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An attitude survey on the safety of the household utilities with the
urban gas
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ABSTRACT

The questionnaires about the safety of the urban gas have been carried out for the
end users. about 8 of 10 persons said that the urban gas is safe to use, whereas 35%
of them said there exists a hazard of an accident in thier residences. There cannot be
found the clear evidences that the understandings on the safety of the urban gas have
no relations to their ages, sex, and monthly incomes, while the safety is less confidential
to the highly educated, the accident-experienced, or the mans who are poor at the
safety inspections. Most of the questioned man know the inspection knacks for the gas
utilities, but only 602 of them carry out it. They said that they do not feel the
necessity of the inspection because they are inspected routinely by the suppliers or the
inspection companies. This says that the end user does not concern the safety
inspections, and in order to improve the dependency of the user for the self-inspections,
the inspection staff should educate the user for the necessity and the knack of
Inspections to encourage the self-inspection of the gas utilities.
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Figure 1. Relation between the amount of gas consumptions and the accidents'?.
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Table 1. The numbers of accidents classified by causes'?
Classification 91 | 92 | 93 | 9a |95 | 96 | o7 | o8
User's faults 25 |33 |32 |3 |[15]8] ] s

Supplier’s faults 12 11 8 19 74 72 64 46

00 01 |Total| %
34 36 | 5814192
21 26 | 382 | 126

SR8 |~ 815 |8
=3}

2nd construction 5 8 8 13 57 30 30 18 6 185 | 60
Deficient of utilities | 35 40 32 35 185 | 143 | 105 | 65 49 3B | 774 | 265
Intention accidents 2 7 7 15 46 71 85 118 36 43 | 492 | 16.2

Product’s faults 8 8 12 68 121 86 43 21 15 | 400 | 132
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Other 4 2 2 6 22 54 37 50 15 9 9 210 | 73
Total 91 103 | 97 136 | 577 | 576 | 477 | 397 | 224 | 176 | 170 | 3024 | 100
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Table2. Perception for cause of gas safety accidents occurrence

Shortage of gas safety User's careless/ Storage of gas safety
Classification countmeasurement for shortage of safety installation/ Problem of Supplier’'s
government consciousness facility
sex man 12.5% 59.1% 21.0% 7.4%
woman 16.1% 55.6% 19.3% 9.0%
20-29 25.4% 61.2% 11.2% 2.2%
30-39 37.4% 48.2% 11.5% 2.9%
age 40-49 21.0% 59.8% 15.9% 3.3%
50-59 24.6% 58.0% 13.4% 4.0%
60> 23.3% 48.8% 17.5% 11.3%
university> 21.5% 61.2% 13.8% 3.5%
education | High 24.6% 56.15 15.7% 3.15%
school <
office worker 16.8% 69.70 8.5% 5.0%
publish 11.6% 71.8% 1275 3.85%
. official
fob I mmercial 25.3% 45.3% 20.0% 9.4%
professional 24.7% 63.0% 71% 5.2%
housewife 25.3% 58.6% 11.7% 4.4%
total 22.15% 58.3% 14.2% 5.3%
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Table3. Responsibilities on the gas accidents

Classification Government Supplier's faults User's faults Product’s faults Other
man 4.1% 13.3% 62.3% 17.2% 3.1%

sex women 36% 15.0% 56.1% 20.6% 47%
20-29 7.2% 20.0% 52.8% 16.0% 4.0%

30-39 3.1% 18.2% 59.5% 17.1% 2.1%

ages 40-49 4.3% 19.8% 55.0% 20.1% 0.8%
50-59 1.8% 9.5% 60.8% 26.4% 1.5%

60 > 3.2% 17.6% 63.5% 15.1% 0.6%

educat| university = 5.0% 16.2% 56.7% 19.3% 2.8%
ion high school< 2.1% 16.0% 61.3% 17.1% 3.5%
official worker 4.6% 13.7% 64.1% 15.4% 2.2%
publish official 6.0% 27.0% 50.5% 10.1% 6.4%

job commercial 5.8% 30.4% 52.2% 24.6% 13.0%
professional 6.3% 15.0% 58.1% 16.6% 4,0%
housewife 2.5% 14.4% 61.1% 20.3% 1.7%

total average 4.25% 17.5% 58.14% 18.20% 3.6%
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Table4. Cause for not practices of gas safety check

Cause Frequency (person) Rate (%)
because of safety check from urban company employee 514 70,12
troublesome of gas safety check 118 16.09
not necessary of gas safety check 41 559
not_known check method 37 5.04
have no efficiency time spare for check 23 313
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Table5. Supply present for safety utility of urban gas using household
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. ‘ Target using household i No. of establish of gas safety unit
Classification shut down unit, .
(%) shut down unit(%) fuse * coke(%)
fuse - coke(%)
single house 169 (23.05) 15 (8.87) 53 (31.36) 101 (59.76)
common_house 207 (28.24) 28 (13.52) 65 (31.40) 114 (55.07)
commercial 357 (48.70) 233 (65.26) 87 (24.36) 37 (10.36)
total 733 216 (37.6) 205 (27.96) 252 (34.37)
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Table6. Using present & perception for gas safety utilities as a household

