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Executive Summary 
 
Overview.  The 15th meeting of the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 

(MRWS) Partnership took place on 3rd March 2011.  37 people attended with 7 members 
of the public present to observe the meeting.  The main objectives of the meeting were to: 
understand the role and broad processes of the Office for Civil Nuclear Security (OCNS) 
relevant to a geological disposal facility (GDF); review the Nuclear Decommissioning 
Authority‟s (NDA‟s) research and development (R&D) plans; understand the vision for the 
future of West Cumbria and to what extent a GDF may fit with it; and review the 
Partnership‟s progress since June 2010. 
 
Updates.  An engagement package request has been submitted to the Department of 

Energy and Climate Change (DECC) for the year 2011/12, and DECC confirmed that 
agreement should be reached by 25th March.  A Technical Review Group has been set 
up to prepare for the Partnership making its final assessment and conclusions.  The 
Steering Group has considered a request to publish the funding details of Partnership 
member organisations. The report on the second round of the Partnership‟s public and 
stakeholder engagement programme (PSE2) will be brought to the 14th April 2011 
meeting for deliberation.  The Government intends to bring forward legislation to create a 
new independent statutory body, the Office for Nuclear Regulation, to regulate the 
nuclear power industry.  A consultation on the Government‟s preliminary view on the 
long-term management of the UK‟s plutonium has been published.  The NDA‟s Generic 
Disposal System Safety Case has now been published.  Following the articles regarding 
the suitability of the geology of West Cumbria in the last Partnership newsletter, CoRWM 
has written to the Partnership confirming its views.  
 
Update on the roles and processes of the regulators.  The Partnership originally 

discussed this topic at its meeting in January 2010, and at today‟s meeting an update 
was given on the role of the OCNS, and other changes/additions that have been made 
since the original document was published.   
 
Review of the NDA’s research and development plans.  The Partnership heard a 

presentation from the NDA‟s R&D team on its R&D programme.  This was followed by a 
presentation from Professor Stuart Haszeldine of Edinburgh University who had been 
asked to provide an independent critique of the NDA‟s plans.  The NDA will provide a 
response to the points raised by Professor Haszeldine. 
 
The vision for West Cumbria.  The Partnership heard a presentation on the current 

vision for West Cumbria, as manifested by the Energy Coast Masterplan.  The discussion 
that followed highlighted some concerns about over reliance on the nuclear industry, as 
well as the need to attract new businesses into the area and focus on other existing 
industries in West Cumbria such as agriculture and tourism.  It was noted that the vision 
is being „refreshed‟ and that any significant changes could be highlighted to the 
Partnership later in the year. 
 
Progress review.  The Partnership reviewed its progress against the Work Programme.  
No major new tasks or content were identified.  The Programme Manager will make the 
agreed adjustments to the Work Programme, and will work with the PSE Sub-Group to 
consider how to reflect the ongoing commitment to public and stakeholder engagement 
beyond a decision to participate (if one occurs), including the involvement of potential 
host communities. 
 
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 role and broad processes of the Office for Civil Nuclear Security 
(OCNS) relevant to a geological disposal facility (GDF) (Task 1a(i)).  

 Review the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority‟s (NDA‟s) research and 
development plans (Task 1b(ii)). 

 Understand the vision for the future of West Cumbria and to what extent a GDF 
may fit with it (Task 3c); AND assess the prospect of major sustainable 
investment (including new nuclear missions) that may support future employment 
in West Cumbria (Task 3d). 

 Review the Partnership‟s progress since June 2010. 
 

The full agenda is in Appendix 1. 
 
1.2 – Attendance 
37 participants1 attended at the Copeland Centre on 3rd March 2011.  A full list of those in 
attendance is in Appendix 2.  The meeting was open for the public to observe and 7 
members of the public attended. 
 

