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ABSTRACT

Purpose: The purpose of this study is to prepare a more efficient operation alternative for both systems
by comparing and analyzing the recently introduced COOP(Continutiry of Operation Plan) and
existing NIPP(National Infrastructure Protection Plan). Method: The basic data of the two systems
were collected for research and compared and analyzed by dividing them into the content and procedural
aspects. In addition, The efficient operation alternative were derived for experts in the disaster area by
utilizing AHP. Result: The National Infrastructure Protection Plan(NIPP) and the Continuity of
Operation Plan(COOP) were found to be very similar in terms of content and procedures, and the AHP
survey also found that integrating the two schemes was a more efficient and effective operation
method. Conclusion: As the recently introduced the Continuity of Operation Plan(COOP) has a wider
area of activity than the National Infrastructure Protection Plan(NIPP), and has a continuous management
system structure with a more precise workframe, A more efficient national safety net will be realized
by reorganizing and integrating it into a more enhanced the Continuity of Operation Plan(COOP)
through readjustment of relevant laws and regulations.

Keywords: COOP(Continuity of Operation Plan), NIPP(National Infrastructure Protection Plan),Continuity,
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Table 1. The Sectional Designated Status for National Infrastructure
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Table 2. Comparing COOP and Existing Disaster Management Plan

] J1E Apde] A2 715A%7d A12(CO0P)
=4 Acto] o, Thul, g 9l 2 A 217 0] 245
L3 Ak A el L A4 B F\ge] A7) GAE Slat )54 o] s

S TG A 47, s 5 A A

9171 ot A2 A
o3 =5 A

Sources : A Study on the Introducing Continuity of operation Plan(COOP) of the Public Institution in Korea(TRIMARAN, 2013)

NIPPx} COOP2| YHtAFSt

2R AR gt H]w

NIPP¥} COOP 9] AP Q1 Agtef] it vl & A4 o= et 4
o], F A== A1) =4 gl o] 2lol7} Q7 = SHAIRE, AP EAY
= SIRH A= O] “g AV d(Identity )& A= 252 & = ATk Zolg]o] ik
o] ALd Alolebd, NIPP2 S4AMT, A4/l 5 SA7[HIAPd O] < B o

Table 3. Comparing NIPP and COOP for General Section

ol 2|3 3|2 (WORK FRAME) H|xz2

T}=Table 33+ 2t} Table 304 HH & 4= 9%

5 QARSI BE7)52] 44 (Continuity)

=

A7ls ARl sHe = Vs

3
ol S-S i AVETA O] AlEelEkE Aot

T

NIPP COOP
i), HREA 5 1 7150 vhElE 739 A At 5l AR5 371N s A5AS FHY
e =PAC SRt 9 v = de =, A VISAAE A8 7S AlRlE sk 29she 4R
3t AA
A5 g a7l F71s T =7t
oy o/ PH7IRE] ZRRel A Ape)x Apd el Ade) W ARG W] 2= G a it oo 2.

thso] 7P ekl 24 B

55719 f5/do] HA SHHE|R] fom 719
A rese] 24 ejn)7} Zopir.

I e DL PR E SN AR DEESSET

T8I0k 715 dhet A4S Shasl 2

1 o2

(5712 71 5d5d &)

g2 A e g e EE PR VP i
A A6z, 6o - -
s D A6, AReop AR Apsz ol Asa A A7

=771 72 AR (HEE & A2852)

- 97Hok, 11970 71 FE71H0, 1713 109), 27378 A4
AR - oA 2|43), FESAI(19), LETE(34), T-6(8), HAR(31),
AA(36), D7(6), A-8(84), R LAE(12)

A A7)

- ZBA 71T 4170, RRHA] 24570
- 2 - 715 2k 10074
(AP A= HE 19]2)

* TH NIPP =3 7182 i A<

FE7 o] TS sk, per e =7 RIS
Heoke FE2 5] 9lof, 53 o= BY] ofg

A7\l SYH 02 AT 5l o]

