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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

This was the tenth meeting of the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’s (NDA’s) National
Stakeholder Group (NSG) and was held over two days, 17-18 March 2010 at the Lowry Hotel
in Manchester. A list of attendees can be viewed at Appendix 1. A number of briefing papers
were circulated in advance of the meeting. These papers can be viewed on the NDA website at
http://www.nda.gov.uk/news/events/nsg-mar-10.cfm

The NSG is a forum set up by the NDA to discuss and receive stakeholder input on strategic
issues at the national level. The NSG is open to national and international organisations that
have a declared interest in the work of the NDA. Operating under the sponsorship of the NDA,
the NSG meetings are independently convened and facilitated. The role of the facilitation team
is to guide the meeting process and enable stakeholders to get the most from it. At the tenth
NSG meeting (NSG10), this role was undertaken by The Environment Council (TEC). For
further information about the NDA and its stakeholders please refer to the NDA website.

The meeting was introduced by Mike King, TEC’s lead facilitator. Stakeholders were welcomed
to the event and Mike introduced its purpose and objectives. The programme for the two days
was set out and is captured within the content of this report. Mike advised that, in response to
previous stakeholder feedback, the design of the meeting aimed to enable stakeholders to
attend all the available sessions during the event, including all breakouts. Finally there was a
reminder of the ground rules for the meeting.

SECTION 2: DAY 1, 17 MARCH

1. Scene Setting

Mike King outlined that, for more than a year, the stakeholders at the NSG had been
helping the NDA develop the next version of its Strategy. NSG10 had been scheduled
at a critical point in this process, giving stakeholders a final chance to input into the
NDA'’s thinking before the Draft Strategy Il document is prepared for public
consultation. Most of the agenda time would therefore be focused on the key strategic
themes that provide the NDA with its biggest challenges. The meeting programme was
designed to ensure that while most time would be spent on these key issues there
would still be opportunities to review and feedback on all aspects of the emerging
strategy. The NDA'’s intention is that there should be no surprises to stakeholders when
the draft Strategy Il is published.

The specific objectives for NSG10 were:

e Updating stakeholders on the development of Strategy Il

e Sharing the strategic challenges and ensuring stakeholders understand the Strategy
at a theme level

e Providing stakeholders with a ‘pre consultation’ opportunity to provide feedback on
the Strategic Theme strategies.

e Giving stakeholders the opportunity to help the NDA refine the consultation.

2. NDA Chief Executive Officer’s Opening Remarks and Update
The meeting was formally opened by the NDA’s Chief Executive Officer (CEO), Tony

Fountain. Tony began the meeting by thanking stakeholders for taking the time to join
the NSG and acknowledged that the NDA was very privileged to have them present.
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Tony Fountain affirmed that the key topics to go under discussion at the tenth NSG
were three of the strategic themes: Integrated Waste Management, Site Restoration
and Spent Fuel. The CEO noted that the NDA had been working on the Strategy for a
number of years alongside input from stakeholders and he urged stakeholders to fully
participate during the sessions and to express exactly what was on their minds to make
the most of the NSG.

Tony proposed to cover three topics in his opening address and to pick out some
highlights from activities across the estate, observing that this by its nature would be
partial to some degree. Tony also proposed to update stakeholders on the Public Value
Programme (PVP) on which there had been a presentation at the previous NSG. The
CEO also intended to talk about his intentions for the NDA’s future direction in being
more effective and driving performance and delivery.

Performance and highlights were covered first, starting with safety: Tony thanked Mark
Lesinski, Managing Director at Magnox South for his leadership in achieving a million
man hours without incident through engagement of the unions and workforce. This was
a remarkable track record. The Hinkley and Bradwell sites, while working on their
storage ponds, had conducted three million man hours without a single contamination
issue. This was by no means unique. Wylfa had achieved its British Safety Council five
star safety rating for the third year in a row and Trawsfynydd had accomplished three
and a half years without having a day away from work case. Dounreay had achieved
four million man hours without a lost time incident. Sellafield, through the engagement
work of Nuclear Management Partners Limited (NMP), had achieved some real
improvements to its safety record: two periods of over a million man hours without
having an incident.

Tony then explained that while the generally accepted notion was that having zero
accidents is impossible, he believed the opposite, since every accident he had ever
investigated was avoidable. The CEO emphasised that he believed that his was the
right aspiration to hold. Tony underlined that it had been a tough winter in which to
operate, especially with regard to ice and slip hazards. He identified that the incidents
he would most like to get rid of were those affecting critical operating process areas.

Tony then moved on to activities across the estate. Tony first highlighted something
new: Chapelcross had finished dealing with its Magnox Depleted Uranium (MDU) stores.
The final package had been put together and was ready to go to Capenhurst. The
stores accounted for the sixth highest hazard across the estate and so this was a great
achievement. At Dounreay the removal of buildings had continued. The estate’s
second highest hazard is metal liquid coolant (sodium-potassium (NaK)) for the
Dounreay Fast Reactor (DFR). With technological advancement this was the first year
that fifteen tonnes of the fifty-seven had been removed. Calder Hall had completely
removed its asbestos. Dungeness has also accomplished removal of asbestos from its
water storage tanks which was a considerable advance.

Tony then described how leadership at Sellafield was making a difference, including
activities such as undertaking sludge removal from the B29 pond; the Windscale
Advance Gas Cooler Reactor (WAGR) completion and the commencement of a new
building for a dry silo required for clearing the B41 pond.

As regards estate operations, the CEO highlighted an important landmark: the very last
Magnox fuel element from Springfields had been produced for Wylfa and Oldbury.
Magnox fuel had been produced at Springfields for over fifty-three years so it was a
great achievement to see the last one finished.
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Tony expressed his thanks to sites that have plants still producing electricity; which was
a considerable help to NDA finances at over £300 million this year. A total generation
of eight terawatt hours had been achieved compared to the five planned. This level had
been supported by the Oldbury licence extension. There is an aspiration for a further
extension for Oldbury to 2011 and work was also being done with the Nuclear
Installations Inspectorate (NII) for an extension for Wyilfa.

The CEO then went on to reflect on other areas of activity: The Magnox Operating
Programme (MOP) had experienced delays with the loss of flask capability and not
being able to move fuel rods. Ten flasks are now operating and critical spare parts are
available. This was not yet to the level wanted by the NDA, but huge progress towards
full operational support had been achieved. The driving aspiration was not just to get
back to earlier levels but to achieve much higher, historical levels to regain lost time.

The Thermal Oxide Reprocessing Plant (THORP) has managed to complete shearing well
ahead of time and the operational performance at Sellafield is nudging towards its
historical best.

There is the good news that Evaporators A and B are up and running, and Evaporator C
is on schedule to join them. Evaporator D is due to be ready a year ahead of schedule.

The Sellafield Mixed Oxide Fuel Plant (SMP) has achieved its eight assemblies on time
and is into its next campaign of a further eight: so momentum is being maintained on
both the operations as well as the project side.

Tony noted that Vault 9 at the Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR) site is on track for
completion. The CEO remarked that it is so expensive to use the vault that as little
waste as possible will be put in there through good application of the waste hierarchy!
Another good news story for waste management was that ninety-five percent of metal
that had gone to the Studsvik recycling facility was able to be recycled for commercial
use. Other points highlighted by Tony Fountain were that at Trawsfynydd, the
Intermediate Level Waste (ILW) store is being used. Six containers of Fuel Element
Debris (FED) have gone in. The NDA has now received approval from the regulator for
the Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) to run as a shadow Site Licence Company (SLC)
from the regulator. Another achievement to note was the return to Japan of a 113
tonne flask of Vitrified Residue Returns (VRR) waste from spent fuel as per commercial
contract and government policy requirements.

