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ABSTRACT:Pricing for an insurance policy can be described as the process of calculation of expected
compensation to be paid to property losers as well as associated costs of potential risks. Loss forecast is
accurate if the risks will be identified appropriately in order to calculate the frequency and expected severity
of losses.This is particularly important about environmental risks since most of them appear in the long run.
Environmental risk assessment model is both able to estimate the environmental liability premium for
environmental pollution and degradation, and it can play a valuable role in promoting this industry. ELIS
(Environmental Liability Insurance) software calculates the environmental risk number in industry sector and
insurance charges for events resulting in environmental pollution. This paper deals with designing the model
and outputs of the software. The user selects the type of project, and input the descriptive information
concerning the occurrence of possible environmental pollutions. The model calculates risk numbers, the type
of accidents, classification and weighting of severity of environmental impacts, risk priority numbers (RPN);
pollutant volume and environmental sensitivity, environmental cost of contaminates, and finally Net premium
for Possible Accidents. The case study indicated the applicability of then model. For this case an oil refinery
in Iran was selected with a capacity of 85,000.barrels of refined oil per day. The calculated premium on the
basis of losses arising from air pollution was evaluated to be equivalent to 70,000$ US. The same procedure
can be applied to evaluate the amount of premium for soil and water pollution.
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INTRODUCTION
Today, environmental pollution has become an

intellectual challenge for most of developed and
developing countries ( Karimzadegan et al., 2007;
Vargas-Vargas et al., 2010; Yuan et al., 2010;
Mossalanejad, 2011; Ghaderi et al., 2012; Tisseuil et
al., 2013; Nasrabadi et al., 2013). Industrial and
sometimes commercial activities are major pollution
sources (Baghvand et al., 2010; Nasrabadi et al., 2010;
Afkhami et al., 2013). For this reason, liability against
contaminating the environment has been discussing
since long ago and this formed the basis for emerging a
new type of insurance. Environmental liability

insurance beside other measures taken by industrial
firms shifts the attention to reliance on r isk
management techniques in this particular context,
emphasizing on prediction and reduction of
environmental risks. In ELI like any other type of
insurance, the insurer must have precise information
about probability of risk, rate and extent of the damage
caused by that risk.(Karimi, Ayat, 2010). Given the rate
of losses, the insurer can calculate a rational premium
and determine the amount to be paid by the insured
by adding overhead costs for bureaucratic affairs
based on the current market status. These are
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economic literature axioms of insurance and ELI makes
no difference with other types. Therefore, not only
precise information on probability, predictability and
intensity of risk is a prerequisite for accurate estimation
of premium fee but it is necessary as reserve for
occurrence of events already covered by the insurance
policy. ELIS has been designed to estimate liability
insurance towards the environment by calculating a
risk number for any environmental accident in
accordance with FMEA (Failure Mode and Effect
Analysis) within database SQL server 2008 by using
C#.net.

MATERIALS & METHODS
The rationale of this program is presented on fig.

1. The user selects the type of project, and input the
descriptive information concerning the occurrence of
possible environmental pollutions. The model
calculates risk numbers, the type of accidents,
classification and weighting of severity of
environmental impacts, risk priority numbers (RPN);
pollutant volume and environmental sensitivity,
environmental cost of contaminates, and finally Net
premium for Possible Accidents. The abbreviations
used in the flowchart shown in fig. 1 and related
formulas are given as follow:
  Ci=Concentration of pollutants
  EVi=Volume of Emission
  LFi=Loss Factor
  LCi=Loss Coefficient (Tables 8,9,10)
  ECi=Environmental Costs (Table 11)
 EPCi=Environmental Pollution Costs

        (EPCi=LCi×ECi×EVi)
  L=Total environmental pollution cost

(

  CF=Correction Factor
  R=Risk number (R=S×O×D)
  ELP=Environmental Liability Premium

            (EP=L×(R/1000))
  NELP=Net Environmental Liability

            Premium(NELP=ELP×CF)
  i=1,2,3(1=air,2=water,3=soil)

To calculate the premium for environmental liability,
first, type of the project is chosen in terms of the
location of industrial sector and general information
about it. Then, based on the type of activity in that
industry, likely environmental incidents are listed. Data
collection is questionnaire-based and likely
environmental accidents in any industry are specified
by using experts’ opinions. (Benjamin J. Richardson,
2008)

Information regarding the project is registered. In
the activity group, the type of activity in question is
identified and its name appears in title. If the project or
activity contains any specific information, it is included
in comments. The important point of this form is
evaluation of insurability conditions of the project. For
this purpose, the following should be evaluated:
1.Is the damage to the environment accidental and
unintended?
2.Is the damage to the environment inherently
measurable?
3.Will the damage to the environment lead to
catastrophic events?
4.Are the environmental risks divided to numerous
similar cases?
5.Does organization’s damage to the environment have
a low likelihood?

