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Working Group on Voluntary Efforts and Continuous Improvement of Nuclear Safety 

Nuclear Energy Subcommittee;  

Electricity and Gas Industry Committee;  

Advisory Committee for Natural Resources and Energy  

(The 2nd Meeting, 2013) 

Meeting Summaries 

 

Time and Date: 14:00 – 16:00,  Thursday, August 15, 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 Kirimoto, Member Sekimura 

Member Taniguchi, Member Furuta, Member Yamaguchi, Member Yokoyama 

(Total: 9 members) 

(Absent) Member Omoto, Member Yagi  

 

Meiji University Emeritus Professor Mukaidono 

 

Ministry of Economy, Trade and Industry: 

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: 5 members) 

 

Observers: 

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

of the TEPCO Nuclear Safety Oversight Office; Executive Vice-President and Chief 

Director Toyomatsu of the KEPCO Nuclear Business; Technology Executive Iikura of 

Toshiba Corporation Power Systems Company (as a substitute of Corporate Senior 
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Vice President Director Maekawa), Chairman Matsuura of the Japan Nuclear Safety 

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

 

Agenda: 

(1) How to handle nuclear risk 

(2) Manner to Proceed 

 

Meeting Summaries: 

 

(1) How to handle nuclear risk 

 

Explanations on Document 1 from Meiji University Emeritus Professor 

Mukaidono 

 

Explanations on Document 2 from Member Yokoyama 

 

Explanations on Document 3 from the Secretariat (Director Kayama; Nuclear 

Energy Strategy Planning) 

 

Member: 

・ The Presenter mentioned a conflict in terms of structural safety and probability 

in the explanation. What does this mean? 

 

Presenter: 

・ Consider a loss of all power at a nuclear power station. If a decision must be 

made between opening and closing a steam relief valve, not opening the valve is 

desirable in terms of confining radioactive substances, whereas opening the 

valve would be appropriate considering the possibility of the vessel exploding 

from pressure buildup. Thus one may not be able to determine the safe side, 

even if they seek for it in essence. 
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・ One way to secure safety is to enhance the probabilistic reliability of whether 

individual equipment falls apart, and another approach is to achieve the safe 

side by structure, despite equipment failure. Computers can only calculate 

probabilistic reliabilities. So far, in safety related discussions, conflicts have been 

continuously experienced between supporters of reliability and structure, but in 

the end safety cannot be secured unless both are practiced. 

 

Member: 

・ It says “Uncertainty with low-dose and low dose rate is also taken into 

consideration” on page 5 of Member Yokoyama’s explanation documents. These 

expressions, which avoid going into depth, are commonplace. Can’t you make 

detailed explanations; referring to what extent are facts clarified? Better 

understandings may be achieved by explaining what, as a fact, is occurring in 

the human body.  

 

Member: 

・ Low dose effects are in conjunction with a recovery effect called hormesis. Some 

people receive 500mSv/year naturally. In the meantime, standards are set 

based on a single exposure to an atomic bomb. Other explanations including 

epidemiological assessments from India are described as well. 

・ I will describe on the parts that are clarified, though it is rather difficult given 

that human-level issues and cell-level issues apparently have not been 

correlated. 

 

Observer: 

・ Defense in depth has been set as the standard in nuclear power, but the 

materializing of this carries a dilemma of to what extent should multiplexing and 

diversification be carried out. This is why a design standard is necessary, and 

absolute safety cannot be put out. We have been thoroughly carrying out 

measures to deal with internal events (such as equipment failure), and I think 

little space is left for more. Meanwhile, I have the impression that accident 

probabilities become 1 regarding external events (such as earthquakes and 

tsunami), with integral equipment failure and malfunction due to a common 

cause. Setting aside the matter whether this tsunami was an expected event, I 

think that conventional approaches that made designs on the assumption of a 
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particular event will not solve the dispute of how to approach when unexpected 

events, such as this tsunami, occur. 

 

Presenter: 

・ It is necessary to first admit that the unexpected can occur, and it is essential to 

recognize that, regardless of the thoughts given for design, the unexpected 

does exist. This reminds me of the term “the wall of safety”, which indicates the 

tendency of presuming that your designs are safe, and not accepting remarks of 

other specialists and various experts. I think that in the future, a 

coming-and-going of information, i.e. a gathering of insights from other 

disciplines, is essential for the field of nuclear power as well. Regarding 

previously unexpected accidents, this should boost the areas that can be 

speculated on. I do think that nuclear power stations have been well prepared 

on a physical basis. However, the key is the degree of consideration given to the 

fact that the unexpected exists. Wasn’t there a lack of reflection and a lack of 

awareness towards accidents happened elsewhere in the past? 

