
 
 

 
 
 

FUKUSHIMA ACCIDENT: FURTHER RESPONSE TO THE CHIEF 
NUCLEAR INSPECTOR’S REQUEST FOR ISSUES TO BE 
CONSIDERED IN THE LESSONS LEARNED FOR THE UK 

 
 
1.0 SUMMARY 
  
1.1 We have provided an interim response to the Chief Nuclear Inspector’s (CNI) 

review of lessons learned from the accident at Fukushima Dai-ichi in Japan 
and we are working as part of the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) team to 
advise and assist in developing his reports.  Joe McHugh, Head of Radioactive 
Substance Regulation, is a member of the CNI’s expert group, the Technical 
Advisory Panel.  This is a good example of how nuclear regulators are working 
together on matters where we have shared interests.  The Environment 
Agency has a number of regulatory and advisory roles that are relevant to this 
work which are identified in our interim response. Proper protection of people 
and the environment will always be our priority. 

 
1.2 This response addresses the CNI’s request for a final information submission, 

by mid-June 2011 about issues for consideration in his final report to be 
published in September 2011.  So far as possible, it takes into account the 
conclusions and recommendations published in the ONR’s interim report on 
18 May 2011 and updates our interim response.  We will continue to work 
closely with the ONR as the final lessons learned report is developed and as 
issues and recommendations are followed up. 

 
2.0 FURTHER CONSIDERATION OF ISSUES RAISED IN INTERIM RESPONSE 
 
2.1 We previously highlighted the following issues for further consideration: 
 

• tsunami protection 
• resilience of sites to flooding and coastal erosion 
• resilience of existing nuclear facilities to other extreme events 
• siting and vulnerability of back up and emergency generation supplies 
• availability of cooling water supplies; and 
• the wider infrastructure on which the industry is reliant and its resilience 

to natural hazards and climate change. 
 

2.2 This further response should be read in conjunction with our interim response. 
 
2.3 Our initial suggestions focused on off-site factors and the potential impact of 

natural and other hazards (including those related to climate change) on 
infrastructure resilience.  This section provides an update to those issues and 
we introduce further issues for consideration in section 3.   
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2.4 In 2005 and 2006 the Department for Environment, Food and Rural Affairs 

(Defra) published significant research on potential tsunami impact in the UK.  
In our interim response we noted that there is evidence that the frequency of 
tsunami in the UK is very low and that the raised water level associated with a 
tsunami in the UK is unlikely to be greater than that associated with the worst 
meteorological storm water conditions.  Nevertheless, the research 
commissioned by Defra indicated that tsunami-type events are still a possibility 
for the UK.  

 
2.5 In response to a request from the CNI we provided strategic level information 

on flood risks for areas surrounding nuclear sites for the Interim Report (Annex 
F).  We advised that on the basis of the information available about the events 
in Japan, the ONR’s approach to assessing the risks and hazards from 
tsunamis in the UK does not need to change fundamentally and that in general 
the conclusions from the Defra research remain valid.   

 
2.6 We have been considering the advice about the nominated sites for new 

nuclear build that we provided to the Department of Energy and Climate 
Change (DECC) during its Strategic Siting Assessment process for the 
Nuclear National Policy Statement.  We consider that our existing advice, that 
the nominated sites could potentially be protected from flooding, remains valid.   
This advice reflects that site specific flood risk assessments will be required if 
development proposals come forward. 

 
2.7 The ONR requires nuclear licensees to take into account external hazards, 

including flooding, within their safety cases and to review these safety cases 
regularly. We will work with the ONR to review whether there is a need to 
improve further the integration of site-specific flood risk assessments for areas 
on and off-site. For example, we suggest a review of tsunami risks and the 
measures in place, including warning systems, to protect existing nuclear 
sites, and those proposed for new sites, from such events and to consider 
combinations of events and impacts on the sites’ supporting infrastructure 
such as roads, grid connections and water supplies. 

 
2.8 We support the recommendation in the Interim Report that the nuclear industry 

should initiate a review of flooding studies, including from tsunamis, to confirm 
the design basis and margins for flooding at UK nuclear sites and whether 
there is a need to improve site-specific flood risk assessments as part of the 
periodic safety review programme, and for any new nuclear reactors.  We 
welcome the ONR statement that it will work with the environment agencies to 
carry out a separate independent review in this area. 

  
3.0 FURTHER ISSUES  
 
3.1 We are providing views on further issues under the following broad headings: 
 

• Accident Prevention 
• Emergency planning, preparedness and response 
• Recovery 
• Impact assessment and monitoring 
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3.2 It is important that the scope of the final lessons learned report includes all 
nuclear licensed sites.  For example, the events in Japan have emphasised 
that the reduction of the highest radiological hazards at Sellafield should 
remain a national priority.  We support the work of the Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority (NDA) in accelerating the reduction of hazards 
and we are working with the ONR, the NDA and others to help achieve this. 

