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The Convention on Nuclear Safety

Advancing international nuclear safety

The International Convention on Nuclear Safety is an important component in the work on strengthening and
expanding international nuclear safety cooperation that was triggered by the Chernobyl accident in 1986.
World wide cooperation on nuclear safety took on new forms, exemplified by the formation of WANO (see
presentation on page 8) for quality and safety cooperation between the world s nuclear power operators, and by
the expansion of the IAEA S safety activities. Moreover, various review services were set up for member countries

to utilise.

In the context of this enhanced international cooperation, the Convention on Nuclear Safety provides a
unique, legally binding framework for a global overview and mutual assessment of safety work in all countries
having civil nuclear power plants. It has, in this way, acted as a driving force for safety activities, and contributed
to substantial improvements in the safety of many of the world’s nuclear power reactors.

The following pages describe why the Convention was established, its objectives and the experience gained
from the three Review Meetings that have been held since 1999. Other important components in the expanded
safety cooperation — not least within the enlarged EU — are briefly described in separate fact sections. In general,
the perspective in the text is international, but experience specific to Sweden is summarised in a short section

Why was the Convention established?

The explosion of reactor number 4 at the
Chernobyl power station in April 1986
provided an unequivocal demonstration
to governments - in particular in Europe
- of the severe consequences in the
vicinity of a nuclear power plant after a
serious reactor accident, also providing
them with hands-on experience of the
public concerns caused by transboun-
dary effects.

The accident brought home to poli-
ticians the need for more powerful inter-
national agreements in the field of nuclear
safety than provided by general technical
cooperation within the framework ofthe
International Atomic Energy Agency
(IAEA) and the OECD Nuclear Energy
Agency.

The immediate results were the Inter-
national Convention on Early Notifi-
cation ofaNuclear Accident, which came
into force as early as October 1986, and
the Convention on Assistance in the
Case of a Nuclear Accident or Radio-
logical Emergency, which came into force
inFebruary 1987. The decisionsto estab-
lish these conventions were taken within
the framework of the TAEA.

Why was the Convention established?

Thebreak up of the Soviet Union
accelerated development

The break up of the former Soviet Union
over the period 1989-1991 resulted in a
substantial increase in cooperation in
the field of nuclear safety with the coun-
tries of central and eastern Europe.

The new openness provided greater
insight into the need for safety improve-
ments. Weaknesses in both the Soviet
reactor designs and in the safety mana-
gement and safety cultures within the
Soviet Union had to be addressed.

Therole and organisation of the regu-
latory authorities were also important
issues, as the government structures
and forms of ownership of the nuclear
power plants changed, following the
democratisation process and the move
towards amarket economy in the former
Soviet Union and its satellite states.

A common view of fundamental
safety principles emerges
The new openness, together with the
widened exchange of information, also
paved the way for more consensus among
experts concerning fundamental safety
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principles. These principles were now
based on good professional practice,
ratherthanona ‘lowestcommon denomi-
nator’ approach resulting from political
compromise.

Two reports in particular can be seen
as milestones in this process. The first
was ‘Basic Safety Principles for Nuclear
Power Plants’, published by the IAEA’s
independent expert group INSAG (Inter-
national Nuclear Safety Advisory Group)
in1988.

This in turn provided the basis for the
IAEA ‘Safety Fundamentals—The Safety
of Nuclear Installations’ publication,
published in 1993 after formal approval
by the IAEA Board.

A1991TAEA conference

gave the starting signal
The overall effect of the above was a
push towards more binding internatio-
nal agreements in the field of nuclear
safety, as a result of the combination of
an increasing recognition of the need for
suchagreements at the political level and
a growing consensus at expert level con-
cerning fundamental safety principles.

References
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Suchwasthe backgroundtothe IAEA
conference in the autumn of 1991 which
became the starting point for work on the
Convention on Nuclear Safety.
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In a number of ways, Sweden pushed
this work forward. By 1994, the prepara-
tory work had reached the point where a
convention text could be agreed.

By the summer 0f 1996, a sufficient num-
ber of states had ratified the Convention
to enable it to enter into force, which
occurred on 24" October 1996.

The Presiding Panel at the concluding plenary session of the 1994 Diplomatic Conference, when
the text of the international Convention on Nuclear Safety was finally agreed. (Photo: IAEA)

What are the obligations under the Convention?