Classification Using No using
fuse - cock 307 41.8% 426 58.2% . experience for gas safety
gas release for house gas safety utility utility information
: 185 25.2% 548 58.1 Y
alarm
My- il littl litth

yreom 57 7.7% 676 922 welopatite) Ae yes no
meter known | known | known
gas release

hut down 184 25.1% 546 744 73% | 645% | 283% 56.9% 43.1%
|
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Table7.Causes that the gas safety utility have no mind to establish

Cause Frequency(person) Rate(%)

no decision for purchase establish due to lack of price & information 221 30.15%
not economic conditions 181 24.6%

government & gas company have to do 206 28.1%

need not to establish of safety utility 71 10.5%

others 48 6.5%
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Table8. Perception for gas safety

Classification Very safety Mediums safety Medium dangerous Very dangerous
sex man 3.2% 735% 17.7% 5.0%
women 4.2% 75.3% 18.4% 21%
20-29 3.3% 71.8% 18.0% 4.1%
30-39 3.2% T1.0% 15.5% 3.3%
ages 40-49 2.3% 76.1% 18.3% 1.7%
50-59 5.1% 78.1% 17.8% 1.1%
60 > 2.8% 81.5% 8.3% 5.0%
educa university > 4.2% 80.4% 13.3% 2.6%
tion | high school< 6.3% 77.1% 13.5% 2.0%
offical worker 4.9% 71.3% 20..2% 45%
publish official 5.1% 71.1% 19.4% 3.0%
job commercial 3.0% 73.5% 18.4% 4.4%
professional 1,1% 72.2% . 18.5% 5.2%
housewife 2.5% 78.3% 16.5% 3.4%
total average 3.65% 75.5% 15.2% 3.38%
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Table9. Comparison for known rate of selfcheck frequency & methods

Classification High school> University >
often check 226% 0.8%
Self-gas safety check sometime check 48.3% 43.3%
do not a little 30.9% 55.9%
o very well known 30.5% 36.7%
Cognition g:a\sh safety check roughly known 66.3% 55.5%
method not_at all known 3.1% 74%

& $FAY 3B%7F FF A B AN FolA shAbAATI HAY sHsAe) Q)
i SEFo A EAZtas dulH oz kAol AT oA Alne YPAo] &)
3 Atk HE 4MAE 222 2 40 ASE AAE 23 A
3.4&

HAEEALY EAMEHE EUE ZAZtE F47He AT 2 SFAGAAT o
A e A AUALHE FEAAEY ASHA 2D AN, TFol AN Alzew &5,
TVeA, 243 5& &8¢ 37l 3T 5 4F FAFAo2 oux sz
AFHeR FAoF & Aot AF7A I/t E ddos gule stahd Abgd
€ T3t dAFAG gy AR AY 2A PATFTFY F 85%0) 4] Fawe st
AEEE @2 Agn $EE HoM 2 43} vl xee & F A 2y o)y
THETH A # 7t2dd LR ALHA ZoE E7stn AR stagkAAart A
& gAstn e He 9A SEAY 6%ute] AL YL AL e e AU u
oJAlE Zhatd FHO FAo £AE FAFAL AEHoE HHd $VEE HEd
ol Hag Aot EAE NH&ALE G71H 0 FAaAI7] JAE LPrlatdF
AFAES FAoYS AT ARZEH FHAA M) dg A7E S8¥Y L FAFAH
A Aol digh A #e 58 oS Besta, A2GRNNFZF) FRANANY 5
Koz 238 s A4 g 2 d7AT B9 FREezs v st
2 Ade] AP ERAe il 4F 2AHLE Jout HA o Fof wisME e we
AAolEg dAAYFTAH R AFLue AEHA iyt o, oo t o3y
Fol g AR AAY B AEo Wad Aol

! pE o

4o ol e

I TR
L 7 FAL, “7raata A7, 7hAA FA AFLZALA, (1991-2001).
2. bR FAL DY AT A", TEAHAFTAL HALA DA (2001).

3. CCPS for American Institute of Chemical Engineers, “Guideline for Chemical
Process Quantitative Risk Analysis”, AICHE-CCPS, New York(1989).

4. Armstrong,]. Scot and Terry s. Overton, "Estimating Nonresponse Bias in Mail
Surveys” Journal of Marketing Research 14“ pp. 396-402(1977).

5. Cochran, william G, “Sampling Techniques”, New York, Wiley, (1997).

_43_