The Dounreay Competition was ongoing and two successful industry days had now been
held.

Another commercial opportunity was with regard to the Springfields facilities which
would be a key future manufacturer of fuel, especially for new build reactors. Fuel
manufacture for new generation allows the NDA and the workforce to have a better
outcome. The deal was not yet signed but this was expected soon. The NDA is also
trying to work out new commercial arrangements for Capenhurst and Tony hoped to be
able to tell stakeholders more at the next meeting.

Tony then covered socio-economics: noting that when the NDA had last met in
November 2009, rain and flooding in Cockermouth and West Cumbria, had resulted in
infrastructure damage with twelve bridges closed and an enormous impact on people’s
lives. The NDA helped to initiate support by putting a fund of £50,000 together which
then became a more widely contributed support fund. The NDA was now aiming to
contribute a further £200,000. The NDA helped provide staff support and advice for
crisis management to the local authorities.
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On PVP Tony reflected that the work in the context of the current economic climate that
the NDA were carrying out was more and more relevant. The NDA'’s approach has been
to be proactive and create a good set of options that would be helpful and valuable to
the Treasury that would be appealing to the next budget. Tony offered his thanks to
Elisabeth Cuthbertson of the NDA Shareholder Executive who chaired the PVP process
and also noted the valuable input received from Mike Weightman of the NII. Tony
acknowledged Tim Stone from the Department of Energy & Climate Change (DECC) and
Chris Martin from the Treasury for their contribution, and from the NDA, Tony credited
Richard Waite’s, Executive Director and Martin Liefeith, Head of Programme Finance for
their contribution to this work. Finally the CEO thanked the NDA’s Chairman Stephen
Henwood who had been communicating the NDA’s mission to Whitehall to ensure that
those making decisions did so with full knowledge.

Tony reflected that the outcome of the PVP was that the NDA had created programmes
with both deletions and accelerations, but that much of the core activity remained
intact. The NDA had consulted and focused estate-wide and there was a thrust on
efficiency and productivity for less. This, he outlined is the proposition of the PVP. The
NDA were now waiting for government’s decision to see if these approaches will be
adopted. Having the right dialogues locally with unions, workforce and the SLCs would
be the next step after that.

More specifically, the NDA had been public about the approach for Dounreay: £150
million per year of assured funding will exist to go out to competition. Some big capital
programmes have been delayed (with approval of the regulator) with the benefit of
encouraging innovation on efficiency from the competition. The reduction of key
hazards continued.

Sellafield was seeing a step up of the site’s work but with more efficiency. With the
Magnox sites, the history had been of broad scope acceleration followed by a slowdown.
The NDA were now trying to be clear that while it could not do broad scope
advancement with the funds available, the aim was to pick a couple of lead sites to
make progress with; to learn from them, and to work in sequence.

The thrust of what the NDA is doing in this direction, of getting activity done better,
faster, and more efficiently, is captured in Business Plan. Tony thanked stakeholders
for their comments on the Plan. The NDA is also taking a lead regarding its own
financial picture: of a £63 million budget, the Authority’s spend had been £56 million.
In the three year period that figure was projected to fall to £46 million. Tony
emphasised that the NDA needed to demonstrate this kind of action itself, if it was
asking it of others.

The NDA had received lots of comments from stakeholders regarding the socio-
economic fund, saying that this should not be cut and this section of the Business Plan
had been amended to reflect these views.

Tony then went on to describe the forward direction of the NDA and his view of the way
ahead. Tony reflected that the nature of the work was important, that it really made a
difference; it really mattered, and this was a great test for any type of work. The CEO
emphasised that it was a fantastic industry and a fantastic organisation. Tony
highlighted that an enormous amount had been achieved in terms of restructuring, of
transferring the workforce into the private sector, the greatest names in the industry
across the globe being involved, that plans were established and that all the
foundations for delivering the mission had been put in place. The emphasis now is on
performance and that is what he is trying to drive as CEO. Delivery and performance
had not been outstanding across the estate and performance needed to improve. The
NDA is spending £2.8 billion of taxpayers’ money and they needed to get more back for
this.
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Tony then identified three areas of change: First, clarity of accountability, that is, what
it is that the SLCs, Parent Body Organisations (PBOs) and the NDA do. The SLCs do the
work, they are the delivery companies and their role is very clear and the NDA need to
enable them to get on with the work. The alignment of the PBOs and the NDA needs
further working. The PBOs are the beneficiaries of the contracts and in return they
provide staff, resources and processes. The NDA needs to be aligned as to what it
expects and is trying to achieve from the SLCs so that the PBO resource is matched to
that. The NDA's job is to clear up the legacy and, in the meantime, continue ongoing
operations. Everything the Authority does it does through others; it undertakes no
operations itself so the NDA needs to be very good at the management of others:
through appointments, contracts, expectations and accountability.

Another dimension of clarity of accountability is making sure that people understand
their roles and are empowered to get on with them. Individuals should make decisions
and be accountable for them. There has been a tendency to do this through a
committee process in the past. This is a key difference in direction which will create
more efficiency and speed.

The NDA is looking in general at core processes as part of efficiency. This includes
sanctioning and budgetary processes. There is enormous scope to make this more
efficient: holding people to account but also enabling them to get on and do it. This will
enable better productivity.

Another area set out by the CEO was capability: how the NDA manages people
effectively. Changes had been instigated at executive level. Tony noted that it was
good to recognise that Jim Morse, the NDA'’s Divisional Director of Assurance and Bill
Roberts the NDA’s Chief Financial Officer, have done tremendous things for the
Authority and are now moving on to new opportunities. Jim Morse has created an
important foundation for the NDA; Richard Waite, the NDA’s Executive Director is now
taking over the accountability for performance and delivery of operations and site
licence teams will report to him. Bill Roberts is a great character and founding team
member, who recruited many capable individuals in the finance team and is highly
respected for his work. Andrew Oldham is holding the post until the new Chief Financial
Officer comes online and is doing a fantastic job. Thank you to him.

In terms of the organisational effectiveness project, this started in January 2010 and
will be completed in April. Implementation will roll out through the rest of the year.

Tony concluded his address by covering what is coming up for the NDA: The Authority
is looking forward to a new Strategy within the next twelve months; to be endorsed by
government. There is also an expectation of real advance on the Dounreay
competition. Who the NDA appoints is one of the most important things it does and
this will be an important step for the site. Tony emphasised that he would like to
increase the list of the estate’s achievements and make fundamental progress on
activities. The CEO outlined his aspiration for the next twelve months: that he wanted
people to be able to recognise a difference. He wanted the Authority to be less
bureaucratic, for people to feel more empowered to make a greater difference and to
find that the NDA is an easier place to get activities achieved.

Tony then invited questions from stakeholders:

Q: You touched on what happened regarding the floods and it is important for me to
recognise the response from you, your team and the whole nuclear family. We
could not have achieved the improvements to the infrastructure without the input
of the parties involved, and your leadership in giving that message to the rest of
the nuclear family.

A: Thank you, that’'s much appreciated.
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Q: | am interested to hear about the outcomes and proposals for the PVP regarding
acceleration of a couple of the Magnox sites. What will happen to the other eight?
Will there be a slow down? The dry storage option is not welcomed by
stakeholders. Chapelcross is an example: it is delivering well on key projects, has
undertaken the largest asbestos strip and so on. This question is of key interest to
stakeholders from the Magnox fleet.