The most important obligations in the
Convention on Nuclear Safety can be
summarised as follows:

- Each Party to the Convention shall
establish and maintain a legislative and
regulatory framework to govern the safety
of nuclear installations and an organisa-
tion forregulatory supervision of nuclear
installations.

The regulatory framework shall be so
structured that it ensures clear assign-
ment of responsibilities and an indepen-
dentand competent regulatory authority.

- In its national safety work, each Party
shall apply certain fundamental princip-
les, set out in more detail in the Conven-
tion. In all significant aspects, these
principles concur with those set out in
the previously quoted IAEA Safety Fun-
damentals publication.

- Each party shall ensure that the safety
of its existing nuclear power reactors is
reviewed as soon as possible after the
Convention has come into force. Any
necessary safety improvements accor-
dingto the obligations of the Convention
shall be carried outas amatter ofurgency,
as far as it is reasonably practicable.

If such necessary safety upgrading
cannot be achieved, plans should be

implemented to shut down the nuclear
installation as soon as practically pos-
sible, taking into account the social,
environmental and economic impact.

- Each Party shall submit forreview, prior
to each Review Meeting under the Con-
vention, a report on the measures it has
taken toimplement each of the obligations
of the Convention. Such Review Mee-
tings shall be held at intervals of no more
than three years.

- Each Party shall participate in the Re-
view Meetings, and in other meetings
under the terms of the Convention.

Abasic conceptunderpinning the Con-
vention is to provide a push for deve-
lopment and improvement of national
safety work, regardless of the level from
which a country starts. Thereby a situa-
tion is avoided where national parties
focus on formally fulfilling certain mini-
mum requirements, implying that nothing
beyond that needs to be discussed.
The Convention is not based on the
establishment of an international inspec-
tion system, such as that for the IAEA
control of fissile materials, nor does it
provide for any sanctions against par-
ties failing to meet their obligations.
Instead, the review process (see page 6)

isintended to create a strong professional
group pressure making every Party strive
to correct any national conditions that
have been questioned at a review mee-
ting.

The review process also encourages
voluntary national application of various
international expertreview services, such
as those provided by the IAEA and
WANO (World Association of Nuclear
Operators).

The Convention applies only to civil
nuclear power reactors. In accordance
with the wishes of Sweden and several
other countries, it was followed some
years later by a similar convention cove-
ring the management of spent fuel and
radioactive waste.

Physical protection of the reactors,
including protection against sabotage,
is governed internationally through the
‘Convention on Physical Protection of
Nuclear Material and Nuclear Facilities’.

This convention was reviewed and its
scope expanded over the period 2001
2005, and the revised text is now in the
process of ratification.
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What are the effects of the Convention?

The Convention can be said to have two
main objectives, namely, to establish a
world wide framework for reactor safety,
and to act as a driving force for safety in
all countries that have acceded to the
Convention.

Three review meetings have so far
beenheld, in 1999,2002 and 2005. What
conclusions can be drawn from them
regarding:

- How the Convention’s objectives
have been achieved?

- What effects that the Convention
hashadinterms ofimproved safety?

A framework for reactor safety

Asof April 2005, 56 states had ratified the
Convention, as well as the European
Commission in its capacity as repre-
sentative of the EURATOM Community.
All countries having civil nuclear power
reactors have acceded to the Convention.

This shows clearly that the Conven-
tion has been a success in establishing
aworld wide framework forreactor safety,
based on common safety principles and
mutual expertreview.

The concept of common safety prin-
ciples was clarified at the Third Review
Meeting by a statement that the Parties
agree that current editions of the IAEA’s
Safety Standards— Safety Requirements
Series are useful as a common reference
and can be used as supporting material
in the review process.

A driving force for national safety work
Has the Convention also been a success
with regard to advancing safety work by
the Contracting Parties?

Here, too, the answeris Yes, although
the Convention should be seen as one of
several factors working together to con-
tribute to concrete safety improvements
in the world’s nuclear power plants.

Constantimprovementencouraged
by thereview process
After three review meetings, it is very
clear that each country’s self-assess-
ment of its national safety work in its
national report, together with the review
meetings, has resulted in many countries
taking steps better to fulfil their obli-
gations under the Convention. This

applies also to western countries having
well established nuclear safety program-
mes.

Countries not having nuclear power
production have also welcomed the great-
er insights that they have obtained into
safety issues, and into how such issues
are addressed in other countries.

Generally, the review meetings have
provided an important forum for taking
stock of international nuclear power
safety cooperation. The exchanges of
views at the meetings have been open
and constructive, marked by awillingness
to learn from each other.

