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Abstract - The objective of this study is to develop a Cost-Benefit analysis system
which would help us to make optimal decision among safety investment alternatives,
calculating and comparing costs and benefits for facilities in chemical plants. So, the
accident frequency analysis module and the accident damage prediction module were
developed for estimating quantitative risks in chemical facilities, and domestic societal
risk criterion was presented after the comparative analysis of major industrial cases
and societal risk criteria of advanced countries like the Netherlands, Australia, US.A,
UK, and Germany. Also, the Cost-Benefit Analysis System which compares the
safety investment alternatives based on their deduced net present values was developed
through the selection of proper cost and benefit items by field studies

Key words @ CBA(Cost-Benefit Analysis), frequency analysis, accident damage
prediction, societal risk criterion
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Fig. 1 Procedure for development of
Cost-Benefit anaylsis.
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Fig. 2 Assessment procedure of Cost-
Benefit analysis system.
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Fig. 3 Accident frequency analysis
module.
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Fig. 5 Input picture of alternatives.
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Fig. 7 Output picture of original case
F-N Curve.
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Fig. 8 Result picture of Cost-Benefit
analysis.
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Fig. 9 Result picture of Cost-Benefit
analysis for alternative.
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