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	1.
	Chairing of the Steering Group
	

	
	1.1

1.2
	Resignation of Judith Petts

Jane Hunt reported that Judith Petts has stepped down as chair of the Steering Group due to pressure of other commitments.

The Steering Group asked Jane Hunt to write to Judith Petts to express their thanks for her work to date.

Election of new chair

Fred Barker proposed that Stewart Kemp should adopt the role of “acting chair” until the future role and remit of the Steering Group has been given further consideration.  Jane Tallents seconded the nomination.  The Steering Group agreed that Stewart Kemp should take on the role of acting chair.  Stewart accepted the role.
	
JH

	2.
	Minutes of meetings 13 and actions arising
	

	
	2.1
	Minutes

Peter Lanyon requested that 1.5.1 be amended to make clear that he had been asked to write the paper to be appended to the minutes of Meeting 12.

The minutes of Meeting 13 were accepted with amendments and corrections that had been e-mailed by the MoD.
	BT

	
	2.2
	Actions

Actions from Meeting 13 were completed with the following exceptions:

1.6.2
MoD has compiled a list of local libraries for distribution of the CIOP reports, but wishes to refer to the Steering Group for comments and approval (by e-mail).

4.1
Pending

5.2
Ongoing

5.3.11
To be developed at this meeting

5.3.15
On hold, pending more knowledge of how MoD will be moving forward

7.2
Jane Hunt reported that Shaun Gorman (Cumbria County Council) has declined the invitation to become a member of the ISOLUS Steering Group due to pressure of other commitments.  Mr Gorman has stated that his council maintains a keen interest in the development of ISOLUS.  It seems very likely that the other possible member, Fergus McMorrow (Copeland District Council), has also declined, although a formal letter has not yet been received.

8.2
Pending
	MoD/
SG

	
	2.3
	6.3
The matter of the Steering Group proposing nominees for an “Expert Panel” to be part of the ISOLUS third stage of consultation was also marked as ongoing.  Discussion took place regarding the role and remit of this panel and the categories of people that could be members.


It was agreed that the Expert Panel would advise the MoD, but that the panel’s statements would also be made public.  It was also agreed that the panel would be made up of individuals to whom the MoD could give the necessary levels of security clearance.  However, it was pointed out that this could be a very lengthy process and that the categories of people to whom the MoD would be comfortable giving security clearance will not necessarily be the ones that will consider as being independent.  It was acknowledged that it is the MoD that will have the final say about who is included in the Expert Panel.


The issue of a timetable for establishing the Expert Panel was discussed.  It was agreed that there is no immediate hurry to do this and that it cannot happen until after the MoD has issued responses to the CIOP Final Report.  However, it was also thought that the time should be used well in order to establish the best possible panel in good time for the third stage of ISOLUS consultation and that a last minute rush should be avoided.


With regard to the Expert Panel it was agreed that the Steering Group members should send contributions to three lists:

· Names of possible members

· Categories of people that should be included

· Issues that will need to be addressed in setting up the panel


It was agreed that discussion of the exact shape and form of the Expert Panel should take place at a later time.
	
 SG

	3.
	Update from MoD on further site(s)/outline proposals for consultation in CIOP phase 2
	

	
	3.1
	Chris Hargraves (MoD) reported that two of the original bidders have expressed interest in using the MoD owned site at Coulport (–i.e., two bidders in addition to Babcock who had included storage of packaged waste at Coulport in their original outline proposal).  The two bidders concerned have been asked to update their outline proposal documents, including the publicly available ‘Section 5s’. 

Chris Hargraves also reported that one of the original bidders is also considering an entirely new site at which consultation has not taken place.

Chris Hargraves stated that LU has been asked to prepare a plan for consultation on the possible additional sites as well as further consultation at Coulport.  He reported that the MoD plans to run the additional consultation from the beginning of November to the end of January.  He said that it would be two to three weeks before the companies concerned clarified their intentions.

Jane Hunt stated the necessity for LU to have a full four week period, from being informed about the options and sites that are being consulted on and agreeing a contract with the MoD, before the commencement date of consultation.  She pointed out the strong implication that it would not be possible to start the consultation period at the beginning of November.  Chris Hargraves acknowledged the necessity for the four weeks of fully informed preparation time.

Chris Hargraves emphasised that the consultation is an additional phase of CIOP rather than a new stage of consultation.  