As the discussions have been held
mainly between safety experts, the mee-
tings have provided professional group
pressure towards positive learning and
development.

The meetings also contribute to crea-
ting and sharing a common picture of
what are strategically important safety
matters.

Eventhough the final reports from the
meetings express satisfaction with re-
sults achieved, they also emphasise that
there is no room for complacency. All
parties must continue to work on cons-
tant improvements of safety.

Clear legislation and
effective regulatory supervision
The Conventionis an agreement between
states and their governments. Clear legi-
slation and safety regulations, together
with effective regulatory supervision,
are the tools used by the states to moni-
tor the safety of their nuclear power
plants. Consequently, the three review
meetings have paid considerable atten-
tion to legislation and regulatory super-

vision.

The first meeting focussed on issues
relating to the independence and compe-
tence of the regulatory authorities, on
assured funding for safety work, both at
the authorities and the nuclear utilities,
and on the requirements for safety impro-
vements of reactors designed and built
to earlier safety standards.

Periodic national safety reviews of
allreactors were emphasised as an impor-
tant tool to maintain and improve the

safety of reactors throughout their entire
lifetime.

In the above areas, later review mee-
tings have been able to observe sub-
stantial progress in many countries in
which the regulatory authorities had
previously been weak, and not suffi-
ciently separated from the national owner-
ship of the power plants. In some coun-
tries, improvements still remain to be
made, so the pressure to implement them
ismaintained.

The later review meetings have con-
ducted more in depth discussions of
various regulatory supervision strate-
gies, including the use of probabilistic
analyses (PSA) and safety indicators.

They also addressed how issues rela-
tingtotheutilities’ internal safety cultures
and safety management were dealt with
in the overall regulatory activities.

These latter issues were particularly
emphasised in consideration of the chan-
ges in the electricity markets in some
countries, such as deregulation, change
of ownership and increased competition.
Issues relating to quality management
systems for the regulatory authorities
themselves were also highlighted.

A topic of current interest at the latest
review meeting was harmonisation of
national safety requirements with inter-
national reference levels, particularly the
IAEA’s new series of safety standards.
A number of countries presented reports
onongoing projectsinthisarea, including
the benchmarking study carried out by
WENRA (see page 9) of safety require-
ments for existing reactors inall countries
within the enlarged EU.

Finally, it can be noted that the main-
tenance of a high level of competence in
nucleartechnology is stillamajorconcern
inmany countries, considering the gene-
ration change and changes in nuclear
power programmes.

Several countries described their cur-
rent action programmes for dealing with
this issue in both the nuclear industry
and the regulatory authorities.



Safetyimprovementsin
nuclear power plants
In their national reports, most countries
described substantial improvements in
the safety of their nuclear power plants
astheresultof programmes completed or
in progress. However, there are several
areas that require continued attention
according to the review meetings.

About 65 % of the world’s nuclear
reactors are more than 20 years
old.

Programmes for addressing de-
gradation caused by ageing, as
well as for upholding the motiva-
tion of plant staff facing a decisi-
on to close the plant, are therefore
particularly important to maintain
the safety of the older reactors.

General features of safety management
systems also remain a central theme of
the discussions.

All parties agree that the nuclear
utilities must have well developed safety
management systems combined with
active self-assessments.

It is also important to continue to pay
attention to how effectively internatio-

What has Sweden learned?

The following short summary of what
Sweden has learned from the three re-
view meetings may serve as an example
ofnational experience. In general, Sweden
has received good marks in the review
meetings. The numbers of written quest-
ions submitted on the Swedish reports
have been relatively low, considering
the size of the Swedish nuclear power
programme.

Many of'the questions have consisted
of requests for clarifications or minor
additional information, as well as for
descriptions of actual experience.

A strong feature of the Swedish pro-
gramme, noted at the latest review mee-
ting, was the existence of clear legislation
withaclearassignment ofresponsibilities
between the nuclear utilities and the
regulatory authorities, combined with a
constructive dialogue between the par-
ties.

In addition, the nuclear utilities have
ambitious programmes on technical up-
grading, despite the continued political
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nal feedback of experience is applied in
preventive work, considering a number
of events that have occurred. In this
context, the importance of WANO rev-
iews was emphasised in many national
reports as well as in the Summary Rep-
orts from the meetings.

It is clear that it is considered to be
good practice under the Convention that
nuclear utilities make active use of the
review service from WANO.

It is also, of course, good practice to
use the JAEA’s various review services
covering both utilities and the regulatory
authorities.

