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[bookmark: _Toc216178518][bookmark: _Toc109727646]Executive summary
This report presents the outcomes of my nuclear site health and safety assessment of the Holtec SMR-300 as part of Step 2 of the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) Generic Design Assessment (GDA). This assessment is based upon the information presented in revision 1 of Holtec’s Safety, Security and Environment Case (SSEC) (comprising a Preliminary Safety Report, Preliminary Environment Report, Preliminary Safeguards Report, and General Security Report), the Design Reference Point (DRP) revision 1.1, and supporting documentation. 
ONR’s GDA process calls for a step-wise assessment, which increases in detail as the project progresses. The focus of my assessment in this step was towards the fundamental adequacy of the SMR-300 design and the safety report submissions and the suitability of the methodologies, approaches, codes, standards and philosophies which form the building blocks for the design and generic safety and security cases.
[bookmark: _Hlk192240831]In accordance with my assessment plan, I targeted my assessment at the aspects of the SMR-300 design that are novel, contentious, or where significant safety claims are made. My expectations were informed by UK health and safety legislation together with the relevant Approved Codes of Practice, Codes of Practice, Health and Safety Executive and relevant industry guidance. I have utilised ONR’s Safety Assessment Principles, Technical Assessment Guides and other guidance where relevant to my assessment. 
I targeted the following aspects in my assessment of the SMR-300 DRP and SSEC:
· Alignment with UK health and safety regulatory requirements	
· Adequacy of the Requesting Parties (RP) approach to effective control of significant risks during design
· Demonstrating risks are reduced as low as reasonably practicable 
Based upon my assessment, I have concluded the following:
· The RP understands the fundamental requirements of UK health and safety legislation which requires duty holders to demonstrate risks have been reduced so far as is reasonably practicable. The RP has demonstrated it has arrangements in place for the assessment of the Holtec SMR-300 design to demonstrate that risks are reduced as low as reasonably practicable (ALARP), with reference to UK health and safety legislation, and that this work is proposed to be undertaken beyond Step 2 GDA.
· The design of the Holtec SMR-300 is in phase 1 of design namely concept/feasibility. When out of Step 2 GDA the design process will move into phase 2 namely preliminary/detailed design. At the end of Step 2 GDA the RP has not been able to adequately demonstrate how early design decisions have considered the principles of prevention, and that there are no unintended consequences on nuclear site health and safety in the ongoing design. The RP had developed a design review process so has a mechanism to undertake a review of the Holtec SMR-300 design I therefore judge that this does not represent a fundamental shortfall with the design or safety case, and a regulatory observation is not required.
· The RP has demonstrated it understands the requirements of the Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015. It has confirmed it is a designer. There is further work required on this area for the non-UK based designers to ensure they understand the UK regulatory framework and the principles of prevention. The RP has provided a methodology for meeting the requirements of Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015, including ensuring those working on the project have the skills, knowledge and experience to undertake their role, and a plan for delivery out of Step 2 GDA. I therefore judge that this does not represent a fundamental shortfall with the design or safety case, and a regulatory observation is not required. 

[bookmark: _Hlk168596328]Overall, based on my step 2 assessment, I have not identified any fundamental safety shortfalls from a nuclear site health and safety perspective that would prevent ONR permissioning the construction of a power station based on the generic Holtec SMR-300 design.
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[bookmark: _Toc216178520]Introduction
This report presents the outcomes of my nuclear site health and safety (NSHS) assessment of the Holtec SMR-300 as part of Step 2 of the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) Generic Design Assessment (GDA). This assessment is based upon the information presented in version 1 of the Holtec SMR-300 Safety, Security, Safeguard, and Environmental Case (SSEC) (refs.[ (refs. [1] [2] [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] [10] [11] [12] [13] [14] [15] [16] [17] [18] [19] [20] [21] [22] [23] [24] [25] [26] [27] [28] [29] [30] [31] [32] [33] [34] [35] [36]) the Design Reference Point (DRP) (ref. [37]), and supporting documentation (ref. [38]).
Assessment was undertaken in accordance with the requirements of ONR’s management system. It follows ONR’s Risk Informed and Targeted Engagements policy (RITE) (Ref [39]), guidance on the mechanics of assessment (ref. [40]),and ONR Safety Assessment Principles (SAPs) (ref. [41], the principles detailed in the supporting Technical Assessment Guides (TAGs) (ref. [42]), and has been used as the basis for this assessment. 
Background
ONR’s GDA process (ref. [43]) calls for a step-wise assessment of the Requesting Party's (RP) submissions with the assessments increasing in detail as the project progresses. Holtec International is the RP for the GDA of the Holtec SMR-300 design. Holtec International has designated Holtec Britain Ltd to manage the GDA project, including developing the SSEC. Holtec Britain is a wholly owned UK subsidiary of Holtec International.
In October 2023 ONR, together with the Environment Agency and Natural Resources Wales (NRW), began Step 1 of the GDA for the Holtec SMR-300. Step 1, which is the preparatory part of the design assessment process and mainly associated with initiation of the project and preparation for technical assessment in later steps, was successfully completed in August 2024 (ref. [44]).
Holtec International confirmed that it only intends to complete GDA up to the end of Step 2. The output of Step 2 GDA is a GDA Statement.
Step 2 commenced in August 2024. The focus of ONR’s assessments in this step is towards the fundamental adequacy of the design and SSEC, and the suitability of the methodologies, approaches, codes, standards and philosophies which form the building blocks for the design and generic SSEC. The objective is to undertake an assessment of the design against regulatory expectations to identify any fundamental safety, security, or safeguards shortfalls that could prevent ONR granting permission for construction of a power station based on the design (ref. [43]).
Prior to the start of Step 2 I prepared a detailed assessment plan for NSHS (ref. [45]). This has formed the basis of this assessment and was also shared with the RP to maximise openness and transparency.  
This report describes one of a series of assessments which support ONR’s overall judgements at the end of Step 2 which are recorded in the Step 2 Summary Report (ref. [46]).
Scope
The assessment documented in this report is based upon the DRP and SSEC for the Holtec SMR-300 as summarised in the SSEC chapters and supporting documentation. 
The overall scope of the Holtec SMR-300 GDA is described in the PSR Part A Chapters 1 and 2 (ref. [1] [2]). The GDA scope was agreed in Step 1 although this has been modified, with agreement of the regulators, during Step 2 (ref. [47], [48]). Holtec International has indicated that it intends to complete a two-step GDA with the objective of receiving a GDA Statement from ONR, and has aligned its GDA scope with this objective. The GDA scope defines the generic plant and layout and includes all systems, structures and components that are identified as being important to safety, security and safeguards, all modes of operation, and all stages of the plant lifecycle.
My NSHS assessment scope is defined in my assessment plan (ref. [45]) which is discussed in detail in section 4.1 and includes the following topics:
Compliance with UK regulatory expectations
[bookmark: _Hlk204681409]Adequacy of RPs approach to effective control of significant risks during design
It should be noted, given that this is a fundamental assessment and the design of the Holtec SMR-300 is still developing, assessment has focussed on the application of the relevant UK health and safety legislation to the design process, and novel aspects of the design e.g. annular reservoir (AR).
The topic ‘Compliance with GB regulatory requirements’ included in my assessment plan has been rescoped during the GDA to become ‘Alignment with UK health and safety requirements’ to enable a more targeted assessment to be undertaken. 


