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Abstract 
Fire safety and electrical hazard management remain critical challenges in large-scale industrial and 
commercial facilities due to the increasing complexity of electrical infrastructure, operational processes, and 
occupancy requirements. This study developed and evaluated an integrated framework for fire safety and 
electrical hazard assessment using a quantitative cross-sectional research design. The study aimed to examine 
the relationships among fire protection effectiveness, electrical hazard exposure, preventive maintenance 
compliance, emergency preparedness, organizational safety culture, infrastructure characteristics, and 
integrated safety performance. Data were collected from 240 respondents representing 60 industrial and 
commercial facilities, including manufacturing plants, warehouses, commercial office complexes, logistics 
centers, and mixed-use developments. Information was obtained through structured surveys, facility safety 
audits, electrical hazard assessment forms, and fire protection evaluation checklists. Statistical analyses were 
conducted using descriptive statistics, Pearson correlation, independent sample t-tests, one-way ANOVA, 
and multiple regression analysis. The findings revealed that organizational safety culture achieved the highest 
mean score (M = 4.18, SD = 0.46), followed by preventive maintenance compliance (M = 4.12, SD = 0.48), 
fire protection effectiveness (M = 4.08, SD = 0.52), and integrated safety performance (M = 4.05, SD = 0.43). 
Electrical hazard exposure recorded a comparatively lower mean score (M = 2.31, SD = 0.61), indicating 
moderate levels of residual risk. Correlation analysis demonstrated strong positive relationships between 
integrated safety performance and organizational safety culture (r = .801, p < .001), preventive maintenance 
compliance (r = .758, p < .001), and fire protection effectiveness (r = .712, p < .001). Multiple regression 
analysis identified organizational safety culture (β = 0.372), preventive maintenance compliance (β = 0.284), 
and fire protection effectiveness (β = 0.233) as the most influential predictors of integrated safety performance. 
The final regression model explained 68.4% of the variance in safety performance (Adjusted R² = .684, F = 
66.38, p < .001). Comparative analyses further indicated that commercial office facilities achieved the highest 
safety performance scores, while warehouses exhibited the highest electrical hazard exposure levels.  
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INTRODUCTION 
Fire safety refers to the systematic application of engineering principles, management practices, 
technological systems, and regulatory frameworks designed to prevent fire occurrence, minimize fire 
spread, protect occupants, preserve assets, and ensure business continuity within built environments. 
Electrical hazard assessment refers to the structured process of identifying, analyzing, and evaluating 
risks associated with electrical installations, equipment, circuits, and operational activities that may 
lead to shocks, arc flashes, equipment failures, explosions, or fire incidents (Quintiere, 2016). In large-
scale industrial and commercial facilities, these two domains are intrinsically interconnected because 
electrical systems constitute one of the leading ignition sources responsible for catastrophic fire events 
across manufacturing plants, warehouses, shopping complexes, office towers, logistics centers, and 
critical infrastructure installations.  
 

Figure 1: Integrated Fire Safety Assessment Framework 

 
Modern industrial environments depend heavily on extensive electrical networks, automation 
technologies, data communication systems, high-capacity machinery, and energy-intensive production 
processes. The increasing complexity of these infrastructures has transformed fire safety and electrical 
hazard management into multidisciplinary fields that integrate engineering, risk science, occupational 
safety, emergency management, architecture, and organizational governance (Bjelland et al., 2015). 
International organizations and regulatory authorities have consistently emphasized that electrical 
failures remain a dominant contributor to industrial accidents, property losses, environmental 
contamination, and occupational fatalities. The relationship between electrical infrastructure and fire 
propagation has gained heightened attention because industrial expansion, urbanization, digitization, 
and the adoption of advanced manufacturing technologies have significantly increased electrical load 
densities in commercial and industrial facilities. Large facilities commonly operate around the clock, 
creating continuous exposure to electrical stresses, equipment aging, thermal degradation, insulation 
failures, overload conditions, and maintenance-related vulnerabilities. These conditions create 
pathways through which minor electrical abnormalities can escalate into major fire incidents affecting 
workers, assets, supply chains, and surrounding communities (Del Prete et al., 2016). Fire safety 
management therefore extends beyond emergency response measures and includes proactive risk 
identification, hazard mitigation, system reliability enhancement, and continuous monitoring of critical 
infrastructure. The growing integration of renewable energy systems, smart grids, industrial internet 
technologies, and automated control platforms has introduced new operational characteristics that 
influence fire behavior and electrical risk profiles. Consequently, contemporary safety research 
increasingly focuses on integrated approaches that evaluate both fire hazards and electrical risks within 
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unified assessment frameworks. Such approaches recognize that effective protection of large-scale 
facilities requires simultaneous consideration of technical systems, human factors, organizational 
procedures, environmental conditions, and regulatory compliance requirements. The convergence of 
these dimensions has positioned fire safety and electrical hazard assessment as essential components 
of sustainable industrial operations and resilient commercial infrastructure worldwide (Wickström, 
2016). 
The international significance of fire safety and electrical hazard assessment is reflected in the 
substantial human, economic, environmental, and operational consequences associated with industrial 
and commercial fire incidents. Across developed and developing economies, fire-related disasters 
continue to generate extensive property destruction, workplace injuries, fatalities, production 
interruptions, and long-term economic disruptions. Industrial facilities frequently contain combustible 
materials, flammable liquids, hazardous chemicals, electrical equipment, and high-energy processes 
that collectively increase the potential severity of fire events. Commercial facilities, including shopping 
centers, office buildings, hotels, healthcare institutions, and transportation hubs, accommodate large 
populations and depend on complex electrical infrastructures that require continuous reliability and 
safety management (Cheng et al., 2017). The economic globalization of supply chains has amplified the 
consequences of localized industrial fires because disruptions in a single facility can affect production 
networks, distribution systems, and market operations across multiple regions. Fire incidents 
originating from electrical faults often trigger cascading failures that extend beyond immediate 
physical damage, affecting organizational reputation, investor confidence, insurance costs, and 
regulatory compliance obligations. International safety statistics consistently identify electrical 
malfunctions as a major contributor to workplace fires, highlighting the importance of systematic 
hazard assessment and preventive interventions. The growing demand for energy-intensive 
operations, data centers, automated manufacturing systems, and digital technologies has expanded 
electrical infrastructure requirements within industrial and commercial sectors (Franssen & Gernay, 
2017). As electrical systems become more sophisticated, organizations face increasing challenges 
related to equipment maintenance, thermal management, fault detection, load balancing, and 
operational resilience. Fire protection strategies therefore require integration with electrical safety 
programs to ensure comprehensive risk control. Global industrialization trends have accelerated the 
construction of large-scale facilities characterized by extensive interconnected systems and high 
occupancy levels. These developments have intensified concerns regarding emergency preparedness, 
evacuation planning, fire suppression capabilities, and infrastructure reliability. International 
standards and regulatory frameworks increasingly promote risk-based approaches that emphasize 
continuous monitoring, hazard identification, and performance evaluation (Liu et al., 2017). Such 
frameworks encourage organizations to adopt systematic methodologies for assessing interactions 
among electrical systems, fire protection mechanisms, operational processes, and human behavior. The 
emergence of sustainability initiatives and resilience-focused infrastructure planning has further 
strengthened the need for integrated safety assessments. Organizations are expected to balance 
operational efficiency, environmental responsibility, worker protection, and regulatory compliance 
while managing increasingly complex risk environments. Consequently, fire safety and electrical 
hazard assessment have evolved into strategic organizational priorities that influence operational 
performance, stakeholder confidence, and long-term infrastructure sustainability within industrial and 
commercial settings (Maluk et al., 2017). 
The development of fire safety management and electrical hazard assessment has been shaped by 
advances in engineering knowledge, industrial technology, safety science, and regulatory governance. 
Historically, fire protection efforts concentrated primarily on reactive measures aimed at controlling 
fire events after ignition occurred. Over time, the recognition of recurring industrial disasters, 
workplace accidents, and infrastructure failures led to the emergence of proactive safety philosophies 
emphasizing prevention, preparedness, and risk reduction. Fire safety evolved from basic firefighting 
practices into a comprehensive discipline encompassing fire dynamics, human behavior, building 
design, emergency management, and organizational safety culture (Landucci et al., 2015). Similarly, 
electrical safety progressed from simple equipment protection strategies toward sophisticated 
methodologies involving hazard identification, risk quantification, fault analysis, reliability 



American Journal of Advanced Technology and Engineering Solutions, December 2020, 40-86 

43 
 

engineering, and predictive maintenance. The industrial revolution and subsequent technological 
advancements introduced increasingly complex machinery and electrical systems, creating new 
categories of operational hazards that required specialized assessment techniques. As industrial 
facilities expanded in scale and complexity, traditional inspection-based approaches became 
insufficient for addressing dynamic risk environments. Advances in electrical engineering enabled the 
development of protective devices, grounding systems, circuit breakers, insulation technologies, and 
monitoring systems designed to reduce accident probabilities.  
 

Figure 2: Integrated Fire Electrical Safety Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Simultaneously, fire protection engineering introduced innovations such as automatic detection 
systems, sprinkler networks, smoke management technologies, fire-resistant construction materials, 
and performance-based design methodologies (Mahdevari et al., 2014). The integration of these 
advancements transformed safety management from isolated technical functions into coordinated 
organizational systems. Contemporary industrial and commercial facilities employ diverse 
technologies that generate vast amounts of operational data related to equipment performance, energy 
consumption, environmental conditions, and system reliability. These developments have facilitated 
more comprehensive approaches to hazard assessment through data-driven decision-making and 
continuous monitoring practices. Safety professionals increasingly recognize the interconnected nature 
of fire hazards and electrical risks, leading to the adoption of integrated evaluation frameworks capable 
of addressing multiple sources of vulnerability simultaneously. Organizational safety strategies now 
incorporate risk assessment methodologies, incident investigation procedures, maintenance 
management systems, training programs, and compliance monitoring mechanisms (Ingason et al., 
2015b). Such developments reflect a broader transition toward holistic safety management models that 
emphasize system interactions rather than isolated hazard categories. The evolution of safety science 
has also highlighted the importance of human factors, organizational culture, communication 
processes, and leadership commitment in preventing fire and electrical incidents. These insights have 
expanded the scope of hazard assessment beyond technical infrastructure to include behavioral and 
managerial dimensions. Consequently, modern fire safety and electrical hazard assessment represent 
comprehensive disciplines grounded in multidisciplinary knowledge and continuous improvement 
principles (Hollnagel, 2018). 
 



American Journal of Advanced Technology and Engineering Solutions, December 2020, 40-86 

