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Summary of costs and benefits  

Price base 
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Present Value 
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(EANDCB) 

BIT score 
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Brief outline of proposed new, withdrawn, or amended regulatory activity 

1. ONR regulates safety and security at licensed nuclear sites in GB. In addition, we 
regulate the design and construction of new nuclear facilities and the civil transport of 
nuclear and radioactive materials.  
 

2. The purpose of this guidance is to provide information to support the planning and 
conduct of Site Annual Review Meetings. These are reviews which are conducted each 
year to provide the opportunity for the Licensee and regulators to reflect on the previous 
year’s performance, share any concerns and set priorities for the forthcoming year. 
 

3. This guidance is primarily for use by ONR inspectors to provide advice on what is 
expected from dutyholders when they plan and undertake a site annual review. It is not 
contrary to existing arrangements already in place and under ONR’s openness and 
transparency policy the guide will be published and available for dutyholders to read on 
the ONR website. It will also be of interest to Environment Agency and Defence Nuclear 
Safety Regulators who are involved in the review process. 
 



4. The previous documented arrangements focussed solely on site annual reviews of just 
safety. The updated guidance reflects what is already happening in practice.  The 
guidance includes Security and the Environmental regulators in a single meeting, 
incorporates more flexibility in the existing process (to reflect the differing requirements 
for each licensee) and introduces flexibility to reduce attendance for the lower hazard 
and minor sites to improve proportionality.  

 

Which type of business/industry will be affected?  How many are estimated to be 
affected? 

5. ONR regulates the civil nuclear sector and its main dutyholders are the single large 
entities that own and operate civil nuclear sites in the UK – both operating and in 
decommissioning phases. There are 37 of these dutyholders/Nuclear Site Licensees with 
primary responsibility for the safety of the sites they are licensed to run. All 37 Nuclear 
Site Licensees are affected. Additionally the Environment Agency and Defence Nuclear 
Safety Regulator (DNSR) will be affected – both have been consulted in the reviews of 
the process and have had the opportunity to contribute to the content. 
 

6. The expected cost to industry will only be the cost of reading the guidance as it will not 
place an additional burden on them. 
 

7. The guidance is not applicable to other dutyholders affected by ONR’s on-site regulation 
(third party contractors that operate on site, or the nuclear supply chain) or carriers of 
radioactive waste material.   

 

Please set out the impact to business/industry clearly with a breakdown of costs and 
benefits  

8. Previous guidance did not accurately capture current practice for site reviews which have 
evolved to incorporate Security and Environment into a single combined meeting. 
Furthermore, it did not promote a more flexible approach for lower hazard / risk sites. If 
the document is not updated it will remain inconsistent with current industry practice. 
Additionally, the potential to implement a flexible and more proportionate approach at 
lower hazard /risk sites will be missed. 
 

9. The guidance is aimed primarily at those stakeholders listed in para 5. However, the 
impact on the Environment Agency and DNSR are discounted as they are not industry.  
It is estimated that only one person (the Quality Manager) in each organisation will 
choose to read the document when first issued. Following this, ongoing reference to the 
document will remain the same as with the previous document, which would only be 
referred to in preparation for the site annual reviews.    
 

10. The direct effect expected relates to one off familiarisation and potential annual cost 
savings. 
 

11. The revised guidance is 12 pages long. RAS Group Guidance estimates around 200 
words per minute and assumes three readings are required for understanding. Based on 
an average of 352 words/page gives 352/200=1.76 minutes/page. Three reads for 
understanding gives 3x1.76 = 5.28 minutes/page. 
 

12. Based on ASHE 2015 figures for ‘professional occupation’ of £716.70 per week which 



we have doubled to £1433.40, given the skilled nature of nuclear assessment work and 
the profit margins of an operating facility (diversion of labour), over a 36 hour week and 
uplifted by 20.2% to account for non-wage labour costs. This equates to £47.86/hr. 
 

13. Based on a cost of £4.2 per page1 and being read by one Quality Manager from each of 
the 37 dutyholders, the familiarisation cost in year one is: 

£4.2 x 37 x 12 = £1865 
 

14. With regards to subsequent years, it is realistic that a number of employees of the 
dutyholder may wish to read the guidance in preparation for any annual reviews. 
However, given that the guidance is of a similar length to that which would have been 
read by the dutyholder before it was updated, and with the reduced attendance promoted 
in the new document, it is likely the number of people referring to the document will be 
less, so we do not consider this to incur any additional cost. 
 

15. There will be no additional inspections or regulatory interventions as a result of this 
revision and for operating reactors the cost will be the same, but the revised guidance 
will enable flexibility to tailor the meetings as applicable for the site.  
 
Benefits 
 

16. It is anticipated that there will be a net positive benefit from industry’s development of  
the more flexible approach to proportionately apply the process for lower hazard and risk 
sites, and sites at differing stages of the lifecycle (such as those in decommissioning or  
waste management sites). This will result in the ability to reduce preparation and 
attendance time at the meeting. Including this practice in our guidance will ensure the 
guidance remains relevant and up-to-date with industry practice, although the benefits 
themselves would have accrued to any dutyholder choosing to adopt the approach even 
before the guidance was changed. 
 

17. For lower hazard sites the more flexible tailored approach is already in place and has 
enabled a reduction in effort to prepare and attend the site annual review meeting, as the 
flexibility has enabled one regional meeting to cover multiple sites.  These changes 
primarily affect the Magnox fleet which comprises 12 lower hazard sites. The benefits of 
reduced preparation and attendance at meetings by the remaining 37 dutyholders is 
negligible.  
 

18. For illustrative purposes, using the previous guidance, one meeting for each Magnox site 
would have been conducted every year (12 separate meetings). Each meeting would 
have typically had 10 people in attendance, based on the number of individuals with the 
necessary competencies needed to discuss the required topics. 10 people attending 12 
meetings equates 120 days’ effort per year.  
 

19. Using the revised guidance which advocates a regional approach for lower hazard sites, 
there will be 5 regional meetings per year with approximately 15 people in attendance. 
Again, this is based on the number of individuals with the necessary competencies 
needed to discuss the required topics and equates to 75 days’ effort per year. The 
change in effort enabled by the regionalised approach results in 45 days reduced 
attendance per year. At 8 hours per day this results in an annual benefit of roughly 360 

                                                 
1
 Cost per page is calculated by dividing the overall reading time (5.28 mins) by 60 mins and multiplying by the professional 

occupation cost per hour (£47.86) = £4.2 



hours per year. Using the proposed hourly rate of £47.86/hour this equates to: 
 

360 x £47.86 = £17,230 Recurring net benefit per annum 
 

20. Note that this efficiency is already being established into industry practice, but the 
document revision will enable these more flexible approaches to remain within guidance, 
and potentially support further efficiency gains. 

 

 

Please provide any additional information (if required) that may assist the RPC to 
validate the BIT Score 

21. In summary, we assess that the one-off cost to the 37 dutyholders to familiarise with the 
guidance is around £1,865. 
 

22. While we have shown an illustrative costed example of the savings dutyholders might 
achieve through the adoption of the streamlined approach, this is an approach that 
dutyholders could have adopted under the previous guidance (and some did) and the 
main benefit of updating the guidance to include it is the continuing relevance of the 
guidance to industry practice and the potential to support future efficiency gains. 
 

23. Net impact to business is estimated at less than £50k EANDCB. The BIT score is 
rounded to zero, in accordance with the Better Regulation Framework Manual. 

  

 


