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Executive Summary 
 
Overview.  The second Stakeholder Organisations Workshop was organised by the West 
Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) Partnership as part of its second 
round of public and stakeholder engagement.  The workshop took place on 13th January 
2011 at the Hunday Manor Hotel near Workington.  Approximately 220 organisations 
were invited, and 18 participants attended.  The objectives of the workshop were to: 
demonstrate how public input to date has led to real changes; build understanding of the 
MRWS process and the work of the Partnership, including the results and implications of 
the initial geological screening study; and to seek views from stakeholder organisations. 
 
Partnership overview and British Geological Survey Screening Study.  Participants 
heard a presentation from the current Chair of the Partnership outlining the work of the 
Partnership to date and its future plans.  The public consultation DVD was also shown.  
This was followed by a joint presentation from the Department of Energy and Climate 
Change and the British Geological Survey.  These presentations explained the reasons 
for carrying out an initial sub-surface geological screening of West Cumbria at this stage 
in the process and summarised the findings of the study. 
 
Discussion topics.  A series of discussion groups followed on three key topics.  The 
discussions that took place, and the range of views that were expressed, are summarised 
in more detail in the report, but essentially they included: 
 
1. How to use public views to decide whether to proceed 

The need for adequate information and for people to understand what is being 
proposed before any opinion survey is conducted; that any survey must be seen to be 
representative; how views throughout Cumbria/West Cumbria should be weighted; 
the use of more qualitative methods of engagement; and whether the Partnership 
should be considering options other than geological disposal.   

2. Impacts and community benefits 
The potential impacts on the perceptions of West Cumbria due to its association with 
the nuclear industry; the need for additional research into impacts at other nuclear 
facilities in the UK; concerns that community benefits could be seen as a bribe; the 
difficulties in commenting on impacts and community benefits at this stage when 
there are so many uncertainties; and the impact of not having a geological disposal 
facility (GDF) in West Cumbria. 

3. Community involvement in the siting process 
The need for clarity over the decision-making process and where the power for 
decisions will lie; the definition of community, including groups whose interest cannot 
be defined by geographical boundaries; the difficulties of getting the public motivated 
to engage with this issue; the issue with discussing abstract concepts versus 
actual/real impacts; the criteria that should be used in the process for narrowing down 
potential sites; and the need for a robust risk-management process.   

  
Way forward.  The findings from all of the strands of this current round of public and 
stakeholder engagement will be presented to the Partnership at its meeting on 14th April 
2011.  A final report will be published outlining the key issues raised and the 
Partnership‟s responses to them.   
 
A final round of public and stakeholder engagement will take place before the Partnership 
makes its final recommendations to Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough 
Council and Cumbria County Council about whether West Cumbria should decide to take 
part, without commitment, in the next stage of the Government‟s process of finding a site 
for a GDF. 
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1.  Introduction  

 
1.1 – Overview and background 
This second Stakeholder Organisations Workshop1 was held at the Hunday Manor Hotel 
near Workington on 13th January 2011.  It was one of several engagement and 
consultation strands organised by the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 
(MRWS) Partnership, during its second round of public and stakeholder engagement 
(PSE2).    

The Partnership organised this workshop to help local organisations understand more 
about the work of the Partnership and input into some key issues.  The workshop was 
aimed at organisations that: are formally constituted and have a role to represent others; 
have a clear interest in MRWS; and are based in or near West Cumbria.  A full list of the 
organisations invited to the workshop is in Appendix 2.  Organisations that were invited 
were also asked to advise the Partnership if they knew of any other organisations that 
should be invited. 

Information about the workshop was also provided on the Partnership website and in the 
Partnership's December 2010 e-bulletin, and there was an option for organisations that 
had not been included on the invitation list to request to send a representative to the 
workshop.   

1.2 – Workshop objectives 
The specific objectives for the workshop were:  

 To demonstrate how public input has led to real changes. 

 To build understanding of the MRWS process and the work of the Partnership, 
including the results and implications of the initial geological screening study.  

 To seek views from stakeholder organisations about the MRWS process, in particular 
on three key issues: 

o How to use public views to decide whether to proceed. 
o Impacts and community benefits. 
o Community involvement in the siting process. 

 
The full agenda is in Appendix 1. 
 
1.3 – Attendance 
18 participants2 attended the workshop.  A full attendee list is in Appendix 3.  The 
meeting was open for the public to observe but no members of the public chose to attend. 
 
 
 

 

                                                 
1
 The first Stakeholder Organisations Workshop took place in December 2009 during the Partnership's first 

round of public and stakeholder engagement (PSE1).   
2
 There were also 5 Partnership members and 6 observing members who attended to support the workshop, 

4 from the facilitation team, and a presenter from the British Geological Survey.   
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2.  Context Setting by the Partnership  
 
2.1 – Context setting by the Partnership 
Elaine Woodburn, the current Chair of the Partnership, gave a presentation outlining the 
Partnership's work to date, covering: work so far; what happened as a result of the first 
round of public and stakeholder engagement (PSE1); what is happening during the 
current round (PSE2); and what will happen next.  
 
The public consultation DVD was also shown.  The DVD can be viewed online via the link 
on the home page of the Partnership website at http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/. 
 
The presentation slides are provided below, followed by a summary of the questions and 
discussion that followed. 
 

westcumbriamrws.org.uk

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership
[Managing Radioactive Waste Safely]

 
 
 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/
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westcumbriamrws.org.uk

Objectives for today

• Demonstrate how public input has led to 
real changes.

• Build understanding of the MRWS process 
and the work of the Partnership, including 
the results and implications of the initial 
geological screening study.

• Seek views from stakeholder organisations 
about the MRWS process and key issues.

 
 
 

westcumbriamrws.org.uk

Agenda

1000

• Context – Partnership presentation

• British Geological Survey

• Workshop sessions on consultation questions

• Feedback to Partnership

• Evaluation / way forward

• Final words

1600
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westcumbriamrws.org.uk

Aim of this presentation

• To outline:

1.The MRWS process

2. The Partnership

3. What has happened 
so far

4. What is happening 
next

• To answer questions

 
 
 

westcumbriamrws.org.uk

What is MRWS?

• Government search for final 
home for higher level 
radioactive wastes

• Communities invited to talk, 
without commitment, about 
a „geological disposal 
facility‟

• Based on voluntarism: Can 
withdraw 
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What is geological disposal?

• It involves putting the 

waste in an engineered 

underground facility 

deep inside a suitable 

rock formation

• Recommended by 

CORWM and is also 

preferred 

internationally

westcumbriamrws.org.uk

 
 
 

The MRWS process

westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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westcumbriamrws.org.uk

Why West Cumbria is involved

• AllerdaleBC, 
CopelandBC, 
CumbriaCC made 
expressions of interest

• Partly because a lot of 
the waste is already at 
Sellafield

 
 
 

The Partnership

• Partnership set up to 

involve a wide range of 

community interests

• The Partnership will 

make a recommendation 

to the councils on 

whether they should 

decide to take part in the 

siting process

westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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westcumbriamrws.org.uk

Who is on the Partnership

 
 
 

westcumbriamrws.org.uk

What are we doing?

• Looking at the range of 
issues involved in taking 
part in the siting process

• Placing strong emphasis 
on involving the public

• Not deciding whether 
there should definitely be 
a repository here or 
where it might go
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westcumbriamrws.org.uk

Key work areas

1. Safety, security and 
environment

2. Geology

3. Community Benefits

4. Design and Engineering

5. Process

6. Public and Stakeholder 
views (cross-cutting)

 
 
 

What‟s happened so far?

• A preliminary look at a number of issues, 

including geological survey (more on this 

later…)

westcumbriamrws.org.uk

• Carried out first stage of 

Public and Stakeholder 

Engagement programme

• Adapted our work 

programme to reflect 

comments so far

 
 
 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 12 of 53 Document No. 137  

PSE1: Public said… We did…

Concerned about ethics and 

security

Concerned about impact on 

tourism

Need to understand pros and 

cons

Raise awareness more

Added tasks to Work 

Programme

Commissioning independent 

research

Inviting, and paying for, 

alternative views

Doubled investment in 

communications

 
 
 

What happens next?

Currently in the middle of the second 

round of Public and Stakeholder 

Engagement, informing the public and 

stakeholders about the results of BGS 

study and gathering feedback on…

1. How public views will inform conclusions

2. Impacts and Community Benefit

3. How communities should be further 

involved

westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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westcumbriamrws.org.uk

Getting local people involved

• Community Events 

• Discussion pack & 

DVD 

• Newsletters 

• Advertorials & articles

• westcumbriamrws.org.uk

• Email updates

 
 
 

westcumbriamrws.org.uk

Questions?

Questions for us…?

Questions for you… to be discussed in the 

second part of today

 
 
 

A summary of the questions and discussion that followed the presentation and 
DVD are summarised in 2.2 – 2.8 below. 
 
2.2 – Question regarding the entrance to a repository 
A question was asked about the possible separation between the entrances to a 
repository and the actual underground disposal facilities, and what form the access to the 
facility might therefore take.   
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The representative from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) stated that there 
is a lot of flexibility in terms of design due to a number of factors, including the possible 
distance between the entrance and where the waste is actually disposed of.  There may 
be limits on the distance between the surface facilities and the underground vaults but 
these limits are likely to be greater than 10km and could, in the view of the NDA, be up to 
around 15km.  With this kind of distance there would be a sloping tunnel (or „drift‟) for 
transporting the waste underground.  In the current designs for hard rock facilities (which 
applies to a lot of the geology in West Cumbria), the access for the waste would be via a 
sloping tunnel, but if possible there would also be vertical shafts for e.g. ventilation.   
 
2.3 – Perception of the balance of opinion in the DVD 
Some participants felt that the DVD was one-sided in that, whilst they had seen/heard 
expressions of concern about safety, there was nobody on the DVD who was saying that 
they were totally against having a geological disposal facility (GDF) in West Cumbria.  
Some participants expressed concerns that they have spoken to a lot of people in the 
community who are opposed, and it was felt that this view is not reflected in the DVD. 
 
It was noted by a Partnership member that nobody on the DVD had said that they are in 
favour of a repository.  In response it was stated that some of the people featured on the 
DVD are, however, known to be in favour of a GDF.  It was acknowledged that, whilst the 
DVD may need to have been viewed again to be certain about exactly what had been 
said, the overall impression/opinion of the DVD that some participants were left with was 
a sense of people being in favour of hosting a GDF in West Cumbria.   
 
It was noted by the Chair of the Partnership that the Partnership exists to hear the range 
of opinions that exist.  It was acknowledged that some people have a perception that the 
Partnership is already in favour of hosting a GDF in West Cumbria, but it was reiterated 
that this is not the case, as the Partnership does not yet have all of the information 
needed to make its recommendations.   
 
2.4 – Clarity over the decision that is being made at this stage 
The Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) provided a reminder that the 
decision at the end of this stage of the process is not about being for or against a 
repository.  It is a decision about whether to start the process of looking at potential sites 
in West Cumbria.  The process that is taking place at the moment is about getting all of 
the information on the table for the current Partnership to make its recommendations to 
Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County Council, 
before that decision needs to be taken.   
 