In this way, the Convention plays an
important part in encouraging the eff-
ective use of the various international
expert review services, thereby creating
pressure on safety work at a more detai-
led level than the Convention’s review
meetings.

The European perspective

As far as concrete safety improvements
at nuclear power plants are concerned,
the Convention is often only one of
several contributing factors. This is not
least true in a European perspective.

uncertainty concerning future operation.
There are clear regulations concerning
safety managementand analysis of orga-
nisational changes. The nuclear utilities
have integrated safety management sys-
tems and safety culture programmes.
Regulatory supervision has developed
through new regulations, new methods
of working and new quality management
systems.

At the national level, there is a sys-
tematic programme supporting university
level education and research.

As good practices were noted the
integration of the interaction between
man/technology/organisation into regu-
latory supervision activities, and the open
and active information strategy imple-
mented by both authorities and industry.

The challenges facing Sweden over the
next few years were also pointed out.
The two separate licensing processes
according to nuclear law and environ-

Thus, with regard to safety improve-
ments in nuclear power plants in central
and eastern Europe, the various joint
programmes that were introduced after
the Chernobyl accident, and which were
intensified afterthe break-up ofthe Soviet
Union, were particularly important.

This work has been carried out both
bilaterally, as in Sweden’s cooperation
with Lithuania concerning safety at [gna-
lina, and via international organisations
such as the EU, the IAEA and the Euro-
pean Bank for Reconstructionand Deve-
lopment (EBRD).

The central and eastern European
countries that have now joined the EU
formed a special case, as described on
pages 6-7.

Within the EU, WENRA is now opera-
ting a long term programme aimed at
bringing allnuclear power reactors within
the EU up to a high and comparable safe-
ty level (see page 9).

WENRA describes the reference le-
vels applied in different areas as closely
equivalent to the best 25 % of existing
national requirements.

mental law require attention to avoid
conflicting messages.

The concentration to fewer manu-
facturers and service companies should
be evaluated in terms of possible safety
consequences, e.g. in the form of longer
waiting times for access to special ser-
vices. Programmes for dealing with the
ageing of plants need to be evaluated in
a broad perspective. The nuclear utili-
ties need to pay more attention to self-
assessment of their safety programmes,
taking into account, for example, events
that have occurred in recent years.

The authorities should ensure that
the necessary resources and plans are in
place to meet the workload in coming
years.

Attention should be paid to the conti-
nued generation change and associated
transfer ofknowledge within the industry.
A national initiative is needed to ensure
the future availability of radiological
experts.
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Some summarising conclusions

International cooperation innuclear safe-
ty has been substantially expanded and
strengthened after the Chernobyl acci-
dentin 1986. Cooperation between coun-
tries in the western world had already
been strengthened after the Three Mile
Island accident in 1979, not least within
the framework ofthe OECD Nuclear Ener-
gy Agency.

However, after 1986, this cooperation
became global in new ways, such as
through the establishment of WANO for
quality and safety cooperation between
the world’s nuclear utilities.

In addition, the IAEA expanded its
safety related activities, including the
establishment of various review services
available to member states.

Safety cooperation was also strength-
ened at the regional level. New forms of
cooperation were developed within Eu-

rope after the break-up of the Soviet
Union, and in connection with the enlar-
gementofthe EU, in orderto avoid future
accidents and thus strengthen confi-
dence in nuclear power.

In the perspective of this widened
international cooperation, as shown in
the diagram below, the Convention on
Nuclear Safety provides a unique and
legally binding framework for a global
overview and mutual assessment of
safety work in all countries with civil
nuclear power plants.

Itis not least important that big coun-
tries such as India and China, with plans
forlarge nuclear power programmes, play
an active part. In this manner the Con-
vention works, as was intended, as a
driving force in global safety work.

It is clear that the safety of nuclear
power plants has been substantially

improved in most parts of the world since
the Chernobyl accident, not least within
thenew EU member states. The Conven-
tion has contributed to this in a number
of ways, both directly and indirectly.

Atthe same time, there is no room for
complacency, neither atthe nuclear utili-
ties nor at the regulatory authorities.
Instead, the work on constant improve-
ments of safety must continue.

In this respect, the pressure exerted
by the Convention will continue to be of
great importance.

Lars Hogberg
Director General ofthe Swedish Nuclear
Power Inspectorate, 1989-1999.

See also page 10 for further details of
the author’s international work.
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What is a convention?

