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Time and Date: 17:00 – 19:30,  Wednesday , July 17, 2013  

Place: International Conference Room, 17F of Main Building, Ministry of Economy, 

Trade and Industry 

  

Attendees: 

 

Working Group Members: 

Chair Yasui, Member Inoue, Member Uetsuka, Member Omoto, Member Kirimoto, 

Member Sekimura Member Taniguchi, Member Furuta, Member Yagi, Member 

Yamaguchi, (Total: 10 members) 

(Absent) Member Omoto, Member Yagi  

 

Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry: 

Director-General Ueda, Agency for Natural Resources and Energy; Takahashi, 

Director-General Takahashi, Electricity and Gas Industry Department; Deputy 

Director-General Nakanishi; Deputy Director-General Goto; Director Hatakeyama, 

Nuclear Energy Policy Planning Division; Director Kayama; Nuclear Energy Strategy 

Planning (Total: 6 members) 

 

Observers: 

Executive Vice-President Katsuno of Chubu Electric Power; General Manager Crofts 

of the TEPCO Nuclear Safety Oversight Office; Vice Director Saji of Mitsubishi Heavy 

Industries Nuclear Energy Systems Headquarters; Executive Vice-President and 

Chief Director Toyomatsu of the KEPCO Nuclear Business; President Hattori of Japan 

Atomic Industry Forum; Corporate Senior Vice President Director Maekawa of 



 

 

Toshiba Corporation Power Systems Company, Chairman Matsuura of the Japan 

Nuclear Safety Institute, Senior Chief Engineer Moriya of Hitachi-GE Nuclear Energy 

 

Agenda: 

(1) Manner to proceed and issues for the future  

 

Meeting Summaries: 

 

Opening Remarks by Mr. Ueda, Director-General, Agency for Natural 

Resources and Energy 

・It is imperative that the “safety myth” that there is no risk of accidents 

as long as regulatory standards are met must be eradicated given the 

Fukushima accident and for the industry to make voluntary efforts to 

continuously improve safety.   

・I hope this Working Group will discuss what should be done to review 

nuclear risks and for industry to voluntarily and continuously improve. 

It is expected that experts will give their frank opinions.  

The Secretariat (Mr. Kayama, Director for Nuclear Energy Strategy Planning) 

confirmed handouts and explained Document 1. 

The Secretariat (Mr. Kayama, Director for Nuclear Energy Strategy Planning) 

introduced members and observers. 

The Secretariat (Mr. Kayama, Director for Nuclear Energy Strategy Planning) 

explained Document 2. 

The Secretariat (Mr. Kayama, Director for Nuclear Energy Strategy Planning) 

explained Document 3 and Reference Materials. 

Chairperson Yasui encouraged members to provide self-introductions, and 

asked members to comment on what they would like to discuss in the 

Working Group and on the manner in which to proceed. 

Member statement: 

・Nuclear operators are dependent on manufacturers in some respects, 

but they need to become a specialized technical group and a 

framework is necessary to orient them as such. In addition, there may 

have been areas where it was difficult for the manufacturer to propose 

safety measures. 



 

 

・There is competition among manufacturers, but it is doubtful whether 

there has been enough cooperation. In relation to non-Japanese 

manufacturers, they may have monopolized domestic projects. For 

example, it seems that there is a need to have comprehensive 

cooperation for Fukushima water treatment and waste issues.   

・In terms of risk communication, there may have been a 

condescending attitude on the part of the central government or 

utilities in that they think their materials are to be explained and 

understood by the public. Public involvement, rather than public 

acceptance, is important.  

・I think there is some decline in nuclear technical capability. I will talk 

about Japan Atomic Energy Agency (JAEA) and universities for ease of 

understanding, but I have an impression that there are more 

managerial types of personnel who are less willing to get their own 

hands dirty. In reality, it seems that there are only some professors 

who have actually handled equipment. This is not in any way the fault 

of only universities. Perhaps, having regulations that make the 

utilization of radioactive isotopes (RI) more difficult, for example, may 

have had an impact.  