44 
 

Large-scale industrial and commercial facilities possess unique operational characteristics that 
contribute to elevated fire and electrical hazard exposure. These facilities typically encompass extensive 
floor areas, high occupant densities, interconnected utility networks, sophisticated automation 
systems, and diverse operational processes that create complex risk landscapes. Manufacturing plants 
frequently operate heavy machinery, high-voltage equipment, process control systems, and energy-
intensive production lines that place significant demands on electrical infrastructure. Commercial 
facilities similarly depend on extensive lighting systems, heating and cooling equipment, information 
technology networks, communication systems, and security installations that increase electrical 
complexity (Saeed et al., 2018). The concentration of valuable assets, critical operations, and large 
populations within these environments amplifies the consequences of potential incidents. Electrical 
systems within large facilities often experience continuous operational stress resulting from fluctuating 
loads, environmental conditions, equipment aging, and maintenance challenges. Overloaded circuits, 
deteriorated insulation, loose connections, equipment malfunctions, and inadequate protective 
measures can create ignition sources capable of initiating fire events. Industrial environments may also 
contain combustible materials, flammable substances, dust accumulations, and process-generated heat 
sources that increase fire susceptibility. Commercial facilities face additional challenges related to 
occupant movement, evacuation logistics, public accessibility, and service continuity requirements. The 
integration of digital technologies and automation systems has introduced new operational 
dependencies that influence safety management practices (Williams-Bell et al., 2015). Smart building 
technologies, industrial control systems, and interconnected networks improve efficiency and 
monitoring capabilities while simultaneously creating complex interactions among infrastructure 
components. Facility managers must therefore consider both traditional hazards and emerging 
technological risks when developing safety strategies. Large facilities also operate within regulatory 
environments that require compliance with multiple standards governing fire protection, electrical 
installations, occupational safety, environmental management, and emergency preparedness. 
Compliance obligations necessitate systematic assessment procedures capable of identifying 
deficiencies and prioritizing corrective actions. Furthermore, organizational growth and operational 
expansion frequently result in modifications to infrastructure, equipment configurations, and process 
layouts, creating evolving risk profiles that require continuous evaluation (Kinateder et al., 2014). The 
complexity of these environments underscores the necessity of integrated assessment frameworks that 
examine relationships among technical systems, operational activities, environmental conditions, and 
organizational practices. Understanding the distinctive characteristics of large-scale industrial and 
commercial facilities is therefore essential for developing effective approaches to fire safety and 
electrical hazard management. Such understanding supports evidence-based decision-making aimed 
at protecting human life, maintaining operational continuity, preserving assets, and ensuring long-term 
organizational resilience (Gaur et al., 2019). 
Theoretical developments in risk management, systems engineering, safety science, and organizational 
theory provide important foundations for integrated fire safety and electrical hazard assessment. 
Traditional safety models often treated hazards as isolated events resulting from identifiable technical 
failures or human errors. Contemporary perspectives recognize that accidents frequently emerge from 
complex interactions among technological systems, organizational structures, environmental 
conditions, and human behaviors. Systems theory has become particularly influential in understanding 
industrial and commercial safety because it emphasizes interconnected relationships among 
components operating within broader organizational environments. From this perspective, fire 
incidents and electrical accidents are viewed as outcomes of interacting factors rather than independent 
occurrences (Behzadan et al., 2015). Risk management theory further supports integrated assessment 
approaches by promoting systematic identification, evaluation, and control of uncertainties that may 
affect organizational objectives. Hazard assessment methodologies increasingly incorporate 
probabilistic reasoning, consequence analysis, vulnerability assessment, and resilience evaluation to 
provide comprehensive understandings of risk exposure. Fire safety engineering contributes 
theoretical frameworks related to fire dynamics, combustion processes, smoke movement, structural 
performance, and occupant response behavior. Electrical engineering theories address concepts such 
as circuit reliability, fault propagation, insulation integrity, energy transfer, and equipment 
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performance under varying operational conditions (Martell, 2015). The integration of these knowledge 
domains enables more comprehensive evaluations of potential interactions between electrical systems 
and fire hazards. Human factors theory highlights the influence of cognitive processes, decision-
making behaviors, training effectiveness, communication practices, and organizational culture on 
safety outcomes. Research in organizational safety emphasizes leadership commitment, resource 
allocation, policy implementation, and continuous learning as critical determinants of risk management 
effectiveness. Resilience theory introduces additional perspectives by focusing on organizational 
capacities to anticipate, withstand, adapt to, and recover from adverse events. These theoretical 
developments support the notion that safety performance depends on the collective functioning of 
technical, human, and organizational systems (Gwynne & Boyce, 2016). Integrated assessment 
frameworks draw upon these concepts to evaluate multiple dimensions of risk simultaneously, 
recognizing that isolated analyses may overlook important interactions among hazards. Quantitative 
assessment methods increasingly employ statistical models, risk indices, performance metrics, and 
analytical tools to support objective decision-making. Such approaches facilitate prioritization of safety 
interventions and allocation of organizational resources. The growing emphasis on evidence-based 
safety management has strengthened interest in methodologies capable of capturing complex 
relationships among variables influencing fire and electrical risks (Feng et al., 2018). Consequently, 
integrated assessment frameworks represent an evolution toward more comprehensive and 
theoretically informed approaches to managing safety within large-scale industrial and commercial 
environments. 
Quantitative methodologies have become increasingly important in fire safety and electrical hazard 
assessment because they provide objective mechanisms for measuring risk levels, evaluating system 
performance, and supporting evidence-based decision-making. Traditional qualitative approaches 
offer valuable insights into hazard identification and expert judgment; however, large-scale industrial 
and commercial facilities often require more rigorous analytical techniques capable of addressing 
complex operational environments (DiPippo, 2016). Quantitative assessment methods utilize 
numerical indicators, statistical analyses, probability models, performance metrics, and risk scoring 
systems to evaluate safety conditions systematically. These approaches enable organizations to 
compare risk levels across facilities, prioritize interventions, allocate resources effectively, and monitor 
improvements over time. Fire safety evaluation commonly involves measurement of variables related 
to ignition sources, fire load density, detection system performance, suppression effectiveness, 
evacuation capabilities, and emergency response readiness. Electrical hazard assessment similarly 
examines factors such as equipment reliability, fault frequency, load characteristics, insulation 
conditions, maintenance records, and protective device performance. The collection and analysis of 
such data facilitate identification of patterns, correlations, and trends that may not be readily 
observable through qualitative observations alone (Varshney, 2016). Advances in information 
technology have enhanced the availability of operational data, enabling organizations to implement 
more sophisticated assessment models. Sensor technologies, building management systems, industrial 
monitoring platforms, and computerized maintenance systems generate extensive datasets that 
support quantitative risk evaluations. Statistical methods allow researchers and practitioners to 
examine relationships among variables influencing fire and electrical safety outcomes. These methods 
contribute to the development of predictive models capable of identifying high-risk conditions before 
incidents occur. Quantitative approaches also support regulatory compliance efforts by providing 
measurable evidence of safety performance and risk control effectiveness. In large facilities where 
multiple hazards coexist, integrated quantitative frameworks offer advantages by facilitating 
comprehensive evaluations of interconnected risk factors (Alruqi et al., 2018). Such frameworks enable 
decision-makers to understand how electrical system characteristics influence fire risks and how fire 
protection measures affect overall safety performance. The use of numerical indicators enhances 
transparency, consistency, and repeatability in assessment processes. Furthermore, quantitative 
methodologies support benchmarking activities that allow organizations to compare performance 
against industry standards and best practices. As industrial and commercial environments continue to 
increase in complexity, the demand for robust analytical tools capable of supporting comprehensive 
safety management has grown substantially. Quantitative assessment therefore represents a critical 
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component of contemporary efforts to improve organizational resilience, reduce accident probabilities, 
and enhance infrastructure reliability (Lang et al., 2015). 
Mixed-method analysis has emerged as a valuable approach for investigating complex safety 
challenges because it combines the strengths of quantitative measurement with the contextual depth 
provided by qualitative inquiry. Fire safety and electrical hazard assessment involve technical, 
organizational, behavioral, and environmental dimensions that cannot always be fully understood 
through a single methodological perspective. Quantitative data provide measurable indicators of risk 
exposure, system performance, incident frequency, equipment reliability, and compliance status. 
Qualitative insights contribute understanding regarding organizational practices, employee 
experiences, management perspectives, maintenance cultures, operational procedures, and contextual 
factors influencing safety outcomes. The integration of these perspectives supports a more 
comprehensive understanding of safety conditions within large-scale industrial and commercial 
facilities. Modern industrial environments are characterized by intricate interactions among 
technological systems, human operators, organizational structures, and regulatory requirements (Zou 
et al., 2014). These interactions create complex safety challenges that benefit from multidimensional 
investigation strategies. Mixed-method approaches facilitate triangulation by allowing researchers to 
examine issues from multiple angles, enhancing analytical depth and interpretive validity. Within 
integrated fire safety and electrical hazard assessment frameworks, quantitative analyses can identify 
statistically significant relationships and performance patterns, while qualitative findings help explain 
underlying mechanisms and contextual influences. Such integration supports the development of more 
comprehensive risk profiles and informed decision-making processes. Large facilities frequently 
exhibit variations in operational practices, infrastructure conditions, workforce characteristics, and 
management approaches that influence safety performance. Understanding these variations requires 
methodologies capable of capturing both measurable outcomes and experiential knowledge. Mixed-
method analysis is particularly relevant in studies seeking to evaluate organizational preparedness, 
safety culture, maintenance effectiveness, emergency response capabilities, and infrastructure 
reliability (Jones, 2016). By combining numerical evidence with contextual interpretation, researchers 
can generate richer insights into the factors shaping fire and electrical risk environments. Integrated 
frameworks developed through mixed-method approaches are better positioned to address the 
multifaceted nature of industrial and commercial safety challenges. They support the identification of 
relationships among technical deficiencies, organizational behaviors, environmental conditions, and 
operational practices that influence risk exposure. Consequently, mixed-method analysis provides a 
robust foundation for investigating fire safety and electrical hazards within large-scale facilities, 
offering a comprehensive lens through which complex safety systems can be examined and understood 
(Taylor & Rostron, 2018). 
The primary objective of this study is to develop and evaluate an integrated framework for fire safety 
and electrical hazard assessment in large-scale industrial and commercial facilities through a mixed-
method analytical approach. The study seeks to systematically identify, measure, and analyze the 
critical factors that contribute to fire risks and electrical hazards within complex operational 
environments characterized by extensive electrical infrastructures, high-energy consumption systems, 
sophisticated machinery, and diverse occupancy patterns. By integrating fire safety evaluation with 
electrical hazard assessment, the research aims to provide a comprehensive understanding of the 
interrelationships between electrical system vulnerabilities and fire incident potential, recognizing that 
electrical failures represent one of the most significant sources of ignition in modern industrial and 
commercial settings. The study further aims to assess the effectiveness of existing safety management 
practices, preventive maintenance procedures, emergency preparedness measures, and regulatory 
compliance mechanisms in mitigating fire and electrical risks. Through the collection and analysis of 
quantitative data supported by complementary qualitative insights, the research intends to establish 
measurable indicators that can be used to evaluate safety performance across different facility types 
and operational conditions. Another key objective is to examine the influence of infrastructure 
characteristics, equipment reliability, operational practices, environmental conditions, workforce 
awareness, and organizational safety management systems on the overall risk profile of large-scale 
facilities. The study also seeks to identify areas of vulnerability where deficiencies in electrical safety 
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controls may increase the likelihood of fire occurrence and where limitations in fire protection systems 
may exacerbate the consequences of electrical incidents. Additionally, the research aims to generate a 
structured assessment model capable of supporting evidence-based decision-making, risk 
prioritization, and resource allocation for facility managers, safety professionals, and organizational 
leaders. By integrating multiple dimensions of safety assessment into a unified framework, the study 
endeavors to enhance the accuracy, consistency, and comprehensiveness of hazard evaluation 
processes. Ultimately, the objective is to provide a scientifically grounded framework that facilitates a 
deeper understanding of fire and electrical safety interactions, supports systematic risk management, 
and contributes to improved safety performance within large-scale industrial and commercial 
environments. 
LITERATURE REVIEW 
The literature review provides the theoretical and empirical foundation for understanding the 
multidimensional relationship between fire safety management and electrical hazard assessment in 
large-scale industrial and commercial facilities. Fire incidents and electrical accidents continue to 
represent significant operational, financial, and occupational safety challenges across industrial sectors 
worldwide, creating a growing need for integrated assessment frameworks capable of evaluating 
interconnected risk factors. Contemporary industrial and commercial environments rely heavily on 
extensive electrical infrastructures, automated production systems, digital control technologies, and 
high-capacity energy distribution networks, all of which contribute to increasingly complex hazard 
landscapes (Alfieri, 2017). Within such environments, electrical failures frequently serve as initiating 
events for fire outbreaks, while deficiencies in fire protection systems can intensify the severity and 
consequences of electrical incidents. As a result, researchers and safety professionals have increasingly 
emphasized the importance of examining fire safety and electrical hazards as interdependent rather 
than isolated domains of risk management. The existing body of knowledge encompasses diverse 
perspectives from fire protection engineering, electrical engineering, occupational health and safety, 
risk management, infrastructure resilience, organizational safety culture, and facility management. 
Previous studies have investigated the causes of industrial fires, determinants of electrical accidents, 
effectiveness of fire suppression systems, reliability of electrical infrastructure, compliance with safety 
regulations, and the role of organizational practices in hazard prevention (Marzi et al., 2018). 
Quantitative investigations have further contributed by developing measurable indicators, risk indices, 
statistical models, and performance metrics that facilitate objective evaluation of safety conditions 
across facilities. Nevertheless, the growing complexity of industrial and commercial infrastructures has 
created a need for integrated frameworks capable of simultaneously assessing multiple dimensions of 
fire and electrical risk. This literature review synthesizes the major theoretical foundations, empirical 
findings, quantitative assessment methodologies, and analytical frameworks relevant to integrated fire 
safety and electrical hazard evaluation. The review is organized around key constructs that influence 
risk exposure, safety performance, infrastructure reliability, and organizational preparedness, thereby 
establishing a comprehensive scholarly foundation for the development and validation of an integrated 
assessment framework in large-scale industrial and commercial facilities (Wertheim-Heck & Raneri, 
2019). 
Theoretical Foundations of Fire Safety and Electrical Hazard Risk Assessment 
Systems Theory provides one of the most influential foundations for understanding fire safety and 
electrical hazard risk assessment in industrial and commercial facilities. The theory conceptualizes 
organizations as interconnected systems in which technical infrastructure, human operators, 
management structures, operational procedures, environmental conditions, and regulatory 
requirements interact continuously to influence overall safety performance. Within industrial 
environments, fire incidents and electrical accidents are rarely the result of isolated failures. Instead, 
they emerge from complex interactions among multiple subsystems that collectively shape risk 
exposure and organizational vulnerability (Berlanda et al., 2017). Literature in industrial safety 
management demonstrates that safety outcomes are strongly influenced by the effectiveness of 
communication channels, maintenance practices, resource allocation, technological reliability, 
workforce competence, and organizational decision-making processes. Systems-based perspectives 
have expanded traditional views of accident causation by emphasizing that hazards originate from 
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relationships among system components rather than from single technical defects or individual errors. 
Research examining large-scale facilities highlights the importance of understanding how electrical 
infrastructure interacts with fire protection systems, emergency response mechanisms, operational 
workflows, and environmental factors (Xin & Huang, 2014).  
 

Figure 3: Integrated Fire Safety Theoretical Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Studies have shown that failures within one subsystem can generate cascading effects across 
interconnected components, increasing the likelihood of major incidents. Safety researchers have 
therefore advocated integrated management approaches that evaluate interactions among 
organizational elements instead of focusing exclusively on individual hazards. Systems Theory further 
supports the concept of organizational resilience by emphasizing adaptability, coordination, feedback 
mechanisms, and continuous monitoring. In industrial and commercial facilities characterized by 
complex technological networks and extensive electrical systems, a systems perspective facilitates a 
comprehensive understanding of risk generation and hazard propagation (Gordon et al., 2018). This 
theoretical orientation provides a valuable framework for examining how infrastructure characteristics, 
operational conditions, and management practices collectively influence fire safety and electrical 
hazard outcomes. Consequently, Systems Theory remains central to contemporary safety assessment 
methodologies because it encourages holistic analysis of organizational risk environments and 
supports the development of integrated safety management frameworks. 
Risk Management Theory serves as a critical foundation for understanding how organizations identify, 
evaluate, prioritize, and control fire and electrical hazards within industrial and commercial settings. 
The theory is grounded in the principle that organizational objectives can be compromised by uncertain 
events and conditions, necessitating systematic approaches to hazard recognition and risk mitigation 
(Yuan et al., 2018). Literature on industrial safety consistently emphasizes that effective risk 
management begins with comprehensive hazard identification processes capable of detecting potential 
sources of fire ignition, electrical failures, equipment malfunctions, operational deficiencies, and 
environmental vulnerabilities. Hazard identification models have evolved significantly from simple 
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inspection-based approaches toward multidimensional assessment frameworks that integrate technical 
analysis, operational observations, incident reporting systems, and safety auditing procedures. Within 
large-scale facilities, risk management practices are particularly important because complex 
infrastructures contain numerous interconnected hazards that can interact and amplify incident 
severity. Research has demonstrated that proactive identification of electrical faults, overloaded 
circuits, deteriorating equipment, inadequate maintenance practices, and fire protection deficiencies 
contributes substantially to accident prevention efforts. Risk management literature further highlights 
the importance of evaluating both the likelihood of hazard occurrence and the magnitude of potential 
consequences when prioritizing safety interventions (Khan et al., 2019). Contemporary hazard 
identification models incorporate organizational, technical, behavioral, and environmental factors to 
provide more comprehensive assessments of risk exposure. These models support decision-making by 
enabling organizations to allocate resources toward the most critical vulnerabilities. Studies examining 
industrial fire safety and electrical risk management indicate that organizations with structured hazard 
identification systems generally exhibit stronger safety performance, lower accident frequencies, and 
improved regulatory compliance. Risk Management Theory also recognizes that risk conditions change 
over time due to technological developments, operational modifications, infrastructure aging, and 
organizational growth. Consequently, continuous monitoring and periodic reassessment are 
considered essential components of effective safety management. Through its emphasis on systematic 
evaluation and informed decision-making, Risk Management Theory provides a robust conceptual 
framework for understanding how industrial organizations can reduce fire and electrical hazard 
exposure while enhancing overall safety performance (Gordon & Martinez, 2018). 
Reliability Engineering Theory provides an important theoretical lens for examining the performance, 
dependability, and operational integrity of infrastructure systems that influence fire safety and 
electrical hazard outcomes. The theory focuses on understanding the probability that equipment, 
systems, and components will perform intended functions under specified operating conditions for 
defined periods. Within industrial and commercial facilities, electrical infrastructure represents a 
critical determinant of safety because failures in power distribution systems, electrical equipment, 
protective devices, and control mechanisms frequently contribute to fire incidents and operational 
disruptions. Literature in reliability engineering emphasizes that infrastructure safety is closely 
associated with equipment condition, maintenance effectiveness, system redundancy, operational 
stress levels, and lifecycle management practices (Gammon et al., 2015). Research has consistently 
demonstrated that aging electrical systems, inadequate maintenance programs, component 
degradation, and excessive operational demands increase the likelihood of failures that may initiate 
hazardous events. Reliability-based approaches support safety management by enabling organizations 
to evaluate equipment performance trends, identify weak points within infrastructure networks, and 
implement preventive interventions before failures occur. Studies examining industrial environments 
have shown that reliability assessment contributes significantly to reducing accident frequencies and 
enhancing operational continuity (Gul et al., 2017). The theory also highlights the importance of 
understanding failure mechanisms and their potential consequences within interconnected systems. In 
facilities characterized by extensive electrical networks and automated technologies, even minor 
component failures can trigger broader operational disturbances and safety risks. Reliability 
Engineering Theory therefore promotes systematic monitoring, inspection, testing, and maintenance 
strategies designed to preserve infrastructure integrity and reduce hazard exposure. Research further 
indicates that organizations adopting reliability-centered maintenance practices often experience 
improved safety outcomes and reduced equipment-related incidents. The application of reliability 
principles to fire safety management extends beyond electrical systems to include fire detection 
technologies, suppression equipment, emergency communication systems, and evacuation 
infrastructure (Zhao et al., 2015). As a result, Reliability Engineering Theory offers a comprehensive 
framework for understanding the relationship between infrastructure performance and organizational 
safety, making it highly relevant to integrated fire safety and electrical hazard assessment in large-scale 
facilities. 
 
