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ONR NGO Forum - Meeting Minutes
 26 November 2025 (1000-1430) – Redgrave Court, Bootle
	In Attendance (ONR): 
	In Attendance (NGO):

	Rachel Grant (RG) – Director of Policy and Communications (ONR co-chair)
Mike Finnerty (MF) – Chief Executive and Chief Nuclear Inspector
Eamonn Guilfoyle - Emergency Planning 
Rebecca Thorington - EPR Chemistry Inspector - New Reactors
Jane Loughran – Head of Communications
Adam Nichols – Emergency Planning  

Secretariat/organisers:
Louise Smith – Policy Advisor
Julie Stamper – Admin Support
Lydia Bower – Communications Manager
Enid Lovelady – Communications Officer

	David Cullen (DC) – Nuclear Information Service (NGO co-chair)
Dr Jill Sutcliffe (JS) – Low Level Radiation and Health Conference 
Katy Attwater (KA) – Stop Hinkley
Ruth Balogh (RB) – West Cumbria and North Lakes Friends of the Earth
Peter Banks (PBan) – Blackwater Against New Nuclear
Prof. Andy Blowers (AB) – Blackwater Against New Nuclear
Peter Burt (PB) – Nuclear Awareness Group/Nuclear Education Trust
Paul Collins (PC)– Stop Sizewell C
Allan Jeffrey (AJ) – Stop Hinkley
Tor Justad (TJ) – Highlands Against Nuclear Power
Okopi Ajonye (OA) – Nuclear Information Service
Ian Ralls (IR) – Friends of the Earth Nuclear Network
Jo Smolden (JS) – Stop Hinkley
Trish Whitham (TW) – Nuclear Information Service 
Chris Wilson (CW) – Together Against Sizewell C
Richard Outram (RO) – Nuclear Free Local Authorities
Rita Holmes (RH) – Chair of Local Authority for Nuclear Working Group - virtual 
Alison Downes (AD) – Stop Sizewell C - virtual


	In Attendance (external)
	

	Katherine Bentley (KB) – Chair of Local Authority for Nuclear Working Group 
Andy Pynn (AP) – Environment Agency
	





1 Welcome and introductions
1.1 Rachel Grant (RG) welcomed everyone to Bootle before handing over to Mike Finnerty (MF) for his opening remarks. 
1.2 MF welcomed everyone and introduced himself as ONR’s new Chief Nuclear Inspector (CNI) after four months in post. 
1.3 MF shared his professional background with the forum, explaining that he left ONR for the International Atomic Energy Association (IAEA) before coming back to ONR as CNI.
1.4 MF explained that he would hold a Q&A session after lunch covering the US UK agreement and the Nuclear Taskforce. MF said the NGO forums helped inform ONR’s views by hearing thoughts from other stakeholders. He added that ONR broadly welcomes the Taskforce recommendations which recognise that ONR is a robust regulator. However, we recognise that there are more efficiencies to be made.  
1.5 MF talked about ONR’s new strategy covering the next five years and beyond, adding that ONR will look at how we continue to regulate effectively, including new civil build and accelerating decommissioning. MF recognised that we must deliver while keeping the sector safe and secure. MF said that the forum discussions were useful to inform the strategy and this was a chance for the NGOs to have their say. 
1.6 David Cullen (DC) introduced himself as co-chair and welcomed everyone to Bootle. 
1.7 DC spoke about the climate change workshops, explaining that climate change can be discussed in the main NGO forum and questions about climate change can be raised as part of agenda setting. DC said that if topics come up around climate change that need more focus, we can look at other workshops in the future if necessary. DC encouraged feedback in this area.
1.8 RG thanked people for making the journey to Bootle and explained that this is her last NGO forum before leaving ONR. RG introduced Jane Loughran (JL) who will be interim Director of Strategy and Corporate Affairs. 
1.9 RG then introduced Eamonn Guilfoyle (EG) to lead the first session of the forum. 
1.10 Andy Blowers (AB) expressed confusion about climate change moving forward and made clear he did not want the discussion to be sidelined. 
1.11 RG said there had to be a clear purpose for future workshops but was open to suggestions. It was agreed we will revisit later today. 





