LESSONS FROM FUKUSHIMA

http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/science-environment-24332346 
The BBC’s reports from the area around the Fukushima nuclear power plant on the clean-up operation and on the danger that something similar might happen again in future.
TASK 1
Watch the video without reading the transcript and answer the following questions

1. What part of Japan is Fukushima in? north-east
2. How many times has the reporter visited the area around the nuclear plant? 4
3. How many people died in the disaster? none
4. How far is Namie from the nuclear power plant? 5 miles
5. How long had Hirohisa Suzuki’s family been living in their house? 150 years
6. What was the family business? Making soy(a) sauce
7. What was the date of the nuclear disaster? 11 March 2011
8. What were the radiation levels (in microseverts) detected by the reporter:


a. at Mr Suzuki’s house? .05 
    b. in the air at his friend’s house nearer the nuclear plant?  13.5
    c. on the ground at his friend’s house? 154
9. What is being used to replace the topsoil removed during the clean-up? sand
10. What were the radiation counts per minute before and after the clean-up at the house twenty miles from the plant visited by the reporter? 3497  400
11. What preparations had the nuclear power company made to protect the plant from a large tsunami? None
TASK 2

Watch the video again and fill in the missing words:

I was here in north-east Japan the day the first reactor at Fukushima exploded. A year later I moved to Japan with my family and now I’m on my fourth trip into the contamination zone.

Just behind me here is the edge of the radioactive contamination zone and no one’s allowed any further down this road unless they have one of these special passes. I’ve come here to try to answer two questions, Firstly, is it possible to fully recover from a disaster like Fukushima? Secondly, is it possible to make sure it never happens again?

Nothing about Fukushima is straightforward. As many have pointed out, no one died here. But the human cost has still been high. The little town of Namie sits five miles from the plant. They call this Japan’s Chernobyl. Two days after the first reactor exploded, its twenty-five thousand residents were told to get in their cars and leave. Hirohisa Suzuki was one of them. He takes me to see the house that his family lived in for a hundred and fifty years.  He tells me his family is scattered right across Japan. Inside he shows me the vats where he and his father used to ferment soy sauce. The family escaped the earthquake and tsunami unscathed but on March the 11th, 2011, their life here ended. 
`You can see the earthquake did a lot of damage. Even so, we could have started cleaning up the next day but then came the plant explosion and we were told to flee. Two and a half years later, we’re still refugees: our family’s divided, I have no work. We’ve no idea whether our business will ever start again.’
So Suzuki San’s brought us just a few kilometres up the valley from his to his friend’s house which is up here. The reason we’ve come up here is because the levels here are much, much higher. So the background reading at Suzuki’s house is about .05 microseverts an hour. Here you can see it’s 13.5 per hour. But the really scary thing is this. If you put this down on the ground here, immediately the level goes up to 100 – around 150, there you go -154.  So very high and we don’t want to stay here any more time than we have to so I think we’re going to go. 

It’s quite easy to get panicked by such readings. Radiation has no smell and no taste. Standing here, looking at the plant, it’s easy to understand why many now don’t want to come back here. Especially those who, like me, have children. 

`Although the radiation level here is quite high, it’s not high enough to be an immediate threat to my health. It’s a bit like smoking cigarettes. If I smoke one packet of cigarettes it’s not going to increase my chances of getting cancer over my whole lifetime. But if I smoke a packet of cigarettes every day for the next thirty years, it certainly will.

And so, to bring the radiation level down the land must be cleaned. It is a massive task, over a huge area. At this house, twenty miles from the plant, they’re now removing topsoil, trees, plants, anything that’s radioactive, and then covering it over with sand. 

The radiation level at this particular spot was 3497 counts per minute, which is high, dangerous. Now by digging out the soil and covering it up with sand here they’ve managed to bring it down to 400 counts per minute, which is obviously much lower and much safer.

In fact, only a tiny fraction of the contamination will ever be cleared. But already it’s creating another big headache – where to put it all? Deep in the mountains, I was taken to see this, temporary dump. It is astonishing to me to think that all this will still be radioactive long after my great-great-great grandchildren have come and gone. But will those future generations ever see something like this again? The Japanese government’s own experts now admit this was not a natural disaster.

`In the Fukushima case, there were research papers suggesting that the 10-metre high tsunami could happen but unfortunately this paper was dismissed.’ 

`My memory is that after Chernobyl we were promised very, very clearly that a similar accident could never happen.’ 

`Well, we need to be prepared for the worst. We have to tell the public that this is the worst case. If we tell the worst case, the public say `Don’t build reactor near here.’ So that was the dilemma. So if you want to keep building nuclear power plants you have to keep telling the public the reactor should be safe.’
`But now that myth- ‘ 

`But now that myth is gone. Now the myth is gone.’
When the tsunami swept in here two-and-a-half years ago it revealed the shocking complacency of Japan’s nuclear industry. It had assumed a tsunami on this scale would not happen within the lifetime of the Fukushima plant and so it simply didn’t bother to prepare. If such complacency can happen here in Japan, then it can almost certainly happen elsewhere, too.

TASK 3
Match these words from the passage with the appropriate meanings:

1. contamination 

very large container 5
2. zone.



place at widely separated points 4
3. straightforward

difficult choice between two unpleasant alternatives 14
4. scatter



story that is untrue 15
5. vat



surprising 13
6. ferment 


simple and easy to understand 3
7. unscathed


place where rubbish or waste is stored 12
8. refugee



not taking possible dangers seriously enough 16
9. panicked


being affected by some kind of dirt or dangerous substance 1
10. massive 


unharmed 7
11. temporary


area 2
12. dump. 


cause something to be changed by the action of bacteria etc. 6
13. astonishing


someone who has to move away from their home because of some 





great danger 8
14. dilemma


in great fear 9
15. myth



not lasting forever 11
16. complacency        very large 10
TASK 4.  

Answer the following questions:

1. What two main questions did the reporter want to answer? What answers does he actually give?
Is it possible to reover completely from this kind of disaster and can we make sure this kind of thing will never happen again? He answered `no’ to both questions.
2. What were two major mistakes made by the plant operators which allowed the disaster happen? (One of them is mentioned in the video report, the other only in the text on the website.)

They ignored the warning that a 10-metre tsunami was possible. They did not get back-up batteries for the emergency generating system to the site in time.
3. Why was the reporter not worried that he himself could be in danger from the radiation during his visit?

Because he was only there for a short time and the danger is from prolonged exposure.
4. What is the meaning of the verb `dismiss’ in the clause `but unfortunately the report was dismissed’?

Take no notice of, disregard.
5. The report presents a strong argument against the use of nuclear power stations?  What arguments are still made in favour of nuclear power?
(For example) The tsunami danger near Japan’s site is not present at most locations of nuclear sites.

Other forms of energy (e.g. from coal or oil) cause more pollution on a regular basis,.