 
2. Updates          
 
2.1 – Finance 

An engagement package request has been submitted by the Steering Group to the 
Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) for the year 2011/12.  The 
Partnership is hoping to get agreement on finances before 25 th March 2011 if the next 
meeting is not to be put at risk (14th April 2011).  Document 106 (Engagement Package 
Funding 2009 – 2011) in the Documents section of the Partnership website 
(http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/all_documents.asp) sets out the financial situation 
and will be updated at the end of the financial year.  
 
DECC confirmed that they are working to get approval for the engagement package and 
this should be in place by 25th March. 
 
2.2 – Technical Review Group 

As per Document 118 (Approach to Final Reporting), a review group has been set up to 
review and pull together the different work streams of the Partnership‟s work during 
March, April and May 2011.  This Technical Review Group will prepare the ground for the 
Partnership to move towards making its final assessment and conclusions during June, 
July and August.  Details of the Technical Review Group‟s role, membership and work 
plan are available from the Programme Manager. 
 

                                                
1 Plus 7 from the facilitation team, secretariat and presenters. 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/all_documents.asp
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2.3 – Waste Isolation Pilot Plant virtual site visit, 9th March 2011 
Partnership members were advised that there are still a number of places available for 
the „virtual‟ visit to the Waste Isolation Pilot Plant (WIPP) in New Mexico which is planned 
for 9th March at the NDA headquarters at Herdus House near Whitehaven. 
 
2.4 – Register of organisational interests 

The Steering Group has considered a request to the Partnership to publish the funding 
details of its member organisations.  There is already a register of individual member 
interests (Document 129).  The Steering Group notes that organisational funding details 
are largely a matter of public record for organisations on the Partnership, and that 
interested individuals are encouraged to contact the organisations directly to ask further 
questions about their funding.  Funding for the Partnership is secured directly from DECC 
as an engagement package as per the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) 
White Paper and the Partnership has full autonomy over how these funds are spent. 
 
2.5 – 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. 

 143. NDA Briefing Note for Geology Information Seminar : Author - NDA 

 142. E-bulletin 8 - February 2011 

 141. Ethics Chapter of CoRWM Report : Author - CoRWM 

 140. International Review of Community Benefits : Author - Galson Sciences Ltd 

 139. Meeting Report 19 January 2011 

 137. Report from Stakeholder Organisations Workshop PSE2 13 January 2011 

 134. Planning Roles and Processes 19 January 2011 

 132. Community Drop-in Events Report PSE2 January 2011 

 129. Register of Interests (most recently updated on 18 February 2011) 
 
2.6 – PSE Updates 
 

2.6.1 – Into Eternity film screening  
Into Eternity, the film about geological disposal in Finland, was screened on 12th 

February 2011 at the Keswick Film Festival, followed by a debate between 
Greenpeace, the NDA and the Partnership (represented by Tim Knowles of Cumbria 
County Council).  
 
Copies of the DVD have been purchased and are available to borrow. 
 
2.6.2 – PSE2 is now closed 
The PSE Sub-Group is working with 3KQ to pull a fully collated and analysed report 
together of all activity undertaken during the consultation period of the second round 
of public and stakeholder engagement (PSE2) which closed on 11th February.  A 
report of the issues raised will be brought to the 14th April 2011 Partnership meeting 
for deliberation.  Whilst numbers do not give the full picture, participation levels 
included: 

 Community Events – 482 people attended across 10 events. 

 Discussion Pack – 800 packs distributed, 77 response forms returned, 600 
people participated. 

 Stakeholder Organisations Workshop – 17 organisations attended. 

 Free phone, website, email and post – Over 100 calls, and 50 letters/emails. 

 Media – Around 50 media mentions in papers, radio and TV. 

 Advertorials – Double-page spread in 7 local papers. 

 Newsletters – 2 newsletters delivered to all West Cumbrian households. 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/all_documents.asp
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/143-NDA_briefing_note_for_Geology_Information_Seminar.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/142-MRWS_e-bulletin_8_Feb_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/141-Ethics_chapter_of_CoRWM_report.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/140-Community_Benefits_International_Review_by_Galson_Sciences.doc
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/139-Partnership_meeting_report_Jan19_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/137-Report_from_SHOW2_13_Jan_2011_PSE2.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/134-Planning_roles_and_processes_19Jan2011.doc
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/132-Report_from_Community_Events_PSE2.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/129-Register_of_Interests_Feb_07_2011.pdf


West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 6 of 58 Document No. 150  

 Exhibition at Dunmail Park – Over 200 people attended, 86 comments 
provided. 