An international convention is a legally
binding agreement, under the terms of
which the states that have acceded to
the convention (the parties) have under-
taken to fulfil the obligations set out in
the convention.

Fulfilling these obligations may re-
quire actions that include new or amen-
dednational legislation. The legal impli-
cations of a convention can therefore be

The review process

Thereview process is of key importance
for how well the objectives of the Con-
vention are achieved. The details of the
review procedure have been succes-
sively refined since 1997 based on expe-
rience gained . The main elements of the
procedure applied at present are:

- The national reports shall be distri-
buted to the parties not later than six
months prior to each review meeting.
Not later than three months prior to the
meeting, parties shall have submitted
written questions and comments on other
parties’ national reports. The parties shall
then provide written replies to the quest-
ions and comments that they have recei-
ved not later than two weeks before the
start of the meeting.

- Most of the review work before and
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Fact sections

such that, before a country can formally
accede to (ratify) a convention, such
ratification must be approved by the
country’s legislative assembly.

For a convention to enter into force
(i.e. become binding on the parties), it
must normally have been ratified by a
sufficient number of'states. This number
is defined in the convention text.

during the meeting is carried out in smal-
ler national groups, of which there are at
presentsix. These groups meetin parallel
during the review meeting. The groups
discuss how each country has fulfilled
itsobligations. Normally, a whole day is
assigned for discussion of each nuclear
power country, while countries not hav-
ing nuclear power plants share one day
of discussions.

- The conclusions from the discussion
of each country are summarised by a
rapporteur for each group. These conclu-
sions identify both strengths and weak-
nesses. The strengths may serve as good
examples forothers, while the weaknesses
indicate where the group would welcome
further information for future meetings.

- The specific conclusions for each

Transparency and confidentiality

Under the terms of the Convention, all
documents in the review process, apart
fromthe final Summary Report fromeach
review meeting, are confidential, unless
the parties concerned have stated that
the documents may be published.
Within this framework, Swedenand a
number of other countries have pressed
for greater transparency in the review
process. As a result, the following is
now accepted as good (but not manda-
tory) practice in the guidelines for the
review process:
- Each country should put its national

report in the public domain, preferably
on the Internet.
- Each country should make available to
its citizens the questions and comments
it has received on its national report,
together with the replies that have been
given, however without indicating from
which countries the questions have come.
This procedure satisfies what are
perhaps the most fundamental areas of
public interest, namely that the citizens
in each country should be well informed
of the outcome of the review for their
country, and how their government and

The Convention and the enlargement of the EU

The Convention on Nuclear Safety play-
ed an important part, both directly and
indirectly, in the negotiations concer-
ning the enlargement of the EU with
twelve new member states in central and
eastern Europe. Between them, seven of

these candidate countries had 25 nuclear
power reactors in operation, most of them
being of Soviet design. A basic requi-
rement for EU membership was that the
candidate countries should have acce-
ded to the Convention, which all had.

Moreover, itis common that the text of
the convention prescribes that the par-
ties shall hold regular review meetings to
monitor compliance with the convention.

country are presented and discussed at
the final plenary sessions of the meeting.
The country-specific conclusions are
documented so that they can be followed
up at the next review meeting.

- Based on what has emerged from the
presentations and discussions of the
country group reports, a Summary Rep-
ort is prepared and made public after the
report has been discussed and approved
by the meeting.

The Summary Report formulates im-
portant general conclusions from the
meeting, including issues that need to be
considered at the next review meeting.
However, the report does not name
individual countries or reactor designs.

public authorities respond to the issues
raised.

Generally, Sweden and several other
countries point to openness and trans-
parency as an important means of crea-
ting and maintaining confidence in both
theregulatory authorities and the nuclear
power industry.

Thus, the Swedish national reports,
together with the conclusions from the
review meetings, are published on the
website of the Swedish Nuclear Power
Inspectorate (SKI), www.ski.se

The next step was that the EU Council of
Ministers wanted to ensure that the
candidate countries wouldachieve alevel
of' safety comparable with that in the then
EU member countries having nuclear
power plants.



Thisrequired identificationand evalu-
ation of deviations fromatype of ‘average
level’ within the then EU - the Council of
Ministers had stated that it was unrea-
sonable to require higher safety levels
from the candidate countries than in the
existing member states. Design, opera-
tion, legislation and regulatory super-
vision would all be evaluated. And the
entire process had to be carried out
quickly, in order notto delay the enlarge-
ment.