A main feature of this software is calculation of
risk numbers according to FMEA pattern as follows
later. This gives a worthy aid to industrial managers to
identify and prioritize the risks of their activities. This
software informs insurance companies of
environmental risks facing the insured. (Tables 1 to 3
show effective factors in calculating risk numbers using
FMEA method.)
Information on the project and the accident are
collected. For example, these accidents might happen
when an oil platform is being constructed: (DDDAU,
2003)
   •Accidental discharge of wastes to sea and
     surrounding rivers
   •Emission of polluted gases
   •Mismanagement of wastes
   •spilling of fuels to soil and water
To calculate risk number, type of the accident is selected
and it is obtained based on FMEA pattern.
Classification and weighting of severity of
environmental impacts is given in Table (1).

Classification and weighting of probability factor
of occurrence is given in Table (2).
Classification and weighting of detection factor is given
in Table (3)
Risk number, ranging between1 to 1000, is calculated
as follows:

(1)
Where,
R= risk number
D= risk detection weight number
O= occurrence probability weight number
S= severity of environmental impacts weight number.
After R is calculated, risk numbers are sorted in a
descending order in order to take necessary actions
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Fig.1. ELIS flowchart
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Table 1. Classification and weighting of severity of environmental impacts(S)

Range of impact 
Within jurisdiction of the organization 

 
Slight Low Relatively 

high High 

beyond 
Jurisdiction 

of the 
organization 

 

The 
impacts 

are 
beyond 

jurisdicti
on of the 
organizat

ion 

The impacts 
are traceable 

 beyond 
jurisdiction 

of the 
organization  

The impacts 
are traceable 

 within 
jurisdiction 

of the 
organization 

The impacts 
are traceable 

within 
jurisdiction 

of the 
related unit.

The impacts 
are traceable  
only at the 

place of 
occurrence 

Very 
high 

death of human and 
animals, heavy damages 
to national capitals and 
environment, damages 

to buildings 

5 or 6 
 

6 or 7 
 

7 or 8 
 

8  or 9 
 

10 
 

High 

harm to human and 
animals; damage to 

national and global capitals
and environment (ozone 
depletion, green house 

effect,  climate change, …) 

4 or5 
 

5 or 6 
 

6 or7 
 
 

7 or 8 
 
 

8 or 9 
 

medium 

Local or temporary effect 
on plants, soil or water; 
degradation of natural 

resources and 
overconsumption of energy

3 or4 
 

4or  5 
 
 

5 or 6 
 
 

6 or 7 
 

7 or 8 
 

Low 
Discomfort and partial 

minor losses to health of 
human and animals 

2or 3 
 

3or  4 
 

4or  5 
 

5 or 6 
 

6 or 7 
 

Se
ve

ri
ty

 o
f 

im
pa

ct
 

Very low Without any impact  1 2 or 3 3 or 4 4 or 5 5 or 6 

 
Table 2. Classification and weighting of probability factor of occurrence (O)

 Permanent- 
normal 

Highly 
likely-normal likely-abnormal occasional-emergency rare– emergency 

Several 
times a day 

Once in every 
two days Once a week Once in every 15 days 

Once a month (or 
more than a 

month) 
10 

Very long 
time duration 

8  or 9 7 or 8 6 or 7 5 or 6 

8 or 9 
Long time 
duration 

7 or 8 6 or7 5 or 6 4 or5 

7 or 8 
Normal time 

duration 
6 or 7 5 or 6 4or  5 3 or4 

6 or 7 
Short time 
duration 

5 or 6 4or  5 3or  4 2or 3 

5 or 6 

Duration 
of 

occurrence 

Negligible 
duration 

4 or 5 3 or 4 3 or 2 1 
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Table 3. Classification and weighting of detection factor (D), (AIAG manual, 1996)

DetectionProbability Description Weight 
   

Impossible  Using existing controls and guidelines, it is impossible to identify and 
control the aspect or its impact.  10 

Low  Using existing controls and guidelines, there is a little probability to be 
able to identify and control the aspect or its impact.  7-9 

likely  Using existing controls and guidelines. The aspects or its impacts are 
likely to be identified.  

 
4-6 

Relatively High  Using existing controls and guidelines, there is a high probability to 
identify and control the aspect or its impact.  

 
2-3 

Definitely  Using existing controls and guidelines, the aspect or its impact will 
definitely be identified and controlled.  

 
1 

 
for identifying significant and insignificant aspects
according to contents of Table4:
Note1. Levels of a significant impact (A) are determined
by the insured, based on organizational sources
including technological, human-based and financial
issues.
Note2. Legal requirements must be seen and observed
in risk assessment.
Note3. After a certain period of time, by various
measures, reduction of R and change in organizational
sources, according to note1 the organization can
change A.
Note 4.  The risks of official operations are calculated
in a lump sum and for all the buildings in the
organization.
For each accident, its impacts and environment are
determined. Concentration of pollutants, loss factor
and allowable emission are specified in next section.
First, type of the accident is selected based on the
industry in which it happened.
The impacts of each accident are obtained with respect
to concentration of pollutants, environmental
sensitivity and volume of emission.

