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	1.
	Welcome, introductions and apologies
	

	
	The Steering Group wished to record its sadness about the death of Brian Hooper and expressed its condolences to his family and colleagues.
	

	2.
	Minutes of meetings 14 and matters arising
	

	
	The minutes of Meeting 14 were agreed with one addition requested on behalf of Chris Hargraves, MoD: “It was agreed that it should inform approaches to the third stage of ISOLUS and bidders’ attention would be specifically drawn to it” (italicised words added; item 5, para 2).

It was agreed that outstanding actions under 2.2 need not be discussed in any detail as they have been overtaken by events.

A request was made for an update on the possibility of further bids, which had been mentioned during Meeting 14.  Roger Jackson (MoD) reported that no fresh bids had been requested or received, but that revisions to original bids have been undertaken (see under item 3 below).

It was pointed out that much of item 6 of meeting 14, concerning the role of the Consultation Steering Group in developing an approach to the third stage of consultation, is still relevant; and it was agreed that this should be discussed under item 4.
	

	3.
	MoD proposal for the future of ISOLUS: Steering Group and Advisory Group 
(paper from Roger Jackson attached)
	

	
	Roger Jackson (MoD) reviewed his paper which had been circulated to the Consultation Steering Group (CSG) prior to the meeting.

A CSG member said that the paper had not been available for long enough for members to consult adequately with their constituencies.  

MoD strategy

Roger Jackson said that the MoD’s response to the 50 CIOP recommendations had been carefully thought through and discussed with other government departments.  Particular attention had been given to the issues of MoD ‘ownership of the problem’ and the need for integration with other government departments.  He said that communications with the DTI, Defra and with the Scottish Executive are well established and ongoing.  

With regard to the bullet points under section 7 of his paper  Roger Jackson made the following comments:

Point 1 (and section 11), MoD ISOLUS Steering Group (MISG):  Within the MoD a “Steering Group” is a high-level authoritative function chaired by the project’s budget holder – in this case the team leader of the Submarine Support Integrated Project Team (SUBIPT) – and integrating expertise from within and beyond the MoD.  Its primary purpose is to ensure that the MoD properly takes charge of the project to ensure its eventual delivery.  Ultimate responsibility remains with the team leader and project manager, who are accountable to Ministers.

Points 2, 3 and 4:  the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) is currently assessing options for long term radioactive waste management, and is considering some of the issues associated with implementation and siting.  CoRWM will make recommendations in July 2006.  The MoD has announced that it will not proceed with its own planning until CoRWM has reported and the MoD will conduct general studies which need to precede its own consideration of specific siting issues.

Point 5:  The next round of public consultation will be based on the MoD’s studies and will take place in the light of post-CoRWM studies.  This was made clear in the MoD’s announcement in February this year.
Industry

Roger Jackson then addressed matters regarding the industrial bidders and the MoD’s relationship to them – sections 8 (second point), 9 and 10 of his paper.  He said that there is need for industry to rationalise and consolidate in order to take the technical proposals forward in an efficient way.  In this regard, he reported that two ISOLUS alliances have been formed:

(a) Babcock Engineering Services Limited, Mowlem Nuclear Services Limited and British Nuclear Group Project Services Limited; and
(b) Serco Limited, RWE Nukem Limited, Devonport Management Limited and Parsons Brinckerhoff Limited.
He pointed out that these companies are involved, either directly or through other company alliances, in nuclear submarine decommissioning in other countries, and that this is beneficial to Project ISOLUS.  The MoD is in the process of tasking the companies to undertake studies of generic, rather than site-specific, issues; and the two alliances have produced papers setting out their thoughts on how they see the studies taking the project forward..

Lancaster University has been asked to continue to administer the Project ISOLUS website.

ISOLUS Advisory Committee (sections 24-28)

It is proposed, by the MoD,  that the ISOLUS Advisory Committee (IAC) is formed, its possible membership to be drawn from the CSG and other sources as appropriate.  The IAC would provide advice in order to assist in “de-risking” the programme.  It could be considered to be a kind of “ginger group” and its chair, who would be a member of MISG, would have discretion to bring in people to offer different perspectives.  The establishment of the IAC would be considered at the first meeting of the MISG.  The CSG would cease to exist.  
	

