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Executive Summary 
 
Overview.  The 14th meeting of the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 
(MRWS) Partnership took place on 19th January 2011.  28 people attended with 18 
members of the public present to observe the meeting.  The main objectives of the 
meeting were to: understand the context and role of the planning system in the process 
and any uncertainties associated; assess the regulatory interfaces with the community, 
including with a potential Community Siting Partnership; and understand the ethics work 
undertaken by the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) and the 
implications for West Cumbria and the MRWS process. 

Updates.  A „virtual‟ visit to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant in New Mexico is planned for 
9th March 2011 – this will take place at the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) 
headquarters near Whitehaven.  The Nuclear Energy Agency is organising a visit to 
Sweden on 4th – 6th May 2011 and funding is available for three members of the 
Partnership to take part.  A slight amendment has been made to the results of the British 
Geological Survey (BGS) screening study of West Cumbria as a result of a comment 
made by a resident during a community drop-in event at Millom.  The research into the 
potential impacts of a geological disposal facility (GDF) is under way and will be 
presented to the Partnership at its meeting on 14th April 2011.  The provisional publication 
date for the NDA‟s Generic Disposal Safety Case is 22nd February 2011. 
 
PSE Updates.  The latest Partnership newsletter was distributed to all households in 
West Cumbria during the week of 17th January 2011, and it is also being circulated to 
libraries, leisure centres etc.  The Residents‟ Panel and the second Stakeholder 
Organisations Workshop also took place during January.  PSE2 is due to end on 11th 
February.  A summary of the outputs of all of the strands of PSE2 will be presented to the 
Partnership at its meeting on 14th April.  
 
Planning system.  The Partnership heard a joint presentation from the Department of 
Energy and Climate Change (DECC), Allerdale Borough Council (representing both 
Allerdale and Copeland Borough Councils) and Cumbria County Council (also speaking 
on behalf of the Lake District National Park Authority).  The presentation covered the role 
of local and national public bodies in the process to potentially consider an application for 
planning permission for a GDF in West Cumbria.  DECC also provided an overview of the 
potential national planning processes that could be used. The issues that were discussed 
will be considered further by the Partnership as part of its ongoing Work Programme.  It 
was also agreed that there needs to be more clarity about the stage at which the right to 
withdraw from the process ceases to exist.  
 
Regulatory interfaces with the community.  The Partnership heard a presentation from 
the Environment Agency covering the plans that the regulators have for interfacing with 
the community, including with a Community Siting Partnership.  It was agreed that no 
further information or actions are required at this stage in the process.  The resources of 
the regulators will be considered further at the next Partnership meeting on 3rd March 
2011. 
 
Ethics.  The Partnership heard a presentation from Professor Andy Blowers regarding 
the work that was undertaken by the original Committee on Radioactive Waste 
Management (CoRWM1) in making its recommendations to the Government.  Several 
issues were discussed and will be considered as part of the Partnership‟s ongoing Work 
Programme. 
 
For future meeting dates and more information please see the Partnership‟s website 
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk. 

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

 
1.1 – Objectives 
Specific objectives for the day were to:  

 Understand the context and role of the planning system in the process and any 
uncertainties associated (Task 1a(iii)). 

 Assess the regulatory interfaces with the community, including with a potential 
Community Siting Partnership (Tasks 1a(ii+iv)). 

 Monitor and guide the second round of public and stakeholder engagement 
(PSE2) (Task 6a(iv)). 

 Understand the ethics work undertaken by CoRWM1 and the implications for 
West Cumbria and the MRWS process (Task 7c). 
 

The full agenda is in Appendix 1. 
 
1.2 – Attendance 
28 participants1 attended at The Hundith Hill Hotel near Cockermouth on 19th January 
2011.  A full list of those in attendance is in Appendix 2.  The meeting was open for the 
public to observe and 18 members of the public attended. 
 

 
2. Updates          
 
2.1 – International visits 
At the previous Partnership meeting on 10th December 2010, the Partnership discussed 
potential options for a programme of international site visits.  (For further information see 
Document 127 – Meeting Report from 10th December (Section 7), and Document 124 – 
International Learning and Potential Overseas Site Visits, both of which are available in 
the Documents section of the Partnership website at 
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents.asp).   
 
Following on from these discussions, the following events are being organised: 
 

2.1.1 – Waste Isolation Pilot Plant  
A „virtual‟ visit to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico is planned 
for 9th March 2011.  This will take place at the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
(NDA) headquarters at Herdus House near Whitehaven.  The approximate timing 
will be 12 midday to 7 p.m. to take into account the time difference with New 
Mexico.  Further information about this event will follow from the NDA.  Contact 
Jay Redgrove for more information. 
 
2.1.2 – France 
A number of Partnership members have expressed that they would be interested 
in taking part in a visit to the facility at Bure in France, to both see the facility itself 
and meet with local stakeholders.  It has therefore been decided that this visit will 
be organised and the need for further international visits will be revisited after it 
has taken place.   

                                                 
1 Plus 6 from the facilitation team, secretariat and presenters. 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents.asp
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2.2 – Other visits, update from the NDA 
 

2.2.1 – Visit to Sweden 
The NDA advised that the Nuclear Energy Agency (NEA) is organising a visit on 
4th – 6th May 2011 to Östhammar, Sweden.  This visit is being organised through 
the NEA‟s International Forum for Stakeholder Confidence and funding is 
available for three places for Partnership members.  Anybody who is interested in 
taking part should contact Jay Redgrove for further information.  It was 
acknowledged as being unfortunate that the dates clash with the local elections 
on May 5th.   
 
2.2.2 - Visit to Switzerland  
A further visit to Switzerland is being scheduled for September.  Further 
information from the NDA will follow. 

 
2.3 – PSE Updates 
 

2.3.1 – Partnership newsletter 
The latest Partnership newsletter is going out to all households in West Cumbria 
during the course of this week, and it is also being distributed to e.g. libraries, 
leisure centres etc.  Hard copies are available and the newsletter has also been 
published on the Partnership website (Document 138). 
 
2.3.2 – The Residents’ Panel and SHOW2  
The Residents‟ Panel and the Stakeholder Organisations Workshop both took 
place in January and the reports will be available on the website shortly.   
 
2.3.3 – PSE2 end date and reporting process 
PSE2 is due to finish on 11th February 2011.  A draft report summarising the 
output from all strands of PSE2 will be put together by the PSE Sub-Group for 
presentation to the Partnership at its next meeting on 14th April.   

 
2.4 – Documents published 
Since the last Partnership meeting the following documents have been published in the 
Documents section of the Partnership website at 
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/all_documents.asp :  

 108.  Steering Group Minutes from 13 October 2010 

 117.  Notes from Community Benefits Sub-Group Meeting 25 October 2010 

 118.  Approach to Final Reporting 10 December 2010 

 122.  Operational Review Proposal 

 123.  Report from Geology Seminar 15 November 2010 

 124.  International Learning and Potential Overseas Sites Visits December 2010 

 125.  Steering Group Minutes from 24 November 2010 

 127.  Partnership Meeting Report from 10 December 2010 

 129.  Proposal for a Register of Interests 10 December 2010 

 131.  E-bulletin 7 December 2010 

 133.  Newsletter to West Cumbrian Households November 2010 

 136.  Contact Report from Retrievability Conference in Reims December 2010 

 138.  Newsletter to West Cumbrian Households January 2011 
 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/all_documents.asp
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2.5 – Geological Disposal Implementation Board 
The Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) advised that the documents 
relating to the first meeting of the Geological Disposal Implementation Board (GDIB) have 
now been published on DECC‟s website at: 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/uk_supply/energy_mix/nuclear/foru
ms/geo_disposal/geo_disposal.aspx.   
 
2.6 – Amendments to the BGS survey 
DECC provided an update on a small change that has been made to the British 
Geological Survey (BGS) screening study of West Cumbria as a result of input from a 
member of the public at the community drop-in event in Millom in November 2010.  The 
BGS reviewed some of the information relating to areas that were mined, and they have 
identified an area of haematite deposit of less than 100 square metres.  The size of the 
deposit means that it would not be visible on the maps that were produced, however it 
does meet the exclusion criteria of the study.   
 
DECC stated that they encourage comments such as those received and noted that this 
example demonstrates that it does make a difference. 
 
With regard to an adjacent aquifer that was originally shown as a principal aquifer, it was 
confirmed that it is actually a secondary aquifer.  It was confirmed that this makes no 
difference with regard to exclusion in the study as both types of aquifer are treated the 
same. 
 
2.7 – Update from the Impacts Sub-Group 
The research into the impacts of a geological disposal facility (GDF) is under way and will 
be presented to the Partnership at its meeting on 14th April 2011. 
 
2.8 – Generic Disposal System Safety Case 
The NDA confirmed that it is close to being able to publish its Generic Disposal System 
Safety Case (GDSSC).  The provisional publication date is 22nd February 2011, but this is 
subject to no clashes with other events.  The information in it should support some of the 
work that the impacts research will be covering. 
 
 

 

http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/uk_supply/energy_mix/nuclear/forums/geo_disposal/geo_disposal.aspx
http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/what_we_do/uk_supply/energy_mix/nuclear/forums/geo_disposal/geo_disposal.aspx
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3. Context and Role of the Planning 
System  

 
3.1 – Background and overview 
Criterion 1a in the Partnership‟s Work Programme (see Document 13.1) is for the 
Partnership to be: „Satisfied that suitable regulatory and planning processes are in place 
or being developed to protect residents, workforce and the environment‟.  In order to 
meet Task 1a(iii): „Understand the context and role of the planning system in the process 
and any uncertainties associated‟, the Partnership had asked for a brief paper and a 
presentation on how a siting process for a GDF would need to fit with local and national 
statutory planning processes. 
 
The Partnership heard a joint presentation from the following people: 
 

 Andrew Craze from DECC – to give a Government policy view and an overview 
of how DECC sees the planning process in the context of MRWS generally, 
including their current view on the process that they are „minded‟ to use.   

 Julie Ward from Allerdale Borough Council (representing both Copeland and 
Allerdale Borough Councils) – to give a Borough Council view. 

 Richard Evans from Cumbria County Council – to give a Cumbria CC view, 
and to also speak on behalf of the Lake District National Park Authority (LDNPA). 

 
The supporting paper (Document 134 (draft 2) – Planning Roles and Processes) was 
circulated in advance of the meeting.  The paper highlights the role of local and national 
public bodies in the process to potentially consider an application for planning permission 
for a GDF in West Cumbria. 
 
The presentation slides are provided below. 
 

 

Planning role and processes

19th January 2011
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Coverage

Responses from different Levels:

• National - DECC

• County Council

• Borough Council

• National Park

Summary

 
 
 

DECC slides 
 

Government Policy

•Government is minded to use Major 

Infrastructure Planning regime but no 

final decision made.

•Legislation required to give effect to 

such a decision.

•Primary planning application more 

than a decade away.

•Possible alternatives to Major 

Infrastructure Planning Regime
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Planning and MRWS Process 

• Assume planning consent 

would be required for 

borehole investigation 

(after 2015)

• Consent likely to be sought 

under normal planning 

regime. 

• Planning consent for 

facility would be sought 

after preferred site 

identified (mid 2020‟s).

 
 
 

Planning and MRWS Process 

• Assume planning consent 

would be required for 

borehole investigation 

(after 2015)

• Consent likely to be sought 

under normal planning 

regime. 