A Steering Group member said that it is necessary for the MoD to give its responses to the CIOP Final Report before moving on to any further consultation.  Another Steering Group member pointed out that the Final Report had recommended that the MoD should go back to the drawing board, rather than continuing with the commercially-led proposals approach.  Lyn Kelsey (MoD) emphasised that the proposed consultation is only an addition to the original CIOP (i.e., not the third stage of consultation) and that it might generate additional matters for MoD to consider.  A Steering Group member pointed out that it is arguable whether this is just a further phase of the original CIOP consultation, given that Steering Group members had previously disagreed with MoD’s view that there could be additional bits of CIOP consultation.  Lyn Kelsey said that MoD has made clear from the outset that further CIOP consultation might be necessary and that this has been included in ministerial statements.  She acknowledged, however, that it cannot be assumed that different audiences and groups are aware of this.

In particular, it was asked how further consultation at Coulport and elsewhere would fit in with the recommendation that MoD should develop a BPEO study including social and ethical aspects.  Chris Hargraves (MoD) said that a study of this nature can only be done properly at a later stage and that it would not be possible to integrate it with CIOP phase 2, which is still at the outline proposal stage.

It was pointed out that there is a risk involved in engaging in additional consultation at this stage.  

It was agreed that it essential that it is made very clear to all consultees that the additional consultation at Coulport and possibly at an additional site is only an additional phase of CIOP and that it has the same remit and level of information as the original CIOP.  It was emphasised that CIOP phase 2 should not be seen as ignoring the original CIOP, but as adding to it.  
	

	
	3.2
	Chris Hargraves (MoD) asked the Steering Group to consider the necessities for the various consultation processes in different scenarios.  Lyn Kelsey (MoD) suggested that the Steering Group might consider whether or not it is wise to engage in further consultation at Coulport given the likelihood that people will feel that they were not listened to the first time.

It was pointed out that the UK radioactive waste situations is a rapidly moving one and that there is a consequent need for coordination between MoD and other organisations.  The necessity for coordination was agreed.  Chris Hargraves said that MoD is coordinating with CoRWM and its sponsors where possible.  The Steering Group requested MoD to produce a spreadsheet setting out decision timetables.

Two key necessities were agreed for any further consultation within CIOP: 

· open access events should take place in the areas concerned (Coulport and the location of the possible additional site)

· MoD’s response to the CIOP Final Report should be deferred until any further phase of CIOP consultation has taken place.

A Steering Group member outlined the different scenarios as:

1. restatement by another bidder for the same activity at Coulport as was proposed by Babcock

2. other options at Coulport, which have already been consulted on in relation to other sites

3. storing RC intact at Coulport and further processing at a different site

4. an entirely new site

5. an entirely new process

He said that under scenario 1 there is a question of how much it is necessary to consult, but that under scenarios 2 and 3 there is probably need to consult.  There was general agreement about the necessity to consult under scenarios 2 and 3 and the need to consider exactly what consultation would be appropriate; but there was some debate as to what should happen under scenario 1.  It was pointed out that there had been very specific negativity towards Babcock at Coulport and that the population should be given the opportunity to consult on another company.  It was also pointed out that the people at Coulport were taken aback at being consulted by the MoD and consequently that it had taken them a while to get up to speed with the consultation.  For this reason it would be helpful to give them a further opportunity.  It was also pointed out that there is value for the contractors in hearing at first hand what local people think.  In this regard there was general agreement about the value of ensuring full engagement of contractors in any consultation that does take place.

A Steering Group member asked whether there is any possibility of intact submarines being taken to Coulport.  Chris Hargraves (MoD) said that he did not think that dismantling submarines at Coulport would be technically possible.  

A Steering Group member stated that moving intact RCs around on barges would be of wide concern.  Chris Hargraves (MoD) said that this would be a matter for the next stage of consultation when, for instance, the Irish and Isle of Man governments would be consulted.

It was agreed that any new sites should have equivalent consultation opportunities to those that the original sites have received.  It was also agreed that further consultation should integrate lessons that have been learned from the original CIOP.

The Steering Group mapped the five scenarios outlined above to the different consultation activities proposed by LU.  The proposed consultation activities are:

· Website

· Written communication

· 2 discussion groups at each location

· Exhibition/surgery

· Local open stakeholder workshop

· National panels

The agreed mapping was as follows:

Scenario

Consultation Activities

1. restatement by another bidder for the same activity at Coulport as was proposed by Babcock

· Website

· Written communication

2. other options at Coulport, which have already been consulted on in relation to other sites

· Website

· Written communication

· Exhibition/surgery

· Local open stakeholder workshop

3. storing RC intact at Coulport and further processing at a different site

· Website

· Written communication

· Exhibition/surgery

· Local open stakeholder workshop

4. an entirely new site

· Website

· Written communication

· 2 discussion groups at each location

· Exhibition/surgery

· Local open stakeholder workshop

5. an entirely new process

· Website

· Written communication 

· 2 discussion groups at each location

· Exhibition/surgery

· Local open stakeholder workshop 

· National panels


	

