
Dear HSE, 

I'd like to air my views relating to the repercussions of the recent (and ongoing) Japanese nuclear 
disaster. I actually work within the civil nuclear sector and hence know a little of the work that is in 
place to demonstrate nuclear plant robustness, as well as resilience, against faults and hazards of all 
kinds. However, what I air here is in my role as a member of the public. 

Having seen what happened as a result of the Japanese earthquake/tsunami, I feel compelled to ask 
the question "Are the UK nuclear plants robust against those disasters?", like a lot of people are 
asking. 

This also compels me, and others, to ask "Can we show that our nuclear sites can cope with a serious 
earthquake, and even a tsunami?" 

Some of the key questions arising from the recent event specifically ask the industry to address 
"earthquake", and even "tsunami". I suspect that most of us feel complacent about these natural 
disasters because we here in the UK don't have much experience of them. For the industry to 
subsequently come back and demonstrate robustness and resilience against these disasters then 
wouldn't give me much confidence that, firstly, we're asking the right question, and secondly, "So 
what? I'm not worried about earthquakes and even less tsunamis." Questions that are too specific to 
"earthquake" and "tsunami" would be too narrow in scope, and could even promote a kneejerk 
response to the problem. I'd prefer the question to concentrate on "Can we show that our nuclear 
sites can cope with a severe occurrence that we've not designed/allowed for (i.e. Beyond Design 
Basis)?" 

Engineers and scientists in the industry also take an approach that, if we can demonstrate that 
something is so unlikely to happen, we can discount it happening to all intents and purposes. I believe 
that these intents and purposes have shifted in the wake of the Japanese disaster. The commonly-
used argument of "It just can't happen." is seriously challenged and I believe the industry has to show 
some humility and concede to thinking along the lines of "OK it can happen, so let's see how we do 
cope now." 

The responsibility for ensuring safety to the public rightly rests with the Licensees who operate the 
nuclear plant. However, how far a Licensee goes to fulfil that responsibility is constrained by money (it 
has to be commercially viable), the law (it needs to comply with regulations) and moral (it doesn't want 
to harm its workforce or the general public). We may ask the Licensees questions like "What do you 
do if it goes badly wrong?". But this line of questioning can only go so far. We'd eventually exhaust all 
the lines of defence a Licensee can demonstrate such that, at the final hurdle, the Licensee will have 
no more defences. 

Assuming that I'm satisfied that the Licensee has done everything that could be reasonably expected 
of it to defend against a catastrophe, but then to ultimately still fail, at that stage I'd like to ask "So are 
the emergency measures under HM Government adequate to deal with the aftermath?" 

For catastrophes that are Beyond Design Basis, I'd like to see the Government make clear the 
responsibilities expected of the Licensee as well as the Government itself. After the Licensee has 
done everything that can be reasonably expected of it to undertake (i.e. within regulations, 
commercial viability and moral obligations), I'd like to see that the Government makes it more visible 
that it is also reviewing its own arrangements which will show that it can continue, after the Licensee 
has exhausted its efforts, to pick up the pieces and mop up the mess. The duty of the HSE to protect 
the public would then be reinforced. 

So, in sum, can we please see that the industry addresses questions more along the lines of "How 
robust and resilient are the licensees against a credible disaster of any kind?", and also that the role 
of Government in dealing with a nuclear catastrophe is more visible. 

Regards, 

RKan 