[bookmark: _Toc216178521]Assessment standards and interfaces
For ONR, the primary goal of the GDA Step 2 assessment is to reach an independent and informed judgment on the adequacy of the design as detailed in the DRP, and the safety, security and safeguards case for the reactor technology being assessed.
ONR has a range of internal guidance to enable inspectors to undertake a proportionate and consistent assessment of such cases. This section identifies the standards which have been considered in this assessment.
This section also identifies the key interfaces with other technical topic areas.
Legislation and Standards 
1. The standards applied to the NSHS assessment were legislative requirements, specifically the Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974 being the primary piece of Great Britain’s health and safety legislation, and its supporting Regulations. These are listed in Appendix 1. These, together with the relevant Approved Codes of Practice (ACOPs), Codes of Practice (COPs), Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and relevant industry guidance formed the basis for this assessment against which the RP’s case is judged.
2. The ONR SAPs (ref. [41]) constitute the regulatory principles against which the RPs nuclear safety case is judged. Consequently, the SAPs are typically the basis for ONR’s assessment and are used for the Step 2 assessment of the Holtec SMR-300.
3. ONRs SAPs exclude consideration of site health and safety hazards associated with a nuclear facility, except where they have a direct effect on nuclear safety or radioactive waste management. The standards and criteria most relevant to NSHS are therefore legislation and standards informed from existing practices adopted on UK nuclear licensed sites. Whilst I have not explicitly referenced any SAPs within my assessment (noting their primary applicability being to nuclear safety), I have used the SAPs listed in Appendix 2 in my overall consideration of the adequacy of the RPs design at Step 2.
4. There is no TAG for NSHS and therefore the ONR guidance used in my assessment is limited to TAGs covering general assessment topics such as ALARP (ref. [49]) and mechanics of assessment (ref. [40]).
The International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safety standards (ref. [50]) are a cornerstone of the global nuclear safety and security regime. They provide a framework of fundamental principles, requirements and guidance. They are applicable, as relevant, throughout the entire lifetime of facilities and activities.
Furthermore, ONR is a member of the Western European Nuclear Regulators Association (WENRA). WENRA has developed Reference Levels (ref. [51]), which represent good practices for existing nuclear power plants, and Safety Objectives for new reactors (ref. [52]).
Integration with other assessment topics
5. I have worked closely with other topics as part of my NSHS assessment. Similarly, other assessors sought input from my assessment. These interactions are key to the success of GDA to prevent or mitigate any gaps, duplications, or inconsistencies in ONR’s assessment. 
6. The key interactions with other topic areas were:
Management for safety and quality assurance (MSQA) because this topic has covered the assessment of the RP’s management arrangements for the project (ref. [53]). This has included the RP’s design development control and design change control arrangements which has been relevant to my assessment of the RP’s approach to compliance with the Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015 (CDM 2015), duties of designers. 
Civil Engineering because this topic has considered design, construction, operation, maintenance and decommisioning of the SMR-300 (ref. [54]. This has been relevant to my assessment of the RP’s demonstration that risks to NSHS are reduced ALARP.
Fire safety as this topic during the Step 2 GDA included the progression of a design change in relation to the review of access/egress arrangements in event of an emergency. This has been relevant to my assessment as it had demonstrated the RPs application of its design challenge process to a NSHS relevant matter (ref. [55]) and the RPs approach to effective control of significant risks during design.
Use of technical support contractors
During Step 2 I have not engaged technical support contractors to support my NSHS assessment for the Holtec SMR-300.  