Table 4. Determination of significant/insignificant aspects

Risk levels(R) 
Aspect 

status 

Necessary action 

values more than A 
 

Existence of  Legal 

requiremen t 

Significant 

T he asp ects should be  kept under control by defining 

the  ob jectives, guidelines and/or necessary tra ining as 

well as cyclic  monitoring. The measures are described  

in the form and their  results are recorded followed by 

calcula tion of R. 

values lower  than A Insignificant 

N o further  measures are necessary. Solutions or  

improvements a t lower costs may be taken into  

consid eration and monitoring is required to ensure  

that existing controls are useful and efficient. 

 

The affected environment is consisted of air, water and
soil, which is determined according to type of the
accident. (Alahyari, Teymur, 2006)
Table (5) presents the elements of pollutants in air,
water and soil.
Concentration of the pollutants (C) depending on the
environment is defined as follows:

• Concentration in water, where the environment can
be surface water, groundwater or water for agricultural
uses.
• Concentration in air, where the environment can be
1) existing industrial sites 2) newly constructed sites,
•  Concentration in soil, where the environment can be
residential, recreational or industrial sites.
Volume of emission (EV) is estimated considering the
type of accident and environment of the impact by
using environmental measurements or simulation
models.

Sensitivity of the environment
As shown in Tables 6 and 7, sensitivity of the

environment is achieved with regard to its type.
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Table 5. Pollutants in air, water and soil
P ollu tan ts in  w ate r P ollu tan ts in  soil Pollut ant s in air 

B OD 5 C d CO 
CO D C u SO 2 

Phospha te  A s NO 2 
N itra te Hg O 3 -1hr 

Cya nid e )C N  ( Pb O 3 -8hr 
Ca dmium)Cd ( Cr 6+ P M 2.5 

T ota l C hrom e )C r  ( Z n P M 10 
C obalt)C o  ( Ni Toxic Ga s  

M olybde num  ( Mb) F  
Nicke l (N i ) P henol 
Le ad (P b) B 

Se le nium (S n) Oil a nd pe tr oleum  r esidues  
Silver (A g) D isc harge  of  ha za rdous e ff lue nts to soil 

Va nadium  ( V) 
Arsenic  ( As) 

Oil a nd pe troleum  residue s  
Dete rgents  

pH 
T urbidity 

 

 

 
Table 6. Sensitivity of the environment (water and soil)

Sensitiv ity level 1 2 3 4 
Type of the a rea Forest; protected 

area 
Warm weather 
and co astal area 

T emperate 
climate  area 

Desert and arid 
area 

sensitivity 
coefficient 

2 1.8 1.5 1 

 Source: Iranian Department of the Environment (DOE), 2008

Table 7. Sensitivity of the environment (air)

Type of region Description Sensitive 
coefficient 

Non-sensitive  Places with no particular sensitivity (outside cities and 
residential areas)  

1  

Semi-sensitive residential areas and sensitive biotic areas  2  
Sensitive  Cities with polluted air  3  

 
The loss coefficient (LC) is defined as a function

of pollutant concentration which indicates the severity
of damage to the environment.

Table 9 shows the estimate of loss coefficient of
water pollutants considering their amount in surface
water, groundwater and water for agricultural uses, soil
contaminants in residential, recreational/natural and
industrial areas, and type and concentrations of soil
contaminants. Air pollutant indices (AQI) are listed in
Table 10.

In order to determine cost or loss in terms of
emission unit, costs announced by organizations
responsible for environmental conservation are
used.With respect to the conducted studies, figs in

Table11 are modifiable in accordance with the cases
and national provisions.
However these figures are modifiable in accordance
with the cases and national provisions.

Now, likely losses of each contaminant are obtained
from loss coefficient, environmental  sensitivity and
unit emission price. Hence, total losses for each
contaminant can be calculated for each accident. (Carol
J.Forrest and Diana L.Wesley, 2009).

Net premium for each accident can be evaluated
using, likely loss of each accident, the risk number and
the correction factor. The correction factor (CF) can be
determined through negotiation between insurer and
insured experts. This depends on many items such as



199

Int. J. Environ. Res., 8(1):193-204,Winter 2014

Ta
bl

e 8
. L

os
s c

oe
ffi

ci
en

t o
f w

at
er

 p
ol

lu
tio

n
 

co
nt

am
in

an
t 

A
gr

ic
ul

tu
ra

l w
at

er
 

G
ro

un
dw

at
er

 
Su

rf
ac

e 
wa

te
r 

No
  

 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

concentration 

Loss coefficient 

concentration 

Loss coefficient 

concentration 

1 
BO

D
5

2 
35

1 
1 

10
1-

35
0 

0 
0-

10
0 

2 
20

1 
1 

51
-2

00
 

0 
0-

50
 

0 
51

-2
00

 
1 

20
1 

2 
0-

50
 

2 
CO

D
2 

20
1 

1 
10

1-
20

0 
0 

20
0 

2 
20

1 
1 

10
1-

20
0 

0 
0-

10
0 

0 
10

1-
20

0
1 

20
1 

2 
0-

10
0 

3 
Ph

os
ph

ate
  

1 
- 

1 
- 

0 
- 

2 
6 

1 
1-

5 
0 

0-
1 

0 
1-

5 
1 

6 
2 

0-
1 

4 
Ni

tra
te

  
1 

- 
1 

- 
0 

- 
2 

21
 

1 
11

-2
0 

0 
0-

50
 

0 
51

-1
00

 
1 

10
1 

2 
0-

10
 

5 
C

ya
ni

de
 

)
CN  (

2 
0.5

 
1 

0.
2-

0.5
 

0 
0-

0.
1 

2 
0.