・ Let’s say a tsunami that exceeds expectations occurred. Taking account of how 

to minimize the damage and how to evacuate, approaches must be changed. In 

such cases, disclosure is needed regarding the quality of the accepted approach, 

and on what basis was the approach accepted, in response to the unexpected 

event. 

 

Member: 

・ Disclosing information is critical, but I have the impression that Japan has 

earnestly been carrying this out. Why is failure of advancing information 

disclosure becoming an issue, while NUCIA (NUClear Information Archives) 

extensively discloses information on accidents or troubles? My understanding is 

that weakness prevails not only in presenting information, but also in handling 

disclosed information. 

 

Presenter: 

・ Exactly. Taking care of feedback should be perceived as part of information 

disclosure.  

 

Observer: 
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・ The Presenter mentioned low dose exposure as the cause of low social 

acceptance. Low dose is regulated at 1mSv/year in general and 20mSv/year for 

workers and a significant gap exists between actual permissible values. An 

appropriate understanding of the value may be lacking. I once had ringworm on 

my head and had it remedied by X-rays. Later, I found upon assessment that I 

received 1,000mSv on my head and around 100mSv with my whole body. 

Nearly 200,000 people underwent these treatments at that time. I hope that an 

appropriate understanding of the value shapes by discussing with facilitators 

(who can speak specifically of such facts), but do you think this is possible?  

 

Member:  

・ Management has been made to date with low dose rates, with regards to 

removing articles from controlled areas. I think it is difficult to compare with 

medical care on the degree of appropriateness. Informing the risk of radiation is 

the key, and this can foster a common perception. 

 

Member:  

・ Often it is thought in Japan that the stricter the standard, the lower the risk. The 

Japanese water standard for formaldehyde is one tenth of that set by WHO (the 

World Health Organization).Water was disconnected at a certain river because 

of an event in which values exceeded the standard. With the water stopped, 

risks for heat strokes increase. This is a case exemplifying the need of sharing 

information across experts. 

 

Observer: 

・ Design conditions of facilities are based on management decisions. The fact is 

that thorough contemplation lacked for condition-exceeding possibilities, and 

thoughts were not given to the aftermath of the occurrence of unexpected 

events. Amongst nuclear accidents, cooling the core is the approach for risk 

reduction when unexpected events such as earthquakes occur.  

・ The key is how to inform the society that risks always exist. Risk refers to the 

combination of probability and damage, but how should nuclear accidents, 

which have low probability and high impact, be handled? 
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・ Furthermore, safety and security does indeed differ, but I would like to ask 

Members’ insights on how to achieve social consensus, and how to obtain trust, 

in the midst of the diversification of individuals’ values. 

 

Presenter: 

・ Everybody knows that a kitchen knife, for example, retains risks, and 

understands the damage it may cause. Anybody is similarly aware of where our 

familiar electronic products contain risks. These are the only ways to 

disseminate concepts of risk. 

・ As for the effects of radiation, experts’ views, including academics and doctors, 

significantly differ. Given the opaque situation for what is right and wrong, 

non-experts result in checking by themselves. The public lost their trust because 

experts did not debate the boundaries between clear and unclear matters, and 

failed to develop a consensus. Both experts and the government must consider 

ways in which to rebuild trust. 

 

Member: 

・ The Presenter mentioned that concepts of risks fail to garner acceptance on site. 

Generally, experts illustrate risk issues by clarifying the endpoint of damage, 

such as stating nuclear damage as death caused by cancer. In the meantime, 

people generally conceive the impact of the damage not only by deaths from 

cancer, but in various ways such as living as evacuees and losing their jobs. HSE 

(the Health and Safety Executive) provides risks in many profiles as well. The 

focus of discussion depends on the person, and I think that a discussion 

describing various endpoints and risk profiles is necessary.  

・ In the first place, have operators made effort believing that risk concepts will 

take root? Seeking stricter regulation is a social trend, and scientific rationality is 

essential for the grounds of regulations. The precautionary principle should be 

the premise for addressing uncertain but severe-if-occurred events, but how do 

operators perceive this matter? I would like to hear on these two issues in the 

next opportunity. 

 

Member: 

・ The Presenter mentioned a neutral facilitator, but what is your understanding of 

“neutral”? 
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Member: 

・ Non-experts perceive that individuals taking part in nuclear power are those 

who are making benefit. Being absolutely neutral is not a simple matter, but I 

meant an individual that thoroughly made explanations. 

 

Observer: 

・ I would like to take the opposite viewpoint for looking at risks and dose. First, let 

us think that intentionally accepted and imposed risks are different. To what 

extent shall imposed risks be accepted is unscientific; the principle for this is 

whether the individual/institution causing the damage can be trusted or not. 

