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Executive Summary

The Warships Support Agency (WSA) of the Ministry of Defence is undertaking
Project ISOLUS (Interim Storage of Laid-up Submarines) to determine the means of
managing the radioactive wastes from nuclear powered submarines after they have
been withdrawn from service.

As part of Project ISOLUS, the (WSA) commissioned the Centre for the Study of
Environmental Change (CSEC) at Lancaster Universty to conduct a Front End
Consultation to ascertain the issues that the public and other stakeholders believe
should be taken into account when deciding on the options and site(s) for the interim
storage of the wastes.

The Front End Consultation was carried out between January and July, 2001. The
Consultation comprised 8 discussion groups, 4 stakeholder workshops, a citizens
panel, and aweb Site, and was overseen by a Steering Group.

The main areas of recommendation emerging from the consultation were:

1. Theinfluences and respongbilities of those outsde the ISOLUS project (including
insde and outside MOD) need to be recognised and addressed.
(Recommendations 1, 2, 5, 6, & 58)

2. Thereis public concern thet the involvement of private companies will mean the
project is driven by cost and pursuit of profit, rather than safety and it isimportant
that MoD remainsin control of the waste. The extent of this concern over
privatisation should be brought to minister’ s attention.

(Recommendations 4, 8 & 39)

3. The public concern about building further nuclear- powered submarines,
particularly in the absence of afina disposa route, needs to be recognised.
(Recommendation 3)

4. A decison on Renown project needs to be made as soon as possible
(Recommendation 7)

5. The consultation exercise has been seen as postive step but more must be done to
engender trust and understanding. A clear response to the consultation findings,
demondtrating how these have been taken into account, is required. More
information must be made available — or an explanation given asto why thisis not
possible — and the next stepsin the process must be publicised with more effort
meade to be inclusive in conaultation, recognising loca consultations will be
necessary when sites have been identified. An expanded Steering Group should
oversee consultation, which should be conducted by athird party, and the project
should appoint an Advisory Group of interested representatives and impartia
individuds. Funding of individuas and expert contributors should be consdered.
(Recommendations 9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 45, 48, 49, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 56,57, 59,
60, 61, 62, 63, 64 & 65)
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10.

11.

There was support for discontinuing long-term afloat storage and storing on land
but retention of intact reactors, rather than further dismantling, was preferred. The
free release of metds, which could be contaminated, should be avoided. The
project needs to build in contingency for delays.

(Recommendations 2, 15, 22, 23 & 24)

The fact that there are risks should be accepted and their existence acknowledged.
The project must make contingency plans for these risks and the land storage
solution mugt alow for containment of the Ste. Safety should not be compromised
by cost and best possible practise should be sought.

(Recommendations 16, 17, 18, 27 & 28)

Public and workers exposure should be minimised and avoided where possible
and practices for keeping dosage records of workers reviewed. The same
principles should gpply to non-radioactive toxic wastes in the reactor.
Independent monitoring of the eventua Ste's security and management should be
considered and the principles and practices of regulation publicised.
(Recommendations 19, 20, 21, 26, 29, 30, 31 & 43)

While more than one site was recognised as a possibility, the preferred site was
one with exigting nuclear activity. In sdecting asite, MOD needs to address risk
of climate change, geologicd gability, need for expangon of facility and
extension of the duration of storage. The Site dso needs controlled access and
should avoid the need for trangportation of the waste. In establishing a Site,
consderation needs to be given to identifying and maintaining the necessary skills
base.

(Recommendation 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38,40 & 41)

The consultation process should alow for participation of those who cannot speak
fredy. Similarly, the project should alow for employee did ogue with Regulators
and for a‘whistle blower’ route to report bad practice.

(Recommendations 42 & 46)

Confidence and public acceptability are enhanced if there isindependent scrutiny
of information, monitoring, management and practice, and of the consultation
processitself. The public do not generaly consder government agenciesto be
independent in this respect.

(Recommendations 11, 14, 19, 21, 30, 31, 49 & 53)

Full detalls of the findings are contained within the Find Report and 16 detailed
reports of the consultation activities. These are available on the consultation website
at www.nucsubs.org.uk.
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1 Key findings and recommendations

RECOMMENDATION L.ttt 23
Conaultation findings which fall outsde the remit of Project ISOLUS should be

passed to the relevant DOTIES. ..o s 23
RECOMMENDATION 2.ttt 24

The ways in which public concerns relate to the practices and motivations of other
stakeholders need to be taken into account.  Stakeholder practices should be
developed in ways that demonstrably address public concerns............ccccceevveevieenn. 24

RECOMMENDATION ... e 25

The gppropriate bodies should be informed of the stirength of feding againgt building
further nuclear powered submarines, especidly in reation to the absence of afind

disposal route for the radioactive Wastes. .........cocceveeiiiiece e 25
RECOMMENDATION 4 ...ttt ee e stee s e e e ennn e e enee s 26
Further action and decisions need to be clearly judtified in terms of their ethicd

premises and principles, with cost being subsidiary to this. ..., 26
RECOMMENDATION 5.ttt s 27

Relevant bodies should be informed of the strength of fedling regarding the need for
internationa collaboration, and public information on the collaboration which is
taking place should be avallable. ..........cccooiiiiiicic e 27

RECOMMENDATION B...c.ceiiieieeteseesieeee ettt 29

Project ISOLUS should establish and maintain relationships with government bodies
involved in the development of radioactive waste policy, closely monitor the

development of this policy and assessits relevance for Project ISOLUS. .................. 29
RECOMMENDATION 7 ...t eee ettt e stte e iae e saee e sae e s e s snne e ennneeenneeenees 30
A clear satement on whether the BRDL proposal will proceed or not should be made

at the earliest possible OPPOITUNITY. ......ccveiiieiie e 30
RECOMMENDATION 8.ttt tee s e s e e e nnne e ennne e e s 30
Openness and trust should be pursued by the MoD. .........cccooeveveciececece e, 30
RECOMMENDATION 9.ttt sttt s snenne s 32

Understanding public views and respecting their legitimacy should be encouraged a
dl levels, decisons should clearly demondtrate this respect and that public concerns

have Deen a0OrESSEA. ........ccviiiieeee s 32
RECOMMENDATION 10.....ciiiieiiieeciee et esiee e iee e sree s e e e sae s e e e enneeenee s 32
It is recommended that the MoD recognise that consultation of itself can engender

MOre POSItIVE FEl@tiONSNIPS. ....veveeieecie ettt e s e sre e 32
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RECOMMENDATION 11....oiiiiiiiiiiieiier e e 33

Bodies who are widely seen to be acting in the interests of people and the

environment should be enabled to provide authority to information through their

review and verification of that information (see dso Recommendation 19 and
Recommendation 50). .......cceeiieiiie i 33

RECOMMENDATION 12.....c.eeiiiiieieeseee et s 34

The MoD should review gpproaches to information provision being developed in
other agencies, and consders ways of providing more publicly accessble information.

...................................................................................................................................... 34
RECOMMENDATION 13.....oiiieiiesiesieseseeee ettt snesne s 34
The MoD should specificaly consder the ways in which the loca media can be

utilised in relation to consultation at specific Stes, and seek out other loca

information chanNelS for SIMIlar USE. ........ccoovviiieeie e 34
RECOMMENDATION 14 ...ttt sttt st s snenne s 35
Serious condderation should be given to ways in which further details of the

submarines, relevant to al aspects of the interim storage of the radioactive wastes, can

be made public or made available for independent expert scrutiny. MoD compliance

with REPPIR should be publicly stated. Where information cannot be made

available, the reasons should be clearly and publicly explained. ..........cccccooeiinenene 35
RECOMMENDATION 15.....ciiiiieriesiesiesieeee et s sbe s 36
The condderation of intergenerationa equity lends some weight to the preference for
leaving reactor compartments intact and this should be taken into account................. 36
RECOMMENDATION 16......oiiieieieeiesie sttt e st se e se et snesnennens 37
Although assessed as relatively low, the risks associated with submarine wastes

should not be presented as indgnificant; thisis likely to be counterproductive in terms

of generating public acCePtabIlity. ........ccooiriiireiieee e 37
RECOMMENDATION 17 ...ttt sne s 38
Public acceptability will be enhanced the more ‘best possible’ practiceis utilised

(rather than best practicable means), and thus best possible practice should be pursued

and not be congtrained by cost, unless arobust case for doing otherwise can be

PUBIICY JUSHITIEA. ..ecueeceeeeeeeee et 38
RECOMMENDATION 18......ooiiiiiieciesiesieeeeeeee et sse st ssessesnens 38
Residua risks and uncertainties should be acknowledged in communication activities,

and judgements about them debated and justified. .........ccccceevevveevicie e, 38
RECOMMENDATION 19.......iiiiiiesiesieseeeeeeee ettt s sna s 39
Recording and record keeping practicesin relation to worker exposure to radiation

should be independently reviewed (see also Recommendation 30). ........cccccvvvereeennnne 39
RECOMMENDATION 20......ciiiiiiieiiesiesieseseeeesee e see st ssessesesseessessessessessessessens 39
Doses to the public and workers should be minimised and avoided where et all

possible. Records of doses received should be in the public domain. ............ccc........ 39
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RECOMMENDATION 21L....oiiiiiiiiieeii e 40

Where options and choices that have implications for the management of the toxic
substances within the submarines are considered, Smilar principlesto thoseraised in
relation to radioactive wastes should be applied. Information on the toxic substances
contained in the submarines should be publicly accessible, especidly at Stes proposed

for dismantling the SUDMAINES...........cooiririi e 40
RECOMMENDATION 22......ooiiiieiiesiesiesieseeee ettt sne s 41
Metds contaminated with very low levels of radiation should not enter the scrap metd

market; a policy of ‘dilute and disperse’ isnot acceptable. ..........ccocvviieiiiinincnene. 41
RECOMMENDATION 23.....ooiiieiiesiesiesiesiee ettt ss b s sbenne s 41
Afloat storage should be discontinued. ............ccoveeeiieiececeece e 41
RECOMMENDATION 24 ...ttt st sesse st ssesse s 42

Contingency plansfor deding with delays and limitations of access to necessary
fadilities need to be considered, so that Stuations such asthat pertaining to the Vaiant

(0 [0l g0 = = SRS 42
RECOMMENDATION 25 ...ttt et e tee st e st e e e e nnae e enaeeenee s 42
Project ISOLUS should proceed with developing interim storage on land. ................ 42
RECOMMENDATION 26......coiiiiiieiiesiesiesiesieeeesee et ste e sse s e seeseessessessessessessens 43
Continuous monitoring of the stored wastes should be undertaken. ...........cccccevenee 43
RECOMMENDATION 27 ...ttt sttt s sbenne s 43
Plans for responding to problems, including the flexibility to respond to unanticipated

problems, should be developed. ...........ccov e 43
RECOMMENDATION 28.......coeee ettt tee e stee st e s e e e e nnae e e e e enee s 43

The sore itsdlf should provide aleve of containment, and be capable of being
temporarily seded in the event of leskage to provide environmentd isolation within

tNEDUITTING. ..o 43
RECOMMENDATION 29......ooiiieriesiesieeeeee ettt s sbe s 44
Provison should be made for locd publication of dl monitoring results a waste

storage sites and at sites where submarines are dismantled...........ccoccoooeiiniiiienennnns 44
RECOMMENDATION 30....iiiiiiiiiesiesiesiesiesieeee e sse b snesneas 44
Consderation should be given to additiona means for providing independent

monitoring, and/or independert peer review of MONItoring. .........ccccvveeverceneenennns 44
RECOMMENDATION 3L oottt ae e saesnennenneas 45
Consderation should be given to means of independent auditing of management and
security procedures and PraCtiCES. ........ocvieieeiieiirieeie et e sre e s esne e 45
RECOMMENDATION 32, sttt eee ettt se e esa s ssesaessesnennens 45
A stewith exiding, relatively large scale, nuclear activity should be used, unless

there are strong and clearly justified reasons otherwise. ..........cccocoveeieeiie s cvee e, 45
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RECOMMENDATION 331 ettt sttt snenneas 46
Geologicd gahility and the implications of climate change need to be assessed in

relation to the site(s) used for Storing the Wastes. ..........coeverireneneeeccee e 46
RECOMMENDATION 4.ttt sttt st s sbe i 49
The wastes should be stored in a site where unauthorised access is prevented. .......... 49
RECOMMENDATION 35, eee ettt se s ssesaessesnennens 51
The possibility of storing the wastes at more than one site should not be discounted.51
RECOMMENDATION 36....cueiiiiiisiesiesiesiesiesiesee e see e sse st sse s ssesseessessessessessessessens 51

The MoD should be explicit about the potentid for expansion of storage beyond the
exiging 27 submarines, and should clarify, asfar asis possble, what this potentia
could imply for the SLOrage SITE(S). ...eiueeiiiiececie et 51

RECOMMENDATION 37 ...ttt e 51

The MoD should be explicit about the responsbility, location and management of the
wadte beyond the initial 30 year period, and clarify, asfar asis possble, the
implications for the StOrage SItE(S). ....uveveriiieiie e 51

RECOMMENDATION 38....oeiiiiieiierieeresee sttt s 53

Trangport of the wastes should be minimised, and should avoid centres of population,
subject to other consderations, unless there are strong and publicly acceptable reasons
otherwise. Transport by seais preferable..........coiieiiiiisee e 53

RECOMMENDATION 39.....coiiiieseneeeeee e 54

The Minigter should be informed of the strength of fedling againg privatisation, and

the problems of trust and confidence in contractors, and serious consideration be

given to ways of organising Project 1SOLUS which maximise the control,

responsibility and accountability of the MOD. ..o 54

RECOMMENDATION 40......c.oiiiiiiiieiieieeseere e e 55

When assessing proposals, consderation should be given to the availability of suitable
expertise in both the geographical area and the relevant areas of knowledge and
experience, and for how this expertise will be maintained over time...........c.ccccecuee. 55

RECOMMENDATION 4L.....oooiiiiiieeeie e 56

An audit of the skills and knowledge bases required over the first 30 years of Storage,
and beyond, should be conducted and used to develop plans for the maintenance of

such skills and KNOWIedge DESES. ..o 56
RECOMMENDATION 42...... ettt te e tee et e s e e e e ennae e enee s 56
Provision for whistle-blowing should be made within the management plan. ............ 56
RECOMMENDATION 43......cocicteiieieei sttt st sbessene e sseneas 59

The principles and practices of regulation should be made more publicly accessible,
especialy around potentid Stes. The responghbilities of different bodies need to be

made clear. Regulators should seek to engage in two-way communicetion, epecidly

with affected populations. The responsibilities of the various regulatory bodies need

to be reviewed to assess duplication or lack of contiguity in regulatory responshbilities

fOr NUCIEAr SUDMANNES. .....cveeiieieee et 59
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RECOMMENDATION 44 ...ttt sttt st s snenne s 59
Serious condderation is given to supporting the case for civil regulaion of waste

stores specifically, and other MoD nuclear activities more generaly. ... 59
RECOMMENDATION 5.ttt st snenne s 61
Further phases of consultation should am to include anyone who wishesto be

included, as far asthis can be made possible. .........ccooovveeiieci e 61
RECOMMENDATION 4B.......oiiiiiiiiesiesieeieeeeee ettt s sne s 61
The consultation design should enable those who may not fed they can spesk fredy

(C o0 01111 010 1= PSP 61
RECOMMENDATION 47 ...ttt sne s 62
Counter experts should be included in future phases of consultation (see dso
Recommendation 50). .......cceeiieiiie i 62
RECOMMENDATION 8.ttt sttt s nnenneas 64

The Steering Group in future stages of consultation should be reconvened to include a

lay person, anationd ENGO, and representation of relevant international experience.

