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Abstract

Sawmilling industry remained a high risk  with the average 4.73% of industrial accidents in
2010—2012 that was eight times that of general manufacturing. Sawmilling industry had 200 industrial
accidents victim in average. Manufacturing process in sawmill industry contained dangerous machinery
such as conveyors, roller, saw ( band saw, circular saw) etc. It may be effective to figure out the type
of industrial accidents occurred in the past and extend risk assessment which can predict hazard such
as near miss when implementing exposure or potential dangers in sawmill industry.

This study conducted research on the actual condition on the place of industrial accident occurrence,
detailed work and contact object when injured, and injured part targeting 643 businesses which had
industrial accidents in 2010—2012.

As the results, RPN of general sawmill industry was the highest 'ganglip saw' with 36,157. RPN of
the following order were 'moving truck' with 25,454, 'special machining operations' with 22,283. Also,
probability of general sawmill industry was a lots within 1 year, while risk appeared a lots within 5
years. So, risk assessment shall be needed to emphasis on accident prevention of sawmill industry.
And additional work will be needed on the risk assessment in hazard prevention work of supervisors.
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<Table 1—1> Results of risk assessment of the workplaces (continued)

Proba
Workplace Work type —bility Severi—ty Risk RPN
(No.)

Gengipsaw | 6+ [ s | w7 | 1
Ganglip saw 29 763 22141 1-1
operation
Contained wood 21 593 12446 1-2
Semi—product
transporting 1 107 107 92
operation
Moving
truck 1 249 249 67
operation
Maintenance
operation ! 15 1 125
Product
transporting 2 154 307 60
operation
Product
loading 2 75 150 85
operation
Clear—up 3 84 253 65
Fuel wood operation 2 72 143 87
Rest 1 130 130 88
Etc. 1 216 216 72

Movinguck | 7 [ a9 | ase | 2
\izr;fmed 10 395 3946 11
Moving
truck 36 265 9541 2—4
operation
Maintenance 6 1476 8855 2-5
operation
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<Table 1—2> Results of risk assessment of the workplaces

Proba
Work place Working —bility Severi—ty Risk RPN
(No.)
Contained wood 13 309 10
Product
cutting 33 336 11098 3=3
operation
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[Figure 1] Major risk and probability
of the workplaces
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[Figure 2] Major fatalities and injuries
in the workplaces
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[Figure 3] The status of risk and probability for
days lost by workplaces
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<Table 2> Supervisor's harm -

hazard prevention (Article 35 (1))

In force

Proposed revision

[Table 2]

[Table 2]

Duties and
Work type o
responsibilities

1. (omission)
2. Work handling

machine for wood

A. ~ D. (omission)

A. ~ D. (omission)

processing .
i (new establishment)
(Section 4, Chapter 1, T
(omission)
Part 2)

3. ~ 14. (omission)

Duties and
Work type e
responsibilities

1. (omission) A. ~ D. (omission)
2. Work handling

machine for wood

A. ~ D. (omission)
E. Conduct risk

processing assessment and take
(Section 4, Chapter 1, the necessary
Part 2) measures work

3. ~ 14. (omission) (omission)
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