This means whether the risk receiver can trust that those causing the risk are 

making efforts to reduce risks as much as possible. 

・ The beach near my home has been affected by the nuclear accident, and its 

radiation dose amount is high. My wife would say to me, “Don’t tell me the 

probability, don’t tell me how many mSv, don’t tell me how many Bqs. Tell me 

you’ve done everything you can to minimize it”. 

・ As you can see, scientific approaches such as risk assessment can only be 

attained as a next step of gaining trust by making effort to the extent possible. 

It is about whether you can convince yourself that you have done everything 

possible, instead of merely fulfilling standards. You can persuade non-experts 

only by convincing yourself first.  

 

Member: 

・ I think it’s difficult to secure the neutrality of experts. We can learn from the 

efforts of the EPA (Environmental Protection Agency) with respect to this. When 

addressing soil contamination, the EPA appoints experts to inquiry groups, 

which embrace opposing locals, as a means of aiding technical support. These 

experts do not fully take sides with the opposition, but address matters with 

great empathy. With support, non-experts can make sufficient discussions with 

experts. The EPA is creating a discussion framework / system that utilizes the 

insights of experts, instead of taking a condescending attitude to non-experts to 

understand risks. This is a helpful fact. 

 

Member: 
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・ We have been discussing about ensuring safety by calculating quantitative risks 

in a probabilistic manner. My understanding, however, is that drawing out 

quantitative risks by factoring in external events such as earthquakes or social 

factors, is strenuous. Is it necessary to acknowledge the presence of issues that 

cannot be factored in by a risk-informed approach, a return to determinism, and 

readdress the approach of supplementing with the imagination of human 

beings? 

・ Each expert works in a social context, and they hold either a supporting or 

rejecting view on a certain matter. I therefore think that assuming an objective 

third party is mere fantasy. I also think that nowadays, individuals with various 

ideas discuss in public and those who succeed in persuading citizens wins; isn’t 

this the unavoidable style of social decision-making? 

 

Member:  

・ The concerned party will make decisions, despite the presence of facilitators. I 

think that at least someone that is not perceived as an individual related to 

power should serve as a facilitator and lead discussions. 

 

Member: 

・ It will become necessary to assess risk and enhance safety governance in the 

future. I this would be achieved by recognizing good practices of other 

countries. 

・ The Observer mentioned moral values and reliability, but on top of that, there is 

another major debate on structuring institutions and systems, and how to deal 

with moral value as a group.  

 

Observer: 

・ The perception of risk differs according to individuals, and in terms of nuclear 

power, we cannot proceed to next-level discussions without clarifying the 

definition of a risk. There are radiation hazards and health risks included in direct 

risks. Secondly, there is the environmental contamination caused by massive 

radioactive substance emissions. Furthermore, there is a direct risk of the need 

for long-term evacuation, and the impact on agriculture and fishery. A massive 

amount of restoration costs will be needed as well. Whether regarding risk to 

this extent is controversial, but other issues exist with respect to the effect on 
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supply and demand caused by shutdowns of other nuclear power tations, as well 

as the loss of national resources (due to the increase of fossil fuel import 

amounts). I think the first step is to clarify to what extent nuclear risks should be 

applied.  

・ On basis of this, I think considerations shall be made on to what degree risk 

levels can be accepted in Japan, comparing with nuclear benefits. Amid the 

variety of values, it is extremely difficult to determine how acceptable risk levels 

are to be established. Upon determination of acceptable risk levels, I think 

safety targets and regulation standards will become those fulfilling such levels. 

・ By undertaking safety measures, operators must reduce the risks to a state 

below the acceptable risk levels. Operators must also recognize that residual 

risks are present at all times, and take a position of considering how to efficiently 

and continuously reduce the risks. I think that trust between the public will only 

ingenerate upon the acceptance of this effort. 

・ I think enhancing safety in a regulation-transcending manner refers to activities 

reducing residual risks to the extent possible by operators’ efforts. On 

proceeding with discussions here, I would appreciate a comprehensive debate 

on the following: how to define nuclear power risks, to what level does an 

acceptable risk level refer to, the relationship between safety targets and 

regulation standards on the premise of the said matter, and how shall operators 

carry out activities for residual risk reduction. 

 

(2) Manner to Proceed 

 

Explanations on Document 4 and Document 5 from the Secretariat (Director 

Kayama; Nuclear Energy Strategy Planning) 

 

Chair: 

 I think this is a favorable direction if there are no objections. Any comment? (None) 

 Please contact the Secretariat if anyone wishes to give a presentation.  

 