Once stes are identified, people from sites under consideration should aso be

represented on the Steering Group(s). It may be necessary to fund individuals to

enable them to serve on the Steering Group. .......c.cccveiee e ciie e 64

RECOMMENDATION 49......ooiiiieeee e e 65

A Steering Group for future consultation should continue to be convened and serviced

by an independent third party. How the Steering Group might provide a greater

degree of accountability for the consultation process, especidly in terms of ensuring
findings are taken into account, should be given further consideration. ..................... 65

RECOMMENDATION 50......cciiiiiiiiiiiii e 65

Condderation is given to establishing an independent advisory group to provide input
to Project ISOLUS. Consderation should aso be given to convening a technica
advisory group, which should include counter expertise (see also Recommendation

SRS 65
RECOMMENDATION 51....coiiiiicie ettt et 65
The public preference for independent oversight of radioactive waste management

should be communicated to the relevant bodies (see also Recommendation 1).......... 65
RECOMMENDATION 52......oiciiieiieiiei ettt sttt snenas 66

The MoD’ s response to these recommendations should clearly indicate where

consultation outcomes have been taken into account, and where not. The reasoning

behind plans and decisions should be fully transparent. The response should bein the
public domain and easily accessible (for example, on the website, in printed form

available on request, and distributed to participants in the Front End Consultation). .66

RECOMMENDATION 53.....ooiciciiieieei ettt ne s snennas 66
Further stages of consultation should undertake to publish dl outputs, unlessthere are
strong and clearly justified reasons OtherWiSe. .........cccceereevevceesecce e 66

CSEC, Lancaster University



Project ISOLUS Front End Consultation— Feb-July 2001 Final Report Page 13 of 77

RECOMMENDATION B4 ...ttt 67
An independent third party or parties should conduct subsequent stages of

(0r0] 1S 1 ] = 1 o o TSRS 67
RECOMMENDATION 55ttt e 68

A fund should be made available to which prospective participants can apply for
funding, and clear guidelines devel oped regarding the provision of such funding. ....68

RECOMMENDATION 56......cccoiiiiiiiiii e 69

RECOMMENDATION 57 ..ot 69

As much information as possible should be publicly available, including al sefety
related information. Where information is not made publicly available, reasons
should be given asto why thisSiSthe Case.........cccceveeveicece e, 69

RECOMMENDATION 58....ceeiiiiiiiieiie s 70

Project 1ISOLUS should provide information, or indicate where such information can

be found, on areas where the knowledge bases are disputed or uncertain, such asthe

hedth effects of low-level radiation, and notify relevant bodies of particular areas of

concern raised DY CONSUITEES..........ouiiiiie e 70

RECOMMENDATION 59.....coiieneeesr e 70

The consaultation and decision processes should be laid out more lucidly, and be more
accessble, with (in asfar asis currently possible) a clear timetable of action. It
should be clear from the outset of any activities what the objectives of the
conaultetion are, its relationship with and timing within the decisort making process

and linked processes, and how the consultation findings will be used......................... 70
RECOMMENDATION B0......coiiiiiieieiiesiecieeeeeeeesae e seesreste e sae s e e e esaessessessesressesnens 72
A broad range of the public and other stakeholders should be actively included in the

next phase of consultation (see also Recommendation 45). .........ccccevvvvvceeveeccieecieenn, 72
RECOMMENDATION BL......ooiiieeeciesie st eeeeeee et aeste st ssesaessennennens 72

Principles emerging from the Front End Consultation, asidentified by the Front End
Steering Group, should be used for the next stage of consultation. Reference should
also be made to principles of best practice as identified by arange of other sources. 72

RECOMMENDATION B2......coiiiiiiesiesiesiesiesieeee ettt sae s snesne s 73
People with loca knowledge will need to be included in the consultation team (see

alSO RECOMMENTALiON 54).....eee e sne e 73
RECOMMENDATION B3......ceeeecieeeeiee e cee et e siee e site e s tee s e s e e e see e ennae e enneeenees 74

The next stage of consultation should take place not later than the time at which the

Outline Proposads arerecelved. In the meantime, Chief Executives of Loca

Authorities, and other appropriate bodies, should be informed by the MoD of the
decision-making and consultation process (including the process prior to Outline

Proposals being received) and its projected timetable. This information should aso be
posted on the consultation web site and provided to those who participated in the

Front End Consultation (see also Recommendation 59).........cccceveveeveeieseenieenin e 74
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RECOMMENDATION B4 ..ottt st sae st s sne s 75
Condderation is given to providing expert advice on consultation and public

acceptability, and the mears by which this can be done, to potential contractors.......75
RECOMMENDATION B5......oiiiiiriesiesiesiesieseeee et sttt s sne s 75

Once potentid Sites are identified, consultation techniques should include the
provison for people from different Stes to meet together to pursue more acceptable
S o] 11117 LSRR 75
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2 Introduction

Project ISOLUS (interim storage of laid-up submarines) is the process by which the UK
Minigry of Defence (MaD) will:

“Define, develop and procure a safe and publicly acceptable method for the
interim storage of the radioactive materid arisng from decommissioned
submarines”

The Warships Support Agency (WSA) of the MoD commissioned a Front End
Consultation (FEC) to identify what members of the public and other stakeholders think
should be taken into account in deciding what to do with the radioactive waste from
nuclear submarines that have been taken out of service. The FEC was carried out under
contract by independent researchersin the Centre for the Study of Environmental
Change at Lancagter University.

The FEC comprised 4 workshops with stakeholder organisations, 8 discussion groups
with members of the public in different parts of the UK, acitizens panel and aweb Ste
consultation. The Lancaster team has been responsible for developing the procedures
and for raisng and discussing these questions with members of the public. The FEC
was overseen by a Steering Group. Details of the reports of each of the consultation
activitiesare given in Appendix |.

The consultation addressed the following four questions:
1.What issueswould people like to be taken into account in evauating storage

options?
2.What issues would people like to be taken into account in evaluating potential
Sites?

3.How would people like to be consulted?

4.For the Steering Group overseeing subsequent stages of the ISOLUS
consultation:

- Who should be involved?

- What should beits role and remit?

Further consultation is planned for later stages of the project (see Conaultation in the
next round: the Project Plan, page 70). In the meantime, comments can be submitted to
the ISOLUS consultation website at http://www.nucsubs.org.uk or to Dr Jane Hunt,
CSEC, Lancaster University, Lancaster LA14YG.

3 Summary of this Report

This report describes the process of the FEC and synthesi ses the responses. It
discusses issues raised, and derives key findings and recommendations. This Find
Report is best read in conjunction with the more detailed reports of the consultation
activities, which provide a more comprehensive account of the responses, issues and
concerns of participants.
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The next section of this report describes Project |SOLUS and the problem of storing
the radioactive wastes from laid-up nuclear powered submarines. The Front End
Consultation is described in the subsequent section.

The second part of the report summarises the findings from the Front End
Consultation and derives recommendations from these findings. 1n section 6, the
broader issues raised by the public and other stakeholders are discussed. The wider
context is described in section 7. Options are discussed in section 8, monitoring in
section 9, and giting, and related issues, in section 10. Issues concerned with
contractorisation are raised in section 11, and those concerned with regulation in
section 12.

Sections 13 and 14 discuss the public and other stakeholders' views on consultation
and the Steering Groups recommendations for the next phase of consultation.

4 Project ISOLUS

4.1 Introduction

In February, 1998, Minigterid gpprova was given for the WSA to proceed with an in-
house study into options for the interim storage of decommissioned nuclear powered
submarines (Project ISOLUS). The results of this study were produced in May, 1999,
in the report ‘ The ISOLUS Investigation’, which was edited for public rleasein April
2000, and is available on the MoD website at
http://www.mod.uk/index.php3?page=2579 , via the Consultation Webste at
http://Amww.nucsubs.org.uk, or from the WSA.

Subsequent to the production of this report, it was decided to undertake a Front End
Consultation prior to other stages of consultation. The Front End Consultation was
conducted to ascertain public and other stakeholders' views and concerns regarding
the interim storage of the radioactive wastes from the laid-up submarines, so that
these could be taken into account in planning the next stages of Project ISOLUS.

42 The Problem

There are 27 nuclear powered submarines already in existence, of which 11 have been
taken out of service and are currently stored afloat a Rosyth and Devonport.  Further
submarines will be withdrawn from service over the next few years. A further 3
nuclear powered submarines are being built (the Astute Class), and 3 more are
planned subject to Ministerid approval.

Until recently, the assumption was that defuelled nuclear powered submarines would
be broken up and the radioactive wastes disposed of in a National Deep Waste

Repository, anticipated to be available in the early 21% century. Until the Repository
was available, the submarines were to be stored afloat. However, in 1997 the plans

CSEC, Lancaster University



Project ISOLUS Front End Consultation— Feb-July 2001 Final Report Page 17 of 77

for aDeep Respository were, at least temporarily, abandoned, and Government policy
on radioactive waste storage and disposa is currently being rethought.

The ISOLUS Invedtigation states that the study was undertaken in response to three
factors:

1) The expected completion date for aNational Radioactive Waste Facility had
been delayed, and was not expected until 2040, if at al. This therefore meant
that the MoD needed to determine how the wastes would be managed until
such afadility isavallable, taking into account the possbility of further delays
and/or changesin Government policy on radioactive waste management.

2) Exiding afloat storage capacity at Rosyth and Devonport will be filled by
2012 and submarines withdrawn from service subsequently would have no
storage berths unless further berths were found.

3) The Radioactive Waste Management Advisory Committee (RWMAC), in ther
1997 report, had criticised the MoD as being perceived as having ‘no policy’
for the radioactive waste management. This view was supported by media
criticigm.

The problem is therefore one of agreeing and implementing a means of managing the
radioactive wastes from the laid-up submarines. To this end, the WSA established
Project ISOLUS, conducted the ISOLUS Investigation and commissioned the Front
End Consultation.

4.3 The Way Forward

The MaD intends to examine the findings of the FEC and publish its responses to the
recommendations in this report.

The presumption is that contractors will produce innovative proposals for the means
of, and location for, storing the wastes, and that the MoD will let a contract for
gpproximately 30 years to a contractor (or consortium of contractors) to manage the
wastes. Contractors have been invited to submit expressons of interest in response to
aMarket Consultation Paper issued by the MoD. The MoD intend to invite
submission of outline proposals (1ISOPs) from contractors by mid 2002; these
proposas will need to take account of the findings of the FEC. Further public
consultation will then take place to contribute to the shortlisting of the outline
proposals.

Details of the ongoing process of Project ISOLUS, including further consultation, will
be published on the website.

5 The Front End Consultation

5.1 The context

The ideathat the public should participate more fully and be consulted more
extensvely in relation to socid and environmenta issues has taken hold over the last
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few years. Particularly in the fidds of hedth, environment and loca governmertt,
innovative forms of consultation have been developed and used.

The benefits of broader engagement with the public are widely recognised to include
better and more respons ve decison making and service provison, wider acceptance
of decisons, the development of more constructive relationships and better
understanding, and a more comprehensive knowledge base.

A number of specific issues and events provided a more specific context for the Front
End Consultation. There were repeated references to the depleted uranium issue,
which was the subject of extensive media attention in the earlier part of the
consultation period. These references usualy carried the implication that the MoD
response (as reported in the media) was to deny the existence of a problem, and this
was atypical MoD response. The problems experienced by Railtrack, and the debate
over the future of the London Underground system, were referred to in relation to
discussons of privatisation and contractorisation. Finaly, the Generd Election, in
addition to limiting the publicity activities that could be undertaken by the MoD,
presumably had some influence dthough it was not referred to directly in any
conggtent or sgnificant way.

These issues illustrate the way in which the Front End Consultation needs to be
congdered within its larger context. That is, the issue of the radioactive wastes from
laid- up submarinesis understood and perceived as part of awider set of risk issues, is
related to these, and cannot be separated from them.

5.2 Whatis a Front End Consultation?

A Front End Consultation is designed to dlicit the concerns of the public and other
stakeholders so that these can be taken into account in developing decisions. As such,
aFront End is fundamentally addressing the issue of *framing * by enebling
participants in the consultation to congruct the problem in their own way. Thet is,
defining what the problem is about, and what isimportant in how it is addressed,
requires public and other stakeholder input in order that solutions should be publicly
acceptable. Crucialy, a Front End takes place before proposals are devel oped and
provides the framework for those proposas. As such, it can use a number of different
techniques, but akey requirement is that these should enable discussion, debate and
deliberation, and outcomes are therefore generdly qualitative rather than quantitative.

Front End Consultation isincreasingly being recognised as necessary in contentious
areas such as radioactive waste management. The ‘decide, amnounce, defend” mode,
whereby the public and others are consulted after a decision has been reached, and
have little or no input into what should be included in that decision, is seen to have
been unsuccessful in reaching implementable solutions. Thus, early and widespread
consultation, which identifies public concerns and issues, is seen to lead to more
acceptable decisions (presuming, of course, that public concerns are properly taken
into account in those decisons).

! This concept is presented in The Royal Commission for Environmental Pollution’s 21 Report
‘ Setting Environmental Standards' (2000) Cm 4053 (The Stationery Office, London)
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5.3 Description of components
The Project ISOLUS FEC compromised:

5.3.1 Discussion Groups

8 discussion groups were held at avariety of locations, including Stes both near to
exigting nuclear and/or submarine activities, and distant from these. Participants
represented a range of demographic characteristics (age, gender, income, household
membership, ethnicity, employment etc). 6 to 8 people participated in each group,
were provided with information about the submarines and their radioactive wastes,
and took part in discusson.

The discussion groyps were intended to gain the views of *ordinary’ members of the
public, who would not in generd have contributed to traditiond forms of consultation.

532 Stakeholder Workshops

The four workshops were held in London, Plymouth, Manchester and Edinburgh.
Fymouth and Edinburgh were selected to enable groups concerned with Devonport
and Rosyth dockyards to participate, and London and Manchester as places with good
trangport links for other participants. Stakeholders were defined as those representing
someform of group, including regulators, the MoD, contractors, local authorities, and
local environmenta groups. The workshops comprised a presentation on Project
ISOLUS and small group discussion.

The stakeholder workshops were intended to bring representatives of groups with
different interests together, to generate discussion, and to articulate concerns.

533 Citizens Pand

The citizens pand involved 12 *ordinary’ members of the public, who met together
for four days over two weekends, to examine the issue, become informed, question
expert witnesses, and produce areport identifying their key concerns.

The pand was used to enable informed members of the public to consider the issues
in depth.

534 Web Consultation

The consultation website included information on the submarines and their
radioactive wastes, an open ended on line questionnaire and a discussion space.
Anyone with internet access could contribute their views. A paper version of the
materia on the website was also available on request, and any |etters received were
included as responses to the consultation.

The website was used to enable anyone who wished to express aview to be able to do

S0, within the congraints of the availability of the technology and awareness that the
consultation was taking place.
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535 Steering Group

A Steering Group was convened to oversee the conduct of the Front End
Consultation, review the reports, especidly this report, and contribute to the
development of plansfor the next stage of consultation. However, the role of the
Steering Group was not to endorse this report as such, but to provide areview to
contribute to quaity control of both the consultation process and the reporting of that
process.

The members of the Steering Group comprised:

Fred Barker Radioactive Waste Management Advisory Committee

Andy Elmer Local Government Association

Rob Gray Nuclear Ingtallations Ingpectorate

Mark Hannon Decommissioning Manager, Berkeley Nuclear Power
Station

Brian Hooper Project ISOLUS, Warships Support Agency, MoD

Steward Kemp Nuclear Free Locd Authorities

Di McDondd Nuclear Submarine Forum

Judith Petts (Chair)  Centre for Environmenta Training, University of

Birmingham

Membership was intended to reflect arange of different stakeholder groups.

5.4 Who participated?

The use of different forms of consultation enabled awider range of people to
participate than is possible using only one form of consultation. As above, the design
of the consultation was intended to dicit views from different groups, including the
generd public and more speciaised stakeholders.

The numbers of participants in each of the areas of the consultation was as follows:

Events:

Citizens Pand 12
(Eight) Discusson Groups 61
(Four) Stakeholder 58
Workshops

Online Participation:

Web Questionnaire 45
Web Discussion 25
L etters Received 22

The total number of participants in the Citizens Pand, Discusson Groups and

Stakeholder Workshops was 131.
The overal totdl including online participation and letters received was 2232,

2 This figure does not take account of any double counting, i.e. people who may have participated in
more than one consultation activity but are not identifiable as such.
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In addition, a petition with gpproximatdy 430 sgnatures was received from the
residents of the Loch Ewe area.

54.1 Accessbility

The FEC was designed to be both proactive in diciting views from members of the
public who might otherwise not participate, and to enable the participation of anyone
who wished to participate, via the website and associated written materials. However,
it needs to be recognised that:

a) some groups and individuals believe they have a particular right to be
consulted actively, due to their concerns with the issues and/or particular
location,

b) many people were not aware that the consultation was taking place, but were
interested and felt they should have been informed, and

c) many people do not have access to the internet.

The FEC cannot be said to have fully enabled everyone who wished to participate to
30 do, dthough it must be recognised that thisaim is difficult if not impossble to
fulfil completely.

5.5 Timing of the consultation

The conaultation was compromised by the fact that athough it was designed asa
Front End, severa options had aready been considered in some detail, and particular
dtesnamed in an internd MOD discusson paper amed at identifying the
practicdities of different storage posshilities. The existence of the report ‘The
ISOLUS Investigation’, which was not origindly written to fulfil the role of abasic
information source for the consultation but which found itsef in that position, was
problematic, particularly in relation to the Sites which were discussed in that report
and where, quite reasonably, loca inhabitants fdlt that they should have been
informed of the consultation and the decision process.

A decison had been made at the start of the consultation not to focus on any sites
other than, to alimited extent, Plymouth and Rosyth (asthese are the existing

locations of the laid-up submarines), as no Sites have been formally identified or
proposed. Site specific consultation is proposed for the next round of consultation,
when potential Sites have been proposed. However, during the consultation period the
media represented various Stes (particularly Plymouth, Rosyth and Aultbea/lLoch

Ewe) as ether having been sdlected, or being potentid Sites. This media coverage
resulted in a strong public response from Plymouth and Aultbea (see 10.3.4, RPutitin
Pymouth, and 10.3.3, Put it in Scotland).

CSEC, Lancaster University



Project ISOLUS Front End Consultation— Feb-July 2001 Final Report Page 22 of 77

5.6 Other methodological comments

5.6.1 Consensusor consultation?

The methods used were salected in order to enable people to discuss and deliberate over
the issues they identified as Sgnificant. The framing of the problem was, whilst
focussed on the questions stated in the Introduction, otherwise left open.

This suite of methods, however, does not produce clearly defined and articulated
conclusons. Rather, it identifies the map of concerns and issues held by participantsin
the consultation. In some cases, views are contradictory, athough in many cases
gmilar issues were raised by different groups and it was gpparent that views were
widdy held.