A: This is probably not the best forum to provide detail on the individual sites; we can
do that in a better way, and only once we have certainty of budget. Given the
economic environment there are choices to be made. The idea is to advance a
couple of the sites. It means that critical work maintenance and projects will still
be done on the other sites. It is not about doing nothing; it is about not going as
fast on the other sites. We will be able to learn lessons from the ones done first
and add value and money savings on the others as a result.

Regarding the work at Chapelcross there are other things that can be deferred
safely, but hazard reduction will be maintained.

Q: This is a financial question. Firstly, thanks to Bill Roberts for the straightforward
answers he has provided in the past. We have been told that there is around £300
million plus from land sales. Is the Treasury letting you keep this money?

A: My perspective is that revenue from land sales accrues in a surplus fund; the End
Year Fund (EYF). From living within our means and through commercial deals, we
have accrued a surplus. The fund is available in certain circumstances with very
specific limitations to be used against certain high hazard conditions. The NDA
does not have the freedom from Treasury to spend this money on the sites.
However, the Authority is in dialogue with the Treasury about how the EYF might be
used more broadly across the estate.

Expenditure for the year is £2.8 billion pounds. From the income coming in during
the year the NDA has been able to keep expenditure up without going back to
government for further funds. The challenge in future is to sustain the level of
expenditure and maximise income. Revenue from generation will go down, so
anything we can get from land and asset sales is a key part of keeping spend in the
coming year at the same level as for the current year.

That money is in a ring-fenced budget for the NDA, but budgetary conditions mean
that we have to be careful with it. The NDA is engaging with Whitehall to establish
a sensible level of budget. As part of the PVP the NDA has been asked to come
forward with ideas, including acceleration proposals that could potentially access
the EYF. However, we still need to account for the fact that the EYF is used to
manage unexpected in-year pressures that come up, that is; contingencies.
Through the PVP we have been building the evidence base so that government
understands what the NDA needs and why.

Q: With regard to deficit repair on pensions funding, £86 million has been put into the
Electricity Supply Pension Scheme (ESPS) Pension Fund and £84 million more is to
be allocated over three years. What is the situation for the other two schemes:
Combined Nuclear Pension Plan (CNPP) and Group Pension Scheme (GPS)? Have
you the same commitment for future repair and where does this money come from?

A: We will fully meet our requirements with regard to pension funding. The pension
fund is government backed so there is security there. We are involved in a full
evaluation programme of the deficits and debates on the discount rates to assess
deficits are going on. We will use these evaluations as the basis for funding
allotted. Pension funding is an independent, separate area and will not affect the
rest of funding for the estate.

There will be requirements for repair depending on evaluations and the NDA will
work with the Trustees to deal with that.
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Q: You have raised the issue about the MOP. This is a totemic issue and revolves
around confidence. Given that the programme was almost stopped, it has now got
twenty-five percent of original capacity. What makes you confident that you will
deliver by 2016 when this timescale has already been extended from 2011; and do
you have a Plan B?

A: It is actually being properly addressed from a leadership perspective and fully
integrated across Magnox and Sellafield. We are working with Neil Baldwin,
Managing Director of Magnox North, who has accountability across the group. In a
way the problem that the MOP faced was that it was divided and there was no
collective approach. Now interdependencies are taken account of, with clear
leadership at the top.

The response from a technical perspective is that yes in 2006/7 we went away from
a timescale of 2012, because the contractors did not think it was credible. We
think we are holding to the 2016 forecast. This year we have not done well in
terms of fuel delivery due to flask problems and problems on reprocessing rates.
We still have a long way to go. The NDA inherited a position of 7.5 thousand
tonnes of fuel to be reprocessed which has been reduced to 4.5 thousand tonnes so
progress has been made. The NDA's role is about improvements and management
of contractors. All the information and skills are in place. We need to recover
flasking. We have 10 flasks in traffic, we need 20 flasks to maintain Sellafield and
30 are needed to recover. We believe the contractor will achieve this. With regard
to reprocessing, the new contractor at Sellafield believes we can do better and the
NDA will target and incentivise for this.

If in the end we do not achieve the 2016 target, plans are being developed to

address these issues. There will be an opportunity for more information and
discussion later in the meeting on this.

Key Strateqgic Issues for the NDA

Adrian Simper, Director of Strategy & Technology, gave a presentation on the NDA'’s
strategic challenges. The key points made by Adrian during his presentation are set out
below.

The first point addressed by Adrian was the NDA'’s strategic integrity. One of the
challenges is that it is monolithic; yet split up; there is a risk of loss of the integrity of
the strategy.

NDA Strategy Integrity

Critical Enablers
Business

Integrated Waste

Nuclear Materials
Site Restoration

Spent Fuel
Management

Optimisation
Critical Enablers

A 4

time
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The NDA'’s purpose in life is restoration, to return sites to societal use and one of the
meeting breakouts will be on Site Restoration. There is also Integrated Waste
Management (IWM) and Nuclear Materials and Spent Fuel themes to support this and
there are many big strategic issues associated with them. The funding model has the
NDA net funded from grant-in-aid and commercial activities. Business Optimisation is
about ensuring that the Authority does the best it can with the money it has and is key
to reducing the burden to the tax payer. However, that fades away since the NDA is
not a going concern; it is not building sustainability to its business; its role is to restore
the sites and manage the legacy away. The strategy also needs the Critical Enablers in
place. During the NSG there will be sessions on the IWM, Spent Fuel and Site
Restoration themes.

The NDA has the Strategy | ‘Blue Book’. The Authority keeps it under review constantly
for example at the NDA's Board Strategy days. Tony’s reflections which cover many
points to be raised today show that Strategy and Business Plan are aligned which is a
good sign. The Authority has purposeful decision-making through the Strategy and also
output: for example, the Low Level Waste (LLW) Strategy, Plutonium credible options
and the Oxide Fuel Strategy document. There is a new and much better future for
Springfields and Capenhurst. Extended generation is also an improvement. The
industry restructure has been put in place ready for delivery under Strategy II.

Lifetime plans allow the NDA to calculate the nuclear liability estimate.

There are three areas for improvement: There has not been as much progress in risk
reduction as is desired. The NDA has not been able to deliver on accelerating Magnox
decommissioning, though there is still an aspiration to do this. Reprocessing dates
have moved to the right for Magnox and THORP.

On the whole looking back it is surprising how well the NDA did. Strategy | has served
its purpose in guiding the Authority.

Adrian then outlined a number of Issues for Strategy II:

e The NDA has to get the right interaction with new build: it is not deviating from the
clean up strategy. Skills need to be aligned and end states need to be revisited.

e There are changing policy positions, for example Scottish policy on Higher Activity
Waste (HAW), which will be covered later. The Plutonium strategy will need to be
taken into account and Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) outcome has a
significant impact on the Authority’s business.

e The NDA has aging plant and asset issues. Whatever we do the risk profile needs
to head downwards which is challenging in the current funding environment.

e The NDA is not making best use of estate assets: it needs to do a better job of
recognising workforce and plant assets. Co-location: DFR fuel going from Dounreay
to Sellafield is an example of this. The Authority must not miss opportunities.

e The NDA needs to become more sophisticated in terms of moving sites to societal
use. It needs to think about and do more work on interim states and how it uses
those.

¢ Information and knowledge management is part of the NDA’s Strategy but it has
not yet consolidated its position and it needs to do more work on this.

e Third party liabilities on NDA sites: The arrangements for those are not end of life,
but for up to a period of time with assumptions about what may happen. The
Authority needs to get better clarity on these.

