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ABSTRACT

As carcass disposal is increasing widely in Republic of Korea, there is a need to comprehensively analyze the impacts and
subsequent damages of carcass disposal. Especially, since environmental policy aims to not only reduce environmental
damages, but also enhance overall sustainability, we apply the concept of environmental welfare to assess the
comprehensive impact of carcass disposal, especially focusing on the rural area. In specific, assessment criteria were
suggested based on the four categories related to environmental welfare, which were ‘environmental quality’, ‘level of

environmental service’,

‘environmental safety’, and “participation, openness to public, and communication’. The results

showed negative impacts of carcass disposal in environmental, social and economical elements. Overall decrease in
environmental quality negatively impacts the other elements of environmental welfare. Furthermore, there were
discrepancies of level of impacts and damages among stakeholder. In the end, we suggest critical elements that need to be
applied in relevant policies and regulation to promote effective carcass disposal management.
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Table 1. Evaluation criteria on carcass disposal applying environmental welfare approach

Evaluation criteria

Reference

Total environmental impact

Surface water pollution

. . Ground water pollution
Environmental quality

Soil pollution

UKEA(2002)

Lee (2011), Kim and Kim (2013), The Board of Audit and Inspection of
Korea (2015), UKEA (2002)

Kim and Kim (2013), The Board of Audit and Inspection of Korea
(2015), UKEA (2002)

UKEA (2002)

Odor The Board of Audit and Inspection of Korea (2015),
Dust UKEA (2002)
Pest UKEA (2002)

Environmental service .. .
Negative impact on Land price

Damages on agricultural activity Pendell et al. (2007)
Pendell et al. (2007)

. Helplessness
Environmental safety .
Extreme panic

Van Haafen et al. (2004), OIff et al. (2005), Kim and Hyun (2012)

Participation, openness to

. L. Social conflict
public, and communication

Kim (2011)
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Fig. 1. Total environmental impact of carcass disposal.

=

% Sl oplekAle ehort WA o BHYBL 2
AR S710] TE ol FIE). 15HIEA 4]
Bl sl Tl was vl gl 7t 87
I YEHE 2} A}, AR - BRSO

r
o

A9lo g YEHtKFig. 2). WA, WX & sjFo g QIgh

3.2. BREMH|A

71EERY] 2HE FEE s whSEl FHA
S P vt I T FUele F 1851 F 8%
(4%)°2 JAEJHFig. 3). TS 4L =
oz FHEE digh 7IEEA el A&
AL A, GAIF 4R]), BE(1S)), ASA Gy =R 9

r'O
[0/e]
S



%A B FEAY 75u1ER T8 B4 - BERAE FHOR -

Surface water pollution

Ground water pollution

17.2%

Soil pollution 136%

Odor 19.2% 19.2%

Dust

57.1%

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

Pest

205%

0.0% 10.0% 20.0%

107

20.7% 103%

28.9% 3.9%|

385%

40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0%

Very low [ =] mVery high
RESPONSE RATE(%)
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Fig. 3. Damage rate on agricultural activities and its durability.
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Table 2. Damages on agricultural income

r (

Ho

Surveyed elements on agricultural income Rate of change State
Yields 46.9% Decrease
Production cost 20% Increase
Income 47.5% Decrease
Quality of agricultural product 56.2% Decrease
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Fig. 4. Damage rate on land price.
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Table 3. Negative response rate on each categories of environmental welfare

Negative response rate

Evaluation criteria on environmental welfare Individual rate Mean rate
(%) (%)
Total environmental impact 24.7%
Surface water pollution 28.0%
Ground water pollution 31.0%
Environmental quality Soil pollution 31.8% 25%
Odor 32.7%
Dust 7.1%
Pest 18.0%
. . Damages on Agricultural activity 4.0%
Environmental service oo i 31%
Negative impact on Land price 58.3%
. Helplessness 61.1%
Environmental safety . 47.20%
Extreme panic 33.3%
Participation, openness to public, and communication Social conflict 32.1% 32.1%

Very much . 2.5%
ves _ 206%

Moderate 37.0%
Not really 18.5%

Not at all 12.4%
0.0% 5.0% 100%  150%  200%  250%  300%  350%  400%
RESPONSE RATE(%)

Fig. 6. Perceived rate of carcass disposal as a social conflict.
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