5 
1 

0.2
-0

.5 
0 

0-
0.

5 
0 

0.
6-

1 
1 

1 
2 

0-
0.1

 
6 

Ca
dm

iu
m

 
)

Cd  (
2 

0.1
 

1 
0.

06
-0

.1
 

0 
0-

0.0
5 

2 
0.

6 
1 

0.3
-0

.5 
0 

0-
0.

2 
0 

0.
3-

0.5
 

1 
0.

6 
2 

0-
0.2

 
7 

To
tal

 C
hr

om
e 

)
Cr  (

2 
6 

1 
1-

5 
0 

0-
1 

2 
6 

1 
1-

5 
0 

0-
0.

5 
0 

0.
6-

1 
1 

1 
2 

0-
1 

8 
Co

ba
lt

)
Co  (

2 
0.1

 
1 

0.
06

-0
.1

 
0 

0-
0.0

5 
2 

6 
1 

1-
5 

0 
0-

1 
0 

1-
5 

1 
6 

2 
0-

1 

9 
M

ol
yb

de
nu

m 
(M

b)
  

2 
0.2

 
1 

0.
02

-0
.1

 
0 

0-
0.0

1 
2 

0.
2 

1 
0.

02
-0

.1
 

0 
0-

0.0
1 

0 
0.

02
-0

.1
1 

0.
2 

2 
0-

0.
01

 

10
 

Ni
ck

el
 (N

i )
  

2 
5 

1 
3-

4 
0 

0-
2 

2 
5 

1 
3-

4 
0 

0-
2 

0 
3-

4 
1 

5 
2 

0-
2 

11
 

Le
ad

 (P
b)

  
2 

6 
1 

1-
5 

0 
0-

1 
2 

6 
1 

1-
5 

0 
0-

1 
0 

1-
5 

1 
6 

2 
0-

1 

12
 

Se
len

iu
m

 (S
n)

  
2 

0.5
 

1 
0.

2-
0.5

 
0 

0-
0.

1 
2 

0.
5 

1 
0.2

-0
.5 

0 
0-

1 
0 

1-
5 

1 
6 

2 
0-

0.1
 

13
 

Si
lv

er
 (A

g)
2 

0.5
 

1 
0.

2-
0.5

 
0 

0-
0.

1 
2 

0.
5 

1 
0.2

-0
.5 

0 
0-

1 
0 

1-
5 

1 
6 

2 
0-

0.1
 

14
 

Va
na

di
um

 (V
)

  
2 

0.5
 

1 
0.

2-
0.5

 
0 

0-
0.

1 
2 

0.
5 

1 
0.2

-0
.5 

0 
0-

0.
1 

0 
0.

2-
0.5

 
1 

0.
5 

2 
0-

0.1
 

15
 

Ar
se

ni
c (

A
s)

  
2 

0.5
 

1 
0.

2-
0.5

 
0 

0-
0.

1 
2 

0.
5 

1 
0.2

-0
.5 

0 
0-

0.
1 

0 
0.

2-
0.5

 
1 

0.
5 

2 
0-

0.1
 

16
 

Oi
l a

nd
 

pe
tro

le
um

 
re

sid
ue

s
  

2 
20

 
1 

11
-2

0 
0 

0-
10

 
2 

20
 

1 
11

-2
0 

0 
0-

10
 

0 
11

-2
0 

1 
20

 
2 

0-
10

 

17
 

De
te

rg
en

ts
  

2 
1 

1 
0.

6-
1 

0 
0-

0.
5 

2 
1 

1 
0.

6-
1 

0 
0-

1.
5 

0 
1.