[bookmark: _Toc216178522]Requesting party’s submission
The RP’s principal submissions are a series of drawings and documents that make up the DRP and a series of SSEC chapters and other supporting references, which provides its preliminary safety, security, safeguards and environmental cases for the generic SMR-300 design. This section presents a summary of the SMR-300 design and safety case for NSHS. It also identifies the supporting documents submitted by the RP which have formed the basis of my NSHS of the SMR-300.
Summary of the Holtec SMR-300 design
The Holtec SMR-300 design is a Pressurised Water Reactor (PWR) with a single steam generator, including an integrated pressuriser and two Reactor Coolant Pumps (RCPs) providing forced circulation in normal operation. The target electrical power output of each SMR-300 unit is 320 Mega Watts electrical (from a thermal power of 1,050 Mega Watts thermal) with a design life of 80 years for non-replaceable components. The SMR-300 design submitted for assessment in GDA is a twin-unit design comprising two SMR-300 reactors and associated plant.
The SMR-300 is equipped with a number of supporting systems for normal operations and a range of safety measures to provide cooling, criticality control, and contain radioactivity under fault conditions. Passive safety features are preferred to active components, reflecting the RP’s design philosophy. 
The SMR-300 has a compact layout. The Reactor Pressure Vessel, which holds the fuel assemblies, the steam generator, RCPs and associated pipework, the Spent Fuel Pool (SFP) and the passive safety systems, are all held within a steel and concrete Containment Structure (CS) and a secondary steel and concrete Containment Enclosure Structure (CES). An Annular Reservoir (AR), containing a large volume of water, is located between the CS and CES. The AR is used to provide the ultimate heat sink to the passive safety systems.
The twin unit design is comprised of two separate reactors in separate containment buildings. Each reactor has dedicated normal operation systems, safety measures and SFP, however there is a single control room for the twin unit SMR-300.
The Holtec SMR-300 design has been developed by the RP based upon well-established PWR technology. The RP claims that the design of the SMR-300 is based upon the following principles:
redundant and passive engineered safety features
simplified plant design with structures designed to withstand all postulated external events
ability to mitigate design basis accidents with no operator action
ability to cope with an extended loss of all AC power for at least 72 hours
defence-in-depth approach to beyond design basis accident mitigation
highly reliable active systems to support normal plant operation
The Holtec SMR-300 SSEC considers the full design life of the plant and the future decommissioning and dismantling activities. It considers construction, maintenance and operations. Prefabrication, preassembly and modularisation are to be used to the maximum extent possible to reduce capital cost and construction time (ref. [2]).
SSEC approach and structure
The SSEC for the Holtec SMR-300 consists of the PSR, the PER, the Generic Security Report and the Preliminary Safeguards Report, along with their supporting documents. The complete set of SSEC documentation submitted for the GDA is captured within the Master Document Submission List (ref. [38]). 
The SSEC has been developed for a twin-unit reactor design to be constructed, operated, and decommissioned on any generic site that is within the bounds of the generic SMR-300 Generic Site Envelope.
The fundamental purpose of the SSEC is to demonstrate that the SMR-300 can be constructed, commissioned, operated, and decommissioned on a generic site in the United Kingdom (UK) to fulfil the future licensee’s legal duties to be safe, secure and protect people and the environment (ref. [1]). 
The SSEC and supporting documents have been prepared using the Claims Arguments Evidence concept. SSEC Chapter A3 (ref. [3]) provides a high-level route map which links the claims made throughout the SSEC to the fundamental purpose.
Summary of the requesting party’s case for nuclear site health and safety
The aspects covered by the Holtec SMR-300 safety case for NSHS can broadly be grouped under three headings which are summarised as follows:
Alignment with UK health and safety regulatory requirements 
Adequacy of RPs approach to effectively control significant risks during design
Demonstrating risks are reduced as low as reasonably practicable (ALARP)
The key claim made by the RP for NSHS set out in PSR Part B Chapter 12 (ref. [14]) is linked to Claim 2.3.5 which states NSHS (and conventional fire safety) are managed to ensure that the conventional health and safety risks, (and fire safety risks) to workers and the public are reduced so far as is reasonably practicable. 
In PSR Part B Chapter 12 the RP considers the arrangements for NSHS are demonstrated to an expected maturity appropriate at GDA Step 2. The RP supplements this chapter with the NSHS management system report (ref. [56]) and the construction design and management strategy (ref. [57]). The RP acknowledges the need to further demonstrate compliance with CDM 2015 Designer duties during the detailed design phase and subsequent phases.
Claim 2.3 states the design and safety assessment of the generic Holtec SMR-300 considers the entire reactor lifecycle. The construction and commissioning of the SMR-300 is set out in PSR Part B Chapter 25 (ref. [27]) and linked to Claim 2.3.6. which states appropriate arrangements are developed to safely manage people and plant during the construction and commissioning of the generic Holtec SMR-300.
The RP describes the proposed arrangements to safely manage people and plant during construction and commissioning, and the RP states that they feel these are demonstrated to an expected maturity appropriate at GDA Step 2. (ref. [27]). 
The RP acknowledges that construction considerations must consider the full life cycle of a SMR-300 plant and the future decommissioning and dismantling activities. The RP states in PSR Part B Chapter 26 (ref. [28]) that the methods employed for construction and commissioning of the plant will influence the strategy applied to decommissioning the plant.
1.1.1. [bookmark: _Hlk207118953]Alignment with UK health and safety regulatory requirements
PSR Part A Chapter 2 ‘General Design Aspects and Site Characteristics’ (ref. [2]) provides an overall summary of the codes and standards and RGP used in the design of the SMR-300 to support Claim 1.2 which states the generic SMR-300 design is developing to ensure compliance with UK nuclear safety and design principles while minimising the impact on the design stability of the global fleet.
The Part B PSR Chapters provide the evidence relevant to each topic area including as appropriate the relevant health and safety legislation. 
For example; 
PSR Part B Chapter 6 Electrical Engineering describes the UK statutory requirements that will be considered during future design stages including the Electricity at Work Regulations 1989 and the Dangerous Substances and Explosive Atmosphere Regulations 2002 to align with Claim 2.2.7.1 which states electrical structure, systems and components (SSC) are designed using appropriate Codes and Standards.