2 ONR Presentation – ONR’s role in emergency planning, Eamonn Guilfoyle, ONR Deputy Head of Regulation – Emergency Preparedness and Response, and Katherine Bentley, Chair of Local Authority for Nuclear Working Group
2.1 Eamonn Guilfoyle introduced himself and Katherine Bentley and outlined the plan to show the NGOs the Redgrave Court Incident Suite (RCIS).
2.2 EG outlined ONR’s role in emergency planning and the relevant legislation. He explained that REPPIR 2019 is the specific hazard guidance which outlines planning and responding to a nuclear emergency. 
2.3 EG spoke about the Civil Contingencies Act (CAA) which is generic legislation and includes the state’s response, while the Nuclear Emergency Preparedness and Response Guidance (NEPRG) outlines the various roles of organisations, including ONR, in responding to a nuclear emergency. 
2.4 EG explained that ONR has two roles in REPPIR regimes, ensuring that appropriate arrangements are in place.
2.5 EG said that the operator has a legal duty to identify all hazards and evaluate the full range of consequences to the public, regardless of the likelihood. The operator must then distil this analysis into a report for the local authority, including how likely and how severe the identified hazards are, before mapping them onto a risk framework found in the REPPIR19 regulations. 
2.6 EG explained the risk framework and showed the regions where planning is required or not. EG then explained that when the Local Authority (LA) is presented with the report   their REPPIR19 duties are triggered. 
2.7 EG explained that local authorities are presented in the operator’s report with a circular area in which it would be proportionate to carry out prior planning. However, circles are not practical for coming up with plans as they cut through communities and other obstacles, and so the local authority has a legal duty to designate a practical area (but that are no smaller than the operator’s circle) are for which they then make an off-site emergency plan. This is known as the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone. 
2.8 EG stated that once the plan is in place, the repeat cycle begins of reviewing and testing at least once every 3 years where the learning from testing is fed into review which enables us to establish the effectiveness of the plan. 
2.9 EG added that the protection for less likely and more severe events is provided for by outline planning. He said that all operating nuclear power plants have an outline planning zone of 30 km. 
2.10 Katy Attwater (KA) explained she was from Stop Hinkley who are holding EDF to account. KA said that they had received information about very high tides that are expected in 2026 and 2027 from a scientific paper which they have forwarded to ONR’s external hazards inspector (Teresa Montaner Calatrava) as Stop Hinkley doesn’t have the expertise to properly review the paper. KA asked how external hazards that have a big projected impact but can’t be planned for fit into emergency planning. KA said she does not know what to do next with the information they have received and sent the information via Contact ONR within last few weeks. 
Action: RG will chase external hazards as no response has been received yet.
Post-meeting note: Teresa Montaner Calatrava provided a response which was sent via Contact ONR to Katy Attwater on Monday 19 January. 
2.11 EG said that the testing cycle is designed to probe whether planning is effective, but that plans may be revised outside of that cycle. Additionally, if an operator identified a new external hazard, then that is a material change. An external hazard, like all hazards, has an impact on site. In such circumstances, an operator would reconsider their hazard evaluation, triggering a process leading to revision of the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone and the associated plan.
2.12 Ruth Balogh (RB) spoke about the case of the Derrick Bird shooting near Sellafield in 2010 and said she was not aware that there had been involvement from Sellafield but expected armed police to be involved. RB asked how this process may have accommodated learning from this event as it looked like it hadn’t been considered as an emergency.
2.13 EG explained that REPPIR focuses on consequences arising from the site itself. A security event would need to be considered in this process, but Sellafield’s response wouldn’t require things not to do with the site. 
2.14 Katherine Bentley (KB) said that civil contingencies would be considered, and the Derrick Bird scenario and similar events would be enacted in plans. 
2.15 Tor Justad (TJ) said he asked the council how often the plan must be updated and whether the document must be public as he has not found the REPPIR document for Dounreay.  
2.16 EG said plans should be reviewed every 3 years at least. They may not always need updating but they should still be reviewed. The only legal requirement is for the public information to be public, and the LA should distribute this information to the public living in the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone. This information must set out what the public is expected to do in emergency. The outline planning zone information should be accessible online. 
2.17 EG said that the CAA also covers planning and response. He added that the CAA defines organisations as category 1 or 2 responders. Category 1 responders include the blue light services and also those agencies who are likely to be at the core of any emergency response regardless of the type of hazard.   
2.18 EG explained that category 2 responders will only be involved in preparing for and responding to events affecting their sectors. ONR is a category 2 responder. 
2.19 EG explained the National Nuclear Emergency Planning and Response Guidance (NNEPRG) diagram about the structure of emergency agencies. The RCIS sits at a national level to provide guidance to COBRA.
2.20 Katherine Bentley (KB) from Lancashire County Council (LCC) introduced herself, her background and her role as Chair of Local Authority for Nuclear Working Group. KB went on to explain what REPPIR means in a practical sense. 
2.21 KB showed Heysham power station as an example and explained the planning that is involved, including considering traffic management and getting equipment to site as well as protecting the population and vulnerable premises. KB added that council employees will survey the area to further their understanding and once they have seen it in practice, they will then recommend an extension to the zone in a workable shape to tie in with national boundaries. KB explained that the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone then goes through consultation with stakeholders; this must be agreed within two months. KB added that in some geographical areas this becomes a political decision as it goes through the full council and in this case the council engages with regulators which takes longer. KB said that plans are reviewed when new information is received.