6-
3 

1 
3 

2 
0-

0.5
 

18
 

pH
2 

15
 

1 
8-

14
 

0 
0-

7 
2 

12
 

1 
6-

12
 

0 
0-

7 
0 

8-
14

 
1 

15
 

2 
0-

5.9
 

19
 

Tu
rb

id
ity

  
2 

20
1 

1 
51

-2
00

 
0 

0-
50

 
1 

- 
1 

- 
0 

0-
50

 
0 

51
-2

00
 

1 
20

1 
2 

- 

 a-D
is

ch
ar

ge
 o

f c
on

ce
nt

ra
tio

ns
 m

or
e 

th
an

 th
os

e 
sp

ec
ul

at
ed

 in
 th

is
 ta

bl
e 

is
 p

er
m

itt
ed

 if
 th

e 
ef

flu
en

t d
oe

s n
ot

 in
cr

ea
se

 c
on

ce
nt

ra
tio

n 
of

 c
hl

or
id

e,
 su

lfa
te

, s
ol

ut
es

 in
 th

e
re

ce
iv

in
g 

so
ur

ce
 to

 m
or

e t
ha

n 
10

%
 in

 a 
ra

di
us

 o
f 2

00
 m

.
b-

 D
is

ch
ar

ge
 o

f c
on

ce
nt

ra
tio

ns
 m

or
e 

th
an

 th
os

e 
sp

ec
ul

at
ed

 in
 th

is
 ta

bl
e 

is
 p

er
m

itt
ed

 if
 th

e 
ra

tio
 o

f i
nc

re
as

e 
in

 c
hl

or
id

e,
 su

lfa
te

, s
ol

ut
es

 in
 th

e 
re

ce
iv

in
g 

so
ur

ce
 to

co
ns

um
ed

 w
at

er
 d

oe
s n

ot
 e

xc
ee

d 
10

%
.

c-
Th

e u
ni

ts
 fo

r a
ll 

el
em

en
ts

 ar
e:

 m
g/

lit



200

Environmental Insurance

Ta
bl

e 9
. L

os
s c

oe
ff

ic
ie

nt
 o

f s
oi

l c
on

ta
m

in
an

ts
N

o 
co

nt
am

in
an

t 
In

du
st

ri
al

 a
re

a 
N

at
ur

al
/r

ec
re

at
io

na
l a

re
as

 
R

es
id

en
tia

l a
re

as
 

 
 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

Loss coefficient 

Concentration 

 
C

d 
0-

12
 

0 
13

-2
4 

1 
25

 
2 

0-
30

 
0 

31
-6

0 
1 

61
 

2 
0-

18
0 

0 
18

1-
36

0 
1 

36
1 

2 

2 
C

u 
0-

45
0 

0 
45

1-
90

0 
1 

90
1 

2 
0-

15
00

 
0 

15
01

-3
00

0 
1 

30
00

 
2 

0-
60

00
 

0 
60

01
-1

20
00

1 
12

00
0

2 

3 
A

s 
0-

75
 

0 
76

-1
50

 
1 

15
1 

2 
0-

15
0 

0 
15

1-
30

0 
1 

30
0 

2 
0-

60
0 

0 
60

1-
12

00
1 

12
00

 
2 

4 
H

g 
0-

12
 

0 
13

-2
4 

1 
25

 
2 

0-
30

 
0 

31
-6

0 
1 

61
 

2 
0-

60
 

0 
61

-1
20

 
1 

12
0 

2 

5 
Pb

 
0-

60
0 

0 
60

1-
12

00
 

1 
12

00
 

2 
0-

12
00

 
0 

12
01

-2
40

0 
1 

24
00

 
2 

0-
21

00
 

0 
21

01
-4

20
0

1 
24

00
 

2 

6 
C

r6+
 

0-
15

 
0 

15
-3

0 
1 

31
 

2 
0-

45
 

0 
45

1-
90

0 
1 

90
1 

2 
0-

15
0 

0 
15

1-
30

0 
1 

30
1 

2 

7 
Z

n 
0-

90
0 

0 
90

1-
18

00
 

1 
18

01
 

2 
0-

18
00

 
0 

18
01

-3
60

0 
1 

36
00

 
2 

0-
50

00
 

0 
50

01
-1

00
00

 
1 

10
00

0 
2 

8 
N

i 
0-

30
0 

0 
30

1-
60

0 
1 

60
1 

2 
0-

60
0 

0 
60

1-
12

00
 

1 
12

00
 

2 
0-

15
00

 
0 

15
01

-3
00

0 
1 

30
00

 
2 

9 
F 

0-
80

0 
0 

80
1-

16
00

 
1 

16
00

 
2 

0-
80

0 
0 

80
1-

16
00

 
1 

16
00

 
2 

0-
20

00
 

0 
20

01
-4

00
0 

1 
40

01
 

2 

10
 

Ph
en

ol
 

0-
10

 
0 

11
-2

0 
1 

21
 

2 
0-

10
 

0 
11

-2
0 

1 
21

 
2 

0-
50

 
0 

51
-1

00
 

1 
10

1 
2 

11
 

B
 

0-
3 

0 
4-

9 
1 

10
 

2 
0-

3 
0 

4-
9 

1 
10

 
2 

0-
9 

0 
10

-1
8 

1 
19

 
2 

 a-
D

is
ch

ar
ge

 o
f o

il 
an

d 
pe

tro
le

um
 re

si
du

es
, p

en
et

ra
tio

n 
or

 sp
ill

 o
f h

az
ar

do
us

 e
ffl

ue
nt

s t
o 

so
il 

(s
ee

 T
ab

le
5)

 a
re

 c
al

cu
la

te
d 

w
ith

 lo
ss

 ra
tio

s o
f 2

 o
r m

or
e.

b-
Th

e u
ni

ts
 fo

r a
ll 

el
em

en
ts

 ar
e:

 m
g/

lit

≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥

≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥

≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥ ≥≥≥≥ ≥



201

Int. J. Environ. Res., 8(1):193-204,Winter 2014

Ta
bl

e 1
0.