• Planning consent for 

facility would be sought 

after preferred site 

identified (mid 2020‟s).
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Major Infrastructure Planning

NPS Development:

Sustainability appraisal

Consultation

Parliamentary approval

Major Infrastructure Planning 

Unit Process: 

Pre- application, 

Acceptance

Pre-examination, 

Examination

Decision and 

recommendation to 

ministers 

Decision by Ministers

 
 

Borough Council slides 
 

Role of Local Planning Authorities

Major Infrastructure Planning Unit (MIPU) process – application for 

GDF

• Potential for Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) for all affected 

LPAs

• Pre-application discussions with applicant

• Policy advice via Local Development Frameworks (LDFs) – policies 

on major developments

• Planning obligations and community benefits

• Related/ancillary developments – use Town and Country Planning 

Acts (TCPA) – planning policy advice and process planning 

applications

• Statement of Community Consultation (SOCC) – vetting

• Local Impact Report (LIR) – (jointly) prepared by LPAs and paid for 

by PPA
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Role of Local Planning Authorities 2

Town and Country Planning Act (TCPA) process – application for 

GDF

• Pre-application discussions with applicant – CCC or LDNPA 

determine application – invite CBC/ABC as consultees

• Potential for Planning Performance Agreement (PPA) – subject to 

agreement with applicant

• Policy advice around LDF – make recommendation to CCC/LDNPA

 
 
 

Role of Local Planning Authorities 3

Applications for (non minerals and waste) ancillary developments 

• Use TCPA process

• Applications determined by CBC/ABC/LDNPA depending on location

• Site specific considerations and referral to planning policy documents 

and other material considerations

• Applications for ancillary developments that are minerals or waste 

related determined by CCC/LDNPA
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Cumbria County Council and LDNPA slides 
 

Role of County Council

• County Council is the planning authority 

for all minerals and waste developments 

(outside of the National Park boundary) 

and had to prepare the Minerals and 

Waste Development Framework (MWDF). 

Policies are to 2020.

• A suite of documents - Core Strategies, 

Development Management Policies, Site 

Allocations Policies, Proposals Maps.

 
 
 

Role of County Council 2

MWDF Core Strategy Policy 3 

Community benefits packages will be

expected for large national or regional

waste management facilities,

particularly for the nuclear industry. 

MWDF Core Strategy Policy 11

High and intermediate level radioactive waste

geological disposal.

Planning applications may be expected at three

stages :-

– surface based investigations eg boreholes; 

– underground rock characterisation shafts etc, and 

– for the disposal facility.
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Role of LDNPA

• LDNPA is the planning authority for 

minerals and waste developments inside 

the National Park boundary.

• A suite of documents –

– LDF Doc’s in particular Core Strategy which 

contains minerals and waste policies

– Management Plan (The Partnership Plan)

– Circulars e.g. National Parks Circular

– National Policy Advice

 
 
 

Role of LDNPA 2

• A geological disposal facility is classed as 
major development in the LDNP.

• Major development should not take place in 
National Parks save in exceptional 
circumstances
– NP Circular 2010, PPS7, MPS1

• Exceptional circumstance?
– Absolutely necessary in national interest

– No practical alternative

• LDNP Core Strategy Policy CS12: Major 
Developments applies.
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Planning Issues

• Design and Access Statement

• Health Impact Assessment

• Traffic Impact Assessment

• Environmental Impact Assessment

• Assessment of Socio-Economic Impact

• Assessment of Alternatives

Scope of Assessments

 
 
 
The questions and points of discussion that followed the presentation are 
summarised in 3.2 – 3.14 below. 
 
3.2 – Clarity regarding the level of local influence over the system used 
A question was asked about whether it will be absolutely clear that there will only be one 
planning route and whether there will be any local choice in that.  The presenter from 
Cumbria CC responded to say that, in his view, in the context of the Localism agenda and 
voluntarism there should be local choice.   
 
DECC noted that it is important to recognise that the planning process is a regulatory and 
legal process that is going to happen way down the line in the voluntarism process, and 
that before that stage there will be several stages of desk-based studies and surface 
investigations.  It is only if a community is willing to participate in the process all the way 
through that, and is eventually chosen as a preferred location, that this process would 
start.   
 
It was noted that the Secretary of State has always had the power to call in planning 
applications for his own decision.  It was also confirmed that secondary legislation is 
required to bring a planning process out of the normal planning regime.   
 
3.3 – Level of public examination and inquiry 
The Cumbria Association of Local Councils (CALC) stated that they are particularly 
interested in getting reassurance that, through both the planning and the regulatory 
processes, there will be very close scrutiny of the proposals, and processes in place to 
allow “forensic” examination of the plans that are being proposed.  In addition CALC are 
also seeking reassurance that public and third party interest groups will be able to take 
part, and ask questions, as part of that examination. 
 
DECC responded to say that, in the examination phase there is the option for written or 
oral representations, which includes the opportunity to do so in public.  This process 
would be led by the Major Infrastructure Planning Unit (MIPU) representatives, and their 
role is to probe and test the application that has been made.  They are expected to 
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consider the views of people who have made representations to them.  Assurance was 
therefore given that there is a mechanism for oral hearings.  The MIPU representatives 
also have the ability to allow other people who have made a representation to question 
people during those hearings. 
 
Concerns were raised about the skills of the people in the MIPU with regard to cross-
examination.  It was acknowledged that in the mainstream public planning system there is 
very thorough scrutiny when qualified people/skilled examiners (lawyers etc.) are 
involved.  Cumbria CC acknowledged that, from their experience with the Planning 
Inspectorate, the hardest part of the process is answering the Inspectorate‟s questions. 
 
3.4 – Consideration of the hybrid planning process 
DECC and the presenters were asked to provide more information about the hybrid 
planning process that had been mentioned and explain why the Government has not 
given the hybrid process the same consideration as the other two processes. 
 
DECC explained that they mentioned the hybrid process to illustrate the range of options 
that exists.  They noted that it is not something that they are currently exploring as an 
option – they are currently „minded‟ to use the MIP route, as a GDF has all of the 
characteristics associated with the MIP process.   
 
They explained that the hybrid process was used quite commonly in the past with regard 
to e.g. railways and canals, i.e. major developments that cross the boundaries of several 
planning authorities.  It does not tend to be used now.  They acknowledged that the 
default would be to use the normal planning regime but the option is there to bring in a 
special arrangement. 
 
3.5 – How a Community Siting Partnership would fit into this process 
A discussion was held about how the deliberations and determinations of a Community 
Siting Partnership (CSP) would fit into the planning process. 
 
DECC highlighted the differences between the MRWS processes that are set out in the 
White Paper and the processes for planning.  It was noted that a CSP (or CSPs) would 
exist during Stages 4 and 5 of the MRWS process which include the stages of carrying 
out surface investigations, boreholes etc.  During these stages, and for as long as 
communities are willing to participate, there will be dialogue and engagement, including 
the opportunity for a CSP to input to local authorities and the Government.  
 
It was noted that the planning process for a facility itself would only take place in Stage 6, 
and only if a community was actually content to host a facility.  It was therefore noted that 
a huge amount of engagement would have happened before getting to that stage, with 
lots of opportunities for communities and other organisations to input into the process. 
 
It was suggested that one of the links between a CSP and the planning process could be 
through input to the formulation of the National Policy Statement for MIP, which will be a 
major guide to how the planning process would work later.   
 
3.6 – The need for early agreement on development plan policies 
It was noted by Cumbria CC that, with any developments at the moment, the sooner 
development plan policies are in place, the better it is to reduce vulnerability to legal 
challenges etc. at a later stage.    
 
3.7 – The role of the Local Development Framework 
A discussion was held about whether any planning decisions made under whichever 
planning regime is used, could override the Local Development Framework (LDF). 
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DECC confirmed that they included the LDF as one of the things that will be incorporated 
into the national planning processes that will begin at that time.  They confirmed that they 
see that as being part of the voluntarism approach. 
 
It was noted by CALC that issues arise now when residents are told that something 
cannot happen because it was not included by the local/principal authority in the LDF, 
and there is therefore a need to be certain that individuals from a host community would 
not be told that a particular request is not possible as it is „not in a development plan‟.   
 
3.8 – Balance of when discussions and decisions need to take place 
There was a reminder that the Partnership should not fall into the trap of rehearsing 
conversations that may never happen.  In response, however, it was noted that 60% of 
Copeland is in the Lake District National Park, and that if, ultimately, a decision is made 
not to build anything in the National Park, it will be very difficult to explain/justify the time 
and money that has been spent discussing that option to e.g. local residents.    
 
3.9 – Link to community benefits package 
It was noted that planning is particularly relevant to the community benefits package, and 
concerns were raised about whether there will be sufficient time to develop the package.  
Concerns were also raised about whether the MIP, which is a national unit, will really 
have local interests at heart. 
 
It was acknowledged that the Community Benefits Sub-Group is exploring the range of 
different approaches that could be taken in developing a community benefits package, 
including research into what has happened overseas.  DECC suggested that a further 
avenue to explore would be what was put in place for the Low Level Waste Repository 
(LLWR).  
 
It was agreed that it is too early to prejudge the work of the Community Benefits Sub-
Group and that further discussion will take place on this topic.   
 
It was noted by the presenter from Cumbria CC that, with regard to the LLWR, Section 
106 of the Town and Country Planning Act was forced on them by the Treasury – 
Cumbria CC did not want to go down this route and would have preferred the Local 
Government Act „well-being‟ powers.  They further noted that the process was very 
intensive and it took a long time to sort out the details. 
 
It was agreed that this illustrates that the Partnership needs to think very carefully about 
how a CSP might work in Stages 4 and 5 of the process, and it might be that the 
Partnership will want to see key aspects of the community benefits package decided on 
much earlier than the planning process in Stage 6.  It was acknowledged that the 
voluntarism and partnership approach can fundamentally have input into wanting some 
things that would normally happen later in a process to happen much earlier, e.g. 
agreement of the community benefits package and the level of scrutiny and examination 
that was raised by CALC (see 3.3 above).   
 
The Community Benefits Sub-Group confirmed that they are already considering many of 
these issues, but would also take note of the additional issues raised during these 
discussions.  
 
3.10 – Request for analysis of community engagement on the LLWR 
It was noted by CALC that they have asked for analysis from the NDA on the community 
engagement work that was carried out with regard to the LLWR and they reiterated their 
request for this analysis to be completed.   
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Concerns were also expressed about using the LLWR as an example – it was felt by 
CALC that it had been put forward as a good example, but CALC do not consider this to 
be the case.  It was noted by others that the LLWR could be used as a reference point 
but should not be used as the reference point. 
 
3.11 – Other aspects to consider in the planning process 
CoRWM noted that there were some additional aspects that had not been included in the 
last slide and the last section of Document 134 e.g. sustainability appraisals, Strategic 
Environmental Assessment (SEA), habitats regulations assessment, the Aarhus 
Convention, Freedom of Information Act etc.  It was noted that these broader planning 
structures cannot be seen as separate structures, and they all need to be incorporated.  
Cumbria CC advised that they are aware of all of these things but had not included them 
all in the list. 
 
The NDA offered and agreed to circulate its „Permissions Schedule‟ that has just been 
published.  This schedule lists all of the statutory and regulatory elements that this project 
would need to satisfy, including the planning system requirements. 
 
3.12 – The Right of Withdrawal   
CoRWM noted that they were hearing a lot of concerns that planning systems would not 
allow sufficient consideration of the concerns and views of local communities.  They 
noted that it is for this reason that CoRWM recommended the Right of Withdrawal (RoW), 
so that whatever planning system was in place, the process could not go forward unless 
the issues/concerns of local communities had been addressed.  It was further noted that 
the RoW is unique in giving a community the right/power to withdraw.   
 