56.2 Analysisof responses

The qudlitative nature of the materia gathered during the consultation means that the
andysis and synthesis of that materid, and the derivation of recommendationsin
relation to it, inevitably requires judgement and interpretation. The reporting of the
consultation activities (See Appendix |: Reports produced in this consultation, page 76),
which presents extensve direct quotations and statements by participants, provides the
means for the reader to assess the vaidity of those judgements and interpretations.
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THE CONSULTATION FINDINGS

6 Framing the Front End

The problem of what to do with the radioactive wastes from nuclear powered
submarines was congtrued very differently by different individuas and groups.
Responsesillugirated that it can be a management problem, atechnica problem, and
an efficiency problem; it can dso be a political and ethica problem, where issues such
asthe trugt in respongble indtitutions and whether it is ever legitimate to, for example,
expose anyone (not just workers) to increased doses, are primary concerns.

The WSA’ s respongbility rests mainly in determining a course of action and
managing the implementation of that course of action. Many of the concernsraised
during the course of the Front End Consaultation fall beyond their remit. However, if
public acceptance isto be pursued, it is cruciad that these concerns are not ignored
(see Legitimacy of consultation, page 66). 1n many cases they represent underlying
issues which can be taken into account within the development of Project ISOLUS,
athough they are often disregarded. In others, they are clearly mattersfor other
authorities, and should be passed to them for attention. It is very clear that the pattern
of public concerns does not easily map onto ingtitutional arrangements and
responghilities. In some cases, indtitutiond redlignment is necessary to fully take
account of public concerns, such as the strong preference for an independent body to
develop policy and implementation with respect to radioactive waste management.

RECOMMENDATION 1

Consultation findings which fall outside the remit of Project ISOLUS should be
passed to the relevant bodies.

6.1 Inside the frame: A technical problem (with a public
acceptability problem)

The players primarily vigble to the Authority are themselves, contractors, and NGOs
who campaign on peace and environment issues. NGOs are externd to the existing

rel ationships between contractors and the Authority, usualy occupying an adversarid
role. Contractors and the Authority have developed a particular framing of the problem,
which is dominantly one of concern with the technicd plausbility of various options,
contractua responghilities and formulations, and the need for judtification in economic
terms (a need imposed by government commitments to privatisation, and the economic
conditionsin the market place). It isimportant for al players to recognise that this
framing — the definition of the ball park and what iswithin it, and the rules by which the
gameis played — cannot be completely changed by those responsible for Project
ISOLUS, dthough that does not mean that chalenges should be ignored.
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Within this dominant framing, other issues are added on as ancillary. Public
acceptability, whilst not being an optiond extra, is both a catch dl for ahost of very
varied concerns, and separated from technica and management concerns.

What a Front End consultation brings to the foreis that the concerns that commonly
get collected under the heading of public acceptability are often very relevant to, or
fundamental components of , technical, manageria and economic perspectives. For
example, the concern that contractors are compromised by their need to pursue
profits, and that, therefore, corners may be cut and best practice not always observed,
isonethat can and should be addressed within the Project. It isnot merely something
that can be dedlt with by information provision, but implies careful consideration of
contractua arrangements, especialy with regard to quaity assurance.

RECOMMENDATION 2

The ways in which public concerns relate to the practices and motivations of other
stakeholders need to be taken into account. Stakeholder practices should be
developed in ways that demonstrably address public concerns.

6.2 Outside the Frame: a different sort of problem

A number of issues clearly fall outsde the frame of Project ISOLUS as currently
concelved. Theligting in this section is not comprehensive; many issues are discussed
under subsequent headings. However, some very strong messages are gpparent and
these are presented here. As above (see Framing the Front End, page 23) these
concerns should be passed to the relevant bodies.

6.2.1 New build

For very many members of the public, aswell asfor stakeholders associated with
environmenta NGOs, thereisahigh level of concern about building further nuclear
powered submarines. There are anumber of dimengonsto this concern:

e A common sense position that it isfoolish to continue producing wastes when
there isno way of digposing of those wastes (this postion is Smilarly gpparent
with regard to civil wastes from power production).

e Nuclear deterrenceis no longer required and/or that the UK isin any caseasmdl
player.

e |f the deterrence capabilities are required, then dternative means of propulson
should be developed and utilised (i.e. nuclear deterrence does not necessitate
nuclear propelled submarines).

e The money spent on nuclear submarines could be better spent elsawhere.

These pogitions are only sometimes associated with the mora position that nuclear
weaponry is fundamentaly wrong. Many participants accepted a past need for
nuclear submarinesto provide deterrence, but thought this was no longer necessary.
Others accepted that nuclear weaponry may be required, but not that the submarines
necessarily needed nuclear propulsion.
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Where other uses of nuclear powered submarines were considered (i.e. the uses of
those submarines which do not carry nuclear weapons), these uses were seen to be
lessreliant on or have less or no need for nuclear propulsion. Quite clearly, the main
judtification (both as seen by stakeholders and the public, and as presented by
proponents of nuclear powered submarines) for nuclear powered submarinesisther
abilitiesin relation to nuclear deterrence.

These views were put into sharp relief when the question of the wastes were
consdered. The public view was clearly that, whatever the merits or otherwise of
nuclear propulsion and nuclear weapons, it was foolish to continue building nuclear
powered submarines when no disposd route for the ensuing wastes is available.

RECOMMENDATION 3

The appropriate bodies should be informed of the strength of feeling against building
further nuclear powered submarines, especially in relation to the absence of a final
disposal route for the radioactive wastes.

6.2.2 Defudling and related activities

Defudling is accepted by dl parties as a condderaboly more risky activity than the
cutting up of submarines and storage of the radioactive wastes.  Some participants
argued cogently that, although the MoD remit for Project ISOLUS did not extend to
defudling, the concerns of the Project could not be consdered in isolation from the
rest of the submarine fuel cyclein particular, and the production and use of nuclear
submarines more generaly. In part, thisis because many of the same bodies—in
some cases, the same individuas — have much wider respongiilities, and therefore
the confidence in the conduct of Project ISOLUS is directly related to confidence in
the conduct of other related activities. In part, it is because the radioactive waste from
the submarinesis part of amuch larger complex of decisions and actions, many of
which impact more or less directly on the wastes, particularly in relaion to continued
production and questions of need. In part, too, itisin linewith RWMAC
recommendations that the MoD should produce a coherent strategy for waste
management®, which necessarily considers projected waste arisings and management
plans more holigticaly.

6.2.3 Safety not cost

There was awidespread recognition of atension between safety and cost. The clearly
expressed preference was that safety should not be compromised by cost; the
accusation that the Authority would choose the cheagpest bid was one expression of
this. Thisrelates to the argument between best possible and best practicable means
(see below), and the misgivings regarding the use of contractors and PPP.

Some stakeholders presented the position that expenditure on high levels of safety in
this area meant a shortfal in funding e sewhere, and that, overal, it was more

3 The Radioactive Waste Management Advisory Committee's Adviceto Ministers on the Ministry of
Defence's Radioactive Waste Management and Practices (July 2001)
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gppropriate to use limited resources, for example, to increase hedth care provisions.
This argument was largdly rgected by the public, who felt that enormous expenditure
had been committed to nuclear submarines and that the additiona costs were margina
in comparison, and thet the cost of high levels of safety for waste storage was part of
the overdl cost of having these submarines and should be recognised.

6.24 Mistrust in contractors (and the MoD, the nuclear
industry...)

A high levd of mistrust of respongble inditutions and others, and in the current and
historic arrangements for waste management, was expressed. The point here, in
relation to framing, isthat this mistrust is related to the percelved interests of the
particular groups, and the relationships between them. The MoD are seen as secretive
and pursuing their own agenda. Cortractors, for example, are perceived as profit
driven, whilst regulators are seen as powerless, in cahoots with or at least Sding with
those they are regulating, overly constrained by their remits, and biased towards the
gatus quo. Lay experience — of Railtrack, of Sdlafield and the Japanese fud —
contributes to this now widely recognised digunction between the populace and the
state.

In terms of the privatisation of services, with consequent issues regarding
contractorisation, this mistrust is seen asreflecting ahigh —and increasing — leve of
concern about the movement of responghbility and action from the public sector to the
private sector. Whilst government inditutions are smilarly mistrusted, they are at

least seen as having to act in the public good rather than being driven by profit
motivation. These concerns are dso linked to argection of the commodification of
issues — such as hedth and wedlbeing — where it isfelt to be ingppropriate to judge on
the basis of cost, and that decisions should be made on ethica grounds. One example
of thisis the way in which the consultation was welcomed as being ‘the right thing to
do’ rather than being assessed in terms of the relative merits of this dlocation of
resources.

RECOMMENDATION 4

Further action and decisions need to be clearly justified in terms of their ethical
premises and principles, with cost being subsidiary to this.

6.25 International issues

Current internationa agreement is that radioactive wastes should be managed and
disposed of in the country of origin. However, public and stakeholders repeatedly
articulated the view that radioactive waste is an international problem, and should be
dedt with internationdly. With particular regard to the submarines, there were
severd srandsto this argument:

6.251 Knowledgeandresponghility

« The Russanswere seen asin need of internationa assstance in dedling with their
submarine wastes
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«  The UK was seen as having arespongibility to assist those countries which have
less devel oped technologies or are economically unable to ded with their wastes

« The UK could become aworld leader in radioactive waste management
technology

« Internationa sharing of knowledge and skills was seen as only sensble

« The existence of other countries with nuclear powered submarines means that the
wadtes are agloba rather than nationa problem

«  Theuseof submarinesto maintain ‘peace a aglobd leve smilarly means that
the wastes are a global responghility.

6.252 Sting

The posshility of an internationa Ste or Ste(s) was seen as preferable by some

people, either because

+ Britain was seen asa smdl and crowded idand with no suitably remote Sites, or

« Theremay be adite or Stesavailable globaly which is better, in some way, than
any avalablein Britan

«  The USwas seen to have an available ste a Hanford, which is both better than
any Stein Britain and where an additiona 27 reactor compartments were a
margind addition.

« however, internationd equity was seen to preclude ‘dumping’ wastesin less
developed countries.

RECOMMENDATION 5

Relevant bodies should be informed of the strength of feeling regarding the need for
international collaboration, and public information on the collaboration which is taking
place should be available.

7/ Context

7.1 Radioactive waste and the public

Radioactive wagte is clearly a subject which raises high leve of public concern. In
part, thisis due to associations with radioactivity (dangerous, invisble, cancer-
causing, secrecy, weapons”). Waste, too, has negative connotations, even if these are
not as directly threatening. Whilst it is laudable that the UK public appear to have
accepted the premises of waste minimisation as afundamenta issuein waste
management, this often conflicts with exigting practice and the existence of wagtes.
The combination of ‘radioactive’ and ‘wast€' isto provide a sort of mutud
amplification of the negative resonances of each.

4 J. Hunt & P Simmons (2001) Mapping Public Concerns: A Report to Nirex
(http:/Amwww.nirex.co.uk/inews.htm)
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7.2 Nuclear submarines and the public

It is striking thet nearly al the imagery associated with nuclear (and other) submarines
had negative connotations. There is a strong association in the public mind between
nuclear powered submarines and nuclear wegpons, related to this are images of the
submarines as big, black, dangerous monsters lurking secretly in the deeps of the
ocean. Perhaps surprisingly, there was very little apparent confusion between nuclear
powered submarines and submarines carrying nuclear wegpons. Instead, it was clear
that, in the public mind, the association between the two is reflected in abelief that
the need for nuclear powered submarinesis dependent on the continuation of a policy
of nuclear deterrence. That isnot to say that nuclear deterrence is seen to necesstate
having nuclear powered submarines, but that the nuclear power submarines are only
necessary due to the policy of nuclear deterrence.

The ritud and symbalic nature of waste management activitiesin relation to thisvery
particular form of radioactive waste should not be overlooked. That is, it needsto be
clearly recognised that the way that people fed about the submarines and their
associated wastes generates its own needs in terms of the ways those wastes are
managed. One manifestation of those needsis in the requirement to bring into the
‘light’ knowledge about the submarines, to ded with the negetive associations of
secrecy which are not just to do with requirements for openness and transparency, but
aso to do with a shared culturd sense of the ‘wrongness' of secrecy and submarines.

7.3 UK radioactive waste policy

A repested issue among stakeholders was that the management of the submarine
wastes could not be considered separately from the development of UK radioactive
waste management policy. This hastheimplication that Project ISOLUS should not
move forward until UK policy is established, which is problemétic in terms of the
anticipated timescales of each. However, interim land storage does not foreclose
other currently identified long term management options, and no argument was put
forward in the consultation that Project ISOLUS should not proceed. The moveto
interim land storage and away from early digposal was not raised asapolicy issuein
itsdlf, but may underlie the concerns of some stakeholders asiit creates de facto policy

The closure of Drigg was aso foreseen by some, with the recognition that a new
nationa low leve digposd Steislikdy to be required within the timescale of Project
ISOLUS, and that this could have (unspecified) implications for ISOLUS.

A possbleradica rethinking of government policy on radioactive waste management
could aso have implications for any decisons taken on the management of the
submarine wastes.  Although the current range of perceived options are condstent
with the interim (land) storage of the wastes, the development of other optionsis not
impossible.  Additiondly, should the government decide, for example, that there
should be asingle nationd site for the storage of ILW, this would have obvious
ramifications. The point hereisthat in the absence of clear government policy,
Project ISOLUS needs to maintain the flexibility to respond to forthcoming decisons.

Given that anationd repogtory is unlikely to be avalable until a least 2050, if at dl,

and given that the storage options under consideration will alow wastes to be
packaged for disposd if arepository becomes available, the choice between cutting up
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the reactor compartments and packaging the wastes, and leaving them intact, is related
to the levd of confidence that any find repostory will not require subsequent
repackaging before disposd. Thisis consdered in more detail below.

The RWMAC report (see note 2) on MoD radioactive waste practices recommends
“that MoD should produce and publish a clear statement of its strategy for the
managemert of the radioactive wagtesin its ownership.” The integration of Project
ISOLUS into such a strategy appears to be an appropriate means of enabling
coherence both within the MoD, and between the MoD and nationa policy.

In the meantime, it seems only sensible for Project 1ISOLUS to establish and maintain
ardationship with the appropriate government bodies and closely monitor the
development of radioactive waste palicy, reviewing the implications of this
particularly prior to taking decisions.

RECOMMENDATION 6

Project ISOLUS should establish and maintain relationships with government bodies
involved in the development of radioactive waste policy, closely monitor the
development of this policy and assess its relevance for Project ISOLUS.

7.4 The BRDL proposal

Concurrent to the consultation period was the congderation of the authorisation of
BRDL’ s proposal to cut up the Renown at Rosyth and package the wastes from the
reactor compartment. Stakeholders made repeated reference to this proposal.

A commonly expressed view was that it was inappropriate to proceed with the BRDL
proposa ether in advance of the consultation outcomes or at al. These people argued
that if, asthe MoD stated, no decision had been made, then it was unnecessary and
pre-emptive to proceed with cutting up one submarine. Cutting up the reactor
compartment was seen as inherently more risky than leaving it intact, and should not
be undertaken without very good reason.

However, there were some who argued that proceeding with the proposa would yield
information on the method of cutting up reactor compartments, which would enable
this option to be more comprehensively assessed. These people stated that these
benefits should be pursued while the skilled workforce a Rosyth was Hill available.
Proceeding with the proposa would aso provide employment, and thus maintain the
skilled workforce at Rosyth.

The uncertainty surrounding the proposa was counterproductive in generating
congructive dialogue, giving rise to a sense that the MoD were not being as open as
they claimed.
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RECOMMENDATION 7

A clear statement on whether the BRDL proposal will proceed or not should be made
at the earliest possible opportunity.

7.5 Responsibility

Responsibility for the waste was attributed to:

+  The Government — as they had been responsgible for decisons that meant the waste
had been produced

¢  NATO - asthe nuclear submarine fleet was part of NATO
+ TheMoD - asthey ae dealy inditutiondly and legdly respongble

« Everyone— aswe had al benefited from nuclear deterrence or because we generdly
share respongbility for problems which affect usal

¢ Not us—aswedidn’'t sign up to building the submarinesin the first place, and/or we
object to the use of nuclear deterrence

Theimportance of the attribution of respongibility in reaion to public acceptability is
that the public will be more willing to accept decisons, particularly in rdaion to siting,
if thereis agreater sense of shared responsbility. This sense of shared responsibility
will be enhanced by openness and a greater trust between the involved parties.

RECOMMENDATION 8

Openness and trust should be pursued by the MoD.

The specific responghbility for the waste in terms of who will be directly ‘in charge’ of it
is consgdered in relation to contractors and the MoD, below.

7.6 Trust and Relationships

One of the premises of consultation, especidly when it includes did ogue between
dakeholders, isthat different parties gain a better understanding of the views,
arguments and positions of others.  This, it isargued, is anecessary bass for moving
forward, in part through the development of relationships between previoudy
antagonitic parties.

It is clear from this consultation that various assumptions are made by different
groups about one another. For the sake of clarity, these are presented Ssmply here as
the MoD, the public, and contractors; thisis not meant to imply that these are the only
sgnificant groups nor that perceptions are homogeneous within these groups, but to
give an indication of dominant perceptions that might obviate againg, or be useful in
generding, congtructive didogue.
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7.6.1 What the public think of the MoD

The public perception of the MoD was of a secretive organisation who went their own
way regardless of the concerns or interests of anyone lse. The MoD were seen to close
ranks and deny the existence of problems (the DU controversy gained substantid media
coverage in the early part of the consultation period). Thus, the MoD were not seen as
having the ided characterigtics of an organisation that could be trusted by the public to
manage the wastes acceptably.

More positively, the MoD were seen as disciplined and capable of good organisation,
and were aso seen as amore gppropriate body to be responsible for managing the
wastes than contractors.

