PILGRIM WATCH

October 22, 2012
PRICE ANDERSON COVERAGE CLEANUP COSTS

Price Anderson Coverage Commentdresented To: NRC Commissioners, Briefing On
Economic Consequences (9/11/2012); ACRS, Joint Meeting of Regulatory Policies &
Practices and Reliability And Probabilistic Risk Assessment Subcommittees (October 2,
2012); InsideEPA  Investigative Report, Agencies Struggle To Craft Offsite Cleanup Plan For
Nuclear Power AccidentsNovember 22, 2010, Douglassuarino and accompanying emails
between EPA, NRC, DHS obtained by FOIA

To: ACRS Members:

Relevance Price Anderson to Economic CostsAt the October 2, 2012 ACRS meeting, Member
Corr adi [DjoesdPeck Andersdntf i nt o t hi s at al IRC)resgoidedahats . , 14
fflilt became more of a background point. o (I bid)

What was not mentioned is that the MACCS computer code was used to determine Price
Anderson coverage so that if the code underestimates offsite consequences, it has direct bearing
on anydiscussion of economic consequencekether the money will be therBilgrim Watch

shows that the MACCS and MACCS2 significantly underestimate offsite economic
consequences

Does Price Anderson Cover Offsite Economic CostsBNI implied that it doesto the NRC
Commissioners NRC OGC representativeold ACRS that hed o e s n 6;t InsittenEP RV
investigative repdr supported by emails between EPA, NRFREMA obtained by FOIA, July
2010concludedhat Price Anderson only covered partial cosis cleanupThe report said that,

NRC officials also indicated during the meetings that the inddishgted account established
under the Price Anderson Aetwhich Congress passed in 1957 in an effort to limit the industry's
liability -- would likely not be availablto pay for such a cleanup. The account likely could only

be used to provide compensation for damages incurred as the result of an accident, such as hotel
stays, lost wages and property replacement costs, the documents show, leaving federal officials
unsue where the money to pay for a cleanup would come from.

Actual cleanup costs ar e t,ndustrfiad irsyrdrsaavettried n t he
to avoid. After the realvorld experiences in Japan proper modeling of these costs can no longer

be avoded. Cleanup costs realistically assessed will result in major offsite costs requiring the
addition of a large number of mitigations. The cost formula used in the MACCS2 underestimates
costs likely to be incurredsecond, onceleanup costs aneroperly modeledat present it does

not appear that the moneyil be there.

! Pilgrim Watch Comment Regarding Set$-110, Consideration Of Economic Consequences Within TRENs
Regulatory Framework, September 6, 20A%ailable:http://www.nrc.gov/readingm/doc
collections/commission/tr/2012/



1. Sept 11, 201Zommission Meeting: Briefing on Economic Consequences, Michael

Cass, Vice President and General Counsel for American Nuclear Insurers (ANI)

Presentation

.

ANI Coverage

Bodily Injury
Property Damage
Covered Environmental Cleanup Costs

Reasonable Additional Expenses incurred
by States, Counties, and Municipalities in
responding to an evacuation

All coverages triggered by the

nuclear energy hazard

Cass,Transcript pg., 18ays that:

7 Covered environmental cleanup costs are also defined by the 16 All these coverages are outlined in the facility form policy that
8  policy. These costs would include loss, costs, or expense arising out of a 17  reactor licensees procure from ANI. Coverage grants continue to apply, inform
9 governmental decree, order, or directive requiring a person to pay for, 18  the basis for coverage under the secondary financial protection program master
10  monitoring, testing for, cleaning up, neutralizing, or containing environmental . . . . o .
9 4 g up 4 4 19 insurance policy. We refer to that SFP policy as a following form policy in that its
11 damage. Environmental damage is defined as contamination by nuclear
20 grants of coverage and other terms and conditions follow those of the underlying
12 material. Now, these environmental cleanup costs are indemnified when they
21 primary insurance policy. So, there’s a seamless transition between the
13 result from an extraordinary nuclear occurrence, or an ENO, which is a defined
14 term under the Act, and it's further defined in your regulations at 10 GFR, Section || 22  underlying primary policy and then the secondary financial protection program.
15 140.83 23 Next slide, please.

Casgesponse Cmr Ostendarifranscript, pg., 54 says that:

13

COMMISSIONER OSTENDORFF: Thank you. Anybody else in
the panel want to offer any comments on that? Okay.

Let me go to Mr. Cass for a minute. On your Slide 5, you'd talked
about the covered environmental cleanup costs and the property damage, et
cetera. Can you just talk for a minute at a high level about, you know, how the
ANI policy coverage would affect somebody who has lived in the Fukushima
evacuated area for the last 18 months, had to move out, take their wife and kids,
shut down their business. Just kind of the basic things, the considerations that
would be applicable to providing coverage in that kind of scenario. And
Commissioner Magwood was getting to that with his comments on Fukushima

I'd appreciate if you could talk about coverage in that kind of scenario.

14 MICHAEL CASS: Sure. Well, the immediate needs of that family
15  would be taken care of. Their lodging, medical costs, food, shelter, clothing, that
[16  kind of thing, since they were displaced from their home. Ostensibly because

7  either the home was contaminated or at risk of contamination, and they were
18  within an evacuation zone that was declared by the government or some - in this
19  case, would be the local government that would declare protective actions that
R0  would be required. Following that, the next -- so, first you have the immediate
R1 needs taken care of. Then the next step would be if they worked at an
R2 establishment that was also affected by the evacuation order or was
PR3  contaminated or potentially contaminated, then we would address their lost
R4 wages. If they were a business owner, we would address their lost business --
R5 the economic losses from their business.

Cass,Transcript, pg.55 says that

Longer term, that's where things - depending on the nature of the

2 accident, the level of contamination, the recovery that's anticipated. If their

3 property was — let's take their home. If their home was contaminated, we would
4 either respond by cleaning it up. If it was pre-habitable, then that would be the

5 end of their loss, theoretically. If it was not to be cleaned up, then there would be
6 some payment for the value of that property, and that would, theoretically, solve
7 their claim for their lost property. They would be made whole for that property,

8 based on some economic evaluation of the value of that property -- pre-accident,

9  of course,