The evaluation became adelicate mat-
ter, as the EU did not have (and still does
nothave) any common safety regulations
fornuclear power plants. Sweden got the
task to manage the evaluation, which
was carried out during the period of the
Swedish presidency of the EU in the
spring of2001.

In this context, the Convention pro-
ved highly useful in an indirect way.
Firstly, a review procedure based on the
Convention was chosen, with the areas
and safety principles described in the
Convention forming the starting point of
the work.

Moreover, the work was performed
by anumber of expert groups working in
parallel; each group reviewing a subset
of candidate countries. The groups inclu-
ded representatives from the then EU

International organisations in the field of nuclear

—————

IAEA

The International Atomic Energy
Agency is the nuclear energy organisa-
tion within the UN family, with its
headquarters in Vienna.

The TAEA Secretariat has a staff of
about2300 employees. [AEA isthe most
important international body for coope-
ration within the field of nuclear energy,
with emphasis on the following three
application areas:

- Reactor safety, nuclear security and
radiation protection

- Research andtechnical development
for peaceful uses of nuclear energy in
all areas

- International control of fissile materi-
als in accordance with the Non Prolife-
ration Treaty.

As far as reactor safety and radiation
protection are concerned, the objective
of the TAEA’s work is to establish,
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Fact sections

states, both with and without nuclear
power. The groups then met in joint ple-
nary meetings to reach agreement on their
conclusions in a common final report.

The adherence to a well established
international review procedure avoided
a long debate on procedural matters,
which is otherwise not uncommon in
international work. The question that
each expert in the review group had to
answer was as follows:

Whatimprovementsin safety would

be reasonable to require as a con-
dition for a continued operating
licence if these reactors were situ-
ated in my own country?

The experts could then check with
colleagues whether this corresponded
to requirements widely applied within
the EU.

This work was facilitated by the fact
that extensive technical background ma-
terial was available in the form of IAEA
reports and information from various bila-
teral cooperationactivities with the candi-
date countries. Thismaterial had also been
summarised and evaluated ina WENRA
report from autumn of2000.

But the material had now to be trans-
formed into concrete recommendations

maintain and develop basic international
standards for safety and radiation protec-
tioninall types of nuclearreactors, trans-
port of radioactive materials and storage
of nuclear waste.

In the area of nuclear security, the
IAEA shall promote the development
and application of methods for protecting
nuclear power plants, transport of radio-
active materials and other nuclearactivi-
ties against sabotage and terrorist attacks.

The IAEA reports its activities to the
141 (as 0of2006) member states. The high-
est decision-making body is the IAEA
General Conference, consisting of repre-
sentatives from all member states. The
General Conference meets at least once a
year.

The IAEA Board of Governors con-
sists of representatives from 35 member
states, of which Sweden is one during

onspecific measures that each candidate
country should commititselftoimplement
asacondition formembership of the EU.

The work succeeded beyond expec-
tations. The evaluation group’s report
included over 20 recommendations for
improvements, distributed among the
seven candidate states’ nuclear power
plants, covering everything from legisla-
tion to the reactor containment functions.
The Council of Ministers approved the
report in June 2001, to be used as a basis
for the enlargement process.

After having six months to study the
report, the candidate countries accepted
all the recommendations. Most of these
have now been implemented in accor-
dance with agreed time schedules, and
the regulatory authorities in the new EU
member states are now members of
WENRA.

Fiveyearslater, in 20006, after abench-
marking study, WENRA can state that
the new EU countries may in some areas
even outperform ‘old” EU countries in
complying with the WENRA reference
safety levels.

It is hard to imagine that these results
could have beenachievedifthe Conven-
tion on Nuclear Safety had not been used
as areference framework.

safety

2005-2006. The Board meets several
times a year for executive decision-ma-
king at policy level.

The TAEA was set up in 1957 as the
world’s ‘Atoms for Peace’ organisation
under the UN umbrella.

The Director General of the IAEA since
1997 has been Mohamed ElBaradei from
Egypt,succeeding Hans Blix who held the
post from 1981 to 1997. Before him, an-
other Swede, Sigvard Eklund, had been
the Director General from 1961 to 1981.

In 2005, the IAEA and its Director
General, Mohamed ElBaradei, were awar-
ded the Nobel Peace Prize “for their
efforts to prevent nuclear energy from
being used for military purposes and to
ensure that nuclear energy for peaceful
purposes is used in the safest possible
way.”

