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Abstract
T his study presents a method of economic analysis of building energy saving measures. The basic principle

and method of economic analyses were investigated and total life cycle cost considering environmental costs
according to energy consumption and CO: generation at each life cycle phase of a building was analyzed.

If the life of a sample apartment building is 20 years and the discounted rate and the increasing rate of oil
price is respectively 4.13% and 5.8%, a sample energy saving measure that the internal rate of return comes to
be 0 can have economic benefit from 13 years after construction. In the analysis of total life cycle cost
considering environmental costs, it is indicated that the environmental cost depends on running phase. Therefore,
it is required to apply energy conservation building system to reduce the environmental costs. As a result of the
sensitivity analysis of Benefit/ Cost(B/C) Ratio of the sample energy saving measure, the most influential factors
were additional construction cost and saved energy cost, and the additional construction cost and discount ratio
had negative effect.
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