A discussion was held about when exactly the opportunity for exercising the RoW lasts 
until.  It was clear that different views were held on this, including confusion over whether 
the planning system kicks in after the stage that the community can withdraw.    
 
It was agreed that there is a need for a clear and precise definition of the point at which 
the right to withdraw will cease to exist.  The Programme Manager will discuss this with 
DECC and provide an update to the Partnership.  [The response has since been provided 
and has therefore been included in Appendix 3 of this report.] 
 
3.13 – Timing of and responsibility for negotiations 
It was noted by one member that some of the decisions that had been discussed, 
including the issue of when the RoW exists until, should be dictated and negotiated by 
the CSP, not by this Partnership.   
 
It was further noted that, as in 3.9 above, the voluntarism approach means this process is 
not just about what is in the White Paper and this is very empowering.   
 
3.14 – Actions and way forward 
It was agreed that the issues that were discussed will be considered further by the 
Partnership as part of its ongoing Work Programme as related matters arise.  The 
Programme Manager and DECC will provide clarification about when the right to 
withdraw ceases to exist.  The NDA will circulate its Permissions Schedule, and the 
discussion paper that was produced to support this item (Document 134) will be finalised 
and published on the Partnership website.   



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 18 of 60 Document No. 139  

4.  Regulatory Interfaces with the 
Community 

 
4.1 – Background 
As part of Criterion 1a (see also 3.1 above) the Partnership is seeking to be: „Satisfied 
that suitable regulatory and planning processes are in place or being developed to protect 
residents, workforce and the environment‟.  As part of this, the Partnership is seeking to 
consider whether: „Adequate communication links between regulators and the community 
are present and working‟.  The following tasks in the Work Programme have been 
identified to address this: 

 Task 1a(ii) – Assess the recent and current arrangements for regulatory interfaces 
with the community. 

 Task 1a(iv) – Seek written assurance from regulators on the nature of their 
engagement with a potential CSP. 

 
The Partnership heard a presentation from Roger Yearsley of the Environment Agency 
(EA).  The supporting paper (Document 130 (draft 1) – Regulatory Interfaces with the 
Community), was jointly prepared by the EA, the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) and 
the Department for Transport (DfT). 
 
The presentation slides are provided below. 
 
 

Roger Yearsley

Senior Adviser 

Radioactive Substances Regulation 

Environment Agency

19 January 2011

Regulatory interfaces with communities
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How do regulators provide information to communities?

How can communities influence regulatory decisions?

How might these change if there is a Decision to Participate?

How do we maintain our independence from Government and 
NDA?

How would we interact with a potential Community Siting 
Partnership?

Task 1a(i) - Assess the recent and current arrangements 
for regulatory interfaces with the community

Partnership questions to regulators

 
 
 

Regulatory roles

Environment Agency: statutory regulation would start at 
beginning of intrusive site investigation e.g. drilling 
boreholes 

Health and Safety Executive (HSE): nuclear site 
licensing would start before underground operations begin

Department of Transport (DfT): on-going role regulating 
transport of radioactive waste

Paper 130 and presentation focus on the Environment Agency because 

of our early role in regulating development of a geological disposal facility
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Environment Agency

• Regulation starts

Dialogue with Community 

Siting Partnership(s)

Continuing regulatory advice 

and comment

Environment Agency 

• Regulation continues

Continuing dialogue with 

Community Siting Partnership

Continuing regulatory advice 

and comment

Health and Safety Executive

• Regulation starts 

Regulatory roles and interfaces

Our regulatory interactions will change over time

Providing information Providing information and public consultation

Regulatory advice and comment

Dialogue with Community Siting 

Partnership(s)

No statutory regulatory role

Stage 4

Desk-based studies

Stage 5

Surface-based investigation

Stage 6

Underground operations
Non-intrusive site studies

Start date 

(planning 

purposes)

2012 2015 20282017

Intrusive site investigation

Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Process

 
 
 

Involving communities

Providing information

using, for example, leaflets, displays, advertising, web-site, media

Gathering information

for example, through surgeries, staffed displays, web-site 
feedback, public meetings

Involving people

Arranging workshops, focus groups, surgeries or liaison groups

We tailor our approach to communication to the subject 
under discussion

Good communication is two-way
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Examples of interactions in west Cumbria

Flood and Coastal Risk Management

local awareness campaigns of issues and information sources 

encourage/partner Flood Action Groups 

consult on proposals for flood defences and schemes

Generic Design Assessment for New Reactors

Environment Agency/HSE joint website and e-bulletin

Environment Agency published public engagement plan

 
 
 

Working with the Partnership

Provided information through papers and presentations

Support to public and stakeholder engagement activities

Provided comment and information to British Geological 
Survey in preparing its screening-report

More generally, we have a joint website and briefing note 
on regulating geological disposal

Environment Agency has produced booklet on geological disposal
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Changes after Decision to Participate?

No immediate change in approach if Decision to 
Participate is taken

Regulators would continue to provide information, advice 
and comment on matters within their regulatory remits

Start of statutory regulation would include public 
consultation

Regulators would support the activities of any Community 
Siting Partnership(s) if invited to do so

We would take care to maintain our regulatory independence

 
 
 

Links to land-use planning

Environment  
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Environment  
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Note: For clarity, transport package approvals omitted from Department of Transport’s activities
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Regulatory decision-making

No regulatory decision-making role in: 

selecting candidate sites (MRWS Stage 4), or 

early phase of surface based investigation (MRWS Stage 5) 

In these early stages, regulators will provide information, 
advice and comment

Environmental permitting would start at beginning of 
intrusive site investigation (MRWS Stage 5)

Environment Agency would consult publicly on decisions 
on whether to grant or vary an environmental permit  

 
 
 

Influencing regulatory decisions

Environment Agency will consult publicly before deciding 
whether to grant an environmental permit, such as, for 
intrusive site investigation 

Consultation approach could include:

Extending consultation beyond 30 working days

Wider advertising, for example, in local newspapers

Consulting on draft environmental permit

Holding public meetings or drop-in sessions

Comments or concerns raised by communities would be 
considered when finalising a decision on whether to grant 
an environmental permit 
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Independence from Government

Environment Agency and HSE are set up under legislation 
as independent regulators

Both are governed by Boards with independent chairs and independent 
non-executive directors

Environment Agency is sponsored by Defra and HSE by Department for 
Work and Pensions – neither Department has responsibilities for 
promoting nuclear technology or ensuring nuclear safety 

DfT is part of Government but is independent competent 
authority for regulating transport of radioactive waste

Separation from Government of DfT‟s regulatory role is under review

Regulators have regard to Government policy but do not 
consult Government when making regulatory decisions

 
 
 

Independence from NDA

We treat NDA in the same way as other businesses 

We ensure that any advice or comment that we provide will not 
compromise our regulatory independence 

We make our advice and comment publicly available, subject to any 
national security restrictions

Environment Agency and HSE have arrangements for 
charging NDA for pre-application regulatory advice 

For Environment Agency, this is consistent with “polluter pays”

DfT does not currently charge for its regulatory services
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Summary

Nature of interaction changes when statutory regulation 
begins

Environment Agency will consult publicly before deciding whether to 
grant environmental permit, e.g. for intrusive site investigation.

Regulators would support the activities of any Community 
Siting Partnership(s) if invited to do so

Regulators have arrangements in place to ensure 
independence from Government and NDA

We adopt a flexible approach to engagement with 
communities – good communication is two-way

 
 
 

Thank you for listening

Any questions?

 
 

 
The questions and points of discussion that followed the presentation are 
summarised in 4.2 – 4.7 below.   
 
4.2 – Requirement for different levels of information  
A discussion was held about the requirements for information in different forms for people 
in the community, including for those who want to see technical information and those 
who just want a simpler version.  The EA was asked whether it has the resources and 
people with the right skills to be able to provide these different forms of communication.    
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The EA acknowledged that it is not always easy as this is a new requirement for them but 
they are learning how to do it, and they confirmed that the resources exist and are 
available to help them.  They referred to documentation that they have already produced 
on their roles to support PSE2.  The documentation includes a booklet and briefing notes 
on the role of the EA that was developed using feedback from the PSE Sub-Group.  It 
was noted that technical guidance has to be technical, but they are also trying to put in 
e.g. plain English summaries where appropriate.   
 
4.3 – Resources and skills 
A question was asked about whether, given the long-term nature of the project and the 
fact that it is such a new project in the UK, the EA has the necessary skills, resource and 
capacity. 
 
The EA referred to a discussion that they had with CALC regarding this issue (see 
Document 126 – Notes from a meeting between CALC/EA re regulatory resources).  
They advised that the team that is now established in the EA is in a much stronger 
position than they were when they first joined with Her Majesty‟s Inspector of Pollution.   
The EA also has specialists across the Agency who can help with work of this kind, and 
this support is being built in at the moment.  They are aware that this project will run for a 
very long time, but they are beginning to plan for the future, and are working to ensure 
that people from elsewhere in the Agency are brought in to provide support on particular 
issues (e.g. groundwater specialists were brought in to provide input on the BGS report).  
It was noted that, at the moment, the EA does not have a regulatory decision to make, 
but as it moves forward this will also be built into the plan, however, until the process 
reaches the stage where they will be acting as regulators, they cannot commit resources. 
 
There was a reminder that the EA gave a presentation to the Partnership at its meeting 
on 13th January 2010 regarding the roles and resources of the regulators (see Document 
36 – Regulators‟ Roles and Resources in the Implementation of MRWS, and the 
Partnership meeting report from that date – Document 47, Section 4).  The discussion at 
that time resulted in the above meeting with CALC.  Document 36 (Regulators‟ Roles and 
Processes in the Implementation of MRWS) will be brought back to the next Partnership 
meeting on 3rd March 2011 and will be modified to include more information on resources.     
 
4.4 – Infrastructure and the role of the Department for Transport 
A request was made for further information about the role and involvement of the DfT in 
relation to its role in regulating the infrastructure that would be required for a GDF.  The 
EA agreed to raise this with the DfT to seek clarity about when more information will be 
available about regulation of the necessary transport infrastructure.   
 
It was noted that, whilst the regulators are seeking to act jointly, they are responsible 
specifically for the following aspects: 

 EA – authorising/permitting disposal. 

 DfT – transport of waste from the generating to the receiving site (this regulatory 
duty ends when the waste goes underground).   

 HSE – safety at nuclear sites.   
 
4.5 – Role of the EA in the Strategic Environmental Assessment 
A discussion was held about the role of the EA in the SEA process.  It was confirmed that 
the EA provides advice to developers and local authorities and that they are working with 
the NDA on the SEA at the moment.  There is also an EA representative on the NDA‟s 
Environmental Assessment Advisory Panel which meets 3 – 4 times a year.  The EA 
therefore has a fairly strong influencing role early in the process. 
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4.6 – Concerns re amount of consultation  
Concerns were raised regarding the amount of consultation that is going to take place 
between various agencies and the public, and the potential for “consultation fatigue”.  It 
was suggested that this should be taken into consideration and the options for jointly 
consulting should be explored.     
 
The EA acknowledged that they are aware of this and confirmed that they want to 
coordinate consultation on the regulatory processes.  In revising its Guidance on 
Requirements for Authorisation, the EA has sought to align its decision points with other 
regulatory and planning decisions points wherever possible which will help to manage the 
number of consultations. 
 
