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Thank you for inviting me to provide you with my comments for the review which has been prompted by 
events in Japan which continue to unfold. 

Under Health & Safety legislation when an incident or near miss occurs a review of existing procedures is 
required with a further assessment of risk and the control measures which are in place to reduce the risk to 
low insignificant. 

The Government is right to request a review and right to request the Independent Nuclear Agency to head 
this up. 

There are however I suggest  issues which need to be considered,  the purpose of this response 

1. The dates for the review are not realistic and there should be no immediate time scale for the 
review, especially as events are still unfolding in Japan. 

The Agency should make this point to the Government and advise that the review will take longer, the 15th 
of April is not realistic for the initial consultation, there is no reason for this arbitrary date, other than to close 
out debate. 

As a point of interest the CDM Regulations 2007  which would cover any modification to existing plants and 
also the risk assessments associated with new plants states that the Client, in this case the ‘Government’ 
must allow sufficient time for the design and risk assessment process to take place, this hardly seems the 
case here. 

2. Whilst we agree  that Mike Weightman should head  the review,  there is a strong  case for the 
review to be co-chaired with the  appointment for ‘another person’ who is in the public domain but not 
connected to the Nuclear industry, this would ensure both transparency and also bring a different way of 
seeing and assessing the risks and ensuring difficult questions are addressed  by the review team and 
ensure the time scale remains flexible, we must not be rail roaded in to providing an assessment to meet an 
arbitrary date made by the Government. 

3. We understand the scope  of the review is confined to events  in Japan which may effect our nuclear 
plants in the UK both existing and proposed. 

4. To ensure the review addresses the issues fully the review should be audited by an independent 
Health & Safety Consultancy, UK based.  

The incident itself triggers a review of the risks  and control measures  already identified  and if they are 
robust  enough. This begs the question as to how risk the is assessed and what is included in the risk 
assessment 

We know that the likelihood of an earth quake or tsunami  occurring in the UK are remote 

QED,  end of risk assessment everything is fine carry on as before 

Poor design consideration and risk assessment omission led to failure of plant in Japan   

The most obvious comment to make is that  the design and initial risk assessment for siting of the plant on 
the eastern coast of Japan was a major factor highlighting  poor design and risk assessment  leading to the  
emergency plan failing.  For some reason the plant was  located on the eastern shores  of  Japan as close 
as it could be to the earth quake fault line which should have been  known at the time when the plant was 
built. 

Had the plant  been sited on the west coast of Japan  the tsunami would have  had hardly any or  no effect 
on the nuclear plant. The risk of damage from an earthquake on the known fault line would also have been 
reduced. It seems hard to take in that such an obvious omission  could have happened in a technology 
where safety is paramount. 



This omission identifies the huge danger relating to design and risk assessment , it suggests an ignorance 
or arrogance of those that planned  the design and location of the plant, how could this obvious reduction to  
risk have been missed? 

There are always changing circumstances and we would like these  identified as they contribute to risk. 

I have not heard the words a terrorist attack mentioned by any member of the Government when the 
requirements of a review are discussed on the television. 

This is perhaps the greatest risk we have in this country to Nuclear facilities. 

For example, when the Sizewell Nuclear Plant was being built ‘terrorism’ was not a factor, now following 9-
11 and the UK’s  involvement in bring the  war with  Iraq and Afghanistan and at the time of writing the latest 
conflict in Libya and trouble and terrorism in Northern Island is beginning to resurface. The control of 
terrorism to a large extent   rules our lives with a fear and dread that is always present, a nuclear plant is the 
perfect and obvious target for those who seek to destroy our way of life, led by sworn enemies of the UK 
who will sacrifice their own lives to achieve their objectives. 

A Terrorist attack   

The risk assessment and safe method of operation. 

The possibility of a terrorist attack  

The arrangements to thwart a terrorist  attack at a nuclear plant or at a storage area when spent  nuclear 
fuel is kept and also at other  areas local to the plant and  access roads  to and from nuclear plants. 

A  dirty bomb dropped close to the nuclear plant might mean  that access to the plant  either in or out  could 
be  denied putting any emergency plan at risk of being in-operable and subsequent loss of access to the site 
for many years. Terrorists can do a lot of damage without actually bombing the plant itself though one would 
think this would always be the preferred target of any attack. 

The assessment would also need to identify length of time any  security measures would need to be in place 
to thwart a terrorist  attack  given that Spent Nuclear Energy has  a very long life span and the enormous 
cost of providing security measures to protect the plants, has this ever been identified. 

As part of the security  arrangements the assessment would need to identify how many staff are required to 
provide  effective security at any UK plant to thwart a terrorist attack and then  for how long and how many 
men would be required,  six men per plant, ten, twenty, a hundred, what equipment would they need to hand 
to repel a Terrorist  attack. If this information is not established or  known at this time it should be (in a 
classified manner) we learnt recently that six prison officers were in charge of a prison, where  several 
buildings were  partly burnt down, another example of poor  planning and  risk assessment. 

The type of emergency plan which may be in place to ensure a nuclear plant could be shut down safely and 
if damaged how it would be de-commissioned safely and control radiation and other toxic emissions from the 
plant is essential and I would expect this to be  in place in some format  and to have  addressed terrorism, 
though this is not the same as how the general public may perceive  this risk or the measures provided. 

Observation 

If the incident at the UK prison which was burnt down  recently with just 6 prison officers manning the facility 
is anything to go by,  then we could be in trouble.  

Terrorism is not currently  part of the remit but is of vital importance and should be part of any review. If this 
comment is not considered relevant to the review then the comments should be passed back to the 
Government and a request made to include them 



Who controls our Nuclear program  

The European Union is also changing and events may unfold in many ways, currently we have companies 
outside of the UK which  design operate and are to be commissioned to build the proposed plants as well as 
undertaking risk assessment on our behalf. 

This way forward  is very risky for many reasons, the EU could break up, it could become bankrupt, the 
companies outside of the UK running our nuclear energy program could  

Go out of business  

Be taken over by another company outside of the UK or taken over by their own country 

Have a vested interest and loyalty to their own country, if push came to shove in  

For instance supplying raw materials to plants, favouring their own county should these materials become 
scarce. 

This scenario is perhaps more relevant than a terrorist attack, we are placing our nuclear energy program 
outside of UK control, frankly this is madness. 

My feeling is that the government wants a clean quick review so they can pursue their nuclear energy 
program, they don’t want the review to be widened, to quote a pun ‘it would be to risky’ to open up the 
debate 

In conclusion we suspect that these comments will be dumped as not relevant to the strict criteria of the 
review. 

This must not happen. Mike Weightman must refer back to the government to slow down, take into account 
other forms of Energy provision which don’t have the same risks as nuclear energy, this itself is part of risk 
assessment, my view it that given the amount of coal we have in the UK and the ability to collect carbon to 
provide clean coal is a safer way forward.  

I am an optimist  and would like to think these relevant comments will be taken on board and incorporated 
into the review  by the review team. 

For your information we are a small independent Health & Safety Consultancy with no affiliation to the 
nuclear or any other energy provider, for us it is a question of ‘comprehensive risk assessment and robust 
control measures to any industry which has the greatest residue risk, should an incident at a nuclear plant 
occur I trust you will find some of these observations thought provoking and of some benefit to the review. 

Yours faithfully 

Michael Ettinger Chartered Member of IOSH  
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