PSR Part B Chapter 9 Description of Operational Aspects and Conduct of Operations (ref. [11]) makes reference to all lifting activities (in the UK) required within the generic SMR-300 facility and site will comply with the Lifting Operations and Lifting Equipment Regulations 1998 and the Provision of Use of Work Equipment Regulations 1998 to align with Claim 2.3.1 which states appropriate arrangements to safely manage people and plant during operation of the generic Holtec SMR-300 are suitably mature.
PSR Part B Chapter 12 Nuclear Site Health and Safety and Conventional Fire Safety, Chapter 20 Civil Engineering, Chapter 25 Construction and Commissioning Approach and Chapter 26 Decommissioning Approach all have some reference to the need to be cognisant of the requirements of CDM 2015.
In PSR Part B Chapter 10 Radiological Protection (ref. [12]) the RP acknowledges there are differences in US and UK radiological protection legislation namely the Ionising Radiation Regulations 2017 (IRR 2017) and the equivalent US legislation. The RP provides evidence that the design is either already compliant or capable of demonstrating compliance with IRR 2017. ONR’s assessment of the RPs compliance with IRR 2017 can be found in the Step 2 Assessment of Radiological Protection (ref. [58]). 
In PER Chapter 4 Conventional Impact Assessment (ref [34]) the RP acknowledges the requirements of The Control of Major Accident Hazards Regulations 2015 (COMAH 2015) and the requirement to identify where the dangerous substances to be used within the establishment will be above the qualifying thresholds.
[bookmark: _Hlk204681461]Adequacy of RPs approach to effective control of significant risks during design
7. The generic SMR-300 design has been developed against US Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) requirements. The procedure detailing the framework for design control is contained in a Holtec International document, HPP-8002-1010 (ref. [59]). The design reference point (DRP) for the generic SMR-300 is presented in PSR Part A Chapter 2 (ref. [2]). The design management procedure (ref. [60]) allows for the generic SMR-300 design to the modified to address UK legislative requirements. The RP states in Claim 2.3.5.1. that the generic Holtec SMR-300 is designed such that NSHS risk is demonstrated to be reduced so far as is reasonably practicable (SFAIRP) using the hierarchy of risk control throughout the plant lifecycle.
The generic SMR-300 design development process is discussed in PSR Part A Chapter 4 Lifecycle Management of Safety and Quality Assurance (ref. [4]). The RP considers this supports Claim 1.4 that Holtec has appropriate integrated project, quality, design and safety management arrangements to deliver a UK SMR-300 which is demonstrably safe and secure, protecting people and the environment throughout its lifecycle. 
8. During the GDA process, prospective design changes to the DRP are managed through the process described in HPP-3295-0017 Design Management (ref. [60]). Design challenges and prospective design changes which are progressed through the design management process are discussed in the relevant PSR chapters, with GDA commitments raised as appropriate, where there is either further work required to resolve the challenge, or a potential design change has been identified. Commitments are captured within the commitments, assumptions and requirements register (ref. [61]).
1.1.2. Demonstrating risks are reduced ALARP 
For the purposes of this assessment ALARP and SFAIRP shall have the same meaning. ONR’s guidance on the duty to reduce risks to ALARP is contained within (Ref. [49]). This guidance states the expectation that dutyholders take all reasonably practicable steps to reduce risks to levels that are ALARP. This is achieved through demonstrating compliance with UK legislative requirements and RGP and through the assessment of further options to reduce risk. For NSHS, the RP has presented the legislation and guidance which they propose as RGP. Their assessment of design options is limited and is awaiting the development of a formal design risk management process.
PSR Chapter A Part 5 Summary of ALARP (ref. [5]) presents the ALARP principle with the following tests:
Ensuring that legislative/regulatory requirements are complied with.
Justification of the claim that the design follows RGP and that it has been used in the development of the design.
Assessment of the Tolerability of Risk through comparison with the nine numerical Targets in ONR’s SAPs, demonstrating that the risk is at least in the tolerable region and meets Basic Safety Levels. Options should only be disregarded if the sacrifice is grossly disproportionate to the benefits gained.
The RP’s Claim 2.4 states that the risk to workers and the public is tolerable and is as low as is reasonably practicable, for the design, construction, commissioning, operation and decommissioning of the Generic Holtec SMR-300. The RP proposed to address any areas where legislative requirements are not met via their design challenge process. Where design challenges cannot be closed within Step 2, GDA commitments will be raised to ensure closeout beyond GDA.
The RP states that where innovative design solutions have been incorporated in the design, these have been developed with the aim of reducing complexity, improving passive safety, increasing reliability or provision of improved defence in depth. One of these, the annular reservoir, has several GDA commitments related to it including ones in the topic area of reactor chemistry which relate to the chemistry/coating and examination, inspection, maintenance and testing (EIMT) arrangements and civil engineering which relate to the construction, maintenance and deconstruction of the structure. 
The RP proposes to assess departures from UK legislative requirements in later stages of the project. The RP has not provided any detail regarding this work but the overarching process, referred to as design stability process, is described within PSR Chapter A Part 5, the RP’s ALARP guidance document (ref. [62]), and design stability toolkit (ref. [63]).
The RP’s Claim 2.3.5 states that NSHS and conventional fire safety are managed to ensure that the conventional health and safety risks, and fire safety risks to workers and the public are reduced so far as is reasonably practicable. The RP states that NSHS is assessed qualitatively and relies on the competency of individuals and organisations to judge the level of risk that is ALARP. 
In PSR Part A Chapter 5 Summary of ALARP (ref. [5]) the RP sets out the evidence that Claim 2.3.5 is fully met at a maturity appropriate for PSR V1 contingent on closure of the following GDA commitment:
“C_NSHS_116: Organisational and procedural arrangements are required for the UK deployment of an SMR-300 to demonstrate compliance with CDM 2015 Designer duties during the Detailed Design phase and subsequent phases. A commitment is raised to ensure compliance with CDM 2015 Designers' Duties throughout the UK SMR-300 project lifecycle. Target for Resolution – Commencement of the UK Detailed Design Phase”.
Basis of assessment: requesting party’s documentation
The principal documents that have formed the basis of my NSHS assessment are:
· Holtec SMR-300 GDA PSR PART B Chapter 12 Nuclear Site Health and Safety and Conventional Fire Safety (ref. [14]).
· Holtec SMR-300 - Nuclear Site Health and Safety Management System Report (ref. [56]).
· Holtec SMR-300 - Holtec Britain CDM Strategy (ref. [57]).
· Holtec SMR GDA PSR PART B Chapter 25 Construction and Commissioning (ref. [27]).
· Holtec SMR GDA PSR PART B Chapter 26 Decommissioning Approach (ref. [28]).
· Holtec SMR GDA PER Chapter 4 Conventional Impact Assessment (ref. [34]).
· Holtec SMR-300 – Design Management HPP-3295-0017 (ref. [60]).