7.6.2 What the public think of contractors

The strongest expressions of mistrust came in relation to contractors, who were seen as
fundamentally compromised by their necessity to prioritise profits. This brought them

in direct conflict with the strongly articulated position that safety should be prioritised
over costs.

Contractors were a s0 associated with privatisation, and the failures associated with the
British rallways.

7.6.3 What the public think of the nuclear industry

Although this consultation was not geared towards addressing issues of the nuclear
industry more broadly, it is gpparent that the public and many other stakeholders view
the issue of the submarine waste as being firmly located with issues to do with the
nuclear industry more broadly. Where reference was made to the nuclear industry,
this was generdly in terms of a secretive, untrustworthy industry which frequently
made subgtantia mistakes. There was little confidence in the nuclear industry
generdly being competent to manage the wastes.

7.6.4 What the public think of the Regulators

Both the Environment Agency and the Nuclear Ingtdlations Inspectorate came in for
some criticism, athough they were seen as essentid organisations for checking that
safety limits were not breached. 1t was thought that regul ators were sometimes too
lenient or not impartid, supporting the ? interest rather than the public interest (see
Regulation, page 58)

7.6.5 Lay Experience

Participants were clearly drawing on shared experiences in reaching these positionsin
relation to the MoD and contractors. Aswell as press coverage of relevant issues prior
to and during the consultation period, many people had direct experience of working in
the nuclear industry, including within the nuclear submarine industry. More generaly,
many peopl€ s experience of the privatised industries (especidly hedlth and transport)
has been negative, and that experience has led them to mistrust privatisation in any
menifestation.
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7.6.6 What some contractors, MoD and other stakeholdersthink
of the public

Comments were made by stakehol ders which represented the public as homogenous
and often misnformed or mided. Thisisaclear example of what is known asthe
‘deficit model’, whereby the public are assumed to perceive and respond to risksin the
way that they do because they lack adequate information. If properly ‘educated’, so the
story goes, the public will then come to accept the risks in the same way that some other
stakehol ders accept them.

Although information is clearly a crucid component of both engendering public
acceptability, and consultation more generaly, to view public views and concerns
soldy interms of misnformation is mideading. The public undergand risksin very
different ways to professond risk assessors, and one might as easlly arguethat it isthe
professonas who need to learn how the public seetherisks. That is, the public views
have their own basis and rationdlity, and are often premised on deeply fet mora
positions. Public views must be respected as |l egitimate, or public acceptability isan
impossibility.

There was clear evidence in this consultation that thisis becoming appreciated more
widdy, with many stakeholders, from many different sorts of organisations, stating that
public concerns were vdid, or otherwise indicating their recognition of these issues.

RECOMMENDATION 9

Understanding public views and respecting their legitimacy should be encouraged at
all levels; decisions should clearly demonstrate this respect and that public concerns
have been addressed.

7.6.7 Summary: mistrust and antagonism

The combination of the MoD, private contractors and the nuclear industry represents an
dliance of three groups which is percelved by the public and other stakeholdersto be
secretive, acting in its own interests rather than the common good, and willing to be
dishonest. Sometimes, criticism was levied a regulators. All ingtitutions were

criticised for failing to identify and solve safety related problems.

The requirements commonly acknowledged to be necessary to engender trust between
inditutions and the public — and hence acceptability of those inditutions actions - are
openness, transparency and accountability. To this can be added independence,
integrity, honesty, and amotivation to act in the common good.

It would gppear that the groups mainly responsible for managing the submarine wastes
might well have some way to go to gain the trust of the public. However, the
welcoming and positive perception of the Front End Consultation suggests that
consultation is one method for improving perceptions of at least the MaoD.

RECOMMENDATION 10

It is recommended that the MoD recognise that consultation of itself can engender
more positive relationships.
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7.7 Knowledge and trust

One of the congtantly reiterated themes of the consultation was that information was not
made public or accessble, and that information was largdly in the control of a handful

of inditutions, none of whom were themselvestrusted. That ‘they would tell you only
what they want you to know' was a repeated comment.

Perhaps the most telling example of this came from a discussion group, who made the
point that the reactor compartments at Hanford, which have remained uncovered so thet
satellites can confirm that these submarines have indeed been taken out of service,
might not be reactor compartments at al but mock-ups — and that there may never
actually have been as many submarinesin the first place as stated, but that
misnformation on the total numbers of submarines was part of apolicy of claming
greater military force than actudly existed.

To thelay person (and perhaps to some experts) thisis a plausible interpretation of the
avallable evidence. Although presented with humour, the example captures the sense
that information from officid sources— particularly the MoD with their reputation for
secrecy and misinformation in the name of nationa security — cannot be trusted, and

that the direct evidence available to the public to confirm officid pronouncementsis
very limited. Thisleadsto demandsfor ‘checking' by independent third parties who are
trusted to be acting in the interests of people and the environment, and is thus one
reason behind the strong requirement for ENGOs to have such arole within Project
ISOLUS, asthe public often perceive ENGOs to be motivated by concern for the
environmen.

RECOMMENDATION 11

Bodies who are widely seen to be acting in the interests of people and the
environment should be enabled to provide authority to information through their
review and verification of that information (see also Recommendation ? and
Recommendation ?).

771 Openness

Another aspect of the relationship between knowledge and trust isthat, dthough
respondents repeatedly required that information be placed in the public domain, they
were not generdly aware of the quantity of information that has been made publicin
recent years (particularly as aresult of European legidation providing access to
environmentd information). Publiciang the fact that this information is available may
0o some way to generating trust and confidence in the responsible organisations.

However, the lay public do not tend to recognise information as being public if they are
unaware of its wheregbouts, or if it isincomprehensble to them. Thus, there were
repested requests that informeation should be made available in away that was
accessible, both in terms of its location and its comprehensibility. This obvioudy
generates anumber of difficulties — that much information cannot be amply trandated
into plain English, there is an enormous and ever-growing quantity of information
potentidly available, and whét is accessble to one group may not be accessible to
another, amongdt others. Thisisaproblem that many ingtitutions are currently
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addressing, and the MoD may wel benefit from reviewing approaches being devel oped
esawhere. Certanly, the problem of information is centrd in environmenta and other
disputes, and requires further attention.

Openness should not be narrowly trandated as meaning only the provison of
information, but dso induding the ways in which this information is provided, and the
‘body language' of those providing it. Thus, if thereisadear willingness to ansver
questions, provide information, and make clear the reasons why some information
cannot be provided, thistoo islikely to generate greater trust and confidence.

RECOMMENDATION 12

The MoD should review approaches to information provision being developed in
other agencies, and considers ways of providing more publicly accessible
information.

One obvious mechanism to utilise in rdation to particular Stesisloca media, aswell as
other loca networks. The loca press was commonly put forward by the lay public as
one gppropriate vehicle for communicating with the public in specific geographicd
areas, with the repested suggestion that large advertisements would achieve the dua
purpose of communication without journdigtic re-interpretation or misrepresentation.

RECOMMENDATION 13

The MoD should specifically consider the ways in which the local media can be
utilised in relation to consultation at specific sites, and seek out other local
information channels for similar use.

7.7.2 Technical details of the submarine wastes

That the technical details of the submarine wastes should be made public was seen asa
basic requirement, accompanied by the statement that athough the need for nationd
security, and hence a degree of secrecy, was acknowledged, there was no apparent
reason why information on the wastes should not be made public. Specific
requirements in this respect were that the location of the wastes, and monitoring results,
were public knowledge.

The more detailed argument over technica information isthat the design of the reactor
and ancillary equipment is required to be public in order that statements regarding the
makeup of the wastes and the provisions for their management can be confirmed
independently. Such dataaso enables aredigtic and publicly judtifiable safety case and
off-gte safety plan to be developed.

Such details are currently not public on the groundsthat it is possible to derive from
them the operationa capacity of the submarines, and because an exigting treaty with the
US negates this possibility. However, should (asis currently the case) such details not
be made public, or at least made available for independent expert scrutiny, then this
issueislikely to arise more forcefully in later stages of Project ISOLUS. This problem
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should be resolved when the new Radiation Preparedness and Public Information
Regulaions (REPPIR), with which Project ISOLUS must comply, come into forcein
2002.

RECOMMENDATION 14

Serious consideration should be given to ways in which further details of the
submarines, relevant to all aspects of the interim storage of the radioactive wastes,
can be made public or made available for independent expert scrutiny. MoD
compliance with REPPIR should be publicly stated. Where information cannot be
made available, the reasons should be clearly and publicly explained.

7.8 Intergenerational equity

The principle of intergenerationd equity iswdl established as part of a commitment
to sustainable development. Radioactive waste management was clearly recognised
as having sgnificant intergenerationa dimensions, which imply an ethicd
responsibility to dea with the wastes now. However, this was represented in two
quite different interpretations of what this meant in terms of current action:

781 Act now

One schoal of thought argues that the respongbility to act now means going asfar as
is currently possible. In practice, this means cutting up the reactor compartments and
packaging them for long term storage or disposa. This argument is supported by the
contention that the necessary skills and technologies may be lost in the future. Inthe

civil nuclear energy indudtry, this trandates as early dismantling of reactors and return
to green field Stes. ‘Act now’ dso implies proceeding rapidly to fina disposa.

7.8.2 Leaving options open

The second school argues that as we do not currently have afind solution for
radioactive waste disposd, we should not foreclose options for future generations, but
should proceed to try and develop asolution. In practice, this trandates as storing the
reactor compartment intact. This argument is supported by the fact thet radioactive
decay will reduce worker doses and the risk of environmenta contamination in the
event of cutting up the reactor compartment at a later stage (dthough others argue that
the use of robotics means workers should not be exposed), and the point that
technology may advance to provide better solutions in the future.

These two positions contain somewhat different assumptions abouit:
Whether technology (and societa capabiility) will advance or belost: thisis
unforeseegble, dthough obvioudy provison can be made now in terms of
training and research agendas etc. to influence the generation or loss of
technology and killsin the future.
The extent to which the obligation to future generations assumes that their
preferences will be smilar to ours: thistoo is unknowable
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Whether current options are acceptable (in this case, the option of cutting up
the reactor compartment): this point thus remains as the basis on which to
make current decisons, and the preference exhibited in this consultation is that
the reactor compartments should not be cut up at the present time (see
Options, page 40).

RECOMMENDATION 15

The consideration of intergenerational equity lends some weight to the preference for
leaving reactor compartments intact and this should be taken into account.

7.9 Nature of the technical problem

The technicd difficulties of cutting out the reactor compartment are widely
recognised as minima, and well within current technologica capabilities, by many
stakeholders.

The difficulties of cutting up the reactor compartment are seen as grester, athough
within current technicd ability. The lay public and other stakeholders seethisas
inherently more risky (especidly to workers) asit involves the manipulation of
radioactive materids.

The provison of aweatherproof, monitorable store is not seen as presenting any
technica problems.

7.10 Nature of the risk

Stakeholders from the nuclear industry, the MoD and regulators generdly conceive of
the risks from the nuclear industry as manageable. The point that the submarine
wastes are not volatile and camnot become critica is seen by this group as meaning
that the wadtes are relatively unproblematic. The risks from dismantling and storing
the submarine wastes are well within the boundary of risks that are routindy managed
and accepted elsewherein the industry.  Further, the risks, when conventionally
assessed, are minor compared to risks that the public are deemed to accept.

The public and other stakeholders, however, tend not to think in terms of comparative
risk, risk assessment, or ‘risk’ as defined by professond groups. Instead, the public
are concerned with what might happen, rather than the probability of that happening —
but more than this, extend beyond the frame of risk assessment to ask whether it is
necessary to undertake the activity giving riseto thisrisk a al. The answer to that
question of ‘need’ in this consultation (as in other studies) has been that the activity
(nuclear propulson of submarines) is not a necessity.

For many people, therefore, the point that the submarine wastes are comparaively
benign isirrdevant — the wastes are dlill, in an absolute sense, *horrible'.

A number of well established findings of studies on public perceptions of risk are

evident in this consultation — particularly that the public:
Are less willing to accept involuntary risks imposed by externa bodies
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Differentiate between collective and individud risks

Tend to edimate familiar risks aslower than unfamiliar risks

Are more concerned with ‘worst case scenarios than average risks (i.e.
megnitude has a consderably greeter weighting than probability)

A further rdevant finding, which seems speific to radiologica risks, isagrowing
concern with cumulaiverisks. Thisisthe point thet, for example, living near one
nuclear Steisrisky, and living near two nuclear Stesistwice asrisky. Thistrandates
into the argument that if a community areedy hosts one nuclear activity, it should not
be asked to host another. Cumulative risk is reflected in recent regulatory recognition
of the need to assess radiation doses from dl sources collectively when performing
risk assessments, rather than only examining them individudly.

There was generd agreement among stakeholders that the risks were rdatively low, in
comparison with other nuclear activities. However, the lay public tend to respond to
al radioactive wastes as highly dangerous, in part, as above, because they are
‘horrible’, but in part because they are responding to the whole trgjectory of activities
which radioactive waste represens.

RECOMMENDATION 16

Although assessed as relatively low, the risks associated with submarine wastes
should not be presented as insignificant; this is likely to be counterproductive in terms
of generating public acceptability.

7.10.1 Risksoutsidetheframe

As discussed above, one way of moving outside the risk assessment framework isto
congder the need for the risk producing activity, and thisis very gpparent in the way
many people think about the risks of the radioactive wastes from nuclear submarines.

Another way of thinking about risks outside the frame, related to this ‘ need
assessment’, isto consider the comparative risks of having nuclear submarines or not
having nuclear submarines. People discussed this generdly in relation to deterrence,
and many gsated that they saw the risks of having submarines (potentia for accident,
waste management, making places into targets) as greater than not having them,
particularly in the context of the end of the Cold War.

7.10.2 Soisit safe?

All stakeholders, and many members of the public, agree that 100% safety is not
achievable. In amemorable interchange, one discusson group identified this as the
0.1% chance of becoming unintentionaly pregnant. That * accidents happen’ was
widely recognised. That ‘It could be you...” wasless Sgnificant; the point was that
accidents happen to someone, not necessarily that they impact upon particular
individuas.

Nuclear industry bodies, however, as described above, tend to see thisresidud risk as
manageable, and thus that the wastes (and other nuclear activities) are sufficiently
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safe: that the risk is acceptable or “tolerable’ and this equatesto safety (or ‘ safe
enough’).

But for other stakeholders and the public, this does not equate to safety: the resdua
risk may have consequences sufficiently profound to mean that the activity cannot be
described or accepted as safe. As above, thisistrandated to mean that the activity
should not be undertaken unless there are very strong reasons to take that risk. Given
that the wastes exist, however, the argument for ‘best possible’ practice (rather than
best practicable option) is reflected in the widely articulated requirement for
management that is ‘ as safe as possible, i.e. that everything that can be done is done
to ensure the minimisation of risk.

RECOMMENDATION 17

Public acceptability will be enhanced the more ‘best possible’ practice is utilised
(rather than best practicable means), and thus best possible practice should be
pursued and not be constrained by cost, unless a robust case for doing otherwise
can be publicly justified.

7.10.3 Risk, safety and uncertainty

Ancther dynamic of the sefety/risk discusson isthat trust in officiad stakeholdersis
further undermined when clams of ‘safety’ are made when resdud risks exist. That
resdua risks will dways exist is gpparent in the widespread recognition of inevitable
uncertainties, indeterminacies and ignorance. Severd clear satements were made that
there is a preference for such uncertainties to be identified, and that the claim thet ‘the
best possible is being done (even though this can't guarantee absolute safety, given
uncertainties and other contingencies)’ is more acceptable than the statement that ‘this
issafe (trust us)’ — and generates more trust and respect for the responsible agency.

Openness regarding resdud risks and uncertainties has traditionaly been avoided by
risk-managing agencies on the grounds that the public will be unable to comprehend
them, and will get unnecessarily concerned. This patronisng sanceisin itsaf not
conducive to engendering productive relationships. Moreover, evidence from this
consultation and other studies strongly indicates that the public are more than willing
to engage in amore mature debate about the acceptability, or otherwise, of risk and
uncertainty.

RECOMMENDATION 18

Residual risks and uncertainties should be acknowledged in communication
activities, and judgements about them debated and justified.

7.11 Worker doses

The exposure of workers to radiation is seen as both unacceptable and norma
practice. Positions were that worker doses:
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Shouldn’'t exist — no one should be exposed to man-made radiation
Were not judtifiable at levels higher than public dose limits

Were safe enough — no additiond effects had been identified

Were not safe enough — possible additional effects had not been
sufficiently researched

Were acceptable by those undertaking the work, who recelved
financid compensation

Were not acceptable to those undertaking the work, who were
sometimes coerced.

Worker dose was also an area where various statements were made regarding
exposure of workers above the limits, poor working practice, and failluresin recording
doses, maintaining records, and making these available to other medica practitioners.

RECOMMENDATION 19

Recording and record keeping practices in relation to worker exposure to radiation
should be independently reviewed (see also Recommendation 30).

7.12 Public doses

A related concern was that of doses to the public. Here, the contention is that dose
limits are too high and that exposure of the public to man-made radiation resultsin
unacceptable effects. Some participants were familiar with the arguments concerning
the effects of low-leve radiation; others argued from the comparatively
graightforward principle that any exposure was worse than no exposure.

The clear preference is that doses, to both public and workers, should be minimised
and avoided where at dl possible.

RECOMMENDATION 20

Doses to the public and workers should be minimised and avoided where at all
possible. Records of doses received should be in the public domain.