 L
os

s c
oe

ff
ic

ie
nt

 o
f a

ir
 p

ol
lu

ta
nt

s

L
os

s 

R
at

io
 

A
Q

I 
N

O
2
(p

pm
) 

SO
2(

pp
m

) 
C

O
(p

p
m

) 
P

M
2.

5(
m

g/
m

3 ) 
P

M
10

(m
g/

m
3)

 
O

3(
pp

m
) 

1h
ou

r 

O
3(

pp
m

) 

8h
ou

r 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 

 

0 
0-

50
 

- 
0-

0.
03

4 
0-

4.
4 

0-
15

.4
 

0-
5

4 
- 

0-
0.

06
9 

0 
51

-1
00

 
- 

0.
03

5-
0.

1
14

 
4.

5-
9

.4
 

15
.5

-6
5.

4 
55

-1
54

 
- 

0.
07

-0
.0

84
 

1 
10

1-
15

0 
- 

0.
14

5-
0.

2
24

 
9.

5-
12

.4
 

65
.5

-1
00

.4
 

15
5-

25
4 

0.
12

5-
0.

16
4 

0.
08

5-
0.

10
4 

1 
15

1-
20

0 
- 

0.
22

5-
0.

3
04

 
12

.5
-1

5.
4 

10
0.

5-
15

0.
4 

25
5-

35
4 

0.
16

5-
0.

20
4 

0.
10

5-
0.

12
4 

1 
20

1-
30

0 
0.

65
-1

.2
4 

0.
30

5-
0.

6
04

 
15

.5
-3

0.
4 

15
0.

5-
25

0.
4 

35
5-

42
4 

0.
20

5-
0.

40
4 

0.
12

5-
0.

37
4 

2 
30

1-
40

0 
1.

25
-1

.6
4 

0.
60

5-
0.

8
04

 
30

.5
-4

0.
4 

25
0.

5-
35

0.
4 

42
5-

50
4 

0.
40

5-
0.

50
4 

- 

2 
40

1-
50

0 
1.

65
-2

.0
4 

0.
80

5-
1.

0
04

 
40

.5
-5

0.
4 

35
0.

5-
50

0.
4 

50
5-

60
4 

0.
50

5-
0.

60
4 

- 

 
a-

Fo
r t

ox
ic

 g
as

es
 (s

ee
 ta

bl
e5

) e
m

is
si

on
 c

on
ce

nt
ra

tio
n 

is
 c

al
cu

la
te

d 
de

pe
nd

in
g 

on
 lo

ss
 ra

tio
 o

f 2
 o

r m
or

e.



202

MirzaEbrahim-Tehrani. M. et al.

Table 11. Environmental costs of air pollutants (EC)

Pollutant Wang, 
Santini&Warinner 

(1994), US cities 

RWDI (2006) 
2005 Canadian $ 

AEA Technology 
(2005) €/TON 

Air Pollutant Costs by 
Economic Category 

(2005 Canadian $/ton) 
CO    205 
PM2.5  317000 48000 317000 
O3  1739  1086 
PM10 6508   3175 
NOX 4826  7800 934 
SO2 2906  10325  
 a- Conversion rate of Euro to USD and GBP to USD are 1.3 and 1.6, respectively.

b-Since toxic gases are high hazardous, loss coefficient is considered to be 2 or more and external environmental
costs are calculated based on PM2.5.

frequency of accidents for similar cases, the positions
and layouts of different sections of industry, e.g. the
distance of storage areas, utilities and production lines,
etc and willingness of the insured industry or for the
amount of liability converge.
 Net environmental liability premium is calculated with
regard to total environmental pollution costs and risk
number as follow:

                              (2)

                                                    (3)

 (R/1000)                                                  (4)

                                           (5)
Where,
NELP= Net Environmental Liability Premium
L= total environmental pollution costs
R= Risk number
CF= correction factor

RESULTS & DISCUSSION
Technically, for confirming applicability of ELIS

software, it was applied to an imaginary accident in
Tehran Refinery, the results of which are shown as
follow:
Tehran Refinery is one of the oldest Iranian refineries,
which began operation in 1969 with a capacity of
85,000.00 barrels of refined oil per day. On later stage,
its capacity was modified for several times up to
235,000.00 barrels a day. Tehran Refinery accounts for
15% of Iranian refining capacity, meeting major needs
of Tehran for fuel. According to Fars News Agency
reports, in last two years, production and sales of

Tehran Refinery was 14 million cubic meters, sold only
to internal customers, exclusively to NIORDC (Research
center in brokerage company of Bank of Industry and
Mine). Therefore, according to financial statements and
sales rate of the company (Tehran Refinery), its
revenues are estimated to be 806,120 billion IRR1, in
2012-2013. Reviewing the present status of Tehran
refinery, considering the presence of HSE management
system and using tables 1-3 and equation (1) , the risk
number  will be150,as presented in Table 12.

