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ABSTRACT

Purpose: Through the establishment of a computerized system of risk assessment, the purpose is to
analyze the case of whether the co-workers who are subject to the risk assessment at the construction
site can easily fill it out and expect disaster reduction through efficient risk assessment activities.
Method: By providing the risk factors and safety measures for the work by selecting the type of work,
the risk estimation and the establishment of countermeasures can be made, and a system has been
established to enable practical disaster prevention activities by presenting disaster cases for the work.
Result: Through the analysis of the change in the scaled disaster rate for the years following the on-site
application after the establishment of the risk assessment computer system of H Construction Company,
it was confirmed that the scaled disaster rate of the domestic construction industry increased, while the
conversion disaster rate of H Construction Company decreased. Conclusion: Through the computational
systemization of risk assessments, workers in the field can easily access the risk assessment, evaluate
the risk factors of the process and establish risk prevention measures, and it has been analyzed that
there is an impact on the reduction of the disaster rate during the operational analysis period.

Keywords: Risk Assessment, Accident Rate, Computerized System, Risk Factor, Converted Accident
Rate, 4M, System Developmen
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Table 3. Occupational safety and health agency's construction site accident status (Unit: place, person, %)
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Table 4. Risk assessment system production model
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Fig. 2. Hazard Factors and Safety Measure Listing Model According to Work Classification
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Table 6. Current status of H construction company disasters in 2015~2018 (Unit: person)
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