7.13 Other toxic materials in the submarines

Respondents to this consultation did not have their attention drawn to the non-
radioactive hazardous substances in the submarines, and were told that the remainder
of the submarine (outside the reactor compartment) was largely uncontaminated.
There was some feding among stakeholders that this might be a deliberate omission,
in line with the view that attention was deliberatdy being diverted from bigger
problems. The problems of the toxic substances in the submarines are sgnificant, and
it is plausble to derive the case that the same principles that were articulated in
relation to the radioactive wastes. containment; minimisation of exposure of workers,
the public and the environment; caution; etc are relevant.
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Had the toxic substances and radioactivity outside the reactor compartment been
discussed more extensvely, it islikely that this would have added support to the
argument for keeping the reactor compartment intact, in relation to the clearly stated
principles of containment and the minimisation of worker exposure.

RECOMMENDATION 21

Where options and choices that have implications for the management of the toxic
substances within the submarines are considered, similar principles to those raised in
relation to radioactive wastes should be applied. Information on the toxic substances
contained in the submarines should be publicly accessible, especially at sites
proposed for dismantling the submarines

8 Options

The proposd to store the submarine wastes on land for an interim period was broadly
welcomed. The options that were most discussed were the pros and cons of storing
the reactor compartment intact, or cutting it up and storing the packaged wastes.
These are closdly related to arguments about the interpretation of intergenerationa
equity. The overdl preference was for storage intact.

8.1 Storing the Reactor Compartment Intact

The main arguments for soring the reactor compartment intact were;
- Tokeep future options open

To take advantage of radioactive decay prior to longer-term solutionswhich
could include cutting up the reactor compartments
Because workers would not be exposed to radiation when cutting up the
compartments
To maximise the containment of the radioactivity (e.g. through not
contaminating tools, or cresting discharges into the environment)
Because the sedled reactor compartment would provide a container superior to
Nirex boxes
To take advantage of possible future technologica advances

8.2 Cutting up the Reactor compartment

Arguments for cutting up the reactor compartment were:
To do as much as can be done with current technology
To facilitate trangport
To enable possible storage on awider range of Sites
To gan knowledge
In case skills and technology are logt in the future
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A preference for this option was sometimes accompanied by the condition that
robotics be used to cut up the reactor compartment, so that workers were not exposed
to radiation.

8.3 Freerelease metals

The argument for containment of the wastes was repeated in concerns raised
regarding the release of metals from other parts of the submarine. Of particular
concern was the practice of ‘diluting’” metals with very low levels of contamination
with uncontaminated metals for entry into the scrap metd market. The potentid for
metalswith very low levels of contamination to be recycled into, for example,
domestic gppliances, was seen as unacceptable. Moreover, this practice was seen to
be in contradiction with the very broadly agreed principle of containment, rather than
dispersion, of the radioactivity.

RECOMMENDATION 22

Metals contaminated with very low levels of radiation should not enter the scrap
metal market; a policy of ‘dilute and disperse’ is not acceptable.

8.4 Afloat storage

The mgority of respondents felt quite clearly that afloat storage was not acceptable,
due to the corrogive effects of seawater and the point that, if leakage did occur, it
would be rapidly dispersed through the marine environment. A further repested
concern, reflecting the very high significance given to monitoring, was that storage
afloat meant that monitoring was more problematic. Should any problems occur,
there could be aneed for arapid response and it was not clear resources were
avalablefor this

A small minority believed there was no problem with continued afloat storage, and
thus that the whole of Project ISOLUS was unnecessary; further berths, they felt,
could be found relatively unproblemeticaly. A further minority believed that the
problem with afloat storage was one of public perception, but that this negative image
meant that land storage was required.

Afloat storage aso raised concerns regarding the shortage of facilities available for
defudling and other decommissioning activities That Vdiant was il fuelled as
facilities had been in use for other purposes was widedly regarded as unacceptable.
Certainly, contingency plans and particularly, extratime, to ded with unforeseen
events or limitations due to other demands on these facilities need to be included
within the Project.

RECOMMENDATION 23

Afloat storage should be discontinued.
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RECOMMENDATION 24

Contingency plans for dealing with delays and limitations of access to necessary
facilities need to be considered, so that situations such as that pertaining to the
Valiant do not arise.

8.5 Disposal at Sea

The mgjority believed that disposd a seawas not acceptable due to the dispersion of
any contamination and the difficulties or impossibility of monitoring.

Stakeholders generdly did not even consider the option asiit is banned under the
OSPAR Convention, athough for the public this was not seen as aparticular issue, as
‘laws can be changed’. Some stakeholders pointed out that the current ban expiresin
severd yearstime. For asmall minority of stakeholders and members of the public,
disposal at seain deep ocean trenches remained the best option, there being afedling
that the deep sea was as remote from humans as it was possible to get, that any effects
would be on sealife which is not as important as humans, and that in some way the
deep ocean isthe naturd find resting place of the submarines.

8.6 Storage and disposal

Throughout the consultation there was considerable conflation of the ideas of storage
and of disposa of radioactive wastes. In relation to Nirex’s current development of
the concept of aretrievable underground repository, and the dippage in terminology
that impliesin relaion to afacility built for both storage and disposd, this actudly
reflects current thinking to some extent. The conflation aso reflects the recognition
that a storage Site becomes a disposa diteif no further action is taken, and concerns
about what sort of commitment was being given by a community who agreed to host a
gore in terms of the lifetime of that store and volume of wastes to be accepted.

The conflation of the terms aso Sgnifies that for many people thereisno red
difference between the concepts: when the wastes are physically present in alocation,
the question of whether thisis storage or disposal becomesirrdevant. Thus, dthough
it was repeatedly pointed out that the Hanford Siteis a digposd Site, thiswas not taken
up, asit makes little difference (certainly within the timescale of ahuman lifetime)
whether thisis storage or digposa: the wastes are present.

8.6.1 Storage pending technical development

Many stakeholders and members of the public were strongly supportive of the idea of
goring the wastes for an interim period pending the development of amore
satisfactory solution. Thus, the basic premise of interim storage appears to be
acceptable.

RECOMMENDATION 25

Project ISOLUS should proceed with developing interim storage on land.
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9 Monitoring

9.1 Radiological Monitoring

There was a very srong feding that the wastes should be extensvely monitored; here,
the public view was quite clearly in favour of best possible practice. Monitoring was
seen to be necessary to ensure that if (when) anything went wrong, it was rapidly
identified, and remedia measures taken.

The level of monitoring required may well be beyond regulatory requirements.
Participants were keen that wastes should be continuoudy monitored athough it is not
clear what this requirement meansin practice; lay participants are unlikely to be able
to specify in more technica terms what would suffice. However, certainly some form
of monitoring of the wastes themsdlves on a continuous basis which would enable
immediate attention should leakage occur would be gppropriate to meet concerns
about leskage and contamination.

RECOMMENDATION 26

Continuous monitoring of the stored wastes should be undertaken.

9.1.1 Responding to monitoring

The requirement for extensive monitoring carries with it arequirement to be able to
respond rapidly and effectively should monitoring uncover any problems or the
likelihood of problems.

The lay public showed a strong preference for wastes (whether intact reactor
compartments or packaged wastes) to be stored inside a store which could be sealed,
should some leve of contamination occur.

RECOMMENDATION 27

Plans for responding to problems, including the flexibility to respond to unanticipated
problems, should be developed.

RECOMMENDATION 28

The store itself should provide a level of containment, and be capable of being

temporarily sealed in the event of leakage to provide environmental isolation within
the building.
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9.1.2 Publishing results

There was a strong requirement for al the results of monitoring to be published and
accessble. Publishing results in government reports of which the lay public are
unaware was not seen to be sufficient. Rather, members of the public repesatedly
suggested that publication in local newspapers around any sites would meet the
requirement for accessihility, and would provide aleve of reassurance to the loca

populace.

RECOMMENDATION 29

Provision should be made for local publication of all monitoring results at waste
storage sites and at sites where submarines are dismantled.

9.2 Who monitors the monitors?

A familiar concern was that of who ensured that the monitors (including regulators)
were conducting their activities gppropriately. The current provision for confirmation
of monitoring by other government agenciesis not seen as fully adequate, particularly
for those who perceive shared interests among bodies of this nature which
compromise their independence. A more clearly independent agency may well prove
more acceptable.

RECOMMENDATION 30

Consideration should be given to additional means for providing independent
monitoring, and/or independent peer review of monitoring.

9.3 Visibility and monitoring

Part of the concern that wastes should remain ‘visbl€' isto do with trying to ensure
that wastes are not ‘forgotten’ but remain afocus of active atention. Monitoring
provides amethod for maintaining this atention.

There is then the question of how much attention needsto be paid to wastes. For
some, regulatory requirements were the norms that should be adhered to, whilst for
others these were inadeguate, and more extensive monitoring was required. Thisis
again aform of the ‘safety not cogt” prioritisation.

Although the lay public and many stakeholders are unfamiliar with the regulatory
monitoring regime, and athough that regime does address most of the concerns
raised, there remain concerns that the regulatory (and internationa) standards are
inadequate and that regulators are too close to those they regulate.
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9.4 Non-radiological monitoring

Many respondents were aso concerned more generdly about who monitored areas
such as management and security. Aswith radiologica monitoring, the preference
was for independent bodies to be responsible for monitoring in these areas.

RECOMMENDATION 31

Consideration should be given to means of independent auditing of management and
security procedures and practices.

10 Siting: waste storage

The relationship between transport, Siting and cutting out or cutting up the reactor
compartment means that any discussion of any of these issues needsto beread in
conjunction with the others.

10.1 No new sites

A grong finding of the consultation is a decided preference to use aste with
ggnificant levels of exising nuclear activity (i.e. not asmdl user), with the

perception that such a site would aready be contaminated and that it would befoolish
to destroy the integrity of anew Ste. This perception implies that it was Steswith
sgnificant levels of activity that were being consdered. Idedly, the wastes should be
within the boundary of an exigting Site; it should & least be conterminous.

RECOMMENDATION 32

A site with existing, relatively large scale, nuclear activity should be used, unless
there are strong and clearly justified reasons otherwise.

10.2 Geological stability and protection from flooding

Geologicd gahility — that is, storage in an areawhich does not experience earth
movement — was a concern of alarge number of people. Although some of this
concern can be attributed to confusion between the storage of the radioactive wastes
from the submarines and the concept of a nationa underground repository, there is
gtill avaid concern about geologica stability in the region of the store.

Hooding, particularly in the context of climate change and riang sealevels, was dso

aconcern. Given the lifetime of the store, the implications of dimate change,
including rising sealevels, need to be addressed.
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RECOMMENDATION 33

Geological stability and the implications of climate change need to be assessed in
relation to the site(s) used for storing the wastes.

10.3 Remote or visible?

One key tension is between the preference to store the waste away from human
populations, so that any accidents or discharges are equally remote, and to Store the
wastes near to populations on the grounds they would be better cared for and less
likely to be ‘forgotten’ or overlooked. A particularly interesting and useful response
was that, dthough initiadly people were likdly to suggest remote Sites, after discusson
and condderation, very many concluded that a remote site would not be appropriate.
This pattern of response supports the contention that the lay public are not just
‘NIMBYS but can engage in reasoned discussion in relation to the common interest
when given the opportunity to so do.

10.3.1 Put it in London

There was avery strong feding, especially in areas which saw themsdves as potentia

gites, that the most gppropriate place to store the wastes was London, particularly a a

gte close to the Houses of Parliament. Thiswas not facetious, but represented severd

powerful lines of reasoning:
If the wastes are safe, then they can be stored in or near centres of population. 1f
they are not safe, no Site can be expected to accept them.

« Storagein the capital was believed to ensure that the best possible care would be
taken of the wastes

« Thewastes would remain visible, and would not be forgotten, if they were close to
the seat of power

«  The government had been responsible for the creation of the wastes (rather than
the people of Britain being respongble) and thus they should bear the burden —
and theredlity - of the storage Site.

« Populations at other locations felt devalued by being potentia sites, as opposed to
the south east who were assumed to be privileged by comparison.

10.3.2 PutitintheUS- they’'vegot ahole

Another repeated suggestion from the lay public was that the wastes should be stored

at the Hanford reservetion in the US, dong with the reactor compartments from

decommissioned US submarines, dthough this was tempered by the fedling that there

was a nationd respongbility to Ste the wastes within this country. Stakeholders were

more circumspect, being more likely to be aware of the internationa agreements

which obviated this. For those in favour of this option, the argument was that:

« A Sorage/disposd Site dready existed

+ TheUSisalarge, comparatively empty country

27 British reactor compartments would be amarginal addition to the dozens of US
reactor compartments

+ Itisto support the USthat Britain has nuclear submarines
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There was little dissent from this view, when expressed, dthough therewas a
perception that the US would be unlikdy to be willing to accept British wastes.

The possibility of locating the wastes in the US was dso popular as it overcame the
problem of sending the wastes to a country seen as | ess fortunate than Britain, with
associated undertones of ‘dumping on the poor’.

10.3.3 Put it in Scotland

Many discussion groups and some stakeholders at some point suggested Scotland as
containing the best ites, in line with the argument that wastes should be stored
remotdy. For many, Scotland appears as containing large unpopulated areas which
would be the most remote in Britain. Unpopulated Scottish idands were dso
repeatedly suggested in discussion groups

Many discussants, however, then developed the argument that the wastes should not

be stored remotely for a number of reasons:

«  They were more likely to be ‘forgotten’ and lesswell tended if stored remotely

« BEveninremote aress, there are local populations, and it isunfair to inflict the
wastes upon them

«  Wastes should be stored where there is existing nuclear expertise

«  Should there be radioactive contamination from the site, this would spread
through the environment anyway

Respondents from the Highlands also raised concerns.

«  Theman economic activitiesin the region are dependent on the perception of the
region as remote, and hence ‘clean’. Siting radioactive waste in such aregion
would fundamentaly undermine such indudtries.

+  Incomers have moved to the Highlands specificaly because of its remoteness, and
relaive environmenta integrity. Thiswould be felt to be destroyed should
nuclear waste be sited in the Highlands.

The most popular suggestion from Scottish respondents was to Ste the wastesin
London, reflecting their rgjection of the idea of the waste being imposed on them by
the English Governmertt.

10.3.4 Put it in Plymouth

A very few stakeholders articulated the view that Devonport isthe most practicable
place to dismantle the submarines and store the wastes as the dockyard is dready the
primary Ste for submarine refitting, defuelling etc. There was dso an argument that
as Plymouth had benefited from the jobs associated with submarine maintenance, it
should aso suffer the dishenefit of hogting the wastes.

Counter to this were a number of arguments:

«  Devonport dockyard is an unsuitable Ste for nuclear submarine activitiesasit is
located within aresdentia areawhich includes schools. Nuclear activity within
the dockyard should not, therefore, be increased.

«  Plymouth dready suffers the dishenefits of other nuclear submarine activities,
including radiological risks
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«  The proposed increase in discharges of tritium associated with the defudlling of
nuclear submarinesis itsdf unacceptable, let done any further nuclear activity

« Regeneration projectsin the dockyard area are dready suffering from an
unwillingness of investors to provide funding due to the association of the area
with nudear activity

« DML, the Devonport contractors undertaking work on the submarines, are owned
by Brown and Root Ltd, who were not seen as having a good reputation for being
environmentaly and socidly responsble

+  Wastes should be stored away from centres of population.

10.3.5 Put it in Rosyth

Sincelosing the Trident refuelling contract to Devonport, it is planned to run down
submarine work at Rosyth dockyard. Some stakehol ders argued that using Rosyth to
dismantle the submarines and store the wastes would maintain the skills base in the
area, which would otherwise be lost. Additiondly, seven submarines are dready laid
up a Rosyth and it seemed sensible to at least dismantle those in their current

location, rather than towing them elsewhere. The existence of the AWAF a Rosyth,
with space for some of the ILW wastes, was also used to suggest that current resource
commitments would be wasted should Rosyth not continue to work on the

submarines.

Againg this were arguments that storing of wastes, particularly the intact reactor
compartments, would obviate againgt attempts to develop tourism and other industries
within the dockyard area. In addition, representations (including a detailed report
from an ex-subcontractor of BRDL) were made that BRDL, the Rosyth contractor,
had a number of failings which were stated to indicate they were not suitable for this
work.

10.3.6 Put it on MoD land

For some members of the public, there seemed a certain fairnessin usng MoD land to
store MoD wastes. In combination with this was a widespread perception that the
MoD own large tracts of unpopulated land, on which there was sure to be a Site better
than others proposed.

10.3.7 Putitin Sberia

A number of people in discussion groups followed up the argument that wastes should
be stored away from human populations by suggesting that, somewherein the world,
there mugt exist a Ste sufficiently remote to be the best option. Siberia was proposed
in severd conaultation activities, being seen as aremote and largely worthless area.

A further grand of this argument was to consider other countries for whom the
financid reward of hosting the waste Site might be worth accepting the waste, notably
third world countries. This was reected wholesde by other participants, including
stakeholders, on the moral grounds that the waste must not be * dumped’ on poor
and/or powerless people, as, historicaly, had often been the case. A further concern
with this possibility was the availahility of suitable expertise in the location.
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However, as above, the idea that there were better sites for waste storage outside
Britain, had some support.

10.3.8 Put it somewhere else

The generdised possbility of aste‘somewhere s was presented to discussion
groups. Many participants took up this theme, arguing that as nowhere in Britain was
acceptable, somewhere else had to be found.

