

OFFICIAL
Minutes of the ONR Board 
30 April 2025
The Boardroom, Buckingham Palace Road

	Present: 
Nicki Crauford - Chair	
Jean Llewellyn - Non-Executive Director
Roger Hardy - Non-Executive Director
Janet Wilson - Non-Executive Director
Tracey Matthews - Non-Executive Director
Mark Foy - Chief Executive and Chief Nuclear Inspector (CE/CNI)
Paul Fyfe - Deputy Chief Nuclear Inspector and Senior Director of Regulation
Linda Aylmore - Finance Director


	
In Attendance:
Sarah Brown - Head of Policy[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Joined for Item 6] 

Rachel Grant - Director, Strategy and Corporate Affairs[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Was unable to attend the full meeting but joined for Item 6] 

Paul Dicks - Director of Regulation – Sellafield, Decommissioning, Fuel and Waste (SDFW)[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Joined for Item 5] 

Observer: 
Peter Thompson - HR Director



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. She noted apologies from the Director, Strategy and Corporate Affairs who would not be attending the full meeting.


	1.2
	She welcomed Peter Thompson as observer, and to his first ONR Board since joining the organisation as HR Director on 31 March 2025.


	1.3 
	There were no declarations of interest. 


	2
	Minutes, matters arising and action points 


	2.1
	The minutes of the meeting held on 26 March 2025 were approved as a correct record subject to a few amendments noted in the meeting and agreed by the Chair.


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

	3
	Chair’s report


	3.1
	A report from the Chair had been shared by correspondence with the Board, reflecting on her first two months in the organisation, and providing an overview of her internal and external meetings.


	3.2
	The Board noted the significant level of activity that had taken place over a short period of time as part of the Chair’s induction.


	4. 
	CE/CNI report

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


	4.2
	He welcomed the arrival of Peter Thompson as ONR’s new HR Director.


	4.3
	He highlighted the public announcement of John Fingleton as the Nuclear Regulatory Taskforce lead. The final terms of reference had been shared with the Board. The Taskforce would continue to remain a substantive agenda item at future Board meetings.


	4.4
	He noted that the updated interim strategy statement had been shared with Board, addressing comments made at the March board meeting and through correspondence. This was due to be published within the week.


	4.5
	As part of a Synergy Cluster, he noted that ONR had played an active role in securing a three-year extension to the Shared Services Framework Agreement with Shared Services Connected Ltd (SSCL). The agreement provides ONR with improved commercial terms and flexibility to transition in line with programme timelines.


	4.6
	He highlighted that the consolidation of Building 4, Redgrave Court from seven to four wings had been completed on schedule. This milestone brings to a successful close ONR’s 18-month estates strategy. The programme had delivered a 42% reduction in occupied space, generating ongoing annual savings of approximately £2.7 million, whilst significantly improving the quality of the working environment for teams. 


	4.7
	The first go live of the SharePoint Transformation Programme saw ONR’s new management system platform, How2 Hub, successfully launched at the end of March. It had involved a huge team effort to build the site and securely migrate all the data. 


	4.8
	In line with previous Board discussions he highlighted the active approach being taken to media, with members of the leadership team actively engaging with media and stakeholders, to present ONR’s regulatory approach in a balanced and appropriate way, ensuring articles and views were accurate and well informed. 


	4.9
	The Finance Director reported that at the end of March 2025 (Period 12), the expected provisional outturn position was £105.6m, an £8.5m underspend on ONR’s budget of £114.1m. This was a further reduction from the Q3 forecast of £1.3m as reported in the last board report at £106.9m.


	4.10
	On efficiencies she highlighted that ONR were seeking to foster a mindset of continuous improvement to drive the efficiency agenda and realise further efficiencies in its cost base. A 2% cashable savings target had been included in the 2025/26 budget in line with government guidance and ONR were seeking to deliver more with the same resources through productivity savings. 


	4.11
	She noted that Directorate Business Plans had now been published internally, showing delivery expectations, milestones and resource allocations in support of the Corporate Plan. First draft letters of delegation had been proposed to all directors and would be issued for signature shortly. These letters focused on enhancing financial accountabilities.


	4.12
	The CE/CNI provided the Board with progress against the organisational effectiveness indicators in the 2025 strategy. He noted the deferral of two items; publication of the CNI themed inspection summary report and Conclusion of High Temperature Gas Reactors Phase B which had moved into Q1 and Q3 delivery respectively.


