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Abstract

Recently, the Ministry of Labour, published clause 2 of Article 41 (Risk Assessment) of the Act

"Industrial Safety and Health" dated 12 June 2013 in connection with continuous increase of accidents

at construction sites in order to prevent accidents in industrial safety and health in new construction in

accordance with the risk assessment on construction projects are realized after March 13, 2014.

In this paper, positive method of calculating risk discussed by performing research the awareness of

general contractors and sub—contractors with presenting risky situation is considered. The purpose will

be a positive method of calculating risk and would be a sufficient base and give a positive direction in

the development of new systems currently working in the construction and risk assessment which

consider the characteristics of sufficient risk assessment system for future research.
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<Table 1> Accident statistics from 2008 to 2012
written by KOSHA

Division 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
Disaster
broid 90,8 | 97.8 | 98,6 | 932 | 92,2
Cmbrowdery. | og | o1 | 45 | 92 | 56
(persons)
Accident B
071 | 0.70 | 0.69 | 0.65 | 0.59
Rate (%)
The
Total number of 214 | 1,91 | 1,93 | 1.86 | 1.86
deaths 6 6 1 0 4
(persons)
number
of accident

. 1.59 1.38 1.36 1.30 1.20
per year in

10 thousands
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broid 20,8 20,9 22,5 22,7 23,3
Cmbrodery | g5 | 98 | o4 | 82 | 49
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Accident
0.64 | 0.65 0.70 | 0.74 | 0.84
Cons Rate (%)
tructi The
on number of
613 534 542 553 496
indus deaths
try (persons)
number
of accident

. 294 | 254 | 241 2.38 | 2.12
per year in

10 thousands
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<Table 2> disaster status for construction expenses from 2007 to 2010
Division 2007 2008 2009 2010
] Visto Disaster Disaster Disaster | Disaster Disaster Disaster Disaster Disaster
(unit : Won)
person rate person rate person rate person rate
More than 12 2,103 2,320 2,210 1,793
0.14 0.14 0.13 0.11
billion (10.9%) 11.1%) (10.5%) (8.0%)
3,566 3,759 3,444 3,385
2~12 billi 0.74 0.71 0.67 0.59
T 18.0%) (18.0%) (16.4%) (15.0%)
sum 13,112 14,111 14,415 16.096
1.54 1.40 1.47 1.78
total (67.0%) (67.7%) (68.9%) (72.5%)
Less | 0.3~2 5,489 6,005 5,762 6,532
1.26 1.29 1.16 1.28
than billion (27.7%) (28.8%) (27.5%) (29.0%)
2 Less
billion than 7,623 8,106 8.653 9,564
1.83 1.48 1.79 2.41
0.3 (39.3%) (38.9%) (41.2%) (42.5%)
billion
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<Figure 1> Trend change of safety and health
control activities
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<Table 3> Standard table of frequency

The
frequency frequency Contents
level
Almost no 1 occurs once in five
possibility years
Low 9 Occurs once
potential a year
middle 3 Occurs once
potential a month
High A Occurs once
potential a week
Frequently 5 Occurs once a day




<Table 4> Standard table of intensity

The
intensity intensity Contents
level
No offect 1 No human .losscs caused by
disasters
no Closed Minor accidents,
minor 2 including
disaster Closed fire disaster
Closed
minor 3 Resting the injured
disaster
@ajor 4 Death or loss of work force
disaster

3 AF=(HE X %)

<Table 5> Standard table of risk category

. . No 1o Closed Major
intensity Closed R .
frequency effect . minor disaster
minor
level 1 2 3 4
Almost
oS o 1 1 2 3 4
possibility
Low
R 2 2 4 6 8
potential
iddl
made 3 3 6 9 12
potential
High
. 4 4 8 12
potential
Frequently 5 5 10

4 = HPl=

<Table 6> Standard table of risk category

management
Risk level Risk management standards note
1~9 negligib | CMaintenance of the current | OAccommodate
le risk | safety measures a hazardous job
(OMaintenance of the current “American
3-4 minimal | safety measures Girl ) ~and
risk —~We want the director of the | continue in the
management and supervision current
. situation,
OMaintenance of the current | i management
Slight safety measures can up Enemy,
5~6 risk *The_ ) management and | qemonstrated
supervision of management | o necessary
and training programs measures,
Crequired of the current
Signific | management technical measures ORisk hould
7~9 —ant —Safety Facility and labelling, | =~ WS&S  Shou
; . . . be  conditional
risk including risk of safety
. acceptance
measures required A
— " —Conditional
(OFEmergency operation after .
N opration for
gave taking safety measures,Perform | ..
10~14 . N acceptability
risk a person of medium and long
term safety zone Risk
Ol i i
Unaccep mmedla}tely s_top wo.rkmg R )
15~20 —table —Work immediately in order | Olmmediately
risk to sustain the improvements stop work
that you need to run the risk
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<Table 7> Table form of risk analysis