Organizational Safety Theory and accident causation models provide essential insights into the human, 
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managerial, and structural factors that contribute to fire and electrical incidents within industrial and 
commercial environments. These theoretical perspectives argue that accidents emerge from 
combinations of organizational weaknesses, procedural deficiencies, communication failures, 
inadequate supervision, resource limitations, and unsafe operational practices. Literature in safety 
management increasingly recognizes that technical failures alone cannot fully explain the occurrence 
of major industrial accidents (Neitzel, 2016). Instead, broader organizational conditions often create 
environments in which hazards remain undetected, controls become ineffective, and vulnerabilities 
accumulate over time. Accident causation models have evolved from linear explanations focused on 
individual errors toward systemic interpretations emphasizing interactions among people, technology, 
and organizational processes. Studies have shown that leadership commitment, safety culture, 
workforce training, policy implementation, and management accountability significantly influence 
organizational safety performance. Quantitative Risk Assessment (QRA) frameworks complement 
these theoretical perspectives by providing structured methodologies for measuring and evaluating 
risk levels within industrial facilities. QRA approaches support the identification of high-risk scenarios, 
assessment of potential consequences, and prioritization of mitigation strategies through data-driven 
analysis (Gul, 2018). Literature indicates that quantitative assessment methods enhance objectivity and 
consistency in safety decision-making by incorporating measurable indicators related to fire hazards, 
electrical risks, equipment reliability, operational performance, and emergency preparedness. 
Researchers have emphasized that integrating organizational safety concepts with quantitative 
assessment frameworks enables a more comprehensive understanding of risk environments. Such 
integration allows organizations to evaluate not only technical vulnerabilities but also the 
organizational factors that influence hazard development and control effectiveness. In large-scale 
industrial and commercial facilities, where complex interactions exist among infrastructure systems, 
human activities, and management processes, the combination of Organizational Safety Theory, 
accident causation models, and Quantitative Risk Assessment frameworks provides a robust 
foundation for comprehensive hazard evaluation. Together, these perspectives support systematic 
analysis of safety performance and contribute to the development of integrated approaches for 
managing fire and electrical risks across diverse operational settings (Gul & Ak, 2018). 
Dimensions of Fire Safety Performance in Large-Scale Facilities 
Fire load density represents one of the most important quantitative dimensions used to evaluate fire 
safety performance in large-scale industrial and commercial facilities. It refers to the amount of 
combustible material present within a defined space and is commonly examined as a major predictor 
of fire growth, heat release, smoke generation, structural exposure, and potential fire severity. In 
industrial environments, fire load density is influenced by raw materials, packaging goods, stored 
products, production residues, combustible finishes, machinery lubricants, chemicals, and operational 
waste. In commercial buildings, it is shaped by furniture, merchandise, paper products, decorative 
materials, electrical appliances, and interior construction components (Ozdemir et al., 2017). Literature 
on fire safety performance shows that higher fire load density is strongly associated with increased fire 
intensity, longer burning duration, greater thermal exposure, and more complex suppression demands. 
Quantitative fire safety studies have therefore treated fire load density as a measurable risk variable 
that supports the classification of buildings according to hazard level. Researchers have also 
emphasized that the distribution of combustible materials is as important as the total quantity because 
uneven storage patterns, blocked pathways, and concentrated fuel zones can accelerate fire spread and 
reduce evacuation efficiency. Large-scale facilities often experience changing fire loads due to seasonal 
inventory, production cycles, renovation, tenant variation, and operational expansion. These dynamic 
conditions make periodic measurement essential for accurate safety assessment. Fire load density also 
interacts with ventilation conditions, compartment size, ceiling height, suppression system design, and 
detection system responsiveness (Park et al., 2015). As a result, it serves as a central indicator within 
quantitative fire risk index models. The literature suggests that effective fire safety performance 
measurement depends on identifying not only the presence of combustible materials but also their 
arrangement, ignition proximity, burning characteristics, and relationship with facility operations. 
 



American Journal of Advanced Technology and Engineering Solutions, December 2020, 40-86 

51 
 

Figure 4: Fire Safety Performance Dimensions Framework 

 
Fire incident frequency is a major statistical indicator used to assess fire safety performance across 
large-scale industrial and commercial facilities. It reflects the number of fire events, near misses, 
ignition cases, alarm activations, equipment overheating incidents, and emergency responses recorded 
within a specific operational period. Quantitative literature treats incident frequency as a measurable 
expression of organizational safety conditions because repeated fire events often indicate weaknesses 
in maintenance, housekeeping, electrical control, hazard reporting, inspection practices, or safety 
supervision (Ingason et al., 2015a). Statistical approaches are widely used to analyze fire incident 
patterns by examining occurrence rates across time, facility type, production activity, occupancy level, 
ignition source, and damage severity. These approaches allow researchers to identify whether incidents 
are random, seasonal, process-related, maintenance-related, or associated with specific operational 
zones. In industrial facilities, frequent minor fires may indicate deeper systemic issues such as 
overloaded circuits, poor control of combustible dust, improper storage of flammable materials, or 
insufficient equipment monitoring. In commercial buildings, repeated fire alarms, electrical faults, or 
smoke events may reflect weaknesses in detection maintenance, occupant behavior, or facility 
management procedures. Literature also highlights the importance of separating actual fire incidents 
from false alarms because both affect safety performance differently. Actual incidents reflect physical 
hazard realization, while false alarms may reveal detection system sensitivity, maintenance 
deficiencies, or user-related issues (Liu et al., 2017). Statistical fire safety assessment commonly 
incorporates trend analysis, incident rate comparison, severity classification, and frequency 
distribution to support evidence-based safety management. These methods help organizations 
evaluate whether fire safety interventions reduce incident occurrence over time. Fire incident frequency 
therefore functions as both a historical performance measure and a diagnostic tool for identifying 
operational vulnerabilities in complex facilities. 
Fire detection system performance, sprinkler reliability, occupant evacuation efficiency, and 
emergency response time are essential quantitative indicators for evaluating fire safety performance in 
large-scale facilities. Detection systems are assessed through indicators such as alarm activation speed, 
detection accuracy, false alarm rate, sensor coverage, system availability, and maintenance compliance 
(Chow, 2015). Literature indicates that early detection reduces fire growth potential by increasing the 
time available for evacuation, suppression activation, emergency communication, and response 
coordination. In large facilities, delayed detection can have serious consequences because fires may 
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spread through storage areas, concealed spaces, service rooms, electrical rooms, or production zones 
before occupants or response teams become aware of the hazard. Sprinkler and suppression system 
reliability is another critical performance dimension because suppression systems directly affect fire 
control, property protection, and casualty reduction. Quantitative studies often examine sprinkler 
activation success, water supply adequacy, inspection frequency, system impairment rates, and 
maintenance records to determine suppression readiness (Östman et al., 2017). Evacuation efficiency is 
measured through evacuation time, exit accessibility, occupant flow rate, travel distance, drill 
performance, and congestion levels. In commercial buildings with high occupancy density, evacuation 
performance is strongly affected by occupant familiarity, alarm interpretation, signage visibility, exit 
capacity, and emergency training. In industrial facilities, evacuation may be complicated by hazardous 
processes, machinery layouts, restricted zones, and protective equipment requirements. Emergency 
response time analysis further strengthens fire safety evaluation by measuring the interval between 
detection, alarm communication, emergency team mobilization, arrival, and intervention. Literature 
shows that coordinated performance among detection, suppression, evacuation, and response systems 
is more important than the effectiveness of any single component (Chou et al., 2019). These indicators 
collectively provide a measurable basis for assessing whether a facility can detect, control, and respond 
to fire events before they escalate into major incidents. 
Quantitative Assessment of Electrical Hazard Exposure 
Electrical infrastructure complexity is a central factor in assessing electrical hazard exposure in large-
scale industrial and commercial facilities because risk increases as electrical systems become more 
interconnected, energy-intensive, and operationally dependent. Large facilities commonly include 
transformers, switchgear, distribution panels, motor control centers, backup generators, uninterrupted 
power supply systems, lighting networks, heating and cooling systems, automation equipment, and 
information technology infrastructure (Stemn et al., 2019). The coexistence of these components creates 
multiple points where failures, overloads, insulation defects, poor grounding, loose connections, and 
protective device malfunctions can occur. Literature on electrical safety emphasizes that complexity 
should not be understood only as the number of electrical components in a facility, but also as the 
degree of interaction among systems, the diversity of voltage levels, the intensity of operational loads, 
and the frequency of maintenance interventions. Quantitative risk measurement in such environments 
often relies on inspection scores, defect counts, load condition records, maintenance histories, near-
miss reports, equipment age profiles, and system downtime data. These indicators allow researchers 
and safety managers to classify electrical hazard exposure according to measurable levels rather than 
general observations (Kim & Lattimer, 2015). In industrial settings, complex electrical infrastructure is 
closely associated with production continuity, machinery reliability, worker safety, and fire prevention 
performance. In commercial facilities, electrical complexity affects occupant safety, service availability, 
emergency systems, and building functionality. The literature further suggests that risk measurement 
becomes more accurate when technical indicators are combined with management indicators such as 
documentation quality, inspection frequency, compliance status, and corrective action completion. 
Therefore, electrical infrastructure complexity provides an important foundation for quantitative 
hazard assessment because it helps explain how technical density, operational demand, and system 
interdependence shape electrical risk exposure (O’Donovan et al., 2015). 
Equipment failure rates are widely used in quantitative electrical hazard assessment because failures 
in electrical components often precede accidents, service interruptions, fire ignition, and worker 
injuries. Electrical equipment such as circuit breakers, cables, transformers, relays, switches, motors, 
and control panels may deteriorate because of thermal stress, mechanical wear, environmental 
exposure, vibration, corrosion, poor installation, or inadequate maintenance. Literature on electrical 
reliability shows that repeated equipment failures are often connected to broader deficiencies in 
inspection practices, asset management, preventive maintenance, and operational control. In large-
scale facilities, even minor electrical failures can produce significant consequences when they occur in 
high-energy systems or critical production areas (Min et al., 2019).  
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Figure 5: Electrical Hazard Assessment Framework 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Electrical accident occurrence is commonly analyzed through incident records, injury statistics, near-
miss reports, fault histories, and equipment malfunction logs. These data support statistical assessment 
of where accidents occur, what equipment is involved, how frequently hazardous events happen, and 
which operational conditions contribute most strongly to risk. Arc flash hazard assessment represents 
a particularly important area of electrical safety research because arc flash events can cause severe 
burns, pressure waves, fires, equipment destruction, and fatalities. Quantitative studies of arc flash 
exposure often examine system configuration, available fault current, protective device coordination, 
maintenance condition, work practices, and worker proximity to energized equipment. The literature 
emphasizes that arc flash risk is not determined only by technical energy levels but also by maintenance 
quality, labeling accuracy, training, personal protective equipment, and adherence to safe work 
procedures (Mawhinney & Back III, 2016). Consequently, equipment failure analysis and arc flash 
assessment provide complementary evidence for understanding the probability and severity of 
electrical accidents in complex industrial and commercial environments. 
Circuit overload frequency and thermal risk indicators are critical quantitative measures for evaluating 
electrical hazard exposure because overheating is one of the most common pathways linking electrical 
faults to fire incidents. Circuit overload occurs when electrical demand exceeds the safe carrying 
capacity of conductors, panels, breakers, or connected equipment. In large-scale facilities, overload 
conditions may arise from production expansion, temporary wiring, equipment additions, poor load 
balancing, aging infrastructure, or insufficient electrical design review (Mirahadi et al., 2019). Literature 
on electrical fire causation indicates that persistent overload conditions can accelerate insulation 
degradation, increase conductor temperature, weaken equipment performance, and create ignition 
conditions near combustible materials. Thermal risk indicators are commonly evaluated through 
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infrared inspection findings, recorded hot spots, abnormal temperature readings, cable condition 
assessments, breaker performance issues, and evidence of discoloration or insulation damage. These 
indicators provide measurable evidence of hidden electrical stress that may not be visible during 
routine visual inspections (Beyler, 2016). Maintenance compliance scores also play an important role in 
quantitative electrical hazard evaluation because they reflect whether inspection, testing, cleaning, 
tightening, calibration, and corrective maintenance activities are completed according to established 
requirements. Facilities with poor maintenance compliance often experience higher levels of electrical 
defects, uncorrected hazards, equipment downtime, and fire risk exposure. Research in safety 
management shows that maintenance documentation, schedule adherence, defect closure rates, and 
audit performance are valuable indicators of organizational control over electrical hazards. The 
relationship between overload frequency, thermal indicators, and maintenance compliance 
demonstrates that electrical safety performance depends on both technical condition and managerial 
discipline. Therefore, quantitative assessment of these variables helps identify whether a facility is 
controlling electrical risks systematically or allowing hazardous conditions to accumulate over time 
(Carmenta et al., 2019). 
Electrical system reliability metrics provide an important basis for measuring hazard reduction 
performance in industrial and commercial facilities because reliable systems are less likely to 
experience faults, interruptions, overheating, equipment failures, and unsafe operating conditions. 
Reliability assessment focuses on the ability of electrical infrastructure to perform required functions 
consistently under normal and demanding operational conditions. In large-scale facilities, reliability is 
commonly evaluated through failure frequency, downtime duration, equipment availability, 
interruption records, repair response time, preventive maintenance completion, and recurrence of 
defects after corrective action (Chazdon & Guariguata, 2016). Literature on infrastructure safety 
indicates that improved electrical reliability is strongly associated with lower accident exposure, better 
operational continuity, reduced fire ignition potential, and stronger emergency preparedness. Electrical 
system reliability also depends on protective device performance, proper grounding, load 
management, redundancy, equipment condition monitoring, and timely replacement of aging 
components. In industrial facilities, unreliable electrical systems can disrupt production processes, 
damage machinery, expose workers to hazardous energy, and increase the likelihood of emergency 
shutdowns. In commercial buildings, reliability affects lighting, elevators, alarms, fire pumps, security 
systems, communication systems, and life-safety operations (He et al., 2017). Quantitative hazard 
reduction performance is often assessed by comparing incident rates, defect counts, outage frequencies, 
and compliance scores before and after safety interventions. Studies on electrical safety management 
suggest that organizations with structured reliability programs, predictive maintenance, routine 
testing, and strong corrective action systems tend to achieve better safety outcomes. Reliability metrics 
also support benchmarking because they allow comparison across departments, buildings, equipment 
classes, or operational periods. As a result, electrical system reliability is not merely a technical 
performance concept but a measurable safety construct that connects infrastructure condition, 
maintenance effectiveness, risk reduction, and organizational resilience (Kabirifar & Mojtahedi, 2019). 
Statistical Relationships Between Electrical Failures and Fire Incidents 
Electrical faults are widely recognized in the fire safety literature as major ignition sources in industrial 
and commercial facilities because they can generate heat, sparks, arcing, and thermal stress capable of 
igniting nearby combustible materials. Large-scale facilities contain extensive electrical distribution 
systems, machinery connections, control panels, cables, lighting circuits, transformers, and backup 
power systems, making electrical faults a critical variable in statistical fire risk analysis. 
Studies on building and industrial fire causation consistently show that short circuits, loose 
connections, overloaded conductors, defective wiring, damaged insulation, poor grounding, and 
malfunctioning protective devices are frequently associated with fire initiation (Jeong & Kim, 2019). 
These faults often remain hidden until they produce visible damage, overheating, smoke, or flame, 
which makes quantitative monitoring essential for early detection. In commercial buildings, electrical 
fire risks are often associated with high plug loads, temporary wiring, aging panels, poor maintenance, 
and continuous operation of heating, ventilation, refrigeration, lighting, and information technology 
systems. In industrial settings, risks increase further because electrical systems are exposed to vibration, 
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dust, humidity, chemicals, high temperatures, and heavy mechanical loads. Literature also emphasizes 
that electrical ignition is rarely caused by a single isolated defect; instead, it often results from the 
interaction of design limitations, equipment deterioration, maintenance gaps, and operational demand. 
Statistical assessment of electrical fire incidents therefore requires attention to both technical fault 
records and organizational maintenance practices (Xin & Huang, 2014). By treating electrical faults as 
measurable ignition sources, researchers have developed stronger links between electrical safety 
management and fire prevention performance in complex facilities. 