	4.13
	In discussion the Board:

I. Noted that ONR were working with EDF NGL to develop an  approach to return Hartlepool to routine attention in an appropriate timeline following its move to Enhanced Regulatory Attention. 
II. Noted that the appeal to the improvement notice to Direct Rail Services had been withdrawn and an exercise was being undertaken to explore the differing opinions on the level of information provided leading up to the appeal being submitted.
III. Discussed the HMT tolerance limit on the budget and the need to be much better in predictability. There would be strong expectations for Arm’s Length Bodies to monitor their tolerance limit.
IV. Noted the impact on the budget through IT, which had delivered significant work, contributing positively to efficiencies over the last 12 months, but which conversely then contributed to the year’s underspend.
V. Commented that when looking at partially achieved project delivery, the commentary should be on ‘required’ rather than ‘desired’ outcomes. This would improve the structure of project delivery.
VI. Noted that an impact measure was being developed against milestone delivery.
VII. Discussed the extent to which directors had an understanding of costs to dutyholders against forecast and how this was monitored.
VIII. Noted the reasons for the 2024-25 final underspend and queried whether different decisions could have been made to reduce this figure.
IX. Noted the ongoing discussions with the senior leadership team on staff efficiencies.
X. Reminded the leadership to use appropriate terminology when referring to right sizing the organisation. 

	4.14
	The Board noted the report and confirmed their endorsement for the interim strategy statement to be published.


	5
	Regulation of Nuclear Restoration Services

	5.1
	The Director of Regulation, SDFW presented the item which was a deep dive into the regulation of Nuclear Restoration Services (NRS). He provided to the Board a summary of the current priority areas, which included asset management and health and safety.


	5.2
	He provided an overview of some of the common themes and challenges that were seen across NRS; increasing asset management issues associated with lack of accelerated decommissioning, the impact of climate change on infrastructure and leadership challenges.


	5.3
	He noted that Dounreay had re-entered Enhanced Regulatory Attention for safety due to long-term systemic failings with regard to organisational leadership, ageing asset management and absence of a credible plan to deal with legacy sodium.


	5.4
	He noted the successes that Sellafield had seen in relation to decommissioning, and elements of this were being picked up and being deployed to other sites. As an example, he noted the collaborative approach with stakeholders to identify and remove blockers (G6) that had been successful at Sellafield. 


	5.5
	He highlighted the challenges associated with pace of delivery and noted that this needed to increase.


	5.6
	He reflected on the benefits that had been achieved through the restructuring of the directorate within ONR, which had been refreshed and was inclusive of people with different skillsets (such as conventional health and safety).


	5.7
	In discussion the Board:

I. Questioned, in relation to leadership, whether there was an agreed action plan between ONR and the dutyholder. They noted that there was a clear list of priorities, targets and milestones which ONR, NRS and Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) were all sighted and working together on.
II. Commented on the impact of devolution of decision making between NDA and licence holders.
III. Discussed the relationship between leadership and delivery.
IV. Noted the challenges on pace, and the G6 approach introduced at Sellafield which had significant positive impacts on mindset and culture.
V. Discussed the advantages and disadvantages of remote monitoring, and the need to ensure that the same standards as conventional monitoring were met.
VI. Discussed the need for a joined up picture and questioned how ONR and NDA could implement the same mode of operating and having the right conversations focused on outcomes. 


	5.8
	The Chair thanked the Director of Regulation, SDFW for his update.

	6
	Nuclear Regulatory Taskforce

	6.1
	The Director, Strategy and Corporate Affairs and Head of Policy provided an update on the ongoing Nuclear Regulatory Taskforce.


	6.2
	The Head of Policy outlined the approach being taken and objectives which had been decided upon, following discussions with directors. The Taskforce is an opportunity to drive faster delivery of nuclear and it was important that ONR was seen as openminded and supportive of these goals.

	6.3
	She noted that there seemed to be consensus and confidence within government of ONR’s role as an independent regulator. The Taskforce would be an opportunity to modernise, innovate and accelerate regulation. She noted that ONR was seeking actionable recommendations from the Taskforce.

	6.4
	She highlighted that the team had been developing a skeleton response for the call for evidence to ensure that a golden thread between ONR’s engagement with the Taskforce and the organisation’s submission to the call for evidence. 

