
Mike 

What I know about the Fukushima Incident is detailed from websites like the NISA site, information 
provided by edf energy and obviously the media. 

My first reaction was loss of all cooling is an issue but should be dealt with by similar documents to our 
SAGs. This is the first area that needs to be reviewed; are our SAGs a reasonable guidance on how to 
deal with a beyond design basis incident?  

Another issue is ‘beyond design basis’ does not have an end point there is no broadly acceptable level, 
so should SAGs not deal with how far radiation containment can be managed, set against overall societal 
consequence and what society would be willing to accept given the level of the beyond design basis 
event. 

As emergency cooling (beyond tertiary cooling) was not implemented my thoughts turned to what issues 
could there be to prevent this action, this is due to controlling worker dose rates. So secondly SBERGs 
need to be reviewed to ensure actions can be carried out and if not either alternatives put in place or 
modifications and personnel protection to allow actions to take place while dose rates increase. 

The above seems to have compounded problems in Japan; as more fuel has been damaged; increasing 
radioactive release and then cooling has not been able to be as affective; resulting in further fuel failures. 

Obvious mistakes should be eliminated as personnel can be easily protected against beta emitting 
materials. 

Another question that should be asked given the length of this incident is 24hr stocks enough, and is their 
viability in question for beyond design basis events? 

Hazard Safety Cases should go beyond probability and risk and consider what the plant can survive 
against and where it cannot, that is beyond design basis, mitigations should be indicated to give guidance 
on how the consequences could then be managed. Safety Cases should not only consider design basis 
events but also beyond design basis with the safety case giving further advice to modify the SBERGS 
and SAGs. 

A case in point where probability should not be used is the Aircraft Case. I have worked on NATS, aircraft 
and nuclear safety cases and a pilot still in control of his aircraft even if he has lost most of his systems 
will avoid built up areas this includes Nuclear Power Stations. A pilot not in charge of his aircraft is either 
not on course for a NPS as flight paths do not cross NPS or the aircraft has been set on purpose in the 
direction of a NPS and that is sabotage and beyond design basis. 

For new designs passive post trip cooling would seem essential to ensure minimisation of fuel failures. 

In conclusion: 

It would seem that a review of SAGs and SBERGs and a consideration of how to ensure worker safety 
while still working under SAG or SBERG guidance would be useful at this time. 

Also a review of hazard safety cases and how they have developed and how they need to develop. 

Regards 

 

Peter Sharples 