KOSDI

195



Journal of the Society of Disaster Information | Vol. 16, No. 1, March 2020

W]212749] 2ol A3 2, NIPPIFCOOP-L 717} Afdetn(of) Abest Aps ool #4slo] glop, 1
oh 2 WA A A oo 551o] ek o]2e W T AIEE Adele] AR 1Sk Qlrk 2 4
QL= o]5 - ol gt Slo]ck NIPPL] 9 B o} el 2}10] 4o sto] Taiek & 452 9101}, COOPS
1 gt 91e] glo] 11 4o] ] thErk COOPL Ackete] 4Tl ool o8-8 7) HAlS ekt Gl A
28 7o) 2467 nhiel] 1 ghetel ] s AIsHoF ek ek E4t, NIPPL COOPe| w72 4 v et
A 7 RISEIL Ik, AP NIPPL- S/ b [hA o] et -2t Al slo] 9L, S b INEAlAp o w2
2 o5 EFQ TP | A7 ol BAIE]o] Q7] ROl ol efRh BAI S-S EFS Al HNEA R A
ol W s welch Eat 5 A o] 4 8u SHo|HE NIPP-S 7| e} gl s pse) ofsfiAAz gt %
%5 ol = Aol ol 4 4 IAIH, COOPS A A el o)) glo] S92 02 35t olsh] Ar. 2t ]
BUARE S A AT L 728 AT AL

F A=) # gripgel hslotts Bt TAIA 02 Aue et gk NIPPY] A8t e s g Egisol o)
AR 4 A1 el SIE, Sl A 8 S 5 o Aelo] ol 1ot
@Eﬂﬁcmw&ﬁ%]nm%# %Eﬂ%%lm”ﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ&%EﬂEﬂﬂ fARShEE A el

y

= A0] A S Q1A QIERe ejalo]ck NIPP

lo
&
o
N
£
3
2
m
2
_E
_E
i
l:l
l
_>,i
g
o
U:

The Framework Act on Disaster and

Safety Management

”i\d})/io e
I

Agencies for Disaster
Management

@ Central government agencies (41)

@ Local goverments(245)

@ Local administrative agencies and Public
institutions, etc (about 100)

* NSMP : The National basic Safety Management Plan
* The National Infrastructure includes some private sector,

Fig. 1. The Application target Diagram of NIPP & COOP
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Table 5. The Similarities and Differences from Comparing the Workframe of NIPP & COOP
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| Goal | """""""""""""""" ’ Choosing an Efficient Operation Alternative for NIPP and COOP ‘
I
[ I I |
| Evaluation Standard ‘ """"""""" ’ Effectiveness ‘ ’ Efficiency ‘ ’ Feasibility ‘ ’ Acceptability |
I
[ Altematives  }-| A ] B [ c | [a]B]c] [a]B]c] [aA]B] |

* Alternative A : Establishing NIPP as it is, not COOP
* Alternative B : NIPP is not established, but intergrated into the COOP
* Alternative C : NIPP and COOP are both established and operated individually

Fig. 2. The Hierarchy Structure for Efficient Operation Alternatives
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Table 6. The Priority of Alternatives and Relative importance of Valuation Criteria

Standard  Effecti-veness  Efficiency Feasibility =~ Accept-ability  QOverall

, : ) CR  Prio-ity
Alternatives Weighted 0.299 0.432 0.161 0.108 weight
Alternative A 0.173 0.203 0.437 0.363 0.259 2
Alternative B 0.496 0.635 0.404 0.467 0524 003 1
Alternative C 0331 0.162 0.159 0.171 0217 3
* Alternative A : Establishing NIPP as it is, not COOP
* Alternative B : NIPP is not established, but intergrated into the COOP
* Alternative C : NIPP and COOP are both established and operated individually.
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Fig. 3. The Bar Graph for Priority of Alternatives via AHP
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The Framework Act
on Disaster and Safety Management

NSMP.

* NSMP : National basic Safety Management Plan
* COOP : Continuity Of Operation Plan
* NIPP : National Infrastructure Protection Plan

Fig. 4. The Relationship Diagram of NIPP & COOP

Table 7. The Present State of BCP Certificated Organization

Category Organizational body Certifi-cation
Private  IBK bank, Samsunglife, Samsungfire, Samsung SDI, Hanglass, Samsungcard, Samsung elec, KEB bank ~ BS 25999

Enterprise KB insure, Hanwhalife, LG Gasan digital center 1SO 22301
Public KFTC, NIRS BS 25999

Institution Daegu Jung-gu Ofiice, KOSPO, ICTR 1SO 22301

Sources : A Study on the Introducing Continuity of operation plan(COOP) of the Public Institution in Korea(2013)
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