

OFFICIAL 
Minutes of the ONR Board 
30 July 2025
Denman Meeting Room, St James House, Cheltenham and MS Teams

	Present: 
Nicki Crauford - Chair	
Jean Llewellyn - Non-Executive Director
Roger Hardy - Non-Executive Director
Janet Wilson - Non-Executive Director
Tracey Matthews - Non-Executive Director
Mike Finnerty - Chief Executive and Chief Nuclear Inspector (CE/CNI)
Paul Fyfe - Deputy Chief Nuclear Inspector and Senior Director of Regulation[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Left the meeting for item 13] 

Linda Aylmore - Finance Director[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Left the meeting for item 13] 


	
Rachel Grant - Director, Strategy and Corporate Affairs[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Left the meeting for item 13] 

Sarah Brown - Head of Policy[footnoteRef:4] [4:  Joined the meeting for items 5 and 10] 

Donald Urquhart - CNI Special 
Advisor[footnoteRef:5] [5:  Joined the meeting for item 6 ] 

Mahtab Khan - Head of Safety Regulation - EPR (Hinkley Point C and Sizewell C)[footnoteRef:6] [6:  Joined the meeting for item 8] 

Sophie Trevenna - Head of Risk and Assurance[footnoteRef:7]  [7:  Joined the meeting for item 9] 

Charlotte Cooper - Head of Governance and Private Office



Secretariat: Nidhi Misri, Head of Corporate Governance and Compliance (Board Secretary)

	1
	Welcome, Apologies for Absence and Declarations of Interest 


	1.1

	The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting.

	1.2
	She welcomed Mike Finnerty to his first Board meeting since taking up post as CE/CNI on 1 July 2025.


	1.3 
	The register of interests was noted.

	
	

	2
	Minutes, matters arising and action points 


	2.1
	The minutes of the meeting held on 2 June 2025 were approved as a correct record.


	2.2
	The Board noted that all actions were either complete or on track.


	2.3
	Board had agreed via correspondence to give delegated authority to allow the CE/CNI to sign the 2024/25 Annual Report and Accounts (ARA) as scheduled on Thursday 3 July, subject to receipt of ministerial approval.


	3
	Chair’s report


	3.1
	The Chair took the paper as read. She highlighted the busy month of activity since the last Board meeting which included: interviews for the vacant Non-Executive Director post; giving oral evidence to the House of Lords Industry and Regulators Committee alongside the CE/CNI; a meeting with the head of the Regulatory Nuclear Taskforce; and visits to  Urenco UK (Capenhurst), the Civil Nuclear Constabulary (CNC) training facility and Sellafield.


	3.2
	She recorded her thanks to each Director of Regulation and their teams for the briefing presentations provided as part of her induction as Chair, giving her a better understanding of ONR’s business across all five of its statutory purposes. She highlighted the benefit of these which will be repeated for any new Board members or Directors in ONR.


	3.3
	In discussion the Board:

I. Discussed the Annual Chair’s Letter from the Minister for Transformation at DWP, ONR’s sponsor Minister, setting out his expectations for ONR for the coming year. The wide ranging letter included priority strategic areas for ONR’s focus this financial year. In line with the Board’s objective of holding management to account, it was agreed that the CE/CNI would return to the Board in September with a plan of intent for each area of focus and how Board would be kept informed of progress. The Chair highlighted that this should be in a format that could be shared with DWP if requested.
Action: CE/CNI to return to the Board in September with a plan of intent for each area of focus in the DWP Minister’s Annual Chair’s letter, outlining how Board would be kept informed of progress.  


	4. 
	CE/CNI report and Q1 Performance

	4.1
	The CE/CNI provided an update to the Board on key corporate, regulatory, finance, risk and assurance matters.


	4.2
	He noted the sad passing of an ONR member of staff and confirmed that ONR were supporting the member of staff’s family. Staff had been reminded of the wellbeing support available through the Employee Assistance Programme and other internal arrangements.


	4.3
	He shared his early reflections following four weeks in post, after re-familiarising himself with the organisation and speaking with staff.