2.5 – Concerns re the presence of DECC, the NDA and the regulators at this and 
other consultation events 
It was noted by one participant that it has never been possible within this process to have 
a discussion, without representatives from DECC, the NDA and the regulators being 
present i.e. the people whose jobs are about supporting the process.  A question was 
asked about whether it will ever be possible to have a discussion, without their 
presence/interventions.  It was noted that the participant had thought that today‟s meeting 
would be such a discussion and she was disappointed and uncomfortable that it was not.  
 
The representative from Greenpeace stated that Greenpeace has already made its views 
clear to the Partnership that they do not agree with the process that is taking place in 
West Cumbria and how it has been established.  It was noted that the issue is not just 
about the process, but is also about the fact that it is the job of some of the organisations 
present at the meeting to facilitate, and have as an end goal, the disposal of nuclear 
waste.  It was further noted that one of the reasons that the green groups have not 
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become involved in the Partnership is because it is a process where the stated objectives 
of some of the organisations involved are different to those of the Partnership.   
 
In response, DECC stated that, whilst their objective is about implementing geological 
disposal in the UK, it is not about trying to achieve that in West Cumbria.  DECC are 
responsible for running the MRWS process in the UK as a whole, and their aim is to 
make sure that the process is open and fair.  They further stated that the aim of the 
process is for people to hear information, to find out what‟s actually being done (which 
might differ from what they previously thought was being done), and to have an informed 
discussion about the realities before taking an informed view.  The role of the 
representatives from DECC is therefore to support that process in West Cumbria, 
whether it ultimately comes out in favour of or against a facility in the area.   
 
The representative from Cumbria CC provided a reminder of the distinction between the 
Partnership and DECC in the process.  DECC are setting Government policy and funding 
the MRWS process, whereas the Partnership is running and managing the current 
process that is happening in West Cumbria.  It was further noted that DECC, the NDA 
and the Environment Agency (EA), are not members of the Partnership, but are 
„observing members‟.  In an event such as today and Partnership meetings, they are 
there as resources, and should not be seen to be there to “steamroller or bulldoze” the 
process.    
 
The Programme Manager from 3KQ added that it had been found in some other 
engagement activities that, if these representatives were not present, there were quite a 
lot of questions that could not be answered.  He reiterated that a critical distinction needs 
to be made that the observing members are there to provide information, not to “push” 
the process, and if any kind of push is felt by participants and stakeholders they should 
advise 3KQ as it is their job to make sure that this does not happen.   
 
It was also stressed that the West Cumbria MRWS process is not about whether or not 
the UK has geological disposal.  The „Expression of Interest‟ (as defined in the MRWS 
White Paper) that the three Councils in Cumbria have made is about taking part in the 
initial stage of the MRWS process, which is purely about finding out more about what 
hosting a GDF might mean and the potential benefits/impacts for the area, before making 
a decision about whether to proceed, without commitment, to the next stage of looking for 
potential sites.   
 
2.6 – Participant view on the involvement of stakeholders in designing an 
engagement process 
A participant who has been involved in stakeholder engagement in the field of managing 
radioactively contaminated land on nuclear and defence sites, stated that one of the key 
things that they had learned was to involve stakeholders in determining the aims of the 
process, designing it and overseeing it.  They also learned that it is important to 
determine and involve the key stakeholders (i.e. those who have a genuine interest and 
concern and who may influence the outcome) every time another aspect needs to be 
looked at. 
 
2.7 – Allerdale motion to withdraw from the MRWS process 
A participant who was representing his parish council at the workshop but is also a 
councillor in Allerdale, advised participants that he had put forward a motion for Allerdale 
to withdraw from the MRWS process and was concerned that a communication had been 
sent out advising that, even if the motion was won, the ultimate decision would be taken 
by the Executive of Allerdale Council.  He noted that it is not very democratic if a decision 
can be overruled by just eight people, and that this raises concerns about future decision 
making regarding the hosting of a GDF in West Cumbria.   
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Another participant who was representing his town council, but is also a councillor in 
Allerdale, advised that he had received the same communication.  However, he stated 
that the reason why the Executive did not take part in the vote, was that, if the motion had 
been carried, the Executive would have to have made an independent decision on 
whether Allerdale withdrew from the process or not.   
 
He further noted that the MRWS process is something that is going to happen over a long 
period and it was acknowledged that there is a learning curve for everybody involved, 
including members of the public.  He stated that, in his opinion, it is too early to say no 
when people are not yet informed properly. 
 
2.8 – Early impressions of people who were relatively new to the process 
In response to a question about the impressions held by people who were relatively new 
to the West Cumbria MRWS process, one participant stated that their organisation had 
not yet made a decision either way.  They noted that, if the Partnership is genuinely open 
to challenge, then groups/people who are not happy should raise their concerns.  It was 
acknowledged that the process is at an early stage, and that it needs to be accepted that 
there is bound to be an element of bias as a lot of waste is already in West Cumbria.   
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3.  British Geological Survey 
Screening of West Cumbria  

 
3.1 – Background from DECC  
Andrew Craze from DECC began by providing an overview of the reasons for carrying out 
an initial sub-surface geological screening of West Cumbria at this stage in the process.   
 
First of all it was all noted that the Government is not seeking a particular type of geology, 
as a GDF can potentially be constructed in a range of geological settings.  The MRWS 
process is based on the concept of voluntarism, and if a community comes forward and 
makes an Expression of Interest (EoI) in taking part in the Government‟s search for a site 
for a GDF, the Government and local decision making bodies need to know, at an early 
stage, whether there is any prospect of potentially suitable geology in the area.   
 
A number of very high-level geological criteria were therefore established that could be 
applied consistently anywhere in the country, to determine whether or not areas making 
an EoI could be shown to be obviously unsuitable at the outset.  It was reiterated that the 
purpose of the geological screening at this stage was not to identify potential sites. 
 
A link to the MRWS White Paper can be found in the External Documents section of the 
Partnership website at http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents.asp. 
 
The presentation slides from DECC are provided below. 
 
 

MANAGING RADIOACTIVE WASTE SAFELY

Initial Geological Unsuitability Screening

Andrew Craze

13th of January 2011

 
 
 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents.asp
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Purpose of the report 

• Broad brush regional 

assessment.

• Exclude areas based on 

criteria in White Paper.

• Geology based only.

• Desk-based study using 

existing knowledge only.

• Does not mean that areas 

which are not excluded are 

suitable. 

• Applied by British Geological 

Survey (BGS).  

 
 
 

The Criteria 

• Criteria Proposal 

Group and Criteria 

Review Group.

• Criteria which could be 

applied anywhere

• Criteria  applied with 

existing information.

• Only consider geology 

e.g. natural resources 

and groundwater.

• Consultation in 2007.
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Roles and Responsibilities

• DECC instructed BGS 

when partnership were 

ready.

• BGS applied the 

exclusion criteria using 

existing information.

• Draft shared with  

Partnership, NDA, EA 

and CoRWM for 

review as described in 

white paper.

 
 
 

Reiteration of Purpose 

• BGS report identifies areas that 

are unsuitable against the high-

level criteria.

• It does not show areas that are 

definitely suitable.

• It does not determine where a 

facility might eventually be 

located.

• Detailed assessment using 

much more extensive criteria if a 

community chooses to progress 

further.
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What the Report Means 

Does not present any 

reason why west 

Cumbria cannot 

continue to consider 

whether or not to 

participate in the site 

selection process for a 

geological disposal 

facility.
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3.2 – Presentation from the BGS 
Dr Colin Waters from the BGS then gave a presentation outlining the work that the BGS 
did to carry out its initial screening study of West Cumbria based on the criteria outlined in 
the Government‟s MRWS White Paper.   
 
The full BGS report, together with a non-technical summary, can be found on the 
Partnership website (Documents 116 and 115 respectively in the Geology section, or in 
the full documents list at http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents.asp).   
 
The presentation slides are provided below.   
 
 

© NERC All rights reserved

Managing Radioactive Waste Safely: 

Initial Geological Unsuitability Screening of West 

Cumbria

Stakeholder Organisations Workshop, 
Workington 13th January 2011

Dr John Powell* and Dr Colin Waters

Dr Dave Millward and Dr Nick Robins

*Chief Geologist, England

 
 
 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents.asp
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© NERC All rights reserved

Screening Process

Data sources include:

• Geological map data, cross-sections, interpreted seismic sections 

& 3 dimensional geological models

• Hydrogeology reports & information including Environment Agency 

data

• Coal and metalliferous mining information

• Oil and gas exploration data

• BGS publications (regional „memoirs‟; reports etc.)

• Published scientific literature, including summary NIREX reports

 
 
 

© NERC All rights reserved

Understanding the sub-surface screening 

issues (exclusion criteria)

Oil, gas & Coal-

Bed Methane

(intrusion risk)
Exploitable groundwater (aquifers) 

Coal & metal ores 

(intrusion risk)

Geological 

Disposal Facility

Disposal of wastes/gas 

storage (Carbon 

Capture & Storage)

Note: generic diagram not based on West Cumbria
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© NERC All rights reserved

MRWS White Paper, 

2008

To be applied 

as exclusion 

criteria?

Reasons/explanations and qualifying comments

Natural resources

Coal 

(and Coal-Bed Methane)

Yes Intrusion risk to depth, only when resource at >100m depth

Oil and gas Yes Intrusion risk to depth (for known oil and gas fields) 

Oil shales Yes Intrusion risk to depth 

Metal ores Some ores Intrusion risk only where mined at depth, i.e. >100m depth

Disposal of wastes/gas 

storage 

Yes Only where already committed or approved at >100m depth 

Groundwater

Aquifers Yes Where all or part of the geological disposal facility host rock is 

located within the aquifer

Shallow permeable 

formations

Yes Where all or part of the geological disposal facility host rock 

would be provided by permeable formations that might 

reasonably be exploited in the future

Specific complex hydro-

geological environments 
Yes Deep karstic formations and known source rocks for thermal springs

 
 
 

© NERC All rights reserved

Understanding the third 

dimension

From: BGS (2007) Bedrock Geology UK 

North: 1:625 000 scale map (5th Edition)
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© NERC All rights reserved

Intrusion risk for exposed and 

concealed coalfield >100m depth

Coal & Coal-Bed Methane

Exclusion Area

The presence of coal, and the 

potential for new techniques to 

derive gas from coal  - known as 

„coal-bed methane‟ represents a 

risk of intrusion at depth by future 

generations and, consequently, 

this represents an area where the 

whole rock volume is excluded 

between 200 and 1000 m depth.

 
 
 

© NERC All rights reserved

Deep hydrocarbons 

exploration boreholes

Oil and Gas Exploration

Intrusion risk to depth for 

known oil and gas fields

Current oil and gas  exploration 

licence areas (DECC)

“no areas have been screened out at this 

stage in the MRWS process. If „conventional‟ 

oil and gas resources or shale gas resources 

were to be confirmed in this area, then this 

criterion would need to be considered at 

later stages in the MRWS process as a 

potential future risk of intrusion and loss of 

oil and gas resources.”
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© NERC All rights reserved

Metalliferous Mining 

Exclusion Area

Intrusion risk for hematite iron 

ore >100 m depth

Hematite iron ore 

exclusion areas

Although currently not economic, 

there may be potential for future 

mining at depth, and, consequently 

we have excluded areas of known 

iron ore deposits as a potential 

intrusion risk at depth

 
 
 

© NERC All rights reserved

Sherwood Sandstone Principal 

aquifer, onshore; excluded rock 

volume from 200 m to 500 m depth 

Carboniferous Secondary „A‟ aquifers; 

onshore;  excluded rock volume from 

200 m to 500 m depth 

Exploitable Groundwater

Aquifers

Selected groundwater 

abstraction boreholes 

(from EA data)

Aquifers are “permeable formations that 

are exploited for groundwater use.” 

