
Dear Sir, 
 
I have examined the ONR's interim report and would like to draw your attention to two areas I was 
surprised I was not able to find in the interim report. 
Please could you consider the following points for treatment in your final report. I would be very interested 
to hear your teams and your ONR Technical Advisory Panel's opinions on these matters. 
 
1. Meta-level lessons of failure of Risk Analysis at Fukushima: a recurring problem. 
 
The argument goes like this :- 
 
    i) The designers of the Fukushima plant knew tsunamis were a risk. 
    ii) They also knew how catastrophic a nuclear accident could be 
 
    YET 
 
   a) despite using a design basis to ensure safe operations 
 
   AND 
 
   b) government, public and regulators allowing/approving the safe operation 
 
  ---  It has been proved not be safe, mainly due to incorrect design basis analysis. 
 
 
 Conclusion: As the nuclear industry is global, and designers follow well founded design processes, this 
poor risk analysis is systemic in the nuclear industry. It is not about tsunamis, it is about analysis of any 
significant risk to a nuclear power plant. Even the 'debate' around  building Cockcroft's folly demonstrates 
that most nuclear engineers are too optimistic or not broad minded enough when assessing risk. This 
issue is directly relevant to the regulation of nuclear power designs in the United Kingdom, and a 
recurring one at that. 
 
2. Liability of failing nuclear power plants. 
 
The Secretary of State for Energy and Climate Change has recently proposed amending operators 
liability to EUR 1.2B 
 
I am given to understand that the current estimate for the cost of the Fukushima disaster is EUR 220B 
 
This means that the industry is government subsidised and not independent until the law is amended to 
an index linked amount closer to EUR 220B or unlimited liability. I also believe that time limiting claims to 
ten or even thirty years is effectively divesting companies of any costs incurred for some cancers which 
may only come to light much later on in peoples lives.  
 
It seems from a health and safety point of view that the companies concerned having to insure the actual 
risk liability commercially could only improve safety in the long run, and remove a taxpayer subsidy which 
hides some of the true costs of nuclear power in the UK. Commercial drivers such as these can directly 
influence the health and safety behaviour of a commercial enterprise favourably in the long term.far more 
powerfully than any regulator ever could. 
 
 
Regards, 
Brian Sanders 
 
 


