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Cost categories for visiting nursing services
Labor Material Management
cost cost cost
Direct Costs Indirect Costs [éi;::: Indirect Costs Direct Costs Indirect Costs
— - sWelfare, transportation *Allocated
*Visiting «Department sMedicine sMedical . ication. suonli overhead cost
Nurse supervisor *Nursing equipment, OMMUMICALION, Suppiies from other
+Administrator treatment mediclal “Rent lfo-r lease . departments
machineryd 'Reffalr‘“g of equipment house-keeping
“Physician fools, o vehicle management depreciation
. Depreciation » Public information, ete
eTechnician cost on .
" f educational expense
«Officer equipment etc A
*Public relation, seminar
«Computer etc.
*Clothing, printing
*Laundry, insurance, fee etc
¥ [talic letters was excluded on cost counting
<Figure 1> Factors influencing costs for visiting nursing service
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<(Table 1> The time allocation visiting nursing activities with the Easley- Storfjell Instrument by visiting nursing model

(unit: minute, %)

_ . o Type | Type |l
Visiting nursing activities min (%) min (%)

W Personal time (vacation, sick, holiday, days off) 47.6 ( 10.7) 512 (11.4)
o Supportive activities (supervisor conferences, continuing education, 78.7 ( 17.8) 394 ( 8.8)

r committees, staff meetings)
lf Special assignments (teaching classes, liaison, preceptoring) 527 ( 1L.9) 414 ( 9.2)
0 Community service activities (community meetings, committees) 66.6 ( 15.0) 71.8 ( 16.0)
a Caseloads responsibilities & Others (recording, reporting, computerizing ect.) 532 ( 12.0) 445 ( 9.9)
d Subtotal 298.8 ( 67.4) 248.3 ( 55.3)
Nursing service 297 ( 6.7) 36.7 ( 82)
Level I Travel 94 ( 2.1) 145 ( 32)
Nursing service 286 ( 6.5) 38.1 ( 8.5)

C
; Lewlll Travel 89 ( 20) 124 ( 2.8)
s Nursing service 288 ( 6.5) 385 ( 8.6)
1
¢ Level 11 Travel 112 ( 2.5) 131 ( 29)
a Nursing service 188 ( 4.2) 376 ( 84)
1 1V

o  Leve Travel 89 ( 2.0) 95 ( 2.1)
d Totl Nursing service 1059 ( 23.9) 1509 (33.7)
Travel 384 ( 8.7) 49.5 ( 11.0)
Subtotal 1443 ( 32.6) 200.4 ( 44.7)
Total 443.1 (100.0) 448.7 (100.0)

Note: Level 1: recipients who need the visiting service one time visit per week at least.
Level II: recipients who need the visiting service two time visit per month at least.
Level III: recipients who need the visiting service 2-3 times visits per year at least.
Level IV: recipients who need the visiting service one time visit per year at least.
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S A Zleg FAH 12.9%%} 0.4%2Z F71A #ElF(Level 1) 7.2%F 02%, 3=

<Table 2>T ZAMAE BAl Ad 67/0E Feb HE5A B 9 A #AEHLevel DY 7.2 % 0.1%, 281 A7}
% FelddAt ok W S5 E vl $A S Aol HE ] FLevel 1V)S) 0.9%2 0.1%0] Blal =9
BEAE 10] @k QE A £E 248 A AR
8 & F 35090 sl ARIRE IE F 318WoE A UYEUSHIL & 220 F

+9 10 "8 ASE 17F Bl Sl gleiM e o
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3ol vla)] 1463t o wWsith ol A wUd wd HE EUE AGAEEE BEnsdriet 244 A
BAA AT BEIREY 7)E7 AGEFAS] A o Adfolr), WEINE AV F4 A AMARE 19 i T 9
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<Table 2> Number of recipients and visits per visiting nurse during 6 months

(2003. 6. ~ 2003. 11)

Type | Type |l
No. of No. of Average % of total No. of No. of Average % of total
recipients visits visits/day visits recipients visits visits/day visits
Level 1 11.9 27.7 22 6.4 23.6 59.8 47 10.5
Level 1I 37.2 65.5 52 15.1 35.0 79.4 .63 14.0
Level I 78.5 138.6 1.1 32.0 72.4 126.2 1.0 22.2
Level IV 222.1 201.6 1.6 46.6 186.6 303.6 24 534
Total 349.7 4284 34 100.0 317.6 569.0 45 100.0
Note: not included 710 telephone visits in Type I and 518 telephone visits in Type II.
{(Table 3> Distribution on the visiting nursing services by complexity of recipients (unit: %)
Complexit Nursing services
(No o? visii/s) Assessment Nursing treatment Health education Others Total
) Treatment Drug & exam. and promotion  (Referral et.al.)  (No. of services)
Level 1 100.0
. 9 04 X 4.9
(355) 27.2 12 54.6 (5.596)
Level IT 100.0
X . . 4 .
(635) 289 7.2 0.2 58 53 (5.157)
Level I 100.0
(1.618) 28.6 7.2 0.1 59.6 4.5 (11.673)
Level IV 100.0
(3532) 25.7 0.9 0.1 69.9 34 (9.537)
988 CH5tZES 813| X| 34(6), 20044 10€
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He & %E JI5E Fgsto ﬁ“%ﬁli ﬁgzﬂﬁ T
<Table 4>¢ AAIE wpe} Lo} AAAHH
AR AF AT 1,902,43649, F7H 4;4;1 4217,4144,
F5 9 A BT 8,964,093d a8y A BYF
12,057,696 22 FAHEAL AQHE e AT =T
415131649, A713 AT 4,851,340, 5% 2 A BT
7,905,925 1831 &b BEIT 17434712902 FAEY
o AT F 2L AFIAE 10] 28,349,798€0] %1
T ARISE 17F 35,645,574 28 FAHY ARGS9
AR 1o mlEl F 72957769 AE U @o] 29" Ao

