CrossMark
&click for updates

pISSN : 1226-7147  €ISSN : 2383-9171 Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol.51, No.5 (2016)
http://dx.doi.org/10.17208/jkpa.2016.10.51.5.199 ot E T A A2 ES|X| TEA 2 H518 M52 p.199~213

AL SHAT BAAXMOY CH2 X|ASSY ZHR BA

— LNy |

An Analysis of the Factors of Local Acceptance for Spent Nuclear Fuel
Repository

7DI EH—é—d** . H_ll_—loj ¥*** . _Erxl %****
Kim, Tae-Hyun - Park, Hyun-Joo - Moon, Ji-Won

Abstract

Spent nuclear fuel repository has almost reached its maximum capacity in Korea. Recently,
the issue of safe management and conflict resolution in decision-making process for spent
nuclear fuel repository drew attention. The purpose of this research is to examine factors
determining local acceptance of spent nuclear fuel repository and to investigate moderating
effect among different groups of people. The survey was conducted to analyze the residents’
perception of spent nuclear fuel repository, and five factors were used to measure the local
acceptance utilizing structural equation model. As a result, environmental impact and
economic feasibility had a high positive relation to local acceptance rather than risk
perception. In particular, the effects of environmental impact were distinctively high regardless
of demographic characteristics. The degree of economic feasibility in male and household
income less than 3 million won groups showed high effects on local acceptance, and risk
perception had high effects on female and household income more than 3 million won. The
research is significant to seek various factors that residents are concerned about and supports
for policy-making.
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Table 2. Demographic characteristic

Note 1. (+) indicates raising local acceptance; (-) indicates
lowering local acceptance.

Note 2: e.g. If concern about the environmental destruction is
high, local acceptance gets low and negatively correlated.
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1. The development of the facility can be
maintained without the destruction of
natural environment.

2. In case of the leak of radiation in the
installation, I am afraid of environmental
disasters.

3. Radioactive substances are harmful only
to humans but may hardly do damage to
the ecosystem.

4. As compared to the coal cinder
generated out of heating power plants,
spent nuclear fuel has little few side-effects
on the environment.

5. The facility will put much environmental
burden on the future generation.

2y
environ
mental
impact
Qg
57H)

dM|d |1. The siting of a facility will activate the
econo |regional economy that has fallen behind to
mic [the economic benefits.
feasibili[2. The siting of a facility will generate a
ty |negative image in the local communities
(Q9, |which may lead to the regional loss.
774) [3. The building of a facility may decrease

203



the prices of agricultural and marine
products in the local areas.

4. The siting of a facility will decrease the
price of real estate.

5. The siting of a facility can make it
possible to improve the infrastructure in the
local areas (e.g. establishing additional
cultural facilities or welfare facilities, etc.)

6. The siting of a facility may increase the
number of job creation opportunities (Rise
in jobs).

7. The facility will put more economic
burden on the future generation.

1. Despite the technical safety of spent
nuclear fuel, it may be dangerous once

governmental policies on the facility.

3. I believe that the facility will
managed in a safe manner.

4. T think that there is enough discussion
about the options of managing the spent
nuclear fuel.

5. I believe that the transparent
trustworthy agencies for regulating
nuclear power can be introduced.

6. I am willing to participate in the debates
regarding spent nuclear fuel if any.

7. A conflict may be settled if those who
are against the siting of the facility are led
to the participation in the decision making
process.