4.7 – Actions and way forward 
It was agreed that no further information or actions were required on this item at this 
stage.  It will be revisited later in the year when the Partnership reviews its progress 
against the Work Programme.  Document 130 will be adopted and published on the 
Partnership website.  Document 36 will be revised for the next Partnership meeting on 3rd 
March 2011.   
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5.  Ethics 
 
5.1 – Background 
Under Criterion 7 in its Work Programme, the Partnership is looking for a: „Broad 
understanding of what the ethical issues are with regard to hosting a GDF, and 
reassurance that they can be addressed in the future (as appropriate)‟.  Task 7c in the 
Work Programme is: „To summarise and briefly review ethics work completed by CoRWM 
and identify implications for the MRWS process in West Cumbria‟. 
 
In order to address this, the Partnership commissioned Professor Andy Blowers, who led 
the ethics work carried out during CoRWM1, to summarise the work that was done in this 
area.  For further information see Document 141 on the Partnership website which is 
Chapter 6 of the CoRWM Report, entitled „An ethical problem‟. 
 
The presentation slides are provided below. 
 
 

IT IS A MORAL ISSUE – ETHICAL AND 
SOCIAL ISSUES AND THE 

MANAGEMENT OF RADIOACTIVE 
WASTE

Presentation to the West Cumbria MRWS 
Partnership

Andrew Blowers
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Ethics

Ethics are sets of principles or standards 
concerned with behaviour and well-being.  
They act as a guide to what is acceptable or 
unacceptable,  what we should do, what is 
right or wrong, good or bad, fair or unfair. 

 
 
 

Flowers Report

There should be no commitment to a large 
programme of nuclear fission power until it 
has been demonstrated beyond reasonable 
doubt that a method exists to ensure the safe 
containment of long lived, highly radioactive 
waste for the indefinite future.

(RCEP, Nuclear Power and the Environment, 
6th. Report, Cmnd 6618, para. 27)
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Committee on Radioactive Waste 
Management (CoRWM)

CoRWM set up to ‘inspire public confidence by 
engaging with the public and applying ethical 
principles as well as the best science and 
technology to decision making’

(Defra, Managing Radioactive Waste Safely: 
Proposals for Developing a Policy for 
Managing Solid Radioactive Wastes in the UK, 
2001)

 
 
 

CoRWM’s Guiding Principles
• To be open and transparent
• To uphold the public interest by taking full 

account of public and stakeholder views in our 
decision making

• To achieve fairness with respect to procedures, 
communities and future generations

• To aim for a safe and sustainable environment 
both now and in the future

• To ensure an efficient, cost-effective and 
conclusive process
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Geological Disposal

• ‘Geological disposal is the way higher activity 
waste will be managed in the long term’

• (DECC, Revised Draft National Policy 
Statement for Nuclear Power Generation (EN-
6), Annex B)

 
 
 

Radwaste Policy

• ‘Having considered this issue, the Government 
is satisfied that effective arrangements will 
exist to manage and dispose of the waste that 
will be produced from new nuclear power 
stations’

• (EN-6, Annex B)
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Limits to Voluntarism?

• The Government is committed to making the 
voluntarist and partnership approach to site selection 
work through the MRWS process.  However, the 
Government recognises it has a responsibility to deal 
with long-term higher activity waste management and 
is committed to geological disposal as the technical 
solution, such that it will seek to develop alternative 
ways to implement that solution if the current 
framework, as set out in the MRWS White Paper, 
ultimately proves to be unsuccessful in the UK’

• (EN-6, Annex B, p.16)

 
 
 

CoRWM’s Recommendations

1. Within the present state of knowledge CoRWM considers geological 
disposal to be the best available approach for the long-term 
management ..when compared with the risks associated with other 
methods of management.

2. A robust programme of interim storage must play an integral part in the 
long term strategy….that is robust against the risk of delay or failure in 
the repository programme.

4. There should be a commitment to an intensified programme of research 
and development into the long-term safety of geological disposal aimed 
at reducing uncertainties…

5. The commitment to ensuring flexibility in decision making should leave 
open the possibility that other long-term management options..could
emerge as practical alternatives.

(Managing our Radioactive Waste Safely, CoRWM’s Recommendations 
to Government, November, 2006)
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CoRWM’s Recommendations

10.   Community involvement in any proposals for the siting of long-term 
radioactive facilities should be based on the principle of volunteerism, 
that is an expressed wish to participate

11. Willingness to participate should be supported by the provision of 
community packages…Participation should be based on the expectation 
that the well-being of the community will be enhanced

12. Community participation should be achieved through the development 
of a partnership approach, based on an open and equal relationship 
between potential host communities and those responsible for 
implementation

13. Communities should have the right to withdraw from this process up to 
a pre-defined point

14, In order to ensure the legitimacy of the process, key decisions should be 
ratified by the appropriate democratically elected body/bodies
(CoRWM, 2006)

 
 
 

Well-being

‘By well being we mean those aspects of living which 
contribute to the community’s sense of identity, 
development and positive self-image. Community well 
being may be realised in a variety of ways through 
economic development, through greater control over its 
affairs and through an ability to define and realise its own 
vision for its future…The principle must be that any 
community hosting a long-term radioactive waste facility 
should enjoy a perceptible improvement in its quality of life 
becoming, thereby, a better place in which to live.’

(Moving Forward: CoRWM’s Proposals for Implementation, 
CoRWM Document 1703, February, 2007)
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Intra-generational Equity

Ethical principles include:

– Well-being; utilitarian, least impact

– Justice, distributional in terms of: parity; 
proportionately; responsibility; vulnerability

– Dignit;, liberty, acceptability, voluntary

 
 
 

Peripheral Communities

• Remoteness

• Economic Marginality

• Powerlessness

• Culture of Acceptance

• Environmental Degradation
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Technology and Time

‘The discrepancy between the tremendous 
time-reach of our actions and the much 
shorter reach of our foresight concerning their 
outcome is almost bound to grow bigger as 
we go on with “big technology”’.

(Hans Jonas (1984) The Imperative of 
Responsibility)

 
 
 

Time-scales

Geoscientific time-scales

Very long. Concerns of science and technology.

Focus on geological disposal

Sociocultural time-scales

Short – one or two generations. Concern with 
institutional and societal stability. Focus on 
storage, monitoring and retrievability
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Continuing Responsibility

‘Responsibility has to extend to the reach of 
the impact of our actions.  Thus, if we create 
technologies and products that are potentially 
harmful to the end of time then this is the 
timscale of responsibility that has to be 
encompassed when such products are used 
for the benefit of the present.’

(Barbara Adam, CoRWM 2007)

 
 
 

Diminishing Responsibility

‘..language which suggests that obligations 
continue unchanged for all time is simply not 
realistic.  On sufficiently long time-scales, any 
statement at all about the impacts of current 
actions and about obligations of current 
societies towards the future eventually 
becomes meaningless.’

(NEA, 2006)
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Deal with it Now

‘Is the ethical course of action one in which 
the current generation which has the use of 
nuclear power disposes of the associated 
wastes now in a way which is predicted to 
require no action by future generations?’

(NEA/OECD, The Environmental and Ethical 
Basis of Geological Disposal)

 
 
 

Leave Options Open

‘Should the current generation leave the 
waste in supervised, retrievable stores so that 
future generations of technologists have all 
options for action open to them?’

(NEA/OECD)
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Ethics and New Build

‘The public assessment process that should 
apply to any future new build proposals 
should build on the CoRWM process, and will 
need to consider a range of issues including 
the social, political and ethical issues of a 
deliberate decision to create new nuclear 
wastes.’

(CoRWM, 2006)

 
 
 

Uncertainty of Predictions

‘Predictions  of potential climate change 
effects become increasingly less certain the 
further into the future they extend’

(DECC, 2010c, Annex C p. 17).
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Extreme Events

‘This would make extreme weather events like 
floods and droughts more frequent and 
increase global instability, conflict, public 
health-related deaths and migration of people 
to levels beyond any recent experience. Heat 
waves, droughts and floods would affect the 
UK’

(DECC, 2010b, pp. 9-10). 

 
 
 

Disposability of Wastes

‘..no new issues arise that challenge the 
fundamental disposability of the wastes and 
spent fuel expected to arise from operation of 
the reactor designs currently being assessed 
by the GDA process.’

DECC, 2010, EN-6 revised, Annex B)
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More than one repository?

‘The Government favours a single geological 
disposal facility for all higher activity wastes it 
that proves technically possible, however it 
has not ruled out the alternative of there 
being more than one facility..’

(DECC, 2010, EN-6, Annex B)

 
 
 

A central store?

‘The Government does not wish to preclude 
alternative arrangements, for example a 
central storage facility, if a site can be 
identified and the necessary regulatory and 
planning permissions obtained.’

(DECC, 2010, EN-6, Annex B)

 
 
 
The questions and points of discussion that followed the presentation are 
summarised in 5.2 – 5.16 below.   
 
5.2 – Ethical issues in relation to nuclear new build 
It was stated by one Partnership member that they do not see an ethical difference 
between nuclear new build and operation of the existing fleet, as new waste is already 
being generated all of the time.  The presenter responded to say that it could be argued 
that the waste from existing operating stations is already committed, but deliberately 
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taking a decision now, to generate more waste, is an ethical decision.  He further noted 
that, from the point of view of a stronger ethical position, there could be an argument that 
the generation of existing waste from the currently operating plants should be stopped.   
 
5.3 – Balance of the risks from climate change and the risks from nuclear power 
A question was asked about the wider ethical issues involved in balancing the risks of 
climate change against the risks involved in nuclear power.   
 
The presenter responded by saying that, whilst the Government has recognised that 
nuclear waste is a problem (and also an ethical problem), it is also a solution to the other 
problem of climate change.  He stated that it is a false ethical contrast to “pitch one 
against the other when both are bad”, particularly if you take the view that nuclear power 
is not essential in ensuring that the problem of security of energy supply is resolved.  He 
noted that it could also be argued that nuclear is dangerous “full stop” in that there is the 
possibility of a low probability but high consequence incident happening at any time.   
 
The difference in timescales was also noted as being important, in that climate change is 
“not far away”, whereas with radioactive waste it is not known whether the problem is 
here tomorrow or in thousands of years‟ time.  The presenter is therefore not personally 
persuaded by the argument that it is ethically better to have nuclear power because 
otherwise climate change is on the cards. 
 
5.4 – Partnership remit 
There was a reminder that the remit for this Partnership is about geological disposal, and 
it is not here to debate nuclear new build, or the ethics of new build.    
 
5.5 – Whether accessibility and retrievability would address some of the concerns  
A discussion was held about whether a GDF would be more acceptable ethically, if it 
were to remain accessible for a few 100 years or more in order to keep technical options 
open.  
 
The presenter responded to say that ethics could take the arguments about long-term 
accessibility (whether through retrievability or continued long-term storage) in different 
directions.  From an ethical perspective, the option of long-term storage satisfies the 
requirement of giving flexibility and liberty to future generations, and that needs to be 
weighed against e.g. costs and risks.   
 
The presenter stated that he feels that the Partnership should be considering other 
options as well as geological disposal.  In his view, this should include the consideration 
of long-term storage, especially as it is going to be with everybody for a long period of 
time no matter what happens, and also because, ultimately, the conclusion might be 
reached not to have a GDF anyway.   
 