	4.
	Consultation Steering Group response
(letter from Nuclear Submarine Forum attached)
	

	
	With regard to paragraph 5, point 1 of Roger Jackson’s paper, a CSG member said that the 65 recommendations from the Front End Consultation (FEC) also examined procedures to be applied to all consultations and that these should still be acted on; in this respect – to maintain the findings of the FEC and CIOP, and as “guardians of the consultation process”,  the CSG had a role throughout Project ISOLUS.    
Concern was expressed that the MoD is now running behind its original timetable and that this could lead to hasty decisions.  In particular it was pointed out that Plymouth City Council need to know the implications of scaling down of activities at Devonport and whether the consequent decrease of pressure on afloat storage will lead to a proliferation of floating submarines.  Roger Jackson said that on the basis of present programme planning assumptions the MoD’s revised target date for implementation of an ISOLUS solution was likely to be around 2014/15.  Regarding any increased afloat storage at Devonport he gave assurance that submarine decommissioning and defuelling would be fully in accordance with safety and environmental requirements.  He also made the general point that part of the role of the new IAC could be to flag any laying-up issues of concern to the MoD. It was acknowledged that defuelling has to take place and that people realise that this will happen in Devonport Dockyard as it is the only location where it can be done.  However, it was pointed out that there is an issue regarding accumulation of stored waste.

With regard to time-slippage, further concern was expressed that there will now be a longer gap before further public consultation takes place and that a fait accompli situation will develop (e.g., more submarines accumulating at Devonport).

There was further concern that the length of time before any further consultation took place meant that public attention and goodwill could be lost.  It was suggested that comments could, in the interim, be made to CoRWM, but pointed out that ISOLUS per se was unlikely to be a focus of attention for CoRWM consultation activities.  It was suggested a link to CoRWM’s website be placed on the ISOLUS website.
Action: MoD/LU

In regard to section 20 a CSG member pointed out the necessity for involvement of Scottish local authorities, especially as three of the sites named in CIOP are in Scotland.  Roger Jackson said that Ministers have agreed that studies undertaken over the next few years will be generic, rather than site-specific.  In the longer term, the MoD is neither ruling out the CIOP sites, nor assuming that it has to be one of them.  

Regarding the change from CSG to IAC, a CSG member said that the new group should have a stronger role than merely advisory, and stated that the guardianship role of the CSG seems to be being downgraded and that it is necessary to have mechanisms for ongoing engagement of people that are concerned.  Further, they stated that they wished to represent the interests of the public and not to “de-risk” just for the benefit of the MoD.  Another CSG member said that he entirely agreed with these concerns.  Roger Jackson said that the CSG has completed its role from the time being, as further public consultation is not envisaged in the immediate future.  He said that during the interim period a forum such as the proposed IAC would have a valuable role to play.  He said that the term “de-risking” refers to the minimising of risks for all concerned, and as such should be an important objective to be desired by all.
A CSG member said that the MoD has provided the bidding companies with outline parameters within which to make proposals, but that the public need information to assure them that that the criteria are based on best practice, in terms of safety and environmental impact, and that they are not just industry-led.  Mr Jackson said that the CoRWM recommendations would assist in developing principles and criteria for dealing with high level waste and intermediate level waste (ILW) and that the ILW from project ISOLUS would be no different in essence from “civil” ILW.  He acknowledged that the particular origin of the material from submarines means that initially it will have to be handled at the two dockyards, but said that the eventual storage would fall to national policy decisions on radioactive waste management post-CoRWM.  This, however, did not fully address concern that criteria should be developed through public consultation, and that such criteria should be in place before industry developed proposals, in order that proposals properly reflected public acceptability.  
A CSG member stated that the criteria for best ethical, social and environmental practice needed to be defined before industry proposals are developed and asked when this information would be put together and made public.  Roger Jackson said that industry is not driving the project, even though the  process of the outline proposal phase may have made it look like that at the time.  Technical studies and environmental impact studies that are now being contemplated will be brought together in one coherent package.