“Areas where all or part of the repository 

host rock would be provided by aquifers, or 

other permeable formations that might 

reasonably be exploited in the future, 

should be excluded.’
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© NERC All rights reserved

Assumed 

fresh/

saline-

water 

interface

Schematic cross-section of Sherwood Sandstone 

Principal Aquifer and Carboniferous Secondary Aquifers

“deep permeable formations (i.e. more than 500 metres in 

depth) are typically saline and have little or no potential for 

exploitation as water sources because of their poor quality”
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From: Bath et al. 2006. Journal of Geotechnical Exploration, Vol. 90, 24-44

Schematic cross-section showing relationship 

between groundwater composition and geology
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The questions and discussion that followed the presentations are summarised in 
3.3 – 3.7 below. 
 
Dr Waters was also available throughout the rest of the workshop for people to find 
out more and ask questions.  A summary of the key topics discussed during this 
time is provided in 3.8 – 3.13 below. 
 
3.3 – Reasons for excluding areas with potential future resources 
A question was asked about whether the areas containing resources such as coal and 
groundwater were purely excluded due to the fact that these resources might be required 
by future generations.   
 
It was confirmed that the reasons are partly for resource, and partly to cover the risk that, 
in the future, people looking for coal/iron resources might put down a shaft or borehole for 
exploration purposes, and in the case of groundwater it is the protection of the future 
resource that is the issue.  It was noted by one participant that it is not possible to 
guarantee thousands of years into the future that it will be known where such facilities 
exist.   
 
3.4 – Criteria that were used in the initial survey 
DECC confirmed that there are a whole range of geological criteria that will be relevant at 
different stages of the process.  The criteria that were used by the BGS during its 
screening study were those that were determined to be relevant at this stage in the 
process by a panel of experts.  It was reiterated that these criteria are primarily about 
whether areas can easily be shown to be unsuitable.  This does not mean that areas not 
yet ruled out will prove to be suitable if tested further in the future.   
 
In response to a question about whether the criteria are set in stone, or whether they 
might alter at some stage in the future, DECC confirmed that the criteria are not going to 
be revisited at this stage.  They also confirmed the next stages would remove more areas 
from consideration, not bring some back in.   
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3.5 – The role of the Environment Agency 
The EA confirmed that, if further sites come through at a later stage in the process, the 
EA has guidance on requirements that go far beyond those that the BGS has 
considered/been talking about to date.  In addition, an environmental safety case would 
have to be produced to ensure that the EA‟s safety and environmental criteria have been 
met, however, this would be much further in the future. 
 
3.6 – Peer reviews of the BGS study 
The Programme Manager provided a reminder of the two peer reviews of the BGS study 
that were carried out.  The reviewers‟ initial reports on the initial screening, and their final 
statements on the extent to which they agreed with or trust the work of the BGS 
screening study, are published on the Partnership website (Documents 110 – 113 in the 
Geology section).  In essence, both reviewers accepted the report, but with a caveat that 
it is a limited view at this stage in the process, and both also said that other criteria would 
need to be brought to bear if West Cumbria continued in the MRWS process. 
 
3.7 – Earthquakes 
A question was asked about whether there are any concerns about the implications of 
earthquakes.  This issue was discussed in greater depth with some participants later in 
the day, and a summary of the discussions, together with the supplementary slides that 
were used to cover this topic are provided below (see 3.9 to 3.11). 
 
The following topics in 3.8 – 3.13 below were discussed with Dr Waters during the 
afternoon sessions of the workshop. 
 
3.8 – Questions regarding the geology around the area investigated by Nirex in the 
1990s 
Some participants wanted to find out more about the geology in the areas around 
Gosforth and Sellafield that were investigated during the Nirex investigations during the 
1990s, particularly with regard to aquifers and faults/fractures in the area. 
 
It was noted by the BGS and DECC that there were a number of reasons why the Nirex 
application was turned down, including deficiencies in the application itself, but the Nirex 
inquiry did not determine that the geology across the whole of west Cumbria is unsuitable 
for geological disposal.  (For further information see Document 91 – Briefing Note on 
„Why this Siting Process is Different to Nirex‟, and question 4 in the Q&A section of the 
Partnership website at http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/page/80/QA-s.htm). 
 
With regard to aquifers, it was noted by the BGS that the aquifer resource in this area (as 
identified based on the screening criteria) is only down to 500m depth (see Figure 13 of 
the BGS screening report and the slide on page 25 above, showing the aquifers occurring 
onshore in the west and north of the Partnership area).  In the view of the NDA, a 
repository can potentially be situated in rock below an aquifer.  The EA would, however, 
have to be satisfied about the safety case in such a situation due to its statutory 
responsibility for groundwater resources.   
 
With regard to faults/fractures, the BGS stated that it is known that the western coastal 
zone in the vicinity of the Lake District Boundary Fault is faulted.  It was also noted that 
during the Nirex investigations there was evidence of fractures in cores that were 
examined (for further information on fractures see 3.10 below). 
 
It was stated by the BGS that the precise position of such faults can be difficult to predict 
at the surface, especially as here there is a covering of thick superficial deposits.  Also, 
the dip of the fault plane may not be known with any certainty, so that the position of the 
fault at depth may be uncertain.  Furthermore, although faults are shown as a single fault 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/page/80/QA-s.htm
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plane on geological maps, it is possible that the faults represent broad zones of 
deformation.  The difficulties resulting from the above led the Criteria Proposals Group to 
realise that it is not possible to have high-level regional criteria for excluding fractures 
and, as such, fractures should not be considered as part of the BGS screening study.  
However, it was accepted that fractures are a significant issue and need to be considered 
as part of any future site-specific investigation, should communities decide to participate 
in later stages of the MRWS process. 
 
3.9 – Questions re earthquakes  
Several discussions were held about the potential impact of earthquakes on a GDF, and 
whether the recent earthquake in Cumbria is cause for concern.   
  
Two further slides were shown about this issue. 
 
The first slide shows information taken from the BGS website about the earthquake in 
Coniston on 21st December 2010:  
 

© NERC All rights reserved

Coniston Earthquake

From BGS website: http://www.bgs.ac.uk/research/highlights/cumbriaEarthquakeDec2010.html?src=sfb

'We get an earthquake of this size somewhere in the UK 

roughly every 12–18 months. Damage is very unlikely.' 

'An earthquake of this size and depth might be felt up to 

80–100 km away. The earthquake has probably made 

windows and doors rattle and small objects might have 

been displaced.' 

Dr Brian Baptie, Head of Seismology at the BGS

Lat/Lon 54.391° North / 3.095° West

Grid ref NY 2891 0007

Depth 14.3 km

Locality 2 km NNW of Coniston

 
 
For more detail on this see the following page on the BGS website: 
www.bgs.ac.uk/research/highlights/cumbriaEarthquakeDec2010.html?src=sfb. 
 

http://www.bgs.ac.uk/research/highlights/cumbriaEarthquakeDec2010.html?src=sfb
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The second slide shows a history of earthquakes in the north of the UK: 
 

© NERC All rights reserved

Earthquakes- northern England

From: Stone et al. 2010. British Regional Geology: Northern England (5th Edition)

Magnitude UK 

earthquake 

frequency

5 1 every 20 

years

4 1 every 3–4 

years

3 3 each year

2 25 each year

1 100s each 

year

26 Dec. 1979: magnitude 4.7 Carlisle

28 April 2009: 3.7 ML Ulverston

21 Dec. 2010: 3.5 ML Coniston

3 Jan 2011: 3.6 ML Ripon

 
 
It was confirmed that any country that goes through the process of finding a site for a 
GDF, has to take into account the magnitude of earthquakes that they are likely to have, 
in order to determine how to engineer a site to deal with a potential earthquake of that 
scale.  It was emphasised that the recent Coniston earthquake is small in comparison 
with major global earthquakes and that the largest earthquake ever recorded in the UK 
would not be considered significant on a global scale.  
 
The Government and the NDA believe that it is unlikely that the vibrations associated with 
earthquakes of the magnitude that have been experienced in the UK would significantly 
affect a repository at depth, but any potential for changes to the rock containing a GDF 
would need to be thoroughly investigated.   
 
As geology provides the final barrier isolating the disposal facility from the surface, the 
potential effects of earthquakes on the rock itself needs to be considered.  A GDF can be 
designed, and waste packages can be placed, in such a way that waste packages are 
isolated from the walls, so that the packages would not fracture in the event of an 
earthquake.   
 
3.10 – Fractures 
Questions were asked about whether fractures are likely to be caused, and if so, how 
quickly they might fill and whether they can potentially become conduits for water.   
 
The greater the magnitude of an earthquake, the greater the chance of fractures being 
created, however the impact at different depths varies: 

 At surface level you may expect a small opening and the creation of a void.   

 At shallow levels you may expect some fractures.   

 At greater depths there is more pressure of rock, and, whilst there may be 
fractures, it is unlikely that an open void would be created.    

 
The issue is about whether an open void or a conduit through which water could move is 
created.  However, when a fracture occurs and water moves in, the open void can 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 31 of 53 Document No. 137  

potentially become filled/sealed by mineral deposits within a small scale of time, and 
therefore may no longer be a conduit for water.  
 
Again this would need to be considered as part of site specific investigations, should 
communities decide to participate in later stages of the MRWS process 
 
3.11 – Further geological screening  
A thorough „Seismic Hazard Assessment‟ would be an essential element in the tests that 
would have to be carried out to identify a possible site for a GDF.  This would only be 
carried out at a later stage in the siting process when more in-depth investigations at a 
particular site are required, and this would only happen if West Cumbria decides to 
participate further in the search for a site. 
 
3.12 – Consideration of geology at surface facilities 
It was also noted that geology needs to be considered at the surface, as the potential for 
surface instability is very relevant, e.g. peat deposits, salt solution, potential of collapse, 
potential slope instability, compressibility of the ground etc.  A geological survey is 
therefore required at any potential site(s) for above-ground facilities to assess the risks at 
the surface.  As there is no intention to store waste at the surface facilities for any 
significant time, this is, however, not a long-term consideration.   
 
3.13 – Other reference material and information about geology 
Further information about the BGS geological screening, and how it relates to, but is 
different from, the work done in the past, can also be found in the report from a seminar 
that was held for Partnership members and their colleagues on the 15th of November 
2010.  The report is available on the Partnership website (Document 123).   
 
