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An Analysis of Risk Management
for Harbour Underwater Surveillance System(R&D)

*1 2
A ) . H]-X—l.?.;])

*,1)

Il Sung™! - Jeongwon Park?

(2 =]

A2 R7IAAl] tieh AHE2 AAS e AEotk=S astal glon] At g7t SolA AAlEeh A5 ARl thet Tt
Hg Z71% g} oldo] = ool Abgstd AATE Boph 214, A, AFEAL 5 gAY BopoHE Z Wi AbgE
ATt AlAS st tieh of2f 7HA] 7ol daE i QIA|RE 53] YA ot ZEAAR QAAET 9lon], B ast ot vy
K‘]o]— E QA H= 7:]05 Qlc}.
woME A sl F2IAA EAR

_H
rO

olr

ok
rl:l
g
X
ESl
Q0
=)
=2
>
19
oo
e
i
i)
ofo
52
ri

S
2

B e 2 2 g AT Uge slastan
S5] SR APNY BN PBBY ARLY, AY AE WIA/IF AFEN 29, IS ARLY, AGYS 4
AAPA 52 2 S DSt AR YRTY ZaAA 43 F BAE L ANAR] ciHE AFstct

[ ABSTRACT ]

Recent research and development on weapon systems requires system engineering to be applied, and additional
points were given to system engineering certification companies in the evaluation of proposals. The system
engineering field previously used in the defense field is also widely used in civilian industries such as construction,
railroads, and automobiles. Various techniques for systems engineering have been published, but risk management
in particular is recognized as an important process, and in some cases it allows the allocation of necessary budgets.

In this paper, the analysis of the case of applying risk management in the port surveillance system (R&D), which
is an actual naval weapon system development project, is described. In particular, the contents of risk management
plan establishment, risk identification, qualitative/quantitative risk analysis, risk response plan establishment, risk
response execution, and risk monitoring were listed and analyzed during the weapon system R&D process. Problems
and improvements during the risk management process were also mentioned.

Key Words : Harbour Underwater Surveillance System(3oHZAIA|A]), Risk Management Process($@ds] Z2AMA),
Weapon System Development(F71&17] 7i&), System Engineering(&|7]5-8%)
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