A CSG member said that the NGOs fully appreciate that ISOLUS is the MoD’s problem and that MoD have responsibility and authority; and that the MoD is respected for its public consultation, despite the “pitfalls of public scrutiny” which the MoD considers itself to have encountered.  However, he objected to the use of the word “regime” (under section 7), stating that consultation cannot take place under a regime.  Consultation, he said, requires guardianship and needs to take place within the evolving consultation ethic of other government departments such as the DTI which has accepted the value of independent chairing of local liaison committees.  Those involved in ISOLUS should learn from this and appreciate that government control of any sort of advisory committee would be against the spirit of the consultation. He stated that MoD cannot be guardian of the consultation process because this would necessarily involve a conflict of interests.  For this reason, the CSG needed to continue, especially given that a level of trust in this group had been established, particularly among some NGOs, and this trust was likely to be withdrawn if new groups with curtailed remits were established.  That the IAC would be under the control of the new MISG was also of concern in this respect. 
Another CSG member clarified that Roger Jackson’s paper states that the chair of the IAC would be a member of the MISG, but not a MoD person. 

Roger Jackson explained that in MoD parlance the word “regime”, used with regard to the establishment of MoD governance practices (section 7, point 1), simply indicates that there has to be a context and framework within which discussion and action can take place.  He agreed that the FEC recommendations still stand and stated that CIOP through its terms of reference was inevitably treated as something separate, and taking place in the light of what had gone before.  Similarly, future public consultation will take on board the FEC recommendations and the CIOP recommendations, but will obviously take place in the light of the circumstances pertaining at the time.

A CSG member stated that the public consultation processes were to inform the MoD and that MoD had accepted some, but not all, of the recommendations.  The outline proposals were based on the FEC recommendations.  The MoD is entitled to reject specific recommendations:  the CSG does not own the recommendations; the MoD owns them.  A future CSG should ensure transparency and the taking into account of what has gone before, but should not adhere to the previous recommendations where this may not be appropriate.

Another CSG member disagreed, stating that once the public were involved they also own the recommendations.  The public, as tax payers, own the recommendations, although many are understandably cynical.  She also emphasised the necessity for a strong continuity of process guardianship.

Roger Jackson said that he understood the desire to maintain the public consultation process, but explained that the MoD had decided that it is was necessary to develop studies and proposals before these could be the subject of fresh public consultation. Maggie Taylor (MoD) made the distinction between “inform” and “consult” and said that people would be kept informed of MISG and IAC activities through the ISOLUS website.  

Roger Jackson said that studies would be undertaken to determine appropriate solutions and that these would include aspects concerned with each of the laid-up submarines at Rosyth and Devonport Dockyards, including the states of the reactors.  A CSG member pointed out that uncertainties would remain, particularly regarding transportation because the location of a final disposal site would not be known report and that this would have implications for transport distances between interim storage sites and a final site.

A CSG member cited FEC recommendation 48 as supporting the view that the CSG should continue and that there should be evolving continuity rather than having to start again later.  Another CSG member said that it could be argued that because CIOP is finished the CSG’s role is complete, but that there is now the proposal of the IAG to replace the CSG.  He suggested that there were two proposals on the table:

(a) The MoD’s ‘project governance’ proposal;
(b) The aspiration to take forward the consultation work and to ensure that its credibility and benefits are continued.  Engagement with the public would be maintained and the necessity to start afresh in the future would be avoided.  There was also a need to provide a view of what was going on within the MoD’s governance regime and to serve as a mechanism for providing information to the public.

ISOLUS Advisory Committee

The CSG chair asked what should happen to the CSG: should it dissolve or evolve?  A CSG member said that the MoD is aware of how the group would like things to go forward, i.e. for the CSG to continue as independent guardian of the consultation process (including during the period in which no formal consultation is taking place) in order to maintain trust and goodwill and provide legitimacy to the process.
Two CSG members expressed scepticism about the idea of involving NGOs in the MISG, doubting that NGOs would wish to compromise themselves by involvement in an internal MoD process.  It was thought more plausible that NGOs should, and would wish to, be involved in the IAG.  Roger Jackson said that NGO input to the MISG would be extremely valuable and had recommended to the MISG Chairman that the NGO interest should be appropriately represented.  A CSG member said that MoD organisational culture is very different from the way in which NGOs work and that for this reason NGO involvement in the MISG could not work, even though some form of engagement is vital and necessary.   Roger Jackson said that the chair of the MISG would be accountable to Ministers, but that individual members and contributors would be independent and their contributions and views are being sought for precisely this reason.

