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Statistical approaches for analysis of data from the limited
number of samples in ship building industry(SBI) collected by
an industrial hygienist for checking compliance to an
occupational standard were considered. Sampling for com-
pliance usually has been guided by judgment selection, rather
than true randomness, resulting in the creation of compliance
samples which approximate a censored sample from the
upper tail of the exposure distribution. Similar exposure
groups(SEGs) including welding and painting process were
established to assess representative values in each groups
after reviewing the whole production line in SBI. For the
convenient statistical approaches, the code has assigned to
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each SEGs. The descriptive statistics and probability plotting
were used to yield the representative values in each SEGs. In
the first step, SEGs of 558 were established from 5 ship
building companies. The 38 SEGs showed the uncertainty are
divided into each 5 companies and assessed the repre-
sentative values again. The 44 SEGs in each companies was
not showed the normal and lognormal distribution was
analyzed each data. And also, recommendation was suggested
to resolve the uncertainty in each groups.

Key Words Job Exposure Matrix(JEM), Ship Building Industry,
Welding, Painting, Information System
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(Hawkins 1991, AIHA 1994, ORCI
1992, BOHS 1993).

(UKHSE 1993, ANOHSC
1993, CEN 1995).
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(Rappaport , 1993).
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: ) | (SEG code)

| , 6 (Nicas , 1991).
(quantitative assessment)
1 (exposure level)
1 2 i 3 1
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: : 6
() 10
6 10
2 W& B
1 ] . - 6
' - (Hewett, 1995).
: , low, medium, high
(semiqu-
antitistive assessments) ,
low, medium, high ,
3 FA-ETSEQRE LY
SEG code
COo, 34706
CO, Mn 34706
CO Cr 34706
CO, Ni 34706
CQ 34706
CG, 44706
COo, Mn 44706
CO, Cr 44706
CO Ni 44706
Co, 54706
CQ Fe 54706
CG, Mn 54706
COo, Cr 54706
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(exposure level)
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M
(max)
(min)
(%>O0EL)
S
(LN)
(LN)
(GM)
(GD)

Cdl
(6 )
No No No ? 141
No No Yes m 38
No Yes No ? 41
No Yes Yes MVUE 101
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Yes Yes No ? 180
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558
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e
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) , 6
, 7
387 ( 9.
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