 
2.6.3 – Talks  
Talks have been, or are soon to be, given to Morecambe Rotary Club, Lancaster 
University Engineering Society and Carlisle Rotary Club.   
 
2.6.4 – Concerns re publicity about Ipsos MORI survey 
There have been a number of complaints and some negative publicity about the 
Ipsos MORI awareness tracking survey that is currently taking place.  Kieran Barr 
from the Communications Team at Cumbria County Council is following this up with 
Ipsos MORI.    

 
2.7 – Restructure in UK nuclear regulation  
The Government intends to bring forward legislation to create a new independent 
statutory body outside of the Health and Safety Executive (HSE) to regulate the nuclear 
power industry.  The new statutory corporation would be known as the Office for Nuclear 
Regulation (ONR) and would take on the relevant functions currently carried out by the 
HSE and the Department for Transport (DfT).  The ONR would be a new independent 
regulator, formally responsible in law for delivering its regulatory functions.  The creation 
of the ONR would consolidate civil nuclear and radioactive transport safety and security 
regulation in one place. 
 
2.8 – DECC Plutonium Management consultation 

A consultation on the Government‟s preliminary view on the long-term management of 
the UK‟s plutonium has been published.  The consultation covers the security and 
proliferation sensitivities associated with continued storage of plutonium and how the 
country can best manage it in the interests of future generations.  The consultation closes 
on 10th May 2011.  The consultation can be accessed at: 
www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/plutonium.aspx. 
 
2.9 – The NDA has published its Generic Disposal System Safety Case  

The suite of documents for the NDA‟s Generic Disposal System Safety Case (GDSSC) 
has now been published and is available on CD with an A5 introduction booklet.  This will 
be discussed further at the next Partnership meeting on 14th April 2011. 
 
2.10 – Royal Society of Chemistry workshop 

The Royal Society of Chemistry (RSC) is hosting a workshop on „Current Status of 
Science and Technology underpinning Geological Disposal of Higher Activity Wastes‟ on 
18th – 20th October 2011 at Loughborough University.  The workshop will be an 
opportunity for constructive engagement with the technical and scientific community, and 
will look at the forward research and development (R&D) programme relating to the 
scientific aspects of geological disposal.  The workshop will be open to all with a small 
registration fee, and papers and other outputs will be published by the RSC in book 
format after the event.  More information will be available shortly at http://rsc.org.   
 
2.11 – Debate/exchange of letters re suitability of geology in West Cumbria 

In the last Partnership newsletter which was sent out in January 2011 (Document 138), 
there were 2 articles about geological suitability written by Professor David Smythe and 
the NDA.  The Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) has since sent 
a letter to the Partnership confirming its views on the issues that were raised.  Professor 
Smythe has subsequently written to the Partnership advising that he is in the process of 
writing a more detailed response to CoRWM‟s letter.  There was a reminder that the NDA 
is also due to provide further input on its views on geology. 
 

http://www.decc.gov.uk/en/content/cms/consultations/plutonium.aspx
http://rsc.org/
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The analysis of the Nirex enquiry by Professor Smythe, and CoRWM‟s letter can both be 
found in the External Documents section of the Partnership website at: 
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents.asp. 
 
2.12 – Geological Society seminar 

In February, the Geological Society hosted a seminar on „Site Characterisation for 
Geological Disposal of Higher Activity Radioactive Waste in the UK‟.  A Partnership 
representative attended this seminar on behalf of the Partnership, and the summary note 
is available on the Partnership website (Document 149).  A full record of the seminar will 
be published by the Geological Society in due course.   
 