There was some agreement from members about what had been said in the presentation 
about the option for a centralised store, and the implications of that option would need to 
be considered.  It was, however, reiterated that it is not in the remit of this Partnership, 
however the same sort of process could be followed if it were to go ahead.  
 
5.6 – More emphasis on positive aspects e.g. build up of knowledge and skills 
It was noted by one member that there could have been more focus in the presentation 
on positive aspects e.g. the build up of knowledge and skills in the area.  It was felt that 
there are pros and cons of being an area that has a nuclear facility, and that has to be 
taken into consideration. 
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The presenter agreed with this and agreed that the „badge‟ of Britain‟s Energy Coast 
could be a very positive statement.  He also pointed out that, whilst some people might 
be satisfied that having (for example) a new nuclear power station might bring wealth, 
opportunity etc., it doesn‟t necessarily follow that a lot of other industries will be attracted 
to the area.  That is why CoRWM included this in its recommendations as something that 
needs to be considered i.e. if an area takes the burden of taking the UK‟s nuclear waste, 
it must get something good out of it.  This is therefore a debate for the citizens of West 
Cumbria to have.    
 
5.7 – Description of this process being the first stage of implementation 
Concerns were raised that the current stage of the Partnership‟s involvement in the 
MRWS process was described in the presentation as being the first phase of 
implementation.  It was noted that a lot of people in the Partnership would challenge that 
description, and would view it as being an evaluation phase.  
 
The presenter weIcomed the correction and stated that in no way did he intend to 
suggest that this was implementation.  He acknowledged his surprise that there is this 
level of evaluation and stated that it is a very interesting phase.    
 
5.8 – Issues around the majority of the waste already being in West Cumbria 
The presenter was asked how the ethical principles that he presented can help the 
Partnership and this community discriminate between the options that it has, given the 
fact that the community already has approximately 70% of the waste that is ear-marked 
for disposal.   
 
The presenter noted that he cannot be expected to answer the question.  However, he 
stated that ethical principles can be used to support the decision-making process and 
help in determining the decision that is ultimately taken.  For example, the line could be 
taken that, as West Cumbria has such a large amount already, there is already an ethical 
responsibility to deal with it, however this results in a level of vulnerability for the 
community that is associated with that.  Therefore, if the community accepts that they 
take the waste on, whether in a central store or a GDF, the issue of ensuring that its well-
being is enhanced comes in.  He encouraged the Partnership to take on that mindset to 
help its thinking, including the consideration of the rights of future generations.   
 
5.9 – Debate re dealing with the waste now or later  
With regard to the debate about dealing with the waste now or later, an observing 
member from CoRWM explained that CoRWM (after much debate) came to the 
conclusion that, provided there is enough confidence in the safety of geological disposal, 
the ethical consideration points to doing it now.  The Committee recognised that there are 
uncertainties about the implementation of disposal so it is necessary to have a 
programme of interim storage that is robust against delay in implementing disposal, a 
programme of R&D to support disposal, and the continuing evaluation of other options.  
However, given everything that was known at that time, it was decided that the ethical 
decision was to recommend geological disposal for the long-term management of higher 
activity waste.  
 
The presenter agreed with this, but reiterated that long-term storage is already 
happening. He also added that, if new build is brought into the picture that raises all sorts 
of other ethical questions, and there is also a necessity to embrace the kind of pressure 
that is being exerted by the Government to reach a decision quickly.  
 
5.10 – Levels of uncertainty at different sites 
A question was asked about whether there were any discussions about the fact that the 
level of uncertainties might be different at different sites.  
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CoRWM responded to say that they were evaluating the options from a national 
perspective, and were not looking at specific sites.  At the time, there was evidence to 
say that there are suitable geologies in the UK as a whole, but it was also recognised that 
it would not be appropriate for a community to initiate discussions with the Government 
only to find that its area would not be geologically suitable.  CoRWM therefore 
recommended that there was an initial screening of unsuitable geologies.  The advice 
given to the Government by geologists was that this would not be practicable for areas 
the size of local authorities, but it would be possible to develop criteria that could be used 
in a local area.  This is the approach that was adopted in the White Paper, where criteria 
were identified to determine areas that are obviously geologically unsuitable in areas that 
had chosen to make an Expression of Interest.  
 
5.11 – DECC input re time lines  
DECC made the point that they take a different view from that of the presenter on some 
of the consultation activities that have been taking place over the last few years.  In 
response to the comment on local communities, DECC reiterated that the Government is 
still committed to a voluntarism approach as set out in the White Paper.  With regard to 
the timescales, the time line itself is only indicative and the process can only move 
forward at a rate that a community that has expressed an interest is prepared to move. 
 
The presenter acknowledged these points, but noted that he did not necessarily agree 
with them.  He also asked why the Government is not interested in adopting a 
voluntarism approach on the issue of new build.   
 
5.12 – Concerns re the personal views of the presenter on new build 
Concerns were expressed by some Partnership members that the presenter‟s personal 
views on nuclear new build were tarnishing what was being presented to them.  It was 
noted that the terms of reference for the Partnership are clear, and there was some 
disappointment that the issue of nuclear new build was being debated.   
 
5.13 – Perceptions of safety and risk 
Reference was made to the overall principle that an area needs to be better off and that 
this is closely linked to risks and burden.  It was then asked whether, if a repository is 
categorised in the future as being safe, the risks are then purely based on the perception 
that it is going to be risky. 
 
The presenter stated that he does not think that it is possible to say that a facility is going 
to be 100% safe, and that it is basically about probability.  It was noted that, if there is an 
issue regarding public perceptions about risk/safety, then these should not be dismissed, 
and the challenge is to align public perceptions with the probabilities.  It was further noted 
that public perception is “probably right” in that the possibility of an accident/incident may 
be very low, but the consequences are very high, and the public might not be willing to 
accept that risk. 
  
It was noted by a Partnership member that it could be argued that the risks of current 
storage methods are equally of concern.  The presenter acknowledged that this is a 
potential argument for saying that the waste should be put underground now. 
 
CoRWM noted that, with regard to safety and risks, it is possible to ask „What is the worst 
that could happen?‟  During the work of the original CoRWM Committee, it asked Nirex 
this question for the ILW inventory for which Nirex had carried out a long-term 
performance assessment.  The response was that, if the risk target was met, radiation 
levels would only rise to a level that is similar to the natural background levels of radiation 
in some parts of the UK.  
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A question was asked as to whether this worst case scenario would be revisited to take 
into account high level waste (HLW).  CoRWM responded to say that at the time of their 
work, HLW had only just come into the remit of Nirex.  It was noted that more recent 
international evidence shows that the rate of release of radioactivity is at lower levels for 
HLW than ILW.  It was also stated that, at the right stage of the process, the safety case 
will include sensitivity studies for the whole inventory.  However, it would not be 
appropriate to do this now.  
 
The NDA provided a reminder that it is about to publish its Generic Disposal System 
Safety Case, however this will not include the kind of sensitivity studies that have been 
carried out previously.  A question was raised as to whether plans need to be made to do 
this kind of exercise for the HLW that is due to be disposed of in a facility, and it was 
suggested that this should be discussed further with the NDA if felt to be appropriate.   
 
5.14 – CoRWM’s integrated recommendations 
A question was asked as to whether there were any recommendations from CoRWM that 
had an ethical dimension that were not taken on board by the Government.   
 
In response it was stated that this is more a question of the weight that is put on the 
recommendations.  It was noted that some may argue that not enough weight has been 
put on some aspects, especially with regard to research and development (R&D).  It was 
further noted that the recommendations were not just integrated but were interdependent, 
and that needs to be recognised.  CoRWM reached its conclusions by integrating 
knowledge streams, and all aspects were brought together to reach, at the time, a 
consensual decision.  It was noted that the nature of consensus is that you cannot satisfy 
everybody in a group, but it was also acknowledged that it was a surprise that CoRWM 
reached a consensus with such a wide group of people.  Furthermore, the 
recommendations have, to date, been proved to be remarkably robust. 
 
5.15 – Ongoing work streams 
An observing member from CoRWM noted that a number of work streams are happening 
including: 

 The management of waste right up to the point of it going into storage.  A major 
part of that is dealing with the existing hazards, including the ponds and silos at 
Sellafield.   

 R&D, including a lot of meetings with the Radioactive Waste Management 
Directorate of the NDA regarding R&D associated with storage.   

 Scrutinising what is happening with regard to near-surface facilities – this is very 
relevant because of the waste management policy adopted in Scotland.   

 
For further information see the CoRWM website: 
http://corwm.decc.gov.uk/en/crwm/cms/our_current_wo/our_current_wo.aspx.    
 
5.16 – Agreement and way forward 
It was agreed that no further actions were required at this stage.  The Partnership will 
consider the issues that were raised as part of its ongoing Work Programme.   

http://corwm.decc.gov.uk/en/crwm/cms/our_current_wo/our_current_wo.aspx
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6.  Way Forward and Actions 
 
6.1 – The planning system 
The issues that were discussed will be considered further by the Partnership as part of its 
ongoing Work Programme as related matters arise.  The Programme Manager and 
DECC will provide clarification about when the right of withdrawal ceases to exist, and the 
supporting paper, „Planning Role and Processes‟, will be finalised and published on the 
Partnership website (Document 134).   
 
6.2 – Regulatory interface with the community 
No further information or actions are required at this stage in the process.  The draft 
paper, „Regulatory Interfaces with the Community‟, that was jointly written by the 
regulators will be adopted and published on the Partnership website (Document 130).  
The resources of the regulators will be considered at the next Partnership meeting on 3rd 
March 2011. 
 
6.3 – Ethics  
The issues that were raised and discussed will be considered as part of the Partnership‟s 
ongoing Work Programme. 
 
6.4 – Dates 
The forward programme of meeting dates is provided below.  Members of the public are 
welcome to observe the Partnership meetings (right hand column).  Please contact the 
Secretariat for details and registration on 0800 048 8912. 
 

 

Steering Group meetings 2011: 
 

 

Partnership meetings 2011: 

16 February 3 March 
(The Copeland Centre, Whitehaven) 

16 March  

31 March 14 April  
(The Wave, Maryport) 

28 April  

17 May 24 May (venue tbc, Copeland) 

9 June 23 June (venue tbc, Allerdale) 

 7 July (venue tbc, Copeland) 

21 July  

4 August 18 August (venue tbc, Allerdale) 

1 September  

15 September 29 September (venue tbc, Copeland) 

13 October  

27 October 10 November (venue tbc, Allerdale) 

24 November 15 December (venue tbc, Copeland) 
 

Steering Group meetings 2012: 
 

 

Partnership meetings 2012: 

12 January 26 January (venue tbc, Allerdale) 

9 February  
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6.5 – Actions.  The following actions were agreed:   
 

 
 

Action 
 

 

Who 
 

By when 

1 Check the practicalities of carrying out the final 
Ipsos MORI survey to the level of robustness that 
would be required to address the concerns raised 
by CALC.  (Carried forward from last meeting – 
item is still being progressed and an update will be 
given at the next meeting.)   

Rhuari 3 March 

2 Finalise/approve the amendments to Document 97 
to publish as working draft on the Partnership 
website.  

Rhuari & 
Steering Group 

16 Feb 

3 Circulate the NDA permissions schedule. Alun Ellis 28 Jan 

4 Consider the issues that were raised regarding the 
timing of negotiations and agreement about key 
aspects of the Community Benefits package. 

Community 
Benefits Sub-
Group 

24 Jan 

5 Provide clarification on the exact stage at which the 
final opportunity to exercise a Right of Withdrawal 
exists.   
[The response has since been provided and is 
detailed in Appendix 3.] 