Adrian concluded these points by noting that there are many other examples of

strategic issues and that he would be pleased to talk to stakeholders about these during
the meeting.
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Adrian then went on to provide some detail on the Strategic Environmental Assessment
(SEA) which will be published alongside Strategy Il and which is of interest to
stakeholders: It is a requirement under regulation to ensure that any large, strategic
activities are considered for their environmental and sustainability aspects. The
products of the SEA are a Scoping Report, which is consulted on, and which says how
the assessment of sustainability and environmental impacts will be conducted. Along
with the Strategy an Environmental Report is produced that says how sustainability and
environmental aspects will be considered. After the consultation and publication of the
strategy a Post Adoption Statement is published, to say how consultation feedback has
been taken into account. An SEA was carried out on Strategy | and will also be carried
out for Strategy Il. This SEA does not replace specific SEAs on particular detailed areas
that are conducted, for example, as on the LLW Strategy.

Many participants will have seen the scoping report completed in 2008 and stakeholders
will also see the SEA when available (to be sent out with the consultation draft
strategy). It has fifteen questions addressing sustainability and environmental impact
over three timescales with assessment scores. Many activities may be disadvantageous
in the short term but advantageous in the medium to long term.

With regard to the approach being taken to strategy development, the forthcoming
consultation is an opportunity for the NDA to get input and the next NSG in September
2010 is a further opportunity to get views from stakeholders during the consultation.
The NDA listens very carefully to stakeholder views. For example, at NSG8, transport
and logistics was highlighted by stakeholders as an area where strategy was needed
and this was taken up by the NDA. The Authority anticipates that the consultation will
start on 1 September 2010, ending 24 November 2010 and that the Strategy will be
published following approval by the UK and Scottish Ministers on 31 March 2011.

There was then an opportunity for stakeholders to put questions to Adrian Simper:

Q: What is in a word? Public! | spend most of my life involved in consultations! The
word public is a problem. Ninety nine percent of people would not know what you
were talking about.

A: Anyone is welcome to respond to what we say. You are right that there is a lot of
consultation going on. There has to be some discrimination. Anyone is invited to,
and we draw people’s attention to the fact, that there is consultation running
through the website, via Site Stakeholder Groups (SSGs) and so on. What we get
back in responses are from a small sub-section of the public because they live next
to sites or they have some tie to the sector.

Q: You cannot please all the people all the time. You are giving people an aspiration
that they can be of influence but with so many different views this is not
achievable. It would be better if we were told more than consulted.

A: You are right that we have been appointed as responsible, and know how to go
about our tasks, but there are areas where fine tuning is required and my
experience is that responses from stakeholders signpost that. There are quite a lot
of areas where we need to adjust or explain our thinking.

Q: What are you envisaging regarding the review of Site End States (SES)? Are you
having an add-on or starting from the beginning, given that some sites will be
slowing down? What are you asking or looking for?

A: We are not going back to the beginning. We have established a valuable reference
point with the SES consultation. Some sites are decades or centuries away from
their end state so the concept of the SES is not always helpful. It does give
strategic direction and an indicative timeline but over the next few decades we
need to identify what is the interim end state, no matter what the end state, that
is, what is the immediate programme of work?
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Q: You have a SES which will take decades to get to. The aspirations are a bit fanciful.
Hopefully we are now looking at proper strategy. You cannot park the SES in a
corner though as you cannot go back to it. It has to be an integral part of the
strategy as that will help with the strategy and in achieving the aspiration.

A: The SES remain an important reference for us. New opportunities may mean, in
agreement with the community, that there may be a change to that. We have to
recognise that they are a long way off and the accuracy of planning needs to be
addressed. We have a session on this later to develop these ideas.

Q: Presumably the new business plans will operate under the Strategy as it evolves.
How does the PBO fit in? For example, how does the evaluation by NMP of its plan
for Sellafield / Capenhurst fit with that?

A: There is no tension between those. The Strategy says “this is our approach” and
what we are seeking to achieve as the NDA. Over the life period it is entirely
appropriate that the PBO comes to take ownership of the delivery and of site
activities and needs to look at how its plans will meet the requirements of the NDA
as the customer. They are aligned in this way. The delivery plans are consistent
with the Strategy. It is appropriate that the PBO, having taken ownership of the
SLC, are checking that these are the most efficient plans to achieve the delivery of
site activities.

Strateqgic Challenges, Breakout Sessions

Breakout sessions were run on the three most pressing areas of strategic challenge for
the NDA and where there was most opportunity for stakeholders to input. These
strategic themes were: Integrated Waste Management (IWM), Site Restoration and
Spent Fuel Management.

Stakeholders divided into three smaller groups to undertake discussions on these
themes in order to enable a more detailed discussion and with more opportunity for
individual input. The breakout sessions were run three times altogether across the
duration of the meeting, so that every stakeholder could attend each one of them.

Integrated Waste Management

The purpose of this session was:

e To provide stakeholders with a ‘pre-consultation’ opportunity to provide feedback
on the IWM strategic theme strategy.

e To give stakeholders the opportunity to help the NDA refine the consultation
document.

Outline of the session content: The NDA sought to ask stakeholders high-level
strategic questions on the theme of IWM. The session consisted of an introductory
presentation by Richard Waite, Executive Director on waste management followed by a
more in-depth presentation by Phil Davies, Head of Waste & Nuclear Materials.

This was followed by an opportunity for question and answers of clarification before the
stakeholders divided into three groups to address some specific questions.

The key points from Richard Waite’s presentation are summarised below:

e The NDA is seeking stakeholders’ guidance as to how it can express some of these
things, some of which could be quite contentious. Waste management is absolutely
fundamental to what the NDA is seeking to do; it is at the core of its mission.
Joined up thinking is absolutely crucial, throughout the waste management process.
This is at the heart of the NDA'’s mission in the decommissioning theme. Joined up
and flexible solutions.
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A key theme here is one of capacity and protection. The key thing for the NDA is
protecting the capacity and this is what the UK’s LLW is all about. The strategy is
really important to the NDA because the strategy space for LLW is running out.

The idea of IWM is that the NDA can look at this as a system, an integrated
solution.

The key challenge is waste that is inadequately housed at the moment. Legacy
waste retrieval is what it is all about for the NDA, it is paramount. Instead of going
for a single solution, we are introducing split solutions in some cases, where the
priority is getting the waste out and putting it in safe conditions, considering what
we do with it later. The one-stop-shop solution was slowing us down. We are
introducing a two-step process — get the waste out of those conditions and then
packaging it and storing it suitably and safely.

The NDA wants cheaper, faster solutions out there and are relentlessly encouraging
the marketplace to come forward and it is responding. The NDA is aiming to make
market-driven solutions come forward in providing facilities and technologies, which
they know is contentious in some areas, but it is something they have to do in
terms of decommissioning.

Key points from Phil Davies’s presentation are summarised below:

Richard has registered the key strategic points. | am now going to cover four areas of
the strategy:

1.

2.
3.
4

Diversified waste disposal — will affect LLW and ILW

Other ILW opportunities

Scottish policy for HAW

Solid LLW strategy — hoping to launch this if not this week then by the end of March

Most of these issues should be familiar to most people here. At NSG9 the NDA had
a list of top ten issues and top three issues. NSG8 was key for the NDA waste
team, with the café technique the team had about 600 responses, not all going in
the same direction, which provided some interesting challenges. Thanks to all
participants for their contribution there.

The UK’s two options at the moment are HAW goes to GDF, ILW goes to the facility
at Drigg (LLWR), which the NDA knows has capacity issues. Implications of this
strategy are that the NDA has to open up more locations. There are transport
implications as covered at previous NSGs. Since Strategy | the NDA has been given
the challenge of addressing GDF; Alun Ellis, the NDA’'s GDF Project Director, will be
talking about GDF at this NSG.