be

and
the

people think so. bility [8. The government reveals the information
2. The facility will put some burden on the (Q11, |on the safety of spent nuclear fuel and
safety of the future generation. 137}) |radioactivity to the people in a transparent
3. The spent nuclear fuel itself makes us feel manner.
unsafe. 9. The information on spent nuclear fuel to
4. The technologies for treating the spent be delivered by the government and
nuclear fuel sound unfamiliar to me, so related agencies is objective and correct.
they may create some worrisome effects. 10. T will stand for the siting of the facility
5. The facility appears negative. if my area is chosen as the candidate for
6. I am afraid that the transportation of the site through the technical review.
spent nuclear fuel may be followed by the 11. I believe that it is necessary to build
S leak of radioactive substances. the facility.
Tri?ko 7. The possibility of the leak of radioactive 12. 1 believe that there is a problem in the
percept substances due to a nuclear accident can fairness between the residents in the
ion be ignored. neighborhood and others.
Q10 8. There are only few who feel favorably 13. There will be some burden on the
. |toward the facility. future generation in terms of the decision
137K) .
9. To some extent, I am aware of the of the facility-related problems.
health problems that may result from the 1. Due to the frequent exchange of people
facility. in charge and the changes of governmental
10. I feel that the facility may put my health policies, the policies for the safety of
at peril. nuclear power may hardly be managed in a
11. I believe that experts are well aware of consistent manner.
the health problems that may be caused by 2|2 [2. The government is willing to accept a
the facility. _ _ ) ) @ |variety of opinions from residents in terms
12. Mar?y .re5|dents in the .nelghborhood will manag |of the siting of the facility.
be”wctlmlzed about their health by the ement |3. The related agencies for managing the
facility. (Q12, |facility will strengthen and maintain the
13. The facility will not emit radioactivity 77H) |safety measures in order to remove the
that may do damage to the health of anxieties of spent nuclear fuel.
people. 4. The related agencies for regulating the
At2)d [1. A majority of people trust the safety of facility will strengthen and maintain the
social [the facility. safety measures in order to remove the
acceptal2. A majority of people trust the anxieties of spent nuclear fuel.
204 | "=EAZ, HM51H 5% (2016)
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5. In order to decide whether the facility is
to be sited, the opinions of residents are
more important than the technological
safety.

6. It should be decided by the related
experts whether the facility is to be built
because it is a technical and specialized
concern.

7. It should be decided by the government
whether the facility is to be built because it
is a matter that should be considered based
on the policies.
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Table 4. Descriptive Statistics

T2 classification Q3 Q5 Q6
SEX= N 1000 | 1000 | 1000

™ Mean 311 261 337
Z2|5 Median 3.00 2.00 4.00
HZTHEAX} Std. Deviation 1652 | 1515 | 1641
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Q8.3 | 0.82 0.73
Q8.4 | 0.75 0.69 | 0.75
Q8.1 | 0.60 0.60
Q9.5 0.81 0.78
Q9.6 0.79 0.72 | 0.83
Q9.1 0.72 0.73
Q106 0.84 0.76
Q104 0.84 0.76
Q102 0.82 0.74
Q103 0.80 0.72
Q105 0.80 0.68 | 0.94
Q101 0.79 0.73
Q10_10 0.78 0.71
Q1012 0.78 0.72
Q108 0.65 049
Q123 0.87 | 0.82
Q12 4 0.86 | 0.82
Q122 078 | 064 | 0.86
Q12 7 0.69 | 0.65
Q126 0.65 | 046
Bigenval g | 341 | 237 | 209
lue
expl.
Var.(%) 30.38 | 17.07 | 11.84 | 1043

Note: Communality signifies the rate explained in terms of
elements which are derived by principle component analysis
(PCA). 1t is measured as low if the value is 04 or less
(Song, 2013).
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Table 7. Validation of measurement model

e TN EZE A2EEEA correlations
= local
bl
variable Q8 Q9 | Q10 | Q12 acceptance.
Q8 1.00
0.56
Q9 0.06) 1.00
-0.65 | -0.53
Q10 (0.06) | (0.06) 100
039 | 055 | -0.29
Q12 (0.05) | (0.06) | (0.05) 100
NS E=DY|
'To:aTm 071 | 067 | -069 | 0.36 100
acceptance (0.08) | (0.08) | (0.07) | (0.06)
s
EtE
convergent | 0.50 | 0.62 | 0.68 | 0.74 0.64
validity
[VE>0.5]

= () represents the standard error of covariance
H8 M 7Y 38

Table 8. Contents for hypothesis test

=
sy
e e
classific
. contents
ation

Q3. What is your opinion on building a
spent nuclear fuel repository in your town?
Q5. What is your opinion on building and
managing the spent nuclear fuel facility in
your town without any of compensation?

Q6. If the compensation is given, what is
your opinion on building and managing the
spent nuclear fuel facility in your town?