Member statement: 

・It seemed like it was the end with the Fukushima accident, but there 

is some light due to the efforts made by utilities and manufacturers. 

・Having seen the Issues (Draft), there are many points that come to 

mind again. After the TMI (U.S. Three Mile Island Nuclear Power 

Station) accident, research has been conducted on severe accidents 

(SA), but maybe researchers themselves believed that SAs would not 

occur. I hope for frank discussions in this Working Group.   

・In terms of safety research, there was some comment on JAEA just 

now, but it seems that there are issues with the lack of human 

resources. I hope that this point will be discussed in full as well.  

Member statement: 

・In the Kemeny Commission Report that was published after the TMI 

accident, it was pointed out that fundamental problems with attitudes 

cannot be improved even if the facility design is fixed. Considering such 

remarks, it is necessary to discuss organizational culture and attitudes 

again.   

・I would like to mention three points. The first point is: what kind of 

safety is Japan going to aim for considering the accident at Fukushima 



 

 

Daiichi? Safety goals consider risks such as acute death or late-onset 

cancer, but we now know that that does not fit reality. It is important to 

discuss what to achieve in the future. 

・The second point is that it is critical to gain a greater degree of 

self-awareness of what the strengths and weaknesses of nuclear plants 

are. Designers use probabilistic risk assessment (PRA), but how much 

weakness will be shown there? In addition, risk is important, but it is 

also significant to extend the distance to the cliff edge.  

・The third point is about design authority. It is imperative that the 

nuclear operator has total responsibility for the facility design. It is 

important for the nuclear operators to understand what has happened 

up to now and what actions have been taken. 

Member statement: 

・What PRA tries to quantify is not an actual value such as core damage 

frequency (CDF) but the level of uncertainty. PRA is a weapon to 

understand what we know in terms of knowledge and to develop a 

strategy to make uncertainties small. Having uncertainty of and in itself 

is not a disadvantage. It is important to know the uncertainties.  

・It has been said that the Nuclear Information Archives (NUCIA) in 

Japan are weak in terms of content. However, plant data is used in 

PRAs in the U.S., so even though there is little data, the use of it is 

standardized with the corrective actions program (CAP) program. Plant 

data is not disclosed, but NRC resident inspectors can review it, so they 

can check it and use a common yardstick. As described, it seems 

necessary for regulators and private companies to develop a common 

yardstick.  

Member statement: 

・Safety is not limited to a particular specialized area but spans a wide 

scope, hence, safety is undermined if any one element is missing. This 

is what is called multi-disciplinary, and research and education 

spanning a wide array of areas is difficult. The same problem is 

recognized in universities in the U.S. and Europe.   

・The first key point is whether the responsibilities and obligations of 

industry can be clearly defined and whether these can be turned into 

actual actions. 

・The second point is that research and development (R&D) will be 

continued for safety improvement into the future, but it will be difficult 

for Japan to do this alone. There are three C’s that I would like to 



 

 

mention in regard to cooperation with international parties. The first C 

is Collaboration, which is to discuss the same problem. The second C is 

Competitive. The third C is Complementary, which is to aim for safety 

improvement through cooperation while complementing each other as 

a whole.  

Member statement: 

・Discussion on safety goals started 30 years ago, a proposal was 

presented after 20 years, but, unfortunately, it has not been utilized 

much. The situation did not move much after the Niigata-ken 

Chuetsu-Oki Earthquake, and there was no in-depth discussion in the 

new regulatory standards either. After about 10 years of R&D of PRA, 

we reached the same level as the world for internal events in the 1990s, 

but hardly any research had been completed for Level 3. I believe that 

this is the reason why evidence-based discussions on efforts to address 

risks and disaster preparedness have not taken place. Research on risk 

communication also started in the ‘90s, but it did not take root even 

after the JCO criticality accident. Studies on organizational safety 

culture were also conducted in the ‘90s, but it still remains as a major 

concern. It has been said that (the concept of) risk does not blend in 

well with Japan (-ese thought) and that there is no methodology. 

