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Table 1 Key elements of RSVC
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A tool for accident investigation
Evaluator &
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Fig. 4 Relationship of accident triangle and factors
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> IDENTIFY and COMMUNICATE safety responsibilities,

Knowledge workplace hazards and precautions.

Acts - Ensure that individuals have the necessary
Ability P ABLITIES and SKILLS to do their jobs/takes.

Individually CONFRONT deviations from and

Motivation > REINFORCE safety values and expectations.

VDo =n e

. Apply engineering DESIGN SAFETY STANDARDS
Design > and perform HAZARD ANALYSES.
ies . > ESTABLISH and IMPLEMENT facilities and equipment
Condition. Maintenance safety inspections and maintenance.

INSTRUCT all persons and ENSURE that their
behavior does not create unsafe conditions.

Actions of Others =

Fig. 5 The evaluator

IDENTIFY and COMMUNICATE safety responsibilities, '
workplace hazards and precautions. Knowledge
Ensure that individuals have the necessary - Acts
ABLITIES and SKILLS to do their jobs/takes. > Ability
Individually CONFRONT deviations from and > .
REINFORCE safety values and expectations. Motivation lg ‘:
E ¢
V i
E d
N e
T n
Apply engineering DESIGN SAFETY STANDARDS . t
and perform HAZARD ANALYSES, > Design s
ESTABLISH and IMPLEMENT facilities and equipment ' . Conditions|
safety inspections and maintenance. Maintenance
INSTRUCT all persons and ENSURE that their > .
behavior does not create unsafe conditions. Actions of Others
Fig. 6 The preventor
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Table 2 A simple risk level matrix
Slightly Serverit Extremely
€en
Serverity y Serverity
Highly TRIVIAL TOLERABLE MODERATE
Unlikely RISK RISK RISK
. TOLERABLE | MODERATE | SUBSTANTIAL
Unlikely
RISK RISK RISK
Likel MODERATE | SUBSTANTIAL | INTOLERABLE
Y RISK RISK RISK
e, 9898 34 2 AFY dPSE
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Table 3 A sample risk-based control plan

Risk level Action and time scale
. No action is required and no documentary
Trivial
records need to be kept.
No additional controls are required. Consi-
deration may be given to a more cost-
effective solution or improvement that im-
Tolerable

poses no additional cost burden. Monitoring
is required to ensure that the controls are
maintained.

Efforts should be made to reduce the risk,
but the costs prevention should be care-
fully measured and limited. Risk reduction
measures should be implemented within a
defined time period.

Moderate | Where the moderate risk is associated with
extremely harmful consequences, further

assessment may bo necessary to establish
more precisely the likelihood of harm as a
basis for determining the need for im-
proved control measures,

Work should not be stared until the risk
has been reduced.

Considerable resources may have to be
allocated to reduce the risk.

Where the risk involves work in progress,
urgent action should be taken.

Substantial

Work should not be started or continued
until the risk has been reduced.

Intolerable | If it is not possible to reduce risk even
with unlimited resources, work has to re-

main prohibited.
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Table 4 The basic purpose of an audit

To evaluate management’s safety activities

To evaluate employ’s knowledge of safety policies

To evaluate employee’s actions as they relate to
safety policies

To evaluate supervisor's safetv activities

To evaluate losses to the company

To evaluate machinery and process safeguards

To evaluate safety administrative procedures

To evaluate housekeeping conditions

To evaluate actual performance against stated policies

To evaluate strength and weaknesses of the safety
program

To evaluate safety attitudes of management and labor

* The purpose of an audit may be one or more of these
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