Informative website: www.iaea.org
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NEA, the Nuclear Energy Agency, is an
intergovernmental nuclear energy orga-
nisation for OECD countries. NEA is
based in Paris. Itsmostimportant working
areas are as follows:

e Nuclear safety and regulation.

Nuclear energy development,
including future uranium supply.

Radioactive waste management.

®  Radiation protection.

Nuclear law and liability.

® Nuclear science and technology
development.

The NEA does not have any suprana-
tional functions, and also has only limited
expert resources of its own. Instead, it
uses the services ofleading nuclear ener-
gy experts from industry and public

WANO (World Association of Nuclear
Operators) is an organisation created to
improve the safety of all the world’s
nuclear power reactors. It was establis-
hed by the nuclear power industry in
1989 after the Chernobyl accident, as all
parties realised that international coope-
ration was essential in order to avoid
similar accidents in the future.

With only a few exceptions, all the
world’s nuclear power operators are
members of WANO. The organisation
aims to achieve total internal openness,
in order that all parties can learn from
other member companies’ mistakes and
good examples. The purpose of the co-
operation is continued development of
high safety levels and good operational
performance in nuclear power plants.

WANO’s main duty is to assist its
members in addressing practical opera-
tions and maintenance issues within the

Agence pour |'énergie nucléa
Nuclear Energy Agency
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authorities in its member states in order
toarrive at common positions and recom-
mendations in important working areas.

In this way, it benefits from the fact
that its member states, which are also
members of OECD, constitute ahomoge-
nous group with roughly the same types
of problems and knowledge levels, in
contrast to the situation within the IAEA
membership.

The NEA members also cooperate in
jointresearch projects in various constell-
ations, in which also non-OECD states,
including Russia, participate.

As far as nuclear safety is concerned,
the NEA attaches particular importance
to the analysis of generic problems and
trends that can affect the long term safety
ofnuclear power plants and nuclear waste
installations. In addition, it attempts to
identify safety problems associated with
new reactor designs.

Animportant working form within the
NEA is that of committees or working

groups consisting of experts from its
member states. Within the field of reactor
safety, there are two such committees:

- Committee on the Safety of Nuclear
Installations (CSNI)

-Committee on Nuclear Regulatory Acti-
vities (CNRA).

Founded in 1958 as a European orga-
nisation, the NEA now has a staff of
about 70. In 1972, Japan was the firstnon
European country to join, later followed
by Australia, Canada, Mexico, South
Korea and the USA.

In addition, the European Commis-
sion participates inthe NEA’s work, and
Russia is an observer on several com-
mittees. The cooperation withthe IAEA
is well developed.

NEA hasan informative website, from
which many of its publications can be
downloaded: www.nea.fr

INPO

Institute of Nuclear Power Operations

fields of Man/Technology/Organisation
(MTO), safety culture and decision ma-
king.

WANO also provides support
through the following four programmes:

- Peer reviews, carried out by groups
of experts from other member com-
panies, performing critical and con-
structive reviews of safety at nuclear
power plants.

- Feedback of experience, i.e. open
reporting and analysis of all significant
incidents.

- Technical support and exchange of
information.

- Professional and technical develop-
ment.

The model for WANO is the Institute
of Nuclear Power Operations (INPO),
which was founded by the nuclear
utilities in USA after the Three Mile
Island acci-dent in 1979.

INPO and WANO work closely to-
gether, in common areas, but INPOisin
addition deeply involved in training of
staff at the US nuclear power plants.

INPO’s activities have strongly con-
tributed to the remarkable positive deve-
lopmentinthereliability and availability
of'the US power reactors after the Three
Mile Island accident, thereby increasing
their electricity production.

This is one of the main reasons why it
has up to now been unnecessary to build
any new reactors in the US.

WANO has an informative website:



Western European

WENRA

Nuclear Regulator’s Association

WENRA was foundedin 1999 asa volun-
tary professional association for co-ope-
ration between the heads of nuclear safety
authorities from those EU countries ha-
ving nuclear power plants. Switzerland
isalsoamember. Today, membership of
WENRA hasincreased from the original
10 countries to 17.

Among the reasons to establish
WENRA was that equivalent levels of
nuclearsafety was one ofthe criteria for EU
enlargement. In this context, WENRA’s
main objectives were to develop a com-
mon approach to safety issues, and to
provide an independent capability to
examine safety in the candidate countries
for membership ofthe EU.