Fire and explosion in a refinery result in emission
of toxic and hazardous gases and other pollutants.
Based on conducted studies and referring to Table 5,
NOX،SO-X،H2S،CO and toxic gases will be produced in
such process. If there are 2tons of NOX،SOX،H2S،CO
and 10 tons of toxic gases, and given the residential
and ecologically sensitive area where Tehran Refinery
is located (Table 7), these sensitivity factor is equivalent
to 2.  Also, the loss ratio is 1for NOX،SOX،H2S،CO and
2 for toxic gases (Table 10).

Using Table (11) for environmental costs of air
pollution resulting from each ton of NOX،SOX،H2S،CO
and toxic gases, ELIS model indicates a loss of
472,000.00$US caused by fire and explosion due to air
pollution.
The same procedure can be followed for water and soil
pollution damage costs. The net premium was
calculated based on air pollution, due to the lack of
information on water and soil.
Thus, the net premium for air pollution resulting from
fire and explosion in Tehran Refinery is obtained from
equations (2) to (5) :

Table 12. Risk number of fire and explosion on Tehran Refinery
Probability of 
detection (D) 

Severity of impact 
(S) 

Probability of 
occurrence(O) 

Risk number 
(R) 

6 5 5 150 

 



=4720× (150/1000)

×1×10/100 =70

It should be noted that the maximum possible loss
(MPL) considering the emission of all different gases
and their environmental economical values (Table 11).
From the ELIS software is calculated to be
472,000.00$US and the liability insurance is calculated
to be 70 million IRR (70000US$). It should be noted
that these figures can be changed with respect to the
insured parties for increasing the ceiling of the total
insurance coverage.

It should be also noted that due to the lack of
access to water, or soil related loss, the premium was
calculated .only on the basis of losses arising from air
pollution.It is important to notice that the rate of
environmental liability insurance premium is not a
function of the amount of insured investment, but a
function of extent of environmental damages.

CONCLUSION
Today, most human communities are suffering from

the pollution and its deleterious impacts, which should
also be reflected in insurance industry. Although losses
from pollution related to many types of insurance,
‘public liability insurance’ falls to a special category
in risk classification. Liability concept in association
with pollution is somehow different. Hence, the
following points are important to be considered:
1.Nature of pollution risks
2.Coverage of such risks by the insurer

In other words, environmental liability insurance is
a useful tool to guarantee appropriate risk management
of industrial activities. Environmental insurance is a
suited solution for attracting investments on protection,
management and reclamation of environment. Today,
environmental insurance is a legal and economical
instrument for the strict monitoring system to improve
its efficacy, continuously. Many, view environmental
insurance as a good vehicle to ensure reduction of risks
and increase environmental safety of industrial
machinery via sharing and allocating the resources in
compliance with risk management criteria. In recent years,
environmental liability insurance (ELI) has been
recognized and acknowledged as a world-wide
environmental policy. For this reason, ELIS software
can provide a pricing process to perform calculations
which at the end indicate the premium of environmental
liability insurance using all different factors presented
in this paper.

REFERENCES
Afkhami, F., Karbassi A. R., Nasrabadi T. and Vosoogh, A.
(2013). Impact of oil excavation activities on soil metallic

pollution, case study of an Iran southern oil field, Environ.
Earth Sci., 70, 1219–1224.

Akhigbe, A. and Boarde, S. (1997). Valuation effects of
insurer’s security offerings. Journal of risk and insurance,
64, 115-137.

Arrow, K. and Fisher, A. (1974). Environmental
preservation, uncertainty, and irreversibility. Quarterly
Journal of economics, 98, 85-106.

Asander, C. (2006). perceived environmental liability risks:
potential implications for the Swedish environmental
insurance market. Canadian Institute of Chartered
Accountants, Environmental Cost and Liabilities: Accounting
and Financial Reporting Issues, Toronto.

Barbier, E. B. (1994). Valuing environmental functions:
Tropical wetlands. Land Economics, 70 (2), 155-173.

Baghvand, A., Nasrabadi T., Nabi Bidhendi G. R., Vosoogh,
A., Karbassi A. R. and Mehrdadi N.(2010). Groundwater
quality degradation of an aquifer in Iran central desert,
Desalination, 260 (1-3), 264-275.

Bateman, M. (2006). Tolley’s practical risk assessment
handbook, Elsevier, 5th edition, 14-170.

Brown, D. F. and Dunn, W. E. (2007). Application of
quantitative risk assessment method, 1243-1265.

BS-8800, (1996). Guide of Occupational Health and Safety
management system, BSI, 20-27.

Clark, C. (1976). Mathematical Bioeconomics. New York:
John Wiley and Sons. Ellis, G.M., and A.C. Fisher. 1987.
Valuing the environment as input. Journal of Environmental
Management 25:149-156.