The CSG chair asked whether the group should become an ISOLUS consultation advisory committee in order to maintain this aspect of the guardianship role.  A CSG member anticipated difficulty in keeping NGOs on board, considering that unless the IAC has independent standing and is parallel with the MISG, the NGOs will not want to be involved.  Another CSG member said that if groups are not represented in the MISG, they should at least be represented in the IAC.  He also pointed out that if the IAC is sitting it can at least provide oversight of the development of the MoD’s direction, especially with regard to development of best environmental, social and ethical criteria; and that an expert panel would be necessary to provide input on this.  Further, he considered that there is need for continuity of a group to work alongside the MoD in developing its plans and criteria.  Such a group would also provide links to the outside world, helping to develop consensus among different groups and to provide clarity for the public, which at present is confused.  

The CSG chair suggested that the IAC could fulfil a scrutiny function over the MISG and that it could give input to the MISG, but that it would need an independent chair.  A CSG member suggested that the IAC could observe the MISG meeting.  Roger Jackson said that IAC observers could be invited to give advice on specific aspects, but that the role of IAC members could not be one of supervising the ISOLUS project.  A CSG member considered this symptomatic of the MoD’s “feudal system”, which he saw as alienating to the public.  He said that section 18, point 2 implied that the publication of MISG minutes could be optional, but that there is a statutory obligation to publish such minutes. 
The CSG chair said that there is need for draft terms of reference for the group.  Roger Jackson said that the MoD will take on board the things that were said at the meeting and would ensure that these matters were included in the agenda of the first MISG meeting. Maggie Taylor said that there is need for input from the group on how they want to take it forward.  She said that continuity of the CSG perspective was important.

Action: MoD
A CSG member suggested that independent experts should sit on the IAC, rather than functioning as a separate process.  Roger Jackson confirmed that membership of the IAC would be open to those beyond the current CSG membership, the aim being to reflect the specific expertise and interests being addressed. However, there remained concern that despite repeated recommendations from the CSG that MoD use independent expert advice, particularly on technical issues, establishment of such a group, or other arrangements for implementation, had not taken place.  
It was requested that CSG members and Lancaster University should be kept informed of the MoD timetable.

Action: MoD
In summary, members of the CSG expressed serious reservations regarding the dissolution of the CSG and its replacement by the IAG.  These reservations included concerns regarding the need for independent oversight and guardianship, particularly in relation to providing trust, confidence and legitimacy to ISOLUS.  NGOs, particularly, were unsure if they and their constituencies would be willing to continue to participate.  The MoD acknowledged these concerns, but remain of the view that at this stage, ISOLUS is better served by the dissolution of the CSG and establishing the IAG and MISG.
	

	5.
	Dissolution of CSG and future meeting

It is recorded that the Consultation Steering Group has been brought to a close.

The MISG will have its first meeting in September 2005 and will receive a report of views expressed at CSG meeting 15.  The MISG will develop proposals for the establishment of the IAC and consider a framework for its constitution.  Lancaster University will then be asked to convene a meeting of members of the former CSG to consider the proposals and express their views on remit, terms of reference and membership of the IAC.  The views expressed will then be considered by the MoD.

Action: MoD /LU

	


Appendix 1:  Paper provided by Roger Jackson
PROJECT ISOLUS

Paper for Consultation Steering Group

Meeting – 29th July 2005

BACKGROUND

Nuclear Submarine Disposal Adviser

1.
In September 2004, following retirement from the MOD Senior Civil Service, I was appointed as a part time consultant to the Director General Nuclear on handling the disposal of the UK’s decommissioned nuclear powered submarines.

2.
In addition, I have been invited to provide professional advice on nuclear submarine technology to the DTI and other parties engaged in UK assistance in the disposal of Former Soviet Union nuclear submarines in North West Russia under the G8 Global Partnership.

Project ISOLUS Summary

3.
Project ISOLUS (Interim Storage of Laid-Up Submarines) was established by the MOD in 2000.  It is concerned with determining the means of managing radioactive and other materials from UK nuclear powered submarines after the vessels have been withdrawn from service with the Royal Navy.