Two reports were published, compa-
ring technical designs, legislation and
the work of public authorities in the
candidate countries with corresponding
features in the then EU member countries.
The reports then provided a basis for EU
negotiations with the applicant states
(see page 6).
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These countries then took steps to
fulfil the safety requirements that were
specified in the negotiations. Inthe case
of three countries (Bulgaria, Lithuania
and Slovakia) it was not considered as
technically or economically feasible to
bring the safety of some of their nuclear
power plants up to a satisfactory level,
and so these countries had to promise to
close them.

Anotherdriving force behind WENRA
is the wish of the national authorities to
demonstrate that there is no need for the
EU to create a supranational authority in
the field of nuclear safety. This is one of
the reasons why, since 2003, two groups
have been working on the harmonisation
of safety requirements within Europe;
one group in the field of reactor safety,
and one in the fields of nuclear waste and
decommissioning of nuclear facilities.

The working groups have analysed
safety levels in the various countries,
and compared them with the IAEA safety
standards, identified differences in na-
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Further notes on the author’s international work

? Itis hard for me to find a more suitable

personthan Lars to describe and discuss
the role of the Convention on Nuclear
Safety in worldwide nuclear safety.

Having contributed to safety impro-
vements after the TMI-accident and
managing the consequences in Sweden
of the Chernobyl accident, he saw early
on the need to enhance nuclear safety
worldwide.

It was for him obvious that the world
needed a legally binding instrument to
support openness, continuous sharing
of experience and safety improvements.

Larswas one of the main contributors
to the establishment of the Convention
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and in developing the continuous impro-
vements from one review meeting to the
next. Therefore, the choice of Chairman
for the first review meeting of the Con-
vention fell naturally on him.

Lars is a person who is known and
appreciated all over the world due to
his competence, his ability to find solu-
tions in difficult situations and he is a
great colleague and friend.

He has significantly contributed to
the IAEA safety work. He is a person who
sees opportunities in the challenges that
nuclear safety faces and I am convinced
he will continue to support nuclear
safety worldwide.

In addition, I would like to mention
that I have enjoyed work with Lars also
in other constellations, particularly in
the establishment of INRA, the Interna-
tional Nuclear Regulatory Association,
which is an organisation for cooperation
among heads of major nuclear power
countries.”

Tomihoro Taniguchi

Deputy Director General

Dept. of Nuclear Safety and Security
International Atomic Energy Agency,
IAEA

Karnkraftsdkerhet och Utbildning AB (KSU), Nuclear Training and Safety Center

KSU is the general training and simulator training centre for the Swedish nuclear power indu-
stry. A significant part of the competence of Swedish nuclear power operators is built up and
maintained by KSU’s training programmes. The company also produces and administers
educational material needed for its training activities.

KSU analyses operational experience from nuclear power stations all over the world and
shares the results to all the Swedish nuclear power plant operators. KSU’s Analysis Group
provides society’s decision-makers and the media with information on nuclear power safety,
ionising radiation and risk assessments and comparisons between different energy sources.

Founded in 1972, the company, which is part of the Vattenfall Group, is jointly owned by
Barsebéack Kraft AB, Forsmarks Kraftgrupp AB, OKG AB and Ringhals AB. KSU holds the
WANO membership for the Swedish nuclear utilities and belongs to the WANO Paris region.

KSU’s headquarters are situated at Studsvik, with local centres at Ringhals, Forsmark
and Oskarshamn NPP’s.

The Analysis Group

The Backgrounders and Facts Series of publications are published by the Analysis
Group of KSU.

The Group’s main working objective is to collect and analyse data concerning
points raised in the public debate on reactor safety, radiation protection, radiobiology
and research into risks.

They, and other reports, can be downloaded from the Group’s web site,
www.analys.se which also carries links to an extensive range of national and interna-
tional research organisations, nuclear power authorities and power utilities.

Hans Ehdwall, responsible for feedback of operating experience, KSU.

Yngve Flodin, reactor safety expert, Vattenfall Power Consultant AB.

Jenny Gode, project manager, environmental matters, Swedish Association of Electrical Utilities.
Martin Luthander, public affairs, Generation Nordic, Vattenfall AB.

Mats Harms Ringdahl, professor of radiation biology, University of Stockholm

Gunnar Hovsenius, consultant, energy/environmental matters.

Carl Géran Lindvall, manager, Radiation Protection Department, Barseback Kraft AB.

Anders Pechan, information consultant.

Agneta Rising, Vice President Environment, Vattenfall AB.

Carl Erik Wikdahl, consultant, Energikommunikation AB.
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