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Abstract This study examined the actual condition of risk assessments for steel company A to suggest
a direction for establishing risk assessments suitable for the steel industry to improve hazards and risks.
For the above research, this study established an eight-step risk assessment verification tool based on the
standard management system (Safety Keeper), a risk assessment system of Steel A, and analyzed cases
targeting 123 departments in five workplaces of Steel A. conducted. The presence of risk assessments and
the matching of information within the system include whether or not the risk assessment is updated for
frequently changing work items, and small-scale workplaces have higher scores. Regarding items with
strong formal dimensions, such as the degree of implementation of regular and ad hoc evaluations and
measures for improvement results, workplaces of all sizes scored excellent overall. The risk assessment
participation and approval scores were generally low for all businesses of all sizes. Finally, regarding the
adequacy of the risk assessment contents, E workplace, which is the smallest in size, had the highest
score, but D workplace, which was also small, had the lowest score. Based on these results, this study
presented practical and academic strategies for performing risk assessments and improving the results by

the size of the steel industry workplace.

Keywords : A Steel risk assessment status analysis, risk assessment verification tool based on the standard
management system (Safety Keeper), practical strategies for performing risk assessment and
improving results by factory size in the Steel industry
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Table 3. Department evaluation by business site

Business | Evaluatio X
. Detail
Site n Score
Lack of continuous update after
A 40.60 establishing risk assessment system
and standardization
Lack of continuous update after
B 21.00 establishing risk assessment system
and standardization
Lack of continuous update after
C 27.00 establishing risk assessment system
and standardization
D 44.40 Active risk assessment in preparation
for small scale
E 37.60 Active risk assessment in preparation
for small scale
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Table 4. Basic Information by business site

Business | Evaluation .
. Detail
Site Score
Accurate risk assessment system that
A 96.80 is advantageous for large-scale
business site
It is not subject to government
B 91.00 regulations in large workplaces or
safety accidents in small workplaces
It is not subject to government
C 90.20 regulations in large workplaces or
safety accidents in small workplaces
Conducting practical risk assessment
D 99.00 due to the high risk of safety
accidents
Conducting practical risk assessment
E 100 due to the high risk of safety
accidents
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Table 5. Confirmation of regular/occasional evaluation
by business site

Business | Evaluation i
. Detail
Site Score
A 96.80
B 100 Conduct risk assessment in good
C 100 faith, taking into account the
D 04.40 disadvantages of violation
E 100
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Table 6. Participation/approval of risk assessment
by business site

Business | Evaluation X
. Detail
Site Score
A 62.60
B 44.70 Overall, the risk assessment centered
on the managerial level reduces the
C 58.00 A .
participation of work supervisors and
D 33.30 general workers
E 66.20
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Table 7. Appropriateness of estimation of risk
assessment by business site

Business | Evaluation .
. Detail
Site Score
A 92.35
B 84.00 Establish standardization and
C 86.20 systematization of risk assessment
. according to economies of scale of
D 83.10 large-scale business sites
E 93.70
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Table 8. Appropriateness of risk assessment contents
for each business site

Business | Evaluation .
. Detail
Site Score
A 88.80 Lack of practical implementation in
B 81.75 preparation for careful systemization
Lack of risk assessment update for
C 87.30 changed or modified work
Exposure to great risks due to poor
performance of risk assessment
b 79.05 despite the large impact of safety
accidents
Conduct practical and active risk
E 9220 assessment
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Table 9. Conformity between work standards and risk
assessment work steps and work contents by
business site

Business | Evaluation i
. Detail
Site Score
A 83.00
It shows the most practical risk
B 7047 assessment and internalization. The
C 82.67 overall score is low, but the smaller
D 88.67 the scale, the higher the
: internalization.
E 89.60
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Table 10. Appropriateness of measures and management
for improvement results by business site

Business | Evaluation .

. Detail

Site Score

A 2235 Scores are generally high in response

B 97.47 to government officials and
inspections, but each stage of risk

C 100 assessment has an organic
relationship, so if there is a low

D 96.87 score during the above process, the
validity of the score at this stage

E 100 cannot be trusted.
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