[bookmark: _Toc216178523]ONR assessment
Assessment strategy
My assessment strategy for GDA Step 2 was set out in my assessment plan (ref. [45]) and agreed with the RP at the end of Step 1. This plan focussed on areas where the RPs plans and arrangements for NSHS were novel, contentious, or where there are differences between UK and US regulatory regimes, against which I would seek evidence-based confidence that the Holtec SMR-300 is fundamentally safe to build, operate and decommission in the UK. 
The scope of my assessment is outlined in Section 1.2, and this has not deviated in Step 2. I have assessed the adequacy of the claims, sub-claims and arguments presented by the RP. The status of each of the areas of my assessment is summarised below.
Compliance with UK health and safety regulatory expectations
I intended to assess the adequacy of the RP’s compliance with UK health and safety regulatory expectations. I could not undertake the level of assessment I had expected when the assessment plan was written at the end of Step 1. 
The generic Holtec SMR-300 was one of several small modular reactor (SMR) designs being considered by Great British Energy - Nuclear (GBE-N) to deliver the government's long-term nuclear programme. During this GDA GBE-N administered a competitive process to select the SMR technology to be built by GBE-N. In June 2025 GBE-N announced that Rolls-Royce SMR had been selected as the preferred bidder to build the country’s first SMR. My assessment of compliance with the Part 2 Client duties and Part 3 Health and safety duties and roles requirements of CDM 2015 was limited due to the lack of regulatory precedence for the application of CDM 2015 to a competitive process where GBE-N would have been the client and provided the development site had the RP been the successful bidder. This is discussed further in section 4.2.1.1. 
In September 2025 Holtec announced plans to construct the SMR-300 in GB at Cottam in Nottinghamshire. At present Holtec does not intend to commence with a Step 3 GDA, instead it plans to apply for a site license and develop a site specific design and SSEC for Cottam. ONR will continue to engage with Holtec as it prepares its design, SSEC, and site license application.
My assessment of compliance with other UK health and safety legislation was limited due to the stage of development of the design, during Step 2 the RP has been within a concept/feasibility phase (ref. [4]) of the project, which has limited the evidence available for regulatory assessment. However, I was able to assess the RPs methodologies and arrangements for compliance with UK health and safety regulatory expectations to the level of a Step 2 fundamental assessment.
Adequacy of RPs approach to effective control of significant risks during design
I intended to assess the RP’s approach to effective control of significant risks during design. I could not undertake the level of assessment I had expected when the assessment plan was written at the end of Step 1. This is discussed further in section 4.2.3.2. I was able to assess the adequacy of the RP’s approach to effective control of significant risks during design to the level of a Step 2 fundamental assessment.
1.1.3. Demonstrating risks are reduced ALARP 
I intended to assess the RP’s justification that NSHS is managed to ensure that the conventional health and safety risks to workers and the public are reduced so far as is reasonably practicable. I could not undertake the level of assessment I had expected when the assessment plan was written at the end of Step 1.
PSR Part A, Chapter 5 (ref. [5]) sets out the design development and consideration of ALARP for future stages of the design as it develops. The information about historical design development is limited and focused on nuclear safety as evidenced by position papers (Ref. [5] – table 2.). 
I was able to assess the adequacy of the RPs approach, if not the evidence of application, to demonstrating risks are reduced ALARP to a level of a Step 2 fundamental assessment. 
Assessment
Compliance with UK health and safety legislative requirements
The RP needs to demonstrate compliance with UK health and safety legislative requirements. 
The RP has identified the relevant UK health and safety legislation and RGP it has considered to produce the SMR-300 SSEC in readiness for the detailed design stage (ref. [14]) which are listed in Table 1. I judge these are appropriate for a fundamental assessment.
[bookmark: _Ref205197736]Table 1 – Legislation and guidance used by the RP during GDA 
	Title
	Label

	Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974
	N/A

	Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015
	N/A

	Management of Health and Safety at work Regulations 1999
	N/A

	Managing for Health and Safety Health and Safety Guidance
	HSG 65

	Managing health and safety in construction: Construction (Design and Management) Regulations. Guidance on Regulations 
	L153



The RP has identified a wider suite of UK health and safety legislation that it will use during design risk reviews. This work has not commenced and is out of scope of the GDA. 
There are aspects of the design that will need to be evidenced at future project stages for appropriate regulatory assessment for example, the RPs compliance with the Confined Spaces Regulations 1997 in relation to the access to the annular reservoir for EIMT, the application of work at height hierarchy in the design of the reactor set out in the Work at Height Regulations 2005, and the application of safe isolations in relation to EIMT activities required by the Provision and Use of Work Equipment Regulations 1998  and or Control of Substances Hazardous to Health Regulations 2002. 
The RP has acknowledged that further work is required and has raised a GDA commitment to review and incorporate UK RGP where practicable, and to incorporate UK legislation such as LOLER and PUWER, and CDM arrangements, into the design of UK SMR-300 lifting equipment (ref. [21]).
The information that has been submitted on this area is proportionate for this GDA. If the RP continues to develop the SSEC on the basis described, I consider it likely the final design will be compliant with UK regulatory requirements and expectations. ONR will assess the final design and SSEC in future activities. 
The UK legislative requirements that are directly applicable for Step 2 GDA are discussed in more detail below.
Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015
[bookmark: _Hlk208130204]My assessment has focussed on how the RP is complying with its duties under CDM 2015, this has focussed on ensuring the RP is aware of their duties and verifying that the arrangements are in place to ensure the general principles of prevention has been applied to managing risks identified in the design, this is covered in section 4.2.2. My assessment has considered the HSE guidance L153 Managing health and safety in construction (ref. [64]). CDM 2015 places legal duties and requirements on organisations and individuals who undertake specific roles (for example, clients, designers, principal designers, principal contractors, contractors and workers) for the management of health, safety and welfare in relation to construction projects. CDM 2015 applies to all construction projects in Great Britain (GB), from concept to completion which includes, but is not limited to design, new build, demolition, modifications, refurbishments, extensions, conversions, repair, and maintenance of a building and/or a civil structure. It also has implications for designs prepared outside of UK, which is an important consideration during the GDA process for new nuclear power stations (ref. [65]). 
Client duties
Holtec International is undertaking Steps 1 and 2 of the GDA process. The RP for the GDA is Holtec International, with the GDA managed by Holtec Britain Ltd, the UK subsidiary of Holtec International (ref. [1]). 
CDM 2015 defines a client as anyone for whom a construction project is carried out. In any project there may be more than one client. Due to the nature of the GBE-N exercise, no (credible) client (or clients) have been identified during Steps 1 and 2 of the GDA process. A client will need to be identified by Holtec International, EDF UK and Tritax Management, if the proposal to develop the SMR-300 proceeds at Cottam in Nottinghamshire.
Designer duties
CDM 2015 designer’s duties apply as soon as designs, which may be used in construction work in Great Britain, are started. This includes concept design, competitions, bids for grants, modification of existing designs and relevant work carried out as part of feasibility studies. It does not matter whether planning permission or funds have been secured (ref. [64]).
The design for the generic SMR-300 originated in Holtec International and thus, Holtec International has the ultimate authority over the proposed design and associated design decisions. The RP has confirmed it holds the duties of designers, Regulation 9 of CDM 2015. The RP has confirmed it understands the requirements for designs prepared or modified outside Great Britain, Regulation 10 of CDM 2015. 
Other appointments under CDM 2015
The RP states that other appointments under CDM 2015 are the responsibility of the future licensee and operator (ref. [14]).
The client (or clients) will need to be defined if the project progresses further. If the RP was to fulfil the client role, they would need to demonstrate they have suitable and sufficient arrangements in place for managing the new build project including the allocation of sufficient time and resources.
I judge that the information presented by the RP on the topic of appointments under CDM 2015 is adequate and proportionate at GDA Step 2. The RP (ref [14]) acknowledges the legal requirements of CDM 2015 for a design prepared or modified outside Great Britain. The RP is aware of the requirements of CDM 2015 beyond the GDA process and has in place a CDM Strategy (ref. [57]) which is discussed further in Section 4.2.2.
Control of Major Accident Hazards Regulations 2015
My assessment has focussed on how the RP has shown the design of the generic SMR-300 will enable a future operator to demonstrate that all measures necessary have been taken to prevent major accidents and limit their consequences for human health and the environment. This has been assessed in line with HSE guidance L111 The control of major accident regulations 2015 (ref [66]).
The regulations state that prevention should be considered in a hierarchy based on the principles of reducing risk to a level ALARP. The ideal should always be to avoid a risk altogether.
My assessment was limited as the chemical inventory for the design of the generic SMR-300 is still in the early stage of design development, with no fixed chemical inventory produced/defined. 
The RP presents its understanding of the requirements of COMAH 2015 in its COMAH screening assessment (ref. [67]). The hazardous substance impacting the notification requirement – lower or upper tier – is hydrazine. The RP states that the quantity and concentration to be used is yet to be finalised, as it will be site specific and could range from 35% to 5% determined.
The RP states (ref [34]) that early estimations (based on assumptions and information from the Holtec Palisades SMR-300 design) indicate that the generic SMR-300 is very likely to a be lower tier COMAH facility, based on the presence of hydrazine.
I judge that the approach described by the RP demonstrates an appropriate level of understanding of the requirements of COMAH 2015. The RP identified future work on minimising the risk of major accidents will be undertaken as the maturity of the SMR-300 develops, namely CIA-10 Optioneering on concentration of hydrazine, will include consideration of site-specific environmental parameters, as well as all other relevant design considerations (safety, security, cost, feasibility and programme). 
The absence of a final design regarding the COMAH 2015 status is not a fundamental shortfall. This matter is something that the regulators (ONR and the Environment Agency and/or NRW) will assess in future activities with the expectation that chemical inventory does not exceed lower tier thresholds, to align with COMAH status of existing nuclear facilities.
Summary of RPs compliance with UK health and safety legislative requirements
My overall judgement regarding the RP’s compliance with UK health and safety legislative requirements sampled in this assessment is that there are no fundamental shortfalls against the CDM 2015 and COMAH 2015 regulations. I was unable to assess a wide range of UK health and safety legislative requirements, in particular known legislative differences between UK and US regarding working at height and machinery guarding, due to the design still being at preliminary/concept phase. The RP has acknowledged this and has two commitments (C_MSQA_107 and C_MSQA_108) (Ref. [5]) covering the design risk review process which will include consideration of UK health and safety legislative requirements. I am content that this will be addressed as part of ongoing design developments post GDA.
Adequacy of RPs approach to effective control of significant risks during design
My assessment of the RPs approach to effectively control of significant risks reflects that the SMR-300 design has been developed in the US, by a specific project team with a view to build the first-of-a-kind (FOAK) SMR-300 in the US. The RP states it plans to take advantage of the FOAK SMR-300 reference plant licencing process and will make only necessary adaptations to the design to support licensing within the UK (ref. [4]). My assessment has also been limited to ‘preliminary design’ aspects of the RPs SMR-300 through-life safety case strategy because the other aspects
Detailed design and assessment,
Construction/manufacture, 
Inactive/active Commissioning, 
Operations/plant/EIMT, and
Decommissioning. 
have not been developed and is out of scope for Step 2 GDA. The assessment of the through-life safety case strategy is contained within the Step 2 Assessment of Management for Safety and Quality Assurance (ref. [53]). 
The Holtec SMR-300 is based on the Palisades design, which is a US design under development. The Holtec International standard design process is in the process of review and update to address the detailed design and assessment phase of the SMR-300 (ref. [4]), phase 2 below. The RP set out its design safety management plan (DSMP) within the safety management system report (ref. [56]) to describe health and safety arrangements for the detailed design phase, and for design activities in subsequent phases;
Phase 1 – GDA Step 1 / 2 – Concept/feasibility,
Phase 2 – Preliminary/detailed design DSMP,
Phase 3 – Construction/manufacture,
Phase 4 – Inactive/active commissioning,
Phase 5 – Operations/plant EIMT, and
Phase 6 – Decommissioning.
I judge this approach demonstrates a systematic approach to developing the SMR-300 design. It should be noted that all the work that had been proposed in the CDM strategy for phase 1 (ref. [57]) was not completed during the GDA Step 2. This included the assessment of the Holtec International standard design process and the HI constructability, operability, maintainability and safety process. It also did not provide CDM 2015 training to the US Holtec International SMR-300 design teams. 
These deviations from the plan do not represent fundamental shortfalls as they are recoverable activities at this stage of the design. I am content that these will be addressed as part of the ongoing SSEC development post GDA and they are referenced in the design safety management plan. ONR will assess the final design and SSEC in future activities. 
Design safety management arrangements 
I have undertaken my assessment with reference to the Holtec SMR-300 GDA design reference point (DRP) (ref. [37]). In my NSHS assessment I looked for a demonstration that NSHS risks have been addressed at the design stage. This is because the RP as a designer has a strong influence during the concept and feasibility stage of a project. The earliest decisions can fundamentally affect the health and safety of those who will construct, maintain, repair, clean, refurbish and ultimately demolish the SMR-300. The GDA design reference point for the SMR-300 has been principally designed to US codes and standards, which the RP states “could result in potential design risks for UK deployment due to differences between US and UK regulatory requirements”.
I have not assessed the design safety management arrangements for the UK deployment of the SMR-300 as they have not yet been developed nor have I assessed the arrangements implemented for the Palisades design as this is out of scope of this GDA. Therefore, I have not been able to assess the extent of the application of the ‘general principles of prevention’ to any risk assessment undertaken during the design development. The general principles of prevention are a requirement of the Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999 and apply to all industries. Within the construction context they provide a framework to identify and implement measures to controls risks on a construction project. The general principles of prevention are to:
a) Avoid risks;
b) Evaluate the risks which cannot be avoided;
c) Combat risks at source;
d) Adapt the work to the individual;
e) Adapt to technical progress;
f) Replace the dangerous by non-dangerous or the less dangerous;
g) Develop a coherent overall prevention policy;
h) Give collective protection measures priority over individual protective measures; and
i) Give appropriate instructions to employees.
The RP has stated in RQ-01611 that it does not have a comprehensive set of designer’s risk assessments as these are out of scope of Step 2 GDA stating that its strategy for dealing with design safety risk reviews is set out in the CDM strategy (ref. [57]). Therefore, I have not been able to form a judgement on the adequacy of the SMR-300 design or safety case for compliance with the designer duties in CDM 2015 due to the lack of information provided. Given the importance of addressing health and safety matters from the very start of the design process, and Holtec’s single fleet design aspirations, I consider that the RP should have had evidence of risk assessments from the work undertaken to produce the Palisades design. I judge this inability of the RP, as a designer under CDM 2015, to provide evidence of how they have applied the principles of prevention to the SMR-300 design is a shortfall in relation to compliance with CDM 2015. Noting the early stage of design and the updated arrangements the RP is developing which are captured by two commitments (C_MSQA_107 and C_MSQA_108) (Ref. [5]) which cover the design risk review process I am content this will be addressed as part of the ongoing design development and reviews post GDA.
I have, as part of my assessment, seen evidence that the RP is developing a formal process for managing changes to the SMR-300 design (ref. [60]) that are identified to ensure the design meets UK regulatory expectations.
The RP’s process involves several phases/gates; 
Initiation, design stability (UK), 
Design challenge (UK), 
Design decision (US), and
Prospective design change (UK). 
The design stability (UK) phase includes a mechanism to record any shortfalls in compliance with UK specific legal duties as design risks on the risk register. Design risks are subject to prioritisation with risk significance and challenge type defined, this includes consideration of ‘Conventional Safety’ with associated guidance which aligns four levels of significance to health and safety consequences, for example 
High equates to ‘Disastrous – multiple fatalities, and 
Low equates to ‘Substantial – multiple injury/health effect/multiple reportable cases/minor injuries. 
I have not been able to come to any judgement about the adequacy of the process described as it has not been implemented as part of the 2 step GDA. The process does describe a systematic approach to risk assessment and provides a scoring scale, and if applied to the SMR-300 design it would likely meet the regulatory requirements to ensure, so far as it reasonably practicable, the project is carried out without risks to health and safety, as required by CDM 2015. 
The RP has also provided guidance to support the process for managing changes, this is presented in the design stability toolkit (ref. [63]), which describes the approach to be taken regarding design stability. The guidance includes reference to the need to demonstrate compliance with UK health and safety legal duties. It only references the Dangerous Substances and Explosives Atmosphere Regulations 2002 but does caveat that this is a non-exhaustive list. I judge that the arrangements as described for the review of the design to meet UK regulatory expectations are adequate.
I have as part of my assessment seen evidence of the progression of an identified design risk through the design challenge process. Although fundamentally a fire safety design risk, the conventional fire design challenge paper (ref. [55]), did demonstrate the application of the hierarchy of control detailed in the Work at Height 2005/Workplace (Health, Safety and Welfare) Regulations 1992 to reduce risk. The design acceptance committee endorsed a change to the design, as a fire mitigation measure, to incorporate the addition of two spiral stairs in the containment structure instead of the fixed ladders as described in the DRP. I judge this a positive improvement on the design and would expect that the SMR-300 design will be reviewed with a mind to the principles of prevention when the design moves into phase 2 - preliminary/detailed design DSMP. 
I have as part of my assessment seen evidence of the consideration of NSHS risks within the containment structure design challenge (DC) paper (ref. [68]). The paper acknowledged that the change proposed would increase the complexity of the construction. It also justifies the change as a beneficial change in that containment structure volume will increase thus making operational and EIMT activities easier, and reduced construction hazards due to less welding and post-weld heat treatment. It is positive that the RP has acknowledged the potential NSHS implications of this engineering change, I have been able to make limited assessment of the robustness of the arrangements to ensure this occurs, I judge the arrangements appropriate for a fundamental assessment. 
I judge that the shortfalls in the demonstration of decision making in the original design do not represent fundamental shortfalls, and the RP has acknowledged that risk reduction at the design stage, rather than via post-decision reviews will mitigate the need for expensive design changes for UK deployment (ref. [68]). 
I have not identified any shortfalls in the proposed design safety management arrangements, if the RP continues to develop the arrangements as described. I judge they are appropriate for a fundamental assessment.  
Skills, knowledge and experience, and organisational capability
An effective design process relies on designers and those involved in the design review and design control processes to be able to identify hazards and apply the principles of prevention to reduce risk ALARP to ensure the design develops with a focus on risk elimination during the early (concept/feasibility/preliminary) design stages. CDM 2015 requires those making design decisions should have the skills, knowledge and experience to fulfil their role (ref. [64]), this includes consideration and application of the principles of prevention to hazards considered during the design process.
I judge from my engagements with the Holtec Britain GDA organisation representatives primarily the NSHS personnel that they had requisite expertise, they provided input on NSHS into the fire safety DC paper (ref. [55]) and containment structure DC paper (ref. [68]).
I have not been able to come to a judgement on the skills, knowledge, experience of the US based personnel. The training that was proposed to be delivered to them on the requirements of CDM 2015, and thus the application of the principles of prevention was not delivered during the Step 2 GDA (Phase 1 – concept/feasibility). 
The RP has acknowledged that further work is required and has raised a GDA commitment to produce organisational and procedural arrangements to demonstrate compliance with CDM 2015 designer duties during future stages of the project (ref. [14]).  
This deviation from the plan does not represent a fundamental shortfall as this is a recoverable activity at this stage of the design. I am content that this will be addressed as part of the ongoing SSEC development post GDA. ONR will assess the final design and SSEC in future activities. 
Application of principles of prevention to the design
The design for the SMR-300 is based upon the Palisades new nuclear reactor design. The design work was undertaken in the US by a small team in Holtec International. The RP has evidence in the form of position papers undertaken in the early design stages of the SMR-160, which they state are relevant to the SMR-300 design that cover innovative areas of the design. I have not seen evidence that demonstrates that the principles of prevention for NSHS had been formally applied during the design development in the US. 
One of the areas of novelty in the design is the AR, a decision paper was produced (ref. [69]) on the chemistry of the AR make-up water and this included the reference of the inspection requirements of the AR.  The scenarios identified included the ability for persons to enter the AR airspace and the ability for a diver to enter the AR liquid space. I have not seen any evidence that the health and safety of workers has been considered in these activities or any proposed activities associated with EIMT arrangements for any protective coatings that may be applied to the CES and CS that form the boundary walls for the annular reservoir. 
I was able to assess the RPs proposals for evaluating the SMR-300 design beyond the Step 2 of GDA. The RP provided information about the planned design risk review process to be undertaken in phase 2 – preliminary/detailed design. The NSHS safety management submission (ref. [56]) included example ‘trigger’ questions that would be used when reviewing design hazards and risk during design risk reviews. The examples provided covered work at height, confined spaces, lifting operations, vehicle movements, structural stability and decommissioning/deconstruction. I judge this list to be adequate for safety hazards but further work will be required to develop these further to consider key procedures, products and processes that should be eliminated (red lists), eliminated or reduced as far is as reasonably practicable (amber lists) or positively encouraged (green lists) (Ref. [70]) and the addition of the consideration of occupational health hazards for example including, but not limited to, noise, vibration, dust, manual handling. 
I judge the submission adequate for a fundamental assessment and do not identify any fundamental shortfalls. I have identified that this aspect does not fully align with the requirements of Regulation 12(2) of CDM 2015 – work involving particular risks or fully reflect industry guidance. I consider this is something that the RP will be able to address as the design progresses. ONR will assess the final design and SSEC in future activities. 
Demonstrating risks are reduced ALARP 
The requirement for the RP to demonstrate that risks have been reduced ALARP is fundamental to UK health and safety legislation. The demonstration of ALARP in GDA requires the RP to evaluate the risks and to consider whether it would be reasonably practicable to implement further safety measures beyond their extant design or initial proposals for design improvement.
The RP has presented via their PSR a case for demonstrating ALARP which is adequate for a fundamental assessment. Due to the design being at an early stage, I judge there are gaps in the demonstration that NSHS risks, as well as nuclear safety requirements, have been reduced to so far as is reasonably practicable.
I judge the submission is adequate for a fundamental assessment and does not identify any fundamental shortfalls. The submissions provided in Step 2 do not adequately demonstrate how the early design decisions, including justification of initial design, have been assessed to ensure they apply the principles of prevention and do not have unintended consequences on NSHS in the ongoing design. The RP will need to undertake further work to demonstrate that risks are reduced ALARP in the future SMR-300 design work by applying the principles of prevention as discussed in 4.2.2.3., and ensuring that those engaged in this work have the appropriate skills, knowledge and experience, and the RP has the relevant organisational capability as discussed in section 4.2.2.2. I am content that this will be addressed as part of the ongoing SSEC development post GDA and through the progression of the commitments (ref. [5]). ONR will assess the final design and SSEC in future activities. 


