
 

 

Written evidence submitted by Prospect (NSB 01) 

 

Introduction  

1. The Nuclear Safeguards Bill sets out the Government’s proposals to legislate for 

domestic civil nuclear standards as part of its plans to leave Euratom. As the largest 

union for nuclear engineers and specialists, Prospect has serious concerns about the risks 

of leaving Euratom, the speed at which this change is occurring and capability of 

government to establish an effective UK alternative. Leaving Euratom is a complex 

procedure that creates further uncertainty for investment and jobs in the civil nuclear 

sector. 

2. Specifically in relation to the Nuclear Safeguards Bill, Prospect represents the 

professional and specialist staff at the Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) – the body 

charged with provision of a UK safeguards regime. It is important to note that at present 

the UK facilitates Euratom’s safeguarding regulation. We do not have a regime of our 

own and Euratom’s safeguarding regime is wider in scope that the requirements set by 

the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA).  

Major concerns 

3. We have four main concerns with the Nuclear Safeguards Bill: 

• The Bill does not cover the full range of Euratom functions. Leaving Euratom is 

about more than simply implementing a new safeguarding regime – the UK is a world-

leader in nuclear energy, decommissioning and research. Around 80,000 jobs directly rely 

on the sector. The future safeguarding regime is the element most directly under UK 

control after leaving Euratom, subject to meeting the requirements of the International 

Atomic Energy Agency and parties to future Nuclear Co-operation Agreements. Yet 

leaving also requires addressing future research collaboration, the ability to share our 

nuclear expertise elsewhere in the world and ensuring the availability of medical 

radioactive isotopes.  

• Placing more responsibility on the Office of Nuclear Regulation (ONR) without 

giving them the resources to do the job – Although the ONR is mainly funded through 

charges to the nuclear industry, it does receive some grant funding and it is this that 

currently pays for nuclear safeguarding work. Under current plans, the Government is 

intending to halve its grant to ONR in the period to 2020. The ONR is already operating 

at a stretched budget, yet leaving Euratom and creating a domestic safeguards regime 

will place an additional burden on the organisation – one that can only be paid for from 

either government funds or increasing charges on business. 

• Availability of skilled experts to create a domestic safeguards regime - Euratom 

currently employs around 160 staff 25% of which focus on UK installations. Without 

Euratom’s infrastructure and resource, this work is likely to fall to the Office for Nuclear 

Regulation (ONR). ONR’s safeguards unit currently employs 8 professional staff. 

Resourcing to the level that will be required poses a major challenge and  may be 

unachievable by March 2019. There is already an acute shortage of suitably qualified 

people to undertake this work. In the short-term the only options available to the ONR 

are poaching experts from industry, importing skills from elsewhere in the world, or 

lowering standards. Without the resources and experts needed, there can be no 

guarantee that a new domestic safeguards regime can be delivered by March 2019. 



 

 

• The Bill provides sweeping powers to the Secretary of State with little oversight or 

accountability - the legislation, as with the Repeal Bill, establishes significant powers for 

the Secretary of State to amend and change legislation by regulations without 

Parliamentary scrutiny or external accountability 

 

Source: ONR account 2015/16 on cuts to DWP grant up to 2019/20 

4. Leaving Euratom will also remove the basis for the UK hosting the Joint European 

Taurus (JET) project, which is located near Oxford. The JET project is a world-leading 

project to unlock the potential of fusion energy. JET is the largest tokamak (a magnetic 

confinement system) in the world and is the only operational fusion experiment capable 

of working with tritium, the fuel necessary for fusion energy. It is a jewel in the UK’s 

research crown. More than 40 laboratories and 350 scientists and engineers from all over 

Europe currently contribute to the JET programme. Losing JET could see the UK 

squander the chance to be at the forefront of harnessing one of the most important 

technologies of this century. 

Issues to be addressed in Committee 

5. We are very concerned that, unlike the 1974 Health and Safety at Work Act (Sections 

20-22)  http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1974/37/contents and the 2013 Energy Act 

Schedule 8 http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2013/32/schedule/8/enacted , the 

powers of the ONR inspector are not set out on the face of the Bill. It should be a priority 

for the Bill Committee to rectify this anomaly as such key issues should not be left to 

regulation or subject to Ministerial discretion. 

In our view, the Bill Committee will need to satisfy itself on the following matters:  

 How will inspectors existing powers be extended to cover safeguards requirements? 

 What additional powers have been identified as required (e.g. A power to install 

and maintain equipment)? 

 What additional offences are required e.g. Interference with equipment? 

Clarity and transparency on these operational matters will essential to build and maintain 

confidence in a UK safeguards regime.  

6. The Government should also: 

 Publish and consult on its proposals for dispute resolution. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2013/32/schedule/8/enacted


 

 

 Explain how it will guarantee the future free movement of specialist and technical 

staff on whom the nuclear industry depends. 

 Guarantee the resources necessary for the ONR, including on the recruitment and 

development of staffing, to ensure a high-quality safeguards regime remains in 

place. 

Place assurances in the bill to ensure Parliamentary and expert scrutiny of Ministerial 

actions – thereby limiting the ability of Ministers to alter legislation by regulation. 

 Set out the likely lead-in periods for negotiation of new Nuclear Co-operation 

Arrangements. 

 Publish a policy statement on Euratom associate status to enable work on such an 

arrangement to progress. 

 Negotiate contingency arrangements that will provide for the UK’s continue 

involvement in Euratom for a transitional period beyond March 2019 should this 

prove necessary. 

Conclusion 

7. Whilst we would prefer the UK to remain in some form of membership of Euratom, at 

the very least we need a pragmatic approach that guarantees high standards and 

minimises disruption and uncertainty for the industry. 
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