	4.4
	He reflected on a virtual welcome session he had run which had been attended by over 300 members of staff and had been well received. The session touched on the opportunities available to ONR in developing the 2030 strategy in light of the changing external landscape. 


	4.5
	He noted the Directors’ draft performance objectives which had been discussed at the recent Remuneration and Resilience Committee (RRC) and agreed with the Committee’s view that there was more work to be done on these.


	4.6
	He highlighted ONR’s bid for £1.8m from DWP’s Continuous Improvement Fund which would be focused on areas including SharePoint and knowledge management. 


	4.7
	He gave feedback following the House of Lords’ Industry and Regulators Committee at which the Chair and CE/CNI had been invited to give oral evidence at a one-off public evidence session. Focus from the Committee had been on the growth agenda, new build, decommissioning, challenges around capacity and capability in the industry and public trust.


	4.8
	He provided an update on Synergy which remained at a RED rating due to resourcing uncertainty and the absence of a detailed plan. DWP had increased ONR’s 2025/26 budget to £2.1m, enabling recruitment of nine additional Full Time Equivalents (FTEs). Funding discussions for 2026/27 are ongoing.


	4.9
	The Senior Director of Regulation fed back to the Board on a review into whether there had been an increase in high potential issues. A review of the Well Informed Regulatory Decisions incident database had not identified a sufficient rise in high potential issues to merit regulatory action on that data alone. He reported that this was due to the high reporting threshold set by the CE/CNI’s Report and RIDDOR legislation, which limits the volume of reportable events and makes short-term trend analysis difficult. He noted that the frontline regulatory teams had also drawn on wider intelligence, including inspection records, dutyholder reports of below threshold events and other engagement intelligence, and had decided that a targeted regulatory response was merited. This has been agreed with the respective Director of Regulation.


	4.10
	The Finance Director briefed the Board on ONR’s period 1 financial position. She highlighted the Q1 forecast controllable spend totalled £101.9m, against a budget of £101.3m, an overspend of £0.6m. Costs that were not within ONR’s control were anticipated in total to be underspent by £1.7m. In Q1 the majority of this was due to Generic Design Assessment technical support contracts underspend due to programme delays on Rolls Royce and Last Energy.


	4.11
	She highlighted the strategic roadmap which had been produced as a way to navigate ONR out of its complex Organisational Effectiveness Indicators (OEIs). A top-down approach had been taken to develop a roadmap which incorporated the top three important milestones for each Director.


	4.12
	In discussion the Board:

I. Discussed how the additional funds from DWP would align with the budget and ONR’s efficiency targets.
II. Noted the changes to the strategic risk register.
III. Commented on the recent increase in limited opinions from Government Internal Audit Agency audits and the need to be more proactive in managing audit scoping going forward.
IV. Noted that management would be returning to the Board on their plan to achieve efficiencies and how these would be identified before the pay offer could be agreed. 
V. Questioned how letters of delegation to Directors had been drawn up to contribute to the efficiency target. It was noted that the LoDs totalled £112m, higher than the budget of £110m. The efficiency target is held centrally.
VI. Highlighted the need for enterprise objectives for Directors which held the Senior Leadership Team (SLT) to account on the overall £2.1m efficiency target.
VII. Noted the opportunities already highlighted in order to achieve the additional £1m of efficiencies, and that these were awaiting sign off by the SLT.
VIII. Commented that deferral of work should not be considered as an efficiency.
IX. Highlighted the need to understand the implications of further reductions in the regulatory space, and noted that the impact statements on every efficiency would be reviewed by the SLT.
X. Considered the impact of the recruitment freeze and its effectiveness to date. Noting that the Q1 report highlighted £900k of FTE savings to date. 
XI. Discussed comparisons between ONR FTE and other regulators such as the Defence Nuclear Safety Regulator (DNSR).
XII. Reflected that ONR had not yet identified the right number of staff for the organisation or the mechanisms to get there but highlighted that there needed to be a coherent narrative. ONR needed to work with the industry to better understand how they could work together to share people and expertise. This requires a clear plan, with a policy and framework that explores options for secondments.
XIII. Highlighted the benefits of using technical support contracts.
XIV. Reviewed the sample of ONR’s top five estimated charges, totalling c£68m, and their actual charges to date but commented that it would be beneficial to see the full list.
XV. Commented that all of the outlined milestones in the roadmap ended in March which did not indicate effective control .
XVI. Commented that many milestones in the roadmap were business as usual activity but reflected the need to not spend time perfecting it.
XVII. Reflected the recent Director objective conversation at RRC which had highlighted the need for the right mix of enterprise and strategic objectives.
XVIII. Noted the current commission for an external subject matter expert to benchmark ONR against other organisations and help define a standard business planning process for the organisation.
Action: Finance Director to circulate to Board members ONR’s full list of estimated charges.