The NDA are challenging the old ideas, the present concept for LLW is cementing it
in concrete in drums and keeping it there, this concept is 20 years old. The NDA
are looking at being a bit smarter about storage. The NDA are very interested in
large-scale thermal treatment of waste and could save hundreds of millions of
pounds by introducing thermal waste technology. This is early notification, not to
say the NDA will definitely do it but it is firmly on their agenda. Waste transport
infrastructure is the catalyst.

Scottish policy is unfolding as we speak and the NDA are playing a part in it,
supporting the policy. We will hear more about this from Elizabeth Gray, Head of
Radioactive Waste, Scottish Government, at this NSG.

Solid LLW strategy: the NDA produced a Solid LLW strategy for the UK and received
about 80 responses generally endorsing the key things in the strategy.
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e The NDA is aiming to publish the strategy at the end of March 2010.

e Key theme: the NDA needs good information to make good decisions. It is
improving waste information right across the estate. Interestingly, the higher
activity the waste, the better the estimate gets about the quantities of waste.

o Key theme: extending LLWR by only putting waste there that really needs to be
there.

o Key theme: implementation of the waste hierarchy. The NDA really does not want
to include metals in the waste disposal; they would rather do something smarter
with it than just filling up vaults. They are avoiding 98% of metal going into the
vaults now, which is great environmentally; instead it is been cleaned up and put
into small drums.

Richard Waite provided a concluding summary, which is set out below:

If the NDA can divert waste away from LLWR they can save a massive amount of
money. If they can find different ways of dealing with this waste instead of sending it
to LLWR, there are great rewards to be had, and the NDA wants to explore some of the
issues. Transporting more waste earlier is a tricky thing for stakeholders to get their
head around. Moving waste around the country to allow the NDA to get a better
solution is going to be tough, but they are going to try and that’s the main thing.

There was then an opportunity for participants to ask questions of clarification:
Questions and Answers (Q&A) from Session 1:

Q: Does your pie chart include nuclear submarine waste?
A: No, the pie chart is the whole of the UK and any incidental Ministry of Defence
(MoD) waste is definitely not in there.

What does the NDA know about the MoD having a list of where they can put their
waste at NDA sites?

The MoD has been looking at this issue for quite a long time, that’s with them and
the NDA haven’t been given an agenda to take this waste off their hands.

Now that Babcock has access to NDA sites, will they be able to dispose of waste on
them?

If you have heard anything about an alternative agenda for Babcock’s acquisition of
NDA sites, this is not the case at all. If it involved an NDA site it would involve a
full public consultation. Getting rid of submarine waste is a problem, but it is not
the NDA's problem.

Q: | was contacted and told to expect a phone call regarding this matter, but the call
never came. There’s a need for no secrecy on what is being planned. It's a big
issue.

A: The NDA will take an action to clarify on that.

Q: Under current planning regulations the waste for our sites is waste for our sites.
Under the new planning strategy is it likely that it won’t come to local councils to
make the decision, could we be bypassed?

A: Are you talking about IPC? The NDA will clarify the IPC position.

Yes, you need to as that could have a big impact on a number of sites.
This was raised yesterday at the SSG Chairs Forum, | spoke to the MoD

representative today and in fairness he said exactly what the NDA just said. But I
agree with my colleagues that this could change in the future, in five to ten years.

Nuclear Decommissioning Authority/National Stakeholder Group/17-18 March 2010 12



13

Q:

A:

On the website the MoD have identified twelve sites that could accommodate their
waste, five of which are NDA'’s.
The NDA will clarify this.

Questions and Answers (Q&A) from Session 2:

Q:
A:

Is the transport of waste from Scotland to England in the policy?
Normal ILW will still be moved from Chapelcross to Sellafield.

Questions and Answers (Q&A) from Session 3:

Q:

A:

Can you define what you mean by ‘near’ site? Do you consider ten miles away from
a nuclear site as ‘near’?
The consultation could feature a question on this, which could help us define it.

‘Near’, for example, could be the facility at Dounreay; outside the boundary but still
near. If you say ‘near’ to the site as opposed to ‘near site’ it is different.

Slide 7, first bullet: Could you expand on this a little bit? It was a sticking point for
us; do you have anything else to say on it?

It is not just about sending everything to Sellafield. We should be able to share
stories; we should not have to spend 30 million pounds on it. It is all about
treatment and storage as well. Storage is just half of it and we have not got the
answers here. For treatment, Sellafield would be the answer here but do we move
this kind of waste around the country for treatment at Sellafield? It's a difficult
subject.

For Sellafield it would be difficult for us to treat and store it there without a good
heads-up. It would also impact on our end state. We would need a really good
heads-up to get our local communities on side.

Our challenge is to talk to local councils about where this might happen at the right
pace and manner so we do not alert everyone around the UK that this might
happen; we need to get the balance right.

Very Low Level Waste (VLLW) scenario — think about the implications for the rest of
the country, raising doubt in everyone’s mind, in everyone’s local authority. Why
not use the sites you have got? Do not go down the avenue of going down
blockages, use your sites to reduce the footprint and use the sites to deal with the
contaminated waste you have got. If you start spreading it around the country you
have got a lot of sites against you.

We need to get into those discussions.

The formulance of the NDA IWM — how will it be measured? How well are they
doing compared to how they said they were going to do?

NDA set up 21 strategic objectives — and the waste ones focus on performance and
tell us how we are performing. So we are setting up our infrastructure to do
exactly what you have asked.

Stakeholders were asked to respond to a number of prompting questions in order to
gain some specific feedback for the NDA. These questions (highlighted in bold text)
and the responses made by stakeholders to them are set out below:
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Is the information provided during the presentations for this session a fair
reflection of your previous feedback to NDA? Do you have anything to add?

Feedback from session 1:
e The word ‘safety’ is not mentioned here.
¢ We want to see the best solution.
e Needs something in there about engaging with key players.
- The NDA have learnt a lesson from the LLW consultation.
e There’s nothing in there on minimisation or volume reduction of waste.
- This is in there in the detail.
Socio-economic benefit tied to waste development.
The NDA needs to recognise government volunteerism of GDF.
The IPC is in some ways a safety structure and isn’t entirely bad.
Consultation done in the right way is a fundamental process.
Approaches to the media — educating them, courting them etc.
- It is concerning that haven’t captured here the diversity of the challenge
regarding the media.
e The NDA needs to recognise the challenge of dealing with non-nuclear local
communities, with LLW in particular.
Timeframe - matching local time policy to NDA planning.
Determining NDA'’s role.
Clarification of ‘fit for purpose’, not cheap and cheerful.
Good to see emphasis on waste management hierarchy and could be promoted
more.
Case of NIMBY in the strategy and NDA need to face up to it more explicitly.
The NDA should reflect the costs of decisions.
Waste quantities the NDA needs to cover the timing aspect of this.
Emphasis on the importance of community support.
Need for visible best possible practice at NDA sites.
More upfront recognition of GDF in relation to new build.
Importance of community views on inventory to GDF.

Feedback from session 2:

e Needs to be clearer about who the NDA engages with, not just Scotland.

It could say the NDA will explore the new build synergies, discretely.
Statement seems to be a fair reflection.

What if there is a change in Scottish government?

Diversified disposal yes, but not just anywhere — discuss with local planning
authorities.

Should the NDA put radioactive waste in the context of all waste?

Hazard waste and how that fits into the strategy.

Waste inventory needs to include non-radiological hazard.