The Q&A section of the Partnership website also contains responses to several 
frequently asked questions about geology and geological disposal more generally – see 
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/page/80/QA-s.htm. 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/page/80/QA-s.htm
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4.  Additional Considerations in 
Searching for a Site  

 
4.1 – Final reporting process 
Following the initial overview from the Chair of the Partnership and the presentation from 
the BGS, participants were asked to discuss in the groups at their tables any other 
aspects that they think would need to be considered when searching for a site, both in 
terms of geological screening and other key areas, if the process were to move forward. 
 
The points that were generated are summarised below.   
 
Further expert input on geology 

 The need for more than one expert geological opinion. 
 
Changing circumstances in the future e.g. geological and climate change 

 What would be the effects of having lots of small earthquakes over time e.g. 
fracturing, shaft shearing, tectonic impacts. 

 The impact of climate change given these huge time-spans of thousands of years e.g. 
the potential for sea level rising. 

 A concern that, if a facility goes under land rather than under the sea, what might be 
the impact on the area over that land (e.g. a village) over a span of time, as many 
things could change e.g. the sea covering it etc. 

 The need to clarify how long the repository would have to do its job (i.e. how long is 
waste hazardous) and how that compares with the timescales for geological change. 

 The decision to proceed will require a future-proofing risk assessment on changing 
circumstances (e.g. geology, future resources, climate change).  This must be very 
transparent, and where input is non-expert, this must be equally represented.  

 
Nirex 

 Whether there is any information that was produced during the Nirex 
investigations/inquiry that would be useful now to determine whether an area is 
excluded or not. 

 Of the £400m spent on Nirex there is a need for clarity about exactly what area was 
covered.   

 
Future and emerging technology 

 How will we address and take into account what might be viewed as emerging 
technologies or resources e.g. geothermal energy?  For example with granite, at the 
moment nobody is going dig into that, but in the future we don‟t know. 

 
Public knowledge and awareness 

 If a referendum is used, the people that are going to vote need to fully understand 
everything involved.  How do we get that message across in plain English?  

 
National Park 

 Should a GDF be placed under the Lake District National Park, and if so, what would 
be the implications?  This is in the context of the geological elements, (e.g. 
seismology, changes in sea level etc.), but also the human perspective.  You cannot 
necessarily tell in the long-term what the human requirements will be, but in the short-
term what will be the human requirements with regard to both the surface and the 
underground facilities? 
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Other criteria/factors 

 Economic and social impacts.   

 Making sure we take into account perception issues, with the obvious example being 
the perception held by tourists and whether it would deter them from visiting.  

 More immediate human factors and whether they are a consideration e.g. should it be  
near centres of population, and the impact on house prices.   

 A question was asked about how cost will kick in as factor.  The assumption was that 
it would be more expensive to develop a GDF at some sites than at others, so when 
does developing a facility in a specific geology become too expensive? 

 
Future communication and engagement 

 There was a request to see much more accurate use of language over the use of a 
search for a site.  It was noted that one of the ways that this has been expressed in 
this particular process is the search for a “home” for the country‟s nuclear waste.  It 
was stated that we are not searching for a home and that calling it a home is 
misleading, particularly as some people will be feeling that the waste has already got 
a home.  It is going to be a “massive engineering enterprise, the scale of the Channel 
Tunnel” and more than one participant stated that they would like to see more 
accurate use of language that reflects this.   

 It was also suggested that communications should stop talking about a site, and talk 
about sites.  It was noted that there is a need to talk more about the above-ground 
facilities, which will be a big industrial site and could potentially include e.g. 
encapsulation facilities and a store for fuel.    

 
Infrastructure 

 It was noted that there may or may not be a need for a massive plant at the second 
(underground) site, but infrastructure will certainly be needed to transport/transfer the 
waste there, as well as for any processing/encapsulation work.  

 
The need to look at all issues as a whole 

 With regard to the initial presentation and the four different issues identified in PSE1, 
it was noted that there is a danger in separating out issues.  One participant 
wondered to what extent the issue of pros/cons and ethics have been incorporated 
into the issue of raising public awareness.  This was related to the whole issue of 
“joined-up thinking” and it was noted that it is quite easy to take them as a list of 
separate issues when they might all relate to each other.  The need for a strategic 
way of looking at them as a whole was highlighted.   

 
Please note that some of these topics were also considered in further depth during the 
discussion groups that followed (see Section 5 for more detail).
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5.  Discussion Topics  
 
5.1 – Discussion topics 
The participants were split into three groups to talk about the following topics over three 
rounds of discussion: 
  

 Topic 1 – How public and stakeholder views will inform the Partnership‟s work. 

 Topic 2 – Impacts and community benefits.  

 Topic 3 – Involving communities around potential sites. 
 
Each participant was given the opportunity to participate in all three topic discussions, but 
could also choose to focus on the topics that were of most interest or relevance to them, 
and/or talk further to the BGS representative (see Section 3 above). 
 
Please see appendices 4 – 6 for the topic sheets that were used to support each topic 
discussion.  
 
At the start of each discussion, a Partnership member gave an overview of the topic, 
explained why the Partnership is seeking feedback on that particular issue, and outlined 
the kind of feedback that is being sought.  
 
A summary of the discussions and output from all three rounds of discussion on 
the topics is provided in 5.2 – 5.4 below. 
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5.2 – Topic 1: How public and stakeholder views will inform our 
work  

 
The Government stated in its White Paper that any decision to enter the siting process for 
a GDF must have „credible support‟ within the local community.  Chris Shaw (Partnership 
and Steering Group member from the Cumbria Association of Local Councils) outlined 
the ways in which the Partnership is currently proposing to use public opinion in guiding 
its recommendations to the Councils.  A fuller description of this can be found in 
Appendix 4 (Topic Sheet 1) but essentially the Partnership is suggesting that it: 
 

 Conducts an independent telephone survey to gauge public opinion, once it has 
completed its work.  This survey would use a large enough sample size to make 
the results statistically robust and representative (according to national 
standards). 

 Looks to see if there is „net support‟, which means that more people support 
participating in the siting process than oppose it.  If not, then the Partnership is 
saying that it could not recommend further participation in the process. 

 Looks for „broad support‟ in terms of the weight of evidence and argument being 
put forward by those engaged.  This is a subjective judgement. 

 
The following feedback groups people‟s views together by theme. 
 
5.2.1 – Advance information 
All participants agreed that any opinion survey must be preceded by residents having 
adequate information and opportunity to understand what is being proposed and the 
implications of it.  This should include debate around the pros and cons of moving 
forward, and also of withdrawing from the process.  One participant suggested that more 
effort should be put into putting across alternative arguments than is currently being done 
by the Partnership. 
 
5.2.2 – Questions to ask 
It was felt that the survey should judge levels of awareness as well as people‟s support or 
opposition, so that the Partnership has a sense of how much people know before they 
express their view e.g. Have you heard of the Partnership?  Have you seen the BGS 
map? 
 
5.2.3 – Representation and sample size 
All participants were very keen to see that any survey is statistically robust and credible in 
terms of sample size.  Some felt that a survey of 1000 people in Allerdale and 1000 in 
Copeland was not enough given the populations there.  A couple of participants felt that, 
if the result is not clear, it should not be relied upon, for example if the levels of support 
and opposition are roughly equal, or if under 50% of people do not express a clear view.  
There was also a concern over whether the increasing tendency for „mobile only‟ 
households would skew the result. 
 
5.2.4 – Timing 
Whilst some participants felt that it was appropriate for the Partnership to follow public 
opinion, others felt it should think very carefully about binding itself to residents‟ views at 
this early stage before all the facts are known.  Some argued that it is difficult for 
residents to really understand what‟s being proposed given that there is no site yet, and 
no clarity on impacts or community benefits.  The future process is abstract as it is so far 
away, and still rather unclear.  There is a danger that residents might interpret a survey 
as asking „Do you support or oppose the facility?‟ as opposed to „Do you support or 
oppose undertaking further investigations, without commitment?‟.   
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5.2.5 – Geography 
The current suggestion from the Partnership is that public opinion across the whole of 
Cumbria would be surveyed, with the highest sample sizes in Allerdale and Copeland, as 
that is where the Partnership is saying they would need to see „net support‟ in order to 
consider moving forward.  The rest of Cumbria would also be surveyed so that it can be 
seen how levels of support/opposition change with distance.  It was noted by participants 
that some residents might assume that, if they have been screened out by the geological 
screening, they will not be affected by the facility: this is not true because the geological 
screening applies only to the underground facility, not the surface facilities.  It is unclear 
how relevant this is, or how much weight should be put on it. 
 
5.2.6 – Other methods: referendum/census/postal vote 
Other ways of judging public support, like a referendum or public census, have 
undeniable public credibility because they give everybody a chance to vote.  However, 
participants felt that such a binding referendum should only be done when there is full 
information for residents to make a decision on, including where a facility might go, what 
the specific impacts would be, and what the specific community benefits would be.  
Otherwise residents would be being asked to decide on incomplete information.  
 
5.2.7 – Qualitative methods of engagement 
It was noted that other methods of engagement should be considered that allow for fuller 
public debate and investigation, such as a Citizens‟ Jury.  Whilst this is different to the 
Residents‟ Panel or a public opinion survey, the Partnership should consider it within their 
future engagement plan. 
 
5.2.8 – Other comments 
One participant felt that the Partnership had overplayed the support that the Committee 
on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) had given to geological disposal, and said 
that the Partnership should be considering and debating other options. 
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5.3 – Topic 2: Impacts and community benefits 
 
Elaine Woodburn (Partnership and Steering Group member from Copeland Borough 
Council, and current Chair of the Partnership), and Stuart Kemp (Partnership and 
Steering Group member from Cumbria County Council) outlined the Partnership's current 
thinking on impacts and community benefits.   
 
Impacts – As part of its work programme, the Partnership is considering the potential 
impacts, both positive and negative, that having a GDF in West Cumbria might bring.  
The Partnership is therefore in the process of gathering research into three domestic and 
three international projects, to consider lessons learned and how communities have 
reacted.  These projects are: 

 UK – Channel Tunnel, Sizewell B, and an „energy from waste‟ plant in Cheshire. 

 International – Sweden, France and Finland (all nuclear sites for waste disposal). 
The Partnership is also considering what is important to members of the public and 
stakeholder organisations in West Cumbria, and Cumbria more widely. 
 
Community benefits – With regard to community benefits, the Government has already 
stated in its White Paper that any area in which a GDF is sited would expect some kind of 
community benefits package, but exactly what this might be and when it might happen is 
not yet clear.  Participants were given an overview of the research that the Partnership 
commissioned into the kinds of community benefits packages that have been agreed 
overseas, and outlined the feedback that it is seeking from stakeholders about what 
should be considered in its discussions with the Government.  
 
A fuller description of the work that is being done in both of these areas, and the 
feedback that is being sought, can be found in Appendix 5 (Topic Sheet 2). 

 
The following feedback groups people‟s views together by theme. 
 
 5.3.1 – Comparators with other large scale developments 
Participants commented that the Channel Tunnel development did not have the „end 
point‟ of a nuclear waste facility, and that, whilst the impact of building the tunnel could 
highlight issues, the finishing point was different and would therefore affect people's 
perceptions differently. 

