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What type of accident? Where? When?

SOURCES OF “UNCERTAINTIES” MITIGATION POLICIES

Scope What frontiers for the assessment?
Statistics Single number or probability distribution? 5,
IRSN: median cost = 400G€ 3
GREF: average maximum cost = 5000G€ g’
2
1
Some studies rely on past events Others perform Level 3 PSA i
0 10 20 30 40 50
They fail to account for: They yield lower costs Year of resettlement
EffeCtS . Technological progress
. Safety upgrades How accurate and reliable are level 3 PSA? Benefits ——~Costs ——Benefits-Costs

. Learning effects

Cost-Benefit analysis of decontamination measures.
Taken from Munro, 2013, Environmental Science and
Policy, 33

Example: Long-term Health Damage, Human-Capital Method (Ottinger)
Effects FUTURE RESEARCH

Hypotheses Damage
+ Risk factor: + 140.000 o Can we combine past events and

e 2,4 Mp.Sv 7,7% deaths — des ,
» Mortality: + 45.000 GD or level-3 PSAS to better assess the
75% cured cancers S — _
damage of a nuclear accident?

e (Cost assessments could provide
guidelines for mitigation policies

— Tradeoffs
—  Cost-Benefit Analysis

— Optimal allocation of
mitigation resources

Aggregation:
Costs are assessed by
different methodologies.

Can we add them up?
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