
 
 
BY EMAIL 
 
cc. FukushimaONRReport@hse.gsi.gov.uk. 
 
 
Dear Dr Weightman 
 
I am writing to you on behalf of Greenpeace with regard to the ONR's call for evidence "on 
the implications for the UK nuclear industry of the events at the Fukushima Dai-ichi nuclear 
power station in Japan and to identify lessons."  
 
Whilst Greenpeace welcomes the review, due to the nature of the ongoing crisis at 
Fukushima this communication is not to present evidence, but instead asks questions and 
make some comments on the nature and extent of the ONR's review. This is very much a 
provisional commentary and we reserve the right to ask further questions for clarification 
before we decide on what we might contribute to the review. 
 
We request that the ONR: 
 

• Fully explain  -  and  as soon as possible - precisely what nuclear safety issues it 
considers as essential to be included in the review e.g. will the review consider how 
local emergency service organisations will work with nuclear plant operators in the 
event of an accident? As it is the ONR is asking organisations to comment 'blind'. 
This is not an acceptable basis for a review and does not provide any terms of 
reference. 

 

• Detail precisely how it will take on board any additional points which may be put 
forward for the review and how these will be incorporated into the work of the 
review  
 

• Confirm the review will look not only at reactors and key auxillary plant (e.g. back-
up generators) but also major (and essential) nuclear plant linked to reactor 
operations such as spent fuel stores.  
 

• State if it will be considering the impact of terrorist attacks as well as accident/plant 
failure scenarios on relevant nuclear facilities. Further, confirm if it will be looking at 
reprocessing operations and highly-radioactive liquid waste storage at Sellafield. 
 

• Say if it will publish submissions as soon as they are presented to the ONR, so that 
contributors can consider and add to submissions already made. 



• Give the reasons for the tight deadline imposed for this review given that 
Fukushima was (and is) very much a dynamic situation with the crisis at the plants 
not yet fully under control For many people and organisations - including nuclear 
specialists, advisory bodies and NGOs - a deadline of 15th April (in order to have 
input into the interim review), or 15th June (for the final review) will be considered as 
premature and unrealistic in terms of being able to able to submit substantive 
evidence. We recognise the ONR has said the review will be open for people to 
'submit any significant new additional information after that date' (15th June) but 
how such information will be scrutinised (and by whom) is not clear. 
 

� The ONR will be aware that there are suspicions that the timetable has been 
imposed in order to maintain the existing new-build timeline rather than properly to 
learn lessons from Fukishima and to assure safety. It is impossible to have a 
proper review by the deadline set by the ONR.  

 
� Give details of how nominations to any panel of specialists will be made and who 

will make the final decision on who is on the panel. In particular it is vital that 
independent specialists be on the panel with a range of perspectives, and not those 
in the industry or dependent on industry funding. 
 

• Give defined provisions for public information and consultation. 
 

• Take evidence in public for its second, final report. 
 

• Remove the confidentiality accorded to nuclear operators and instead be wholly 
transparent. The industry must fully comply with this and not seek to hide behind 
commercial confidentiality as a means of keeping info from the public. 
 

• State if it is being given additional resources to undertake this review. 
 

• Explain if issues already resolved under ther GDA process to date - or which may 
be resolved before the final review report - can be re-opened by the ONR 
subsequent to any findings of the review. 

 
 

Greenpeace looks forward to the ONR's response to these questions and comments and 
will take these into account in any further responses it may make on the review.  
 
Yours faithfully 

 
 
 
 

 
Dr Doug Parr 
Chief Scientist 
Greenpeace UK 
 