 
5.3.2 – Perceptions 
Some participants felt that West Cumbria has already suffered stigma as a result of the 
nuclear industry.  It was also felt that West Cumbria should not be seen as a “sacrifice 
area”, where other hazardous waste could be brought just because there is a perception 
that it will be accepted.  It was proposed that the current impact of the nuclear industry 
should be used as a benchmark for any research, and someone also suggested that the 
impact of building the Thorp plant could be assessed.   
 
Another perception was that “it will just happen” regardless of the Partnership's process, 
as there are strong logistical pressures to site a facility in West Cumbria.  There was a 
fear that the Government might use new planning powers to override any local process. 
 
One participant said that her experience of recruiting clergy, was that people were put off 
by the presence of the nuclear industry in West Cumbria. 
 
5.3.3 – Security and safety 
Participants felt that safety and security issues were more important than community 
benefits, and that community benefits should not be seen as a bribe.  It was also noted 
that health monitoring should also be maintained. 
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5.3.4 – Ability to respond/scenarios 
It was felt by participants that it was too early to know precisely what a GDF would look 
like, but it was clear that there were potentially several scenarios for different types of 
site.  It was felt that it would be easier to comment on impacts if there was greater clarity 
about what a site might look like and how it might operate.  The different phases of 
impacts were also discussed i.e. the phases during construction and operation, then post-
closure.  The impacts also resonated wider than the site because of the infrastructural 
changes that might be required. 
 
Additional factors that would impact on people‟s perceptions of the impacts and 
acceptability included the types of radioactive waste that might go into a facility e.g. 
whether military waste, health service waste and waste from new build stations would be 
included. 
 
5.3.5 – Community benefits 
It has been recognised from previous engagement events and other forums (e.g. 
neighbourhood forums) that there is some impetus for the nature and scale of community 
benefits to be clearer.  Some people see benefits as a bribe, but they are also seen by 
others as part and parcel of any development of this scale.  It was reiterated that the 
Partnership's view is that safety and security will be the overriding factor.   
 
There were concerns that raising the issue of community benefits at too early a stage 
might skew the process in favour of siting a GDF in West Cumbria.  
 
A view that benefits should be community and not individually focused, led to a further 
conversation about how the Partnership defines community.  
 
Some possible approaches to benefits were suggested including: a community fund, a 
„shopping list‟, a central fund to be allocated anywhere in West Cumbria according to pre-
determined need.  It was, however, also noted that there should be an avoidance of 
“reliance” on community benefits. 
 
5.3.6 – Presentation of community benefits alongside impacts 
Concerns were expressed about the way that „impacts‟ is presented as a neutral word in 
the Partnership‟s literature (i.e. could mean either positive or negative) whereas 
„community benefits‟ are spelt out alongside impacts as a potential benefit.  It was 
suggested by one participant that community benefits should not be used in this way, and 
that, although community benefits are mentioned in the White Paper, it is understood that 
the MRWS process does not have to “blindly” follow the White Paper.   It was further 
suggested that the Partnership should use the header of „impacts‟ alone, and then have a 
list of possible negative or positive impacts (that would include community benefits).   
 
5.3.7 – Other issues 
Other issues that were raised included: 

 Where the responsibility lies with regard to doing something now – is it this 
generation's responsibility and, if so, how do we keep people well informed, so 
that they can make sound decisions. 

 Retrievability – how is this being considered, and would it create a different impact 
on people's perceptions of acceptability. 

 The impact of not having a GDF, both on West Cumbria as most of the waste is 
already located here, and on the local economy.   

 Proximity, including views that the waste should not be moved too far before 
disposal. 
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5.4 – Topic 3: Involving communities around potential sites 
 
If West Cumbria does decide to take part in the process for finding a site, there would 
need to be a process for identifying potential sites and narrowing down those that might 
be suitable for a facility.  The Partnership wants to be confident about how this process 
might work before recommending whether or not a decision to participate in the 
Government‟s siting process should be taken.  Fred Barker (Partnership member from 
the Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum (NuLeAF)) outlined a potential process for identifying 
and narrowing down sites, as well as the Partnership‟s current thinking on how 
communities likely to be affected might be involved in this process.  A fuller description of 
this can be found in Appendix 6 (Topic Sheet 3) but essentially the Partnership is 
suggesting that: 
 

 The next steps for identifying and narrowing down potential sites could involve: 
identifying a long list of potential sites; carrying out desk-based studies to produce 
a short list of sites; and carrying out surface-based investigations at agreed sites 
(for example drilling boreholes). 

 There should be certain principles to guide how the public is involved in a siting 
process.  Some of the principles suggested by the Partnership are: identify and 
involve affected communities as early as possible; take proper account of the 
views of local people and use local knowledge and expertise; and only continue 
with the process for choosing a site if there is enough local support. 
 

The discussions particularly focused on what would need to happen to involve 
communities if the process for finding a site were to start, and what kinds of things other 
than geological suitability should be considered in looking for a potential site.   
 
The following feedback groups people‟s views together by theme. 
 
5.4.1 – Who should be involved and to what extent? 
Several participants pointed out the need to move away from the purely geographical 
view of „community‟ in order to include communities with other interests, such as visitors 
to the Lake District.  The need to identify and involve all stakeholders was stressed 
(including involvement in the design of the process), as well as to prioritise the 
involvement of younger people.   
 
The issue of how all these different views should be weighted was questioned (including 
where there might be more than one geographical community potentially affected).  There 
was also recognition of the financial cost of involving people.  One participant commented 
on the difficulty in defining a geographical community in sparsely populated rural areas. 
 
5.4.2 – Decision-making power and process 
The need for a clear and easy to understand process was emphasised by many 
participants, including where the decision-making power lies, who represents the 
community (and which community), who has genuine power of veto, who actually makes 
the final decisions about siting and on what basis.  Some participants were particularly 
concerned about the process of getting from the White Paper criteria down to genuine 
community involvement in a siting process. 
 
5.4.3 – Getting people engaged 
Several participants mentioned the difficulties of getting the public motivated to engage 
with this issue, and giving them ownership over it as something that could affect them.  
Although there was a comment about what a good job the Partnership is currently doing 
in terms of engagement, there is clearly still a need to make the issue relevant to the 
public, in language they understand and at places they go to.  The issue of prior 
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knowledge was a particular concern – some participants felt that the Partnership still had 
a way to go with clearly laying out the issues to the public in easily understandable 
language. 
 
5.4.4 – Abstract nature of the issue 
This was of major concern to some participants in two contrasting ways: the fact that they 
were being asked to talk about a more detailed stage of the process when the process 
might not get that far, as well as the issue of the process being one that some did not 
wish to enter; and that continuing to discuss abstract principles was not sufficient for or 
acceptable to some participants, who felt that now was the time to involve potentially 
affected communities in the more detailed discussions.  The first issue in particular made 
some participants feel particularly uncomfortable about participating in the workshop. 
 
5.4.5 – Principles 
The Partnership‟s suggested principles for community involvement tended to be met with 
the response that they were fine, but nothing unexpected.  It was suggested that the 
principles could also address the issues of empowerment and ownership of the process, 
and the need to be clear about where the decision-making power lies was again raised. 
 
5.4.6 – Siting criteria 
Other than geological suitability, several other possible criteria were suggested for the 
process of narrowing down potential sites.  These included: long and short-term positive 
and negative socio-economic impacts (e.g. is there particularly high unemployment in an 
area, long-term impact on tourism); interaction with other programmes such as Britain‟s 
Energy Coast and new nuclear power stations; minimising transport/distance from origin 
(see next paragraph below); heritage impacts above and below ground; potential climate 
change impacts (including ice age/frost) on head works and an underground site; and 
energy and transport infrastructure.  The need for a more detailed understanding of the 
economic and human impacts over the short, medium and long-term was suggested. 
 
5.4.7 – Transport and distance 
This issue was raised by several people.  It was clarified by the NDA that a repository at 
the moment would only take English and Welsh wastes, and that the preference would be 
for transport of the waste by rail.  The possibility of sea travel was suggested if 
appropriate, as well as the potential for improving existing road and rail infrastructure 
either around a site as part of the development, or further afield as part of a community 
benefits package.  The potential distance between e.g. Sellafield and the site head works 
was discussed, with the suggestion that this should be minimised should the repository 
end up being sited in West Cumbria. 
 
5.4.8 – Risk and future proofing 
Some participants pointed out the need for a robust risk management process, including 
transport and terrorism issues.  The need to consider tomorrow‟s waste was also raised – 
for example a nuclear repository may need to evolve in the same way as nuclear power 
might.  Again, there was concern that the Partnership‟s discussions were looking ahead 
to potential future developments that we currently know nothing about. 
 
5.4.9 – Other comments 
Other issues raised included the need to bear in mind disruption during construction, and 
the possibility of making community benefits proportional to the level of disruption. 
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6.  Other Issues Discussed 
 
6.1 – Final comments and feedback 
At the end of the meeting participants were brought back together for a final opportunity 
to discuss key issues arising from the day, have any outstanding questions answered and 
complete an evaluation form about the workshop.  The key areas of discussion are 
summarised below or included in the evaluation summary in Section 7.   
 
6.2 – Concerns about using net support as an indicator and the use of a telephone 
survey  
Some participants reiterated their concerns about the idea of net support and it was 
suggested that other factors should be taken into account before the judgement over 
whether to use this as an indicator or not is made.   
 
Questions were also raised about whether a telephone survey is the best process for 
determining net support, and it was suggested that other things should also be going on 
in parallel.   
 
It was noted that the Partnership is keen to have representative information, and the 
Programme Manager confirmed that, if this form of survey is used, sample sizes would be 
determined using national standards to ensure statistical robustness, but there were still 
concerns about whether people being chosen at random would really be representative of 
public opinion throughout the whole area.  The issue of people feeling that they were at 
least given the option to have a say was also raised.  
 
6.3 – Clarity about exclusion areas and the impacts of construction 
It was noted by one participant that many people in West Cumbria are under the 
impression that their area has been excluded as a result of the BGS study, and it was 
now clear from taking part in the workshop that this is not the case, as the surface 
facilities could still be located in excluded areas.  There had also been greater realisation 
about the impacts of construction alone e.g. the volume of spoil from constructing 
underground vaults. 
 
6.4 – Perceptions of coverage in the press 
A question was asked about how many people had seen or heard anything in the press 
and on TV/radio, and if so, what their perceptions of the coverage were.  The general 
perception was that local press tends to be balanced/even-handed, if not even supportive 
of the process, whereas the national press tends to be very negative.  It was noted that 
people who are furthest away geographically tend not to understand the issues involved.   
 
6.5 – Offer of additional support and materials  
The Programme Manager stated that anybody who needs any further information or 
support to help them raise awareness in their organisations, or who has any other input 
on what the Partnership could be doing, should contact him (see inside front cover for 
contact details).   
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7.  Evaluation 
 
Participants (see Appendix 3) were asked to complete an evaluation form at the end of 
the workshop.   
 
15 forms were completed by participants (including 1 that was received afterwards), and 
2 were also completed by Partnership members who were in attendance.  The results are 
summarised below, together with comments that were made by participants during the 
final session of the day. 
 
Scores from the Partnership members who completed evaluation forms have not been 
included in the evaluation/analysis below, and any comments that they made are listed 
separately from those of participants.  
 
