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Abstract : Although reinforcement of work intensity caused by the recent prosperity of shipbuilding businesses and the
steady increasing of results which produces orders has difficulties with heavy workload, unique work circumstance in
shipbuilding industry where main and subcontractor do the job together is not easy to manage its safety systematically.
According to KOSHA(Korea Occupational Safety & Health Agency), there were 2, 587 deaths of 95,806 disaster
victims a year on average for late 6 years(2003-2008), therein 36,605 disaster victims and 646 death in manufacture
where shipbuilding have 2,287 victims, 6.25% of total disaster victims and 45 deaths, 6.97%. Moreover it shows much
higher accident rate in shipbuilding industry in Korea than well developed countries in this industry as Japan, Singapore,
Taiwan and so it does about 3 to 10 times higher in case of death. Compared to Japan with a shipbuilding competition
of orders received system, 2 times and 2.3 times higher for each and it is more than 2 times higher than accident rate
of all domestic industries. These increasing of disaster result in a labor-management dispute and it is necessary that
more positive efforts and investments because there occurs blind spot, neglected industry safety and health management
by lack of them, Therefore this study, for the effective safety and health management of shipbuilding industry, attempts
to analyze risk on kinds of ships and budget needed in safety management through classifying ships that are being made
recently by three dominate major companies. For this, we carried out a survey and interview targeting experts related
to shipbuilding industry and used AHP(Analytic Hierarchy Process) for result analysis. It is considered that cost of safety
and health management will be spent more effectively on the results about risk on kinds of ships and budget needed
in safety management in the study and that this study can contribute to decreasing disasters in shipbuilding industry.
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Table 1. Situation of an industrial disaster victim in the do—
mestic shipbuilding industry

A Az 244
A | A
Year | a2} AV | AR AR
A G e e e
F | % T %

2003 (94,924 2,923 (40,201 | 736 {2,349 | 5.84 | 48 | 6.52
2004 | 88,874 (2,825 37,579 | 672 [2366 | 630 | 44 | 655
2005 | 85411 |2,493 35999 | 649 [2327 | 646 | 40 | 6.16
2006 (89,910 (2,453 [35,914| 612 {2,240 | 624 | 48 | 7.84
2007 (90,147 | 2,406 |34,117| 605 |2,065 | 6.05 | 46 | 7.60
2008 |95,806 2,422 35,819 | 602 | 2,375 | 6.63 | 45 | 7.48
7 (95,806 | 2,587 (36,605 | 646 |2,287 | 625 | 45 | 6.97
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Table 2, Products of main domestic shipbuilderm
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Fig. 1. Flow—chart,
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Table 3. Classification of ship type
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Fig. 2. Hierarchy diagram for estimation of risk index according
to ship type.
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Table 4, Risk index of ship type
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Fig. 3. Hierarchy diagram for estimation of safety manage—
ment budget index according to ship type,
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Table 5. Safety & Health management budget index of ship

type
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UubA(Ferry, Ro-Ro, Ro-Fax) 0.061 5
Bulk Carrier, Chemical Tanker, Container Ship 0.043 6
Yf FHHH(COT, LCC, VLCC) 0.037 7
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