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Abstract

This study conducted a management status survey on seaweed production companies located in
Daebyeon, Gijang, Busan, and analyzed their profitability and economic feasibility using the collected data.
The profitability analysis showed that the five surveyed companies had an average net profit margin of
19.02%, indicating relatively stable profitability. In the economic feasibility analysis, all companies showed
a Benefit-Cost Ratio (BCR) exceeding 1, with an average BCR of 1.150, confirming that seaweed
production is an economically viable business. Furthermore, the production cost of seaweed was estimated
by dividing total production expenses by total production volume for each company. The results showed
that the average production cost per kilogram was KRW 869.
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<Table 1> Initial Investment and Annual Operating Costs of Seaweed Production Companies (A-E)

A B C D E
Size (ha) 15.0 1.0 3.0 4.0 1.5
_ Initial Aquaculture farm 8.09 1.08 1.95 2.66 1.14
nvestment
cost (100 Drying facility 2.40 0.16 0.65 0.35 0.23
million
won) Total 10.49 1.23 2.60 3.14 1.37
Annual operating cost total 987.74 81.44 212.36 278.09 125.98
Seed cost 64.50 1.00 6.80 4.00 1.40
Fuel 380.00 440 13.20 17.60 19.80
Maintenance 100.00 10.00 20.00 30.00 10.00
Operating Fixed labor 243.30 42.00 99.60 126.00 42.00
cost Part-time labor 25.00 - - 10.00 15.00
Aquaculture Food 28.80 - - - -
(million Insurance 10.00 - 5.00 - -
won) Ground rental fee - 2.00 6.00 8.00 3.00
Sales commission 1.00 - - - -
Depreciation 62.14 7.04 14.21 18.89 7.93
Subtotal 914.74 66.44 164.81 214.49 99.13
Operating Labor 46.00 9.00 31.50 45.00 18.00
COS_t' Electricity 12.50 045 1.05 1.35 0.60
Drying Fuel 0.50 4.50 13.50 15.75 6.75
facility
(million Depreciation 14.00 1.05 1.50 1.50 1.50
won) Subtotal 73.00 15.00 47.55 63.60 26.85

Source: Compiled by the author using data provided by Companies A-E.
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<Table 2> Seaweed Production by Companies A-E(Wet and Dry Weights and Drying Ratios of Sea

A B C D E
Sea Long Sea Sea Sea Sea
mustard kombu mustard Kelp mustard Kelp mustard Kelp mustard Kelp
Production o0 0 4000 200 263 500 800 1000 900 1500 550 500
volume (ton)
Drying yield - 150% - 85% 125% 10.0% 150% -  125% 10.0% 11.5%
Proportion of 100.0% - 10.0% 100.0% 5.0% 100.0% -  100.0% 10.0% 100.0%
dried products
Dried production 60.0 - 29 63 40 150 ; 188 55 63

volume (ton)

Source: Compiled by the author using data provided by Companies A-E.

- 1474 -



SIZR AMIHe] ZHA A 2 A

7Hgatelom, 10de] AaEm e Ade] &
7 [e)

el wAEna 7Pgstel AT s 54

,d

N
A
EN
o
)
1o
it
=

2
iCsl
v
>,
=

o2
(o
™ ox
24
_O|L
2
2 A

ofl
(HA )
o, SN

© |o

o%

O

it

2l
o

£

oft
fuj
1o
N =)
=2

o
Mo |
o ©
)
rlr N
>\I
EH‘B
il

T i
o2l =)
S 2
3ts o
T

o

Hu

a
A 12

fr N o oo 1@ & <

ox
2
ol
N —mt
S
Flo
2uk
o
24
oft
o
~

o BN

£

~ mio My

=
(SR>

Y
BN
ox
2
ot
lo =
U 2=
2
30,
o
g
32 o
GRS
o rlr

o
A
ol
of -
>
"
oX

371 GARE sk
FEE oF 85%~10%0]th AtkAlute] 9o
F8o] HA 115%4 Hdl 15.0%%F LEFTh
o tin] AW} B2 FES Hol: 9]
Alute] FAZE FAL A, B @
ta Q7] wlEoelth oo SHAES
Asl rAlmrt FAAE w7k A
| frelsteta gk
AZ7HAE En9e A9 9 7H4 Apolrt
A wAes Aoz AT A2 A
Aol AAARYE AR EFHE S Aun
W, vl A o]& A7]e FFE= 27 ORE 40
kg 715 9~10%F A(kgd 2,250~2,500¢) .= L}EL
wow, 7|4k o] % 71Ao] stetgl Aol KHE
40,000~50,0009 (ke 1,125€H o2 Ags= Ao
2 ZAE QT

o

gl

o

flo e rfr

}-

O
Mo Ho
mlo ol

N

fr 4«

)
o

2 U

Ty S FEFAL Ak A o)
e 5d ARE AvEY, B 718 X G

74AL 771 B dA AYH F AolE
Kol Zlog FAITHKMI, 2020-2025). ©] ]l
B ATE FHE 7H” A A RS AE oA