 
Q1.  How confident are you in this Partnership to give well informed and robust 
advice at the end of its work programme? 
 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not at all
confident

Very 
confident

1 out of 15 respondees did not score this question

 
 
Comments from evaluation forms: 

 Some concern about MORI telephone survey as only method. 

 Partnership seems to be very knowledgeable. 

 Some concerns about how and when to survey community. 

 Process contains sufficient “gateway” points for withdrawal, which engenders trust. 

 This is a process of “managed consent”, not a serious attempt to explore in depth the 
pros and cons. 

 
Verbal comment on the day: 

 From what I‟ve seen the process is very robust – speaking with a touch of bias I know 
a number of the individuals and I know their integrity and the capability that they bring 
to the table. 
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Q2.  How do you feel about the pace the Partnership is moving at? 
 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

0 2 4 6 8 10 8 6 4 2 0

Too 
slow

Too 
fast

4 out of 15 respondees did not score this question

 
 
Comments from evaluation forms: 

 Concern that process moving faster than getting information to councillors & general 
public. 

 Long timescales mean that the Partnership have the time to do things thoroughly. 

 The speed should relate to the time needed to fully scrutinise the feasibility of these 
proposals, but since full scrutiny is not part of them, it‟s impossible to comment. 

 
 
Q3.  Do you feel this meeting was run in a fair and unbiased way? 
 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

No, not 
very fair

Yes, 
very fair

15 out of 15 respondees scored this question
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Comment from evaluation forms: 

 Well balanced.  All viewpoints listened to and responded to.  

 It was fair in terms of the Partnership‟s objectives.  But, in my view, the objectives 
were unfair on the stakeholders because they emphasised information giving at the 
expense of hearing people‟s views.   

 
 
Q4.  How useful has the information on the MRWS process been so far? 
 

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

Not very
good/useful

Very 
good/useful

1 out of 15 respondees did not score this question

 
 
Comments from evaluation forms: 

 The discussion packs are fine but finding an „audience‟ is the major problem.  
Becoming a „social pariah‟ is of no great personal benefit! 

 Useful to me, because I‟m listening.  I hope it‟s reiterative in picking up the concerns 
from the public. 

 Learnt a great deal.  Feel as though I have sufficient knowledge to advise others on 
the issues involved. 

 Geological information particularly well presented. 

 Information is always oriented towards defending the idea that a GDF is going to be 
feasible, when this remains to be demonstrated.  
 

Verbal comments: 

 As a parish council, I‟ve gained so much in this meeting and have probably got more 
than enough information at this stage to pass on to members. 

 I think there‟s good information and you‟re making it readily available, the challenge is 
how to get people interested in it, for us (parish council) and for you. 

 I‟ve been very appreciative of this opportunity to come along and hear all of this today 
– I find this kind of conversation much more informative, a format where you can ask 
questions, discuss and get answers.  Far better to come to something like this than 
just watching videos and reading about it in the papers. 

 I‟d like to make a point that was made earlier about the vocabulary and being realistic 
about the scale of the development.   
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Q5.  Is there anything else you would like to say about this meeting or the 
Partnership more widely? 
 
Comments from evaluation forms: 

 The meetings are very useful and informative, but what does it say about the 
„Partnership‟ if 80% of invited „stakeholders‟ did not send a representative? 

 Good open discussion in which people were encouraged/invited to contribute wide 
ranging views. 

 I think stressing that the object is to be open-minded in proceeding to a decision 
about going further is important. 

 More follow ups on these meetings (v. good). 

 Very informative.  Some very capable people seem to be involved with the 
Partnership. 

 I still think that in many areas the subject is not widely discussed and there is a 
degree of lack of interest despite all the promotion by MRWS. 

 Involve stakeholders in designing process – especially community consultation.  Be 
clear about scale of development and infrastructure. 

 Very useful and should hold another in next PSE round. 

 Meeting too long, please condense into shorter period! 

 The objectives of the Partnership seem to be about managing consent, but they 
should be about open inquiry.  The meetings are well-organised and run, but to 
flawed objectives. 
 

Comment from Partnership member: 

 Need to consider balance between stakeholders & Partnership members/agencies.  I 
think there‟s a danger stakeholders will feel intimidated if too many Partnership 
members present.  Re NGOs – maybe they could be given „editorial control‟ of a 
meeting? 
 

 
Q6.  How do you rate the integrity of the BGS survey? 
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Low High

9 out of 15 respondees did not score this question
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Comments from evaluation forms: 

 As a preliminary desk-based study fine, but would need to see a much greater- 
detailed survey, particularly re water movement (or not) through any proposed sites. 

 Highly, and helped by Colin‟s extra slide showing why aquifers/ground waters won‟t 
mix.  In view of the Nirex inquiry criticisms, I think getting across the confidence of the 
geologists is important. 

 I‟m not a geologist. 

 Survey validated by two other independent bodies, therefore I must rate the integrity 
of the survey very highly. 

 BGS are the experts. 

 Highly. 

 The BGS study is fine in so far as it meets its objectives.  But the objectives are very 
strange when considered against the massive and expensive programme of work on 
geology that has produced very detailed and in-depth knowledge of the area from the 
Nirex Inquiry. 

 
Comments from Partnership members: 

 Pretty good. 

 Very good. 
 
 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 47 of 53 Document No. 137  

8. Way Forward  
 
8.1 – Workshop report  
The report from this workshop will be circulated around the attendees to check for 
accuracy, before being made public on the Partnership‟s website in the Documents 
section, along with the outputs from other strands of PSE2. 
 
8.2 – PSE2 report 
A final report summarising the outputs from all of the strands of PSE2 (including those 
detailed in this report) will be produced after the completion of PSE2 on 11th February 
2011.  A draft summary of the findings will be presented to the Partnership on 14th April, 
and the final report (due to be published around June 2011) will seek to capture the 
essence of the issues raised in all of the strands of engagement, and will also 
demonstrate how the Partnership intends to respond to these issues.  The report will be 
made available on the Partnership website. 
 
8.3 – Further workshop in PSE3  
It is anticipated that the Partnership will run this workshop again in the third round of PSE, 
before the Partnership makes its final recommendations to the three Councils.  Further 
details will be made available on the Partnership‟s website and in future updates. 
 
8.4 – Other ways to get involved 
There are a number of ways in which members of the public and stakeholder 
organisations can find out more and get involved to share their views.  These include: 

 Visit the West Cumbria MRWS Partnership website. 

 Submit comments via the website, by email, by phone or by post. 

 Attend Partnership meetings (dates and venues are on the website). 

 Ask the Partnership to meet with or present to a group/organisation. 

 Register for email or postal updates. 
There will also be ongoing media coverage and the Partnership is currently exploring 
additional/broader methods for engaging with the community including road shows, 
display stands at key sites, country fairs etc. 
 
8.5 – Thank you 
The Partnership would like to thank everyone who gave their time to attend the workshop 
and input their views.  
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Appendix 1 – Agenda for Stakeholder Organisations Workshop, 13th January 2011 

 
The objectives of the workshop were: 

 To demonstrate how public input has led to real changes. 

 To build understanding of the MRWS process and the work of the Partnership, 
including the results and implications of the initial geological screening study.  

 To seek views from stakeholder organisations about the MRWS process, in particular 
on three key issues: 

o How to use public views to decide whether to proceed. 
o Impacts and community benefits. 
o Community involvement in the siting process. 

 
Agenda  
 

Time Details 

10.00 Welcome and introduction  
Housekeeping; Working agreements for the day; Agenda.  

10.20 Context setting by the Partnership 
An explanation of the Partnership's work to date, covering: work so far, the 
Geological Survey, feedback from the first round of public and stakeholder 
engagement (PSE1), the current stage and what comes next.  A chance to 
see the public consultation DVD.  

11.00 
 
 
 

British Geological Survey (BGS)  
BGS to explain their work on the initial survey and a general overview of 
geology of West Cumbria, including water movement.  An opportunity to 
ask questions followed by some group work at tables. 

12.00 Break 

12.20 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Workshop sessions on consultation questions  
A Partnership member will explain the topics, why they are seeking 
feedback on them and kind of feedback being sought.  
 
There will be four workshop sessions. You'll get the chance to participate in 
all of them before the end of the day. The four sessions are: Geology; 
Topic1 (Public and stakeholder views); Topic 2 (Impacts and community 
benefits); Topic 3 (Involving communities in the siting process). 

13.15 Lunch  

14.00 
 

Workshop sessions on consultation questions  
Continuing sessions from before lunch. 

14.50 Break 

15.10 Feedback to Partnership 
Including confidence in the Partnership and its work, as well as any 
materials needed to inform your liaison with colleagues. 

15.35 Evaluation and way forward 

15.55 Final words 

16.00 End 
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Appendix 2 – Organisations invited to attend the Stakeholders Organisation 
Workshop, 13th January 2011 

 
Approximately 220 organisations were invited to the workshop, including: 
 

All West Cumbrian Parish and Town Councils (approximately 100) 

Action with Communities in Cumbria (ACT) 

Age Concern 

Allerdale and Copeland Disability Association 

Allerdale Borough Council 

AMICUS 

AWAZ Cumbria 

Barrow Borough Council 

Britain's Energy Coast 

British Holiday and Home Parks Association (BH&HPA) 

Business Link 

Capita Symonds 

Carlisle City Council 

Churches Together in Cumbria 

Civil Nuclear Constabulary 

Civil Nuclear Police Authority 

Cockermouth Area Partnership & Maryport Area Partnership 

Connexions Cumbria 

Copeland Borough Council 

CoRWM 

Cumbria Association of Local Councils 

Cumbria Business Environment Network 

Cumbria Chamber of Commerce and Industry 

Cumbria Childrens Fund 

Cumbria Community Foundation 

Cumbria Constabulary 

Cumbria County Council 

Cumbria CVS 

Cumbria Farmer Network 

Cumbria Fire and Rescue 

Cumbria Green Infrastructure Forum 

Cumbria LSP 

Cumbria Local Site Partnerships 

Cumbria Newspaper Group 

Cumbria PCT 

Cumbria Police Authority 

Cumbria Rural Enterprise Agency (CREA) 

Cumbria Social Enterprise Partnership 

Cumbria Strategic Partnership 

Cumbria Tourism/ Cumbria Tourist Board 

Cumbria Vision 

Cumbria Wildlife Trust 

Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment (CORE) 

Department for Transport 

Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 

Derwent 7 Locality Partnership 

Distington & Howgate Partnership 

Dumfries & Galloway Council 

Durham County Council 
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Eden District Council 

Egremont & Area Regeneration Partnership 

Egremont Town Council 

English Heritage 

Environment Agency 

Faith Forum 

Five Rivers Partnership & Gosforth Parish Council 

Food Standards Agency 

Forestry Commission 

Friends of the Lake District 

GMB/Unite 

Greenpeace 

Haile & Wilton Parish Council 

Highways Agency 

HSE Nuclear Installations Inspectorate 

Invest in Cumbria 

Isle of Man Government 

Jobcentre Plus 

Keswick Area Partnership 

Lakes College West Cumbria 

Lakes District National Park Authority (LDNPA) 