4.
The MOD currently has 27 nuclear submarines, of which 11 have left naval service and have been de-fuelled and decommissioned.  Seven are currently in afloat storage at Rosyth and four are at Devonport.

5.
Briefly, the history of the project is as follows:

· In 2000, under contract from the MOD, Lancaster University’s Centre for the Study of Environmental Change conducted a Front End Consultation (FEC).  This examined public and stakeholder issues in regard to deciding options and site(s) for the interim storage of wastes.  The FEC report was published in November 2001 and contained 65 recommendations.

· The MOD issued a Pre-Qualification Questionnaire (PQQ) to Industry in March 2003, inviting four Industry groups to submit initial proposals for the management of redundant submarines.  Responses from the putative bidders were submitted to the MOD in May 2003.

· The Industry proposals formed the subject of Lancaster University’s second round of consultation, the Consultation on ISOLUS Outline Proposals (CIOP).  This took place between September and December 2003 and the report was published in May 2004.

· The MOD responded to the CIOP report in February 2005, having consulted other government departments (OGDs), devolved administrations and Industry.

Consultation on ISOLUS Outline Proposals

6.
The Lancaster University CIOP final report’s 50 recommendations presented a wide spread of opinion.  Following careful consideration, the MOD issued a Written Ministerial Statement on 9th February 2005 (Hansard column 79WS) and the detailed response to the CIOP recommendations was published on the ISOLUS website.

7.
The MOD’s response to the CIOP recommendations has had the following impact on the Project ISOLUS programme:

· establishment of a MOD-led governance and consultation regime, including close liaison with OGDs and alignment with the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) process;

· no significant decisions on ISOLUS options to be taken until CoRWM has made its recommendations to Government;

· a programme of technical and other studies to be undertaken to define options and inform future decision-making;

· no further consideration of appropriate sites until the above two activities are complete; and

· the next public consultation will take place in the light of proposals arising from the completed studies and Government decisions post-CoRWM.

RECENT DEVELOPMENTS

Departmental strategy

8.
Assessment of Project ISOLUS last autumn identified a number of issues and imperatives.  Last November a high level strategy and implementation plan was presented to Lord Bach, the Minister of Defence Procurement.  The strategy was built upon the following premises:

· that it followed the principles that underpinned the MOD’s CIOP response (see above);

· that it facilitated the rationalisation of the disparate Industry interest, recognising that partnering arrangements involving the MOD and suitable Industry consortia would meet relevant needs and expectations;

· that it ensured that the ISOLUS developed solution avoided surprises and minimised foreseeable adverse impact; and

· that appropriate account was taken of current best practice in other countries involved in the handling of redundant nuclear submarines.

Industry position

9.
The Industry PQQ respondees were invited earlier this year to consider revising their ISOLUS proposals, taking account of the following:

· the CIOP exercise and the MOD’s response to it;

· ongoing CoRWM consultation and the need to keep ISOLUS site options open; and

· technical and other risk reduction studies considered necessary to support the ISOLUS developed solution.

10.
Consolidation of the four Industry groups is underway.  One alliance has provided the ISOLUS team with a draft revised PQQ response and another alliance is in the process of putting together revised draft proposals.

MOD position

11.
The following MOD activities are being pursued:

· establishment of an authoritative governance regime, ensuring transparent coherence with CoRWM and appropriate stakeholder engagement; and

· the launching of a programme of intramural and Industry-led studies to inform development of the ISOLUS solution over the next two-three years.

MOD ISOLUS STEERING GROUP

Background

12.
Mr Howard Mathers, the Team Leader of the Submarine Support Integrated Project Team (SUBIPT TL) is the MOD’s responsible officer for Project ISOLUS.  As the budget holder he is accountable to Ministers for the ISOLUS programme and he carries the delegated authority to deliver it on behalf of the Chief of Defence Logistics.

13.
Within the SUBIPT the Assistant Director ISOLUS (Mrs Maggie Taylor) has day-to-day responsibility for project managing the programme.

14.
Corporate governance of Project ISOLUS must be – and be seen to be – firmly in the hands of the MOD.  Project responsibility can only be undertaken by those who have the authority to accept it.

