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Determining the value of reductions in radiation risk
using the contingent valuation method

19

373-1

20%
241 ,
39.3

203 /man.rem $2000/man-rem

Abstract

A study was conducted to develop feasible methodology to obtain Won per man-rem
conversion factor that can be used in regulatory analysis in Korea. A comparative analysis of
the value placed on reductions in risks from occupational radiation exposure and car accidents
was conducted to the employees in nuclear power plants and nuclear institutes in Korea. The
double bounded dichotomous choice approach was used in the context of the contingent
valuation method(CVM). A web-based on-line survey questionnaire was used to dicit
willingness-to-pay(WTP) values for predefined 20% reductions of the risks. WTP for safety



goods to reduce the risks were estimated and values of a statistical life were calculated from the
mean WTPs. The mean value of statistical life was 2.41 billion Won for car accidents and 3.93
billion Won for radiation exposure. Conversion factor for radiation dose was calculated as 2.03
million Won per man-rem, which is not different from $2000/man-rem used in US NRC. CVM
could be one of the efficient ways to value radiation exposure reduction in monetary term.
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