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Abstact

In the present work, for various energy and electricity generating systems to be compared
in view of integrated social impacts, nuclear, coal-fired, heavy oil-fired, and LNG, and
hydroelectricity systems are considered as electricity generating options. The following
assessment factors are selected: economic effect, health effect, environmental effect, and
benefit at the national level. As a preliminary study, these factors are represented as power
generation cost, estimated mortality, Carbon Dioxide gas emission, and fuel supply stability,
respectively. For integrated representation of a multi-criteria decision-making (MCDM)
problem, radar charts are introduced to facilitate a comparative recognition of estimates. In
the near future, based on the estimates, a MCDM methodology for both qualitative and
quantitative comparison will be developed.
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Figure 1. A model of social impacts estimation for each energy option
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Table 1. Estimates of unit generation cost, mortality, COz emission, and fuel supply security
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Table 2. Integrated estimates of social impacts
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Figure 1. Social impacts diagram for nuclear, coal-, oil-, LNG-fired hydropower systems
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