2.22 KB showed the zone map (showing both the Detailed Emergency Planning Zone and the Outline Planning Zone) and explained how LCC works with different local authorities. KB spoke about detailed pockets planning for the OPZ and used the example of a school near Heysham, explaining that with some premises advance planning is needed to make it easier to execute.
2.23 KB said that there is a continuous review of making the response plans publicly available, with some areas publish whereas others do not, based on advice from Counter Terrorist Security Advisors from police forces.  KB acknowledged that members of the Local Authority Nuclear Working Group understand the balance between security and being open and transparent. 
2.24 KB said that there is a full consultation with stakeholders, the site, regulators, and category 1 and 2 responders. At LCC the whole plan review process takes approximately 8 months which is documented and evidenced. KB added that any exercise learning is fed back into the plan review before the cycle continues to ensure we capture lessons identified. 
2.25 KB explained that Regulation 21 of REPPIR states that the public within Detailed Emergency Planning Zone must receive prior information so that they know that the site is there, what hazards it poses and what actions they should take in the unlikely event of a radiation emergency. 
2.26 KB said that Regulation 22 concerned all Las, not just those with a REPPIR premises within their area. KB said that all LAs should have mechanisms to warn if there is an emergency, for example transport radiation emergencies. KB explained that LAs use leaflets and put information on their website, while there are comms officers that will start sharing key messages in case of an emergency. 
2.27 KB showed a diagram of the groups/ committees that work together and act as one voice to receive and share information. KB said that the chair of the Local Authorities Nuclear Working Group (LANWG) rotates every two years to share expertise, LANWG reports into Nuclear Resilience Coordination Committee (NRCC) chaired by the lead government department. 
3 ONR’s X200 Internal Exercises: External Observer Brief – Adam Nichols
3.1 RB asked to stay in the room rather than have a tour of the RCIS as she lives near Sellafield and wanted to ask questions.  
3.2 Adam Nichols (AN) explained the background of the Redgrave Court Incident Suite (RCIS) and its role to provide advice and assurance to key external stakeholders. He explained the setup of the RCIS and the cells within it.
3.3 AN explained the role of the Technical cell led by fault analysis specialist inspectors who consider what went wrong on the site and what happens next. They consider the consequence to the site and the public, building a picture of what has happened and helping to provide the view of the independent regulator.
3.4 AN explained ONR’s internal guidance material, including the framework and role guides.
3.5 AN said that ONR recognises the importance of staff being trained in this area and so holds regular training and exercises for staff to be able to respond in the RCIS. This ensures that ONR, as a responder, has sufficient expertise and confidence to support that response. 
3.6 AN explained that the exercises are delivery focused so that everyone has the chance to sit in and learn, maintaining currency and confidence. AN added that exercises are controlled so we can tailor the experience to the challenge.
3.7 JS asked whether the RCIS considered the pre-warning of people living in the district. 
3.8 AN responded that letting people know about the emergency is covered in the RCIS exercises.
3.9 EG added that an immediate onsite response is required too, while the RCIS is offsite.  
3.10 Peter Banks (PBan) said that the planning for Bradwell spanned two LAs and neither talked to each other. He asked whether there had been any preplanning.  
3.11 PBan then asked about the proposals for devolution. 
3.12 EG said EN 6 and 7 are national policy statements, and the planning decisions fall to the Secretary of State (SoS). One of the criteria is emergency planning so the SoS will seek advice to understand whether the offsite emergency plan can be put in place. EG added that there may be more of a focus on emergency planning with new sites, but the consideration would take place at the siting stage.
3.13 KB said there are conversations with other LAs who have Small Modular Reactor (SMR) sites proposed for their area, for example Wylfa in Wales, and LAs are sharing their learning. 
3.14 KB said that combined county authorities (CCAs) are being created with Devolution. There is also Local Government Reorganisation taking place at local government level too with some two-tier LAs. LCC will change to a CCA in 2028 so there is time to understand what this may look like and how duties will change under REPPIR. Councils will learn from each other and ensure they comply with the regulations.
3.15 PBan asked about the response from Essex County Council.
3.16 KB said she would have to check notes so can come back about the Essex specifics. 
Action: LB to share KB’s email address with PBan who can send the specific query to KB.  
Post-meeting note: KB’s email address shared with PBan by LB on 11/2/26
3.17 Peter Burt (PB) asked about the REPPIR leaflet and for an outline of what happens if there is an emergency. He asked how the public are notified so people don’t fall through the cracks. He also asked how social media and misinformation is managed so that people get an accurate message. 
3.18 KB said that Reg 21 states that prior information must be given through leaflets, QR codes, etc. She added that this is different for each site dependent upon location, demographics and risks, for example in Heysham in a populated area compared to Dounreay in a largely unpopulated area. KB said that they are working with the Cabinet Office about implementing Emergency Alerts for civil nuclear sites (e.g. the recent national test where anyone with a mobile phone received an alert) but that there are different methods available. KB said that the on-call comms starts when an emergency begins so messages are all aligned. There are then teams working 24/7 to address misinformation which sit across all emergencies. KB added that there is a lot of research about misinformation and how to tackle it. 

