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Critical Success Factors
Threats Reputation Operability Staff
Technical XX XX XX
Community - - XX
Political (change of government) X X X
Financial XXX XXX XXX
Natural Events X XXX X
<Scores>

XXX Critical potential vulnerability that must be addressed

XX Moderate potential vulnerability

X Minor potential vulnerability

No noticeable vulnerability
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Pathological Culture

Bureaucratic Culture

Generative Culture

-Don’t want to know
-Messengers are “shot’
-Responsibility is shirked
-Failure is punished
-New ideas actively
discouraged

-May not find out
-Messengers are listened to

if they arrive

-Responsibility is

compartmentalized

-Failures lead to local

repairs

-New ideas often present

-Actively seek it
-Messengers are trained

and rewarded

-Responsibility is shared
-Failures lead to far

reaching reforms

-New ideas are welcomed

new problems
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Risk Categories. “Levels of Risk Acceptability ZLypical

1 Intolerable; risk cannot be
© justified except in
. extraordinary circumsiances .

only if reduction is
_ impractical or if cost is
gmsdy dispropottionate
vement

“Tolerable if the cost of
reditction would exceed
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‘Lightning Strike Deaths
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Frequency of N or more fatalities per year

eplable Limit

Number of Fatalities (N}

7lesige] it e

24, An % AAAse) e 99 AdsioR BNS et 2o,

At 4 . 9438 =
A4 83 x 10-3/yr
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FE 6.4 x 104/yr
Gt 28 x 10-4/yr
AE 2} AL 19 x 104/yr
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LA A} ALz 22 x 1&5/;
A Al 21 x 10-5/yr
A, 34, BT 9.0 x 10-7/yr
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A At 4.0 x 10-6/yr
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Assessment and Management of Risk from
Technology

Abstract:

In the most field of today’s technology we can recognize that they
are being developed faster than any other era. The common phenomena
of the current technology are; large in scale, complicate in process,
exposed to large number of people. Although it certainly has
contributed to the welfare of humankind, we could realize that the
technology has adverse effect to us. Actually we had to experienced
numbers of disastrous accidents from many fields modern technologies
are being adopted. Hundreds of people, sometimes thousands of people
had to die without being noticed why and when. It is clear that we
have to manage the risk existing in modern technology. In this paper I
wanted to direct the way to adjust the public policy concerning to the
public safety by introducing the method of risk assessment, acceptable
risk criteria, and risk management model.
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