2.13 – NDA update on the European Round Table workshop held in Luxembourg 

Jay Redgrove from the NDA attended the above workshop in January 2011 and gave a 
joint presentation on behalf of the NDA and the Partnership.  A key feature of the 
presentation was the public and stakeholder engagement work carried out by the 
Partnership during PSE2 to inform local people about the British Geological Survey 
(BGS) report.   Attendees were very interested and it is hoped that somebody from the 
Partnership will be able to speak to them in the future. 
 
2.14 – Update on options for the final Ipsos MORI survey 

The Programme Manager has been checking the practicalities of carrying out the final 
Ipsos MORI survey to the level of robustness that would be required to separate out 
responses from areas that are/are not in the exclusion areas identified in the BGS 
screening study.  It was advised that, whilst this is technically possible, further 
conversations are being held about whether it is appropriate or desirable to do so.  A 
further update will be given at the next Partnership meeting. 
 
2.15 – Updates to Document 97 
The amendments to Document 97 (Principles for Inventory Change) have now been 
approved, and the updated document has been published as a working draft on the 
Partnership website.  Following Steering Group discussion, an amended set of principles 
is now being considered by DECC for initial agreement.  The Technical Review Group will 
also consider these principles with a view to them being taken into PSE3 for consultation. 
 
2.16 – Update regarding information from the Department for Transport 

At the last Partnership meeting, a request was made for further information from the DfT 
regarding regulation of the necessary transport infrastructure for a GDF.  The information 
has now been provided and can be found in Document 36.1 (updated from Document 36 
– also see section 3 of this report for further detail).   
 
2.17 – DECC update re request for minutes  
The Government set up the Geological Disposal Implementation Board (GDIB), chaired 
by the Minister of Energy Charles Hendry, to provide senior level oversight of the 
implementation of geological disposal as well as enabling stakeholders to provide input 
to, or to have visibility of the programme.  The minutes of this forum and other documents 
are published on the DECC website.  
                                                                                                                  
A previous officials group, which went by the same name as the GDIB, has now been 
replaced by the Geological Disposal Steering Group (GDSG).  At the previous 
Partnership meeting DECC was asked to consider the proactive publication of the 
minutes of the GDSG as well as those of the Waste Management Steering Group 
(previously these have been made available on request under freedom of information 
legislation).   
 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents.asp
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DECC advised this meeting that the minutes of the Waste Management Steering Group 
will be published in due course.  DECC also advised that they were raising the request for 
minutes of the GDSG to be published at its next meeting with them and in the meantime 
to contact Andrew Craze at DECC for access to the minutes. 
 
[Since this Partnership meeting, the GDSG has agreed to publish the minutes of future 
meetings.] 

 
2.18 – Partnership meeting venues 

It has been agreed that the Partnership will seek to widen the range of venues used for 
its meetings.  Notification of venues for future meetings will be via the Partnership 
website as soon as they are confirmed.   
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3. Role and Processes of the Office 
for Civil Nuclear Security  

 
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 address Task 1a(i): „Understand what regulatory bodies and processes are in 
place, what their roles are and what regulatory processes they have in place or are 
developing‟, at its meeting on 13th January 2010 (see the meeting report – Document 47, 
section 4) the Partnership heard a presentation from the Environment Agency (EA) on 
behalf of the regulators.  This was supported by Document 36 – „Regulators‟ roles and 
processes in the implementation of MRWS‟. 
 
At today‟s meeting, Gavin Thomson from the EA highlighted the key updates and 
additions to Document 36 that have been made to bring the document up to date (now 
Document 36.1) which include: 
 

 A new section on the role and broad processes of the Office for Civil Nuclear 
Security (OCNS) relevant to a GDF (Task 1a(i) continued) – see page 5, 
paragraph 3.11.   

 

 A new section covering regulatory resources (page 9, section 7, including an 
additional figure on page 13).  This new section arose from a previous request to 
provide more information on what resources the regulators have in place, what 
plans they have to maintain those resources and how they intend to plan for future 
resources that might be required.   

