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Good morning ladies and gentlemen, dear colleagues, dear friends. I am 

very honoured to give the opening address as President of this third International 

Conference on Challenges Faced by Technical Support Organizations in 

Enhancing Nuclear Safety and Security. As you may know, the President should 

have been Terry Jamieson from the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission. He is 

unfortunately unable to attend, which he deeply regrets given the time and effort 

he had dedicated to the preparation of this important event. He was really 

looking forward to meet you all here. This opening address is in part coming 

from him and I want to thank him for his input. 

In March 2011, less than 5 months after the 2010 TSO conference in 

Japan, we were again reminded that “an accident anywhere is an accident 

everywhere”.  We, as TSOs, were called upon to support our national 

governments as the events at Fukushima Daiichi unfolded. 

The demands on TSOs and regulators world-wide were staggering.  

During the events, we were required to assess what had happened, what could 

possibly happen and how this might affect us in our own countries.  We were 

also called upon to determine what needed to be done domestically to verify the 

safety of our own domestic nuclear installations, and to propose what additional 

safety improvements were to be recommended.  Session 1 is devoted to this 

subject.  

On top of this, many of us were asked to contribute to the communication, 

and by this I mean communication at all levels, of factual information to address 

the concerns of our stakeholders and the public.  Finally, in the three years since 

Fukushima, TSOs and regulators have worked to ascertain why this accident 

happened and to ensure that it could not happen again. The role of the IAEA in 

this area will be presented a little later this morning. 



To perform these tasks, TSOs required technical and scientific 

knowledge, the ability to perform research and development, access to adequate 

human and capital resources and the ability to reach science-based conclusions 

in a timely manner and to communicate them effectively.  But these of course 

are the core attributes of a TSO.  The only difference was that in the case of 

Fukushima, we had to execute our mission 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, and 

on a real-time basis dictated by the laws of physics.  Fortunately, the 

international TSO community was prepared.   

However, this is not to say that there were no lessons to be learned.  Some 

of these lessons were new, whereas others served to refocus our attention. 

So, for our discussions over the coming days, we will examine: 

• the impact of the Fukushima Daiichi accident on TSOs and TSO 

networks, 

• the interface and communications issue for TSOs, 

• the issue of emergency preparedness and response, 

• the need to maintain and strengthen the TSO capabilities, and, 

• the added value of the networking of TSOs. 

We have made much progress since the first TSO conference in 2007, and 

in particular since the previous one in 2010, as will be explained by Jacques 

Repussard in a few moments.  We retain our collective goal to further our 

capacity as Technical Safety Organizations and to leverage our individual 

capabilities.  We understand that this is both necessary and achievable.  Indeed, 

we instinctively worked together during Fukushima, helping each other to 

interpret data, to arrive at recommendations and collaborating on common 

messaging. 

This conference should also consider how the overall scientific and 

technical knowledge base, needed to support the regulator, is maintained, 

increased and shared. This might be done through research, training, operational 

experience, scientific analysis or technical exchanges. This includes how it can 

be shared between TSOs and perhaps with special emphasis on support to the 

TSO for new entrants and those dealing with new or unique technologies in their 

country. 



Our role post Fukushima is to continue to evaluate nuclear safety, to fully 

identify and properly assess risks and to help put risks into perspective.  This 

role has not fundamentally changed, but our challenge now is to operationalize 

our findings in an open and risk-informed manner, and to ensure that high levels 

of safety and transparency are realized world-wide.  I see the role of the TSO 

Forum as a means to provide global expert support to the IAEA and partner 

countries in the case of a nuclear accident or radiological emergency. 

It is encouraging to see that a proper forum has been established for 

emergency preparedness and response under the Global Nuclear Safety and 

Security Network. I would like to acknowledge the GNSSN's contribution for 

providing a dynamic forum to various international regional and thematic 

networks for sharing knowledge, good practices and enhancing cooperation. 

I was last week at the IAEA in Vienna for a meeting of the International 

Nuclear Safety Group, the INSAG. Let me share with you two of the issues 

raised there and for which the contribution of the TSOs may be very helpful. 

The first one is defence in depth; yes, this old concept, one of the most 

important foundation of safety, applied also in fields other than nuclear. No need 

to remind you of the five classical levels; many IAEA documents describe them 

in detail. But there is an additional and complementary way to implement 

defence in depth, and this is within the nuclear institutional system, which can 

be seen as consisting of three independent main barriers:  

(1) a strong nuclear industry,  

(2) a strong nuclear regulator, and  

(3) a strong set of stakeholders.  

Components of the industry barriers are the staff of the licensee, the 

nuclear safety committee of the utility, the WANO peer reviews and the IAEA 

OSART missions. Components of the regulatory barrier are the safety authority, 

the TSO, the international peer pressure (e.g. the review meetings of the 

Convention on Nuclear Safety), and the international peer reviews (e.g. the 

IAEA IRRS missions). Components on the stakeholders’ barrier may include the 

parliament, the local civil authorities, the neighbours, and the media. 

I do not have the time to discuss them all here, but I want to emphasize 

the important role the TSOs have to play in the regulatory barrier. By bringing 

an independent science based view on nuclear safety, a TSO greatly reinforce 



the ability of a regulator to play its role in the surveillance of the safety 

responsibility of the operating organisation. It will therefore be necessary to 

acknowledge and maybe reinforce the role of TSOs in the implementation of 

institutional defence in depth. 

The second issue is the protection against external events. It is well 

known, and it has been shown during the Fukushima Daiichi accident, that an 

extreme external event will breach all at once the first four levels of defence in 

depth, and maybe also weaken the last level: emergency management. 

Moreover, the frequency of extreme external events is difficult to assess, be it an 

earthquake, a tsunami, or an external flooding, to name only a few. The paucity 

of the historical record over the last thousands of years, and the uncertainties in 

the models needed to predict the magnitude and probability of these events 

explain why it is so difficult to quantify their frequency. Showing convincingly 

that this frequency is below 10-4 per year is next to impossible. On the other 

hand the probability of a large early release caused by an internal event is 

required to be below 10-6 per year. This may raise the question to know if our 

way to assess risk is really balanced.  

The role of TSOs in the issue of protection against external events starts at 

site selection by using the best science available to identify potential external 

hazards and quantify their frequency; and it continues at the design stage by 

ensuring that the design provisions to resist external events and limit their 

consequences are sufficient. Finally TSOs have to re-assess this risk at the 

occasion of the periodic safety reviews to incorporate new scientific knowledge 

and changes in the initial assumptions of the safety demonstration. 

To conclude, and on behalf of the programme committee, I would like to 

extend my warmest thanks to all of you who have contributed to the preparation 

and now to the conduct of this conference.  In particular, I would like to thank 

the Government of China for making this excellent venue available, and to the 

IAEA for their administration of the conference. We have many important 

matters to discuss and debate over the coming days.  Please speak up and make 

your opinions known.  It is only by this exchange and dialog that we can 

meaningfully advance our collective Technical Support Organization capability.  

Thank you, and I wish you all a productive conference in the marvellous city of 

Beijing. 


