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Abstract : This study is conducted to review the ratio of direct and indirect cost accompanied by industrial accident
in construction sites. It is surveyed that how to use safety cost in construction work is most efficient in comparison
with several items of safety cost through the regression analysis.
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Table 1. The result in survey

(Unit : hundred million won, persons)

Casualties
Workers Loss cost| Construction cost | Safety cost
Dead -Wounded Total
"Median 356 0 15 15 13 318 42
Mean 518 04 33 37 47 404 59
Total " Coefficient of variation 0.85 1.66 127 293 1.45 0.78 0.77
Maximum 1800 2 16 18 276 1199 23
Minimum 40 0 0 0 0 14 0.7
Median 346 0 2 2 12 27 39
Architecture Mean 491.7 02 31 33 49 266 56
m’“““c] tion Coefficient of variation 0.87 27 0.94 3.65 1.59 0.66 092
(5 %) | Maximum 1800 2 10 12 276 574 23
Minimum 40 0 0 0 0 14 0.8
Median 366 0 1 1 14 526 47
Mean 5448 06 36 42 44 543 6.1
Civil engineering

works Coefficient of variation 0.83 1.19 1.46 2.65 125 0.66 0.6

(15 55
Maximum 1500 2 16 18 168 1199 153
Minimum 52 0 0 0 0 23 0.7

Table 2. The ratio of direct loss cost / indirect loss cost

Median 0.22 Maximum 40.77
Mean 2.36 Minimum 0

Coefficient of variation 330
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Table 3. The Characteristics of the safety cost
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Kind Percentage Remark
Hardware 61% HE=
expenditure ® | (Facilities cost+Protective equipment cost)
Soft SE=
expenditure 3% (Labor cost+Educational expenses+
xpe Diagnosis cost+Health care cost)
Total 100%
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Table 5. The basic model of the benefit cost analysis

Loss cost + Percentage of safety cost formula 1)
= f{Construction scale, character, field management
method, etc.)

Loss cost = f{Safety management cost, Construction scale.
characte, field management method, etc.) formula 2)

Table 6. The competible method of condlusion

Classified in
architecture
construction Not classified in
H i ivi hitecture
Analysis unit works and civil archit
of sa}l:ty cost engineering construction works
works and civil
Fach engineering works
Nominal (el
Total cost a b c
Total
model Software and ] . .
hardware
Each item . .
model Each item g h i

2 @R e REE §3 £IE o8

12} 2101 82,8 4] 20 tha) Table 67} 20] 72}
9%l ety Aol TFsat

w

2. &I - obEl ga| £ x| u|go] HA
o BREA) @Ron TRe FA)E
JRHE FFE nelshe] Al $EOE Lhro]

iy
a
i

Asu] Lol ek b deln] v&
= 0.708+(0.0001 - 0.001DXT2A}5)
(0.19)  (-0.48)
+ (0.134 + 0.236D)(F2A1H] )
(1.53) (2.43)**
+ (-0.118 - 0.002D)gFA F2u)), AR A4=0.80
(-1.35) (0.01)

Table 4. Total loss cost in Safety cost (Unit : hundred million won, persons, no unit in B item and A item)

Total loss cost - safety Direct cost—+ Safety management | Total loss cost | Direct loss | Indirect loss
management cost ratio (B/A) | indirect cost (C/D) cost(A) (B=C+D) cost(C) cost(D)

Total 0.756 0213 175.5 132.7 233 109.5

Architecture

construction 0.875 0.147 84.7 74.1 9.5 64.6
works

Civil engineering

works 0.645 0.307 90.8 586 13.8 44.9
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Table 7. The efficiency of the safety cost™
Architecture construction works Civil engineering works
Volume Uncertainty (p) Volume Uncertainty (p)
The whole safety management cost 264% $3(0.18) Indistinct effect
Soft safety management cost
The whole 332% /J0.03) Indistinct effect
Labor cost 332%~1436% /N0O1~0.03) Indistinet effect
Diagniosis cost Improve operation™® x Indistinct effect
Training expenses 120% A(0.63) Indistinct effect
Health care cost Effective™ X Indistinet effect
Hard safety management cost
The whole 204% NO.0B) Indistinct effect
Facilities cost 204%-~328% /e(0.06~0.19) 107% #(0.15)
Protective equipment cost Excessive expenditure X0.82) Excessive expenditure F1(0.15)
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