 

 More information on the role of the DfT with regards to the regulation of transport 
infrastructure (see footnote 5 on pages 2–3).  This includes a response to a 
request for information regarding the role of the DfT at the last Partnership 
meeting (see 2.16 above).  

 
3.2 – Question re Right of Withdrawal during the different stages of the site 
selection process 

A question was asked as to at which stage/s of the site selection process local 
communities will be able to advise that they do not want a GDF sited in their community.   
 
DECC confirmed that the Right of Withdrawal (RoW) exists from the point of making a 
decision to participate (DtP) and continues throughout the desk-based studies and 
surface investigation stages of the process.  The formal process of a planning application 
would not happen until those earlier processes had happened, so there is a significant 
period during which a community can withdraw.  (For detailed clarification from DECC on 
the Right of Withdrawal see the Meeting Report from 19th January 2011 – Document 139, 
Appendix 3.) 
 
There was a reminder that the regulators do not have a regulatory role during the early 
stages of the MRWS process.  They would therefore not formally be acting as regulators 
during the stages of site identification, assessment and non-intrusive investigation, 
although they would continue to play an advisory and supporting role during these 
stages.   
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3.3 – Simplification of regulators 
A discussion was held about whether it would be appropriate to simplify the regulation of 
the nuclear industry to make it easier to understand.  Concerns were also expressed 
about the potential for conflict and confusion between the different regulators.  
 
DECC reiterated the proposals to bring together the nuclear functions of the ONR into 
one organisation (see also update 2.7 above).  It is not intended to bring the EA into the 
ONR, because their role is part of a wider role.   
 
The EA confirmed that the scope of the ONR did not include the EA, but it did require that 
the regulators work closely together.  It was noted that the regulators are trying to follow 
the model of the Generic Design process, and are aiming to work in partnership, including 
setting up a joint website and writing papers together. 
 
3.4 – Agreements and way forward 

Document 36.1 will be finalised and published on the Partnership website (replacing 
Document 36).  No other actions were identified. 
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4.  Review of the NDA’s Research & 
Development Plans 

 
4.1 – Background and overview 

Criterion 1b in the Partnership‟s Work Programme (see Document 13.1) is for the 
Partnership to be: „Satisfied that the NDA Radioactive Waste Management Directorate 
(RWMD) has suitable capability and processes in place to protect residents, workforce 
and the environment.‟  As part of this, Task 1b(ii) is to: „Review and comment on the 
NDA‟s research and development plans.‟ in order to assess the acceptability of the NDA‟s 
research programme.  
 
In order to address this, the Partnership had requested an independent opinion from 
Professor Stuart Haszeldine, School of GeoSciences at Edinburgh University, as well as 
views from the regulators and CoRWM. 
 
The Partnership heard the following series of presentations:   
 

 Sarah Vines, Research Manager from the NDA’s RWMD R&D team – outlining 
the work of the R&D team. 

 Professor Stuart Haszeldine – providing an independent critique of, and 
challenge to, the NDA‟s R&D plans. 

 Gavin Thomson from the EA – to provide comments on behalf of the EA, the 

HSE and the DfT. 

 Professor Rebecca Lunn from CoRWM – to provide comments on behalf of 
CoRWM. 

 
The presentation slides are provided below, followed by a summary of the questions and 
discussion that followed. 
 
Presentation 1 – Sarah Vines of the NDA’s RWMD R&D team 

 

1

R&D programme overview –
Research and development needs in the 

preparatory studies phase

Sarah Vines

Research Manager

Presentation to West Cumbria MRWS Partnership meeting

March 2011
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2

R&D Programme overview

What is it?

How was it 

developed?

How will it be 

used?

 
 
 

3

What is it?

