 

the nuts and bolts of a truly world-class safety program for use by ABC members as the association 

strives to achieve its’ long-range strategic safety goal. 

From the analysis conducted, we can confidently state that the “model” world-class safety program 

contains the following elements: 

1) A new-hire safety orientation between 200-250 minutes in length that, in addition to the 

“traditional” safety topics (company policies and procedures, 29 CFR 1926 compliance 

requirements, PPE use, etc.), incorporates a cultural indoctrination led by the highest levels of 

senior leadership to reinforce that safety is a core value and above all else in the decision-

making process; 

2) A site-specific safety orientation process regardless of company size or work type designed not 

only to introduce employees to specific requirements, hazards and work schedules on the site, 

but also to reinforce the culture and core values established during the new-hire orientation; 

3) Toolbox talks or other short-duration, topic-specific safety training conducted, at a minimum, on 

a weekly basis for all employees but, ideally, on a daily basis in order to reinforce safe operating 

procedures and concepts among all employees;  

4) Near-miss/near-hit tracking that includes a clear definition of what constitutes a near-miss/hit, 

education for all employees on how to conduct near-miss observations and 

encouragement/incentive to report them, and a root cause analysis method that is applied to 

each near-miss/near-hit case in order to determine cause and future abatement/elimination 

processes; 

5) Site safety committees that meet regularly, whose makeup is representative of the jobsite and 

who is empowered to provide feedback to management on safety policies and procedures in an 

open exchange of ideas; and 

6) A substance abuse program with clearly-defined testing procedures and consequences, 

distributed to all employees and regularly revisited to ensure that all applicable local, state and 

federal statues are followed. 

To this end, ABC has created model resources for its’ members and the construction industry to use in 

implementing these elements. In addition to the STEP program and its’ 20 Key Components, which 

provide an implementation roadmap for companies to build an advanced safety and health program, 

ABC has created the STEP Plus Safety Excellence Academy (Safety Academy). The Safety Academy 

provides an in-depth examination of the three pillars of a world-class safety program: leadership 

commitment to a zero-incident workplace, cultural transformation where every member of the 

organization, from CEO to laborer, understands and lives safety as their core value, and the systems and 
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processes—such as the six outlined above—that are needed to ensure a functional, high-performing 

safety program. ABC has also established the Safety Best Practices Portal 

(www.abc.org/safetybestpractices) – an evolving collection of best practices created and refined by ABC, 

its’ 70 chapters, members and strategic partners that provides the resources outlined in the STEP 20 Key 

Components of a World-Class Safety Program. 

These resources, as well as others such as OSHA’s Voluntary Protection Program (VPP), are critical in 

helping companies develop a safety and health program that produces the only acceptable results—zero 

incidents. More importantly, they help establish the culture and commitment required to see that 

program development through to that result, and beyond. The data analysis within this report clearly 

shows that culture and commitment, when combined with leading indicator use, results in far lower 

lagging indicator performance than those companies without that same commitment. 

As this report evolves, and the data from the STEP application submissions is distilled into more targeted 

data points, an even clearer picture of what world-class looks like will emerge. Analysis of each of the 20 

Key Components’ scores against lagging indicator performance will provide statistical evidence of how 

individual elements of a safety program contribute to performance. Combined with the resources 

developed by ABC and the construction industry—and in development—companies will be able to 

identify and develop singular elements of their safety program to improve their lagging indicator 

performance further. 

As construction industry professionals, we all have a moral obligation to protect ourselves and each 

other, to ensure that anyone who sets foot on our jobsites does so in the safest manner possible. 

Through this analysis, and by identifying the elements that lead to improved safety performance, we can 

achieve our ultimate goal—to send every single construction employee home in the same—or better—

condition than which they arrived, every day. 
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XI. Appendices 

a. Sample New Hire Orientation Agenda – United Group Services 

b. Sample Toolbox Talk – CNA  

c. Site Safety Committee Sample Agenda – Washington State Dept. of Labor & Industry 

 

 

 

 