[bookmark: _Toc216178524]Conclusions
Conclusions
9. This report presents the Step 2 NSHS assessment for the GDA of the Holtec SMR-300 design. The focus of my assessment in this Step was towards the fundamental adequacy of the design and safety case. I have assessed the SSEC, SMR-300 design, and relevant supporting documentation provided by the RP to form my judgements. I targeted my assessment, in accordance with my assessment plan (ref. [45]), at the aspects of the SMR-300 design that are novel, contentious, or where significant safety claims are made. My expectations were informed by UK health and safety legislation together with the relevant ACOPs, COPs, HSE and relevant industry guidance. I have utilised ONR’s SAPs, TAGs and other guidance where relevant to my assessment. 
Based on my assessment, I have concluded the following:
The RP understands the fundamental requirements of UK health and safety legislation which requires duty holders to demonstrate risks have been reduced so far as is reasonably practicable. The RP has demonstrated it has arrangements in place for the assessment of the Holtec SMR-300 design to demonstrate that risks are reduced as low as reasonably practicable (ALARP), with reference to UK health and safety legislation, and that this work is proposed to be undertaken beyond Step 2 GDA.
The design of the Holtec SMR-300 is in the phase 1 of design namely concept/feasibility. When out of Step 2 GDA the design process will move into phase 2 namely preliminary/detailed design. At the end of Step 2 GDA the RP has not been able to adequately demonstrate how early design decisions have considered the principles of prevention, and that there are no unintended consequences on NSHS in the ongoing design. The RP had developed a design review process so has a mechanism to undertake a review of the Holtec SMR-300 design I therefore judge that this does not represent a fundamental shortfall with the design or safety case, and a regulatory observation is not required.
The RP has demonstrated it understands the requirements of the Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015. It has confirmed it is a designer. There is further work required on this area for the non-UK based designers to ensure they understand the UK regulatory framework and the principles of prevention. The RP has provided a methodology for meeting the requirements of Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015, including ensuring those working on the project have the skills, knowledge and experience to undertake their role, and a plan for delivery out of Step 2 GDA. I therefore judge that this does not represent a fundamental shortfall with the design or safety case, and a regulatory observation is not required. 
Overall, based on my assessment to date, and subject to the provision and assessment of suitable and sufficient supporting evidence, I have not identified any fundamental safety shortfalls that could prevent ONR granting permission for construction of a power station based on the generic Holtec SMR-300 design.
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	Title

	

	The Health and Safety at Work etc. Act 1974

	Management of Health and Safety at Work Regulations 1999

	The Construction (Design and Management) Regulations 2015

	The Control of Major Accident Hazards Regulations 2015

	

	Relevant Health and Safety Executive published guidance
HSG 65 Managing for health and safety
L153 Managing health and safety in construction. Construction (Design and Management) Regulation 2015. Guidance on Regulations
L111 A guide to the Control of Major Accident Hazards (COMAH) Regulations 2015 
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Whilst I have not explicitly referenced any safety assessment principals (SAPs) within my assessment (noting their primary applicability being to nuclear safety), I have used the SAPs listed below in my overall consideration of the adequacy of the RPs design at Step 2.
	SAP reference
	SAP title

	FP.4
	Fundamental principles – Safety assessment

	MS.4
	Leadership and management for safety - Learning

	SC.3
	The regulatory assessment of safety cases – Lifecycle aspects

	SC.4
	The regulatory assessment of safety cases – Safety case characteristics

	ECE.25
	Engineering principles: civil engineering: design – Provision for construction

	ECE.26
	Engineering principles: civil engineering: design – Provision for decommissioning
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