R&D programme overview

Supports our R&D strategy (published March 2009)

Sets the context for our needs-driven R&D programme & 

explains the key drivers

Explains how we structure the R&D programme into topics

Explains our process for identifying and prioritising R&D 

needs within each topic

Describes how this has been implemented in each topic
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4

Context

• Focus on the preparatory studies phase

– Recognising uncertainty in geological setting and disposal concept

• Generic disposal system safety case (DSSC) just published

• Generic DSSC includes a suite of 8 status reports.  These reports:

– summarise our current state of knowledge and form the scientific 

basis for the safety case (regulatory requirement for sound science)

– Are based on extensive R&D by a wide range of organisations -

provide a link to key references 

– identify gaps in knowledge that require further work.  (Consistent 

with R&D programme overview.)

 
 
 

5

Our 7 step process to identifying 

and prioritising R&D needs

1. Identify the drivers

2. Decide for each driver, what we need to know by when

3. Assess the impact

4. Summarise current knowledge and assess the knowledge gap

5. Decide what we need to do to fill the knowledge gap

6. Assess how long this will take

7. Assess the urgency of carrying out the proposed R&D
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6

How was it developed?

• Written with input from across RWMD

• Developed with advice from R&D advisory panel

• Early draft discussed with regulators and CoRWM

• Reviewed by R&D advisory panel, CoRWM, Disposal System 

Development Committee (RWMD)

• Pre-publication copy provided to West Cumbria MRWS partnership 

for review

• Now published – feedback invited

 
 
 

7

How will it be used?

• Input to dialogue

– Document allows communities, regulators and other stakeholders to 

share our thinking and to provide feedback

– R&D programme document and status reports will be inputs to a 

meeting organised by the Royal Society of Chemistry - Oct 2011

• Implement the R&D programme

– Specify, contractors respond, procure, manage delivery

• Review, publish and evaluate outputs

• Update R&D needs and prioritisation

– Progress on R&D, updates to the DSSC

– Next phase of MRWS
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Presentation 2 – Peer review by Professor Stuart Haszeldine 
Professor Haszeldine was asked by the Partnership to provide an independent critique of 
the NDA‟s research and development programme.  The presentation slides are provided 
below and Professor Haszeldine‟s supporting report will be published on the Partnership 
website in due course (Document 146). 
 

s.haszeldine@ed.ac.uk West Cumbria MRWS 146, Whitehaven 3 March  2011
1

Review of NDA research proposals 

in “Preparatory Phase”

NDA / RWMD / 073

Stuart Haszeldine

School of GeoSciences

University of Edinburgh

• Aims and content of report 

• Critique of methods

• Utility and deductions

• Omissions & West Cumbria

 
 
 

s.haszeldine@ed.ac.uk West Cumbria MRWS 146, Whitehaven 3 March  2011
2

Aims of NDA proposals

“This document identifies and prioritises the Nuclear 

Decommissioning Authority (NDA)‟s Radioactive Waste 

Management Directorate‟s research and development 

(R&D) needs to support geological disposal of the UK‟s 

higher activity radioactive wastes.”

• Preparation for, and part of, 

MRWS Stages 1, 2, 3, 4

• Preparatory studies 5 years 

duration (NDA)

• Generic, and not specific to 

West Cumbria

Investigations from surface
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s.haszeldine@ed.ac.uk West Cumbria MRWS 146, Whitehaven 3 March  2011
3

Aims of Review

• Understanding the work

• What NDA research ?

• What NDA priorities ?

• Compare with external groups?

• Omissions ?

• Local to West Cumbria?

External groups compared : 

• European Union Joint Research Centre               • 

Environment Agency UK • 

Greenpeace • 

Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates

 
 
 

s.haszeldine@ed.ac.uk West Cumbria MRWS 146, Whitehaven 3 March  2011
4

NDA report method
15 203

• Area description  references

• Analysis

• 7 structured questions

• Proposals

+

• Wide scope

• Logical approach

• Ensures attention 

to all Areas 

considered

• Published and 

internal work 

included
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s.haszeldine@ed.ac.uk West Cumbria MRWS 146, Whitehaven 3 March  2011
5

Method critique

• No clear audit trail - HOW and BY WHOM are these categories made?

