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ABSTRACT

Purpose: Based on the risk evaluation of hydrogen fueling stations, this study aims to find a plan to
strengthen management safety by examining profitability and management risk, which are major
concerns of employers. Method: The risk evaluation was divided into 'acceptable risk' and 'allowable
risk' over time from the stage of installation of hydrogen fueling stations, and compared and analyzed
with the results of existing studies. Result: Existing studies have been appropriately applied to the risk
assessment performed at the stage of installing hydrogen fueling stations. However, possible risks
could be found at the operational stage. In other words, it was derived that an evaluation of manage-
ment risk was also necessary. And through this, it was confirmed that the safety of hydrogen fueling
stations was strengthened. Conclusion: The risk assessment that precedes the stage of installing
hydrogen fueling stations is appropriate because significant results have been derived from the
'acceptable risk' assessment. However, the operator needs to evaluate the risks that may occur at the
operating stage, that is, the 'allowable risks' and prepare countermeasures. Therefore, it is proposed to
add management risk assessment items to build and operate safer hydrogen fueling stations.

Keywords: Hydrogen Fueling Station, Acceptable Risk, Allowable Risk, Management Safety, Real-
time Monitoring System
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Table 3. Localization rate of hydrogen fueling station operating equipment and accessories in Korea
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Fig. 4. Risk assessment of hydrogen fueling stations by stage
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