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A Study on Optimum Allocation and Risk Assessment of Recognition Devices Intended
for the Mobility Handicapped in Terms of the Guardian Services
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Abstract

In this study, we established objective appraisal standard by applying newly made appraisal standard to those areas equipped
with the protection system targeted to the Mobility handicapped announced in this edition (issue 5, volume 9(Oct., 2010))
beyond simple evaluation related to protector satisfaction. Additionally, we achieved efficient budget execution by conducting the
preliminary estimation assessment regarding those areas on which recognition devices should be newly deployed. Through the
assessment of the system coordination, the maximum safety distance is proved to be 72.2m. On the basis of this result, we
applied dangerous grade to the deployment of recognition devices considering both psychological and accidental risk. With this,
we proposed valuation basis to enable us to do future business. Based on this assessment standard, the degree of risk is proved
to decrease by 35.2% compared to before conducting the demonstration project in terms of evaluation of comprehensive risk
regarding intended areas. Additionally, we confirmed the fact that the degree of risk can decrease by 33.1% totally after having
recognition devices built according to the deployment standard within budget. Furthermore, comprehensive risk can decrease up
to 94% compared to the level of the demonstration project even though we spend 21.9% less of the existing budget. Hence, we
can say that the deployment method of recognition devices related to the degree of risk is applied efficiently in the near future
in terms of controlling comprehensive risk and cutting down budget through this study.

Key words : The mobility handicapped, Recognition devices, Comprehensive risk
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(Table 1) Installation conditions of recognition
device on demonstration area
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(Table 2) Statistics of safety time accepted
possibly between the devices
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(Fig.

1) Safety distance between the

recognition devices
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(Table 4) Importance of assessment items
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(Table 7) Research topic selection and evaluation
criteria on the degree of psychological risk
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(Table 9) Assessment Results of a psychological risk
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