DB
&4
local

accepta
nce

Q8_1. The development of the facility can
be maintained without the destruction of
natural environment.

Q8_3. Radioactive substances are harmful
only to humans but may hardly do damage
to the ecosystem.

Q8.4. As compared to the coal cinder
generated out of heating power plants,
spent nuclear fuel has little few side-effects
on the environment.

224
environ
mental
impact

(+)

MY |Q9_1. The siting of a facility will activate

econo |the regional economy that has fallen
mic |behind to the economic benefits.
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Q9_5. The siting of a facility can make it

possible to improve the infrastructure in the

feasibili[local areas (e.g. establishing additional
ty |cultural facilities or welfare facilities, etc.)
(+) |Q9.6. The siting of a facility may increase

the number of job creation opportunities

(Rise in jobs).

Q10_1. Despite the technical safety of spent

nuclear fuel, it may be dangerous once

people think so.

Q10_2. The facility will put some burden on

the safety of the future generation.

Q10_3. The spent nuclear fuel itself makes

us feel unsafe.

Q10.4. The technologies for treating the

spent nuclear fuel sound unfamiliar to me,

so they may create some worrisome effects.

Q10_5. The facility appears negative.

Q10.6. I am afraid that the transportation

of spent nuclear fuel may be followed by

the leak of radioactive substances.

Q10_10. I feel that the facility may put my

health at peril.

Q12_2. The government is willing to accept

a variety of opinions from residents in

terms of the siting of the facility.

2|2 [Q12_3. The related agencies for managing
& |the facility will strengthen and maintain the

safety measures in order to remove the

anxieties of spent nuclear fuel.

(+) |Q12.4. The related agencies for regulating

the facility will strengthen and maintain the

safety measures in order to remove the

anxieties of spent nuclear fuel.

Note: (+) stands for a hypothesis which involves the meaning
that would positively influence local acceptance, and (-) for
vice versa.
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Fig. 1. Estimation results of the model

Note: Path coefficients are standardized and ( ) represents
the value of C.R. (Critical Ratio).
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regression weights
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H2 0.33 7.76%*
H3 -0.29 -7.00**
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Hote s X?=626.62, p=0.00, %/DF=451,

Mot RMR=0.10, GFI=0.93, AGFI=0.91,
fit measures CFI=0.96, NFI=0.95, IFI=0.96,
of the model RMSEA=0.06

Note: ** p<0.05(CR[>196), * p<0.1(CR|>1645)
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Table 10. Standardized regression weights of
gender and household income

A=
A gender (A) ;c(l;:z;se(g;)ld
30022 | 3002t
T2 o|at O|AF
classification A O1Rt Iesslthan 3 mliIT;on
11105 A 3 million | won or
N=500 | N=500
won more
N=392 | N=608
1 0.37 0.39 0.34 0.38
(4.84)** | (5.39)** | (4.18)** | (5.74)**
o 0.40 0.24 0.46 0.25
(6.64)** | (3.95)** | (6.56)** | (4.55)**
3 -0.20 -0.37 -0.23 -0.33
(-3.29)** | (-6.44)** | (-3.86)** | (-5.93)**
Ha -0.02 -0.11 -0.03 -0.07
(-0.340) | (-207)** | (-0.61) (-1.76)*
E:i:ellﬂ DF=4, CMIN=15.75,| DF=4, CMIN=9.98,
. p=0.00 p=0.04
comparison
x2=801.36, p=0.00, | x2=766.94, p=0.00,
N x%/DF=2.88, X2/DF=2.76,
H|ﬂ:_.:§cg RMR=0.96, RMR=0.96,
fit r:;sures GFI=0.11, GFI=0.11,
of free AGFI=0.92, AGFI=0.92,
model CFI=0.88, NFI=0.94, | CFI=0.89, NFI=0.94,
IF1=0.96, IFI=0.96,
RMSEA=0.04 RMSEA=0.04

Note 1: ** p<0.05(|C.R|>1.96), * p<0.1(|C.R|>1.645)
Note 2: () represents the value of C.R.(Critical Ratio).