	4.
	Update from MoD on responses to CIOP Final Report
	

	
	
	Chris Hargraves reported that a retired senior civil servant from MoD, Abbey Wood is being employed as a consultant and that he will be assisting in developing the responses to the Final Report.  He said that MoD’s target date for this is the end of the year, but that this would probably be changed if there is further CIOP consultation.  He also said that efforts were being made to coordinate ISOLUS stage 3 with the CoRWM consultations.  A Steering Group member stated that CoRWM are also seeking to  liaise with ISOLUS.  Chris Hargraves said that MoD is in the process of deciding whether to communicate directly with CoRWM, or with the governmental sponsors of CoRWM.

Jane Hunt (LU) stated that the MoD’s responses to the Front End Consultation recommendation had, in some cases, missed the point.  Chris Hargraves spoke about the need for “traceability” with regard to the recommendations, such that, e.g., decisions on some recommendations might be deferred to a specific later stage, but not forgotten.  He said that this would be much better than giving a crude yes or no response.  He also pointed out that some of the recommendations are outside the MoD’s gift.

Jane Hunt said that there is an additional issue with regard to developing a shared understanding of what the recommendations are about.  It was agreed that LU and MoD should take time to do this.  It was also thought that, at a later point, it would be beneficial to communicate with the contractors in order to ensure that they understand the recommendations.
	

	5.
	Reflections on Learning Report
	

	
	
	The issue of others’ perspectives on learning from CIOP was raised and it was suggested that MoD might write a piece from its perspective.  Chris Hargraves reported that it is being considered that there should be an independent report of which the LU report could form a part.

Steering Group members were positive about the report and welcomed it as a useful piece of work, which should be disseminated widely.  It was agreed that it should inform approaches to the third stage of ISOLUS and bidders’ attention would be specifically drawn to it.  It was also thought that it would be useful for NDA and CoRWM, and agreed that their attention should be drawn to it.

A Steering Group member raised the issue of whether or not the consultation had been compromised by budgetary constraints.  Jane Hunt said that, although more money could always be used, she did not believe that financial issues had ever compromised the consultation.  It was pointed out that the issue of financial constraints had been raised with regard to payment of counter-experts and that such issues might come up again in the future in relation to paying members of the Expert Panel and funding a BPEO.  It was proposed that a sentence should be inserted stating that the Steering Group does not think that the consultation was compromised by lack of funding.

A Steering Group member raised the issue of the synthesising of the different activities in the CIOP Final Report.  Jane Hunt acknowledged that judgements are being made in this synthesising process.  It was stated that there was a need for a clearer “audit trail” (from event reports, to Final Report, to recommendations) and that this should be a learning point for the future.  Chris Hargraves stated that “traceability” had been a big issue for the MoD and that this would be addressed in any further report on learning.

Jane Hunt stated that, although there had been adequate money, there had been insufficient time to consult properly.  She also pointed out that the Learning Report identifies other things that should have been done, such as fuller liaison with contractors, and that these things have a financial cost.  A Steering Group member said that he approved of the emphasis of CIOP phase 2 on exhibitions and displays and emphasised the necessity for the contractors to produce good quality materials.  The issue of who should pay for this was raised, as it is a ‘risky investment’ for the contractors.  Chris Hargraves stated that the cost involved to the contractors is small relative to that of developing outline proposals.

A Steering Group member proposed that space for local groups should be provided at the exhibitions.  Jane Hunt said that this has the virtues of allowing people to hear all the views and giving the opportunity for dialogue to develop.  The Steering Group member pointed out that at Plymouth, where local environmental groups had been allowed to exhibit in the entrance lobby, the local groups had offered better exhibitions than the contractors (who provided nothing or very little).  Chris Hargraves (MoD) said that from the MoD’s perspective, the presence of displays of material from local opposition groups at the entrance to the Plymouth exhibition had been problematic.  He said that he had no objection in principle, but that the situation would need to be managed.  He suggested that it would be better not to allow them in for all of the day.  He said that it is a valid idea for the stage three consultation, but that the MoD is trying to draw a line under the present stage.  There was general agreement that the idea of including local groups in exhibitions should be taken forward to the third stage.
	BT

	
	
	It was suggested that the Learning Report should be published in a journal.  Jane Hunt pointed out that, although a journal would probably accept a paper based on the Learning Report, it would require considerable revision and condensing in order to make it acceptable.  The Steering Group agreed that it does not matter how the Learning Report is disseminated so long as it is an open access document, published on the website, and its existence is made known to parties that may be interested.  It was agreed that the Steering Group should send LU ideas for dissemination.