3.19 EG said that social media brings a challenge. He said that most first response advice is shelter in place and use trusted voices. He noted that it is important to build relationships with the community and hope it can push back against misinformation. EG said that agencies are looking at ways to do better. 
3.20 JS said there was a lack of attention to those without phones or internet, or those with no TV or radio. JS referred to the Hinkley evidence where a man with learning difficulties showed how much he had to do to attend the enquiry. JS added that these people who live on the edge of modern society need to be taken care of in any messaging. 
3.21 KB said leaflets gave special advice with a phone number to call for those who can’t access the internet or who need more support.  There are also ways to identify vulnerable persons during an emergency where all stakeholders consider their service users in the area. 
3.22 EG added that no comms methods are perfect, so multiple methods ensure as many people as possible are reached, using for example landlines. He said that testing is meant to show cracks, so it is a process of iteration. 
3.23 Chris Wilson (CW) said that lots of those who live in area of Sizewell C (SZC) don’t feel that safe as roads are blocked. He asked whose responsibility it is to feed in. 
Action: Chris Wilson to send the specific query to KB for onward signposting.
Post-meeting note: LB shared KB’s email address with CW on 11/2/26 
3.24 Ian Ralls (IR) said evaluation is onerous and expensive. He asked whether there was any tension between the scientific approach and Taskforce recommendations. 
3.25 EG said that current REPPIR requirements are risk informed. REPPIR is often seen in isolation but hazards must be studied during GDA and dutyholders must be studying hazards. By the time reactors come online the analysis will have been done and converted into a format for REPPIR. Taskforce seemed supportive of this approach. 
3.26 Richard Outram (RO) asked how the public’s response is modelled in the RCIS exercise. 
3.27 EG said that you can draw upon other emergencies happening and there is some evidential value in this, for example in Plymouth where an unexploded device caused a phased evacuation. ONR inspectors went to study and explore the feedback. The situation was not a perfect recreation of a nuclear emergency, but it had value to inform planning. EG added that if something didn’t work it should inform a rethink of the plan. 
3.28 KB added that when responding to real risks, or exercising a wider remit of emergency planning when needing to evacuate real people there are volunteers so that staff know the sort of questions that come up. This all helps with learning and understanding.
3.29 RO asked if there are a list of hazards to share as these should be common to all sites. 
3.30 EG said he is happy to explore and take it away and feedback.
Action: ONR to explore creating a generic list of hazards that sites identify as part of their emergency planning
Post-meeting note: 