209



V.4 E Ago] Xedeg-do] nixle g Ere ¢
o A50] 3002 HIERl T180] o A4 UER}
H e Al2ssiolg APAEo) ek Rlods & B, QIEdel geie O HiE LR ke
xS ARSI Q0 W OIENY zo|E v A FEY WelHGE 100 FX). med AJthiE
= 7S ZRoz 9k 02 95 Roegs O o3 W 145ES0] B X|Yof theiAls Al
ZAFQOI] Wl MR AE U xsiE AR A YXE Qs ZRIEED #el-2dol st Ag
ZAIQ EPA L S01E QOIRAMS E3) 44, 2 = 286l 4 2 Qo thist SESH 0[]
AL, 84, T8 E R XY 28 E Toie A0l X984 Ao sl Zolc
QOIS TEGIYC)E Tol EREFEAIRY B W H o9 = AERAE HIEORE o AFEATO
ARG ARG Eslo] XY4egd 28Q0l0 Al E AYe8d 28Q0le EE6 oAV Utk =
oegMo] mRs gaieo] ddH W AExFE = AAEE 2t Cist 2ofoA] HidSAlE] T
o] O1FEM| mwel Zot L= AS Eisignt S AYrEde Brleke Ve -KIglstE-Ale)- 4
2 Alessioig Ao oiek Qeksol =aol AlE, SH-FE FHIEo]l AREL Qe HHKim
AZEAR= Bl mgE =Ho] QJAHAKRSSIl  and Kim, 2014), 9% AT0lAE SHAK FE
SAEFQING], 2014, 2015), B A= Maei O S{HEE S8 e SEE ATUHEC)
oA AAE Ol2H WjZS HiEgoR AAR AP A0 EQd Zlojth
BAS Ed Algsddds 3] Ao st et
FUES Ao+ FEae TEShl QTS Fl CATAHUNGIDISIOR SMEHIIE S 1Y
_ _ e As 5= U ZebdE0| TAXIHOIHRIes|ol M
A ROIE A6t FolA skeA ot x| 2o T ME, H3EO| W2 YXFOHA
Tt 3|7t Hote gt ojatol HAMYE 7| ES Ysta,
~ - o - "SHEYAMSEHZ|E 02 DEQUANSH |
HRog: ge Ageddds AL o) olo| HIAME|2S TBICE 0] 29 FHEY
=1 s1A0ISET =ujo|AAH B ooiTl A AMNH7IE2 37t Wits 528 125t H
o‘_]- %]'00007]'1/]' ‘l_x__——]u_“l":l A] i 1_':T_L E—L}' St= Hpo| o2t ?—E—EFEk(F%Xkﬁ.%ﬁE AldHE A
oAl LIEERE QIFEAH FHIegY AFQ0le 11 2% ).
TS thesh 2l B QlEPo] migloz of  F2 57HK FEafle2 et staAgH Y2
. e o e = St 1212|021 Z 2 (20110 A| KA 107HK| Z=
ZEe AR LEE "ol ass St 3AUE 8 HEIFI|E(OHH(safety), EOKsecurity), SEHd
Sk Holl ZI0fg 4 g ZoIk og ol faimess). = HSdlediptabiity, =~ EFSE
- ’ (environmental impact), O|2& & (implementability),
H 0710] oA Bt HiQl Zo] AREESd] AX|’d(economic feasibility), XA (amenity), =X
= - & 7|Z&(international standard), Al3|™ £=2M
‘7].]3//\/\ }_ O/\Q/\‘193507 o }\]E = = T o
& TRl thet X A584S =0l7] SisiA (social acceptability))2h ZIEfS! ©|2014)0M "Xl
o] tist XYFRe] LHE £0l= 21 =it 7tsst 2Ho| 32400 A, BF, AN X%t
~ = S8E 'oolgts HIFE(EE ZeEA)7L HA
S| A =15 (=]
BrRIE 2AOILE KRl thst 7o, 2ol i ZIZR0|MS [ o|0|7} QUCK'D B HS ALXBHOICH
A= geol Ag Z0lths B8S F= 20l O z3 2ajoImAts 20154 99 SiXf ZU{o)Al b
SIEY 2 Qriad 1) =X). Ed] AAo gt 2 Ij2(1002HE oS 2ot @UIEZAED
I T 2 L« = Z\DJ_) —10] 1 ]_ o2 Edl| =25t CHhttp://www.embrain.com).
Ad " AESSET AHEQI0] =4 LERIREE 4 SPSS 21, AMOS 21 SA 24 TH7|X|S AHEOHACE

5. 42| 240)M Cronbach agtE s{AMSH= 7|&2

210 | "IEA, H51H 53 (2016)



>
oo
ot
o
re

B EEAE0 CiE XY9+8Y Al 2

UM o= 0.6 O|40|H AZ|=7} ATt BLHS
X|&, 2013).