How do you translate in the strategy what happens practically i.e. how many lorry
loads? What would it look like?

There is a transport risk in delivering some of this stuff, net risk.

o Sellafield risk reduction — in-situ solutions?

Feedback from session 3:

e Needs to address the issue of leaving LLW around the UK.

e Include some good case histories as examples.

e Better explanation of how the NDA is working behind government and with local
partnerships with GDF.

The NDA needs to explain it is not just chasing the cheapest option.

Needs to be clearer about waste transportation.

Needs to include various scenarios including new build, integrated infrastructure.
Explain the difference between legacy waste and new build waste — quantities,
similarities and differences.

The definition of ‘near’ site — proximity, interactions with local authorities.

e Explain the scope of the NDA strategy for HAW in Scotland.
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Local community benefit or all these waste innovations.

Careful use of incineration.

Makes councils aware of radioactive waste on their patch.

Do not underestimate the time required for local developments.
Communication of risk and radiation context.

Major on working with communities familiar with nuclear sites.

Learns from asbestos history / clean-up / standards / public perception.

Are the messages clear? Are we missing anything?

Feedback from session 1:

Question of Scotland.

- Joined up strategy, clarity on how non-NDA (not MoD) waste will be managed in
the rest of the UK. Is it joined up?

Clarify duration of the strategy (especially in relation to new build). Higher level of

emissions from new waste.

Clarity on thermal treatment technology. Will it only be market lead approaches?

Will the NDA intervene?

Clarity on volume reduction and landfill (public concern). Consult with regional

waste disposal authorities. Talk to Waste & Minerals Authorities and communities.

How it fits in with local Mineral’s and Waste Development Framework (MWDF).

Note: there is a great pressure on local authorities to decrease landfill, public

reaction is totally against.

Clarity on what is VLLW and volumes. (linked to above point)

Clarity on role and decision-making power of local authorities in relation to

transport and intermediate solutions.

Clarity on planning regime (IPC).

What should sites do with ‘normal’ (non-radioactive) waste?

How the NDA is influencing policy for existing waste (e.g. Clifton Marsh).

The NDA state what is best practice for transportation routes and modes (are there

preferences?) Routes into sites (roads).

NB: ensure the NDA takes account of previous work and consultation (e.g. British

Nuclear Fuels Ltd (BNFL)). (linked to above point)

Clarity on where we are with graphite - can it be burnt? (Position statement?)

Feedback from session 2:

When talking about ILW ‘opportunities’, what exactly do we mean? Is it the way of
treating it? Reduction in waste? Reduction in cost? Opportunity for hospital
waste?

What are implications of Scottish policy and movement of waste across borders?
Next couple of years Scottish policy could change, need to be aware (context).
Local Press ‘disinformation’ about storage on site means that clear messages are
not clear (local talk about importing waste). The NDA could help SLCs address this.
May actually be correct, as movement of waste is happening.

Local press and community concern and safety implications for the issue of
transport needs more detail.

Statement that ongoing identification of options will inform GDF design.

More information (in supply chain) to build a business case for innovation and how
NDA supports them:

1. Enough information to identify when there is an issue that requires a solution.
2. How to support finding the solution. Implementation and regulation.

People of west Cumbria may not appreciate additional waste.

Seems a one-way bargain in terms of transfer of waste across borders.

BPEO can be a powerful tool to deliver risk-reduction.

Complex issues are not able to be conveyed through the press; hence other forms
of messaging (e.g. engagement) are used regularly.

Legacy ponds and silos. Stronger and clearer on interim solutions.

ILW implementation not clear, helps to understand whether options are feasible.
Steps to go forward. Clarity on maturity of elements of strategy.
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Feedback from session 3:

Clarity on the waste inventory.

Issue of transport needs to be clearer - what are specifically, the transport issues?
Frequency, mode (rail or sea)?

Integration with new build cannot go on being ignored. Especially where 2 different
companies are operating adjacent sites - old and new build.

Clarity on whether / how these approaches have been tested against environmental
legislation e.g. landfill. Storage of waste for reuse.

Clarify ‘near-site’ in terms of implications for all sites.

Clarify / emphasise the NDA approach on avoiding disposal.

Clarify near site, near surface

More information around it.

Scottish policy fundamentally different - clarify implications, possible opportunities
for England and Wales (implicit in existing policy, formalise them).

Clarify NDA'’s role in dealing with new as well as old waste, across the UK e.g.
research, hospital waste.

Appendix describing different processes, e.g. thermal treatment. Plain English,
high level.

Acronyms / jargon buster.

MoD would like guidance on how best to fit in with NDA strategy (further
discussion). (Already happening). Propulsion fuel - MoD needs to be talking to
everyone and be clearer.

The strategy needs to recognise the importance of local communities and also local
planning systems.

Possibly have local sub-strategies with site-specific policies. Site Integrated Waste
Strategies need to be acknowledged.

Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) made 15
recommendations, look at others and at options.

- Refer to CORWM.

What does it mean for you in your area of interest? What are the
opportunities and the blockers?

Feedback from session 1:

Planning structure at the moment means that some decisions may not go through
local authority routes.
Existing UK British Energy (BE) stations are covered in the current strategy (fuel).
- The NDA is acting as a waste receiver.
The possible impact of climate change on NDA activity.
- The NDA to check what is included in the strategy.
Position of Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material (NORM) within Scottish HA level
priority.
Public opinion and reaction to burying VLLW in public sites is a blocker.
Possibly asking for volunteer areas for GDF was the right way round.
Rail transport.
- No infrastructure at the moment so has to be transported by road.
= Less comfortable for communities.
Big elephant in the room is new nuclear build.
- Is this an opportunity or a blocker?
- Should influence highly the IWM strategy.
= Need to be more upfront about this in terms of waste management.
BE and the NDA need to continue communicating and map out clearly the
responsibilities.
The NDA already searching for synergistic activities with partners by being as open
as possible e.g. Bradwell FED ideas are now included within the strategy at other
Magnox sites.
DECC has the funding.
- Could be an opportunity or a blocker.
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Intellectual property generated by a particular SLC could act as a blocker.

- NDA working with US companies.

Plant-to-site or site-to-plant transport.

- Which is best.

DECC will be funding the Scottish option.

- NDA will respond formally to Scottish Government and go through in great detail
on the plans.

Opportunities e.g. for a central store in Scotland, amongst other near surface near

site initiatives.

- Storage consolidation could be considered.

Some lack of engagement from local authorities can act as a blocker.

An area should benefit socio-economically if there is waste management in the

area.

Climate change and oil availability / prices are two other elephants that need to be

considered.

- Will need to readjust the plans as we go as the data comes through.

Thermal treatments could produce a waste product where energy can be created as

a by-product.

- There are other thermal treatments other than incineration that produce
vitreous waste rather than ash.

Buildings may be reused or replaced to enable treatment.