	6.5
	She highlighted the top five challenges of the current regulatory system that would be shared with the Taskforce. These were:
I. Alignment and co-ordination across all the nuclear regulators and government departments.
II. Need for further international harmonisation. 
III. Implementation of As-Low-As-Reasonably-Practicable (ALARP).
IV. Proportionate regulation after de-licensing. 
V. Time and resource to address multiple stages of appeal processes. 


	6.6
	In discussion the Board:

I. Queried whether the calls for evidence to other parties would be restricted or open to ONR on request, noting that ONR’s evidence submission would be written on the basis that it could be made public.
II. Noted the 19 May deadline for the call for evidence.
III. Noted the agenda for the initial strategic level and technical level topics and how initial conversations would be structured.
IV. Highlighted the need to consider any themes from the current reviews of Ofgem and Ofwat that ONR should consider and be prepared for.

	6.7
	The Chair thanked the team for their update.


	7
	Future Funding Options

	7.1
	The Finance Director introduced the paper which updated the Board on the Funding Options study that was commissioned six weeks ago with external consultants to: evaluate ONR’s charging strategy; and to test Board appetite and seek approval for launching a proposal for financial reform.


	7.2
	She noted that there was opportunity for this work to feed into the current Taskforce. She highlighted that the six week study had been short but covered a lot of information for consideration. The legislation landscape is complex with multiple sets of fee regulations. 


	7.3
	She noted that the study had tested legislation and looked at benchmarking against both domestic and international regulators to understand why ONR was set up in the way that it was. She noted that the review had sought to look at ONR’s statutory and non-statutory activities [in order to strip back what ONR’s core activities were] and how ONR was funded against each of those categories. 


	7.4
	She highlighted the need for further investigation as to underlying justification for operating on a net nil basis. ONR is unusual as a public corporation operating on a net nil basis. Removal of the net nil basis approach or at least reducing the activities to which net nil applies could introduce useful flexibility for ONR.

	7.5
	She noted the regulatory requirement to update ONR’s Framework Agreement. This was currently overdue but the update could provide ONR with the ability to articulate its medium and long-term strategy thereby facilitating discussions with the Department for Work and Pensions (DWP), supporting grant funding applications and providing the basis for other funding agreements. 

	7.6
	She highlighted the option to create a commercial subsidiary but there was a need to understand what that would mean, any impact on ONR’s vires and options and how that would be taken forward. She noted that the use of the term ‘commercial’ may not be appropriate for ONR.

	7.7
	She also highlighted other opportunities, which included revised fee structures for ONR.

	7.8
	In discussion the Board:
I. Questioned whether conversations with DWP and the Department for Energy Security and Net Zero (DESNZ) had taken place on this work and noted DWP’s support for ONR thinking creatively on its approach to funding.
II. Noted the need to shift the wording from ‘commercial’ to ‘statutory and non-statutory charging model’.
III. Highlighted that some regulators delineated regulation more structurally between regulation and advice and guidance. A greater focus on regulation and using the Academy more to provide the learning and guidance aspect to dutyholders, could be an alternative option to a commercial model. 
IV. Questioned what the problem statement was and what benefits ONR would get from a changed funding model.
V. Noted the ability for changes to secondary legislation subject to appetite, and how this would enable changes to ONR’s charging abilities.
VI. Noted the opportunity for this work to run in parallel with the nuclear Taskforce.

	7.9
	The CE/CNI thanked the Finance Director for her work on this, and recognised the scrutiny and challenge she had brought to ONR’s way of working to date.

	7.10
	The Chair summed up the discussion, noting the need to be really clear in what ONR was trying to achieve and articulating it clearly in a way that would enable ONR funding in the future. The Board endorsed the proposed options for financial reform, subject to comments noted, and supported the approach in the options paper and the opportunities to influence the Taskforce review as appropriate. 

	8.
	‘Value for Money’ assessment and the benefits of the previous 
Organisational Review Project 


	8.1
	The CE/CNI introduced the item which set out the scope of the proposed external value for money review of ONR, while providing Board with the context associated with the benefits of the previous Organisational Review project.


	8.2
	He reflected on the previous Organisational Review project which had closed in summer 2024 and had at its close:

I. Implemented improvements in pay alignment across ONR. 
II. With the direct support of RD, integrated our safety and security purposes, embedding more staff into operational divisions. 
III. Introduced some limited changes to the organisational structure. 


	8.3
	He highlighted that while the organisational review delivered a range of benefits, examining whether ONR's structure and working practices promoted increased value for money and efficiency was outside the project's scope and therefore not specifically addressed. The proposed Value for Money (VfM) assessment is a forward-looking review and would not revisit the scope of the previous organisational review project.


