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Abstract
The building construction projects include a variety of risk factors due to uncertainties. To succeed in
the projects, it is important how risks are managed. Risk management processes identification, analysis
and response. Especially, the analysis process is important to objectively identify importance and
priority among risk factors. The purpose of this study is to develop the effective analysis process by
studying and supplement the problem of the AHP analysis method. The study provides a analysis
process to use the PROMETHEE analysis method proposed.
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