Purpose

15.
With the above factors in mind, it has been agreed that the MOD sets up a project steering group, which would be chaired by the SUBIPT TL.  Its secretariat would be provided by the MOD ISOLUS project team.

16.
The MOD ISOLUS Steering Group (MISG) would through its Chairman be able to influence project direction and to contribute to programme delivery.  The purpose of the MISG would be to review and oversee work on Project ISOLUS that is directed towards:

· the timely development of a safe, technically sound and environmentally acceptable solution for managing the interim storage and disposal of the UK’s decommissioned nuclear submarines; and

· the planning and implementation of a developed solution in the light of national decisions on radioactive waste management.

17.
The Chairman of the MISG will be accountable to the Director General Nuclear in the MOD’s Defence Logistics Organisation.

Conduct of Business

18.
The MISG should meet as necessary but no more frequently than two or three times a year with the aim of de-risking the ISOLUS programme.  In general:

· Discussion is to be kept at a high level to review the programme and to identify and seek to resolve major issues and impediments to progress.  Actions would be placed on members of the MISG as appropriate;

· No formal MISG minutes would be produced, but the Secretary will issue notes of meetings and collate reports which may be produced from time to time.  Subject to the consent of members, notes of meetings would be published on the ISOLUS website.  The website would continue to be maintained by Lancaster University CSEC;

· Reports produced for the MISG may be used to support the purposes of the MOD ISOLUS Project team as directed by SUBIPT Team Leader.

Membership

19.
The Chairman and Secretary of the new steering group are identified above.  From within the MOD, the Devonport and Clyde Naval Base Commanders will be members of the MISG.  Relevant OGDs – DTI, Defra and Scottish Executive – will also be represented.

20.
Nuclear regulator, NGO and local authority interests (through the LGA) will be represented on the MISG.  The aim here is to ensure that CoRWM and the regulatory perspective are fully taken into account and that appropriate input from special interest groups and the environmental stakeholder community is achieved.

21.
It is unlikely that further ISOLUS formal consultation will get underway for another two years (see paragraph 7), but it is important that the MISG is always aware of the demands of effective consultation and the potential pitfalls associated with public scrutiny.  This requirement would be satisfied by continuing the involvement in ISOLUS of Lancaster University CSEC through membership of the MISG.

22.
Industry must have a voice on the MISG.  A single voice is the best approach, the individual selected possessing the requisite gravitas and credentials to satisfy Industry colleagues whose interests and aspirations would need to be represented on the MISG.

23.
It is envisaged that the composition the MISG could in due course evolve to reflect the focus and priorities of the developing ISOLUS scene, particularly in respect of Ministerial decisions following consideration of CoRWM’s recommendations.

ISOLUS ADVISORY COMMITTEE

Purpose
24.
In the light of developments since September last year, not least MOD Ministers’ response to the CIOP Final Report, the Lancaster University ISOLUS Consultation Steering Group (CSG) has completed its formally mandated task.  It has been decided that the forum’s future role should be as an advisory body to the MISG.

25.
The CSG was most recently convened at its 14th meeting in September 2004.  It is proposed that, following its 15th meeting, the body would be freshly constituted as an ISOLUS Advisory Committee (IAC).  The IAC would be formally established by the MISG at its first meeting. 

26.
The IAC would support the purposes of the MISG, providing a vehicle for conducting independent assessment of initiatives and outcomes.  It would also furnish a valuable conduit for advice and counsel aimed at de-risking the programme.

27.
Administrative arrangements for the IAC are to be determined, but it is envisaged that the current CSG contract, adjusted as necessary, would provide the appropriate cover.  The terms of reference of the IAC would be ratified by the MISG.

Membership

28.
The Chair of the IAC would be a member of the MISG.  Membership of the IAC would be drawn from, but would not necessarily be confined to, the outgoing CSG.

Roger Jackson

MOD Nuclear Submarine Disposal Adviser

Appendix 2:  Letter from Nuclear Submarine Forum
NUCLEAR SUBMARINE FORUM (NSubF)
Westwood, 30  Westwood  Road,     
Southampton SO17 1DN, Britain     
tel/fax: +44 (0)2380 554434  m: 07880 557035 
e-mail: office@nuclearinfo.org  

Roger Jackson

heaventree2@aol.com
28 June 2005

Dear Roger Jackson

At our NSubF meeting in Bristol last week, we were very sorry to hear of the death of Brian Hooper, whom many of us had met. We wish to send our condolences to his family and colleagues in the MOD. 