It has not been possible to put together a generic list of hazards that are considered in the REPPIR19 HECA analysis because there are so many types of site (i.e. not all of them are nuclear reactors). However, assuming that the interest is in the generic hazards that apply to Nuclear Power Plants, the IAEA’s “Safety Reports Series No.23 Accident Analysis for Nuclear Power Plants” is useful and in section “2.2. CATEGORIZATION OF INITIATING EVENTS” describes the sort of hazards that end up in a REPPIR19 HECA for a nuclear power plant.
 
“Grouping by principal cause of the initiating events considered in the reactor design leads to the following categories (see, e.g., Ref. [5]):
 
•      Reactivity anomalies due to control rod malfunctions,
•      Reactivity anomalies due to boron dilution or cold water injection,
•      Coastdown of the main circulation pumps,
•      Loss of primary system integrity (LOCAs),
•      Interfacing systems LOCA,
•      Loss of integrity of secondary system,
•      Loss of power supply,
•      Malfunctions in the primary systems,
•      Malfunctions in the secondary systems,
•      ATWSs,
•      Accidents in fuel handling,
•      Accidents in auxiliary systems,
•      Accidents due to external events.”
 
The document gives more information and points to other reference sources, most of which are in the public domain.

3.31 KB said that CCA looks at specific risks in the area and these will vary in quality, there is much information publicly available in the National Risk Register. 
3.32 RO said they are very basic and some don’t mention the nuclear risk. He added that the other issue is responses say it’s about national security when the only concern is public safety and people have proper preparations in place. 
3.33 KB suggested attending a Site Stakeholder Group rather than taking FOI routes. 
3.34 AB asked whether critical situations, for example a reactor incident, are modelled. AB said that there is a big population near the Bradwell site with many people living in caravans on an island that at times is cut off. AB added that some incidents are so severe the response is bound to be muddled. AB used the example of the floods in 1953 which were not planned for.
3.35 KB said the plans tried not to be cause specific because being tied to one cause meant they are inflexible. Instead, plans are based on reasonable worst-case scenarios with a range of risks and concentrate on the wider consequence management of the impacts.  
3.36 EG added that protection buys time to get a clearer idea and to refine the response. A 30km zone would be challenge but as the emergency continues and we gain clarity over factors such as prevailing wind, we can narrow down focus areas. 
3.37 AB raised the issue of panic and people driving and blocking roads and asked whether this is taken into planning. 
3.38 KB said this is factored in with traffic management plans. Considering how people are getting out and stopping them getting in forms part of the response. 
3.39 TJ asked what the equivalent of the Nuclear Working Group was in Scotland and Wales. 
3.40 KB said the Local Authorities Nuclear Working Group was trying to strengthen connection with Scottish and Welsh governments and the work is ongoing. 
3.41 TJ asked where Scottish members are from.
3.42 KB said on LANWG there are representatives from The Highland Council, Argyll and Bute, East Lothian emergency planners. 
3.43 Paul Collins (PC) said that near Sizewell lots of roads are shut. An ambulance was needed recently but lots of roads were not accessible. Waze (the app) had the correct information, but the emergency services didn’t have Waze so couldn’t get around. Technology must work to be helpful. PC added that there was no phone signal near SZC and work to improve it is too slow. The East Anglia ambulance service covers a wide area so there are lots of issues as information isn’t always joined up.
3.44 KB said she will discuss at the LANWG’s next meeting in June in Penrith to talk about arrangements locally for traffic issues. 
3.45 RB added that the remoteness of sites makes it difficult. 
3.46 KB assured NGOs it will be considered when planning but is unable to comment on the specifics.
3.47 JS presented RG and KA with some gifts to say thank you for their work regarding the climate change workshops. JS also said goodbye and thank you to RG for her work with NGOs over the past few years. JS wished RG well. 

