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28 March 2002

John Ainslie
Administrator S.C.N.D.
15 Barrland Street
Glasgow G41 1QH

Dear Mr Ainslie

Nuclear Report Faslane Nov 2000(Soon to be updated)
The N.F.L.A.(Scotland) was informed by me, that John Large & Associates had no experience &
expertise in Health Physic’s to review my report, and that after careful consideration members of

N.F.L.A.(S) agreed that no futher action should be taken.

You were present when they made that decision, I have since informed them that Mr Large is a
Government advisor.

I was informed by N.F.L.A.(S) Ref CD/nfla/2703 that Councillors D Stevenson & George Regan state
that John Large is well qualified and that no further action will be taken dispite him being a

overnment advisor!

Do you agree with their decision, and if not what are you going to do about it?




“By not having mandatory secondary monitoring at HM Naval
Base Clyde Faslane, radiation and submarine workers are _
being treated as second class citizens.” |

John Connor
11 February, 2002

“Nuclear submarines could have caused cancers.”
BBC1 Panorama
26 January 1998

“Are radiation monitors accurate? ”
New scientist @www.newscientist.com
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relevant in West Fife,
where many Faslzme
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is calling for his concerns “I'm sure they could be
about nuclear safety at his contaminated when they
former place’ of work to" - csturn home from work,”
bevraised in the House of he said.
Cmmons:
John Connor, of John'
Henderson Court, has
| been mounting a one-man
campaign about what he
regards as dangerously

mad*auate safety proce-
dures at HM Naval Base
Clyde Faslane.
{ - Now, he’s persuaded a
{ cross-party group ~of §
MSPs to ask what the §
Campaign for Nuclear §
Disarmament thinks about
his concerns .

For further information, call John Connor on (01383) 721990.




‘Dunfermline Press, 9th November, 2001
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NO elected councillors on Edinburgh, Fifs, |

Argyll and Bute, and Wast Dunbartcnshirs
UBuncils (all Labour) have discussed my |

,rapchbn nuclear safaty at Faslane. »

Glasgow City Council passed the buck to
Nuclear Fraa Local Authoritias (Scotland), |
who appointad John Larga Nuclear '
Consultants to review my report, and he
was very negative about it.

| pointad out that dstails containad within |
my report wera outwith the field of experi-

ance and expertisa of Mr Large, but
MFLAS agread that no further acton
should te taken.

It has taken almost two years to gstto this
point and whera was it iscussec?
Lerwickl =

My report contains ver/ serious recom-
mandations, and if slacted local council-
lors can't discuss it, what chance is thare

mination hazard from Rosyth or Faslane
Docicyards? N :
John Connor, *

- 410 David Henderson Court,
Dunfarmiine
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The “installed per izors” not , ‘
he “installed personal monitors” not only act as the backstop in case the other measures fiail,

thev also provide rzassurance to the emplovess, employer and regulators that people

ca}'z.detect contarr'una.tion at very low levels and any person who triggers an alarm will
subject-to more detailed monitoring and an investigation which will include retracing
persons steps to locate the cause of the eveat. Hence the information provided by iﬂstaﬂl
personnel mOonitors is regarded as a verv important indicator of the level of comol‘iar{c.;;\
correct contamination control procedures. : )
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thut' cverything must be done to prevent the spread of contamination to our staff or the
environment and so we have a second line of defence in the form of a barrier betwesn the
controlled area complete with installed moenitors. All staff must pass through these monitors
to‘ cusure they are free from contamination befors exiting our controlled areas and mixing
with personnel who have had no access to radioactive materials. Staff have no option but to
puss tl}rough this second line of defence, which brings with it the benefit of remo;'ing human
error from the personal monitoring process. If you must pass through it then there is no
scope for tc?rgetting to do it in a moment of distraction. In a similar way, items of equipment
are passed into the health physics office at the barrier and separately checked and monitored
for contamination while their owner crosses the barrier. They are then picked up on the other
side once they are known to be clean. .
Tuming to your specific question we believe that two lines of defence. (primary and
secondary to align my answer with your question) are prudent precautions which, although
thcy involve a cost, are more than justified on the basis of the demonstrable control of
radiouactive material.




