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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

As the modern society becoms industry acceleration and urbanization. Disaster is Disaster

noticed that loss of life and a huge property loss. In sprit of continuous experience Risk factors
misfortune that reality have nonhigh national consciousness. But government is on the Vulnerability analysis
brink of various disaster. Various disaster are becoming larger and larger through Risk assessment

industrialization and abnormal climate.
The researchers of the study suggest as followers: the selection of a key risk factors
throuh vulnerability analysis and risk assessment of disaster. As well suggest as policy

direction throuh plan of personalized safety management.
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Fig. 1. Execution process of disaster risk evaluation
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Table 1. Experience of work suspension and loss of incident
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Table 3. Risk characteristics and risk
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Table 5. Levels of risk influence
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Fig. 3. Comparative analysis of risk level
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Table 7. The point risk
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