Chichilnisky,G.,Heal,G.M.(1993).Global environmental risk.
Journal of economic perspective 7(4), 64-86.

Covello,V.J.(1985).Risk analysis and risk management: An
historical perspective,5,103-200.

Convention on Civil Liability for Damage Resulting from
Activities Dangerous to the Environment, Lugano,
21.VI.1993, at: conventions.coe.int/Treaty/en/Treaties/
Word/150.doc.

DDDAU, (2003). Department of Defense :Defense
Acquisition University, Risk Management Guide for DOD
Acquisition ,5th ed,Version 2.0, ,Fort Belvoir,VA.
Freeman, A. M. (1991). Valuing environmental resources
under alternative manage ment regimes. Ecological
Economics, 3, 247-256.

Kahneman, D. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of
decisions under risk. Econometrical, 47, 313-327.

Karimzadegan, H., Rahmatian, M., Dehghani Salmasi, M.,
Jalali, R. and Shahkarami, A. (2007). Valuing Forests and
Rangelands-Ecosystem Services. Int. J. Environ. Res., 1 (4),
368-377.

Kunreuther, H. (2001).Making law probabilities useful.
Journal of risk and uncertainty, 23, 103-120.

Kolstad, C. D. (1996). Learning and stock effects in
environmental regulation: the case of greenhouse gas

Int. J. Environ. Res., 8(1):193-204,Winter 2014

203



emissions. Journal of environmental economics and
management, 31 (1), 1-18.

Laskova, A. and Tabas, M. (2008).Method for the
systematical hazard identification,process safety progress,
27 (4), 289-292.

Lewis, C. M. and Murdock, K. C. (1999). Alternative Means
of Redistributing Catastrophic Risk in a National Risk-
Management System.” in Froot, K. A. (ed.) The Financing
of Catastrophe Risk. Chicago, National Bureau of Economic
Research, 51-85.

Ghaderi, A. A., Abduli, M. A., Karbassi, A. R., Nasrabadi,
T., Khajeh, M. (2012). Evaluating the Effects of Fertilizers
on Bioavailable Metallic Pollution of soils, Case study of
Sistan farms, Iran Int. J. Environ. Res., 6 (2), 565-570.

Gould, J. (2005). Review of hazard identification techniques,
health and safety laboratory, 6-41.

Hanemann, M. W. (1994). Valuing the environment through
contingent valuation. Journal of economics perspective, 8
(4), 19-43.

Mohebbi, N. (2009). Environmental risk management of gas
transfer lines, case study: ethylene pipeline in Khuzestan
Province, M.Sc. dissertation, advised by Dr. Mohrramnezhad
and Dr. Malmasi, Azad University Press. Tehran,Iran.

Mossalanejad, A. (2011). The Role of Economic Policy and
Environment in Sustainable Development. Int. J. Environ.
Res., 5 (2), 395-402.

Nasrabadi, T., Sharif Vaghefi, H. R. and Nabi Bidhendi, G.
R. (2013). Water Consumption Management and its role on
Energy Saving, Case study of Tehran, Iran. Int. J. Environ.
Res., 7 (1), 235-240.

Nasrabadi T., Nabi Bidhendi G. R., Karbassi A. R., Mehrdadi
N. (2010). Evaluating the efficiency of sediment metal
pollution indices in interpreting the pollution of Haraz River
sediments, southern Caspian Sea basin, Environmental
monitoring and assessment, 171 (1-4), 395-410.

Pollner, J. (2000). Catastrophe Risk Management Using
Alternative Risk Financing &Insurance Pooling Mechanisms:
The Insurance Market and the Case of the Caribbean.

Srinivas, H. and Nakagawa. Y. (2008). Environmental
implications for disaster preparedness: Lesson learnt from
the Indian Ocean Tsunami, Journal of Environmental
Management, 89, 4-13.

Thivel, P. X. , Bultel, Y. and Delpech, F. (2008). Risk analysis
of biomass combustion process using MOSAR and FMEA
methods, J. Hazard. Mater., 151 (1), 221-231.

Tisseuil, C., Roshan, Gh. R., Nasrabadi, T.  and Asadpour,
G. A. (2013). Statistical Modeling of Future Lake Level
under Climatic Conditions, Case study of Urmia Lake (Iran).
Int. J. Environ. Res., 7 (1), 69-80.

Vargas-Vargas, M., Meseguer-Santamaría, M. L., Mondéjar
- Jiménez, J . and Mondéjar - Jiménez, J. A.(2010).
Environmental Protection Expenditure for Companies: A
Spanish Regional Analysis. Int. J. Environ. Res., 4 (3), 373-
378.

Yuan, Z., Zhang, L., Zhang, B., Huang, L., Bi, J. and Liu, B.
(2010). Improving Competitive Advantage with
Environmental Infrastructure Sharing: A Case Study of China-
Singapore Suzhou Industrial Park. Int. J. Environ. Res., 4
(4), 751-758.

Environmental Insurance

204




