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Abstract — This research proposes the U-drawing information system (U-DIS) based on risk
assessment. One of the most outstanding features of U-DIS is to perform the Quantitative Risk Assessment
directly on the screen utilizing the Process Information. U-DIS revolutionizes the existing way to do a
risk assessment and helps finding information more efficiently and simply. It is designed to open all CAD
drawing files on the web-based environment without having the CAD S/W installed on the PC. The U terminal
platform in U-DIS supports IPv6 and wireless broadband network and U-DIS can be accessible through a
sensor or personal authorization. This results in providing a systematic safety enhancement tool considering
not only the operation of the process but also its risk level in the equipment industry. Additionally, to aid
the decision making process it offers comprehensive and thorough information based on engineering technical
theory.
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i) ZA9E <l (hazard identification)

i) 2 X9 (source modeling)

iii) #4F 243 (dispersion modeling)

iv) 9% Zd 7 (effect modeling)
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Fig. 2. Process information search and risk assessment on
the DIS.
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Fig. 3. Logic of consequence analysis tool.
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Fig. 4. Initial screen of consequence analysis(CA).
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Fig. 5. Estimation mechanism of atmospheric stability.
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Table 1. Comparison of the proposed risk assessment on
the DIS against the conventional method
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