 
Accident Prevention 

 
3.3 We believe that to help prevent any such serious accident happening in the 

UK, the scope of potential lessons learned from the Japanese accident should 
include the regulatory and planning framework, nuclear site design, operation 
and safety case, off-site infrastructure planning and operation.  

 
Decommissioning and hazard reduction 

 
3.4 The UK should continue to learn from the on-site clean-up and remediation 

operations at Fukushima Dai-ichi to inform our own decommissioning 
programmes.  We should consider if any clean-up approaches and measures 
for Fukushima could be applied here. The measures in place to protect 
facilities on ‘legacy’ nuclear licensed sites from natural and other hazards, and 
their care and maintenance, are important in minimising the risk from those 
facilities prior to the removal of the radiological hazard.  

 
Complex sites and interdependencies 

 
3.5 We support the recommendation for the ONR to review the Safety 

Assessment Principles to determine whether any additional guidance is 
necessary in the light of the Fukushima accident.  We suggest that such a 
review should  consider on and off-site infrastructure vulnerabilities, especially 
for complex sites and the contingencies and recovery plans in the event of 
loss of key elements of supporting infrastructure. 

 
The management of radioactive waste including spent fuel 

 
3.6 The CNI interim report recommends that the UK nuclear industry should 

ensure the adequacy of new spent fuel strategies in relation to the ONR’s 
Safety Assessment Principles of passive safety and good engineering 
practice.  This should include a review of existing spent fuel strategies. There 
are significant quantities of spent nuclear fuel in storage at Sellafield.  
Contingency for spent fuel storage in the event of problems with storage 
ponds or supporting services should be reviewed. 

 
Implications for nuclear regulatory framework and communications 

 
3.7 We will work with the ONR to enhance openness and transparency.  We have 

significant experience in this area and we commend the approach adopted in 
our joint ONR/Environment Agency Generic Design Assessment programme 
for public involvement. The opportunity should be taken to learn and to further 
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improve the general approach to communications on nuclear industry and 
regulatory matters. 

 
Emergency planning, preparedness and response 

 
3.8 We support the recommendations related to the UK’s emergency response 

arrangements and exercises. In particular we believe that the reviews should 
consider how emergency exercises for nuclear licensed sites in the UK could 
be extended to test severe accident scenarios combined with simultaneous 
disruption to off-site infrastructure.  Such exercises should aim to challenge 
independently severe accident management plans to demonstrate that they 
adequately consider interdependencies and a combination of events both on 
and off-site.  We should also consider how response plans at the local and 
national level should be made as flexible as possible in the face of potentially 
varied and rapidly changing consequences.  We suggest that learning from 
the national flooding exercise (Exercise Watermark) held in early March 2011 
may be useful when considering wide area exercises. 

 
3.9 In recent years nuclear emergency exercises have increasingly focused on the 

recovery phase. We support this and suggest that the recovery phase 
becomes a regular feature of these exercises. Further development of 
recovery plans and exercises should include appropriate challenge to the 
feasibility or realism of logistical support assumptions. It will be important to 
draw lessons from how the strategic response to the Fukushima incident was 
managed and how it was affected by the widespread damage to infrastructure.  

 
3.10 It will also be important to review lessons for environmental protection, for 

example on groundwater protection, including the effectiveness of the 
techniques used to prevent contamination and monitor groundwater. 

 
Recovery 

 
3.11 It is important to monitor and learn about the recovery and remediation of the 

areas surrounding the Fukushima Dai-chi plant.  This should include: the 
approach taken to off-site clean-up; decontamination and waste disposal 
(including contaminated foodstuffs and firefighting/cooling water); the 
involvement of local communities in decision-making;  and how the recovery 
effort is affected by the damage to the regional infrastructure.  This learning 
should be used to inform the further development of the recovery elements of 
off-site emergency plans at a local and national level.   

 
Impact assessment and monitoring 

 
3.12 There will be a need for co-ordinated and continued follow-up to ensure that 

the UK and the international community maximises its learning from this 
accident, for example, through ongoing environmental and human health 
surveillance, and the longer term assessment of the releases from the site.  
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4.0 WAY FORWARD 
 
4.1 We will continue to work closely with the ONR as it develops the final lessons 

learned report, and in the follow-up of issues and recommendations.  
Specifically, we will work with the ONR on a review of site-specific flood risk 
assessments for existing sites as well as scrutinising the flood risk 
assessments developed by the new nuclear build companies as they bring 
forward their site specific proposals.   

 
FURTHER INFORMATION 
 
For further information on this response please contact our National Customer 
Contact Centre on 08708 506506 or e-mail enquiries@environment-agency.gov.uk  
 
June 2011 
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