4 Update and Q&A session with Mike Finnerty 
4.1 MF started his session with key points before heading into Q&A. MF said that he was keen to come back to ONR after working at the IAEA as nuclear is going through a renaissance in the UK with new build and decommissioning high on the agenda. MF said that the challenge is ensuring ONR remains and excels as an independent effective regulator. 
4.2 MF talked about ONR’s strategy and said ONR’s overall ambition, and 5-year strategy was looking ahead to think about the type of organisation we want to be in 5 years’ time. MF considered whether ONR can regulate the changing sector even more effectively and deliver regulation in a way that’s a good place to work which is important and provides resilience. MF added that as a sustained organisation we can continue to regulate into the future for as long as the sector needs us. MF said that ONR needs to modernise and embrace technology, including AI. MF said that ONR is looking externally at how AI is being used in industry and how it can be done safely. 
4.3 MF said that culturally ONR must become more diverse because diverse teams make better decisions. He added that we must be more inclusive and ONR must change. The nuclear sector will change, and we must change with it. 
4.4 MF said ONR must become more agile as an organisation. There are uncertainties in the future, around SMRs, the IAEA pushing for nuclear in member states, and defence spend. There are ambitious plans and budget restraints. MF said that decommissioning must be accelerated but questioned whether the government and industry have capacity. MF added that as a result ONR must be flexible. 
4.5 MF explained that ‘productive’ is one strategic aim and covers how ONR must have high calibre staff. MF noted that the whole sector is going through challenges with capability and capacity.
4.6 MF explained that Taskforce had delayed the strategy consultation, but MF is content with the recommendations. The aim is to have one stop for regulations. The government wants to create a Commission, where all individual regulatory bodies will remain the same, but the Commission will make the final decision. MF explained that this is a model used in many countries, including Canada, which is the gold standard of regulation. MF added that the Taskforce recommendation was for the CNI of ONR to chair the Commission. The Commission would ensure that decisions are made effectively with no repetition of activity and would incorporate public dimensions. The recommendation was to have the Commission running by the end of 2027. 
4.7 MF said that another Taskforce recommendation was to have the Defence Nuclear Safety Regulator (DNSR) incorporated into ONR. MF explained that DNSR is not a statutory regulator like ONR, instead using contractors. If DNSR was absorbed by ONR the decision making process would not change but we would use our own staff. MF explained that the Commission would have two deputies - one for defence another for civil applications. 
4.8 MF explained more about the Commission and said that planning regulators would feed into the Commission, so all decisions are made in one place. Each regulator would retain their independence and provide their findings to the Commission. 
4.9 CW asked how independent the Commission would be.
4.10 MF said it would be fully independent. 
4.11 IR said it can’t be independent if it was politically appointed.
4.12 MF said he would be independent as the chair. 
4.13 MF said that he believed John Fingleton quickly realised that regulators were not ‘holding up’ new nuclear and was keen to point out that ONR must be preserved as a robust, independent regulator. Any model put forward must ensure that independence is maintained.
4.14 IR said it was suspicious that Taskforce started as the UK signed an agreement with the US and as SMRs are going through GDA. IR asked who is influencing who and said it is suspicious that now we are told there is too much regulation and things must change. IR suspects ONR will become an advisory body. 
4.15 RO asked how the commission will interact with devolved governments as civil nuclear power is devolved to Scotland, but defence is not. 
4.16 MF responded by saying this has not been worked out yet and the government will develop an implementation plan. 
4.17 PB thanked Mike for his overview and said NGOs have confidence in ONR and MF’s ability, but PB raised concerns about the future and seeing political appointments that don’t consider public safety as the priority. 
4.18 MF said he understood their views and recognised that we need a robust regulator. MF drew on the example of Canada where they have an election of a president. MF said the Commission will incorporate the public into decision making. 
4.19 PB appreciated the openness and transparency but felt those views must be taken up. PB said there was little transparency on the defence sector which undermined the good work elsewhere. PB felt defence should release more information and this must change in order for the Commission to have credibility. 
4.20 MF recognises that we have a big government department to work with and elements will be difficult. 
4.21 PB raised concerns about resourcing and capacity and said work was needed in retraining people in writing safety cases although said this would be a cultural change that would be hard for people to adjust to. PB asked about resourcing issues in the short term and how MF felt about it.
4.22 MF said that we can’t do everything at once and we have time to implement the recommendations. MF iterated that the ambitions of every organisation in the nuclear sector depends on people and that understanding the government ambitions and sequencing will enable ONR to align objectives. MF said he expects to see change across the nuclear industry in the coming years and as a result, change will naturally be an evolution because there isn’t the capacity for it to happen all at once.
4.23 Rita Holmes (RH) asked how can Taskforce decide that regulation can be a one stop shop when Scottish Environment Protection Agency (SEPA) was not consulted? 
4.24 MF said that this would include SEPA. 
4.25 RH asked whether Taskforce is about new build only or does it include decommissioning, and whether public inclusion will be effective.
4.26 RB said that public inclusion is rarely done well. RB added that NGOs aren’t just members of the public and asked how the public are conceptualised. RB wanted to include people with a genuine interest and expertise in the area but felt they could be attacked for being ‘blockers’. RB acknowledged public inclusion is difficult to do well but wanted ONR to learn from existing experience. 