6. 2t Zfo| J|=L Ch2ab ZtCk RMR(0.052x), GFI(x>
0.9), AGFI(x>0.9), CFI(x>0.9), NFI(x>0.9), IFI(x>0.9),
RMSEA(0.052x: £2, 0.05<x<0.1: +=87}5).

7. BEQAFFTY B ML C12D 2ok AT
H4=+(2xstandard error)#1.

8. LIHX| &0 ofet =Ealt 24 21 18
Mef=dat HIMfEd 7Ho |/2l0/st XIO|E &
Al 0Kp>0.05) X|Bio| KOk A mEKSIR| Q4Q4CH.

LS AN

oy

EES
References

LA, 2007, "RIRAE ARIEE IrEolAN EH
Fsol @t ¢t Fob - HA HuE A A
AARIE  BAeR,  EREHESA), 100):
Kim, Gil-soo, 2007. “A Study on the Policy
Conflict in the Siting of Risk Facility: Focus on
the Siting Process of Radioactive Waste
Repository in Buan and Gunsan’, Journal of
political  science and communication, 10(1):
279-303.
. A%E8], 2001, “AHERe} FUI7 JRLE9] &
FHQQlof et At SARAREEIA A R
AIE S=EdstelH, ,  10():
165-188.
Kim, Dohee, 2001. “A Study on the conflict -
raising Factors of siting conflict between local

SROE"

government and public - the siting conflict
case of Ulsan nuclear power plant -", Journal
of Policy Studies, 10(1): 165-188.

. AAE-2EL-148], 2006, ‘A1 B Alolo]
Al BEE =840 ZAFQ0l tiet BAY TS
RN | 15(3): 297-330.

Kim, Seoyong, Sungeun Cho, and Sun hee Kim,
2006. “Between Perceived Risk and Percieved
Benefit”, A  Studv on  Korean  Public
Administration, 15(3): 297-330.

. e -S4, 2010. “BF SAMSHZIEA RS ¢
Al FUEZZC] W af" 247, [SheAl

. JER, U, BRI, JHE, 2015 AMeS
8 2

. e 9, 2014,

R2IsklAl) |, 13(2): 117-128.
and Hongkyu Kim, 2010.
“Analysis of Spatial Patterns on the Result of

Kim, Taehyun

Referendum for Siting a Radioactive Waste
Disposal Facility in Gyeonju’, Journal of the
Korean Urban Geographical Society, 13(2): 117
-28.

ATAlLo] st Ful Q14 Y 4
B4 o7t QEHES ZHo7, FEa+
31: 5-25.

Kim, Taehyun, Hyun Joo Park, Jiwon Moon, and
2015a. “A  Study on the
Perception Types and Characteristics on Spent
Nuclear Fuel Repository: Focused on Q
Methodology”, Journal of KSSSS, 31: 5-25.

V=Wl &8s st I
8 Y Al ZA/SRE/AR RO ZEE oA g
U 9Ly, Mg shetAs A - g,

Kim, Tae-Hyun, 2014. Linking and Utilizing
Urban,
Spatial Data for a Climate Change Adaptation

Taehyun Kim,

Environmental,  Disaster — Prevention

Spatial  Planning, Seoul: Korea Environment
Institute.

. eI Q) 2015b. PR 3.0 7EF KY7|EIAE

FUEEY ot Fot (1)), AS: S8y
KA.

Kim, Tae-Hyun, 2015b. A Measurement of Local
Acceptance for Locallyr Unwanted Land Uses
based on Government S0(), Sejong: Korea
Environment Institute.

