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Abstract

Purpose: The purpose of this study was to compare the costs and benefits of home
nursing care services between public health centers (PHC) and private hospitals, Method:
Participants were 105 patients who had received home nursing care services from a
private hospital or public health center, From a societal perspective, the researcher
identified the costs and benefits of the services using performance data and calculated
the net benefit and benefit/cost ratio, Result: The net benefit of the home nursing care
service based in the PHC was 1659 milion won and benefit/cost ratio was 2.0, while
the net benefit of the home nursing care services by the private hospital was 141 1
milion won and benefit/cost ratio was 1.7, Both types of programs were economically
validated, Conclusion: Home nursing care services were basically efficient as the results
showed a positive net benefit, A cost-benefit analysis indicated that the PHC-based
home nursing care services were more efficient than that of the private hospital, With
limited human resources and management standards in public health centers, results
suggest the need for a more systematic management of the home nursing care service
to improve the health of this vulnerable community population,
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Input (Cost)

Process

Output (Benefit)

Labor cost(Cl)
Material cost(Cm)
General administration cost(Ca)

Home Nursing
Care Service

Direct Benefit (S1)

» Savings in hospitalization cost(S1a)

Indirect Benefit (S2)

 Savings in medical cost due to delayed treatments (S2a)
* Savings in transportation cost (S2b)

» Savings in caregiver cost (S52c)

g

Net Benefit = (S1a+S2a+S2b+S2¢)-(Cl+Cm+Ca)
Benefit/ Cost Ratio = (S1a+S2a+S2b+52¢) / (Cl+Cm+Ca)
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(Table 1) List of costs and benefits of home nursing care services
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Type Outsourcing Public health center
» Budget of outsourcing * Labor costs
- Co-payments - Salary, Bonus, social insurances
- Transportation costs - Other employee benefits
- Severance benefits
» Payment by National Health Insurance » Material costs
Costs - Medical supplies

- Drugs

» General administration cost

» General administration costs
- Employee's transportation costs
- Office supplies
- Utility fees
- Depreciation cost of property

» Savings in hospitalization cost
 Savings in medical cost due to delayed treatment

Benefits » Savings in transportation cost
» Savings in caregiver cost

» Intangible benefits (Quality of life improvement)
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TCoutsourcing =Cb + Cp + Ca

TCoutsourcmg . total cost

Cb : budget of outsourcing

Cp : payment by national health insurance
Ca : general administration cost
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TCphc = Cl + Cm + Ca

TCprc : total cost

Cl : labor cost

Cm : material cost

Ca : general administration cost
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TB = DB[HB] + IB[MB + PB + CB + GB]

TB: total benefit

DB: direct benefit

IB: indirect benefit

HB: savings in hospitalization cost

MB: savings in medical cost due to delayed treatment
PB: savings in transportation cost

CB: savings in care-giver cost

GB: intangible benefit
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(Table 2) General characteristics of subjects in public
health center

Characteristics n %
=80 25 238
70-79 28 267
Age 60-69 13 124
50-59 16 152
(40 23 219
Male 658 505
Gender Female 52 495
Insurance National Health Insurance 67 63.8
Medical Aid 38 36.2
Total 105 100.0
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(Table 3) Performance of home nursing care services (1,000 won)
Out-of-pocket paymenlts Sy Gt v
Co-payment Home care. fUISE's Subtotal by NHI+ Total cost person
transportation cost
HNCS' 53,746 25,637 79,382 103,708 183,092 250
(Long term care)’ (36,467) (15,095) (51,563) (60,696) (112,256) (263)

" NHI : National Health Insurance; *

HNCS : Home Nursing Care Service;

¥ Figures in parentheses indicate the costs of home nursing care service for long term care patients.
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(Table 4) Total costs of home nursing care services
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Type List Costs (won)
Budget of outsourcing
» Co-payment 53,745,485
* Transportation costs 25,636,760
Outsourcing Subtotal 79,382,245
Payments of National Health Insurance 103,708,813
General administration cost 12,250,000
Total 195,341,058
Labor costs
 Salary, bonus, social insurances
» Other employee benefits 140,000,000
» Severance benefits
Material costs
» Medical supplies 4,952,072
Public health center * Drugs
General administration costs
* Transportation costs
« Office supplies 25,579,777
* Utility fees
* Depreciation cost of property
Total 170,531,849
He 4o ofd dig duE FHS A7 2000 7HF7EE (Table 5) Total benefits of home nursing care services
AFde] QlAHIE E 140,000,000908 AEE At List Benefits (won)
H 2 AEdE A7 49520724093, #HEELuE = Savings in hospitalization cost 235,565,665
255707779008 ZAE6] 20068 T1A7EAIYe] Fueo Savings ?n medical cgst by delayed treatment 31,408,762
Savings in transportation cost 2,240,070
170,531,849 0 2 AFE =} (Table 4). Savings in caregiver cost 67,260,480
Total 336,474,977
3) J1MZISAL0] Tl
200609 7HATEEAR Y] FHele YdulE AR, XEA| 2 67200480902 FHlL 33647497790 FAHIACH
7] A= Qs ﬂﬁﬁl & 374 4, aWEH HHE, 7] A (Table 5).
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(Table 6) Cost-benefit analysis of home nursing care services in 2006
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170,531,8499, %

Outsourcing Cost (won) Public health center Cost (won)
» Budget of outsourcing 79,382,245 « Labor costs 140,000,000
Costs » Payment by National Health Insurance 103,708,813 < Material costs 4,952,072
» General administration cost 12,250,000 e« General administration costs 25,579,777
Total 195,341,058 Total 170,531,849
+ Savings in hospitalization cost 235,565,665 ¢ Savings in hospitalization cost 235,565,665
» Savings in medical cost due to delayed 31,408,762 <« Savings in medical cost due to delayed 31,408,762
’ treatment treatment

BRI * Savings in transportation cost 2,240,070 + Savings in transportation cost 2,240,070
* Savings in caregiver cost 67,260,480 < Savings in caregiver cost 67,260,480
Total 336,474,977 Total 336,474,977

Net benefit 141,133,919 165,943,128

Benefit/Cost ratio

1.7

2.0
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7 Feke R 63.8%, =T A} 36.2%F ARSI
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