However, I think that that is a mere excuse. I believe we should be 

resolute and should address this.  

・We are taking about voluntary efforts and continuous improvement, 

but we need to think about the very foundations of safety awareness. 

Nuclear risk is systematic and in a cascade format, so situations where 

there is mutual and complex interaction should be considered. Modern 

social systems are more complex than nuclear power, causing the gap 

to be reversed.  

・In terms of Issue (Draft) (9)’s mechanism, it serves no purpose to 

premise discussions on the current electric power business 

organization. There is a high possibility that the business model of 

electric power companies will change. I hope for audacious discussions. 

Member statement: 

・I want to comment on three points. The first is that Document 3 

Issues (Draft) and the Director-General mentioned the word “risk” in 

his greetings. I believed that this refers to achieving quantitative safety 

goals while managing risks according to the principle of ALARP (As Low 

As Reasonably Practicable) in a probabilistic sense. Given the 

Fukushima accident, I think it is not enough to set risks as the goals. 



 

 

There will always be residual risk, and how we think about this is 

important. However, this is, in some sense, has no end. In a technical 

sense, it is necessary to draw a line somewhere.  

・The second point is that the conventional engineering-based approach 

does not match well with responding to residual risks. This is related to 

operation issues rather than equipment measures, but it is very difficult 

to assess and control risks through operation. Risk-informed efforts are 

practical in terms of trying to reduce routine risks, but another 

approach is necessary to respond to residual risks.    

・The third point is that, though it is important to collect quantitative 

data and calculate, it may be necessary to take other approaches such 

as training your imagination. Discussions are necessary in which 

executives and engineers come together to strengthen their ability to 

think about potential risks.  

Member statement: 

・It seems that the word “risk” used in the nuclear industry is in a 

narrow sense of the term. Risk in the eyes of society is wider than that. 

It seems like this gap is the problem.   

・In the discussion after the earthquake, “appropriate” risk 

communication has been talked about, but that needs to be 

fundamentally reviewed because it is a nuclear-promoter type of 

expression. In the current situation, discussion must put together 

safety and necessity as a pair; this cannot be avoided.  

・In terms of communication about nuclear related events and topic, 

the impression of general residents is that it is very compartmentalized. 

Trust may be undermined because this point was unclear.  

・Countermeasures are important to improve safety, but there is 

another side of it that it is a very significant burden according to people 

involved with the site and siting community since before the accident. 

It is necessary to rethink whether this burden really contributes to 

safety.   

Member statement: 

・The documents mention key phrases that it is a matter of course that 

nuclear operators aim for safety beyond regulations, but it is important 

for this Working Group to unravel the method for implementation. It 

says that nuclear operators will strive for excellence, but how they will 

do this is not a simple matter.  



 

 

・Organizing the ten items in the Issues (Draft) document, it can be 

narrowed down to three problems; transforming the mindset, system 

design, and operation/administration. 

・ For transforming the mindset, (1) in Issues (Draft) falls under this, 

but it is necessary to have an answer to the fundamental issue of what 

risk management, risk goals, and risk-informed means. With this, it 

may be possible to state that it is unacceptable according to the 

concept of ALARA (As Low As Reasonably Achievable). In terms of 

system design, as it states in Issues (Draft) (9), one may feel that 

establishing a new organization is the end, but there needs to be 

discussion on whether there is an organization to provide support. It is 

also important whether there are people with expertise and to secure 

human resources when new mechanisms are developed.  

・ In terms of operation, it has been said that it was bad that accident 

management (AM) measures in Japan were voluntary efforts made by 

nuclear operators, but is that really the case? AM is to prepare for SAs, 

and so it is reasonable to leave it up to the initiative of nuclear 

operators. They may not have recognized the importance of AMs.   

