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Fig. 1 Loss Prevention Iceberg [USCG, 2002]
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Fig. 2 Risk assessment and reduction process
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Fig. 4 Long—term vision of IMO regulatory framework
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3.1 ¢+H M4 A (Design for Safety)

FAAAT A ZIDAANEEH A BI 2F
(safety issue)& Fe|&H o2 HATA A wgsts] A FH
2 Z, ¢t A A (safety)?} 7] 2 Al %5 (technical performance)
9 A A A (cost-effectiveness)of] 3 A sHE 7] Y3t
BEFel Z2A2o|thFig 5 HZ).

Aute] HAAE 9 AIYEEoEE A FA7%
(tule-based / deterministic approach), $ ¥ = ¢ HH(risk-based /
probabilistic approach), 1 2 213 Aojit ¥ 5& F
3l A % 7] ¥k (performance-based / simulation based approach)©.

FES & gl 71EY HEANL Y AA fAA 7t
Z ko] ALE Y FA sute) BH2H YL BAH
dojelet HAA FEE HFOR 3t 9o AHA Bt
Z Y%t 2&H £US AFsLe YU, V&Y WA

4 71&& BENIE 29 234U WPolEE 2
39 ATy 2 FA o Ao diste] H&ste bl
-E A7 gk Ae7id AIYHEL #AH/EH 29
HAE S22 HRH AEH A §& F3tol AE Aut
2R 8H 574011 Hhgote Adr Tf S 2AT ¢A

bosed approsch)® 41847 31491 A§317] AT A2E
=go| AR Y.

24 ManzEst F23E H3E(2010, 5)

99 71gol Agut. 19
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Fig. 5 Concept of Design for Safety
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