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Good afternoon, Ladies & Gentlemen 

 

I am honoured and delighted to participate in this hearing on nuclear safety.  

 

FORATOM is the trade organization representing the European nuclear industry. This industry 

generates 28 % of the EU’s electricity. It contributes significantly to the Community’s low-carbon 

goals by producing 55 % of its CO2-free electricity. And it employs around 800.000 people. 

 

Let me make it very clear: when it comes to nuclear, we cannot afford not to be excellent in 

terms of safety! 

 

And we are, as demonstrated by the peer-review of the so-called “stress tests”, which has 

confirmed that operating nuclear power plants in Europe are safe. Indeed we have been 

operating nuclear plants in Europe for nearly 60 years with outstanding technical and 

economical performances. In particular, no accident with serious off-site consequences has ever 

occurred at a civil nuclear reactor facility operated by our members. No other electricity 

generating industry has such a good industrial safety record.  

 

However, complacency is not an option. The key to maintaining such a safety record is well 

known: at national level, a single, independent, powerful, well-staffed regulator; from the 

operators, a strong safety culture, no compromise on excellence, and continuous improvement 

by learning from experience and from R&D. And, of course, an unquestionable commitment by 

operators to strictly abide by the rules set by the regulator, in a spirit of transparency and 

cooperation. 

 

Nevertheless, a severe accident did occur in Japan, and, as stated in the preamble of the Directive 

you are discussing, its analysis reveals institutional failures as well as technical issues. My 

Japanese counterpart, who was a former operator of the plant, and some of his colleagues 

humbly acknowledged that their safety culture was not satisfactory. This failure in an advanced 

modern economy had huge worldwide consequences on the public, on the decision makers, and 

industry is deeply conscious that it has to learn from it. 

 

We welcome the efforts made by the EU to draw the right lessons from the Japanese accident 

and to avoid such an event ever occurring in Europe. The European nuclear industry reacted 

quickly and proactively through the safety reassessment process initiated at EU level, in a 
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transparent and cooperative way and immediately started implementing the regulators’ 

recommendations, spending between 50 and 200 M€ per reactor to this end. 

 

This shared effort currently translates into a proposal by the EC to update the Nuclear Safety 

Directive (NSD). We support the alignment of nuclear safety at EU level to the highest standards, 

through enhanced cooperation between competent and independent national safety authorities. 

Let me however voice industry’s concern about the safety objective on the one hand, and the 

European governance of nuclear safety on the other hand. 

 

The objective set for nuclear installations in Europe must remain fully consistent with the 

objectives set by WENRA (i.e. the European nuclear regulators) and the IAEA after the Japanese 

accident. In particular, we urge the European legislator to keep in line with international 

processes, which then cascade down to the EU and other regions. We must ensure consistency of 

any new legally binding instrument with the results of on-going processes, e.g. the IAEA time 

schedule, technical terms and terminology. We also consider that while we should seek 

continuous improvement to nuclear safety at both existing and future NPPs, any EU piece of 

legislation needs to recognise the operational differences between existing and new reactor 

design, as well as other nuclear installations such as fuel cycle and waste management facilities. 

 

Governance is key to achieving ambitious and legitimate nuclear safety objectives.  

 

Under the current institutional setup in Europe, the national regulators are exclusively 

responsible. This responsibility cannot be shared or diluted without risking undermining their 

authority and consequently the effectiveness and the credibility of the safety measures. Let me 

insist on the risk of confusion and even “double jeopardy” if more than one regulator is involved. 

Therefore we strongly support current and future proposals contributing to more independence 

of, and providing more competence to the regulators, which have to be credible, impartial and 

effective. 

 

That’s also why we consider that the new Directive should take a goal-setting approach to 

strengthen the responsibility, the competence and the independence of national regulators. This 

means that prescriptive technical provisions, especially if not applicable to all reactor design 

concepts, should be avoided in EU-wide legislation. 

 

In parallel, harmonization at various levels should be strongly promoted as part of the revision 

process. We consider that enhanced cooperation between national safety authorities is the best 
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way to reach alignment of nuclear safety at EU level to the highest safety standards. We are 

ready and available to provide regulators with our feedback in terms of practical experience and 

implementation.  

 

Regular European topical peer reviews could contribute to achieving this goal. Many similar 

processes are already existing to scrutinize nuclear power plants: WANO (the World Association 

of Nuclear Operators) holds peer reviews every four years and IAEA makes OSART (Operational 

Safety Review Team) inspections. New initiatives from the regulators are welcome if they avoid 

expensive redundancy. New peer reviews that are clearly focused on a specific scope with 

added-value for nuclear safety, defined by the safety authorities jointly and later shared, 

implemented and followed up by them, could be a very effective way to enhance harmonization 

of nuclear safety. 

 

Let me conclude. I am used to refer to a question raised long ago in a seminar already dedicated 

to nuclear safety: “How safe is safe enough?”, meaning that we can always do more, but 

ultimately there is a balance to strike, taking into account the additional benefits to society. A 

Fukushima-type event occurring in Europe is very unlikely, and the chance will be even smaller 

with the added measures being implemented, e.g. the WENRA request for new nuclear power 

plants that accidents with core melt which would lead to early, large releases have to be 

practically eliminated*. 

 

“How safe is safe enough?”: finally, it is up to you to bring the answer. Indeed it is up to society 

to make the decision. This is your responsibility, not the industry’s or the engineers’.  

We appreciate that you consider our contribution to this discussion and we are available for 

further exchange. 

 

Brussels, 12 February 2014 

                                                        
* WENRA Statement on safety objectives for new NPPs. 