・Safety goals contain good things, but related personnel had not 

conducted them. As shown in Issues (Draft), there are many items that 

we thought we already had thought through. 

Member statement: 

・ The discussion on safety goals is a difficult issue. Engineered safety 

was emphasized, and impact on humans was not considered. The 

same is true for the new regulatory standards. The public will not be 

persuaded with this.  

・On the other hand, it is necessary for the field to invest effectively 

given that their resources are constrained. It is important to have 

voluntary efforts and continuous safety improvement by the nuclear 

operators, you cannot aim for zero risk. Discussion should be on 

balance such as optimization and ALARA concepts.  

・I would like to mention another point on stakeholder involvement. In 

Europe, discussions developed as they were faced with issues. There 

were discussions in Japan as well, but may have been insufficient.  

・It is necessary to think about what the safety myth is as a starting 

point for discussions. There may be thinking among Japanese that risks 

must be zero. I want to contribute so that this Working Group does not 

become just a formality.  



 

 

Member statement: 

・It seems that Japan is an extreme country in that they want zero risk 

or not pursue it. In Japan, there is a term anshin (peace of mind, 

confidence), which is valued. How to communicate risks in nuclear is 

the ultimate problem. I have expectations for future discussions.   

Chairperson Yasui explained positioning of observers 

・Exchanging opinions with observers is important to discuss industry’s 

voluntary efforts and continuous safety improvement. Statements may 

be made freely but they are not involved in decision-making.   

Observer statement: 

・For a forum such as this Working Group, it is important to implement 

what has been discussed. 

・The members comment thus far are rich in wisdom. I would like to 

point out that people’s behaviors are important when discussing 

culture and attitudes. Behaviors are at the root of culture. In addition, 

the driving force of behavior is values. For example, nurses and doctors 

care for their patients. It is important for the nuclear industry to also 

have values in a similar way.   

・Nuclear operators may value finance and other areas, but the first 

value must be safety. It is not enough to talk about it; actions are 

necessary. It cannot just be in their minds but in their behavior. It is 

also important to always listen. In the discussion, I believe it is 

important to discuss how we will make culture take root and about the 

attitude to want to be the best and the safest.  

  

Chairperson Yasui explained transition to open discussion 

Observer statement: 

・Emergency safety measures have been implemented after the 

Fukushima accident, but now, measures are being taken based on 

thinking what was lacking. In the past, the focus had been on minor 

accidents or core damage, and did not reach SA. 

・ (1) As a member mentioned, it comes down to people. This becomes 

extremely important in strengthening defense-in-depth. (2) Japan had 

awareness that would be enough to meet the detailed regulations on 

quality assurance. We are considering taking measures beyond the 

regulatory framework. (3) Was their complacency because the 

capacity factor in Japan was not so bad? I participated in board 



 

 

meetings of INPO (Institute of Nuclear Power Operators), but I would 

like to learn sincerely into the future.  

・Risk assessment was developed in the 1960s, but it did not reach the 

stage of utilization. Nuclear operators wanted to say that it was 

absolutely safe, so there was hesitation to discussion risks which are 

relative. However, discussing risks is important to explain the scale of 

safety measures in recovering trust in the future.  

Observer statement: 

・Equipment measures and crisis management organization have been 

developed. Here, we are considering the events we must overcome 

and whether it is reasonable. However, I have renewed understanding 

of the importance of those previous measures. AM have been 

implemented, but it can also be said that proactive actions have not 

been made. It seems that there was too much thought given to 

whether all related personnel will be convinced. It is important to first 

create an objective yardstick for risk. It is recognized as an important 

issue from the management side as well. I hope for lively discussions in 

the future.  

Observer statement: 

・I understand that this Working Group aims to share a sense of 

direction, link that to specific actions to regain trust. People’s trust was 

fundamentally lost due to the Fukushima accident.   