Site name Partners.
HISI(.. \ent Process name - — Date Day / Month / Yrar
T 7
Training Schedule T ‘Writer
opinion
o | Plce of work | working Hamd e — Registraion | Rik oo
| "/ contents days | o] e/t | o Status (Detailed record) Process Manager
= frequency |inteasity | Rating 7Sty Manager
Process Manager  (5ign)
1
Safety Manager (sign)
Process Manager  (sign)
2
Safety Manager  (sign)
Process Manager  (sign)
]
safety Manager (0

<Table 8> Provided table form of risk analysis
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Place of work Hazard " Risk
{ contents ) ( cause/course/why/danger ) Disater form

I

Working with a crane
lifting materials

=
tightening the upper
beam with rope

No

Wood fall risk by cutting ropes Fall

The rigk of leging a crash in the

center of the upper beam Crash

i

risk of the body is wedged in

i ricture
hazardous locations stricture

—
Working with groups
bent rebar bending

<Figure 2> Sample sheet on the risk factor
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<Table 9> Frequency analysis table for risk
factor on the falling lumber caused by sling
belt’ s fracture

The Constructor Sub—contractor
frequency Division Division
lovel total %) total %)

1 2 5.0% 15 26.8%
2 3 7.5% 22 39.3%
3 11 27.5% 14 25.0%
4 15 37.5% 4 7.1%
5 9 22.5% 1 1.8%

<Table 10> Intensity analysis table for risk
factor on the falling lumber caused by sling
belt’ s fracture

The Constructor Sub—contractor
intensity N Division - Division
level (%) (%)

1 2 5.0% 8 14.3%
2 4 10.0% 36 64.3%
3 22 55.0% 8 14.3%
4 12 30.0% 4 7.1%
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<Figure 3> Frequency analysis chart for risk
factor on the falling lumber caused by sling
belt’ s fracture

70.0%

% A
oo VAN
[N/ N\
30.0% /
20.0% /

10.0% /v ~a
0.0%
1 2 3 4
—4&— Constructor 5.0% 10.0% 55.0% 30.0%
—l— Sub-Contractor 14.3% 64.3% 14.3% 7.1%

<Figure 4> Intensity analysis chart for risk factor
on the falling lumber caused by sling belt’ s
fracture

hi

L ARl BHS ddo] 2 919

4

<Table 11> Frequency analysis table for risk
factor on the falling from upper stage of beam

The Constructor Sub—contractor
frequency Division Division
level total %) total %)
1 0 0.0% 9 16.1%
2 2 5.0% 22 39.3%
3 8 20.0% 17 30.4%
4 24 60.0% 7 12.5%
5 6 15.0% 1 1.8%

<Table 12> Intensity analysis table for risk
factor on the falling from upper stage of beam

Strength Consmfc‘fof SUb—Cont.raTcFor
1 1 2.5% 4 7 1%
2 2 | 50% | 36 | 64.3%
3 18 | 45.0% | 13 | 23.2%
4 19 | 475% | 3 | 54%
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<Figure 5> Frequency analysis chart for risk
factor on the falling from upper stage of beam
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<Figure 6> Intensity analysis chart for risk factor
on the falling from upper stage of beam
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<Table 13> Frequency analysis table for risk
factor on the impacted fracture from dangerous

points
The Constructor Sub—contractor
frequency Division Division
evel | 2w | | @
1 2 5.0% 5 8.9%
2 4 10.0% 12 21.4%
3 6 15.0% 26 46.4%
4 13 32.5% 12 21.4%
5 15 37.5% 1 1.8%

<Table 14> Intensity analysis table for risk
factor on the impacted fracture from dangerous

points
The Constructor Sub—contractor
intensity Division Division
total total
level (%) (%)
1 2 5.0% 5 8.9%
2 9 22.5% 32 57.1%
3 22 55.0% 19 33.9%
4 7 17.5% 0 0.0%
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1 2 3 4 5
—4— Constructor 50% | 100% | 15.0% | 325% | 37.5%
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<Figure 7> Frequency analysis chart for risk
factor on the impacted fracture from dangerous
points
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<Figure 8> Intensity analysis chart for risk
factor on the impacted fracture from dangerous
points
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