Respondents from areas who perceived themselves as potentid Stesaso impliaitly
suggested that ‘ somewhere esg had to be found, athough many specificaly
suggested remote Sites or London.

Support for ‘somewhere else’ can be read as awholesale rgjection of the problem. In
part, ‘somewhere else’ represents the unacceptability of everywhere proposed or even
possble. Inpart, it issaying ‘we don't want it’ in our town/region/country.

There were dso those who explicitly rgected * somewhere else’ as representing this
very rgection of the problem, a problem which they believed was a shared
respongbility which must be faced up to.

10.3.9 Don’t put it anywhere beautiful

Severd stakeholders put forward the view that the wastes should not be stored in Sites
of high scenic or scientific vaue, both because these were vauable in their own right
and should not be disturbed or destroyed, and because economic activity in the area
was often dependent on its scenic qudity.

10.3.10 Don’t put it near centres of population

Although this view was most vociferoudy represented by respondents from the
Plymouth areg, it was dso articulated strongly by many others, asit seemed
commonsensica not to Site hazardous substances in locations with a high population
densty.

10.3.11 Security

Remote Sites and existing nuclear and MoD Sites were seen as offering more security
than other possibilities. The main security concerns raised were terrorism and
vanddism. Controlled access to the location would probably obviate these concerns.

RECOMMENDATION 34

The wastes should be stored in a site where unauthorised access is prevented.

10.3.12 Tradeoffs and equity

A clear sense of there being some possibility of tradeoffs existed for many
respondents. The eements of the trade included:
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Economic bendfits, including employment

Maintenance of a skilled workforce

Routine exposure of the loca population to radiation additiona to background
leves

Risk of serious accident

Blight resulting from the negative perception of areas with nuclear activity.

The economic benefits, however, were largely seen as less than the disbenefits. There
were srong statements to the effect that any economic benefit would not be sufficient
to make a Site accept the wastes, and/or that wastes were, quite Smply, not wanted,
regardiess of any benefits. The other Sde of the coin is those who Stated that if they
did accept the wastes, they would certainly require the employment and other
economic benefitsaswedl. Thisimpliesthat in some circumstancesit could be more
acceptable that the wastes be stored at or close to the Site at which the submarines are
dismantled, or that a least some employment and/or other economic gains would be a
pre-condition of accepting the wastes. Employment gains were clearly seen as
needing to go to the loca community, eg. by training local technicians, rather than
being met by importing workersinto the area.

In terms of consdering where the wastes should be Sited, there were two arguments: a
gte that has gained economicaly from nuclear activity should have the waste as they
have had the economic benefit, or shouldn’t have the wastes aslocal populations
dready carry adisproportionate radiological risk, aswell as economic disbenefits
such as damage to the tourism industry.

One potentid resolution to thisliesin the notion of equity: of what it isfair to expect
communities to accept, taking into account distribution of risks and benefits (broadly
conceived). If the benefit of the existing submarinesin providing deterrence is taken
into account, then the benefits have anationa distribution, which suggedsthat it is
fair to digtribute the wastes across a number of nationa dtes. Inthisanayss, the
economic benefits of exigting Stes are seen to be cancelled out by the additiona
radiologicd risks which are associated with the activity.

A further dimengion to this argument is to take account of exigting radiologica
burdens (natural and marn made) when Siting not just wastes but other activities which
increase radiologica risks, in order to derive a more equitable distribution of
exposure.

10.3.13 Possible multiple sites

The argument above leads to consideration of the possibility of building waste stores
at more than one site. On site storage of wastes at the site of production is the current
norm for ILW, and (in the absence of an dternative being proffered) is not generaly
contested by local communities. Although a direct equivaent for submarine wastes is
not available as the submarines are mobile, asking a number of communities to accept
part of the burden could prove more acceptable.

In addition, the existence of more than one site would provide a comparison which
could be used to drive up standards, and this too might well prove more acceptable.
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RECOMMENDATION 35

The possibility of storing the wastes at more than one site should not be discounted.

10.3.14 How much waste: how many submarines?

Although Project ISOLUS is concerned with the interim storage of the existing 27
nuclear powered submarines, participants were clearly aware that if further
submarines are commissioned, there will be further wastes which are likely to be sent
to the then existing waste store. Beyond this were concerns that other radioactive
wastes might aso be located in the vicinity.

Whilgt production of nudear wastes continuesiit is highly likely that finding solutions
for waste storage will remain very contentious, particularly whilst new nuclear
powered submarines are being built.

RECOMMENDATION 36

The MoD should be explicit about the potential for expansion of storage beyond the
existing 27 submarines, and should clarify, as far as is possible, what this potential
could imply for the storage site(s).

10.3.15 How long will the waste be stored?

Contractors also expressed concern about where respongbility for steswould lie after
a 30 year period, particularly in relation to Ste licensing and the point that alicence
could not be smply cancelled. Although contractors were assured that MoD would
take up the responsbility of the wastes, and thus the Sites, at the end of a contract
period, for local populations this means that contractors have alimited tempora
commitment, whilst local people have a much more open ended commitment. This
can be perceived as both unfair, and as giving rise to the possibility that contractors
might run down the ste (with consequent loss of standards) towards the end of their
contract. Although contract provisons should prevent this occurring, local
populations are likely to be concerned about the possibility, especidly when they see
themsdlves as the ones who will be left with the waste long after the contractors have
decamped.

RECOMMENDATION 37
The MoD should be explicit about the responsibility, location and management of the

waste beyond the initial 30 year period, and clarify, as far as is possible, the
implications for the storage site(s).

CSEC, Lancaster University



Project ISOLUS Front End Consultation— Feb-July 2001 Final Report Page 52 of 77

10.3.16 The short list

There was arepeated assumption from stakeholders, fuelled by inaccurate media
coverage, that alist of preferred stes existed. The ISOLUS Investigation Report
examines anumber of dtesin order to identify the practicaities of different options.
The Report also contains anumber of deletions, some of which have been assumed to
be the names of possible sites. Overdl, there is awidespread feding that the MoD
mugt at the least have some Stesin mind.

Whatever the degree of commitment, or lack of it, to any particular Sites, the point
here isthat the attention given to the *short lis’ is greater than that given to any other
issue raised in the consultation. Thisis due to anumber of factors, not least the
common media strategy of congtructing a story around the claim that a particular Site
isonthe short list. However, what isimportant is that this re-emphasises that once
dtesare identified, consderably higher levels of public and media atention are to be
expected.

Asthis consultation shows, it is not only when ashort ligt is officidly announced thet
attention will rise. Whilst potential Sites are being considered (notably, in this case,

by contractors rather than the MoD), speculation will be rife. Communities at Sites
that are the subject of this speculation will be concerned, in some cases unnecessaily.
Ways of reducing this unnecessary anxiety are considered further below.

10.4 Siting the wastes: Summary

A publicly acceptable distance from centres of population

On exiging nuclear Stes

Near centres of nuclear expertise

Not in areas of outstanding beauty, scientific interest or other high (non-market)
vaue

« Equitable digribution of risks

* No clear way forward, except for preference to use existing Sites

The clearest tengon in responses regarding Siting was between the fedings that
wastes should be sted away from centres of population, and that they should not be
gted remotdly, as they were more likely to receive attention and care where there
were more people, particularly decision makers.

One potentia resolution to thisin the use of existing nuclear Steswhich are neither
remote, nor close to centres of population.

The question of equity remains, however. Who should host the Site isa question
which represents the fundamenta conflicts involved in locating awaste store. For
many, the answer is‘no on€ or ‘those who created the wastes', neither of which is
precticable. Sitingislikely to be the most problematic part of Project ISOLUS.

10.5 Siting: dismantling the submarines

The issue of where to carry out the dismantling of the submarines raised issues with a
different emphasis to those related to Siting the waste store. These issues comprised:
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The comparative smplicity of cutting out the reactor compartment, which did
not require highly specidised ills
An assumption that the best technica option was to dismantle the submarines
at the storage dite (thus removing the need for transport of the reactor
compartment or packaged wastes)
A feding that existing dockyards where work took place on submarines were
the appropriate places to dismantle the submarines
A sense that the Sgnificance of the location of the submarine dismantling was
modtly in relation to the location of the store
Overdll, though, the question of where the submarines should be dismantled was not
an issue that generated alot of discussion, athough some strong arguments were put
forward that if Rosyth were the site for dismantling, this would help maintain the
exiding skilled local workforce.

10.6 Transport

Trangport was arecurrent concern throughout the consultation. With the exception of
some participants in discussion groups who expressed horror at the idea that these
wastes could be transported on road and rail through magjor centres of population,
concern was rlatively low key. Some stakeholders stated the position that transport
should, as abasic premise, be minimised. For others, transport was a technical
problem.

Trangport by rail was consdered by many to be in the redlms of a sick joke; that the
consultation took place after the Hatfield rail crash, and in a period of severe
disruption to rail services, did not ingpire any confidence in this possibility. That the
rallways had been privatised further compounded mistrust of both the possibility of
rall trangport, and of contractors being responsible for the management of the wastes.

More generd concerns about transport may be somewhat muted as the sources of the
wastes are themselves mobile, and because transport of the intact reactor compartment
is presumed to be by water. A preference for transport by seawas expressed.

RECOMMENDATION 38

Transport of the wastes should be minimised, and should avoid centres of
population, subject to other considerations, unless there are strong and publicly
acceptable reasons otherwise. Transport by sea is preferable.

10.7 Siting, options and transport

The relaionship between transport, the choice between cutting up and not cutting up
the reactor compartment and potentid storage Sites, is one of high interdependency.
Minimisation of trangport could, for example, imply that the wastes should be stored
a the location where the submarine is dismantled, whilst if no acceptable ste with
access by water can be found, this could imply the reactor compartments should be
cut up and packaged. None of the possible combinations were ruled out by the
consultation, athough concerns about transport gppeared to be less demanding than
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concerns about appropriate dismantling and storage. It is possible that a proposal
which is less acceptable against one set of requirements be very acceptable againgt
another, and that the overall justification may prove more acceptable. For example,
athough there was a strong feding that wastes should not be sited in centres of
population, the popularity of the Houses of Parliament as a potentid Ste for other
reasons gppear's to outweigh the consideration of population density.

11 Contractorisation and contractors

11.1 PFI/PPP or atraditional contract

There was astrong fedling that it was ingppropriate to place these wastes in the hands
of contractors, who, as above, were not trusted and were seen as motivated — and
congtrained - by profit seeking. The detailed workings of private finance initiatives
and public private partnerships were largely unfamiliar to many. However,
experience of contractorisation of other public servicesled to a general sense of the
inappropriateness of this.

Instead, there was a strong argument from many stakeholders and the public that the
MoD should retain respongbility and oversight of the wastes. Some argued that
contractors should not be involved at al, and that the MoD should employ the
requisite workforce direct. Others accepted that the expertise and skills now resided
in private companies but argued that the MoD would need to place very clear
demands on the contractors they used.

The detailed economic and financia implications of PF/PPP were not discussed
directly, athough there was a clear perspective that if there were financid savings
through utilisng PFI, then this was because corners were being ingppropriately cuit.

Theform of contracting used is closaly bound to concerns about the conflict between
profit, efficiency and cogt, and safety and best practice. A traditional MoD works
contract, where the MoD is more clearly in control (particularly of the financing,
which is commonly seen as akey driving factor) may be more acceptable.

RECOMMENDATION 39

The Minister should be informed of the strength of feeling against privatisation, and
the problems of trust and confidence in contractors, and serious consideration be
given to ways of organising Project ISOLUS which maximise the control,
responsibility and accountability of the MoD.

11.2 Contracts

Several concerns were raised about what the contracts would cover:
Who would own the wastes?
Who would be accountable for the management of the wastes?

CSEC, Lancaster University



Project ISOLUS Front End Consultation— Feb-July 2001 Final Report Page 55 of 77

What would happen after 30 or 60 years?
What would happen if the contractor went into liquidation?
Would there be one contract or severa?

These questions generdly reflected concerns about the responsibility for the wastes,
and that management of the wastes would be coherent, with clear lines of
accountability. 1ssues concerned with the regulation of contractors, and ensuring
compliance, are discussed below.

11.3 Skills base

There was concern from stakeholders that the skills base, now located in the private
sector, would become further eroded over time and not be available for future waste
management. Againg thisit was argued that the need to provide nuclear waste
management would maintain the employment and skills base overdl.

Particular Stes, notably Rosyth, were likely to lose their skills base and workforce
unless further work on nuclear submarines was undertaken there.

The lay public were concerned that skills and expertise be available in the location of
the waste store, and certainly provision needs to be made that such expertise isindeed
avaladle.

RECOMMENDATION 40

When assessing proposals, consideration should be given to the availability of
suitable expertise in both the geographical area and the relevant areas of knowledge
and experience, and for how this expertise will be maintained over time.

11.4 Locations of Knowledge

The extent to which knowledge and skills have been transferred from the MoD to the
private sector was an issue of concern. How ‘ingtitutional memory’ wasto be
maintained when knowledge and experience was fragmented between often
competing bodies was a so recognised as an issue, as was the fragmentation of
knowledge between contractors.

Again, thisimplies that the preferenceis for the MoD to take amore involved role in
the waste storage than had been anticipated, taking responsibility for the collection of
relevant knowledge, having ownership of the knowledge base, and attempting to
‘capture experience asfar asispossble.

Given the concerns expressed regarding the maintenance of the skills and knowledge
base, it would seem sensible to conduct an audit of the anticipated skills and
knowledge required over the first 30 years of interim storage and beyond. Thiswould
then provide the basis for developing plans to address these concerns.
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RECOMMENDATION 41

An audit of the skills and knowledge bases required over the first 30 years of storage,
and beyond, should be conducted and used to develop plans for the maintenance of
such skills and knowledge bases.

11.5 Commercial confidentiality

Commercid confidentiaity was often seen as an excuse for not making information
public, whilst in other cases it was recognised that the current economic structure of
information production, ownership and use obviates against openness and the sharing
of information resources. Thereis an obvious tenson here between public
requirements for openness and accessible information, and contractors' interestsin
retaining commercid confidentidity. Thistenson is acute when conddering how to
consult on the commercidly confidentid outline proposas to be invited in the next
stage of Project ISOLUS, as discussed below.

11.6 When things go wrong - whistle blowing and cover ups

During the course of the consultation, a Sgnificant number of individuas described
instances where rules had not been fully implemented and bad practice had occurred
with the nuclear submarine industry. A much larger number recognised that mistakes
inevitably occur, and whether ddliberately or accidentally, rules get broken.

Many of these accounts also stated that such mistakes were routinely covered up,
including from immediate seniors. Thistoo was recognised more widely as ‘ normal
working practice . Employees were unwilling to report bad practice, asthey bdieved
their jobs would be threatened, and in some accounts, people had indeed lost
employment.

The argument againgt this was that those describing mal practice were ex-employees
with agrudge, and that such accounts were fictitious.

Whatever the truth of particular clams, it is clear that the mgority fet that it wasto
be expected that things would not be done correctly al the time, and thet there should
therefore be provision for employees (including sub-contractors) to be able to
communicate safely with regulators.

In addition to this, it was suggested that it would be vauable for regulators to meet

regularly and informdly with employees to gain greater knowledge of the redl
working of the establishment.

RECOMMENDATION 42

Provision for whistle-blowing should be made within the management plan.
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11.7 Lack of confidence and mistrust in contractors

The lack of confidence in contractors was related not only to the perception of cover-
ups and rule-breaking, above, but the point that the pressures of contract work in
relation to time and finance pressures were seen to exacerbate corner cutting and rule
breaking. Added to thiswasthe loca experience of employees that entered into
everyday conversation, and was given more credibility than counter claims by
employers, perhaps because employers were seen as having aclearer interest in
claming thet dl waswell.

It was gtriking that the lay public generdly assumed that the wastes would be under
the direct control, and managed by, the MoD. When issues of contractorisation were
raised, they were largely done so negatively. The RWMAC Report (see note 2) points
out that the MoD cannot determine the detailed activities of contractors “becausein
order for them to discharge their respongbilities in the most effective way possible,
they need to be given alargdy free hand in the way they manage their Stes (subject to
consistency with MoD’ s radioactive waste Strategy and its responsibilities as the
waste-owner)”. This freedom, necessitated by the logic of efficiency seen as
underpinning privatisation, contradicts public callsfor the wastes to be closdly
managed by the MoD in order to assuage, at least to some extent, public concerns
about the levd of confidence they can have in the parties responsible for the hands-on
management of the wastes.

11.8 From the contractors’ point of view...

Contractors were concerned that the ‘ public acceptability’ requirement placed themin
apogtion of increased uncertainty in an area where they had little or no expertise.
Because the next stage of consultation, and its relationship with Outline Proposas
submitted by contractors, will only be defined in the MoD response to this report, as
an outcome of this phase of consultation, contractors were unsure how this would
affect their development of proposals. There was a clear request for guidance on what
would congtitute public acceptability. For this reason, asummary of ‘Key points for
contractors  has been developed, and will be published on the Consultation Website.

Contractors dso requested clarification of the distribution of responsibilities between
them and MoD. These respongiilities including the financid and planning risks, and
the long term ownership of the wagtes.

Contractors agreed that the Public Sector Comparitor (PSC), developed by BAE for
the MoD, and covering five scenarios for interim storage of the submarine wastes,
should be made available to them, to provide an indication of what it was that they
were, effectively, bidding against. The argument againg thisis that this may provide
afasey redtrictive monetary ‘cap’ on contractors proposals.