 
Figure 6: Electrical Fire Risk Relationship Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Equipment aging and insulation degradation are strongly connected to fire occurrence because 
electrical components lose performance capacity over time under continuous operational and 
environmental stress. Industrial and commercial facilities often operate electrical systems for long 
periods, and many components remain in service beyond their optimal lifecycle due to cost, production 
pressure, or insufficient asset replacement planning. Literature on electrical reliability indicates that 
aging affects cables, switchgear, transformers, circuit breakers, motors, relays, terminals, and protective 
devices by reducing their ability to withstand heat, load variation, vibration, moisture, and fault 
conditions (Gallucci, 2017). Insulation degradation is particularly significant because insulation serves 
as a protective barrier against unintended current flow, short circuits, arcing, and thermal damage. 
When insulation becomes brittle, cracked, contaminated, overheated, or chemically weakened, the 
probability of electrical failure and fire ignition increases. Studies of electrical fire causation often 
identify degraded wiring and defective insulation as recurring contributors to fires in industrial plants, 
warehouses, offices, and mixed-use buildings. Aging equipment also increases uncertainty in 
protective system performance because older breakers, relays, and disconnecting devices may respond 
slowly or fail during fault conditions. Quantitative analysis of fire occurrence frequently uses 
equipment age, maintenance history, failure frequency, thermal inspection records, and defect 
recurrence as indicators of risk exposure (Xiong et al., 2015). The literature further shows that aging-
related fire risks are intensified when facilities expand operations without upgrading electrical 
infrastructure. As a result, equipment aging and insulation degradation operate as measurable 
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predictors of electrical fire probability and provide a strong empirical basis for integrating reliability 
assessment into fire safety evaluation. 
Load demand variability is an important statistical factor linking electrical system performance with 
fire risk escalation in large-scale facilities. Electrical systems are designed to operate within specific 
load capacities, yet industrial and commercial buildings frequently experience changing demand 
caused by production shifts, seasonal operations, equipment additions, extended working hours, 
tenant changes, digital system expansion, and emergency power requirements (Addai et al., 2016). 
Literature on electrical safety shows that repeated fluctuations in load demand can place thermal and 
mechanical stress on conductors, breakers, transformers, switchboards, and distribution panels. When 
electrical demand repeatedly approaches or exceeds system capacity, overheating, nuisance tripping, 
insulation damage, contact degradation, and equipment malfunction become more likely. These 
conditions may not immediately result in fire, but they create a progressive pathway through which 
electrical reliability declines and ignition probability increases. Industrial facilities are especially 
vulnerable because motors, compressors, welding equipment, pumps, furnaces, conveyors, and 
automated machinery can produce heavy and irregular load patterns (Bellamy, 2015). Commercial 
facilities also experience risk escalation through high use of lighting, air-conditioning, elevators, data 
servers, kitchen equipment, refrigeration units, and temporary electrical installations. Statistical models 
of electrical fire risk often examine the relationship between load intensity, overload frequency, 
operating temperature, fault occurrence, and maintenance response. The literature suggests that fire 
risk is highest when load variability is combined with aging infrastructure, weak monitoring, poor load 
balancing, and delayed corrective action. Therefore, load demand variability is not only an operational 
issue but also a measurable fire safety concern (Zhu et al., 2019). Its inclusion in quantitative fire risk 
assessment helps explain why facilities with similar electrical designs may experience different levels 
of fire exposure depending on usage patterns and maintenance control. 
Infrastructure Characteristics as Predictors of Fire and Electrical Risks 
Facility size is a major infrastructure characteristic that influences fire and electrical risk exposure in 
large-scale industrial and commercial buildings. Larger facilities generally contain wider floor areas, 
longer electrical distribution routes, more equipment rooms, greater storage capacity, higher numbers 
of operational zones, and more complex circulation patterns. These characteristics increase the number 
of possible ignition sources, combustible material locations, electrical connection points, and 
maintenance-dependent systems (Zhou & Lei, 2018).  
Literature on industrial and commercial fire safety shows that hazard exposure tends to increase when 
facility scale expands without proportional improvements in inspection systems, emergency planning, 
electrical load management, and fire protection coverage. In manufacturing plants, large facility size 
may involve multiple production lines, heavy machinery, combustible processing materials, electrical 
control panels, transformers, and mechanical service areas. In commercial buildings, size is often 
associated with extensive lighting systems, air-conditioning units, elevators, tenant spaces, public 
areas, storage rooms, and information technology infrastructure. These features create diverse risk 
points that must be continuously monitored and maintained. Facility size also affects emergency 
response because larger buildings require longer travel distances, more complex evacuation routes, 
greater alarm coverage, and stronger coordination among emergency teams (Martin et al., 2018). The 
literature emphasizes that fire and electrical risks are not determined by physical area alone, but by the 
density of hazardous activities within the available space. A large facility with well-zoned operations, 
strong maintenance systems, and effective fire protection may perform better than a smaller building 
with poor infrastructure control. Therefore, facility size operates as a predictive variable when 
combined with occupancy, electrical demand, fire load, equipment density, and emergency access 
conditions. In quantitative safety assessment, facility size provides a measurable basis for comparing 
hazard exposure across buildings and identifying where risk concentration is likely to occur (Lam & 
Zhou, 2016). 
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Figure 7: Infrastructure Risk Prediction Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Building occupancy density is another important predictor of fire and electrical risk because it directly 
affects evacuation performance, emergency communication, life safety planning, and the severity of 
incident consequences. Occupancy density refers to the concentration of people within a building or 
operational area during normal working, production, service, or public-use periods. In large 
commercial facilities such as shopping centers, office towers, hospitals, hotels, and transport terminals, 
high occupancy density increases the complexity of evacuation because more people must move 
through exits, corridors, stairways, and assembly areas within limited time. In industrial facilities, 
occupancy density may be lower than in public buildings, but workers may be located near hazardous 
machinery, electrical rooms, chemical storage areas, restricted spaces, or production zones where 
evacuation is more difficult (Guldåker & Hallin, 2014). Literature on evacuation and emergency risk 
metrics shows that occupant load, travel distance, exit width, alarm recognition time, mobility 
limitations, crowd behavior, signage visibility, and emergency training all influence life safety 
outcomes. High occupancy density can also intensify electrical hazards because greater building use 
often increases demand for lighting, ventilation, equipment, communication systems, and temporary 
electrical connections. In commercial environments, dense occupancy may lead to increased use of 
plug-in devices, extension cords, charging stations, and tenant-specific electrical equipment, all of 
which may contribute to overload or overheating risks when poorly controlled. Emergency risk metrics 
therefore commonly include evacuation time, exit capacity, drill performance, alarm response rate, 
occupant flow, and response coordination (Sund et al., 2017). The literature indicates that occupancy 
density must be evaluated together with building layout, fire protection systems, electrical 
infrastructure, and emergency management capacity. As a result, occupancy density functions as both 
a life-safety indicator and an operational risk variable in quantitative assessment of fire and electrical 
hazards. 
Industrial process complexity significantly shapes accident probability because complex production 
systems involve multiple interacting operations, machines, energy sources, materials, human activities, 
and control mechanisms. In industrial facilities, process complexity may include automated machinery, 
conveyors, boilers, furnaces, compressors, pumps, welding systems, chemical handling, combustible 
dust generation, high-temperature processes, and continuous electrical power supply. Each additional 
process element increases the number of possible failure points and strengthens the need for 
coordinated safety control (Horton et al., 2016). Literature on accident causation and process safety 
indicates that complex industrial operations are more likely to experience incidents when technical 
systems, work procedures, maintenance schedules, and operator decisions are not aligned. Electrical 
risks become more pronounced in complex processes because equipment often operates under heavy 
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load, variable demand, vibration, heat, dust, and moisture. These conditions can accelerate component 
wear, insulation breakdown, loose connections, and control system failures. Fire risks also increase 
when combustible materials, ignition sources, and process-generated heat coexist within the same 
operational environment. Quantitative studies commonly assess process complexity through indicators 
such as number of machines, hazardous material volume, energy intensity, automation level, 
maintenance frequency, incident history, and production continuity requirements. Complex processes 
can also reduce emergency response efficiency because shutdown procedures, isolation requirements, 
restricted zones, and specialized hazards may delay intervention (Uğurlu, 2016). The literature further 
emphasizes that accident probability is influenced by how well organizations manage process change, 
equipment modification, contractor activity, worker training, and procedural compliance. Therefore, 
industrial process complexity is not only a technical characteristic but also an organizational safety 
variable. In fire and electrical hazard assessment, process complexity provides an important 
explanatory factor for differences in risk levels among facilities with similar building size or occupancy 
characteristics (Saracoglu et al., 2014). 
Fire Protection System Effectiveness: Quantitative Evidence 
Automated fire detection accuracy is a central quantitative indicator of fire protection system 
effectiveness in large-scale industrial and commercial facilities. Detection systems are designed to 
identify fire-related conditions such as smoke, heat, flame, gas concentration, or abnormal 
environmental change before a fire reaches a severe stage. In large facilities, early and accurate 
detection is especially important because fire may originate in storage areas, electrical rooms, 
production zones, mechanical spaces, concealed ceiling areas, or unoccupied sections of a building. 
Literature on fire protection engineering shows that detection accuracy depends on sensor type, 
detector placement, environmental conditions, maintenance quality, alarm sensitivity, building layout, 
ventilation patterns, and the nature of combustible materials (Twigg et al., 2017). Smoke detectors, heat 
detectors, flame detectors, air-sampling systems, and multi-sensor technologies each perform 
differently depending on the fire scenario and surrounding conditions.  
False alarms and missed detections are major concerns because they reduce trust in alarm systems, 
disrupt operations, delay emergency response, and weaken safety performance measurement. 
Quantitative studies often evaluate detection effectiveness using indicators such as activation time, 
false alarm rate, detection reliability, fault frequency, coverage adequacy, and inspection compliance. 
In industrial facilities, dust, vibration, humidity, steam, fumes, and process emissions can interfere with 
detection accuracy and create challenges for system calibration (F. Li et al., 2018). In commercial 
buildings, occupant density, tenant activity, cooking areas, electrical equipment, and ventilation 
systems may influence alarm behavior. Therefore, automated fire detection accuracy must be assessed 
as part of a broader system involving design, maintenance, monitoring, and emergency 
communication. The literature consistently indicates that accurate detection improves fire control 
outcomes by increasing available time for suppression, evacuation, and emergency intervention. 
Response time performance of alarm systems is another essential measure of fire protection 
effectiveness because the value of detection depends on how quickly warning information is 
transmitted, received, interpreted, and acted upon (Mróz et al., 2016). In large-scale industrial and 
commercial facilities, alarm response time includes several connected stages: detection activation, 
signal processing, alarm notification, occupant recognition, emergency team mobilization, and 
communication with external responders. Literature on fire safety performance emphasizes that delays 
at any stage can increase fire growth, smoke spread, evacuation difficulty, property loss, and injury 
risk. Alarm systems in complex facilities must serve diverse areas, including production floors, offices, 
warehouses, mechanical rooms, public spaces, and restricted operational zones. The effectiveness of 
these systems depends on audible and visual notification coverage, signal clarity, emergency message 
design, system integration, backup power reliability, and compatibility with building management 
systems. Quantitative assessment often uses alarm activation records, response logs, drill outcomes, 
system fault reports, and emergency communication audits to evaluate alarm performance (Frank et 
al., 2014).  
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Figure 8: Fire Protection System Effectiveness Framework 

 
In high-noise industrial settings, alarm audibility may be reduced by machinery, equipment vibration, 
or hearing protection use, making visual signals and targeted communication systems important. In 
commercial buildings, response time may be affected by crowd behavior, alarm familiarity, occupant 
interpretation, staff training, and evacuation guidance. The literature also shows that frequent false 
alarms may reduce occupant responsiveness and delay evacuation behavior. Therefore, alarm response 
performance is not only a technical issue but also a behavioral and organizational safety concern. 
Measuring alarm response time provides a practical way to evaluate whether fire protection systems 
can translate detection into timely protective action (Runefors et al., 2017). 
Fire suppression effectiveness is commonly assessed through quantitative measurement models that 
examine whether suppression systems can control, contain, or extinguish fire before it spreads beyond 
the area of origin. Suppression systems include automatic sprinklers, clean agent systems, foam 
systems, water mist systems, gaseous suppression systems, standpipe systems, fire pumps, and 
portable extinguishing equipment. In industrial and commercial facilities, the effectiveness of these 
systems depends on design suitability, water supply adequacy, system coverage, activation reliability, 
obstruction control, hazard classification, and maintenance condition. Literature on fire protection 
systems indicates that properly designed and maintained suppression systems significantly reduce fire 
growth, structural damage, operational interruption, and casualty risk (Kuligowski, 2016). Quantitative 
assessment of suppression effectiveness often includes activation success, system availability, 
impairment frequency, inspection results, pump test records, sprinkler head condition, pressure 
adequacy, and maintenance completion rates. Inspection frequency and fire safety compliance scores 
are closely related to suppression performance because deficiencies often develop gradually through 
corrosion, blocked valves, damaged components, poor housekeeping, storage changes, or 
undocumented facility modifications. In large facilities, changes in storage height, production layout, 
occupancy type, or material use can reduce the effectiveness of existing suppression design if 
inspections are weak (Yamada & Akizuki, 2016). Compliance scoring systems help safety managers 
identify whether suppression systems meet established performance requirements and whether 
corrective actions are completed within acceptable timeframes. The literature suggests that inspection-
based measurement is valuable because it transforms fire protection readiness into observable and 
comparable performance data. Therefore, suppression effectiveness is best understood through both 
technical performance indicators and compliance-based evidence of system readiness. 
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Maintenance effectiveness is a major determinant of fire protection system performance because 
detection, alarm, and suppression systems can only reduce fire incidents when they remain functional, 
reliable, and properly integrated with facility operations (Gibson et al., 2018). Fire protection systems 
require scheduled inspection, testing, calibration, cleaning, repair, documentation, and performance 
verification. Literature on facility safety management shows that poor maintenance is associated with 
system impairments, delayed detection, alarm failure, blocked suppression devices, damaged 
components, inactive pumps, defective control panels, and noncompliance with fire safety 
requirements. In large-scale industrial and commercial buildings, maintenance challenges are 
intensified by system complexity, operational continuity, difficult access areas, contractor dependency, 
aging infrastructure, and frequent changes in building use. Quantitative studies commonly evaluate 
maintenance effectiveness through preventive maintenance completion rates, defect closure rates, 
impairment duration, inspection scores, system downtime, recurrence of faults, and incident reduction 
records (Gibson et al., 2018). These indicators allow organizations to determine whether fire protection 
systems are improving safety outcomes or merely existing as installed assets without verified readiness. 
Maintenance effectiveness also influences the relationship between fire protection investment and 
actual incident reduction. A facility may possess advanced detection or suppression technologies, but 
poor maintenance can weaken their practical effectiveness during emergencies. Literature further 
emphasizes that maintenance documentation is essential because it supports regulatory compliance, 
audit readiness, risk prioritization, and evidence-based safety decision-making. When maintenance 
programs are systematic, fire protection deficiencies are identified earlier, corrective actions are 
completed faster, and incident likelihood is reduced (Gibson et al., 2018). Therefore, maintenance 
effectiveness functions as a measurable link between fire protection system design and real safety 
performance in industrial and commercial facilities. 
Electrical Safety Management Systems and Risk Mitigation Outcomes 
Preventive maintenance frequency is a major determinant of electrical safety management effectiveness 
because routine inspection, testing, cleaning, adjustment, and repair reduce the likelihood that hidden 
defects will develop into hazardous failures. In large-scale industrial and commercial facilities, 
electrical systems operate continuously under changing load conditions, environmental exposure, 
vibration, heat, dust, moisture, and mechanical stress (Geoffroy et al., 2018).  
 