・There are largely three issues that I identified. One is 

awareness/mindset, another is systems and processes, and the other 

is technical capability (engineering).  

・Awareness is about safety culture and risk communication. 

・In terms of systems, it includes ensuring transparency, information 

disclosure, accountability for assessment process, discussions for 

efficiency and neutrality with objectivity, third-party monitoring 

functions, and peer reviews. 

・Technology (engineering) supports this. Without technical capability, 

items mentioned under awareness and systems will be ruined. There 

needs to be discussion on autonomy and responsibility of 

manufacturers as well. Independence from utilities should also be 

considered.   

・Discussion only in Japan is not sufficient; international discussion is 

important. I want to also have in mind decommissioning and spent fuel 

management. 



 

 

・The U.S. established its current system based on discussions after the 

TMI accident, but it took them ten years to develop it. I believe it is 

necessary to prioritize and advance to lead to results.   

Observer statement: 

・When thinking about what the Fukushima accident showed us, it 

showed us, to put it concisely, what would happen when an electric 

power company does not do what it should do. Safety improvement 

should aim for integrity. It will be difficult to do so as human beings, but 

the nuclear power industry must be prepared to do so.  

・I visited and had discussions with U.S. INPO, NRC (Nuclear Regulatory 

Commission), NEI (Nuclear Energy Institute). What I felt was that 

integrity was deeply rooted in all of these organizations. Japan should 

refer to this.  

・ One aspect that was interesting was that the word anzen bunka 

(literally safety culture) did not appear in the documents. I feel that 

because the term safety culture used overseas was translated as 

anzen-bunka, the term lost the sense of rigor with which safety is 

pursued that can be read from the original term safety culture. I believe 

that it is more appropriate to translate it as anzen do (literally the ways 

of safety) for Japanese people.  

Observer statement: 

・ There is one point that I want to specifically mention. I think that it 

is good to have discussion on reasonable ways to interface with the 

regulators. With regulations, it increases the burden in the field, and 

not everything is reasonable in actuality in some areas. Instructions 

form government offices go to the manufacturers through the nuclear 

operators, but, rather than taking a positive view to respond, it is just 

dealt in some respects. I believe that this is connected to safety culture. 

I think it is important, not to be defiant of regulators, but to have 

reasonable discussions.  

・I would also like to comment on how to proceed. What is described in 

Issues (Draft) has been considered up to now. I think what should be 

discussed and what is important to discuss is the process of how to 

enable players to be able to do what they have not been able to 

properly implement in the past as described. Even if we have a deeper 

discussion on the content of the Issues (Draft), we will just have a 

common understanding of the issues and may not be converted into 

action.  



 

 

Observer statement: 

・ I would like to comment on Issues (Draft). It reads to have an 

awareness to aim for safety levels beyond safety, and I think that this 

is important. I do not think anyone would object to this, but the key is 

how you would achieve this in reality. When I say, reality, I do not 

mean just equipment. 

・The minimum requirements of regulations are reviewed by the NRA, 

but there is a problem of whether nuclear operators will make 

judgments on safety levels beyond that. Will they be based on 

performance rules or detailed rules? In Japan, safety judgments have 

been made based on detailed rules such as in the establishing permit.  

・Manufacturers have exchanged opinions internationally. We are 

cooperating with U.S. manufacturers regarding Fukushima. In 

coordinating information from abroad, language is a real problem. We 

hope to utilize areas that we can as a manufacturer.  

Member statement: 

・In terms of how to proceed, I think that for several Issues, we may 

see the path once a particular root cause is resolved.   

・It has been pointed out that there is no safety culture, but I want to 

point out that there are no safety goals either. In terms of the 

discussion on safety goals, it states that it is necessary to have 

continuous dialogue with the citizenry to gain the respect or society. I 

think this is indeed risk communication.  

・There were comments on performance rules and specification rules, 

but I think the root has to be discussed. The path seems clearly for 

some Issues if these areas are aligned, but not only for safety targets.  