Rhuari & DECC 3 Mar 

6 Liaise with the DfT regarding at what point more 
information will be made available regarding 
regulation of the necessary transport infrastructure. 

Gavin Thomson 
 

3 Mar 

7 Complete the addition of further information on 
resources in Document 36 for discussion at the 
next Partnership meeting.   

Gavin Thomson 
 

22 Feb 

8 Consider the request for publication of the minutes 
of the officials GDIB and the Waste Management 
Steering Group.   

Andrew Craze, 
DECC  

3 Mar 

9 Consider the request for an organisational register 
of interests.  

Rhuari & 
Steering Group 

16 Feb 

10 Review suitability of venues for future Partnership 
meetings. 

PSE Sub-Group 8 Feb 

11 Send hard copy of impacts research scoping 
information to the member of the public who 
requested it. 

Stewart Kemp 28 Jan 

12 Circulate draft meeting report to Partnership 
attendees. 

Jane 26 Jan 

13 Comment on draft meeting report. All attendees 2 Feb 

14 Circulate final draft of meeting report and publish 
on website. 

Jane 9 Feb 
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7.  Public Questions/Comments 
 
7.1 – Questionnaire given to all Partnership members in attendance  
In response to having received a copy of the Partnership‟s Discussion Pack, a member of 
the public asked Partnership members who were in attendance to provide their 
responses to a series of 20 questions that she handed out.  She stated that her response 
to the questions in the Discussion Pack about what she thinks will depend, to some 
extent, on Partnership members‟ responses to her questions.  Members were asked to 
hand their responses back to her after the lunch break.  
 
7.2 – Request for a Register of Interests for organisations on the Partnership 
There was a reminder from Jean McSorley that, some time ago, she and Ruth Balogh 
had written to the Partnership requesting that the Partnership consider publishing a 
Register of Interests.  It was noted by them that, whilst the Partnership has since agreed 
to publish a Register of Interests for individual members, this was done as a result of a 
Parliamentary question that had been raised.   
 
(The Register of Interests is due to be published on the Partnership website at the end of 
January 2011.  For further information see the Partnership meeting report from 10th 
December 2010 – Document 127, Section 3.1, and Document 129 – Proposal for a 
Register of Interests.) 
 
There was a reminder that the original request had also included that a Register of 
Interests be drawn up for the organisations that are involved in the Partnership.  It was 
noted that there may be members of the Partnership who do not receive funding that is 
related to the nuclear industry, or take part in activities that are considered to be a conflict 
of interest, however, they may work for an organisation that does.  The request for an 
organisational register of interests was therefore restated.   
 
Response from the Partnership 
It was agreed that the Programme Manager and the Steering Group will consider this 
request.   
 
7.3 – Request for publication of the minutes of the original officials GDIB and the 
Waste Management Steering Group 
It has been mentioned twice at these meetings that the first meeting of the GDIB with the 
Minister (Charles Hendry – Minister of State for the Department of Energy and Climate 
Change) has taken place.  Actually the GDIB has been meeting for two years as an 
officials-only meeting, held with DECC and the agencies.  The minutes have not been 
made available on public websites, but a lot of the conversation is very pertinent.  I ask 
that all of those minutes be published by DECC on its MRWS website.   
 
There is also another body that includes people from the NDA.  There have been a lot of 
meetings and I have got the minutes, but I only came to know about them as they were 
referred to in the House of Lords Science and Technology Committee report that came 
out last year.  The minutes have only been seen because people requested them, but 
some people in the NDA have been party to those meetings and it would be helpful if the 
minutes were available to everybody taking part in the Partnership and those observing 
its proceedings.  I ask that these also be made publicly available. 
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Response from DECC  
DECC confirmed that the GDIB is a new meeting chaired by ministers to provide 
oversight and scrutiny of the MRWS process, and it allows a range of stakeholders to 
input into that meeting.  They confirmed that the terms of reference for the GDIB are on 
the DECC website (see 2.5 above).   
 
DECC also confirmed that there was also an officials group who met prior to that, and this 
group was established under the same name.  It was confirmed that DECC had not 
actively published the minutes of the prior meetings and they agreed to consider the 
request for publication of the minutes with colleagues.  
 
DECC also confirmed that there is another group [confirmed after the meeting as the 
Waste Management Steering Group].  They agreed that they and the NDA would discuss 
and consider the request for the minutes from these meetings to be published.  
 
Response from the EA 
The EA clarified that they were not involved in the original officials GDIB but are now 
represented in the new high-level GDIB. 
 
7.4 – Request for information about the reviews of the Minerals and Waste 
Framework 
With regard to the Minerals and Waste Framework, during the November 2009 hearings 
we were impressed by the fact that the inspector said that there was a need for urgent 
review.  I would like to know more about when that‟s likely to happen and what form that 
review will take, including timescales and opportunities for people who took part in the 
original consultation to come back and take part again. 
 
Response from Cumbria County Council  
The presenter from the planning team of Cumbria CC responded to say that the inspector 
required a timely review when the detail of the national policies became clearer.  The 
programme for the review went to the Cumbria CC Cabinet in December 2010.  Work on 
the review is due to start in March 2011.  It will be a repeat of the previous work and will 
follow the statutory process for full public consultation.  The review is scheduled to take 
place within the timescale of one year, with a caveat that resources might affect this 
timescale, but not the start date.  Information about this will be on the County Council 
website. 
 
7.5 – Concerns re resources and the ability to plan into the future 
It is a very unstable environment that everybody is operating under.  I wanted to draw 
attention to that.  Is it possible to make plans within the expectation that people‟s jobs 
may not continue?  Many people in this room are very unclear about where the future lies 
in relation to that.  I was really wondering about the EA.  I know that these questions are 
very hard to plan for into the future, but it seems to me that it might be quite difficult to 
deliver the level of service that you‟ve been talking about within what‟s expected over job 
losses and so on. 
 
Response from the EA 
The EA responded to say that, like many other organisations, they are facing reductions 
in income following the Comprehensive Spending Review, however, to date the 
radioactive team has been largely unaffected by these changes and there is presently no 
expectation that this position will change.  
  
7.6 – Observation re funding of the EA by the NDA 
I‟d like to add to the point that was raised about organisational interests, and the fact that 
the EA receives funding from the NDA.   
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Response from CALC 
CALC responded to say that they have already pointed out that the relationship between 
the EA and the NDA, and the fact that a lot of the funding for the EA is coming from the 
NDA, is an issue that the public might find uncomfortable.   
 
Response from the EA 
The EA responded to say that all the types of industry that they regulate across the 
country fund the work that the EA does, and it is considered by the EA to be absolutely 
right that they should be charged. 
 
7.7 – Request for Partnership meeting locations to be accessible by public 
transport 
A request was made for venues for Partnership meetings to be accessible for people 
using public transport.  The issue of the perception of using hotels and whether this is an 
appropriate use of taxpayers‟ money was also raised. 
 
Response from the Partnership 
It was noted that 3KQ (the Programme Managers) and the PSE Sub-Group are reviewing 
future venues at the moment and will consider this request as part of that review.  
 
7.8 – Question/concerns re why geological disposal is being considered in West 
Cumbria  
Speaking on behalf of lots of people who can‟t be here today, the question is what are we 
even doing here in the first place?  It‟s mind blowing.  We‟ve been through the Nirex 
inquiry, which showed that nowhere in West Cumbria is suitable for the disposal of even 
low level waste never mind high level.  After that inquiry they had two options: to 
recognise that there is no place in the UK for deep disposal – nobody is coming forward; 
or stick with deep disposal but find somewhere that is suitable which is not in West 
Cumbria.  It is a waste of taxpayers‟ money.  We have gone with the indefensible option – 
start with a fresh piece of paper and pretend that Nirex didn‟t happen. 
 
Response from the Chair of the Partnership 
I think that the Partnership has to hear comments like that.  I think it‟s well publicised why 
we expressed an interest and it‟s not up to the Partnership to defend comments like that 
but we do need to dispel some of the myths that exist and put them to bed or not e.g. that 
the whole of Cumbria was kicked out.  We expressed an interest as the three public 
authorities, as the majority of the waste that would go into a GDF is already here in West 
Cumbria.  I will defend to the hilt that we have the right to explore whether it stays or 
goes.  The impact on communities will be massive no matter what happens and just to 
ignore that would be wrong.  
 
Further discussion re the facts about Nirex 
There was a reminder that there is a continuing action on the Partnership to be talking to 
the NDA and to members of the public about the history of Nirex.   
 
This then led on to further discussion about whether West Cumbria was found to be 
unsuitable during the Nirex inquiry – this was not agreed upon.  The Partnership stated 
that it is not the case that West Cumbria was found to be unsuitable, and the questioner 
reiterated that the Nirex inquiry found that the area was not suitable, and stated that there 
is a letter stating that which is about to go to the local press.  
 
7.9 – Statement re ethics and trust in the Government 
With regard to the presentation on ethics, the impression I had was that the speaker had 
gone to an incredible extent in questioning what the Government is saying.  This is not 
entirely a local ethical problem, and not entirely a local problem.  It is a national problem 
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that is being presented to us.  It is about social safety and it is a social contract: who pays 
financially, and in terms of consequences, for the disposal of nuclear waste?  I wonder to 
what extent we can trust the relevant parties in the light of recent U-turns on Government 
policy e.g. tuition fees.  Political expediency will trump principle every time.  I think we 
need to bear in mind the shifting sands of Government policy. 
 
7.10 – Question re the agenda item on monitoring PSE2  
I am trying to find out what‟s happened with public and stakeholder views at this meeting, 
particularly Task 6a(iv) in the work programme.  I can‟t see when these reviews are going 
to take place.  The words in the work programme are slightly different to what‟s going to 
be covered. 
 
Response from the Partnership 
It was noted that there was a brief update at the beginning of the meeting with regard to 
updates on specific PSE events that have taken place, and other work that is still 
ongoing.  It was confirmed that PSE2 ends on 11th February 2011 and, after that date, the 
PSE Sub-Group will be considering the outputs from all strands of PSE2 to present to the 
Partnership meeting on 14th April 2011.   
 
7.11 – Question re the uncertainties in West Cumbria 
If I was a developer at the moment, and for whatever reason I was going to come to West 
Cumbria, if I was based down south and looked at that map (the BGS map showing the 
excluded areas of West Cumbria which was on display at the meeting), there‟s a lot of 
uncertainties.  How can a benefits package compensate for the fact that people are 
thinking that there is too much uncertainty about it?  There might be a lot of people who 
are attracted by it, but what about those who, even at this stage, might already be saying 
„I‟m not going to West Cumbria‟. 
 
Response from Community Benefits Sub-Group and Impacts Sub-Group 
It was confirmed that the Community Benefits Sub-Group is thinking about this, including 
the staging of benefits and whether a package should flow from the point of construction 
or whether impacts are being incurred at a much earlier stage. 
 
It was also noted that the GDF Impacts research that is underway is also considering the 
perception of West Cumbria, and how that might impact on prospective businesses that 
might be attracted to West Cumbria.  There will be an update on this research at the 14th 
April Partnership meeting. 
 
7.12 – Question re what waste is being dealt with by the Partnership 
I‟m feeling a bit confused about exactly what waste is being dealt with by this Partnership.  
Is it legacy waste, and what counts as legacy waste i.e. is it waste that is being generated 
at the moment as I also understand from other meetings that waste is currently being 
packaged for disposal in a GDF, and that raises another ethical question?  And is this 
Partnership definitely concerned with new build waste as well? 
 