	
	In discussion the Board:

I. Questioned whether there was a clear view on the cost of the study and the benefits it would realise.
II. Noted this was to close out conversations on the previous organisational review and look ahead, highlighting the mistake of labelling the previous review an organisational review when it was not focused on value for money and realising efficiencies, but was about addressing inequities in the organisation.
III. Noted that the proposed VfM study would determine whether ONR was the right size organisation, giving the right value and looking past capabilities. The approach would look at ONR’s statutory and non-statutory obligations and the enablers that allow ONR to deliver those effectively.
IV. Highlighted that supply chain engagement would be key but noted the limits of public procurement rules which ONR were bound by.
V. Debated whether the VfM review could be carried out internally rather than outsourced. Board noted the benefits with outsourcing, and that the Finance Director had demonstrated the ability to commission a short, sharp piece of work with clear outputs and hold oversight of consultancy activity.
VI. Highlighted the benefits of an external contractor with broader experience coming into review ONR.
VII. Noted that expenditure would need to proceed with caution if carried out.
VIII. Questioned whether this was the right time for the review as uncertainty on the outputs of the Taskforce.
IX. Highlighted that ONR was currently in an uncertain period before a new strategy has been developed but that this work could link to a new strategic direction.
X. Highlighted the need to softly land this work and link to the funding options work, and categorise work under the umbrella of funding options. This would help ONR to understand the veins from where efficiencies could be mined.
XI. Noted the open Board action for a three year financial plan would not be possible to achieve without a strategy in place. Highlighted that previous Board appetite for this work to be delivered at pace had been considered prior to the announcement of the current Nuclear Regulatory Taskforce.


	8.4
	The Chair summed up the discussion and noted that the Board had been asked to note the report; it would be for the Executive and Senior Leadership Team (SLT) to take a decision on whether to proceed with the piece of work, noting the comments from Board on timetable and whether this was the right time for the work to take place. The Chair asked the CE/CNI to return to the Board with a timeline of activity for the next twelve months and a roadmap of priorities for ONR.
Action: CE/CNI to develop a roadmap of key milestones and activity for the next 12 months with the ONR Board.


	9.
	2025 Pay Offer 


	9.1
	The HR Director introduced the paper which set out the context around the 2025 pay offer and sought agreement on how ONR will progress negotiations with ONR’s recognised Trade Unions (TU), Prospect and the Public and Commercial Services Union (PCS).

	9.2
	In discussion the Board:
I. Questioned when the DWP pay remit would be published and formalised.
II. Questioned why the proposed offer went above the amount agreed in the 2024-25 budget, the amount equating to 2.8%.
III. Noted the need to start speaking with the TUs as planned and in advance of pay remit guidance. This has been standard practice for ONR in previous years, given that the organisation has pay freedoms but is informed by the DWP remit and timeframes.
IV. Noted the 1.2% for competency pay progression that had been agreed in the budget.

	9.3
	The Board agreed that a fuller discussion at the Remuneration and Resilience Committee (RRC) would be needed and the pay offer would be delegated to RRC for approval.[footnoteRef:4] [4:  In line with ONR’s Corporate Governance framework, discussion would be held at RRC, with any decision confirmed and agreed by the Board.] 



	10.
	Check-in Survey High-Level Results 2025


	10.1
	The HR Director introduced the item which introduced high-level findings for the 2025 staff Check-in Survey.


	10.2
	He noted the high response rate from staff of 85% which was in line with the response rate achieved in 2022 and was significantly higher than the latest Civil Service survey response rate of 61% (2024). He highlighted that ONR’s performance was strong compared to the public sector benchmark of the 2024 Civil Service People Survey (CSPS). Our engagement index score was 71, which is 7 points higher than the latest comparable CSPS engagement index score of 64 (2024).


	10.3
	He highlighted ONR’s strengths relative to the 2024 Civil Service people survey benchmarks, which included strong feedback on line management within ONR and of the organisation’s learning and development offer. ONR’s perceived weaknesses included career development and progression, alongside leadership visibility, strategic direction and change fatigue.


	10.4
	He noted the next steps which would include working at a local level to provide detailed analysis by directorate, band and protected characteristics to directors. This would enable those results to be used to inform and support delivery of ONR’s future 5-year strategy.