	4.13
	The Board noted the report and Q1 performance position.


	5
	Independent Nuclear Regulatory Taskforce

	5.1
	The Head of Policy introduced the draft interim report on the initial findings and preliminary recommendations of the Independent Nuclear Regulatory Taskforce (INTF). She highlighted the expected delayed publication date of 11 August at the earliest.


	5.2
	A revised draft had already been received by ONR, with the majority of comments provided addressed and accepted and which now more accurately reflected how ONR’s regulation works.


	5.3
	She noted change in the tone of  the foreword in the latest iteration. The interim report had produced a series of questions which the team would be responding to over the next few weeks.	Comment by Daniel Jones: While this was the case, I suggest we tweak


	5.4
	In discussion the Board: 

I. Commented on the impact that the tone of the report could have and the need for ONR to work with the Taskforce to navigate this.
II. Highlighted the risk of tarring the entire nuclear regulatory sector with the same brush by not calling out particular organisations.	Comment by Daniel Jones: Consider softening tone, so something like: Highlighted that by identifying specific organisations it would help ensure concerns are directed appropriately, rather than reflecting on the nuclear regulatory sector as a whole.
III. In relation to the report’s findings, on dutyholders rarely challenging the regulator or its frameworks, the Board discussed how increased transparency could benefit ONR.
IV. Queried why nuclear security and safeguards were not in scope for this review despite ONR having responsibilities for these areas. It was noted that this was a conscious choice by ONR given active progress already being made in those areas.
V. Highlighted the contradictory narrative about efficiencies and capability.
VI. Highlighted the need for a good understanding of the water industry report and whether lessons could be learned from that.


	5.5
	The Chair thanked the team for their update and summarised the discussion. 


	6
	CE/CNI Senior Adviser Quarterly Update

	6.1
	The CE/CNI Special Adviser introduced his paper which provided an update to the Board on matters relating to modernisation of regulation and improving regulatory quality.


	6.2
	He reflected on the UK health and safety regulators network that had been successfully re-established four months ago with the most recent meeting held in early July.

	6.3
	He noted the work of the Commission on Safety Standards and Working Group in developing the principles and long-term plan for the International Atomic Energy Agency’s safety standards; the first phases of work were now complete and have been accepted, unanimously, by the Commission in plenary.


	6.4
	He noted that good progress has been made since his last presentation to Board, with 100 Copilot licences having now been rolled out to users to support guidance summarisation and to support the work of ONR’s communications team. He highlighted that a plan to simplify and improve the conciseness of all ONR regulatory guidance has been developed (and would be carried forward over the next six months) by the Technical Directorate.


	6.5
	He reported that work was continuing to use Artificial Intelligence (AI) to support ONR’s knowledge management system. The team were in the early stages of exploring how AI could help inspectors in areas such as: knowledge management relating to advanced nuclear technologies; learning from ONR’s regulation of Hinkley Point C; and the generic capture of information from leavers, with future aspirations to use AI to explore how ONR makes decisions and to provide a regulator’s guide.


	6.6
	He noted how his work would be taken forward following his departure from the organisation this year, with more Copilot licences to be issued to support ONR’s business processes to be more outcome rather than output focused.


