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ABSTRACT

Objective: The aim of this study is to gain an overview of the risk assessment and management system in the shipbuilding
industry. Background: The use of risk assessment techniques has grown significantly in recent years. Method: Various

references have been reviewed to evaluate risk assessment and management policy. Results: Adapting the risk assessment

system has become an important approach not only to prevent industrial accidents but also to enhance the efficiency of

works for shipbuilding workers. Conclusion: Risk assessment is an approved technology for operators to address larger

hazards, and to ensure risks have been reduced to appropriate levels cost effectively. Application: These results can be used

to provide baseline information for risk assessment and management policy.
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1. Introduction

249 Aoy a2, Wy 33 SelA] Fg &
Aolu fallEd, %= A9 Aol 21, &Y ¥4l ¢
oFsto] mImisHAl A& olEd %‘e“ ozt 1R} v
skar Adn| o) AX)/EA &9 TOE 1] AlaL fFjlo]
o] Attt olg|gt B4 wiel 20109 2AYFS] Al
e AA A AaE Bk oF 1.744] =4 ekttt
(KOSHA, 2011).

ZAAFoANM ] EE A& BT
71999] ojuA|& Hojrme vk opue} xy]= AFES #F
Aol FFE A 5 lon, SAAR] 7 A4 VH %]
AYE oFhr7)= Q]lo] F = Qirh 2AYFS] =2 Al
&S 7] 8 ARl 20029 24 As %ﬂ
AEE Al or, 200590 Safe Ship Program<
AABIATE =S ZF 24 Al FA1A] BAAEES
gr3al7] 9ste] KOSHA 18001, ISO 14001, OHSAS
18001 9] SHARAFAAZGAAE FFHet oM, AFA

<7k 7HA L,

B7he Balo] 9Pang A wolsta A o}
ARBES BHOo M ANE AAH O velsteln el

atal QITHKOSHIPA, 2011).

g, s A ARRIRHIEAY e R Akled o] Wik
e s 1@31 wefel AP varl ddstal, ol
st sid Ao w 194 H IS 20099l E=Slstsict
(Park, D.Y. et al, 2009). 184 B7H=e= AFU £
FoolE & ok AP At ASH o el
Weehal Ao s Ao R AfLE dstaat sk
%?MOL b v Fgoldh

2 ATelE S8 eleld A8E 984 B v
ATES LAl 9134 A A% A shop
shadt siek 53, 2HAFAAS 98Y RS £
Aejek BAY 52 sielsto] Sul Ut 984 B
A% £l #e 2} Adstolol & IS HE
sjo] waA} Fiek,
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2. Literature Survey D.Y. et al(2009) 2] A+, AP HI/HAEE AEA7]7]
A5t Adebd B Ay A AA 2 FAYA A B3 Park,
2.1 Risk assessment methods D.Y. et al(2010) ] A+ 5ol Sk
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A7 9 Aol gt 2133 (risk management) THAE of W3o] A= Feslelal FA3} szlvk= 994 Bt
T8 7 QITHHSE, 2002). ALe] Hslo] APk & & vk 4& sk BRE X
YA HrlolA Y-S BAsH=T o]fy= Vo RE 49 BE 2R} HY H8S wEE ala, A Fot
34 A9 Arrel A YA kR FEEUMHESE, & @ ou AwE J1Ee A A4S SR UHAE AL
2000). o AR WAXN AR} TRAL A B kb
A 178 W7k sty Folut dAtE el T3 2 ARl o At Aol @] A4 Bl S
o] gt AFEE oI5| fst BRor o]gHrk 4 A B AL AMGFlA FREHD o, Ay F
A 84 H7r 7S Aest A2+« Kim, Y.H. et al HEE RS st A8 Hed =X & Hst
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o] 91344 H7F 4 587 Che, G.S.(1999)°] FTA 719 PSS T e BE ARIOE skl gloH, AR
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%= Chung, J.H. et al(1999)2 EPS 749 A=4 934 2oles ot FoE wo] RestEE sk Qi) G2
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o
< X838, Jang, S.I. ef al(2001) & A4 A9 3 o o]of gk H7b kA AMESkaL QIGHHSE, 1998). =
Zhell o]t obxdyte] FAke] Hlg ATl FTASE CA 71H Aol Bl ¢ @*é B7He] HEE Wegh Afareligol

= A&t ohet AAalel wet AlgS Bkl AlA|A o)fo] W

487 918748 H7kE AFEelA 918s ddata A3 AEA] GEF o wH *}ﬂ 9 107, A9d 5= o
EE dSste] AFAE AAATY] A% g EoR Wakal, QIFMY EFo] SHelA QIZtelA ke FEE
AAE o] E&ATE BE7 AP B7F ATE AvEE A kS ek itk A4 Eotel oist e =9
AE7 A= dnle] tiste] FMEA (Failure Mode Effects VAR ATl Al Fsta glom, FrF s A
Analysis) & 243 Kim, D.H. and Lee, J.H.(2004) &] <1 3} 3to] ZE2A oA AT RN LEAS HoE F-E35}

<, AHP (Analytic Hierarchy Process) 71H& &8¢t Kim, 1L Itk (Park, D.Y. et al, 2009).
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Bl At 34 oj7ie] W) 37 i 57 M
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3.2 Current status in the shipbuilding industry
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Figure 4. Risk assessment in the shipbuilding industry
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Table 2. Risk frequency using work frequency and condition

Work condition

Risk frequency
Score / risk level

1
Work
frequency
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Fow T8 A FEs AAshe 215 99
e TEOE ERETh YA B sEe SUd ¢
e IS FH R Jhde] | A S AdlE
SAStofoF & A FEs it Sl AR 9
Y el wet 39 B= SPAR 1Y TS Edsta
Atk

Ay DA B2 Sl wE AFE ZAdold 3%
ol 1L Ads HESR: WAl 9

(Plan—Do—Check—Action) <=g34& &
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4. Several Issues in Risk Assessment System
4.1 Issues in the existing system
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Figure 5. Risk factor in the shipbuilding industry
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Figure 7. Problems in the risk assessment system

4.2 Issues in the new system
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5. Conclusion
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