Response from the Partnership 
The Partnership responded to say that, at this point, the inventory is “elastic” and it is not 
bounded i.e. there isn‟t any certainty about what will be included in it.  That is why the 
Partnership has flagged the need for a change control process that allows the 
Partnership to have some control over what the inventory might be should this process 
even get to that stage. 
 
There was a reminder of the draft working paper on inventory principles (Document 97 – 
Principles about Agreeing and Changing the Inventory of Radioactive Wastes for a GDF) 
which is due to be published in February. 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 51 of 60 Document No. 139  

 
7.13 – Concerns re land assurances and risk assessments 
Concerns were raised about some of the comments that had been made during the 
meeting regarding land assurances and the assessments of the potential risks associated 
with high level waste.   
 
Response from the NDA 
The NDA responded to say that they do recognise the hazardous properties of high level 
waste and spent fuel, and that is why it needs to be disposed of in a disposal facility.  The 
Generic Disposal System Safety Case that they are about to publish will address how the 
NDA will deal with that in a range of geological settings, and demonstrate that it is 
possible in a range of geologies. 
 
7.14 – Question re ethics and the impact on non-nuclear industries 
A point about the ethics, there are many more people that are employed by tourism and 
farming than are employed by the nuclear industry and we‟re forgetting that.  There is a 
continuing responsibility that has to extend to the reach of our actions.  Do you think that 
all those people would be justified and have a really strong case for taking, for example, 
Copeland BC to the European Court of Justice?  They‟re a really biased council.  You‟ve 
just said that you‟re in favour of as many reactors as possible at Sellafield.  We have to 
bear that in mind, because the authorities are the people who have the final say – that‟s 
what the MRWS documentation is saying. 
 
Response from the Chair of the Partnership and Copeland BC 
It is quite right that Copeland has said that it will welcome new nuclear build, but we 
haven‟t said we will welcome a repository and there is a big difference.  That‟s why we‟re 
in this process to look at the pros and cons.  (The questioner) raises some valuable 
points, and that is why we are in this process, to look at whether this is right or wrong for 
this community.  We are not here to say that we think we should have one and then 
persuade everybody else. 
 
7.15 – Question re the impacts research 
It was said that you have started an impacts assessment for the GDF.  How will we know 
what data you‟re going to use and what data you‟ll dismiss?  Also, who has set this data 
for the research, including the criteria and the reasons why some data is dismissed?   
 
Response from the Impacts Sub-Group 
The research is a fairly high-level view that will give some indicative findings, it‟s not an 
in-depth study as that would take a lot of time and money that is not available to the 
Partnership.  It will be part of the body of information that the Partnership will take overall 
to reach whatever conclusions it reaches at the end of this Partnership.  With regards to 
the research itself, that is largely with the researchers.  There will be a series of meetings 
where they will put forward their methodology and their research.  The Steering Group is 
overseeing that and will largely agree it or not.   
 
There was a reminder that the findings from the research will be presented at the 14th 
April Partnership meeting which will be open to the members of the public.   
 
Further question 
Will they (members of the public) have had an input into what would be useful to 
research? 
 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 52 of 60 Document No. 139  

Response 
The specification for the research was signed off by the Partnership some months ago at 
the end of 2010.  It was agreed that a copy of the specification would be sent to the 
questioner.   
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8. Acronyms/Abbreviations 
 
ABC/Allerdale BC  Allerdale Borough Council 
BGS   British Geological Survey 
CALC   Cumbria Association of Local Councils 
CBC/Copeland BC Copeland Borough Council 
CCC/Cumbria CC  Cumbria County Council 
CoRWM   Committee on Radioactive Waste Management 
CSP   Community Siting Partnership 
DECC   Department of Energy and Climate Change 
DfT    Department for Transport 
DMB   Decision Making Body 
DtP   Decision to Participate 
EA    Environment Agency 
EoI    Expression of Interest 
FAQ   Frequently Asked Questions 
FoE   Friends of the Earth 
GDF   Geological Disposal Facility 
GDIB   Geological Disposal Implementation Board 
GDSSC   Generic Disposal System Safety Case 
HLW   High Level Waste 
HSE   Health & Safety Executive 
ILW   Intermediate Level Waste 
IPC   Infrastructure Planning Commission 
LDNPA   Lake District National Park Authority 
LGA   Local Government Association 
LLW   Low Level Waste 
LLWR   Low Level Waste Repository 
MoU   Memorandum of Understanding 
MRWS   Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 
NALC   National Association of Local Councils 
ND    Nuclear Directorate (a department of the HSE) 
NDA   Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
NEA   Nuclear Energy Agency 
NGO   Non-Governmental Organisation 
NII    Nuclear Installations Inspectorate (of the HSE) 
NNPS   Nuclear National Policy Statement 
NWAA   Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates 
NWDA   North West Development Agency 
NuLeAF   Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum 
NWAT   Nuclear Waste Assessment Team (of the EA) 
OCNS   Office for Civil Nuclear Security 
OECD   Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 
PSE   Public and Stakeholder Engagement 
RoW   Right of Withdrawal 
RWMD   Radioactive Waste Management Directorate (of the NDA) 
SEA   Strategic Environmental Assessment 
SLC   Site Licence Company 
ToRs   Terms of Reference 
UKSO   UK Safeguards Office 
UNECE   United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 
WCSF   West Cumbrian Strategic Forum 
WCSP   West Cumbria Strategic Partnership 
WCSSG   West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group 
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Appendix 1 – Agenda for the 19th January 2011 meeting 

 
Objectives of the meeting are to: 

 Understand the context and role of the planning system in the process and any 
uncertainties associated (Task 1a(iii)). 

 Assess the regulatory interfaces with the community, including with a potential 
Community Siting Partnership (Task 1a(ii+iv)). 

 Monitor and guide PSE2 (Task 6a(iv)). 

 Understand ethics work undertaken by CoRWM1 and the implications for West 
Cumbria and MRWS (Task 7c). 

Agenda 
 

Time Item Agenda Notes 

09.00 Arrivals / Registration  

09.30 Welcome  
Agenda setting 
Updates and actions 

Richard Harris, 3KQ. 
 
 

 The Planning System 

Presentation and discussion about the planning 
system and its likely role in any development of a 
GDF (Doc 134). 
 

 
Community/Regulator 
Relationships  
 

Presentation and discussion about how regulators 
may relate to the community in future, including any 
future Community Siting Partnership (Doc 130). 
 

 Public Questions  

12.30 Lunch (approx. timing) 

 
Ethics and MRWS 
 

Presentation from Professor Andy Blowers (former 
member of CoRWM) summarising the work done by 
CoRWM on the ethical dimensions of MRWS, 
followed by discussion. 
 

 Way Forward Confirm actions and next steps. 

 Public Questions  

16.00 Close  

17.00 
Film – Into Eternity  
(at Energus) 

Screening of film of Finnish geological disposal 
facility.   

 
Bold type indicates papers sent out in advance of the meeting. 
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Appendix 2 – Attendees on 19th January 2011 

 
Mike Davidson  Allerdale Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Richard Griffin   Allerdale Borough Council 
Charles Holmes   Allerdale Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Sam Standage   Allerdale Borough Council 
Ken Williams   Barrow Borough Council 
Guy Richardson  CALC 
Geoff Smith    Allerdale CALC 
Chris Shaw   Allerdale/Copeland CALC (Steering Group member) 
Revd Dr Lindsay Gray  Churches Together in  
      Cumbria 
Keith Hitchen   Copeland CALC  (Steering Group member) 
Allan Holliday    Copeland Borough Council 
Paul Walker     Copeland Borough Council 
Elaine Woodburn  Copeland Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Stewart Kemp   Cumbria County Council (Steering Group member)  
Richard Greenwood  Cumbria Tourism 
Mike Tonkin    Eden District Council 
Robert Morris-Eyton   National Farmers Union   
Fred Barker   NuLeAF 
Marcus Swift   Prospect Union  
 
Observing Members 
Andrew Craze   DECC 
Lewis Mortimer  DECC 
Brian Clark   CoRWM 
Mark Dutton   CoRWM 
Gavin Thomson  Environment Agency 
Roger Yearsley  Environment Agency 
Alun Ellis   NDA RWMD 
Cherry Tweed   NDA RWMD 
 
Apologies 
Tim Heslop   Allerdale Borough Council 
Carni McCarron-Holmes Allerdale Borough Council 
Jason Gooding  Carlisle City Council 
Yvonne Clarkson  Copeland Borough Council 
Ian Curwen    Copeland Borough Council 
John Kane   Copeland Borough Council 
Steve Smith   Copeland Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Paul Feehily    Cumbria County Council 
Tim Knowles    Cumbria County Council (Steering Group member) 
Gerald Humes   Cumbria County Council 
Tony Markley   Cumbria County Council 
David Southward  Cumbria County Council 
Peter Kane    GMB Union   (Steering Group member) 
Paul McKenna   Isle of Man Government 
Robert Allison   Lake District National Park  
    Authority 
Judith Cooke   Lake District National Park  
    Authority     
Mick Bacon   Nuclear Installations Inspectorate 
Clare Feeney-Johnson South Lakeland District 
    Council 
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Simon Rowley   South Lakeland District  
Council 

David Moore   West Cumbria Sites  
Stakeholder Group   (Steering Group member)  

Stuart Smith   Wood Holmes (Partnership Evaluators)  
Rhuari Bennett  3KQ (Facilitator and Programme Manager) 

   
Facilitators, Secretariat and Presenters 
Richard Harris   3KQ (Facilitator) 
Jane Dalton   3KQ (Report Writer) 
Sharon Walker  Copeland Borough Council (Secretariat) 
Julie Ward   Allerdale Borough Council, Presenter – Planning  
Richard Evans   Cumbria County Council, Presenter – Planning  
Professor Andy Blowers Presenter – Ethics 
 
Other 
Paul Gardner   Osprey Communications (Communications Adviser) 
Gareth Powells  Wood Holmes (Partnership Evaluators) 
 
Members of the Public and Stakeholders who attended for all or part of the meeting 
Fergus McMorrow   
Jean McSorley 
David Wood 
Mr Mohammed 
J Rossbotham 
Ruth Balogh 
Diana Spencer 
Barry Watkinson 
John Clarke 
Ian Melgate 
Mark Lloyd 
Irene Sanderson 
Andrew Crow 
Marianne Birkby 
John Cain 
Michael Baron 
Hettie Baron 
Jill Perry 
 
Other Members, Not in Attendance 
Rob Johnston   Cumbria Chamber of Commerce 
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Appendix 3 – Clarification from DECC with regard to the Right of Withdrawal 

 
In response to Action 5 (see section 6.5 above) DECC provided the following information: 
 
Statement from DECC 
 
In response to our action to „Provide clarification on the exact stage at which the final 
opportunity to exercise a Right of Withdrawal exists‟ over and above the verbal response 
provided on the day that this is at the end of stage 5 (Surface Investigation) please find 
below a fuller description of the position.  
  
„The 2008 White Paper Managing Radioactive Waste Safely: A Framework for 
implementing geological disposal describes the right of Withdrawal as follows: 
  
Right of Withdrawal – The Right of Withdrawal (RoW) is an important part of the 
voluntarism approach intended to contribute to the development and maintenance of 
community confidence. Up until a late stage, when underground operations and 
construction are due to begin if a community wished to withdraw then its involvement in 
the process would stop. As with other key local decisions in the siting process, the 
Decision Making Body will be responsible for exercising the RoW, based on advice and 
recommendations from the local Community Siting Partnership. All parties in a 
Partnership would be expected to work positively to seek to avoid the need to exercise 
the RoW. 
  