Contractors a so requested clarification of what would be deemed to be acceptable to
regulators, suggesting that regulators comments on the PSC would be useful in this
respect. Regulators do routingly provide advice on proposals, o it is not clear what
more these contractors are requesting, other than details of the PSC and the regulatory
responsesto this. It would appear to be the contractors responsibility to approach
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regulators with more detailed requests and suggestionsiif further advisory structures
beyond those already provided are required.

12 Regulation

12.1 Regulators and contractors

The feding expressed by many people that regulators and contractors were ‘in
cahoots' is not an accusation of improper conduct, but a recognition that it isthe
contractors, by proposing, and regulators, by authorising, that between them
effectively decide in practice whether levels of safety are sufficient. Thisisnot to
discount the importance of regulatory levels, but to recognise thet thereisaleve of
discretion in the judgements about whether practices are adequeate.

Regulators and contractors share away of understanding what the issues are and what
isimportant — thet is, they share aframing of the problem. Thisframing, as discussed
above, often does not fully reflect public concerns. It is this shared but exclusive
framing that underlies public concerns about regulators and contractors being overly
close. Thus, it isthe gppropriateness and vdidity of this shared framing that needs to
be examined and moderated to include better representation of public concerns and
vaues.

12.2 Areregulatory practices acceptable?

It was apparent in the course of the consultation that many of the requirements raised
by the public are dready undertaken. In part, thisreflectsthe lack of communication
between regulators and the public and the invigihility of regulatory practice. In part, it
reflects higtoric practice. In part, too, it reflects lay knowledge of instances where
regulation is not goplied, and often isnot vigble. But it dso reflects the point that
athough the requirements are met, they are not met in away that fulfils public
requirements. The example given earlier was the interpretation of ‘ independent’
monitoring, where other government agencies are not seen as independent bodies by
the public.

Concerns were expressed by a number of the public and other stakeholders regarding
the comprehensive regulation, and the cross-over and gaps between regulatory bodies.
These concerns were particularly strongly expressed by those who stated they had
direct experience of things ‘faling through the gaps , sometimes quite literdly. This
meatter is one about which regulatory bodies aso expressed some concern, and
clarification is dearly required.

The legitimacy of regulaion principles and practise is derived from legidation, hence
from the operation of democracy. However, where the results are not acceptable to
the public this needs to be identified and revisons made. There seemsto bea
necessary area of investigation to understand more precisely when gregter information
provison and understanding can legitimately reassure the public that regulation is
sufficient, and when the regulatory practice itself is unacceptable.
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RECOMMENDATION 43

The principles and practices of regulation should be made more publicly accessible,
especially around potential sites. The responsibilities of different bodies need to be
made clear. Regulators should seek to engage in two-way communication,
especially with affected populations. The responsibilities of the various regulatory
bodies need to be reviewed to assess duplication or lack of contiguity in regulatory
responsibilities for nuclear submarines.

12.3 Is internal regulation acceptable?

The public, in line with discusson of monitoring, generally emphasisad the need for
independence of regulation and regulators from regulatees.  Severd stakeholders
more specificaly raised questions, or more strongly, demands, that regulation of MoD
nuclear activities be brought in line with civil regulation, and that the exemption of
MoD activities from civil regulation was ingppropriate. In particular, there was some
degree of agreement that regulation of the waste stores should be undertaken by civil,
not MoD, regulators, notwithstanding the MoD commitment to gpply standards at
least as good asthose in the civil sector.

RECOMMENDATION 44

Serious consideration is given to supporting the case for civil regulation of waste
stores specifically, and other MoD nuclear activities more generally.

13 Consultation

13.1 A welcome initiative or a waste of time?

The conaultation was broadly welcomed, with a substantiad number of comments that
it was reason for optimism in itsdf that the MoD was undertaking this consultation
and that this was a positive change from the historic practice of secrecy and ‘ decide,
announce and (very often) don’t bother to defend, just doit’.

Certainly, even for those who were suspicious of the motives of the MaoD in
commissioning the consultation, there was a widespread commitment to the principle
that the public and others had aright to be consulted on issues of thistype.

The RWMAC report (see note 2) aso welcomes the commitment to consultation
within Project ISOLUS, seeing this as a necessary concomitant of developing viable
waste management options.

A smadl minority of respondents considered that the consultation was awaste of time,
particularly at this stage when there was no specific proposal on which to consullt.
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Other views in this group were that consultation could be used as way of avoiding
making difficult decisons, or that it was ingppropriate to consult the generd public as
they ‘don’'t know enough about it'” and were prey to media misrepresentation.

13.2 Engaging in front end consultation — stakeholders and
the public

A notable difference between the ways in which stakeholders and members of the
public engaged with the consultation was in the salf-imposed congraints of
stakeholders and the comparative openness of the public. That is, stakeholders,
particularly those participating in aprofessona capacity and to some extent
representing the views of their organisation, tended to think primarily in terms of what
implications the Project has on their professond respongbilities. This was coupled to
apatid regection, or faillure to understand, the premises of Front End consultation, in
that these stakeholders often queried what it was they were supposed to be discussing,
as they came with the expectation that they would comment on concrete proposals,
rather than more abstract principles. For example, severd stakeholders stated it was
not possible to congder siting issues generically but these could only be addressed in
relation to specific Stes.

In contragt to this, the public generaly found it relatively easy to engage with
underlying principles and generd issues. In part thisis because they are not
congrained either by technica knowledge, which predisposes people to think in those
particular terms, or by roles where they would be required to implement decisons.
Asthey have no pre-existing discourse to utilise, they are free to develop their own
terms of debate, and thisis largely condtituted by socia and ethical reasoning, rather
than narrowly technica concerns.  In part it is because, asthe public saeinthisand
other arenas, they have no desire to engage with the detailed technical debate (that
should be |€ft to the *experts’), but that they do believe, in ademocracy, that guiding
principles should reflect public concerns.

13.3 Inclusion and exclusion

Some participants queried the premises on which people had been ether recruited for
discussion groups and the citizens panel, or invited to stakeholder workshops. These
querists gppeared satisfied that public participants had been recruited to include a
wide range of different ‘types of people (i.e. demographically varied and representing
arange of points of view), and that stakeholders had been invited to represent arange
of different stakeholder bodies.

Nonetheless, some particular groups felt that they should have been invited to
participate, and some participants from the Plymouth area believed there should have
been more intensive conaultation around Plymouth. Similarly, some respondents
from around Aultbea dso believed the consultation should have been more widdy
publicised to enable grester voluntary public participation.

One premise of the design of the consultation was that no one should be excluded, and
the provision of the website, with associated printed material, was seen to mest this
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provison. However, this does not address the issue of publicity of the consultation,
which should be consgdered more carefully in subsequent stages of consultation.

Four consultants, with expertise across arange of technica arenas, and who
frequently provide advice to environmenta groups, did not participate as funding was
not provided to pay for their time.

A smdl number of people declined to participate in either stakeholder workshops or
the webgte on the grounds thet they did not believe in the vdidity of the consultation.
Only if the legitimacy of consultation is demonsrated through a clear take up of the
outcomes might this group be persuaded to participate.

RECOMMENDATION 45

Further phases of consultation should aim to include anyone who wishes to be
included, as far as this can be made possible.

13.3.1 Silenced sites

It was apparent that in some areas, some people did not fed they could speek fredly,
as fedlings about the issues were so senstive within the local community.  For
example, in areas which are highly economically dependent on employment provided
by nuclear activities, some people fed unable to voice criticisms of nuclear activities
or expanson. Further consultation activities need to take account of this, and not
only enable people to make anonymous submissions but to actively recruit those who
are potentidly silenced in thisway, as many people who are silenced will often not
make even anonymous submissons.

RECOMMENDATION 46

The consultation design should enable those who may not feel they can speak freely
to contribute.

13.4 Who should be consulted?

A specific question to the public participantsin the consultation was ‘who should be
consulted in further rounds of consultation? One very clear reponse was that
ordinary members of the public were vita consultees; asmdl minority stated that the
public should be excluded as they were insufficiently informed, or that only those
with extreme views would participate. There was also consderable overlap between
suggested consultees and members of a Steering Group.

Proposed consultees comprise:

e Thelay public—“ordinary, everyday people’ who have “common sense’
e A cross section of the public, to cover the diversity of opinions

e People around sites and aong transport corridors

e Peoplewho will be affected by decisons
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“Us’ —i.e. people who have participated in this round of consultation

Technicd and scientific experts

Nuclear experts

Counter experts

Environmentd groups

Community Councils (Scotland)

Locd Authorities (a dl leves), particularly officers rather than eected members

e Regiond Chambers

e Depatment of Hedth

e Workersin the industry

e Irdland and Norway as neighbouring countries concerned about nuclear activity in
Britain

e Other countries

e TheUN

134.1.1 Counter experts

A drong requirement was that ‘ counter experts should beincluded. Counter experts
comprised those who were outside the ‘magic circl€ of nuclear industry, regulators and
government agencies, but till had the competence to assess proposals. Often, counter
experts are associated with ENGOs. This was seen to be a necessity to produce better
proposals and implementation, and to give credibility to them. The smple

interpretation was that ‘if they're satisfied, soam I'.

RECOMMENDATION 47

Counter experts should be included in future phases of consultation (see also
Recommendation 50).

13.4.2 Who should not be consulted?

Some emphatic suggestions were made for those who should not be consulted:
- Those from urban areas because these areas are not potentia Sites
People from outside of Plymouth — because they have no interest in what
happens in Plymouth, and Plymouth was assumed to be the relevant Ste
Locd and nationd politicians— asthey are not trusted, and are not seen as
independent
Economists— asthey are limited by “ parameters of money, and the problem is
far too big for that”
These exclusons reflect one key discrepancy with those who should beincluded, i.e.
politicians, and emphasises the sensitivities around their role in subsequent
consultation. Otherwise, thereisavery significant degree of agreement. Other
inclusions reflect the emphasis on those at a proposed Site having the ‘ strongest voice
in consultation, and a reiteration of the point that these decisions on such matters
should not be determined by economic considerations.
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13.5 How should they be consulted?

Thelay public and most stakeholders are not familiar with the variety of novel

consultation techniques and their premises, and therefore cannot be expected to

suggest detailed conaultation plans. However, anumber of premises were clearly

articulated:

e Conaultation should be widdy publicised, particularly in potentidly affected
communities

» Discusson groups were seen, by participants, as highly appropriate, giving the

opportunity for a degree of informed discussion among awide range of different

sorts of people

Information should be widdly available and easlly accessible

Critical views should be actively sought

Consultation should be conducted by an independent third party

Consultation should be overseen by an independent body

Eventua decisons must clearly reflect the views expressed in the consultation

13.6 The Steering Group

13.6.1 Who should be on the Steering Group?

The strongest views on membership of the Steering Group were that disinterested
experts (independents) were required, and given that there are very few if any truly
independent experts, al interests should be represented. Disinterested lay people
were aso seen as cgpable of the impartia judgement which was seen as essentid.
These more specific suggestions were also made:
- Large ENGOs such as Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth

I ndependent technical experts/consultants (e.g. people who work for NGOs)

Elected representatives from national government (MPs)

The MaoD

Loca government representatives.

Dignterested representatives of Europe

The UN or other global representatives

Representatives of the UK’ s regions

Technical experts

Representatives of employees in the nuclear industry (e.g. Trade Unions)

Ethicigts

People with knowledge of consultation

Wil educated, disinterested members of the public

Lay people

Locd community groups

Locd environmenta groups

Locd people generdly (in relation to Sites)

13.6.2 Who should not be on the Steering Group?

Those suggested for exclusion from the Steering Group can aso be seen to represent
particular interests, and groups who are mistrusted:
Politicians
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Contractors those with an interest in the commerciad opportunities
TheMoD

Smaller pressure groups (as their focus is often too narrow)

The media

Those with vested interests

There are obvioudy some contradictions here between those identified as being
participants, and those identified for excluson, reflecting the point that the consultation
was designed to identify the range of views of members and the public, rather then
using processes designed to produce ‘ consensud’ (amongst the participants) decisons.

The conclusion gppears to be that the exigting Steering Group gpproximates an
appropriate membership. Incluson of alay person, anationa ENGO, and someone
representing European and globa consderations would more fully reflect the
preferences dicited here.

The Front End Steering Group aso pointed out that in the next phase of consultation,
some members of the Steering Group may need to have funding for their timeto
enable them to participate.

RECOMMENDATION 48

The Steering Group in future stages of consultation should be reconvened to include
a lay person, a national ENGO, and representation of relevant international
experience. Once sites are identified, people from sites under consideration should
also be represented on the Steering Group(s). It may be necessary to fund
individuals to enable them to serve on the Steering Group.

13.7 What should the remit be?

The remit of the Steering Group was clearly seen as providing an independent view,
and ensuring that the MoD took due account of the findings of the consultation. The
purpose of the Steering Group was seen to be to:

Provide an independent perspective on the issues

Ensure the accountability of the consultation process, avoid an MoD “white

wash” and be able to demongtrate that different opinions are taken into

account

Be independent from MoD

Provide quality control

The independence of the Steering Group was seen to mean that it should be
commissioned by an independent body, not the MoD. The current Steering Group is
effectively independent of the MoD, being convened by an independent third party
who aso provide the secretariat, which appears to suffice. However, exactly how the
Steering Group might provide accountability and ensure findings are taken into
account is not clear.
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The point that established mechanisms for liasing with the public and established
advisory bodies should be incorporated into the consultation process was raised on
severa occasions.

RECOMMENDATION 49

A Steering Group for future consultation should continue to be convened and
serviced by an independent third party. How the Steering Group might provide a
greater degree of accountability for the consultation process, especially in terms of
ensuring findings are taken into account, should be given further consideration.

13.7.1 A Steering Group/Advisory Group for Project ISOLUS?

There was a strong presumption, when talking about the Steering Group, thet this
would have some degree of oversght over the whole of Project ISOLUS rather than
just being concerned with the consultation. Thistallieswith the clear preference for
some form of independent oversight of radioactive waste management activities, both
in relation to the submarines and more generdly. Such agroup was commonly seen

to require the membership of regulators, the MoD, contractors, independent expertise,
ENGOs, Trade Unions and people who were impartial.

A Steering or Advisory Group for the whole of Project ISOLUS would generate
confidence and trust in the correct and appropriate conduct of the Project. It could
additiondly potentialy provide a vauable source of information and commentary for
the Project.

However, the requirement for an independent oversight body woud not be fully met
by the creation of a Steering Group, but requires a stronger ingtitutional mechanism.
The widespread preference for radioactive waste to be managed by a body
independent of existing government departments and the nuclear industry should be
communicated to the relevant bodies. However, this preference does need to takeinto
account the less widespread opinion that radioactive waste should be dedlt with by the
body responsible for its production.

RECOMMENDATION 50

Consideration is given to establishing an independent advisory group to provide input
to Project ISOLUS. Consideration should also be given to convening a technical
advisory group, which should include counter expertise (see also Recommendation
47).

RECOMMENDATION 51

The public preference for independent oversight of radioactive waste management
should be communicated to the relevant bodies (see also Recommendation 1).
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13.8 Legitimacy of consultation

13.8.1 Taking notice of the consultation and justifying decisions

Throughout dl the corsultation activities there was a clear and dmost universal
response to the question of what would make the consultation worthwhile. This
response was that the legitimacy, and thus worth, of the consultation rested primarily
on the extent to which the outcomes were taken into account. 1f they wereignored
(and there was a strong fedling that they were likely to be ignored if they conflicted
with the preferences of ‘the powersthat be'), then participation in the consultation
was worthless. Moreover, the consultation was likely to be counterproductive if
results were ignored, as participants would be confirmed in their view that public
opinion was disregarded by thosein power.

The evidence that public opinion had been taken into account was required to be
demondrated. That is, there was a clear requirement for the pointsraised in this
conaultation to eicit aresponse, and that plans for moving forward required
judtification in terms of the consultation outcomes, explaining where these had been
taken into account and where they had not, and making clear the reasoning behind
these decisons.

RECOMMENDATION 52

The MoD'’s response to these recommendations should clearly indicate where
consultation outcomes have been taken into account, and where not. The reasoning
behind plans and decisions should be fully transparent. The response should be in
the public domain and easily accessible (for example, on the website, in printed form
available on request, and distributed to participants in the Front End Consultation).

13.8.2 Publication of Outputs

That dl the outputs of the consultation were being posted on the website was
interpreted very postively, in line with comments on openness and trangparency. The
publication of outputs aso went some way to meet the suspicion that the consultation
would be used to provide fadse legitimacy, as the consultation outcomes would be
clearly visble and could not therefore be so easily misrepresented.

RECOMMENDATION 53

Further stages of consultation should undertake to publish all outputs, unless there
are strong and clearly justified reasons otherwise.

13.8.3 Independent third party conducting consultation

There was considerable support for an independent third party conducting the
consultation; that the consultation was conducted by a University was repeatedly
welcomed, and no criticisms were recorded. One element of this was that respondents
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dated that the University team had not put any ‘spin’ on the issues, but had laid them
out as neutraly as possible. It appeared, dso, that the Universty team were trusted
by most participants to report the consultation outputs accurately. Therewasadso a
clear feding that a University was more likely to maintain an independent stance than
aprofessond consultancy, as they would be less likely to be compromised by the
financid reationship and to benefit from the tradition of independent thought thet is
gill seen as part of the university culture.