4.27 MF drew on the 2015 IRRS mission where a Canadian Commission member interviewed MF and shared how they include the indigenous population and incorporate them into decision making. MF stated this is how he would like the Commission to run, taking its responsibility to listen seriously. 
4.28 PB said he was pleased the discussion is covering public engagement which is important to NGOs. He said there were good examples of how the nuclear sector has engaged with public, but the world is more polarised now and PB wondered how successful some methods will be. 
4.29 MF said that ONR was aware that social media can be both beneficial and disruptive. 
4.30 MF asked would AB be willing to share experience when talking about public involvement as some things will still be applicable today. AB agreed.
4.31 MF said that there are efficiencies that can be made during Generic Design Assessment (GDA) if we receive robust submissions from the Requesting Party (RP). MF noted there is a political spin about efficiency but both ONR and the USA NRC agree we haven’t seen a two-year GDA because while regulators can make some efficiencies, to complete a two-year GDA the levels of submissions from the RP must be very strong. 
4.32 MF added that we would do our own due diligence on designs from the US but if standards are not the same, we would do independent assessments. MF said that this is how ONR has always worked with Memorandum of Understandings. 
4.33 MF reiterated that ONR is independent and will resist government pressure. 
4.34 JS added that the radiation standards in the USA are different. 
4.35 MF noted that some standards differ and ONR will do more work and require changes if needed. 
4.36 PB said he was reassured by MF but noted the concern among NGOs is the political aspect of changes and being driven by the US nuclear industry which wants to build SMRs in the UK. PB asked how much room for manoeuvre does the agreement made between the US and UK governments in September 2025 give if an American company asks their government to apply pressure if things aren’t moving quickly. 
4.37 MF assured PB that as an independent regulator we will stick by our own governance and if the government pressured MF to give a regulatory decision he didn’t feel was right, MF would leave ONR. 
4.38 IR said they would find someone else. 
4.39 PC asked where GB Energy - Nuclear (GBEN) would fit in and its politicisation. 
4.40 Andy Pynn (AP) said it is an emerging organisation finding its direction and the Environment Agency is in the early stages of working with GBEN. AP added that there is no pressure coming from GBEN as it is made up of an independent base and government sponsorship team. 
4.41 AB said that SMRs are not small and should be described accurately. AB described the new approach as a ‘free for all’ that’s developer led while ONR is up against the ideology that nuclear is essential as Taskforce suggests. AB suggested a counter proposal that ONR could identify ‘no-go’ areas for nuclear new build sites. AB said that being asked to enable as well as to regulate was difficult and asked MF for a general response to this. 
4.42 MF said he understood AB’s point. MF said that the changes to the National Policy Statement for Nuclear Energy Generation (EN-7) now enable developers to identify and promote sites for the deployment of new nuclear generation based on the EN-7 siting criteria. EN-7 still requires developers to produce a strategic siting assessment and meet the SUPDC. MF confirmed that he gave evidence at a select committee on this topic, providing reasoning to support Semi-Urban Population Density Criterion (SUPDC) remaining within EN-7. MF stated that developments must also secure relevant regulatory permits, licenses and authorisations. MF confirmed that ONR’s robust and independent regulatory processes and legal requirements would not change. 
4.43 RG said the government announced they will produce a taskforce report implementation plan within 3 months which gives us time to engage with government and make sure the recommendations are fit for purpose. 
4.44 MF talked about dutyholder safety cases he has seen as an inspector where safety case authors add content which rather than improve the safety case, make it incoherent. MF said that industry has to play its part and must articulate why a plant is safe, providing evidence, rather than adding volume. MF said that some parts of industry behaved in this way because of a belief that the safety case is to satisfy the regulator. 
4.45 PB raised concerns about moving away from the semiurban criteria and questioned what would happen if a proposal was received for an unsuitable site. PB said it would be an effort for ONR to say no. PB added that there are issues with expectation as well as economic when we see whether or not SMRs are being built. PB asked whether ONR can have a dialogue with potential developers. 
4.46 MF said that ONR has an early engagement programme and framework for developers, which is publicly available on the ONR website. This programme complements other ONR regulatory processes such as GDA and licensing. MF reiterated that the developers are required to meet the SUPDC and meet the relevant regulatory requirements. 
4.47 IR asked about the Terrapower sodium reactor using plutonium, causing reprocessing problems thus making it unviable. 
4.48 Louise Smith (LS) confirmed that Terrapower had attended a one-day workshop with ONR so the process was in the very early stages. 
4.49 MF said there had been lots of discussion about SMRs over the years and stated that there are many designs on the market. MF reiterated that the developers of new nuclear builds are required to meet the relevant legal duties and regulatory requirements, to ensure risks are reduced ALARP.  
4.50 DC asked whether ONR’s assessment covers the question of generating plutonium.
4.51 MF said that the developers must demonstrate how all waste streams will be adequately managed and disposed of. 
4.52 IR commented that it doesn’t feel like ONR is in the driving seat on this. 