Paragraphs 7.19 and 7.20 of the White Paper then describe in more detail the final 
opportunity for the community to exercise this right of withdrawal at the end of Surface 
Investigations (MRWS Stage 5).  In these sections Government proposes that once the 
detailed assessments have been completed following surface investigation that they be 
reviewed, as at the previous stage, and that then: 
  
         The Community Siting Partnership would make recommendations to its local 

Decision Making Bodies about whether to proceed to the next stage of the site 
selection process. 

         The Decision Making Bodies would decide whether they wish to proceed to the next 
stage of the site selection process. 

         Government would make an informed decision on a preferred site. 
  
Because subsequent stages of the process are specific to one site and involve very 
significant expenditure, the decision to proceed at this stage would be the final 
opportunity for a community to withdraw. This would also be the point at which any final 
agreement should be reached on the scope of any Benefits Package. Although the 
community would have given its final consent for development to proceed, the continuing 
process of disposal facility development would still be subject to regulatory approval with 
appropriate hold-points, as described earlier, and would be discontinued if the necessary 
regulatory approvals could not be obtained. Provision is contained within the relevant 
regulatory processes for public body notification and opportunity for Community Siting 
Partnerships to influence development proposals.‟ 
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Appendix 4 – How Members Represent their Organisations on the Partnership 

 
All Partnership members recognise the need to update the organisations that they 
represent and proactively feed their views in.  This is essential to prevent Partnership 
members becoming 'detached' from their organisation in terms of understanding, as well 
as maintaining the credibility of the representative role that members commit to fulfilling. 
The table below sets out how each organisation undertakes to do this. 
 
Note the gaps will be filled as reporting mechanisms are clarified. 
 

Organisation 
Nominated Representatives and 
preferred contact details 

Mechanisms Used 

Allerdale BC 

Mike Davidson (councillor) 
mike.davidson@allerdale.gov.uk 
Sam Standage (councillor) 
sam.standage@allerdale.gov.uk 
Tim Heslop (councillor) 
tim.heslop@allerdale.gov.uk 
Carni McCarron-Holmes (councillor) 
carni.mccarron-holmes@allerdale.gov.uk 
Charles Holmes 
charles.holmes@allerdale.gov.uk  
Richard Griffin 
richard.griffin@allerdale.gov.uk 

 

Verbal progress report provided to 
the following meetings: 
- Corporate Management Team/ 
Heads of Service. 
- Regeneration Portfolio Holders. 
- Regeneration Managers Group 
(for further cascade). 
- Partnerships and Communities 
Directorate. 
 

Formal report for endorsement, or 
decision, would be via: 
- Nuclear Issues Task Group. 
- Executive Committee Council. 
 

Barrow BC 

 

Ken Williams (councillor) 
kenwilliams@barrowbc.gov.uk 
Phil Huck 
philhuck@barrowbc.gov.uk  
 

Verbal update given to Leader after 
each Partnership meeting. 

CALC (Allerdale) 

 

Chris Shaw  
chris.shaw@calc.org.uk  
Geoff Smith (councillor) 
geoffandhelen@tesco.net  
 

Regular written and verbal report to 
CALC's Allerdale Association 
meetings. 

CALC (Copeland) 

 

Chris Shaw  
chris.shaw@calc.org.uk  
Keith Hitchen (councillor) 
keith.hitchen@btinternet.com 
  

Regular written and verbal report to 
CALC's Copeland Association 
meetings. 

CALC (Cumbria) 

 
Guy Richardson 
guy.richardson@calc.org.uk 
 

Regular written and verbal report to 
CALC's Executive Committee 
meetings. 

Carlisle City Council 

 

Jason Gooding 
jasong@carlisle.gov.uk  
 

 

Chamber of Commerce 
(Cumbria) 

 

Robert Johnston 
rob@cumbriachamber.co.uk  
 

 

Churches Together in 
Cumbria (CTiC) 

 

Revd Dr Lindsay Gray 
lgray782@btinternet.com 
 

 

mailto:mike.davidson@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:sam.standage@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:tim.heslop@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:carni.mccarron-holmes@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:charles.holmes@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:richard.griffin@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:kenwilliams@barrowbc.gov.uk
mailto:philhuck@barrowbc.gov.uk
mailto:chris.shaw@calc.org.uk
mailto:
mailto:chris.shaw@calc.org.uk
mailto:keith.hitchen@btinternet.com
mailto:guy.richardson@calc.org.uk
mailto:jasong@carlisle.gov.uk
mailto:rob@cumbriachamber.co.uk
mailto:lgray782@btinternet.com
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Copeland BC 

 

Elaine Woodburn (councillor) 
ewoodburn@copelandbc.gov.uk 
Allan Holliday (councillor) 
allan.holliday@copeland.gov.uk 
John Kane (councillor) 
john.kane@copeland.gov.uk 
Yvonne Clarkson (councillor) 
yvonne.clarkson@copeland.gov.uk 
Paul Walker 
paul.walker@copeland.gov.uk 
Steve Smith 
steve.smith@copeland.gov.uk 
Ian Curwen 
ian.curwen@copeland.gov.uk  
 

- Leader's update to full Council. 
- Update to Nuclear Working Group. 
- Update to Executive at key 
milestones. 
- Update to MRWS Task Group 
when needed. 

Cumbria County Council 

 

Tim Knowles (councillor) 
timothy.knowles@cumbriacc.gov.uk 
Tony Markley (councillor) 
anthony.markley@cumbriacc.gov.uk 
David Southward (councillor) 
david.southward@virgin.net 
Gerald Humes (councillor) 
gerald.humes@cumbriacc.gov.uk 
Paul Feehily 
paul.feehily@cumbriacc.gov.uk 
Stewart Kemp  
stewart.kemp@cumbriacc.gov.uk  
 

- 6-weekly written report to Nuclear 
Issues Working Group (NIWG). 
- Quarterly report to Cabinet. 
- Monthly report to Nuclear Issues 
Programme Board. 
- Possible insert in weekly briefing 
to all staff. 
- Link to Partnership website. 
- Attending Allerdale and Copeland 
Local Area Committees on request. 

Cumbria Tourism 

 

Richard Greenwood 
rgreenwood@cumbriatourism.org  
 

 

- Keep the rest of the organisation 
and the wider membership of CT 
informed.  
- Updates to Senior Management 
Team (as and when relevant).  
- Reports to the Executive Board 
and, where necessary, formal 
endorsement of CT‟s position on 
any decisions which need to be 
taken. 
- Email and Viewpoint (quarterly 
magazine to all members). 
- Presentation from the Partnership 
at a Commercial Members Meeting. 
 

Eden District Council 
Mike Tonkin (councillor) 
mike.tonkin@eden.gov.uk 
 

 

- Report to members on 'Outside 
Bodies' website.  
- Presentation to members as 
Environment Portfolio Holder. 
 

GMB Union 
Peter Kane 
peter.kane@sellafieldsites.com  

 

- Updates given to Shop Stewards 
Committee.  
- Forward on newsletters to 
members. 
 

Lake District National 
Park Authority 

 

Robert Allison 
robert.allison@lakedistrict.gov.uk 
Judith Cooke 
judith.cooke@lakedistrict.gov.uk  
 

 

National Farmers Union 
Robert Morris-Eyton 
rmorriseyt@aol.com  

 

- Link to Partnership website and 
Robert‟s contact details placed on 
NFU website. 
- 2 principal officers that cover West 
Cumbria updated that the process is 
happening and to forward any 
queries to Robert. 
 

mailto:ewoodburn@copelandbc.gov.uk
mailto:allan.holliday@copeland.gov.uk
mailto:john.kane@copeland.gov.uk
mailto:yvonne.clarkson@copeland.gov.uk
mailto:paul.walker@copeland.gov.uk
mailto:steve.smith@copeland.gov.uk
mailto:ian.curwen@copeland.gov.uk
mailto:timothy.knowles@cumbriacc.gov.uk
mailto:anthony.markley@cumbriacc.gov.uk
mailto:david.southward@virgin.net
mailto:gerald.humes@cumbriacc.gov.uk
mailto:paul.feehily@cumbriacc.gov.uk
mailto:stewart.kemp@cumbriacc.gov.uk
mailto:rgreenwood@cumbriatourism.org
mailto:mike.tonkin@eden.gov.uk
mailto:peter.kane@sellafieldsites.com
mailto:robert.allison@lakedistrict.gov.uk
mailto:judith.cooke@lakedistrict.gov.uk
mailto:rmorriseyt@aol.com


West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 60 of 60 Document No. 139  

NuLeAF 
Fred Barker 
fbarker@gn.apc.org  

 

- Written report to each NuLeAF 
Steering Group.  
- Referenced in e-bulletin.  
- Website has a GDF section which 
signposts Partnership meeting 
reports. 
 

Prospect Union 

 

Marcus Swift 
mjs17@sellafieldsites.com 
  

  

- Make the Partnership an agenda 
item at Sellafield Site 
Representatives Meetings, and 
either the General Purposes 
Committee or Branch Executive 
Council. 
- Send all appropriate papers to 
Prospect members in the Sellafield 
Limited Branch. 
- Collate questions, comments, 
points and general feedback. 
- Provide reports to Prospect's 
national SET Committee. 
 

South Lakeland District 
Council 

 

Simon Rowley 
s.rowley@southlakeland.gov.uk  
Clare Feeney-Johnson 
c.feeneyjohnson@southlakeland.gov.uk 
 

Forward minutes and newsletters to 
Senior Management Team and 
Portfolio Holder. 

WCSSG 
David Moore 
dmoore@copelandbc.gov.uk  

 

- Quarterly verbal updates to SSG. 
- Paragraph in quarterly newsletter. 
- Link on website to Partnership site. 
 

Observing Members: 

CoRWM 

Brian Clark 
briandclark@btinternet.com 
Mark Dutton 
lizmark@lizmark1.co.uk  

 

- Verbal update to all plenary 
meetings. 
- Circulate key papers to 
Committee. 
- Insert in e-bulletin as appropriate. 
 

DECC 

Bruce Cairns  
bruce.cairns@decc.gsi.gov.uk  
Andrew Craze 
andrew.craze@decc.gsi.gov.uk 

 

- Report to various meetings and 
colleagues with an interest in the 
process.  
- Advise Ministers who take 
Government decisions in this area. 
 

Environment Agency 

 

Gavin Thomson 
gavin.thomson@environment-
agency.gov.uk  
 

Report key points arising to various 
colleagues in nuclear regulation and 
NW region. 

Isle of Man Government 
Paul McKenna 
paul.mckenna@gov.im  

 

Presentation on geological disposal 
planned for Council of Ministers in 
mid-June 2009. 
 

NDA 

 

Alun Ellis  
alun.ellis@nda.gov.uk  
Jay Redgrove  
jay.redgrove@nda.gov.uk  
 

 

- Monthly reporting to RWMD and 
central communications staff. 
- Dissemination of Partnership 
minutes and Meeting Reports to 
staff. 
 

Nuclear Installations 
Inspectorate 

Mick Bacon  
mick.bacon@hse.gsi.gov.uk  

 

- Contact reports distributed after 
each contact (meeting or 
otherwise). 
- Regular report to related project 
groups. 
- Briefings taken before each 
meeting depending on agenda. 
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