	6.7
	In discussion the Board: 

I. Discussed the level of risk aversion in relation to AI and how the three user cases were originally selected.
II. Commented on the vast opportunities for AI to be used to improve ONR efficiency.
III. Noted there was a strong cultural element to this work and a need to support middle leadership to understand what this means for delivery.
IV. Queried whether there had been any success in identifying other dutyholders to support safety case development and assessment by ONR. It was noted that early conversations had been had with two other dutyholders but there were concerns about how the AI would work with some of the sensitive nuclear information held.
V. Highlighted the need for risk appetite to be used to balance risks and opportunities.
VI. Noted the limitations due to ONR’s IT security authentication systems and a need to support the organisation to be more agile going forward.
`

	6.8
	The Board noted the report. The Chair summed up the discussion and noted that this would be the CE/CNI Special Adviser’s last presentation to the Board before his departure from ONR later in the year. She thanked him for his many contributions to the organisation over the last 15 years.


	7
	Future Funding Options

	7.1
	The Finance Director introduced the paper which updated Board on the Funding Options study and concluded on the actions that were presented at the April Board meeting. Board was now asked to make a decision to embark on a more formalised ONR project. This included necessary stakeholder engagement with Government and dutyholders and would ultimately change the current basis of the net nil approach for ‘some of’ ONR’s activities.


	7.2
	She noted that a robust legal opinion had been sought which gave ONR the ability to take this work forward with some confidence and change from being a net nil only public corporation. She reflected that the legal opinion emphasised that ONR should have been set up with flexibility on vesting, but that making these changes now to the funding approach would give ONR a great opportunity to change how we do things within the industry. Operating on a net nil basis was inflexible and did not easily lend itself to innovation.


	7.3
	She noted that current legislation could be used to provide flexibility in charging to accommodate a dual approach, with net nil’s continued use in some places to recover costs reasonably incurred (CRI), and to protect the organisation from financial risk. There would be work to do in identifying where net nil would be (and not) used going forward.


	7.4
	She outlined the ‘common good’ costs and the need to better understand and be more transparent in this area. She also indicated ONR may decide to incorporate CRI, plus a risk margin with a breakdown of what those overheads were that can be used for innovation and growth in a different way, rather than everything being under one cost blanket.


	7.5
	She shared benchmarking information across UK and international regulators, including the Canadian Nuclear Safety Commission (CNSC) and Health and Safety Executive (HSE).


	7.6
	She asked Board for approval to enter into the programme of work and endorse the concept and principle to enable working on a full project cost and time definition. 


	7.7
	In discussion the Board:
 
I. Highlighted the need to determine all indirect costs and understand how those would be charged to the right dutyholder and stakeholder.
II. Commented on the need for the project plan to be brought back to the Board, outlining the scale of work, intended outcomes, timeframes and a plan for engaging with external stakeholders.
III. Queried the dual approach and whether the majority of charging would remain the same.
IV. Highlighted the initial findings from the INTF and the Government’s interest in reducing the cost of regulation, and the risk of any potential additional charging for new build.
V. Emphasised the need for transparency. ONR’s motivation was to pursue this option, to provide operational flexibility to the organisation.
VI. Debated the benefits and challenges of the CRI plus model.
VII. Highlighted the importance of understanding why the organisation is exploring this and getting the language right in ONR’s communications.
VIII. Commented on the need to consider internal resourcing planning for this work.
IX. Highlighted the benefit of seeking further KC legal counsel.

	7.8
	The Chair summed up the discussion and confirmed Board approval for the FD to consider the Board’s comments and embark on a more formalised ONR project, returning to the Board in November with an articulation of the project’s objectives, the benefits of the change, where and how cost recovery would be applied and project milestones. An SRO would be agreed internally by ONR management.
Action: Finance Director to return to the Board in November with a project plan for the future funding project.


	8.
	Hinkley Point C (HPC) Deep Dive/Strategic Update

	8.1
	Mahtab Khan introduced an update on HPC ahead of a Board visit to the site in September.


	8.2
	He shared a video with the Board which outlined the colossal nature of HPC as a nuclear infrastructure project of national importance. He outlined the aspects that made the project technically complex from a nuclear security and safety perspective and how adopting an enabling regulatory approach was critical in ensuring that the licensee could make progress without ONR appearing on the critical path.