Lancashire County Council 

Learning & Skills Council 

Living Environment Thematic Group, LSP 

Low Level Waste Repository Ltd 

Maryport Area Partnership 

MP for Copeland 

MP for Workington 

National Farmers Union 

National Trust 

Natural England & Cumbria Green Infrastructure Forum 

Network Rail 

NHS Cumbria 

North Allerdale Development Trust 

North Cumbria Acute Hospitals University Foundation NHS Trust 

North West Development Agency 

Northern Trades Union Forum (TUF) 

Northumbria County Council 

Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 

Nuclear Institute Cumbria 

Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum (NuLeAF) 

NuKlear21 

Older People's Forum 

Port of Workington Authority 

Prospect Union 

Regen NE Copeland 

Royal Society for the Protection of Birds (RSPB) 

Scottish Borders Council 

Sellafield Ltd 

South Copeland Area Partnership 

South Lakes District Council 

South Workington Area Partnership 

Studsvik Ltd 

The Cumberland and Westmorland Antiquarian and Archaeological Society 
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The Uplands Centre 

The Wildfowl and Wetlands Trust 

Third Sector Forum 

Trades Hall Centre 

United Utilities 

University of Central Lancashire (UCLAN) 

University of Cumbria 

West Cumbria & North Lakes Friends of the Earth 

West Cumbria Business Cluster 

West Cumbria Development Agency (WCDA) and West Cumbria Industries Group 

West Cumbria Development Fund (WCDF) 

West Cumbria Sites Stakeholders Group 

West Cumbria Vision Board 

West Lakes Academy 

Western Lake District Tourism Partnership 

Westlakes Engineering 

Whitehaven and District Trades Council 

Woodland Trust 
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Appendix 3 – Attendees of the 13th January 2011 workshop 

 

Participants from stakeholder organisations 
Jeff Downham  Action with Communities in Cumbria (ACT) 
Alan Jones  Allonby Parish Council 
Shirley Muir Blennerhasset and Torpenhow Parish Council & Aspatria Rural 

Partnership 
Alan Tyson  Cockermouth Town Council 
Jocelyn Holland Cumbria Association of Local Councils (CALC) 
  (p.m. only) 
Barbara Lamb  Dean Parish Council 
Jack Ellerby  Friends of the Lake District 
Andy Thomas  Future Solutions & Nuclear Institute Cumbria Branch 
Jean McSorley Greenpeace 
Roy Greenhalgh Network Rail 
Neil Osborne  Network Rail 
Marcus Swift Prospect Union (Marcus is a new member of the Partnership and 

attended this workshop as a participant) 
Joe Sandwith  Seaton Parish Council 
Shirley Williams Sellafield Ltd 
Ruth Balogh  West Cumbria and North Lakes Friends of the Earth 
Karen Forsyth  West Lakes Academy 
Peter Tyson  Whitehaven and District Trades Council 
Gordon Smith  Wilton Parish Council 
 
Partnership members 
Mike Davidson Allerdale Borough Council 
  (p.m. only) 
Elaine Woodburn Copeland Borough Council (current Chair of the Partnership) 
Chris Shaw  Cumbria Association of Local Councils (CALC) 
Stewart Kemp  Cumbria County Council 
Fred Barker  Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum (NuLeAF) 
 
Partnership observing members 
Brian Clark   Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) 
Mark Dutton  Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) 
Bruce Cairns  Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 
Andrew Craze  Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) 
Gavin Thomson Environment Agency 
Alun Ellis  Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) 
 
Facilitation team and presenters 
Dr Colin Waters British Geological Survey 
Rhuari Bennett 3KQ, Programme Manager 
Helen Fisher  3KQ, Workshop Organiser 
Jane Dalton  3KQ, Report Writer 
Carl Reynolds  3KQ, Facilitator 
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Appendices 4 to 6 – Topic Sheets 1 to 3  

 
Topic Sheets 1 to 3 were used during the workshop to support the conversations that 
took place during the series of discussion groups on three key topics (see Section 5).   
 
The Topic Sheets were also used during the Partnership‟s second round of public and 
stakeholder engagement (PSE2) as part of the discussion pack and as reference material 
at the community drop-in events that took place throughout Cumbria. 
 
 
 
 



westcumbria:mrws
Managing Radioactive Waste Safely

TOPIC 1

Introduction
The Partnership's advice to the Councils has to be informed by discussion with the public and other interested
groups, or 'stakeholders'.  We want everyone to know what is going on and to have his or her say.  
The Government also wants to be sure that if a council decides to continue with the process, it has genuinely
considered public and stakeholder views to inform its decision making.

Who makes the final decision?
The Partnership will consider public views in its advice to Allerdale Borough, Copeland Borough and Cumbria
County Councils.  It will not make any decisions.  The Councils, as formal representatives of the local
community, will decide whether or not to move to the next stage of the process for finding a site.  
This decision will not be made until 2012.

Topic 1: How public and stakeholder views will inform our work

How should we take public and stakeholder
views into account?

Talking with people is not enough.  We have to be able to use
public and stakeholder views to inform our final
recommendations to the Councils.  We are developing a set of
ʻindicatorsʼ to help us.  We currently think that if we advise
the Councils to take part in the siting process, this would have
to be based on:

Draft indicators
1. Net support from the West Cumbrian public.

2. Broad support from the key organisations engaged by 
the Partnership, such as local councils, community 
interest groups, parish councils, and so on.

3. Evidence that concerns raised have been or will be 
addressed, including providing an explanation if specific
concerns have not been addressed.

4. Evidence that reasons for opposing or supporting the
recommendation have been identified, understood 
and taken into account in reaching our conclusions.

Net support  

Broad support

This is about the Partnershipʼs judgement of the
quality and strength of evidence and argument,
rather than the number of people expressing a
particular view.

Indicators

These help us to judge whether our views are
credible, given public and stakeholder
opinion.

This means that more people are in
favour of an idea than oppose it.  In
this case we are proposing to: 

• Survey a wide sample of the West
Cumbrian public.

• Ask them whether they think the
Councils should proceed to the
next stage of the process,
remembering this does not mean a
final commitment to hosting a
facility.

• Compare the number of people
who say ʻyesʼ or ʻnoʼ (people saying
ʻdonʼt knowʼ will not be counted in
the comparison).



westcumbria:mrws
Managing Radioactive Waste Safely

TOPIC 1

These are just examples of  some of  the things that people might
say – please try to think about what your own opinion is, using
these statements for ideas and inspiration.

I think that there
definitely has to be support
from the local community if
anything like this is going

to go ahead.

Iʼm from Cumbria
originally but I donʼt live there
any more.  I still care about

what happens there. How will we know if
the Partnership really is

taking into account the views
of the local community?

Yes, but what if there
are really good reasons for
or against that not everyone

has thought about?

I think that we should
wait to see if there are any

suitable sites in West Cumbria
before deciding whether 

to withdraw from 
discussions or not.

What do you 
think?

So with net support, lots of
people could say 'I don't know'
and they wouldn't be counted?

Is that really credible?

Question 1: What do you think about the indicators we have suggested?  
Please explain if you particularly agree or disagree with any of them.

Question 2: Are there any other indicators that you think should be considered to
judge how well we have used public views in making our final
recommendations?
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TOPIC 2

Impacts
We are considering the potential impacts that having a
geological disposal facility in West Cumbria might bring before
making any recommendations.  These could be positive or
negative, and include things like:

> Noise, dust, and disruption from construction.

> Health and safety of workers and the public.

> Effects on the local economy, including investment
and employment in the area.    

> Effect on the environment and what the area looks
like.

> Changes in the local population, either increasing 
or decreasing.

> Community benefits (see below).

> How a facility might affect peopleʼs opinion about the area.  This relates to things like tourism, house
prices, new businesses and peopleʼs own opinion of the area they live in.

We are gathering information from relevant research, as well as considering what is important to the people
who live in West Cumbria.  We want to know what you think about the effects a facility could have on the area,
both good and bad.

Community benefits

The Government has already said that any area in which a geological disposal facility is sited would expect
some kind of community benefit.  Exactly what this benefit might be and when it might happen is not yet clear.
This is a key issue that we as community representatives are raising with the Government.  
However, the following types of things have been considered in other countries:

> Investment in local infrastructure such as housing, transport and cultural facilities.

> Investment in local business development and job creation.

> Investment in local tourism, farming and fishing.

> Financial assistance for utilities such as electricity.

> A lump sum of money, which could be paid out over several decades.

> Investment in skills and education, for example specialist training centres, school equipment 
and courses.

> Extra taxes for nuclear sites, with the money from these going back to the community through 
the benefits package.

> Research facilities, including environmental research projects.

Before giving advice to the Councils, we need to have thought about how any benefits might be spread out
over time, from now until, potentially, decades into the future.  Another issue that we need to consider is how
benefits might be spread across different communities, including those closer to the underground or above
ground parts of a facility, and those further away.

Talking about community benefits does not mean a decision has already been taken, but it will be another
important consideration in deciding whether or not to continue with this process.

Topic 2: Impacts and community benefits
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Question 3: Are there any impacts that you feel strongly about or that you think we
have missed? Please explain.

Question 4: What do you think about the idea of receiving community benefits for
having this kind of facility in West Cumbria?

Question 5: What kinds of benefits would you want us to have in mind in our
discussions with the Government?  

These are just examples of  some of  the things that people might
say – please try to think about what your own opinion is, using
these statements for ideas and inspiration.

Iʼm worried about the
potential impact on my

business – will people still want
to come and stay?

A facility could bring 
new skills, jobs and 
money to the area.

Iʼm not sure how Iʼd feel 
if the facility was close to 

where I live.

I think that as long as
the benefits a community

receives outweigh any possible
negative impacts, itʼs something

worth talking about.

I donʼt know, it feels
like the whole idea of

community benefit is a way
of persuading us we should

have a facility.

It's only right that we
should receive extra

Government investment if
we take this facility.

Some people will always be
against the idea of geological

disposal because they say it cannot
be guaranteed 100% safe for
humans or the environment.

But can any way of
disposing of radioactive waste
be 100% safe? Isn't this the
best option given what the

experts have said?

What do you 
think?
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Introduction
If West Cumbria does decide to take part in the process for finding a site, there would need to be a more
detailed look at which places would or would not be suitable for a facility.  This would involve those
communities likely to be affected working in partnership with the people making the decisions.

Thinking about this now does not mean a decision has already been made.  But in order to advise the Councils
on whether or not to continue with this process, we need to understand all of the issues involved and how they
would affect us as communities.

Topic 3: Involving communities around potential sites

A potential way of narrowing down sites

If West Cumbria proceeds with the siting process, without commitment to hosting a facility,
the next steps could involve

1. Identifying a ʻlong listʼ of potential sites.

2. Carrying out desk-based studies to produce a proposed ʻshort listʼ of sites.

3. Carrying out ʻsurface-basedʼ investigations at agreed sites (for example by drilling
boreholes to look at how suitable a specific site might be).

Involving communities
If the Councils decide to participate further in the process, the
Partnership wants to make sure that communities would be
properly involved in the process of narrowing down the list of
possible sites.  To help achieve this, we are suggesting some
guiding ʻprinciplesʼ.

Principles for involving the public 
in a siting process

> Identify and involve affected communities as early as
possible.

> Take proper account of the view of local people and use
local knowledge and expertise.

