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A Study on Welfare Plan of industrial disaster victims
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Abstract

Employee suffered by industrial accident will face more economically disadvantaged and mentally tough life

than life of employee before industrial disaster. however,

in this study, we will study for welfare and

reasonable compensation about how a country or society helps disaster victims in the industry put a little more

unhappy because of the disaster of the injustice. I am to look into the rational compensation and welfare of the
industrial accident disabled in terms of linking and expanding into social corporation and preparing policies of
selecting major companies and prizing policies that can help the disabled if not in direct and monetary ways.
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[Figure 3-1] Disability rating assessment procedures
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[Figure3-2] Disability rating assessment
status by year

[Figure3-3] Disability assessment status by rate
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[Figure 3-4] Disability assessment status rating for 12
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[Figure3-5] Disability assessment status rating for 14
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<Table 4-1> Disahility rating rationality example
due to rating errors principle
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[Figure 4-1 Disahility rating assessment
procedures improvements)
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