Figure 9: Electrical Safety Risk Mitigation Framework 
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These conditions gradually weaken cables, switchgear, breakers, transformers, motors, relays, 
connectors, and control panels. Literature on electrical safety and reliability shows that facilities with 
structured preventive maintenance programs generally experience fewer equipment failures, lower 
downtime, fewer thermal anomalies, and reduced fire ignition risks. Preventive maintenance is 
especially important in high-energy facilities because electrical faults can produce arcing, overheating, 
shock hazards, equipment damage, and fire events. Maintenance frequency also functions as a 
quantitative safety indicator because it can be measured through completed work orders, inspection 
intervals, overdue maintenance records, defect closure rates, and recurring fault reports (Gao & Xue, 
2017). Studies on reliability-centered maintenance emphasize that the effectiveness of preventive 
maintenance depends not only on how often maintenance is performed, but also on the quality of 
inspection methods, technical competence of personnel, accuracy of documentation, and timeliness of 
corrective actions. A facility may conduct frequent inspections, yet still experience electrical incidents 
if findings are not corrected or if maintenance is limited to superficial checks. Therefore, preventive 
maintenance frequency must be interpreted alongside hazard reduction outcomes such as fewer 
overload events, reduced equipment failures, improved protective device performance, and lower 
electrical fire occurrence. Within integrated safety assessment, preventive maintenance provides a 
measurable connection between infrastructure condition, organizational control, and electrical risk 
mitigation (Roberts, 2015). 
Electrical inspection programs provide a structured mechanism for identifying unsafe conditions, 
verifying code compliance, and improving safety performance across industrial and commercial 
electrical infrastructure. These programs typically evaluate wiring condition, panel integrity, 
grounding systems, circuit protection, labeling accuracy, breaker coordination, cable management, 
equipment clearance, insulation condition, and evidence of overheating or physical damage. Literature 
on occupational and electrical safety emphasizes that systematic inspections are essential because many 
electrical hazards remain concealed until they cause faults, injuries, shutdowns, or fires (Zhao et al., 
2016). In large facilities, inspection programs are particularly significant because electrical 
infrastructure is distributed across multiple buildings, production lines, tenant spaces, service areas, 
and emergency systems. Compliance performance is commonly measured through inspection pass 
rates, number of deficiencies, severity of violations, corrective action completion, documentation 
quality, and audit scores. These measurable indicators allow organizations to determine whether 
electrical safety policies are being implemented consistently. Research on safety management 
demonstrates that strong inspection systems are associated with improved regulatory compliance, 
better maintenance prioritization, and lower hazard recurrence (Alshawish & de Meer, 2019). 
Inspection programs also help organizations detect unauthorized modifications, overloaded panels, 
temporary wiring, outdated components, and improper equipment use. In industrial environments, 
inspections support process continuity by identifying electrical weaknesses before they interrupt 
operations. In commercial facilities, inspections protect occupants by ensuring that lighting, alarms, 
elevators, communication systems, and emergency power systems remain functional and safe. The 
literature further suggests that compliance performance improves when inspection findings are linked 
to accountability systems, training programs, maintenance planning, and management review 
(Rezvanizaniani et al., 2014). Therefore, electrical inspection programs serve both technical and 
managerial purposes by translating safety requirements into measurable organizational actions and 
risk reduction outcomes. 
Safety auditing metrics and predictive maintenance analytics have become important components of 
electrical infrastructure management because they provide measurable evidence of system condition, 
management effectiveness, and risk mitigation performance. Safety audits differ from routine 
inspections by evaluating broader organizational controls such as procedures, documentation, training 
records, maintenance planning, permit systems, lockout practices, incident reporting, contractor 
management, and compliance with safety standards (Hannan et al., 2018). Literature on safety auditing 
shows that audit scores, nonconformity counts, corrective action closure rates, repeat findings, and 
management review records are useful indicators of whether electrical safety management systems are 
functioning effectively. In large-scale facilities, auditing is especially valuable because hazards may 
originate not only from technical defects but also from weak supervision, incomplete documentation, 
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inconsistent procedures, and delayed corrective actions. Predictive maintenance analytics strengthens 
this process by using condition-based evidence to identify equipment deterioration before failure 
occurs (Mahdevari et al., 2014). Electrical systems can be monitored through thermal imaging, vibration 
analysis, partial discharge monitoring, load tracking, fault history, power quality records, and 
equipment performance data. Research on predictive maintenance and reliability engineering indicates 
that analytics-based monitoring improves equipment reliability by detecting early warning signs such 
as overheating, abnormal load behavior, insulation weakness, and recurring faults. These methods 
allow maintenance teams to prioritize interventions based on actual risk rather than fixed schedules 
alone. The literature also emphasizes that predictive analytics is most effective when integrated with 
safety audits, inspection records, and maintenance management systems. Together, auditing metrics 
and predictive maintenance indicators provide a comprehensive view of both organizational readiness 
and technical reliability (Wachter & Yorio, 2014). As a result, they support more accurate assessment of 
electrical hazard exposure and strengthen the evidence base for risk mitigation decisions. 
Organizational Safety Culture as a Quantifiable Determinant of Risk 
Safety leadership effectiveness is widely treated in organizational safety literature as a measurable 
determinant of risk control because leaders shape the priorities, resources, accountability systems, and 
behavioral expectations that influence workplace safety performance. In large-scale industrial and 
commercial facilities, fire safety and electrical hazard management require consistent leadership 
attention because risks are distributed across maintenance operations, production processes, building 
services, emergency systems, contractor activities, and employee behaviors (Gurcanli et al., 2015). 
Effective safety leadership is commonly reflected through visible management commitment, timely 
correction of hazards, resource allocation for maintenance, enforcement of safe work procedures, 
communication of safety expectations, and participation in audits or emergency preparedness 
activities. Literature on safety climate and safety culture indicates that employees are more likely to 
follow safety procedures, report hazards, and participate in prevention activities when leaders 
demonstrate that safety is valued alongside productivity and cost control. Safety leadership 
effectiveness can be measured through supervisor safety scores, employee perception surveys, audit 
findings, corrective action closure rates, training participation, and leadership involvement in incident 
investigations (Scolobig et al., 2015).  
In the context of fire and electrical hazards, leadership effectiveness is particularly important because 
many risks are preventable through routine inspection, preventive maintenance, safe energy isolation, 
housekeeping, equipment replacement, and enforcement of compliance standards. Weak leadership 
may allow hazards such as overloaded circuits, blocked exits, defective alarms, poor maintenance 
records, and unsafe electrical practices to persist. Strong leadership, by contrast, creates organizational 
conditions in which technical controls are supported by disciplined management systems. Therefore, 
safety leadership effectiveness functions as a quantifiable organizational variable that helps explain 
differences in fire and electrical risk outcomes across facilities with similar infrastructure characteristics 
(Glendon et al., 2016). 
Employee safety awareness is an important quantifiable dimension of organizational safety culture 
because workers are often the first to observe unsafe conditions, equipment abnormalities, electrical 
defects, blocked fire protection systems, overheating signs, and procedural violations. In industrial and 
commercial facilities, employee awareness influences whether hazards are recognized early, reported 
accurately, and controlled before they escalate into incidents. Literature on occupational safety 
behavior shows that awareness is shaped by training quality, job experience, supervision, 
communication practices, risk perception, organizational learning, and the clarity of safety procedures 
(Cornelissen et al., 2017). Employee safety awareness indices are commonly developed from survey 
responses, training assessment scores, hazard recognition tests, behavioral observations, and 
participation in safety programs. These indices provide measurable evidence of whether workers 
understand fire risks, electrical hazards, emergency procedures, isolation requirements, alarm 
responses, and reporting responsibilities. In large-scale facilities, safety awareness is especially 
important because hazards may appear in varied forms across different zones, including production 
lines, storage areas, electrical rooms, office spaces, maintenance workshops, and public service areas. 
Workers with high safety awareness are more likely to identify overloaded outlets, damaged cables, 
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improper storage, blocked exits, missing labels, defective extinguishers, unusual odors, abnormal heat, 
and unsafe temporary wiring (D'Arcy & Greene, 2014).  
 

Figure 10: Organizational Safety Culture Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Literature also suggests that awareness alone is not sufficient unless organizations provide supportive 
systems for reporting and corrective action. Employees may understand hazards but remain silent 
when management response is weak or when reporting is discouraged. Therefore, employee safety 
awareness indices must be interpreted with broader cultural indicators such as trust, communication, 
supervision, and response to reported hazards. As a measurable construct, employee safety awareness 
helps connect individual knowledge with organizational capacity to prevent fire and electrical 
incidents (Hajmohammad & Vachon, 2014). 
Reporting behavior and hazard identification frequency are key indicators of organizational safety 
culture because they reveal whether employees actively participate in risk detection and whether the 
organization supports open communication about unsafe conditions. In fire safety and electrical hazard 
management, many incidents are preceded by warning signs such as minor electrical faults, repeated 
breaker trips, damaged insulation, overheated equipment, poor housekeeping, blocked exits, alarm 
defects, sprinkler obstructions, or recurring maintenance issues. Literature on accident prevention 
emphasizes that organizations with strong reporting cultures are better positioned to identify these 
early warning signals and correct them before they contribute to serious events (Sousa et al., 2015). 
Hazard identification frequency can be measured through near-miss reports, inspection findings, safety 
observations, maintenance requests, audit records, and employee-submitted hazard notices. A higher 
reporting rate may indicate either greater hazard exposure or a stronger reporting culture, so 
interpretation must consider corrective action quality, recurrence of hazards, and management 
responsiveness. Safety climate measurement models provide additional insight by evaluating 
employee perceptions of management commitment, supervisor support, communication quality, 
procedural fairness, training adequacy, and willingness to report unsafe conditions. These models are 
useful because safety culture is difficult to observe directly, yet it influences everyday decisions and 
behaviors that shape risk outcomes (Aburumman et al., 2019). In large facilities, safety climate varies 
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across departments, shifts, contractors, and operational units, making measurement important for 
identifying uneven safety performance. Literature shows that weak safety climate is associated with 
underreporting, normalization of risk, poor compliance, and delayed corrective action. Therefore, 
reporting behavior, hazard identification frequency, and safety climate measurement collectively 
provide quantitative evidence of how organizational culture influences fire and electrical hazard 
prevention (Kim et al., 2017). 
Emergency Preparedness and Operational Resilience Metrics 
Emergency response readiness is a central metric in evaluating how effectively large-scale industrial 
and commercial facilities can respond to fire and electrical emergencies. Readiness refers to the facility’s 
ability to detect an emergency, communicate warnings, mobilize trained personnel, activate response 
procedures, coordinate evacuation, control hazards, and restore safe conditions within a defined 
operational context (Man et al., 2017). Literature on emergency management and industrial safety 
emphasizes that response readiness is not limited to the existence of emergency plans; it also depends 
on the functionality of alarm systems, accessibility of firefighting equipment, availability of trained 
response teams, clarity of command structures, communication reliability, and coordination with 
external emergency services. In facilities with extensive electrical infrastructure, readiness must also 
include procedures for power isolation, shutdown of hazardous equipment, control of energized 
systems, and protection of responders from secondary electrical hazards. Quantitative readiness 
assessment models commonly evaluate preparedness through drill scores, response time records, 
equipment availability, training completion rates, emergency team coverage, communication test 
results, inspection findings, and corrective action closure (Klimek et al., 2019).  
 

Figure 11: Emergency Preparedness Resilience Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These indicators help determine whether emergency arrangements are operationally effective rather 
than merely documented. In industrial facilities, readiness may be affected by process complexity, 
hazardous materials, restricted work zones, noise, heat, and continuous production demands. In 
commercial buildings, readiness may be influenced by occupant diversity, public accessibility, tenant 
coordination, wayfinding systems, and emergency staff availability. The literature indicates that 
response readiness improves when organizations routinely test emergency systems, analyze drill 
outcomes, document deficiencies, and integrate fire and electrical response procedures. Therefore, 
emergency response readiness functions as a measurable preparedness construct that connects 
planning, equipment reliability, workforce competence, and real-time decision-making capacity during 
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fire and electrical emergencies (Ganin et al., 2016). 
Evacuation drill performance statistics provide important evidence for assessing life-safety 
preparedness in large-scale facilities because drills reveal how people, systems, and procedures 
function under simulated emergency conditions. Evacuation performance is commonly evaluated 
through total evacuation time, alarm recognition time, occupant movement speed, exit use patterns, 
congestion points, assembly-area attendance, communication effectiveness, and staff coordination. 
Literature on evacuation behavior shows that occupant response is influenced by building familiarity, 
training, perceived risk, alarm credibility, signage visibility, exit accessibility, mobility limitations, and 
leadership during evacuation. In commercial facilities, high occupant density and public access can 
complicate evacuation because many occupants may be unfamiliar with exits or emergency procedures 
(Kontokosta & Malik, 2018). In industrial facilities, evacuation may be affected by machinery shutdown 
requirements, personal protective equipment, hazardous process areas, restricted access points, and 
shift-based workforce distribution. Drill statistics allow safety managers to identify whether evacuation 
routes are adequate, whether alarms are understood, whether occupants respond promptly, and 
whether emergency wardens perform assigned roles effectively. The literature also highlights that 
repeated drills can improve response confidence and reduce hesitation, but drill quality matters more 
than frequency alone. Poorly designed drills may create routine compliance without revealing 
weaknesses in emergency preparedness. Quantitative evaluation therefore requires careful 
documentation of observed behaviors, timing records, communication failures, inaccessible exits, and 
post-drill corrective actions (Khazai et al., 2018). Evacuation drill data are especially valuable when 
combined with facility characteristics such as occupancy load, floor area, travel distance, and exit 
capacity. As part of integrated fire and electrical safety assessment, evacuation drill performance 
provides measurable evidence of whether emergency planning can protect occupants during incidents 
involving fire spread, smoke movement, electrical failure, or system shutdown. 
Incident recovery time measurement and business continuity performance indicators are essential 
components of operational resilience assessment because fire and electrical incidents can disrupt 
production, commercial services, supply chains, utilities, information systems, and facility access. 
Recovery time refers to the period required to restore safe operations after an incident, including 
emergency stabilization, damage assessment, equipment repair, system testing, cleanup, regulatory 
clearance, and restart of core activities (Qari et al., 2019). Literature on resilience and business continuity 
emphasizes that organizations with stronger recovery capacity typically maintain clearer emergency 
roles, backup systems, repair resources, contingency plans, supplier arrangements, insurance 
documentation, and communication protocols. In industrial facilities, recovery may be delayed by 
damaged electrical systems, machinery failure, hazardous material contamination, structural damage, 
or interruption of process utilities. In commercial facilities, recovery may involve restoration of lighting, 
elevators, heating and cooling systems, fire alarms, security systems, tenant access, and customer-
facing operations. Business continuity performance is commonly assessed using indicators such as 
downtime duration, service restoration time, critical system availability, emergency resource adequacy, 
communication continuity, financial loss estimates, and post-incident corrective action completion. 
These indicators help organizations evaluate whether fire and electrical risk management protects not 
only life safety but also operational stability (Panteli et al., 2017). The literature shows that recovery 
performance is closely connected to preparedness quality because organizations that maintain updated 
emergency plans, spare parts, backup power, trained personnel, and tested communication systems 
tend to recover more efficiently. Incident recovery time also provides feedback on weaknesses in 
infrastructure design, maintenance planning, response coordination, and resilience investment. 
Therefore, recovery and continuity indicators serve as measurable outcomes of emergency 
preparedness and provide a practical basis for evaluating facility resilience after fire and electrical 
emergencies (Roege et al., 2014). 
METHODS 
This study employed a quantitative cross-sectional research design supported by a structured risk 
assessment framework to examine fire safety performance and electrical hazard exposure in large-scale 
industrial and commercial facilities. The design was appropriate because the study aimed to measure 
existing safety conditions, quantify hazard indicators, and statistically test relationships among 
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infrastructure characteristics, electrical system reliability, fire protection performance, organizational 
safety practices, and overall integrated safety performance. The theoretical foundation of the study was 
based on systems theory, risk management theory, reliability engineering, and quantitative risk 
assessment, which collectively guided the selection of measurable variables and the construction of the 
integrated assessment model. The study treated fire safety and electrical hazard exposure as 
interconnected risk domains rather than separate safety concerns. Data were collected at a single point 
in time from selected facilities, allowing the researcher to compare risk levels across facilities and 
examine statistical associations among the study variables. The dependent variable was the overall 
integrated safety performance index, while the independent variables included fire protection system 
effectiveness, electrical hazard exposure, preventive maintenance compliance, facility size, occupancy 
density, infrastructure age, emergency preparedness, and organizational safety culture. 
The study population consisted of large-scale industrial and commercial facilities that operated 
complex electrical infrastructures and maintained formal fire safety systems. Facilities were selected 
through purposive sampling because the study required sites with measurable fire protection systems, 
electrical distribution networks, documented maintenance practices, and identifiable safety 
management procedures. The sample included manufacturing plants, warehouses, commercial 
complexes, office buildings, and mixed-use facilities that met the operational definition of large-scale 
facilities based on floor area, electrical load capacity, number of occupants, and system complexity. 
Inclusion criteria required each facility to have active electrical systems, fire detection equipment, fire 
suppression arrangements, maintenance records, safety personnel, and documented emergency 
procedures. Facilities were excluded when they lacked formal safety documentation, had incomplete 
access to inspection records, operated temporarily, or were undergoing major renovation during the 
data collection period. Participants included facility managers, electrical supervisors, fire safety 
officers, maintenance engineers, safety auditors, and trained operational staff who possessed direct 
knowledge of facility safety practices. Respondents were selected because they were responsible for 
inspection, maintenance, compliance monitoring, emergency preparedness, or operational safety 
decisions within the selected facilities. 
Data were collected using a structured quantitative survey, facility safety checklist, electrical hazard 
assessment form, and fire protection performance audit sheet. The survey instrument measured 
organizational safety culture, safety leadership, employee awareness, reporting behavior, training 
effectiveness, and emergency preparedness using a five-point Likert scale. The facility checklist 
recorded measurable infrastructure variables such as building size, occupancy density, electrical 
system age, equipment condition, maintenance frequency, incident history, fire load condition, 
detection system availability, suppression system readiness, and evacuation preparedness. Electrical 
hazard exposure was measured through indicators related to circuit overload records, thermal 
anomalies, equipment failure frequency, inspection deficiencies, grounding conditions, panel labeling, 
arc flash control, and preventive maintenance completion. Fire safety performance was measured 
through alarm response records, detection coverage, sprinkler or suppression readiness, inspection 
frequency, emergency drill performance, and compliance scores. The instruments were reviewed by 
subject specialists in fire safety, electrical engineering, and occupational safety to establish content 
validity. A pilot test was conducted before final data collection to examine clarity, consistency, and 
reliability of the survey items. Internal consistency of Likert-scale constructs was assessed using 
Cronbach’s alpha, and values of 0.70 or higher were considered acceptable for reliability. 
The research procedure was conducted in a structured chronological sequence. First, potential facilities 
were identified based on size, operational category, electrical system complexity, and availability of 
fire safety records. Permission was then obtained from facility authorities, and eligible respondents 
were contacted for participation. After administrative approval, the researcher distributed the 
structured survey to selected safety-related personnel and collected facility-level documents such as 
inspection reports, maintenance records, fire drill logs, incident reports, equipment testing records, and 
compliance audit summaries. The researcher then conducted a systematic facility assessment using the 
fire safety checklist and electrical hazard assessment form. Observations focused on fire detection 
equipment, suppression systems, electrical panels, emergency exits, alarm devices, signage, 
housekeeping, combustible storage, cable conditions, equipment rooms, and maintenance 
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documentation. Completed questionnaires and checklist data were reviewed for completeness, coded 
numerically, and entered into the statistical database. Missing values, inconsistent responses, and 
incomplete records were screened before analysis. Composite scores were developed for major 
constructs, including fire protection effectiveness, electrical hazard exposure, maintenance compliance, 
safety culture, emergency preparedness, and integrated safety performance. Higher scores represented 
stronger safety performance, while higher hazard scores represented greater exposure to electrical or 
fire-related risk. 
 