The Forum discussed your proposal to establish a MOD ISOLUS Steering Group as described in your notes. We were unable to see how such a MISG could meet its given objectives on the following grounds:

1. We accept that the MOD clearly needs its own committee related to ISOLUS, but that such a committee cannot be part of the consultation process.

2. The proposed MISG as an attempt to weld together the consultations and project is doomed to failure as it would be too weak in terms of public support. [We note that LAs are not listed as proposed members].

3. Consultation has to be open, recorded and independently chaired.

4. The Consultation Steering Group (SG) cannot be a managed ‘forum’ or be part of a ‘regime’ and any such downgrading of the status of the SG is unacceptable. It would reduce the Consultation to mere window dressing.

5. The present membership of the SG includes representatives accountable to the MOD, and the SG is accepted as the Consultations’ independent guardian. Its members were chosen for good reason: they are trusted to maintain the integrity of the Consultation.

We are concerned that the establishment of the MISG as described would completely undermine the consultations.

Lastly, regarding the proposed wait for CORWM to report in July 2006, could you assure us that CORWM is to include the Permanent PSOLUS problem of storing of 27 Reactor Compartments the height of 2 double-decker buses?
Yours sincerely

Di McDonald
Secretary, NsubF 

Correspondence Received from Peter Lanyon (Nuclear Submarine Forum)
Comments on second draft minutes of CSG Meeting 15

The Nuclear Submarine Forum (NSubF) warmly appreciates the efforts to present an accurate account of the meeting, and to accommodate many of the points raised about the first draft minutes. Nevertheless, the chief purpose of the minutes – to provide a report for the first meeting of the MISG – having evaded success, we believe a different process is necessary.

The NSubF keenly wishes to move forward towards the establishment of an IAG, and towards becoming useful itself on the MISG, but it believes the way cannot possibly lie through trying to reconcile the minutes of a meeting at which such deeply irreconcilable positions were expressed. Indeed to attempt this any further would make progress more difficult. Among the “irreconcilables” that are not addressed frankly in the draft minutes are these:

1. Ethical guardianship independent of the MoD vested in the CSG
VERSUS        the MoD’s responsibility for overall control.

2. Continuing role for the CSG implied in the FEC Recommendations and accepted by the MOD
VERSUS        dissolution of the CSG by the MoD.

3. Criteria subject to public consultation to be developed prior to proposals being sought from industry
VERSUS        MOD and industry reaching a “developed solution” prior to any publication of criteria and prior to any further public consultation.

4. Independent expert scrutiny and public consultation necessary in order to reach any “developed solution”
VERSUS        postponement by MoD of such scrutiny and consultation into the distant future.

These irreconcilables have developed, perhaps inevitably, out of the MoD’s altruistic and unprecedented decision to subject the ISOLUS Project to public consultation. It is now indisputably the MoD’s responsibility to deal with the consequences of this decision as it sees fit. Since the MoD has now realised, with the wisdom of hindsight, that it cannot continue as it set out, NSubF suggests it must say so clearly and unequivocally, and agree to differ from those who might wish otherwise, instead of trying to gloss over the problems which have developed as is the case in the present draft minutes.

Such a statement by the MoD would enable all parties to know where they stood, and to respect this state of affairs. At present the draft minutes prevent any of us from reaching such a respectable position. 

There is another factor that has acquired far more central importance since the start of the ISOLUS Project – the principle of “No New Build” – because it is inevitably implicit in the fall-out from the present Energy Review, from CoRWM, from the NDA, from any replacement for Trident, and in general public concern for the future. An abiding principle of the NSubF’s, it needs to be firmly restated here in connection with nuclear submarines:- no more nuclear powered submarines should be built because there is no solution to the problems they cause.

The “wisdom of hindsight” seems to appear too at a lesser order of importance in some details of the minutes, informed by subsequent events over such a lapse of time and difficult to resolve without spending a long time on them – unnecessary if the minutes are replaced by a statement from the MoD agreed by all parties. 
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