Contractors stated that they did not have the skills to conduct consultation. In
addition, contractors would clearly be compromised by their interest in the outcome,
However, should contractors be involved in conducting consultation themselves
(which gppears unlikdy within this Project) they would benefit, collectively, and it
would be more equitable and results more comparable, if an expert body was
convened to provide guidance to them.

RECOMMENDATION 54

An independent third party or parties should conduct subsequent stages of
consultation.

13.8.4 Suspicion of the consultation

Although the consultation was welcomed, this was conditiond on the consultation
being legitimate. There was dso congderable mistrust of the motivation of the MoD
in undertaking this consultation. It was suspected that the MoD had commissoned
the consultation in order to:

e Ganfdselegitimacy for subsequent or exigting decisons through being able to
say that consultation had taken place whilst ignoring the outcomes of the
consultation

e ‘Getthetick inthebox’, that is, to be able to say consultation had taken place and
therefore move the Project forward.

e ‘Spy’ onpublic views, in order to manipulate them more effectively, for example
through PR initiatives, and/or to identify Stes which were ‘ softer’.

e Divert atention away from bigger issues, such as defudling.

Suspicions were mogt likely to be dleviated by a clear demongtration that the
outcomes of the consultetion are being taken into account.

13.9 Funding

13.9.1 Funding of the consultation

There was some criticism from some participants, particularly those who had only
found out about the consultation after inaccurate press coverage in Scotland, that the
consultation was inadequately funded, particularly in relaion to publicisng the fact it
was taking place.
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Some others believed that more extensive consultation should have taken place,
notably in Plymouth, athough this was generdly attributed to ether
miscomprehension of the issues on the part of the Front End Consultation team, or to
deliberate excluson, rather than to a shortage of funding.

The countervailing view was held by those who, as above, believed that the
consultation itself was awaste of time (and by implication, money).

Overdl, funding of the consultation as such was not an issue which attracted much
attention, other than in terms of the general welcome given to the fact the consultation
was taking place (and therefore being funded).

13.9.2 Funding participation in consultation

Funding for travel and subsistence for otherwise unfunded participantsin the
consultation was wel comed, and seen as a necessity to endble inclusion.

As above, anumber of consultants were unwilling to take part in the consultation
unless their time was funded. Stakeholder did ogue can, for this group, represent a
means for organisations to gain free consultancy advice.

| ndependent consultants and voluntary staff are the main groups whose timeis not
funded for participation in consultation. Members of the lay public have argued that
they require the services of such independent experts, particularly as so much of the
knowledge base is contested.

RECOMMENDATION 55

A fund should be made available to which prospective participants can apply for
funding, and clear guidelines developed regarding the provision of such funding.

13.10 Publicity

There was some concern that the consultation had been inadequately publicised. This
was particularly a concern amongst those who had learnt from newspaper headlines
that their area contained a potentia site.

Although there had been minigteria announcements regarding Project ISOLUS and
the Front End Consultation, and the MoD had issued press rel eases announcing the
consultation, these were not reported widdly inthe media The only sgnificant media
coverage wasin relaion to potential Sites. This suggests that the media will provide
some coverage when potentid Stes are identified in the next round of consultation.
However, given the coverage dicited in this round, that coverage islikely to contain
inaccuracies.

More subgtantia publicity is a pre-requisite of the next round of consultation, and will
have to be consdered carefully alongsde the consultation design.
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RECOMMENDATION 56

Widespread publicity should be given to subsequent consultetion activitiesto
maximise awareness and to inform people who may wish to participate of their
opportunity to do so.

13.11 Knowledge, information and openness

A fundamentd requirement of the public and many stakeholdersisthat informeation
should be widedly available. The need for secrecy in relation to national security was
acknowledged as legitimate; the need for commercia confidentiaity was dso
acknowledged, but with less of a sense that this was fully acceptable. As detailed
proposas are developed, thistension is likely to become more acute: correspondingly
detailed information will be sought by at least some consultees. For the Safety Case
to remain confidentid is likely to be particularly problematic, as many consultees
have raised the issue that they (or experts on their behdf) require to be aware of the
full basis of decison making, and the judtification of safety (or tolerable risk) islikely
to be particularly sengtive given the emphasis on sefety articulated in this
consultation. The adoption of REPPIR should dleviate some of these concerns.

There are two ways of dedling with this problem. Firstly, serious consideration needs
to given to what can, and cannot, be made public by the MoD, contractors, and other
parties. The presumption, in line with Government policy on openness and
trangparency, should be that information is made public, and that judtification is
required to maintain secrecy. Secondly, should information considered relevant by
the public and other stakeholders not be placed in the public domain, the reasoning
behind the decision needs to be made clear: in line with the point that consultees do
recognise the need for secrecy in some ingtances, if the reasons given for secrecy are
acceptable, then it follows that the secrecy is acceptable.

RECOMMENDATION 57

As much information as possible should be publicly available, including all safety
related information. Where information is not made publicly available, reasons
should be given as to why this is the case.

Given, asindicated above, that much of the knowledge base is contested, thereis
inevitably arequirement for further research and review to attempt to resolve
uncertainties. However, whilst thisis and should be an ongoing concern for the MoD
asawhole, aswell asfor other relevant organisations, it seems inappropriate for
Project ISOLUS to take on this responsibility. Rather, the Project should attempt to
provide information on these issues, including information on further research and
sudy. The Project should also pass on to relevant bodies notification of areasin
which there appear to be particular concern. In the Front End Consultation, such
concerns are particularly apparent in relation to

The incidence of leukaemia and other cancers in the Plymouth ares, as

well as around other nuclear Stes

The doses received by workers and submariners, and the relaionship of

these with subsequent hedlth effects
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The assessment of risks associated with the dismantling of the submarines
and storage of the wastes

RECOMMENDATION 58

Project ISOLUS should provide information, or indicate where such information can
be found, on areas where the knowledge bases are disputed or uncertain, such as
the health effects of low-level radiation, and notify relevant bodies of particular areas
of concern raised by consultees

13.12 Transparency: the consultation and decision process

The decision process, and the role and sequence of consultation within that, was not
clear to many participants. In part, this was because there was an expectation that the
MoD would put forward proposals, and alack of recognition of the role of
contractors, and therefore that the whole process was entirely within the remit of the
MaoD. In part, it isaso aresult of the point that the ways in which further

consultation will be conducted, and its relationship with the decision process, isto be
determined as an outcome of the Front End Consultation and was therefore not fully
defined during this consultation. In part, too, this opaqueness resulted from alack of
familiarly on dl sdeswith the complexity of the tendering, consultation and decison
processes.

Good practice iswidely recognised to require that decision making processes are
trangparent, and further information and consultation should endeavour to achieve
this, notwithstanding the complexity of those processes.

RECOMMENDATION 59

The consultation and decision processes should be laid out more lucidly, and be
more accessible, with (in as far as is currently possible) a clear timetable of action. It
should be clear from the outset of any activities what the objectives of the
consultation are, its relationship with and timing within the decision-making process
and linked processes, and how the consultation findings will be used.

14 Consultation in the next round: the Project
Plan

One responghility of the Steering Group was to make recommendations in relation to
subsequent phases of conaultation in Project ISOLUS. This section contains those
recommendetions.

The next round of consultation is anticipated to take place after Outline Proposds
have been received from industry. Once these proposas have been received, potential
stes— asincluded in the proposals — can be announced. At this stage it will be
necessary to conduct Site specific, aswel as nationd level, consultation.
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The consultation on the Outline Proposals will contribute to the selection of a short
list of proposals and the particular issues relevant to those short-listed proposals, the
proponents of whom will be invited to develop their proposals in negotiation with the
MoD.

The consultation process in relation to the Outline Proposals will be announced before
the ISOPsis undertaken, in order that concerned communities are aware of the
process of consultation and decision making. This announcement will include direct
communication with dl UK Loca Authorities, and publication of details on the
Consultation Website.

A responghility of the Steering Group convened for the Front End Consultation isto
advise on the development of a‘*Project Plan’ for further consultation. To thisend,
the Steering Group has identified the following objective for the next phase of
consultation:

To enable informed, public debate on the options put forward in response to the
Invitation to Submit Outline Proposals, and to enable consultees to make their views
known.

Beyond this, the Steering Group has identified anumber of principles, derived from
the responses to the Front End Consultation, to guide the detailed design of the
activitiesin the next phase of consultation (see below).

14.1 Who should be consulted?

The next round of consultation will require both loca foci, specific to the Sites
proposed, and alevd of nationd consultation. At the locd level, consultees should
indude:

Thelay public

Locd government

Locd community groups

Loca ENGOs

Loca trade and industry

Loca employeesin the nuclear industry

At the nationd leve, consultees should include:
- Thelay public

Representatives of the lay public, and others, from proposed sites
People who have participated in the Front End Consultation
Technicd and scientific experts
Counter experts
Nationa ENGOs
Locd, regiond and nationd government (officers and dected
representatives)
Department of Hedlth, DEFRA, etc
Trade Unions
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Irish and Norwegian governments
EU
UN

RECOMMENDATION 60

A broad range of the public and other stakeholders should be actively included in the
next phase of consultation (see also Recommendation 45).

14.2 How should they be consulted?

As explained above, rather than determine a precise set of activities for the next stage

of consultation, the Steering Group has derived a number of principles which should

underlay those activities.

e Information should be widdy available and easly accessble

e Conaultation should beinclusve

e Conaultation should include the use of ddliberative methods (e.g discusson
groups, citizens pands)

e Criticd views should be actively sought

Reated principles comprise:

e That in future stages of consultation, care must be taken to provide clear
explanations of the consultation activities and their rationae, and to use consstent
terminology

e Consultation should be widdly publicised, particularly in potentialy affected
communities

e Conaultation should be conducted by an independent third party

e Conaultation should be overseen by an independent body

The Steering Group pointed out that principles of best practice for consultation and
participation had been produced by a number of organisations, including the Cabinet
Office, the Audit Office, DEFRA, and the Environment Agency. These have
provided the basis for the Front End Consultation, and should be utilised in the next
phase of consultation. The draft EU Directive on Consultation and Participation
should aso be taken into account.

RECOMMENDATION 61

Principles emerging from the Front End Consultation, as identified by the Front End
Steering Group, should be used for the next stage of consultation. Reference should
also be made to principles of best practice as identified by a range of other sources.

14.3 Who should conduct consultation?

The next stage of consultation should clearly be conducted by an independent third
party (or parties), and funded by the MoD.
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Given that the next stage will necessarily involve a smultaneous multi-site and
nationa consultation, a consortium may be necessary. Mogt if not dl centres
conducting consultation activities are of alimited scae, and for a smultaneous multi-
dte consultation either a consortium, or sufficient lead-in time to recruit the relevant
daff, would be required. In ether case, sufficient time to adequately design, conduct
and report the consultation will be required.

In addition local knowledge will be needed to enable the inclusion of relevant groups.

RECOMMENDATION 62

People with local knowledge will need to be included in the consultation team (see
also Recommendation 54).

14.4 Site specific issues

Thereisasgnificant compromise in delaying the next stage of consultation until the
Outline Proposas are received. The compromise is between
- Informing communities a the earliest possible point that their Steisbeing
considered, however preiminary or tentative that consideration might be
(which would involve contractors declaring an interest in aSite), or
Announcing the stes put forward in the Outline Proposas, when these are
received

The advantages of the first Strategy are that
It meets demands from local communities that they be informed when their
location is under consderation
It may provide an early indication of which communities might be predisposed
to accept the wastes or are more likely to rgect them, thus preventing time and
resources being wasted in developing Outline Proposas which are unlikely to
be publicly acceptable

The di sadvmtages are that
Communities at Stes which are then dropped may have been unnecessarily
concerned, have devoted unnecessary time and resources to considering the
possibility, and may have been damaged (‘ fractured’) if oppositiona groups
form
That little or no information on the Outline Proposa can be forthcoming until
the Outline Proposd's have been submitted, thus severely limiting the extent to
which consultation on that Proposal can take place
The confrontation between the contractors and tendering processes
requirements for commercid confidentidity, and the public's demand for
information, islikely to be counter productive in terms of generating
meaningful debate
Contractors will be pressed to be able to demongtrate any meaningful form of
public acceptance of their proposalsin the absence of any structured
consultation on those proposals
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The tendering process could be compromised through consultation activities
rousing concerns in gtes and making them untenable

Contractors may be unwilling to ‘ declare their hand’, especidly if previoudy
unmooted Sites are being consdered rather than the obvious candidates

The advantages of the second strategy is thet
It enables a coherent and informed consultation strategy to be implemented
smultaneoudy in potentid Sites and nationdly
It does not compromise the tendering process

The di sadvmtages are that
Thereislikely to be loca rumour and discussion of the proposal prior to
officia announcement, and this will make subsequent consultation more
difficult because * battle-lines will have become established, and a
condderable variety of information of varigble qudity will have aready been
circulated
That there have been private discussons between Loca Authorities and
others, and contractors, will exacerbate mistrugt; the accusation that Local
Authorities and contractors ‘ stitch things up’ has been repeated many timesin
this consultation, and this progression of events gppears to condone that view
Sites that may have been tenable had they been party to discussions from the
first ingtance may reject proposas on grounds of the prior secrecy of the
process and hence untrustworthiness of the proponents

A compromise between these conflicts is obvioudy necessary. The Steering Group
reluctantly recommend that, as stated above, potential Sites are announced after
outline proposas have been received and site specific consultation takes place at that
time.

RECOMMENDATION 63

The next stage of consultation should take place not later than the time at which the
Outline Proposals are received. In the meantime, Chief Executives of Local
Authorities, and other appropriate bodies, should be informed by the MoD of the
decision-making and consultation process (including the process prior to Outline
Proposals being received) and its projected timetable. This information should also
be posted on the consultation web site and provided to those who patrticipated in the
Front End Consultation (see also Recommendation 59).

144.1.1 Contractorsissues

Thereisavery red posshbility that some potentia contractors may not develop outline
proposals due to the complexity of the public consultation and public acceptability
requirements of Project ISOLUS. It may therefore be worthwhile, as suggested in
another context above, to provide some form of advice to contractors to support them
in developing an understanding of the implications of these issues, during the period
inwhich they are developing Outline Proposals, and beyond.
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RECOMMENDATION 64

Consideration is given to providing expert advice on consultation and public
acceptability, and the means by which this can be done, to potential contractors.

14.4.2 NIMBYSs, shared responsibility, and the next stage

The polarisation between Devonport and the Highlands in this consultation is siriking.
The clearest and most consigtent articulation of the position that the wastes should be
sored away from centres of population came, unsurprisingly enough, from the
Devonport area. Conversdly, respondents from the Highlands argued that wastes
should be stored in centres of population. The highest number of web responses and
|etters came from these two areas.

If the @m of developing public acceptability through, in part, encouraging people to
think in terms of the common good rather than individudised interests is pursued, it
would seem appropriate to bring groups with opposing views together in the attempt
to move beyond this sort of polarisation and develop solutions with a greater shared

basis of acceptability.

RECOMMENDATION 65
Once potential sites are identified, consultation technigues should include the

provision for people from different sites to meet together to pursue more acceptable
solutions.
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15 Appendices

15.1 Appendix |: Reports produced in this consultation

Three levels of report have been produced for the consultation. The present document
isthe primary level report and it draws on the data and observations from the other
two levels. There are four secondary leve reports that draw together and summarise
the data and observations from each of the four main aress of the consultation:
Discussion Groups, Stakeholder Workshops, Web Consultation and the Citizens
Panel. The Discusson Groups Summary Report draws on eight detailed tertiary level
reports that describe the processes and issues raised at each of the Discussion Groups.
Similarly, the Stakeholder Workshops Summary Report draws on four detailed
tertiary level reports that describe the processes and issues raised at each of the
Stakeholder Workshops.

The reports of the consultation processes are as follows:

The Final Report (this document)

Drawing on Four
Secondary Level Reports:

Discussion Groups Stakeholder Web . Citizens
Summary Renort Workshop Summary Consultation Panel Report
y Repor
Report Report
Drawing on the Eight Drawing on the Four
Tertiary Level Reports: Tertiary Level
Reports:
Bangor Edinburgh
Barrow London
Birmingham Manchester
London Plymouth
Oban
Plymouth
Rosyth
Sellafield

These reports are available from the ISOLUS Public Consultation Websitein PDF
and RTF formats. http://www.lancs.ac.uk/users/csec/isolus/isolus.htm

or from
Dr Jane Hunt
Centre for the Study of Environmental Change (CSEC)
Furness College
Lancagter University
Lancagter LA14YG
E-mal: |.hunt@lancaster.ac.uk
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15.2 Appendix Il: Acronyms

AONB
AWAF
BAE
BRDL
DEFRA
DML
DU

EA
ENGO
ILW
ISOLUS
|SOP
MoD
NATO
NGO
NIMBY
PFI
PPP
PSC
RWMAC
SSS|
WSA

Areaof Outstanding Natural Beauty

Active Wagte Accumulation Fecility

British Aerospace Enginesring

Babcock Rosyth Dockyard Limited
Department of Environment, Food and Rurd Affairs
Devonport Management Limited

Depleted Uranium

Environment Agency

Environmental NonGovernmental Organisation
Intermediate Level Waste

Interim Storage of Laid-Up Submarines
Invitation to Submit Outline Proposals

Minidry of Defence

North Atlantic Treety Organisation
Non-Governmental Organisation

Not in my back yard

Public Finance Initigtive

Private Public Partnership

Public Sector Comparitor

Radioactive Waste Management Advisory Committee
Site of Specid Scientific Interest

Warship Support Agency
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