	10.5
	In discussion the Board:

I. Noted that it was helpful to see the areas where scores were lower so that directors could focus on specific areas and had a clear direction.
II. Recognised that these were strong results despite the high amount of change and instability in ONR at the current time and in the advent of the Nuclear Taskforce and absence of the 5-year strategy leading to further uncertainty for staff.


	10.6
	The Chair thanked the Director of HR for the update, noting the strong results and next steps being undertaken by the team.


	11.
	ONR Board Effectiveness Review


	11.1
	Radojka Miljevic, Campbell Tickell joined the meeting and introduced the external report on ONR’s Board Effectiveness.

	11.2
	She recognised the skills and abilities of ONR that had come through in the report, and the credibility and strong relationships ONR had with stakeholders. She noted that ONR’s leadership had been recognised for their strong and consistent openness and engagement outside of the organisation.

	11.3
	She noted that among ONR’s strengths was the machinery of governance which ran well but had been challenging during an underlying period of turbulent leadership changes and uncertainty in ONR.

	11.4
	She highlighted one of the key themes from the report was the misalignment between Non-Executive and Executive expectations of each other. She reflected the need for Board to be clear on how to hold the Executive to account and have a more robust grip on challenge.

	11.5
	Changes in leadership on the Board were highlighted as an opportunity to reboot ways of working and good practice and come together as a unitary Board.

	11.6
	She took the Board through recommendations highlighted in the report, which included some areas of risk and assurance which could be strengthened, Boardroom dynamics and probity on performance at the Board.

	11.7
	In discussion the Board:
I. Highlighted the mismatch of expectations between the Senior Leadership Team (SLT), Executive Directors on the Board and Non-Executive Directors (NEDs).
II. Acknowledged that the review had taken place when leadership felt in a less certain and stable position, when the new CE/CNI and permanent Chair of ONR had not yet been announced.
III. Agreed with the recommendation of a team building event for Board but highlighted the need to better understand from SLT colleagues what they are looking for from the Board in advance of the event.
IV. Commented on ONR’s ability to politically influence.
V. Discussed the Board as a decision making body but also highlighted its important role in setting the tone, direction and providing active steers for the organisation.
VI. Commented on the need for a roadmap of priorities to help steer ONR during the transitional period when the five year strategy was not in place.
VII. Noted the disconnect between Executives, SLT members and NEDs and how Directors could be developed to better understand their roles, build mutual understanding and build relationships with Board members which would be key to succession planning.
VIII. Commented on the need for regulatory matters to continue coming to the Board to support a better understanding of what the business does and how it goes about it.
IX. Discussed methods for having greater involvement from the wider SLT at each Board meeting.
X. Agreed with the recommendation to review and update the Terms of Reference for the Security Committee (SC) to bring clarity about its primary purpose.
XI. Highlighted the need to be careful about blurring the lines of accountability when looking at relationships between Board and SLT.
XII. Considered whether coaching from NEDs could be provided to SLT but concluded that this could undermine the collective role of the Board and needed to be thought through more widely and in the sense of building capability. 
XIII. Highlighted the need to be clear on boundaries, and that they be reset so that everyone is clear on expectations and responsibilities.
XIV. Noted that a recent GIAA report on corporate governance would complement the external review.

	11.8
	The Chair thanked Campbell Tickell for their report and confirmed that she would work with the Head of Corporate Governance and Compliance on recommendations and next steps which would be taken forward and then circulated to Board for comment and agreement.

	12
	Summing up and Close


	12.1
	The Chair invited the observer to share his reflections of the meeting. He commented on the dynamics of the Board and the constructive challenge that had been observed but reflected on the risk of closing discussions too early and allowing for longer discussion time on agenda items.


	12.2
	The Audit and Risk Assurance Committee (ARAC) Chair confirmed his intention to circulate to the Board a note summarising the discussions from the April ARAC meeting.


	12.3
	The SC Chair provided an update from the recent meeting which had looked at the Annual Review of Security. A reduction in the level of detail in some of the papers had resulted in generating a greater level of discussion, and noted the benefits of having representatives from other government departments in attendance.


	12.4
	The Board requested a short health and safety briefing before future Board meetings to advise of any expected activity such as fire alarm tests or drills.


	12.5
	There was no other business raised. The Chair formally closed the meeting.


	
	Date and Location of Next Meeting: 4 June[footnoteRef:5], Redgrave Court, Bootle. [5:  Board Secretary to explore an alternate date for the meeting.] 



	
	Reports for Information:
13. Board Forward Look
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