T B4 71F XA 0|y, chAotE SHeE

7 =2 o] vk E A o719l 2024 11€
FE 20251 4271219 H 71 1,063 D/kgS
A &35t 3

T, &

[e]

=
Az vy} gAjuts dEF oz gik-dfsis
7199 sl AE VIEoR A8
o it 29,1679/kgS R Fulstal §lom,
thAeke] 9ol 9,000 /kgH-E] 14,0009 /kg7HA]
Z 59 7H4 AtelE Helw Fit7hs 12,0009 ke
o7 ZAEGIH

e

Ay o 12 N orie
19 @
oXx \%
=
Lo
o
HU o2
fr St

2
op o,
I
19
3
)
¥
o
19
o
r
19

=

2 o o
)

o

L O of
fr 32
1% -

e

ol
—_

o

B3R o
o
o

o
X2 oX of Ao 19
N
J .
Ei ‘' orlo
Ty
2 0%
- 5 @
oo T -
r o
2 5
= ]
(]
T NS
[o o o
N

2
~

P
o

A
]
o
o
)
oo [

e £ R
h
ol 2 N
fo
oz b o

N
i -
)
ofo St
_O‘L
38
5

H =
_YH, -
kﬂ 10 ol
re

-

=2

R

rlr

XY

19

0
=2
b
o

ox
1o,
S
24
o,
N
)
i

>

o

4
o,
ol
ol
38
i
o

o

=2
S
T or
ol ™

o
o
=
oo
o
4
oX
(i
n
s
2
ui

il

- 1475 -



o2 L5 - gAY
19.02% % 14_1:/}_1/1—1;}_ 7]_;&]— 201 A] o] l‘:r;—% o‘t/d;g—%
HI. o.j?‘ 7E=|J_'—I‘ _0 N(; T’“IOO —L—o—| )
AGAR 27.0%% 09, 71 3 QAle EGA
1. 2y 2o 2ot = 8.5%2 e
A= At A o UO A A] okAl S &)
2014 Baje] ok 7+ oAle] Z20le iz} AGAE AR W WA FAs ¥
S o B slem, dAuaekes Wl 37 29 59
Zol Z=AQHO A3l F-0] 0 ol
Ed FHES ;irg‘o]‘y\fq’ ST I ﬂ]?y’} yAE= FEo] ), [q_‘j/]_}\i s AR 23
At 50 kS Fa Estd A &St _
o oo ; AR w2 a8 Ax ¥ 9] It
=2 S5 A)===] = Kol h= O
%7}'2 1:10}'0:] J’EO}ME} TTUE 37'" EB]"I 6]-0% %% ‘/I:QJ% %AE,]TS‘]'"E‘ 7)‘13% E—éﬂlﬂl:]-
I Ang el Ak HlFe mE o]g w2 F¢
o i} . a3 57 EE GAlelA mdET thAlnke]
& oy AoAatel sk o FE FEe . o
3o g }\]_i-}_o:]]jr 57H ‘ﬁﬂ - U]Oﬂg ﬁooﬂ —,—CL}O] Iﬂ lr'iﬂ] ‘4"5]";}\":]' O];_— :r]@jd_‘: EHZJ]E
L us <] . x
e Atore ot aseg e | TE Sl G @olR ulFe) 7] wizelnt
= 37 7} dulY= A Akstar 1! N
VI AL AniRE 9G¥ AU ALy e A 2E 9a94 14 AR %
ymz 27 QAleE A vl SRS Fet v o
AzZ #Justy] wiZdd oo §f =A vehd
HeE RSl s, Ands Aakske 371 A G s 2 oou
1L = T
T HFEE 5-10% WE S e sEow ~

LN

1l

<Table 3> Net Profit Margin Analysis for Seaweed
Production Companies A-E
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<Table 6> Estimated Seaweed Production Costs of
Companies A-E

A B C D E

Production

995 79 192 265 108
volume (ton)

Production cost

914,743 66,443 163,449 213,793 99,125
(thousand won)

Unit
production 919 844 851 807 922
cost (won)

Source: Author’s analysis using data provided by Companies A-E.
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<Table 7> Production Cost of Sea Mustard for  <Table 8> Production Cost of Kelp for Companies
Companies A-E by Line-Based Yield A-E by Line-Based Yield
Producti Producti
on per A B C D E on per A B C D E
line (kg) line (kg)
300 2,069 2214 2222 2222 2430 500 2357 2,659 2272 2146 2,097
400 1552 1660 1666 1666 1823 1000 1178 1329 1136 1073 1,049
500 1,241 1,328 1,333 1,333 1,458
1,500 786 886 757 715 699
600 1,034 1,107 1,111 1,111 1215
2 24
700 887 949 952 952 1,042 000 589 665 568 537 >

800 776 830 833 833 911
900 690 738 741 741 810

1,000 621 664 667 667 729
Source: Author’s analysis using data provided by Companies A-E.
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2,500 471 532 454 429 419

Source: Author’s analysis using data provided by Companies A-E.
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<Table 9> Production Cost of Long Kombu by
Company(company “A”)

Production
per line 200 300 400 500 600
(ke)

Unit
production
cost
(won/kg)

2923 1,949 1462 1,169 974
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