4.53 Rebecca Thorington (RT) introduced herself as an ONR nuclear safety inspector in the chemistry specialism, currently assessing the Last Energy PWR-20 design. RT explained that ONR is engaging with Last Energy through the early engagement framework ahead of a potential site licence application. RT stated that the purpose of this early engagement process is to provide regulatory advice and identify any potential shortfalls to provide confidence that the design could meet regulatory expectations in the future. There are a number of regulatory permissions (hold points) associated with key activities, such as granting of a nuclear site licence, that are assessed to ensure the hazards and risks are reduced ALARP.  RT added that Last Energy has an ambitious timescale and novel aspects of design therefore ONR will likely require a higher amount of evidence that it meets its regulatory expectations.
4.54 CW asked for an update on SZC as NGOs had been told it will be starting up with recycled fuel. 
4.55 RT explained that she was the chemistry lead for HPC and SZC and outlined the replication strategy using the design from HPC for SZC. RT talked about how the ONR SZC team will be assessing the Pre-Construction Safety Report (PCSR) in 2026. 
4.56 PC asked about the French regulator’s position on wanting to change the design to get rid of vibration issues, and the final outcomes of the potential hazard of turbine disintegration. 
4.57 MF said there is still on-going regulatory engagement on how the licensee will adequately manage the potential for turbine disintegration. He added that the EPRs reactors internationally have had some challenges during commissioning and operation but ONR is not aware of the work being done on the French design. MF said that HPC has its own site safety case and SZC is based on the HPC design. 
4.58 RT said that SZC will be taking a suitable design reference point of the HPC design. SZC will then undergo a review of the design and modify where required, for example based on different geologies. However, each licensee has their own internal processes for adequately implementing design changes. 
4.59 DC moved the discussion onto HPC. 
4.60 AJ asked for an update on Flammanville 3 and the cap on reactors. 
4.61 MF said he didn’t have an update on Flammanville 3 but said that ONR will assess the HPC design independently. 
4.62 AJ said there was talk about replacing all the fuel; KA said it was not a great model to follow. 
4.63 CW asked whether HPC will start with recycled fuel.
4.64 RT said she was not aware that it would start with recycled fuel but said ONR would undertake an assessment if it came out as high risk. 
4.65 MF gave an update on HPC saying it is ‘progressing at pace’. MF continued that ONR’s focus is currently on construction and conventional health and safety at the site, and so the quality of construction is the focus. He added that ONR has made interventions to ensure the quality of the build. MF said that there were two on-going enforcement activities at HPC where ONR is prosecuting and holding the licensee to account. 
4.66 AJ asked when nuclear fuel would be moving onto site. 
4.67 RT said that the current schedule states it would be in 2028/2029. RT added that the EPR team for HPC and SZC across ONR and EA had a regulatory intelligence and planning day where they discussed organisational capability, commissioning, site health and safety, and safety cases. One of the challenges addressed was the changing HPC construction and commissioning schedule as there are inspections planned. RT said regulators must be flexible but also need a regulatory footprint.
4.68 KA asked for local experts in the form of NGOs to be included in this planning. 
4.69 RT said this is something we can look at.
Action: ONR to update on NGO inclusion in EPR planning at next forum.  
Post-meeting note: We will include a discussion point about this at April’s NGO forum.
4.70 MF said that we need to see acceleration with building a geological disposal facility (GDF). MF added that Sellafield is exasperated by delays to the building of a GDF as it means more temporary stores must be built. MF agreed with RB that we must find a suitable place to build. 
4.71 RB said the way this has been managed has not been transparent and partnerships have collapsed, in reference to comments about NWS. 
4.72 AP said that government policy states a GDF will be built and early engagement with NWS is about derisking the project. AP added that it is somewhat optional for the designer to contact NWS on suitability, but those discussions are a requirement of GDA. AP said that Last Energy are in contact with NWS. Environmental permitting is required to allow Last Energy to make future disposals to avoid repeating the legacy of the past. 
4.73 Okopi Ajonye (OA) asked about the disposal of nuclear waste and said there was speculation that the government would review the consent-based approach. 
4.74 There was no further comment from EA and ONR as both organisations had heard the same. 
5 AOB
5.1  JS thanked Julie Stamper and Enid Lovelady for organising the catering.
5.2 PB said that he enjoyed the session and liked the format and would like to use it as a model for future sessions.
5.3 DC thanked everyone and said any missed points would be picked up at future sessions. 
5.4 AB asked about climate change as we were told it would be picked up. AB added that now climate change has become mainstream it has been sidelined. 
5.5 KA would like more feedback on the view of climate change and what it is from ONR and external hazards. 
5.6 RO said this was his last meeting as his role at Nuclear Free Local Authorities was coming to an end. He would like to continue coming to the NGO forum to represent the Welsh Anti-Nuclear Alliance. 
5.7 DC reiterated his thanks to Rachel and RG shared her appreciation with the forum. 



	Action
	Owner
	Status
	Notes

	Contact External Hazards specialism for a response to the paper shared by KA from Stop Hinkley 
	Lydia Bower
	Complete
	Teresa Montaner Calatrava emailed a response to KA on 19/1/2026

	EG to feedback to NGOs about sharing a list of common hazards.
	LB/Eamonn Guilfoyle
	In progress
	To discuss at April 2026 NGO forum

	LB to share KB’s email address with PBan who can ask about the response from Essex County Council regarding CCAs and how responsibilities will change under REPPIR. 
	LB/Katherine Bentley
	Complete
	KB liaising with PBan directly

	Chris Wilson to send the specific query about SZC roads being blocked to KB for onward signposting
	LB/Katherine Bentley
	Complete
	KB liaising with CW directly

	ONR to report back to NGOs about potential inclusion in EPR planning.    
	Rebecca Thorington
	In progress
	Include as an agenda item at April 2026 NGO forum
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