Observer statement: 

・I have no objection to continuously striving for safety levels beyond 

regulatory stipulation. There are some nuclear operators who say that 

the new regulatory standards will be difficult as-is, but I think that that 

means the safety level of the regulator exceeds that of the nuclear 

operator.  

・I think that you cannot achieve aiming to improve safety without 

discussing safety goals.  

・Japan also has the problem that it does not have resources. 

Probabilistic assessments have been conducted in the past, but it was 

not the mainstream in decision-making, and therefore, there were 

problems with resources. In the future, it is important to expand 



 

 

resources. Peer reviews are important, but there are difficulties with 

the current shortfall of personnel.  

・In some aspects, sincere response was not taken on external events 

even though it was known that the risks were big because indicators 

were not yet developed. Another issue is that uncertainties are big for 

external events. Also, experts have differing opinions about these 

uncertainties. There needs to be a framework to effectively utilize 

expert knowledge.  

Member statement: 

・ It is understood that the industry will be required to achieve an 

extremely high level of safety, but it is doubtful whether the direction 

that that is what we are going to do will be trusted.  

・There were issues with lack of resources, so I believe that there needs 

to be consideration including fundamental reforms such as whether to 

maintain the current number of power plants. Without that, just saying 

that we will improve safety and we will do our best will not be 

understood in any way.   

Member statement: 

・I agree with the process to aim for world’s best standard. There is a 

need to think about how results may be different by plant.   

・It is necessary to have discussions including on how to use the 

academic societies’ standard. It is necessary to discuss cooperation 

between academic societies and industry. For example, the Atomic 

Energy Society of Japan is fundamentally reforming its code of ethics. 

What will happen with this should also be included.   

Member statement: 

・I want to raise three areas. The first is related to safety goals, PRA, 

and residual risks. The second is related to software aspects such as 

risk management. The third is related to the system including academic 

societies. Perspectives such as what was wrong and what is 

international best practice is necessary.   

Member statement: 

・ Solving the basic problem is nearly impossible because of value 

judgments. However, there is value in discussion to show a path 

forward.  

・It is important how to understand what is beyond regulations. In this 

complex society, various events cascade into one another, but 

regulations do not look so far. Nuclear operators must look wider than 



 

 

the limited scope of the regulators. What I see as “beyond regulations” 

is that the nuclear operators look wider to non-technical areas. They 

should have a concept of social safety.  

・Society thinks that the nuclear industry’s view on safety is rather 

strange, but it is important to show that nuclear operators are not only 

looking at the technical aspects but are taking a wider perspective of 

safety for society.  

Member statement: 

・This is overlapping with the previous comment, but it is important to 

widen the perspective to look at areas that are not being looked at by 

regulation. However, it is not enough for just nuclear operators to look 

at those areas outside of regulation, but the central government should 

also be looking at it because it impacts national security in some ways. 

What actions will the central government take? That needs to be 

discussed with the cooperation of the nuclear operators.  

Member statement: 

・I would like to talk about how to proceed. We may need to first 

organize what was missing and what was not done. That may move 

the discussion forward. It is also important to discuss what is in the 

background.  

Observer statement: 

・I think it we should start with culture. The industry has lost the trust 

of the people, and it will take many years for it to be restored. These 

efforts already started two years ago, but we must continue with them.   

・Regulation is discussed in this Working Group, but there is something 

unfortunate. The regulator should be on the same side in terms of 

improving safety, so I believe it is necessary to gain their participation 

so that differences in opinion can be identified.  

Chairperson Yasui’s statement: 

・There was a comment that the regulator is looking at specific risks, 

but other areas must also be looked at. I suggest that we discuss how 

other operators are viewing risks in the next session, but it shall be 

determined based on discussion with the Secretariat (no objections 

from members). 

・The date and time of the next session will be provided by the 

Secretariat at a later date. 

END 