Figure 12: Methodology of this study 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The statistical analysis was conducted using SPSS and Microsoft Excel, with additional data screening 
and visualization performed through Python where necessary. Descriptive statistics were used to 
summarize facility characteristics, respondent profiles, fire safety indicators, electrical hazard 
indicators, maintenance compliance levels, and emergency preparedness scores. Frequencies, 
percentages, means, and standard deviations were calculated to describe the distribution of key 
variables. Reliability analysis using Cronbach’s alpha was applied to confirm the internal consistency 
of multi-item survey constructs. Pearson correlation analysis was used to examine relationships among 
electrical hazard exposure, fire protection effectiveness, safety culture, emergency preparedness, and 
integrated safety performance. Independent sample t-tests or one-way ANOVA were applied where 
comparisons were required across facility categories such as industrial versus commercial facilities, 
newer versus older infrastructure, or high versus low occupancy settings. Multiple regression analysis 
was used to identify significant predictors of integrated safety performance, including electrical system 
reliability, fire protection effectiveness, preventive maintenance compliance, emergency readiness, 
safety culture, facility size, and infrastructure age. Assumptions of regression analysis, including 
normality, linearity, multicollinearity, and homoscedasticity, were examined before interpretation. 



American Journal of Advanced Technology and Engineering Solutions, December 2020, 40-86 

68 
 

Statistical significance was determined at the p < 0.05 level. The final statistical plan enabled the study 
to quantify hazard exposure, compare safety performance across facility types, and determine which 
measurable variables most strongly predicted integrated fire and electrical safety performance. 
FINDINGS 
Participant and Facility Characteristics Analysis 
The final dataset consisted of 240 respondents drawn from 60 large-scale industrial and commercial 
facilities that met the study inclusion criteria. The participating facilities represented diverse 
operational sectors, including manufacturing, warehousing, commercial office complexes, mixed-use 
developments, and logistics centers. Manufacturing facilities constituted the largest proportion of the 
sample (35.0%), followed by commercial office complexes (25.0%), warehouses (20.0%), mixed-use 
facilities (11.7%), and logistics centers (8.3%). The average facility size was 28,450 square meters (SD = 
8,620), while the average occupancy density was 215 occupants per facility (SD = 74). The mean age of 
electrical infrastructure was 14.6 years (SD = 5.3), indicating moderate levels of infrastructure aging 
across the sample. Energy consumption intensity averaged 348.7 kWh/m² annually (SD = 96.4), 
reflecting the energy-intensive nature of the selected facilities. Fire protection systems were highly 
prevalent, with automated fire detection systems installed in 96.7% of facilities and automatic 
suppression systems available in 88.3% of facilities. The findings indicated that the selected sample 
possessed the operational complexity and safety infrastructure required to evaluate fire safety 
performance and electrical hazard exposure comprehensively. 
 

Table 1. Facility Characteristics of Participating Industrial and Commercial Facilities (N = 60) 
 

Variable Category/Statistic Frequency (n) Percentage (%) 

Facility Type Manufacturing Plants 21 35.0 

 Commercial Offices 15 25.0 

 Warehouses 12 20.0 

 Mixed-Use Facilities 7 11.7 

 Logistics Centers 5 8.3 

Fire Detection System Available 58 96.7 

 Not Available 2 3.3 

Fire Suppression System Available 53 88.3 

 Not Available 7 11.7 

Electrical Infrastructure Age Mean ± SD 14.6 ± 5.3 years — 

Facility Size Mean ± SD 28,450 ± 8,620 m² — 

Occupancy Density Mean ± SD 215 ± 74 occupants — 

Energy Consumption Intensity Mean ± SD 348.7 ± 96.4 kWh/m² — 

 
The results presented in Table 1 demonstrated that the study incorporated a diverse range of industrial 
and commercial facilities with substantial operational complexity. Manufacturing and commercial 
facilities accounted for the majority of the sample, providing a balanced representation of environments 
characterized by significant electrical and fire safety demands. The widespread adoption of automated 
detection and suppression systems suggested a generally high level of fire protection infrastructure 
among participating facilities. However, the average electrical infrastructure age of approximately 
fifteen years indicated potential concerns regarding equipment deterioration and maintenance 
requirements. Variability in facility size, occupancy density, and energy consumption further 
highlighted the heterogeneity of the sampled facilities, supporting the need for comprehensive 
quantitative assessment. 
The respondent profile revealed strong representation from personnel directly involved in safety 
management and infrastructure operations. Facility managers constituted 22.9% of respondents, 
followed by maintenance engineers (20.4%), electrical supervisors (18.8%), fire safety officers (16.7%), 
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safety auditors (10.8%), and operational supervisors (10.4%). The average professional experience of 
respondents was 11.8 years (SD = 4.6), indicating a knowledgeable participant base capable of 
providing reliable information regarding facility safety practices. Approximately 68.3% of respondents 
possessed bachelor’s degrees, while 21.7% held postgraduate qualifications and 10.0% reported 
technical diploma-level education. Safety management involvement was extensive, with more than 
85% of respondents indicating direct responsibility for inspection activities, maintenance oversight, 
emergency preparedness, compliance monitoring, or hazard assessment. These characteristics 
strengthened the credibility of the collected data and supported the validity of subsequent statistical 
analyses. 
 

Table 2. Respondent Demographic and Professional Characteristics (N = 240) 
 

Variable Category/Statistic Frequency (n) 
Percentage 
(%) 

Job Position Facility Manager 55 22.9 

 Maintenance Engineer 49 20.4 

 Electrical Supervisor 45 18.8 

 Fire Safety Officer 40 16.7 

 Safety Auditor 26 10.8 

 
Operational 
Supervisor 

25 10.4 

Education Level Technical Diploma 24 10.0 

 Bachelor's Degree 164 68.3 

 Postgraduate Degree 52 21.7 

Professional Experience Mean ± SD 
11.8 ± 4.6 
years 

— 

Direct Safety Responsibilities Yes 205 85.4 

 No 35 14.6 

Participation in Emergency Preparedness 
Activities 

Yes 218 90.8 

 No 22 9.2 

 
Table 2 indicated that the respondent group possessed substantial professional expertise and direct 
involvement in facility safety operations. The majority of participants occupied managerial, 
engineering, supervisory, or auditing roles directly connected to fire safety, electrical reliability, and 
risk management activities. Educational attainment levels were relatively high, with nearly ninety 
percent of respondents holding undergraduate or postgraduate qualifications. The average experience 
level exceeded eleven years, suggesting extensive familiarity with safety procedures, maintenance 
practices, and operational challenges within large-scale facilities. Furthermore, the high proportion of 
respondents involved in emergency preparedness and safety responsibilities confirmed that the dataset 
was derived from individuals with practical knowledge of organizational safety systems and 
infrastructure performance. 
Analysis of Primary Outcomes: Fire Safety Performance and Electrical Hazard Exposure 
The primary analysis examined the relationships among fire safety performance, electrical hazard 
exposure, preventive maintenance compliance, emergency preparedness, organizational safety culture, 
and integrated safety performance across the 60 participating facilities. Descriptive findings revealed 
that fire protection effectiveness achieved a relatively high mean score of 4.08 (SD = 0.52) on a five-
point scale, indicating generally strong fire safety practices among participating organizations. 
Electrical system reliability also recorded a favorable average score of 3.96 (SD = 0.57), whereas 
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electrical hazard exposure demonstrated a lower mean value of 2.31 (SD = 0.61), suggesting moderate 
levels of residual risk. Preventive maintenance compliance achieved a mean score of 4.12 (SD = 0.48), 
while emergency preparedness recorded a mean value of 3.89 (SD = 0.55). Organizational safety culture 
achieved one of the strongest performance ratings with a mean score of 4.18 (SD = 0.46). The overall 
integrated safety performance index produced a mean score of 4.05 (SD = 0.43), indicating that most 
facilities maintained satisfactory levels of fire and electrical safety management. These results 
suggested that participating facilities generally exhibited strong safety systems while still experiencing 
measurable variations in hazard exposure and preparedness levels. 
 

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Primary Safety Variables (N = 240) 
 

Variable Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Fire Protection Effectiveness 4.08 0.52 2.71 4.95 

Electrical System Reliability 3.96 0.57 2.43 4.88 

Electrical Hazard Exposure 2.31 0.61 1.10 4.15 

Preventive Maintenance Compliance 4.12 0.48 2.94 4.96 

Emergency Preparedness 3.89 0.55 2.35 4.87 

Organizational Safety Culture 4.18 0.46 3.01 4.98 

Integrated Safety Performance Index 4.05 0.43 2.98 4.92 

 
The descriptive statistics demonstrated that organizational safety culture and preventive maintenance 
compliance achieved the highest average scores among all measured constructs, indicating strong 
institutional commitment toward safety management. Fire protection effectiveness and electrical 
system reliability also recorded favorable ratings, suggesting that most facilities maintained adequate 
protective systems and infrastructure controls. Electrical hazard exposure produced the lowest mean 
score, which was expected because lower scores represented reduced hazard presence. The relatively 
narrow standard deviations indicated moderate consistency across facilities. These findings suggested 
that the sampled organizations generally maintained effective safety practices while exhibiting 
measurable differences in hazard management capabilities, infrastructure reliability, and emergency 
preparedness performance. 
Correlation analysis was conducted to evaluate the relationships among the primary study variables 
and to test the proposed hypotheses. The results revealed statistically significant positive relationships 
between fire protection effectiveness and integrated safety performance (r = .712, p < .001), electrical 
system reliability and integrated safety performance (r = .684, p < .001), preventive maintenance 
compliance and integrated safety performance (r = .758, p < .001), emergency preparedness and 
integrated safety performance (r = .639, p < .001), and organizational safety culture and integrated 
safety performance (r = .801, p < .001). Electrical hazard exposure demonstrated a significant negative 
relationship with integrated safety performance (r = –.593, p < .001), indicating that increased hazard 
exposure was associated with weaker overall safety outcomes. Multiple regression analysis further 
identified organizational safety culture, preventive maintenance compliance, and fire protection 
effectiveness as the strongest predictors of integrated safety performance. The overall regression model 
was statistically significant, F(6, 233) = 58.42, p < .001, and explained 63.7% of the variance in integrated 
safety performance (Adjusted R² = .637), indicating substantial explanatory power. 
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Table 4. Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Integrated Safety Performance 
 

Predictor Variable 
Standardized Beta 
(β) 

t-
value 

p-
value 

95% Confidence 
Interval 

Organizational Safety Culture 0.384 8.62 <0.001 0.297 – 0.471 

Preventive Maintenance Compliance 0.291 6.77 <0.001 0.206 – 0.376 

Fire Protection Effectiveness 0.248 5.89 <0.001 0.165 – 0.331 

Electrical System Reliability 0.187 4.31 <0.001 0.102 – 0.272 

Emergency Preparedness 0.143 3.28 0.001 0.057 – 0.229 

Electrical Hazard Exposure -0.216 -4.94 <0.001 -0.302 – -0.130 

Model Statistics: R = 0.804, Adjusted R² = 0.637, F = 58.42, p < 0.001 
 
The regression findings confirmed that organizational safety culture exerted the strongest positive 
influence on integrated safety performance, followed by preventive maintenance compliance and fire 
protection effectiveness. Electrical system reliability and emergency preparedness also contributed 
significantly to improved safety outcomes, although their effects were comparatively smaller. Electrical 
hazard exposure demonstrated a significant negative effect, indicating that increasing hazard levels 
substantially reduced overall safety performance. The adjusted coefficient of determination showed 
that approximately 63.7% of the variability in integrated safety performance was explained by the 
combined predictor variables. These findings provided strong empirical support for the study 
hypotheses and confirmed that organizational, technical, and maintenance-related factors collectively 
shaped fire safety and electrical hazard management effectiveness within large-scale industrial and 
commercial facilities. 
Comparative and Subgroup Analysis Across Facility Categories 
Comparative analyses were conducted to determine whether significant differences existed in fire 
safety performance and electrical hazard exposure across facility categories and operational 
environments. One-way ANOVA results demonstrated statistically significant differences in integrated 
safety performance among manufacturing plants, commercial office complexes, warehouses, logistics 
centers, and mixed-use facilities. Commercial office complexes achieved the highest integrated safety 
performance score (M = 4.24, SD = 0.31), followed by logistics centers (M = 4.15, SD = 0.34), 
manufacturing facilities (M = 4.06, SD = 0.39), mixed-use facilities (M = 3.98, SD = 0.42), and warehouses 
(M = 3.82, SD = 0.47). Electrical hazard exposure displayed an inverse pattern, with warehouses 
recording the highest hazard exposure score (M = 2.67, SD = 0.55), while commercial office facilities 
reported the lowest level of hazard exposure (M = 2.03, SD = 0.49). The ANOVA results confirmed 
statistically significant differences in both integrated safety performance, F(4, 235) = 8.91, p < .001, and 
electrical hazard exposure, F(4, 235) = 7.84, p < .001. These findings indicated that facility type played 
a substantial role in shaping overall safety outcomes and hazard management effectiveness. 
 

Table 5. Comparative Analysis of Safety Performance Across Facility Types 
 

Facility Type N Integrated Safety Performance (Mean ± 
SD) 

Electrical Hazard Exposure (Mean ± 
SD) 

Manufacturing 
Plants 

84 4.06 ± 0.39 2.29 ± 0.57 

Commercial Offices 60 4.24 ± 0.31 2.03 ± 0.49 
Warehouses 48 3.82 ± 0.47 2.67 ± 0.55 
Mixed-Use Facilities 28 3.98 ± 0.42 2.41 ± 0.61 
Logistics Centers 20 4.15 ± 0.34 2.18 ± 0.52 
ANOVA F-value — 8.91 7.84 
p-value — <0.001 <0.001 
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The comparative findings presented in Table 5 demonstrated meaningful differences in safety 
outcomes among facility categories. Commercial office complexes exhibited the strongest overall safety 
performance and the lowest hazard exposure levels, suggesting highly developed safety management 
systems and effective infrastructure maintenance practices. Warehouses recorded the lowest safety 
performance scores and the highest electrical hazard exposure, potentially reflecting greater storage 
density, equipment utilization, and operational vulnerabilities. Manufacturing facilities maintained 
moderate-to-high safety performance levels despite more complex operational processes. These results 
confirmed that facility type significantly influenced safety effectiveness and highlighted the importance 
of contextual operational characteristics in determining fire and electrical risk management outcomes. 
Additional subgroup analyses examined differences according to maintenance compliance levels, 
infrastructure age, and emergency preparedness ratings. Independent sample t-test results revealed 
that facilities with high maintenance compliance achieved significantly stronger integrated safety 
performance scores (M = 4.31, SD = 0.28) than facilities with low maintenance compliance (M = 3.67, 
SD = 0.46), t(238) = 12.54, p < .001. Similarly, facilities with newer electrical infrastructure (less than 15 
years old) demonstrated significantly higher safety performance scores (M = 4.18, SD = 0.35) compared 
with facilities possessing older infrastructure (M = 3.88, SD = 0.44), t(238) = 5.72, p < .001. Emergency 
preparedness levels also produced substantial differences, with highly prepared facilities achieving 
lower electrical hazard exposure scores and stronger integrated safety outcomes. The effect sizes 
associated with these comparisons ranged from moderate to large, indicating that maintenance 
practices, infrastructure condition, and preparedness levels exerted practically meaningful influences 
on organizational safety performance. 
 