2 FAEL olf= AHEeE 17k AR 1ol 88 F
T3] glo] 2823 o @YW Zo] 7P & dklew s
M.

= 9

A2 A= gorst 7139 gA4EE 9 2dog
A FEd EAnA 7 Y e S 9
3 % 47HE AABET Y (Kang, 1999; Lee, 2003; Lee,

{(unit: won, year)

Cost category

Labor (A+B) Materials Adminis— Total No. of visit Average cost
Caseload Workload (9] tration(D) (E) per visit (F)
o - - . (A+B+C+D)
{per visit) (per visit) (per visit) (per visit)
Level 1 507,630 992,325 105,426 297,055 1,902,436 554 (34,340)
Level II 1,029,791 2,346,472 138,729 702,422 4217,414 131.0 (32,194)
Level I 2,223,144 4,965,206 289,397 1,486,346 8,964,093 2772 (32,338)
Tyee 1 el v 2,615,962 7222118 57,658 2,161,958 12,057,696 4032 (29.905)
7,526,336 15,347,002 882,298 4,594,162
Total g (17912} PP P 28,349,798 856.8 (33,088)
Level 1 1,602,879 1,614,241 362,747 571,449 4,151,316 119.6 (34,710)
Level II 1,681,216 2,143,324 268,054 758,746 4,851,340 158.8 (30,550)
Level MM 2,873,069 3,406,643 420,246 1,205,967 7,905,925 2524 (31,323)
Type I el v 6,197,690 8,195,378 138,442 2,901,202 17,432,712 607.2 (28,710)
12,980,028 15,359,586 1,868,596 5,437,364
Total o (13497) 1164 w17 35,645,574 1,138.0 (31,323)

Source: The data for costs are from the statement of accounts, 5 department of visiting nursing program in public health center in Seoul

during 2003.

Method of calculating cost categories :
1. Direct labor(A) = [time on visiting nursing service per visit (min) x nursing staff salary per minute] + [travel time per visit (min) x
nursing staff salary per minute]

* Nursing staff salary per minute = average annual salary of nursing staff + average official working hours per year ( = 44hours per
week x 52) + 60 (min)

2. Indirect labor(B) = [(supervisor and administrator salaries) x (total number of visit by recipient classification + total number of visit per
year) + total number of visit by recipient classification x portion of workloads(20%)]

3. Materials(C) = cost of materialsx (total number of visit by recipient classification + total number of visit per year) + total number of
visit by recipient classification]

4. Administration(D) = (department direct cost + other indirect overhead costs) x (total number of visit by pa recipient classification +
total number of visit per year) + total number of visit by recipient classification}

5. Average cost for nursing service per visit (F) = D/E

o t7t5E 8t K| 34(6),
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Estimating the Cost of Visiting Nursing Service by Visiting Nursing
Model for Urban Public Health Center in Korea*

Ryu, Ho-Sihn"

1) College of Nursing, Korea University

Purpose: This study focused on analysing costs per visiting nursing care based on nursing activities in a public
health center. Method: The Easley-Storfijell Instrument(1997) was used for a prospective descriptive analysis of
self-records for workload data from 10 visiting nurses during 4 weeks on all nursing activities. In addition,
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analysis of the 478 visiting nursing records and cost data from 5 home visiting departments in public health
centers during one year of 2003 was done. Result: The workload of visiting nurses by the type of model was
identified as follows: Type I showed that caseloads made up 32.9 % of all nurse activities, and type II showed
that the caseloads made up 45.8 %. Second, The cost per visit in type I was 33,088 won and 31,323 won in type
/1. Third, the estimated budgets were 1,902,436 won to 12,057,696 won for the type I model. and 4,151,316 won
to 17,432,712 won for the type II model for one year. Conclusion: This study's results will contribute to baseline
data used to establish on infrastructure for visiting nursing program and visiting nursing agencies based on the
budget of visiting nursing services.

Key words : Cost, Workload, Visiting nursing service, Health center
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