Feedback from session 2:

Where is the funding coming from and how much to support the infrastructure
required?
- The money available is proportionate to the amount of decommissioning carried
out.
= There is no waste until decommissioning is carried out.
Flexibility and diversified solutions can be problematic.
- For example siting of locations and liaison with local authorities.
It is not an NDA strategy, it is a national strategy that the Government has asked
NDA to create and implement for LLW.
Does “near surface” include “on the surface” in the Scottish plans?
Currently no information on non-radioactive hazards of waste materials.
- For example chemical toxicity.
- Should be collecting details of other disposal factors for the inventory.
=  Toxicity
= Leachability
» Chemical
Acceptance of local community — NIMBY.
Public acceptability outside of those areas with existing nuclear sites needs to be
improved before waste could be moved / stored there e.g. when introducing a
practice into a community that they are not used to e.g. VLLW.
Reduce the graphite and you reduce the storage.
- How do we do this?
- Should we just leave it there from an environmental point of view?
- Burn the graphite and sequester the CO,.
In 40-50 years time could we be in a position where we have disposed of materials
we could have used? (And the point was made that this should not be used as an
excuse not to start dealing with waste now).
The NDA checking for clarification with Scotland e.g. NDA role in implementing
policy
- Until policy finally published (Autumn 2010).
- NDA and SLCs work with Scottish Government to find a way forward.
Although things can technically be done e.g. reuse of FED, economically and
practically they are not currently realistic.
Recycling of metals to create new storage containers is possible.
- Some material to do this is available today and more will be available in time.
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Metal has been sent from Dungeness and has been recycled into a Yellow Box (from
Germany).
Use in-situ buildings for storage.
- Old reactor buildings are very stable and could be used to store materials.
Ideas have moved on from returning site to green field to re-use of current
infrastructure.
Import / export of waste.
- Similar principles used in reprocessing of fuels could be rolled out wider.
- Could also be used between sites.
How do we make the innovation in waste management more visible to the supply
chain?
- Official Journal of the European Union (OJEU) tender from Sellafield responses
have proved that there is a range of possible technologies available.
= Geomeld in Warrington.
Upfront costs of implementing new technology rise exponentially as you move up
the waste hierarchy.
- May need support from regulators.

Feedback from session 3:

Need to move to proper optioneering whilst appreciating that moving waste around

is contentious.

- Already in place e.g. desiccants had a thorough optioneering process.

Expenditure Review Panel (ERP) has endorsed the use of yellow boxes for the right

type of waste.

- One size does not fit all.

- Have now moved on from “if in doubt grout” and other processes and
technologies are being explored.

Mixing ILW with hazardous waste materials could increase volumes and cost of

dealing with waste of a higher category.

Must start the dialogue for IWM strategy.

- As happened in Scotland already.

Currently each site is developing individual responses to dealing with lon Exchange

Resin.

- Now working to share ideas and ways of working.

- Same with FED.

Moved on from the times where Sellafield could have been seen as a dumping

ground for all.

- Need to think wider than this and consider other ways to handle it.

- Whilst exploring the options it may show that there are better locations.

Green field site end states have been mentioned and now there are other options

being mentioned using sites for storage.

- Maybe site end states work happened too early and was too idealistic — need
more realism.

98% reduction is quite exciting!

- Different treatments will create different results.

Community confidence could be a blocker.

- Balance of activities on a site is key.

Rubble conversation may be similar to site end state conversation.

- Are we being realistic?

Integration of decommissioning and new build needs addressing.

- Building on one side of fence and taking down on the other.
= Need to integrate more.

Regulators need to engage.

- Planning authorities as well.

Reluctance to address new build could prevent useful integration of e.g. security,

management, facilities etc.

- Conversations already underway with BE, EDF and Horizons.

Yellow boxes are too expensive — need to explore other methods of storage.
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e The NDA is five years old now; time to look more across sites for ideas of working
together e.qg. resins and FED.

¢ Need more accurate estimates of the amount of waste.
- Possibility to advance one site to discover more and then be able to accelerate

whole programme with the learnings from the advanced site.

e Error bands are there as it is impossible to tell how much waste you will actually
have until decommissioning is underway.

e Time is a blocker.
- Technology is changing so need to speed up, make decisions and get on with it.

e Possibility for new build companies to undertake PBO role should be explored.

e Need to work locally to appreciate how the site came about in the first place and
how it should be left.
- Could go back and renegotiate the original planning consents.

e The last 5% of returning the site to green field is so expensive that American sites
have engaged with community and agreed to create a science park on the site.

What are the kinds of questions you think the NDA needs to be asking the
broader public of IWM strategy?

Feedback from session 2:

Stakeholder feedback: It needs to be in plain English, layman’s terms. Suitable for the
general public. Clarity.

NDA response: We do have an external editor to help us get this in the correct
language, but do let us know if we’re being too presumptuous about the language we’re
using. A point very well made.

Stakeholder feedback: It would be useful to gauge if the proximity issue is overriding,
so might get an idea of people’s feelings on moving waste forms around. Testing the
public’s knee-jerk response.

NDA response: A good question, need to go back a bit, need to be able to position it

and clarify the question asking. It opens up the issue of how do we explain precisely
what we're talking about here, which is fundamental to how we word the questions in
the consultation.

Stakeholder feedback: If we put the last two points together, if you are trying to get
the background information together it is going to be a huge size. Maybe the answer is
public documents that explain these things in a very simple way so those who want to
be can be very well equipped to understand the issues. And put this out there before
the strategy, and not in one big chunk, but in a series. This could help get a better
outcome by putting some fundamental information out there.

NDA response: If people really want to go deeper we’ve got the tools for that.

Stakeholder feedback: Is there a case for being open and transparent about what the
NDA already sees as challenges and hurdles and asking for information and feedback on
how to address those in terms of implementation?

NDA response: NDA stating how they could be addressed and asking for views on that.

Stakeholder feedback: The scale of the challenge, implementation of waste
management techniques in the entire industry, does this strategy capture all you have
learnt or are learning so this is not a standalone and very tiny piece of the puzzle?
Joining up with other sectors so this is not stand alone. Could get some very
interesting answers.
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4.2

NDA response: Some feedback in the session was very informative and NDA may follow
up with some individuals outside of this session. Thanks you for your feedback.

Feedback from session 3:

Stakeholder feedback: In discussing radioactive waste do you consider that the
proximity principle should be paramount?

Stakeholder feedback: We would like to see in the strategy document a reason for
having the waste facility in your area and why you might benefit, a question — do you
feel if you had this in your area that you would benefit? NDA should be clear about the
benefit. Testing the public about how they would feel having the facility in their back
yard.

Stakeholder feedback: There has to be some understanding of the process — a national
document, a question like that would derail the whole process. Thought needs to go in
about different areas within the document. Safest way would be to ask for general
comments on the document. One really general question about general comments
would be safest.

Stakeholder feedback: Do you favour a local or national solution to the waste storage
problem?

Stakeholder feedback: Disagree; look at basic principles of waste management it is on
looking at what you have got and the best way to manage it. If you start saying
national versus local, what is national? Scotland, England and Wales? And you start
getting into the wrong kind of issue for what you're trying to do. It negates the
opportunities you’d have for dealing with ILW.

The session was rounded off with some closing remarks by Richard Waite, which are set
out below:

Thanks for getting stuck in and it is a great benefit for the NDA how you see these
things playing out. Thanks for contributions and we’ll reflect back results from all the
groups in the final doc.

Site Restoration

The purpose of this session was to:

e Provide stakeholders with a ‘pre consultation’ opportunity to give feedback on the
Site Restoration theme strategies.

e Give stakeholders the opportunity to help the NDA refine the consultation
document.