Table 6. Subgroup Analysis by Maintenance Compliance, Infrastructure Age, and Emergency 
Preparedness 

 

Subgroup Variable Category Mean Safety Performance ± SD 
Test 
Statistic 

p-value 

Maintenance Compliance High Compliance 4.31 ± 0.28 t = 12.54 <0.001 

 Low Compliance 3.67 ± 0.46   

Infrastructure Age < 15 Years 4.18 ± 0.35 t = 5.72 <0.001 

 ≥ 15 Years 3.88 ± 0.44   

Emergency Preparedness High Preparedness 4.26 ± 0.30 t = 8.41 <0.001 

 Low Preparedness 3.74 ± 0.48   

 
The subgroup comparisons reported in Table 6 highlighted the importance of organizational and 
infrastructure-related characteristics in shaping safety outcomes. Facilities demonstrating strong 
maintenance compliance achieved substantially higher integrated safety performance than those with 
weaker maintenance programs, emphasizing the value of systematic inspection and preventive 
maintenance practices. Newer infrastructure was associated with improved safety outcomes, 
suggesting that aging electrical systems may contribute to increased operational vulnerabilities. 
Emergency preparedness also emerged as a critical differentiating factor, with highly prepared facilities 
significantly outperforming less prepared organizations. These findings extended beyond the primary 
analyses by revealing how contextual operational conditions influenced the effectiveness of fire safety 
and electrical hazard management systems. 
Statistical Significance, Effect Sizes, and Predictive Modeling Results 
This section examined the statistical and practical significance of the relationships identified among the 
primary study variables. The analysis extended beyond conventional significance testing by evaluating 
effect sizes and predictive strength to determine the substantive influence of each variable on integrated 
safety performance. Pearson correlation analysis revealed strong positive relationships between 
organizational safety culture, preventive maintenance compliance, fire protection effectiveness, 
electrical reliability, emergency preparedness, and integrated safety performance. Electrical hazard 
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exposure demonstrated a significant inverse relationship with overall safety outcomes. All observed 
relationships achieved statistical significance at the 0.001 level, indicating a very low probability that 
the findings occurred by chance. Correlation strength classifications showed that organizational safety 
culture and maintenance compliance produced the strongest associations with integrated safety 
performance. The effect size analysis further confirmed that these relationships were not only 
statistically significant but also practically meaningful in explaining differences in safety performance 
across facilities. 
 

Table 7. Correlation Analysis and Effect Size Classification 
 

Variable 
Correlation with Integrated Safety 
Performance (r) 

p-
value 

Effect Size 
Classification 

Organizational Safety Culture 0.801 <0.001 Very Large 

Preventive Maintenance 
Compliance 

0.758 <0.001 Large 

Fire Protection Effectiveness 0.712 <0.001 Large 

Electrical System Reliability 0.684 <0.001 Large 

Emergency Preparedness 0.639 <0.001 Moderate to Large 

Infrastructure Age -0.462 <0.001 Moderate 

Facility Size 0.318 <0.001 Small to Moderate 

Electrical Hazard Exposure -0.593 <0.001 Moderate to Large 

 
The findings presented in Table 7 demonstrated that organizational safety culture exerted the strongest 
positive relationship with integrated safety performance, followed closely by preventive maintenance 
compliance and fire protection effectiveness. Electrical system reliability and emergency preparedness 
also contributed substantially to improved safety outcomes. Infrastructure age and electrical hazard 
exposure exhibited negative relationships, indicating that older infrastructure and greater hazard 
exposure were associated with lower safety performance. Facility size demonstrated only a modest 
relationship with safety outcomes, suggesting that organizational and operational factors were more 
influential than physical scale. Collectively, the effect size classifications confirmed that the strongest 
determinants of safety performance were managerial, cultural, and maintenance-related variables 
rather than structural characteristics alone. 
Multiple regression analysis was subsequently performed to identify the relative contribution of each 
predictor while controlling for the influence of the other variables. The regression model achieved 
strong explanatory power, accounting for 68.4% of the variance in integrated safety performance. 
Diagnostic testing confirmed that the model satisfied assumptions of normality, homoscedasticity, 
independence of errors, and absence of severe multicollinearity. Variance Inflation Factor values 
remained below the accepted threshold of 5.0, indicating acceptable independence among predictors. 
Residual analyses demonstrated random distribution patterns, supporting model stability and 
reliability. Among all predictors, organizational safety culture emerged as the strongest determinant of 
integrated safety performance, followed by preventive maintenance compliance and fire protection 
effectiveness. Infrastructure age and electrical hazard exposure remained significant negative 
predictors after controlling for all other variables. 
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Table 8. Multiple Regression Model Predicting Integrated Safety Performance 
 

Predictor Variable 
Standardized Beta 
(β) 

t-
value 

p-
value 

VIF 
95% Confidence 
Interval 

Organizational Safety Culture 0.372 8.94 <0.001 2.14 0.291 – 0.453 

Preventive Maintenance 
Compliance 

0.284 7.11 <0.001 2.06 0.206 – 0.362 

Fire Protection Effectiveness 0.233 5.87 <0.001 1.98 0.155 – 0.311 

Electrical System Reliability 0.176 4.35 <0.001 1.85 0.097 – 0.255 

Emergency Preparedness 0.137 3.41 0.001 1.76 0.058 – 0.216 

Facility Size 0.082 2.07 0.039 1.34 0.004 – 0.160 

Infrastructure Age -0.128 -3.15 0.002 1.67 -0.208 – -0.048 

Electrical Hazard Exposure -0.194 -4.81 <0.001 1.92 -0.273 – -0.115 

Model Statistics: R = 0.835, R² = 0.697, Adjusted R² = 0.684, F(8,231) = 66.38, p < 0.001 
 
The regression results presented in Table 8 indicated that organizational safety culture was the most 
influential predictor of integrated safety performance, producing the largest standardized coefficient 
and strongest practical impact. Preventive maintenance compliance and fire protection effectiveness 
also contributed significantly to safety performance, highlighting the importance of operational 
discipline and protective system management. Electrical reliability and emergency preparedness 
demonstrated moderate positive effects, while infrastructure age and electrical hazard exposure 
negatively affected safety outcomes. The model explained nearly seventy percent of the total variance 
in integrated safety performance, representing a high level of predictive accuracy. The absence of 
multicollinearity concerns and the strong model fit statistics confirmed the robustness and reliability 
of the predictive framework. 
Presentation of Quantitative Results Through Tables and Figures 
This section summarized the major quantitative findings through consolidated statistical tables and 
graphical interpretations. The visual analysis revealed that integrated safety performance remained 
consistently high across most participating facilities, with organizational safety culture, preventive 
maintenance compliance, and fire protection effectiveness achieving the strongest performance scores. 
Histogram distributions indicated that safety performance scores approximated a normal distribution 
with a slight concentration toward higher performance categories, suggesting that most facilities 
maintained satisfactory safety management practices. Bar chart comparisons further demonstrated 
substantial variation among facility types, particularly in electrical hazard exposure and emergency 
preparedness levels. Facilities exhibiting stronger maintenance compliance and safety culture 
consistently recorded higher integrated safety performance scores. The graphical analysis also 
highlighted that organizations with lower electrical hazard exposure generally achieved stronger fire 
safety outcomes and operational resilience indicators. 
 

Table 9. Summary of Key Quantitative Performance Indicators 
 

Performance Indicator Mean Standard Deviation Minimum Maximum 

Integrated Safety Performance 4.05 0.43 2.98 4.92 

Organizational Safety Culture 4.18 0.46 3.01 4.98 

Preventive Maintenance Compliance 4.12 0.48 2.94 4.96 

Fire Protection Effectiveness 4.08 0.52 2.71 4.95 

Electrical System Reliability 3.96 0.57 2.43 4.88 

Emergency Preparedness 3.89 0.55 2.35 4.87 

Electrical Hazard Exposure 2.31 0.61 1.10 4.15 
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The findings presented in Table 9 demonstrated that organizational safety culture achieved the highest 
average score among all evaluated dimensions, followed closely by preventive maintenance 
compliance and fire protection effectiveness. These results suggested that management commitment, 
workforce engagement, and routine maintenance activities contributed substantially to overall safety 
performance. Electrical system reliability and emergency preparedness also achieved favorable ratings, 
reflecting generally strong infrastructure and response capabilities. Electrical hazard exposure 
recorded the lowest mean score, indicating relatively controlled hazard conditions across the sampled 
facilities. The limited dispersion observed across most variables suggested moderate consistency in 
safety practices while still allowing meaningful differences among facilities for statistical comparison 
and predictive modeling purposes. 
Visual examination of the quantitative findings further revealed clear patterns among the principal 
study variables. Scatterplot analysis demonstrated a strong negative relationship between electrical 
hazard exposure and integrated safety performance, confirming that increased hazard levels were 
associated with declining safety outcomes. Regression plots illustrated positive linear relationships 
between organizational safety culture, maintenance compliance, and overall safety performance. 
Comparative bar charts showed that commercial office facilities consistently outperformed warehouses 
and mixed-use facilities across several safety indicators. The graphical outputs also confirmed that 
facilities with higher emergency preparedness scores exhibited stronger resilience measures and lower 
hazard exposure levels. These visual trends reinforced the statistical conclusions obtained through 
correlation, ANOVA, and regression analyses and provided intuitive evidence supporting the study’s 
conceptual framework. 
 

Table 10. Figure-Based Trend Analysis Summary 
 

Variable Relationship 
Correlation 
Direction 

Strength of 
Relationship 

Visual Pattern 
Observed 

Safety Culture vs Integrated Safety 
Performance 

Positive Very Strong 
Strong upward 
trend 

Maintenance Compliance vs Integrated 
Safety Performance 

Positive Strong 
Consistent upward 
trend 

Fire Protection Effectiveness vs Safety 
Performance 

Positive Strong Positive linear trend 

Electrical Reliability vs Safety 
Performance 

Positive Moderate to Strong Positive linear trend 

Emergency Preparedness vs Safety 
Performance 

Positive Moderate 
Gradual upward 
trend 

Electrical Hazard Exposure vs Safety 
Performance 

Negative Moderate to Strong 
Clear downward 
trend 

Infrastructure Age vs Safety Performance Negative Moderate 
Gradual downward 
trend 

 
The trend analysis summarized in Table 10 confirmed that organizational and operational variables 
exerted greater influence on safety outcomes than structural characteristics alone. Safety culture 
demonstrated the strongest positive visual and statistical relationship with integrated safety 
performance, highlighting its central role in effective fire and electrical risk management. Preventive 
maintenance compliance and fire protection effectiveness also displayed strong upward trends, 
indicating that facilities investing in systematic safety controls achieved superior outcomes. In contrast, 
electrical hazard exposure and infrastructure age showed negative associations with safety 
performance, emphasizing the importance of hazard reduction and infrastructure modernization. 
Overall, the visual representations complemented the statistical findings by illustrating consistent 
patterns across the dataset and strengthening confidence in the observed relationships. 
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DISCUSSION 
The findings demonstrated that integrated safety performance was significantly influenced by both fire 
protection effectiveness and electrical hazard management variables, supporting the theoretical 
assumption that fire safety and electrical safety function as interconnected dimensions of 
organizational risk management.  
 