	8.3
	He highlighted specific aspects of the European Pressurised Reactor (EPR) design which included thermal outputs, the weight of the concrete dome, international operating experience and unresolved technical risks.


	8.4
	He confirmed that in terms of nuclear safety, EPRs were one of the safest designs in terms of redundancy and diversity of safety systems. He highlighted to the Board some of the remaining risks in the programme, including schedule drift and cost overruns. He noted that opportunities were being realised in sharing of knowledge and experience from other EPR projects (Taishan, Flamanville and Olkilouto). A more recent example of this was the appointment of the project director who was previously head of Flamanville.


	8.5
	He highlighted the progress and learning that had been taken forward since the near completion of the first unit, but noted that there was still more learning in areas such as Neutron Flux Fluctuations (NFF), commissioning and operations.


	8.6
	He highlighted the importance of making sure that ONR were engaging effectively with other regulators and gaining the benefits from overseas learning. Bilateral engagement with the national nuclear safety regulators from France, Finland and China were delivering vital regulatory intelligence that aids regulation of HPC and Sizewell C (SZC). 


	8.7
	He noted that the regulatory team were ensuring a clear approach in terms of being outcome focused and how it was really important to focus on a joined-up approach to the  EPR programmes at HPC and SZC. He also highlighted the importance of  developing our people to be ready for the longer-term challenges.


	8.8
	In discussion the Board:

I. Noted the challenge of managing a diverse taskforce which included146 nationalities and c50 languages spoken on site .
II. Commented that this was the first of its kind, and was bigger than the Flamanville Nuclear Power Plant (HPC being a twin reactor site) and queried how judgements were peer reviewed to ensure robust regulatory decision making. Board noted the governance processes in place to ensure checks and balances within the team structure.
III. Highlighted the importance of an appropriate knowledge management system.
IV. Commented on the steep learning curve this was for EDF and their openness to regulation to enable their own efficiencies.
V. Noted that regulatory issues were a good way of measuring site performance, and noted that over 50 regulatory issues had been closed within the last year.
VI. Noted the large number of freedom of information requests and public interest in the project and the challenges in differentiating between employment and real safety issues.
VII. Queried how efficiencies in our regulatory approaches could be measured on Sizewell C (SZC) given the lessons learned and experiences from HPC that would benefit the regulation of SZC.
Action: Paul Fyfe to explore how efficiencies in our regulatory approaches could be measured on Sizewell C (SZC) given the lessons learned and experiences from HPC that will benefit SZC.


	8.9
	The Chair summed up the discussion. 


	9.
	Risk Appetite

	9.1
	The Head of Risk and Assurance requested approval for the 2025-26 risk appetite levels. She highlighted that this was the Board’s annual approval of the risk appetite levels and was important in order to support decision making during the coming year. Each category had been approved by the relevant Director and category owner.

	
	

	9.2
	The updated risk appetite statements and levels were presented to the Audit and Risk Assurance Committee (ARAC) in April 2025 for challenge and she highlighted the changes which had been made since then. These included:

I. Adjustment of the Reputational risk appetite from "Cautious" to "Open." This change reflects ONR’s evolving position within the nuclear industry and the potential opportunities that arise from increased engagement in this sector.
II. Adjustment of the Commercial category from “minimalist” to “cautious”. This reflects the maturity of the internal controls around commercial elements of the business and the desire to seize commercial opportunities.
III. Implementation of a new risk category entitled Knowledge Management that is relevant to several risks across both the Strategic and Operational risk registers with a "Cautious" appetite.
IV. The regulatory risk category has been reviewed and the definition and title updated to reflect the differences between ONR’s purpose as a regulator and the regulations that ONR as an entity must comply with. The regulating element is entitled Direct Regulation and holds a “cautious” risk appetite.

	9.3
	In discussion the Board:
I. Discussed how aware staff were of the risk appetite statements and whether they were considered when making decisions in the organisation.
II. Reflected on discussions with staff which had indicated a lack of connection to the risk management framework and noted a need for it to be both a top-down and bottom-up system.
III. Commented on the balance between risk and opportunity and how opportunities could be used to test boundaries; this was something that could be tested as the risk framework matures.