The outline of the session content is as follows: The NDA sought to ask stakeholders
high-level strategic questions on the theme of Site Restoration. The session consisted
of an introductory presentation by Adrian Simper. This was followed by some questions
and answers for clarification. The stakeholders then divided into two groups to address
some specific questions related to two statements regarding site restoration: (1)
regarding the role of risk and (2) regarding the role of Interim States (IS) and their
relationship with SES. The two groups participated in facilitated sessions attended
respectively by the NDA team of John Inkester, Head of Group Engineering Strategy
and Anna Clark, Land Quality Manager who were on hand to answer stakeholder
questions. Following the facilitated sessions, the two groups came back to plenary,
shared key points in their discussions and were able to comment or ask further
questions.
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Key points from Adrian Simper’s presentation are summarised here.
The objective of Site Restoration is to return NDA designated societal use

e Site restoration covers three key activities required to deliver a site or facility
through to a planned SES (1) Decommissioning and Clean-up: Cleaning out,
dismantling and demolishing redundant facilities (from cessation of operation to
demolition) (2) Land Quality Management: Managing contaminated ground and
groundwater (3) SES: Providing credible objectives for the restoration of each site;
defining the physical condition of a site when NDA has completed its mission.

e Site restoration is the driving strategy that other strategies (including IWM)
support.

e In 2006 the strategy attempted to identify the main elements in the lifecycle scope.
Strategy |l tries to focus more on the near term and saturates those projects with
resource where the risks are high. The context for setting out strategy Il is one of
constrained resources.

e Restoration of the UK’s nuclear legacy presents a major time critical challenge; in

2009/10 the discounted future cost estimate amounts to £40.8 billion including:

- Legacy plants dating from late 1940’s and 1950’s

- Large quantities of old, corroding radioactive waste

- Degrading infrastructure

- Contaminated ground and / or groundwater at every NDA site as a result of
various land uses (not all nuclear)

- Volume of ground estimated to be radioactively contaminated exceeds (—x4)
current UK LLW disposal capacity.

e Key message: Ensure site restoration encourages the highest standards in health,
safety, security and environmental performance, offers value for money and
employs good practice. In sequence, the process to achieving this will include:

- Undertake Site Restoration as soon as reasonably practicable, taking account of
all relevant factors

- Focus resources on reducing high risks to people and the environment

- Utilise IS for timely achievement of objectives

- Employ fit-for-purpose restoration objectives.

Statements for discussion:
At the end of the presentation, the two related statements with questions that
stakeholders would be asked to discuss in two separate groups were displayed.

Statement 1: The NDA believes that when risk is intolerable, this is the overriding
factor in decision-making, but as risk reduces, other factors come into play (e.g.
ensuring worker and public safety, maintaining site security, and using resources
effectively, efficiently and economically).

Q1: What are your views on the NDA'’s position?

Q2: Which factors are particularly important to you and why?

Statement 2: The NDA believes that our focus should be on IS and our decision on site

end states should be made closer to the time when the next planned use is apparent.

Q1: What are your views on the NDA'’s position?

Q2: Which attributes of an interim state would be particularly important to you and
why?
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There was then an opportunity for questions of clarification on the presentation:

Questions and Answers (Q&A) from Session 1:

C:

Q:

2 Q

Suggestion was made to use the term ‘beneficial societal use’.

With reference to a diagram in the presentation, could you put all your money into
top area (high risk)?

NDA will put as much money is useful in to this area to saturate intolerable risks,
but it will have to be applied appropriately. The NDA is not a risk management
organisation; it is a decommissioning organisation.

Can you provide examples of 1S?

The obvious example of an IS is Magnox entering into the Care & Maintenance
(C&M) period of deferred decommissioning. As well as operational ISs, an IS may
also be contractual; the NDA can say “get it to this state”, allowing contractors to
deliver this objective in an innovative way. By focusing on the SES, you do not get
the most of innovation.

SSGs have put in a lot of effort in to working on defining SES. How much
involvement will they have in defining 1S?

This depends, for example, where an IS explores an opportunity to re-use parts of
the site then greater involvement will be required than if the IS purely operational.
Defining IS gives people confidence in what NDA is doing by declaring clearly
defined deliverables.

Clarification: Idea of returning to ‘Greenfield’ should actually be called returning to
original condition. ‘Greenfield site’ is a specific term.

Agreed. The point we are trying to make is that rather than being retrospective
and looking back at the way the land used to be we should be forward looking as to
how we want to use the land in the future.

In consultation on the issue of ‘states’ there is confusion between SES and use.
When carrying out site restoration, creating on-site storage could have a severe
impact on SES.

The confusion is recognised and the difference between end ‘use’ and end ‘state’
was discussed at the last NSG. In the breakout session, we also explored the types
of event that might trigger the review of a SES, and the impact of on-site storage
was raised.

Questions and Answers (Q&A) from Session 2:

Note that at the end of the presentation for the second session, statement 1 had been
altered to the following in response to feedback in session 1 (alterations are shown in
bold, italic):

When risk is intolerable, this is the overriding factor in decision-making. The NDA
believes that as risk reduces, other factors come more into play (e.g. using resources
effectively, efficiently and economically, skyline change, keeping open future
opportunities etc.).

Statement 2 and related questions remained unchanged.

Q:
A

SES: how much diversity is envisioned?

Quite a lot, though not as much as the diversity that will be seen during the
implementation phase. There are lots of sites where the end state will involve the
site being delicensed and therefore being restored to a condition suitable for any
foreseeable future use.
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> Q

2 Q

A:

Has there been no interest shown in a middle ground? For example asbestos
factory as an SES?

The issue has come up. During the SES consultation, preferences were expressed
in some cases for continued industrial use, but on the whole, clean-up has to be to
a standard that allows any foreseeable future use.

‘Fit for purpose’; does this mean for industrial use or just space left after clean-up?
We are moving away from an assumption of restoring sites to a condition suitable
for any future use (delicensing) as this is expensive and may not be a good use of
money. For example a site might be restored to a better condition than the
planned use requires. This is a site-specific matter.

The majority of sites have been through a process to decide on site end options. Is
this strategy using different options than those already provided by sites and that
have been subject to past review?

Purpose in previous SES consultations was to scope out what you would like site to
end up as. The NDA is not moving from that, bank and rely on that. Now, the NDA
needs to move back and realise difficulty of focusing so far in to the future and
think about what helps drive current focus and allow a realistic view on society
changing. All previous input has been part of the development process for Strategy
1.

The presentation indicated a move away from time as a factor; processes seem to
be ongoing. Any time factors in mind?

(The relevant slide was shown). The diagram indicates time as being as soon as
reasonable practicable. This will vary site-by-site depending on various factors. It
is very difficult to make commitment about final states, easier to do so for IS.

People are searching for information regarding timings. How will this information
be developed?
Dates by site will vary according to enablers and resources.

How do you envision stakeholders re-addressing and adding to this approach?
There seem to be fundamental flaws in what was being done in the past. What is
the NDA trying to convey? Is it changing approach according to policy? Is the NDA
asking sites to make changes or will the NDA do this?

Not going to ask people to re-visit the SES exercise. As time goes on, and
decommissioning progresses, events might necessitate a review of the SES. If and
when this occurs, opportunities will arise for engagement. Potential triggers of a
SES review were listed at the last NSG.

Are triggers re-evaluated to suit you?
Some triggers may come out of community activity.

A ‘Step Wise’ process seems to be being used. This needs to take societal changes
into account. Any development process needs to allow stopping for reviewing
changes.

Agree. We have to decide collectively if we are doing the right thing.

Questions and Answers (Q&A) from Session 3:

Note that at the end of the presentation for the second session, statement 1 had been
altered to the following in response to feedback in sessions 1 and 2 (alterations shown
in bold, italic):

Where risk is at its highest across the NDA estate, this is the overriding factor in
decision-making. The NDA believes that as risk reduces, other factors come into play
(are in play all the time, but do not predominate) (e.g. availability of waste
routes, skyline change, keeping open future opportunities etc.).
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Statement 2 and related questions remained unchanged.

Q: Please could you clarify fit for purpose use? Are risk and responsibility shared at a
site?

A: Conceptual practice (1) De-license (2) Designate. In this concept