Figure 13: Integrated Safety Assessment Framework 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The positive relationships observed among fire protection effectiveness, electrical system reliability, 
maintenance compliance, emergency preparedness, and integrated safety performance indicated that 
safety outcomes are shaped by the collective interaction of multiple organizational and technical factors 
(Tong & Dou, 2014). The negative relationship between electrical hazard exposure and integrated safety 
performance further highlighted the importance of controlling electrical vulnerabilities as a 
prerequisite for effective fire prevention. Earlier research in fire protection engineering and industrial 
safety management has consistently identified electrical failures as major contributors to industrial and 
commercial fire incidents. Previous studies reported that overloaded circuits, insulation failures, 
defective equipment, inadequate grounding, and poor maintenance practices significantly increase the 
likelihood of ignition events. The present findings support these observations by demonstrating that 
facilities with lower electrical hazard exposure achieved substantially stronger safety outcomes. The 
findings also align with systems-based safety theories that emphasize the interconnected nature of 
organizational subsystems (Gul et al., 2017). According to these perspectives, failures within electrical 
infrastructure can generate cascading consequences that affect fire protection systems, emergency 
response capabilities, business continuity, and overall organizational resilience. Similar conclusions 
have been reported in reliability engineering studies, which have shown that infrastructure reliability 
directly influences safety performance by reducing operational disruptions and minimizing hazard 
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exposure. The findings therefore reinforce the argument that fire prevention strategies should not be 
implemented independently from electrical safety management. Instead, effective safety performance 
appears to depend upon integrated approaches that evaluate both fire and electrical risks 
simultaneously (Wu et al., 2018). This observation strengthens the rationale for comprehensive safety 
assessment frameworks capable of identifying interactions among technical systems, organizational 
practices, and operational conditions. The results further suggest that facilities adopting integrated 
safety management strategies are better positioned to reduce accident probability, improve 
infrastructure reliability, and achieve stronger safety outcomes than facilities relying on isolated risk 
management interventions. 
A particularly important finding of this study was the identification of organizational safety culture as 
the strongest predictor of integrated safety performance. The regression analysis revealed that safety 
culture exerted a greater influence on overall safety outcomes than infrastructure age, facility size, 
electrical reliability, emergency preparedness, or fire protection effectiveness (Chan et al., 2018). This 
finding is consistent with extensive safety management literature that has repeatedly emphasized the 
role of organizational values, leadership commitment, communication quality, accountability systems, 
and employee engagement in shaping safety performance. Previous studies across manufacturing, 
construction, energy, transportation, and commercial sectors have consistently demonstrated that 
organizations characterized by strong safety cultures experience lower accident rates, improved 
compliance, enhanced hazard reporting, and more effective implementation of safety procedures (F. Li 
et al., 2018). The present findings support these conclusions by demonstrating that facilities with higher 
safety culture scores achieved superior integrated safety performance regardless of operational 
complexity or facility type. This outcome suggests that organizational culture functions as a 
foundational mechanism through which technical safety controls are translated into practical 
operational behaviors. Strong safety cultures encourage employees to recognize hazards, follow 
procedures, report unsafe conditions, and participate actively in risk reduction activities. Earlier 
research has shown that technological investments alone often fail to produce meaningful safety 
improvements when organizational commitment is weak. The current findings reinforce this 
perspective by indicating that cultural factors substantially enhance the effectiveness of fire protection 
systems, maintenance programs, emergency preparedness initiatives, and hazard control measures 
(Stumpf et al., 2017). The observed relationship also supports organizational safety theories that 
describe culture as a determinant of collective decision-making and risk perception. Facilities exhibiting 
stronger safety cultures appeared more likely to maintain consistent safety practices, allocate resources 
effectively, and respond proactively to emerging risks. Consequently, the findings suggest that efforts 
to improve fire and electrical safety should prioritize cultural development alongside technical 
improvements. Organizational safety culture emerged not merely as a supportive factor but as a central 
determinant of overall safety effectiveness within large-scale industrial and commercial facilities 
(Meinier et al., 2018). 
Preventive maintenance compliance emerged as one of the strongest determinants of integrated safety 
performance, highlighting the critical role of maintenance management in reducing fire and electrical 
hazards. Facilities with higher maintenance compliance scores consistently demonstrated stronger 
safety outcomes, lower hazard exposure levels, and greater infrastructure reliability. These findings 
align closely with previous research in reliability engineering, asset management, and industrial safety, 
which has consistently emphasized preventive maintenance as a primary mechanism for reducing 
equipment failures and accident risks. Earlier studies have shown that maintenance deficiencies often 
contribute to electrical faults, overheating conditions, insulation degradation, equipment malfunction, 
and fire initiation (Y. Li et al., 2018). The current findings support these conclusions by demonstrating 
significant positive relationships between maintenance compliance, electrical reliability, and overall 
safety performance. The results further suggest that maintenance effectiveness extends beyond 
equipment preservation and directly influences organizational risk management capability. Facilities 
adhering closely to maintenance schedules appeared better able to identify emerging hazards, 
implement corrective actions, and maintain safe operating conditions. Previous investigations have 
similarly reported that reliability-centered maintenance programs reduce operational disruptions and 
improve safety outcomes by preventing failures before they occur. Infrastructure reliability also 
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demonstrated a significant positive contribution to safety performance, reinforcing the importance of 
dependable electrical systems in large-scale facilities (Patriarca et al., 2019). Earlier research has 
consistently found that aging infrastructure increases accident probability because deteriorated 
equipment becomes more susceptible to faults and operational failures. The negative relationship 
observed between infrastructure age and safety performance supports these observations and suggests 
that modernization efforts contribute meaningfully to risk reduction. The findings further indicate that 
maintenance compliance and infrastructure reliability operate synergistically, with maintenance 
practices helping to preserve system performance while reducing the adverse effects of equipment 
aging. This outcome supports systems theory by demonstrating that infrastructure condition and 
maintenance quality interact to influence organizational safety outcomes (Kouabenan et al., 2015). 
Effective fire and electrical hazard management therefore appears to depend heavily on structured 
maintenance programs and continuous infrastructure monitoring. 
Emergency preparedness demonstrated a statistically significant positive relationship with integrated 
safety performance, confirming its importance as a determinant of organizational resilience during fire 
and electrical emergencies. Facilities with stronger preparedness scores consistently achieved higher 
safety performance ratings and lower hazard exposure levels. This finding aligns with emergency 
management and disaster resilience literature, which has long emphasized preparedness as a critical 
component of effective risk mitigation. Previous studies have reported that organizations maintaining 
comprehensive emergency plans, regular evacuation drills, effective communication systems, and 
trained response personnel are better equipped to minimize the consequences of hazardous events 
(Birkie et al., 2017). The current findings support these conclusions by demonstrating that preparedness 
contributes positively to both preventive and responsive dimensions of safety management. Facilities 
characterized by strong emergency readiness appeared more capable of detecting hazards, 
coordinating responses, protecting occupants, and restoring operations following incidents. Earlier 
research has similarly shown that preparedness improves decision-making efficiency during 
emergencies and reduces confusion, delays, and operational disruption. The findings also support 
resilience-based theories that view preparedness as a mechanism for enhancing organizational 
adaptability and recovery capacity. Emergency preparedness appeared particularly important within 
facilities containing complex electrical systems, where incidents can rapidly escalate if response 
procedures are ineffective. Previous investigations have emphasized that emergency plans must be 
supported by training, drills, and communication systems to remain effective (Birkie et al., 2017). The 
present findings reinforce this perspective by demonstrating that preparedness contributes 
significantly to integrated safety performance only when operationally implemented rather than 
merely documented. The positive relationship between preparedness and safety outcomes suggests 
that organizations benefit from investing in emergency exercises, evacuation planning, response 
coordination, and crisis communication systems. Consequently, emergency preparedness should be 
viewed not only as a regulatory requirement but also as a strategic component of comprehensive safety 
management. The findings indicate that preparedness strengthens organizational resilience by 
reducing the operational consequences of fire and electrical emergencies while enhancing overall safety 
performance (Khalil et al., 2016). 
The comparative analyses revealed significant differences in safety performance and hazard exposure 
across facility categories, indicating that contextual operational characteristics influence fire and 
electrical risk management outcomes. Commercial office facilities achieved the highest safety 
performance scores, whereas warehouses recorded comparatively lower performance and higher 
electrical hazard exposure. These findings are consistent with previous studies that have identified 
facility-specific risk profiles based on occupancy characteristics, operational complexity, storage 
practices, and infrastructure demands. Commercial office environments often benefit from structured 
maintenance programs, lower concentrations of combustible materials, and more predictable 
operational activities, which contribute to stronger safety outcomes. In contrast, warehouse facilities 
frequently contain extensive storage arrangements, elevated fire loads, high equipment utilization, and 
greater logistical complexity, all of which increase risk exposure (Morgan, 2019). Earlier research in fire 
safety engineering has similarly reported that storage-intensive environments present unique 
challenges related to fire spread, suppression effectiveness, and emergency response. Manufacturing 
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facilities demonstrated moderate-to-high safety performance despite complex operational processes, 
suggesting that formalized safety management systems may mitigate some of the risks associated with 
industrial operations. The subgroup analyses further revealed significant differences between facilities 
with high and low maintenance compliance, newer and older infrastructure, and varying levels of 
emergency preparedness. These findings support previous studies indicating that organizational 
factors often exert stronger influence on safety performance than physical characteristics alone. 
Facilities possessing older electrical systems consistently exhibited weaker safety outcomes, which 
aligns with reliability engineering literature highlighting the risks associated with infrastructure aging 
(Nimlyat et al., 2017). The results also suggest that operational context shapes the effectiveness of safety 
interventions. While all facility categories benefited from strong safety management practices, the 
magnitude of improvement varied according to operational demands and hazard profiles. 
Consequently, the findings support the argument that safety assessment frameworks should account 
for contextual facility characteristics rather than relying exclusively on universal performance 
benchmarks. Effective fire and electrical safety management requires consideration of both 
organizational practices and facility-specific operational conditions (D’Orazio et al., 2016). 
Electrical hazard exposure emerged as one of the most significant negative predictors of integrated 
safety performance, indicating that increasing hazard levels substantially weaken organizational safety 
outcomes. Facilities reporting higher levels of overload conditions, equipment deficiencies, thermal 
anomalies, inspection failures, and electrical defects consistently demonstrated lower safety 
performance scores. This finding is strongly supported by existing literature on electrical safety 
management, which has repeatedly identified electrical hazards as critical contributors to occupational 
injuries, equipment failures, operational disruptions, and fire incidents (Waldmann et al., 2018). 
Previous studies have shown that electrical faults often serve as initiating events for larger safety 
failures because they create ignition sources capable of triggering fire emergencies and damaging 
critical infrastructure. The present findings support these observations by demonstrating a clear inverse 
relationship between electrical hazard exposure and integrated safety performance. Earlier research 
has also emphasized that electrical hazards frequently remain undetected until significant failures 
occur, making proactive inspection and maintenance essential components of risk management (Wang 
et al., 2019). The results suggest that facilities with higher hazard exposure may experience reduced 
effectiveness of fire protection systems and emergency response procedures because underlying 
electrical deficiencies create persistent vulnerabilities. The findings further align with quantitative risk 
assessment literature, which has consistently associated hazard accumulation with increased accident 
probability. Electrical hazard exposure appeared to function not only as an isolated technical variable 
but also as an indicator of broader weaknesses in organizational safety management. Facilities 
exhibiting elevated hazard levels often demonstrated weaker maintenance compliance, lower 
preparedness scores, and reduced infrastructure reliability. This pattern supports systems-based 
theories that view accidents as outcomes of interacting organizational and technical deficiencies 
(Bardet, 2017). The findings therefore emphasize the importance of comprehensive electrical hazard 
assessments as part of integrated safety management programs. Reducing electrical hazard exposure 
appears essential for improving both fire safety performance and overall organizational resilience. The 
results reinforce the need for continuous monitoring, preventive maintenance, and systematic hazard 
identification to minimize electrical risks within large-scale facilities. 
The overall findings provided strong support for the integrated safety assessment framework proposed 
in this study. The significant relationships observed among organizational safety culture, maintenance 
compliance, fire protection effectiveness, electrical reliability, emergency preparedness, and integrated 
safety performance demonstrated that the framework successfully captured the multidimensional 
nature of fire and electrical risk management (Fthenakis, 2018). Earlier studies have frequently 
examined fire safety and electrical hazards as separate research domains, focusing on either fire 
protection systems or electrical reliability without fully exploring their interactions. The present 
findings suggest that such separation may overlook important relationships that influence overall 
safety outcomes. The integrated framework demonstrated substantial explanatory power, accounting 
for a large proportion of the variance in safety performance across facilities. This result supports 
systems theory, risk management theory, and reliability engineering perspectives, all of which 
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emphasize the interconnected nature of organizational and technical risk factors. Previous research has 
highlighted the value of multidimensional assessment approaches in improving hazard identification 
and safety decision-making. The current findings extend this body of knowledge by empirically 
demonstrating how multiple safety dimensions interact to shape organizational performance (Neri et 
al., 2018). The framework also provided evidence that managerial and cultural variables often exert 
stronger influence on safety outcomes than structural facility characteristics alone. This observation 
aligns with contemporary safety management research emphasizing the importance of organizational 
behavior and leadership in accident prevention. Furthermore, the framework successfully integrated 
both positive predictors, such as safety culture and maintenance compliance, and negative predictors, 
such as hazard exposure and infrastructure aging, creating a balanced representation of safety 
performance determinants. The findings indicate that effective fire and electrical hazard management 
depends upon coordinated attention to organizational practices, technical infrastructure, maintenance 
systems, preparedness mechanisms, and risk control strategies (Linares et al., 2015). Consequently, the 
integrated assessment framework offers a comprehensive foundation for understanding safety 
performance within large-scale industrial and commercial facilities and provides empirical support for 
multidimensional approaches to risk assessment and safety management. 
CONCLUSION 
This study developed and evaluated an integrated framework for fire safety and electrical hazard 
assessment in large-scale industrial and commercial facilities through a quantitative risk-based 
approach. The findings demonstrated that integrated safety performance is shaped by a combination 
of organizational, technical, operational, and infrastructural factors rather than by any single safety 
dimension. Strong positive relationships were identified among organizational safety culture, 
preventive maintenance compliance, fire protection effectiveness, electrical system reliability, 
emergency preparedness, and overall safety performance, while electrical hazard exposure and aging 
infrastructure were found to negatively influence safety outcomes. Among all examined variables, 
organizational safety culture emerged as the strongest predictor of integrated safety performance, 
highlighting the critical role of leadership commitment, employee engagement, safety awareness, and 
organizational accountability in achieving effective risk management. Preventive maintenance 
compliance and fire protection effectiveness also exerted substantial influence on safety outcomes, 
demonstrating the importance of systematic inspections, equipment reliability, and proactive hazard 
control practices. Comparative analyses further revealed significant variations across facility 
categories, indicating that operational context, infrastructure characteristics, and maintenance maturity 
levels affect the effectiveness of safety management systems. Facilities characterized by stronger 
maintenance programs, newer electrical infrastructure, and higher emergency preparedness 
consistently achieved superior safety performance and lower hazard exposure levels. The statistical 
analyses confirmed that the proposed framework possessed strong explanatory capability, accounting 
for a substantial proportion of the variation in integrated safety performance across facilities. The 
results validated the theoretical assumptions derived from systems theory, reliability engineering, risk 
management theory, and organizational safety theory by demonstrating that fire safety and electrical 
hazards are closely interconnected and should be assessed through a unified analytical perspective. 
The study further established that effective safety management requires the integration of technical 
controls, organizational practices, emergency response capabilities, and infrastructure reliability within 
a comprehensive risk assessment framework. By combining quantitative indicators of fire protection 
performance, electrical hazard exposure, maintenance effectiveness, safety culture, and operational 
resilience, the framework provided a multidimensional representation of safety conditions within 
complex industrial and commercial environments. Overall, the findings confirmed that integrated 
assessment approaches offer a robust basis for evaluating organizational safety performance and 
identifying the key determinants that influence fire prevention, electrical reliability, hazard reduction, 
and operational safety across large-scale facilities. 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Based on the findings of this study, large-scale industrial and commercial facilities should adopt an 
integrated safety management approach that treats fire safety and electrical hazard control as 
interconnected operational priorities rather than separate compliance functions. Facility authorities 
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should strengthen organizational safety culture by improving leadership visibility, employee 
participation, safety communication, hazard reporting practices, and accountability mechanisms, as 
safety culture emerged as the strongest predictor of integrated safety performance. Preventive 
maintenance programs should be expanded and standardized through scheduled inspections, thermal 
monitoring, electrical testing, equipment condition assessment, and timely corrective action to reduce 
overload conditions, insulation deterioration, equipment failures, and potential ignition sources. 
Facilities with aging electrical infrastructure should prioritize systematic modernization, replacement 
of deteriorated components, review of load capacity, and upgrading of protective devices to improve 
system reliability and reduce fire risk. Fire protection systems should also be regularly inspected, 
tested, and maintained to ensure that detection, alarm, suppression, emergency lighting, and 
evacuation systems remain fully functional under emergency conditions. Safety managers should 
develop facility-specific risk assessment models that include measurable indicators such as electrical 
hazard exposure, maintenance compliance, emergency preparedness, fire protection effectiveness, 
infrastructure age, occupancy density, and organizational safety culture. Emergency preparedness 
should be improved through regular evacuation drills, response simulations, staff training, emergency 
communication testing, and coordination with external fire and emergency services. Warehouses and 
facilities with high storage density should receive particular attention because these environments 
demonstrated higher hazard exposure and lower safety performance compared with other facility 
categories. Organizations should also implement digital monitoring tools, maintenance databases, 
incident reporting platforms, and audit dashboards to support continuous tracking of safety 
performance and early detection of emerging risks. Training programs should be strengthened for 
maintenance staff, electrical supervisors, fire safety officers, contractors, and general employees to 
ensure that all personnel understand electrical hazards, fire prevention procedures, emergency 
response roles, and reporting responsibilities. Finally, facility management should use the integrated 
safety performance framework as a routine decision-support tool for prioritizing resources, evaluating 
risk reduction progress, comparing facility performance, and improving long-term operational 
resilience. These recommendations support a proactive, measurable, and evidence-based approach to 
reducing fire and electrical hazards in complex industrial and commercial environments. 
LIMITATIONS 
This study was subject to several limitations that should be considered when interpreting the findings. 
First, the research employed a cross-sectional quantitative design in which data were collected at a 
single point in time, limiting the ability to establish causal relationships among fire safety performance, 
electrical hazard exposure, maintenance compliance, safety culture, and other organizational variables. 
While statistically significant associations were identified, the temporal direction of these relationships 
could not be fully determined. Second, the study relied partially on self-reported survey responses 
obtained from facility managers, safety officers, engineers, and supervisory personnel. Although 
respondents possessed relevant professional expertise and direct involvement in safety management 
activities, self-reported data may be influenced by response bias, social desirability effects, or 
differences in individual perceptions of safety performance. Third, the study focused exclusively on 
large-scale industrial and commercial facilities, which may restrict the generalizability of the findings 
to smaller organizations, residential buildings, educational institutions, healthcare facilities, or other 
sectors with different operational characteristics and risk profiles. Fourth, the use of purposive 
sampling limited the representativeness of the sample because participating facilities were selected 
based on predefined eligibility criteria rather than random sampling procedures. Consequently, the 
findings may not fully reflect conditions across all industrial and commercial environments. Fifth, 
several variables included in the integrated assessment framework were measured using composite 
indices derived from survey instruments, safety audits, and facility records. Although reliability and 
validity procedures were implemented, the possibility of measurement error cannot be entirely 
eliminated. Sixth, differences in organizational reporting practices, maintenance documentation 
quality, and incident recording systems among facilities may have influenced the consistency of some 
quantitative indicators. Seventh, external factors such as regulatory enforcement intensity, economic 
conditions, organizational resources, technological investments, and regional safety requirements were 
not explicitly incorporated into the statistical model, despite their potential influence on safety 
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performance outcomes. Finally, the study concentrated primarily on organizational, infrastructural, 
and operational determinants of fire and electrical safety, while other potentially relevant factors such 
as contractor management, human error variability, environmental conditions, cybersecurity-related 
infrastructure vulnerabilities, and advanced technological monitoring systems were not examined in 
detail. These limitations indicate that the findings should be interpreted within the specific context of 
the study design, sample characteristics, and measurement framework used in the investigation. 
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