It was agreed that Steering Group members should send any comments or revision by 24th September 2004 and that the Learning Report should be finalised by the beginning of October.
	






SG

SG
LU

	6.
	Role of the Steering Group in developing approach to the third stage of consultation
	

	
	
	Chris Hargraves (MoD) said that ISOLUS is running late compared to the original timescale and that stage three of consultation will not start before late next year.  He requested the Steering Group’s views on the future and especially on its own role.  He said that MoD will not finalise policy on the Steering Group until early next year, after MoD has made responses to the CIOP Final Report recommendations.

Jane Hunt pointed out that the Steering Group needs to remain intact to receive reports on any CIOP phase 2 consultation activities.  She affirmed that the Steering Group is also need to guide the development of the third stage of consultation and stated that there is a need for clarity about the role of the Steering Group.  Chris Hargraves stated that MoD will go to government in spring 2005 with different options, including the alternatives of pursuing the commercial strategy or going back to the drawing board.  He said that it is hard to see a need for the Steering Group to meet over this period.

Jane Hunt said that the Steering Group was originally conceived of as  a “multi-interest group” and that it has moved towards a somewhat inconsistent representation from sites.  She also pointed out that there is need for someone like Judith Petts as an alternative consultation expert, and it would be useful to include further consultation expertise.

Chris Hargraves raised the issue of how big the Steering Group should be.  It was suggested that the Steering Group should be tied in with “parties of people” from local areas.  The Steering Group was uncertain as to exactly how these local groups would be integrated with the Steering Group.  It was suggested that there could be a core Steering Group with a number of local satellite groups, which might be in attendance at meetings.   The local knowledge brought by local representatives was acknowledged as highly valuable in designing consultation activities.

Chris Hargraves said that there would be need to include regulators.  A Steering Group member pointed out that, during the third stage of consultation, there would be an issue of cutting across areas where people have statutory roles and that regulators, and local authority members, would be in a difficult position.  

A Steering Group member observed that process guardianship is difficult without being present at all of the events and that it had been useful to observe some of the processes in CIOP phase 1.  He proposed that an independent evaluator could inform the Steering Group.  He said that this requires discussion.  Jane Hunt said that consultation evaluators have a lot of power and that this could be detrimental in undermining the consultation.  She said that it is more legitimately the Steering Group’s role to comment and evaluate.  The Steering Group member suggested that there would be benefit in Steering Group members being involved in parallel evaluation – i.e., attending some events that an independent evaluator is also observing.  This would help to provide checks and balances and provide legitimacy.  Another Steering Group member drew a parallel with nuclear regulation in which there is the industry, the regulators and the safety committee.  He proposed that it is vital that the roles and responsibilities are set out clearly from the start, rather than being allowed to evolve.  He also said that the Steering Group is about overseeing the consultation and not about deciding what should happen.

It was pointed out that the next stage of consultation will be more locally focused.  A need for some kind of overarching oversight group was suggested.  It was pointed out that there will be need for the Steering Group to have links back into the consultation community in order to find out if people feel consulted.  A need for local involvement that also has a broad perspective was suggested.

It was agreed that there is need of a ‘job description’ for Steering Group members.  Jane Hunt pointed out that the role will become more demanding in the third stage and that there will be a need to do work, rather than just to attend meetings.

It was agreed that the Steering Group should remain as it is for CIOP phase 2 and until the MoD produces its responses.  It was said that there is a need to publicise information about the stages of the MoD’s decision-making process in order that people’s information is accurate and their expectations realistic.

A Steering Group member identified a culture clash between the imperatives of real consultation, which is unbounded, and the wish of the MoD to limit consultation.
	

	8.
	Next meeting
	

	
	8.1




8.2
	It was agreed that the next meeting should be timed to consider the draft reports of any CIOP phase 2 consultation activities.  The Steering Group agreed to fix a date for this meeting at a future time, once the timetable for the second phase of CIOP was known

It was also agreed that LU should circulate a developed CIOP phase 2 proposal and that there could be an additional Steering Group meeting at that stage if it were considered necessary.
	SG

JH/
BT

	9.
	Any other business
	

	
	9.1
	A Steering Group member asked the MoD about the issue of community benefit.  Chris Hargraves (MoD) said that CoRWM will be considering this, so the MoD has to decide whether or not to be ahead of their process.  He said that MoD need to be careful that ISOLUS policy does not come in advance of, or set precedents for, national policy.
	


1
1