> Aim for a constructive approach, which is agreed by
everybody involved (communities and Government).

> Secure the fairest outcome for all involved.

> Only continue with the process for choosing a site if 
there is enough local support.

There are some other important things to think about in relation
to involving communities.  For example, the underground
facilities and those above ground could be some distance apart
and so could affect different communities. This means we need
to think about how all of these communities would be involved if
the process continues.
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What do you 
think?

If I lived near the
surface facility where the

entrance was, Iʼd want more say
over what was going on than

someone living near the
underground bit.

These are just examples of  some of  the things that people might
say – please try to think about what your own opinion is, using
these statements for ideas and inspiration.

But once the waste
has gone through the entrance

it will be in the underground part
for so long, surely those

communities should have
more say?

Iʼd like to think the
Government and the

community would be able
to work together on

this one.

Iʼm not sure –
doesnʼt it depend on

where the expertise and
knowledge lies?

But this isnʼt just
about expertise; itʼs about

communities.
No I think the

community should be able
to decide on the list of

possible sites.

Question 6: What needs to happen to involve the community if the process to find a
potential site in West Cumbria continues?

Question 7: What kinds of things other than geological suitability should be
considered when looking for a potential site, if the process continues?



Appendix 7 – Letter received after the workshop from West Cumbria and North Lakes 
Friends of the Earth 

 

         Loweswater Hall 
        Cockermouth 
        Cumbria  

CA13 0SU 
 
 
Rhuari Bennett 
3KQ 
 
 
Jan 17th 2011 
 
Dear Rhuari 
 
W Cumbria MWRS Stakeholder Organisations Workshop 13th Jan 2011 
 

 

I left this workshop early and so did not contribute to the feedback session and 
evaluation. I wanted time to gather my thoughts after this event because I have 
some serious concerns about it, and am putting these concerns to you in writing 
instead. I write not just from the perspective of a participant, but also from my 
perspective as an academic who has contributed in a small way to the body of 
knowledge about the theory and practice of consultation, evaluation and obtaining 
the views of service users. 
 
As you know, there was an introductory exercise where participants were invited to 
identify what type of organisation they were associated with. I requested a 
supplementary show of hands to indicate how many participants were part of the 
MRWS process as members and as observers / regular attenders because their work 
required their participation. There was a clear majority, which was a big surprise for 
an event which claimed to be about, among other things, ‘seeking views from 
stakeholder organisations’.  
 
There was a brief discussion about this, and you made the point that there was a 
need for those associated with MRWS to provide information in order to clarify 
discussion. In some circumstances this clearly has value, but there are limits to this 
in the context of a consultation, and I would like to raise the following concerns. 
 
First, the fact that there was such a dominant presence of those associated with 
MRWS taking part in the morning table-based discussion clearly prejudices any claim 
that the views expressed represented those of stakeholders. A body which seeks to 
elicit views from people should not be involved in supplying views, except insofar as 
a separate exercise specifically to obtain their perspective is justified. At this event 
the boundaries between those eliciting views and those supplying them were 



blurred, especially at the beginning, which is particularly significant in that it sets the 
scene and shapes the event.  
 
Secondly, my experience of the 3 workshops I attended was that in each case the 
discussion dynamic was between stakeholders on the one hand and  MRWS 
members on the other – more like a Q & A session than a discussion. I noticed that 
there were fewer MRWS members & associates involved in these workshops than in 
the morning session before the break, but they nonetheless played a key role in 
shaping discussion. The facilitators seemed to be supporting this dynamic, and from 
time to time invited the MRWS people to engage with points made by us, the 
stakeholders. I do not wish to say these discussions had no value, just that they 
were not framed as an exercise to obtain stakeholders views and were therefore not 
conducted appropriately in that context.  
 
Third, my observation is that the contribution from MRWS people was not restricted 
to providing information – which was given as the justification for their participation 
at the outset. It also shifted into the realms of explanations about MRWS decisions, 
yet further into defending MRWS positions and even, on occasion, challenging the 
views put forward and their relevance. This in turn created an atmosphere of debate 
between MRWS and stakeholders rather than the elicitation of stakeholders’ views. 
 
Fourth, the way that the event was organised quite rightly reflected MRWS priorities. 
It was clear from the way it was programmed, and from the role the MRWS 
members & associates took, that communicating to stakeholders was more 
important than hearing their views. In fact I noticed that some stakeholders arrived 
for the afternoon sessions only – a choice which is consistent with stakeholders’ 
priorities. These late arrivals caused some disruption to the afternoon sessions, 
which didn’t proceed as we had been told they would in the morning after the break. 
Instead of staying in the same groups where we had introduced ourselves, and had 
been told we would remain, we were instructed to join different groups and there 
were several false starts and some confusion in the groups I took part in, with 
people coming & going, limited time, and no introductions in the last group. I know 
from my own experience of conducting exercises of this type that they rarely go 
according to plan and that flexibility is needed. But if the changed arrangements in 
the afternoon were due to an influx of new stakeholders, whose late arrival reflected 
the priority they gave to the opportunity to give their views, then it is unfortunate 
that disruption of that process was the result. Perhaps it would have been better to 
have provided an event with fewer potentially conflicting aims, where stakeholders 
were simply given more freedom to express their views.  
 
Finally, as is often the case when stakeholders are being consulted about an issue, it 
is regarded as good practice to provide a forum where the stakeholders themselves 
can rehearse and develop their own perspectives. The usual technique for this is the 
focus group or something similar. There was no provision for stakeholders to debate 
among themselves; MRWS members and associates participated throughout.  
 
I would also like to add that those ‘drop-in’ events that I attended at Keswick and 
Wigton were also characterised by a strong presence from MWRS members and 



associates, where once again the lines were blurred between providing information 
and engaging in debates that defended MRWS positions. I also wonder whether 
these could legitimately be called consultations and whether the process of obtaining 
the views of the public could be claimed to be valid. 
 
I think great care will need to be taken over reporting on this whole programme, 
which in its publicity material purports to represent an opportunity for the people of 
Cumbria ‘have their say’, and the results of which will inform the Partnership in 
making a decision as to whether to proceed to Stage 3. There will certainly be 
questions about the extent to which people really did get the chance properly to 
‘have their say’. 
 
I left the event early because I was disappointed. I thought I had been invited to an 
event where my views were being sought in a spirit of inquiry, but instead I felt it 
was dominated by the MRWS Partnership perspective.  As a result I’m afraid that I 
have less confidence in the Partnership than ever, since it failed to give me the 
opportunity to have a say within the normal understanding of such processes. Such 
a discussion barely got off the ground. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
Dr Ruth Balogh 
West Cumbria & North Lakes FoE 
 
Cc Elaine Woodburn, Chair W Cumbria MRWS Partnership 
 
 
 
 
[Please note that Jean McSorley of Greenpeace, who also attended the Stakeholder 
Organisations Workshop, has noted her support for this letter.] 
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Dr Ruth Balogh 
West Cumbria and North Lakes Friends of the Earth 
Loweswater Hall 
COCKERMOUTH 
CA13 0SU 
 
 
Dear Ruth                  27th January 2011 
 
Thank you for your reflections on the last Stakeholder Organisations Workshop event at Hunday Manor 
on 13th January 2011. You raise several points about the event, and you also raise a connected issue 
about the two community events that you attended. 
 
The stakeholder workshop was one of a series of strands of engagement that the Partnership is using to 
both inform and seek feedback on three particular issues that it is dealing with, whilst also allowing 
comment on the wider context. The full Public and Stakeholder Engagement 2 Plan can be downloaded 
from our website, document 15.2. This sets out how the Partnership does not conceive of PSE solely as 
social research but is using a range of methods so as to allow people to participate in a way that suits 
them. The workshop is only one of these methods, as is the Residents Panel, which is more akin to a 
focus group type process that you rightly refer to. As you'll appreciate there are a range of critiques about 
all methods of engagement, and the Partnership feels that the opportunities for people to get involved in 
MRWS is far greater than for most projects, and taken as a whole believes it will get a good idea of what 
residents and organisations in Cumbria think about the MRWS process. 
 
We invited 220 different organisations to the event. 18 people from 17 organisations attended, 
representing organisations ranging from parish council clusters to transport companies. We were 
however disappointed with this turnout, as others understandably seemed to be. We hoped and 
expected a higher turnout, and will be reviewing why the turnout was relatively low as part of reviewing 
PSE2 arrangements overall.  For clarity, additional attendees on the day were: Partnership members (5), 
Observing members (6: NDA, CoRWM, DECC, EA), Facilitation team (4), and one presenter from the 
British Geological Survey.  We had anticipated a higher number of attendees, and therefore a lower ratio 
of delegates to Partnership members. 
 
We agree that it would have been better to separate out those people who were directly connected to the 
Partnership in the table discussions at the beginning, like we do at full Partnership meetings.  In general 
3KQ believes it is good to enable organisations and members of the public to engage directly with those 
both advising and making recommendations to the Councils. We believe it is part of the process of 
building understanding about a possible GDF and the associated issues. It enables questions that people 
raise to be directly and immediately answered as part of an active two-way discussion. It also allows 
participants to meet the people on the Partnership, Govt people and technical advisors like the BGS; 
which many have found valuable in building an understanding of the process and in helping them to 
produce a response to the topics we are seeking feedback on.  We have continually received this 
positive feedback from participants throughout the last year of PSE work, hence we ensured the right 
people were in the room to give people answers to their questions.  Having said that, we also provide the 
Discussion Pack which is a mechanism that allows people to discuss and debate the issues in an 
‘unsupported’ manner. 



 
We had two new arrivals in the afternoon - a stakeholder from CALC and a Partnership member from 
Allerdale Borough Council. We apologise if their joining halfway through the day disrupted events: it is 
certainly not our habit to encourage partial attendance, although recognise sometimes it may be 
unavoidable. 
 
You also refer to the community drop-in events you attended.  At Keswick there were two lively and well-
attended discussions on the topic after you had departed; and we do not believe that people were 
inhibited by the presence of Partnership members or those connected to the Partnership. On the contrary 
we believe this enhanced the discussions and people's ability to feedback on the topics. The report of the 
events shows that community members welcomed the opportunity to talk to the people making decisions 
and advising the Partnership, but some declined this opportunity and made their own comments and 
talked to other visitors. 
 
At all the 10 community drop-in events there were people campaigning against the process and 
engaging members of the public with their views, both on a one to one basis and in discussions. We do 
not have a problem with people sharing their positions, after all it is partly the point of such engagement. 
To enhance this every household in Cumbria was told about the events (twice in West Cumbria) and 
there were a series of large adverts in all the local newspapers. At the same time there was considerable 
press, radio and TV interest, which also raised the profile of the events and the issue itself across 
Cumbria.  
 
We believe that both members of the public and Cumbrian organisations are more than able to consider 
the issues raised by the potential siting of a GDF in West Cumbria and give useful feedback to the 
Partnership before decisions are made.  We do however note the low turnout on 13th January and will be 
reviewing this alongside the other strands of PSE2 activity shortly. 
 
Yours  

 
Rhuari Bennett 
3KQ, and Programme Manager with the West Cumbria MRWS Partnership 
 

 

 