HIFEMA]  As,  “FREEAEY Q7
2015 .10.21.9 ¢
http://blog.naver.com/vision_re/220053968700
Vision Research Lab, “Structural Equation
Modeling”, Accessed October 21, 2015.
http://blog.naver.com/vision_re/220053968700

. AISFIARSESIRIRE], 2013, “AFSSIARE,

https://www.pecos.go.kr/
Public
Nuclear Fuel Management, 2013. “Spent Nuclear

Engagement Commission on Spent

Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol51 No.5 (2016) | 211



Fuel”, https://www.pecos.go.kr/

10AIS SIS S RSN, 2014. TAREEIAT Z
Eot oY REd) , AE.
Public Spent
Nuclear Fuel Management, 2014. Reference for

Engagement Commission on
Public Opinions on Spent Nuclear, Seoul.
1LAIEZEOIS =SR], 2015, TAREESNR
TIQIAZAL , A&
Public
Nuclear

Engagement Commission on  Spent
Fuel 2015.
Recognition for Spent Nuclear, Seoul.
12MAEHA88), 2008, 21A17] AR R UrSE
off ek Ay, A=,
Seoul Association for Public Administration,
2008. A Studv on the

Development of Nuclear Energy Folicy in the

Management, National

Direction  for

2Ist Century, Seoul.
138AIE, 2018, =E2bdo] HQst SPSS/AMOS
SAEAER) |, A7) 214171AL
Song, Ji-joon, 2013. SESS/AMOS  Statistic
Analysis Methods, Gyeonggi: 21C Book.
145508 - AR, 2013, “FAEEEEA0] thet 259
Alg], Holh WkslHEgkdo] fIQdlol mixl=
g, ek EH=sls]=EAl) | 13(3): 162-173.
Song, and Won-Je Kim, 2013.
“Effects of Trust, Stigma, Optimistic Bias on
Plants",

Hae-Ryong

Risk Perception of Nuclear Power
Journal of Contents, 13(3): 162-173.
1541 - A, 2011, “PARE A 3 A
ol 45 ZEY 24 FAnE fEANLS A
SHOR", TokaEsi) | 45(3): 173-202.
Shim, Kim,  2011.
“Understanding Conflict Frames about a Nuclear

=
Rl
3|
o

S
=

Junseop and  Jusu
Power Plant: Focusing on the Effect of the
Fukushima Nuclear Accident”, Korean Public
Administration Review, 45(3): 173-202.

16258, “IXREEAY, 51ET8|0]4, 2013.10.29.
http://blog.naver.com/gracestock_1/120200806864
Woo, 2013.10.29.
Equation Modeling”, Hidden Analysis,
http://blog.naver.com/gracestock_1/120200806864

Jong  hoon, “Structural

212 | "IEA, H51H 53 (2016)

17.01998], 2013. “1IE9] SuVlE HEE FIg Al

A oAEE ARGl FRl: Shmat 4] H]
W, TSEa Ay, 88: 249-289.
Lee, Young Hee, 2013. “Social Decision Making
for High-Level Nuclear Waste Management and
Politics of Expertise - Comparing South Korea
and Sweden®, Journal of Korean Social Trend
and Perspective, 88: 249-289.

1801 AYY - e, 2007. LY QF Al
B S8 AEQY BY, g,
16(2): 189-217.

Lee, Jae-eun, Young pyung Kim, and Yun soo

Chung, 2007, “Factor Analysis for Social
Acceptance on Power System’ Hazard”, A Study
on Korean Public Administration, 16(2):

189-217.

198K, 2007. “An Analysis of local acceptance
of a radioactive waste disposal facility”, IAICH
Shul TSk AR =2
Chung, Ji Bum, 2007. ““An Analysis of local
acceptance of a radioactive waste disposal
facility”, Master's Degree Dissertation, Yonsei
University

20294 -29d, 2011, “oUIRIEHIRN] PR AT

np =, TRl |, 230 79-95.
Cho, Seong Kyung and Hyean Cheol Choi, 2011.
“The Schema of Nuclear Energy among Korean
Energy Consumers’, Journal of KSSSS 23:
79-95.