	9.4
	The Board approved the risk appetite statements.

	10.
	Horizon Scanning

	10.1
	The Head of Policy introduced the paper which provided the Board with a strategic overview of the key developments and external drivers shaping ONR’s regulatory landscape. It captured, by exception, emerging trends, risks, and policy shifts that may influence ONR’s strategic future scenarios.


	10.2
	In discussion the Board:

I. Noted that this was a useful document and would be good for positioning future Board discussions, in particular for the Board strategy day.
II. Commented on the potential for this work to support ONR in  terms of optimising ONR’s contribution to areas such as decommissioning. The horizon scan work could help establish more links and support ONR to be more strategic in its influence with other government departments.
III. Considered what lessons could be learned from watching regulatory frameworks shift in other areas, both good and bad.


	10.3
	The Chair summed up the discussion and thanked the team for their work on this, some of which would require further consideration in terms of ONR’s strategic context, the geopolitical landscape and how influential ONR sought to be.


	11.
	ONR Board - External Effectiveness Review Recommendations

	11.1
	The Head of Corporate Governance and Compliance outlined proposed actions in response to the recent Board external effectiveness review. These actions were designed to address key areas for improvement and align closely with the Chair’s priorities for the Board this year.


	11.2
	She highlighted how the proposed actions aligned with the themes of the report and the key objectives and priorities for the Board which the Chair identified at the beginning of the financial year.


	11.3
	She highlighted the dedicated Board session which would be held on 8 October, facilitated by Campbell Tickell. This session will be used to:

I. Establish shared expectations around the role and responsibilities of Board and Committee members.
II. Clarify the balance of support and challenges expected in the Board/Executive dynamic.
III. Enable collective reflection on the Board’s purpose, contribution and future direction.
IV. Explore the role of Board in supporting regulatory decision making using the combined expertise of the Board.

	11.4
	She highlighted other key actions which would be taken forward which included a Board skills audit, a refresh of the corporate governance framework and director development.


	11.5
	In discussion the Board:

I. Highlighted the need for greater clarity on the reporting lines and responsibilities of each Board subcommittee.
II. Noted that progress against the recommendations would be reported back to the Board once closed out.

	11.6
	The Chair summed up the discussion and confirmed Board approval for the approach and recommendations outlined in the paper.


	12
	Summing up and Close


	12.1
	The Board agreed the changes in RRC membership following Tracey Matthew’s departure from the Board on 31 August. Janet Wilson would step into the role of Chair of the RRC with effect from 1 September 2025. Jean Llewellyn would become a member of RRC to ensure quoracy of the committee and until such time as the Board was at full strength following the ongoing Non-Executive Director recruitment. 


	12.2
	Roger Hardy welcomed questions on the ARAC update following committee meetings on 24 June and 15 July 2025.


	12.3
	In discussion the Board:

I. Requested quarterly reminders of the audit programme.

	12.4
	The Chair of RRC provided an update following the RRC on 24 July. She reflected on the discussion on Director objectives and the need for these to be streamlined. The Committee had highlighted the opportunity for a more enterprising approach to be taken on objectives.


	12.5
	The Chair noted that this was Tracey Mathews’ last Board meeting and thanked her for her contributions to the Board since her appointment in 2020, including in her role as Chair of the RRC.


	12.6
	There was no other business raised.

	13
	Reflections from CE/CNI following first month in post (Closed Session)


	13.1
	The CE/CNI shared with the Board his reflections from his first month in post as CE/CNI.


	
	Date and Location of Next Meeting: 2 September, Cannington Court, Bridgwater


	
	Reports for Information:

14. ONR 2020-2025 Strategy and Organisational Effectiveness Indicator (OEI) closure report.
15. Letter from Mark Foy to Lee McDonough (Department for Energy Security and Net Zero) - 30 June.
16. Annual Data Protection Compliance Report.
17. Board Forward Look.
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