21089, 2012, "SFAI0L ARLL O] AXFEO] Tigt

Sh=Q19] QIARY HA", Tel=d™ =7, |, 24(4):
1011-1038.
Jin, Sang-hyun, 2012.
Cognition Types for power
Fukushima Accident”, Journal of Government
Studies, 24(4): 1011-1038.

2AES-ARE, 2010, T1EQ YAMEEHIIE X2
A FHo] Z2stet Zsoldof Bt Ay, Al
£ ST
Chae, Jong-hun and Ji Bum Chung, 2010. A
Study on Public and Stakeholder Engagement

“Analysis of Korean

nuclear after



AgTAE Ao CiE XIH+8Y YR Y

and Conflict Prevention in the Policy of High
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Facilities,

Seoul: Korea Institute of Public Administration.

23Z1TIA], 2008, “FHIER = WEFo] st e
thl Eegdd dst o5, Tel=gdste) |
42(2): 149-168.
Choi, Jin-Shik, 2008. “A Study on Risk
Judgment and Acceptance of Spent Nuclear
Repository”,  Korean  Public — Administration
Review, 42(2): 149-168.

243 =R, SAEASAEHYIE HEAE

SFAQBFE A (0N,

EXOARHE) AR ey
2007.5.22., www.eiass.go.kr

Korea Hydro & Nuclear Power Co. . “Business
for the middle and low level radioactive waste
environmental impact

Accessed May 22, 2007,

disposal facilities.
assessment report”,
www.eiass.go.kr

25. St PRI 8] - sk AL B 7| 2818 - Rl e|of
2138, 2011 TARRSSKiE ejoiet o+ %
ZEW i, el
Korean Nuclear Society-Korean Radioactive
Waste Society-Green Korea 21 Forum, 2011.

and alternative

Roadmap management

development implement for spent fuel Taejeon.

27.Bassett, G. W, Jr, Jenkins-Smith, H.C. and
Silva, C, 1996. “On-site storage of high level

attitudes and perceptions of
local residents”, Risk Analysis, 16: 309 —319.

28Biel, A. and Dahlstrand, U, 1995. “Risk
Perception and the Location of a Repository for
Spent Nuclear Fuel’, Scandinavian Journal of

nuclear waste:

Psychology, 36(1): 25-36.

29.Chung, J. B. and Kim, H K, 2009
“Competition, Economic Benefits, Trust, and
Risk  Perception in Siting a Potentially

Hazardous Facility”. Landscape and Urban
Planning) , 91: 8-16.

30Kim, T. H and Kim, H. K, 2014. “The spatial
politics of siting a radioactive waste facility in
Korea: A mixed methods approach’, Applied
Geography; 47: 1-9.

31.Seid], R, Moser, C., Stauffacher, M., and Kritli,

P., 2013. “Perceived risk and benefit of nuclear

waste repositories: Four opinion clusters’, Risk
Analysis, 33(6): 1038-1048.
32.5j6berg, L, 2004. “Local acceptance of a

high-level nuclear waste repository”. Risk
Analysis, 24: 739-T51.

33.5j6berg, L., 2009. “Precautionary attitudes and

2688 010H - SFAY, 2001, "HRE QE']EQE the acceptance of a local nuclear waste
EXEQ UMY W78 FEE ddo iE aE repository”. Safety Science, 4T: 542-546.
refdat Klsk2zt) | 11(2): 79-95.
Hwang, Yongsoo, Yeonmyung Lee, and
Kyungwon Han, 2091. “'Lesson for Qonstrgctlon Date Received 2015-12-31
of Low ‘ level Radioactive Waste in Finland Reviewed(1*) 2016-06-22
olkilluoto”, Tunnel and Underground Space, Date Revised 2016-07-14
11(2): 79-95. Reviewed(2") 2016-07-28
Date Accepted 2016-07-28
Final Received 2016-08-09
Journal of Korea Planning Association Vol51 No.5 (2016) | 213



	사용후핵연료 관리시설에 대한 지역수용성 결정요인 분석
	Abstract
	Ⅰ. 서론
	Ⅱ. 이론적 배경
	Ⅲ. 연구방법
	Ⅳ. 연구결과
	Ⅴ. 결론
	인용문헌 References