• Referenced sources of information present and absent - patchy

• Internal review only, no external review cited

• Simplistic reporting (see graphs), not quantitative

• Cannot discriminate and identify priority areas and terminal dealbreakers

• No timescales (past, present, or future) ==> how realistic are “solutions” ?

• No costings (£22M annual budget 2011)

 
 
 

s.haszeldine@ed.ac.uk West Cumbria MRWS 146, Whitehaven 3 March  2011
6

Do the categories discriminate?

• 95% are High or Medium Impact

• 52 of 203 are “Important to GDF 

concept” ==> need fixed BEFORE 

design work starts

• 75% have “Medium” Knowledge 

Gap - not discriminated clearly
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s.haszeldine@ed.ac.uk West Cumbria MRWS 146, Whitehaven 3 March  2011
7

How important are the Topics ?

Counted number of “High”, divided by number of rows in each 

Area.  Thus 0.5 = medium; 1.4 = absolutely essential

Importance from other reviews     = agreed      = more externally

 
 
 

s.haszeldine@ed.ac.uk West Cumbria MRWS 146, Whitehaven 3 March  2011
8

Omissions
Modelling:

computer models of 

natural systems do not 

provide unique answers. 

Rather, these models can 

produce many results

predicted from the same 

information

Land uplift surface 

==> new fractures

Produced by MOX 

and spent fuel heat

This is about 10x 

smaller than UK site

Underground Laboratory:

provides long-

term site specific 

information
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External challenge: radioactive gas 60yr

Who funds knowledgeable alternative views of research?
The MRWS search for “compatibility” is not scientific 
logic.
NEEDED : 1% to 10% of NDA budget to communities

“Thus, the nuclear industry has calculated that the escape of radioactive 

methane would result in a dose four thousand times greater than the dose 

considered ‘tolerable’ by the Environment Agency” (NWAA March 2010)
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West Cumbria: deep water flow

Water 

discharge

The large-scale long-time groundwater flow 

paths help waste leakage, not containment  

Discharge to ocean is not legal
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Finland and West Cumbria

A Repository in Finland 

is in flat land, in the 

centre of uniform rock.  

The groundwater moves 

geologically slowly

A Repository anywhere in 

West Cumbria is adjacent 

to mountains, and very 

complex faulted rock.  The 

groundwater moves 

geologically very fast
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Summary and Questions
1) The NDA review has summarised most current work

2) The sources of information, and rankings are unclear

3) Most proposed work has IMPACT, is URGENT, and 

IMPORTANT to GDF concept.

4) There is no review of the detailed West Cumbria data

5) Will all this IMPORTANT, HIGH IMPACT, URGENT, 

work be complete before site choice and GDF design?

6) How and when will known difficult and complex West 

Cumbria groundwater and geology be incorporated ?

7) How will heat from MOX and fuel be accommodated ?

8) How will radioactive gas be retained ?

9) How will uplift of land surface be safely secured ?  
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Presentation 3 – Comment from the regulators 
Gavin Thomson from the EA provided comments from a regulatory perspective on behalf 
of the EA, the HSE and the DfT.  It was noted that further input from the regulators on this 
item is planned for the Partnership meeting on 14th April 2011. 
 
The presentation slides are provided below and the supporting report (Document 147 – 
Regulators‟ role and expectations on R&D for geological disposal) is available on the 
Partnership website. 

 

Health and Safety 
Executive

R&D for geological disposal:

A regulatory view

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership, 3rd March 2011

 
 
 

Content

• Role of R&D in a safety case

• Role of R&D in regulation

• Regulatory scrutiny of RWMD‟s R&D
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Safety Case

• A safety case is a structured collection of 
arguments and evidence that demonstrates the 
safety of a facility 

• Research and development (R&D) should inform 
safety case development

• R&D provides an important tool for identifying 
and addressing uncertainties

• Safety case and its supporting R&D are the 
responsibility of the developer

 
 
 

R&D and regulation

• Regulators use R&D to increase understanding,  
inform views and aid decision-making
– Some recent Environment Agency projects covered:

• Technical issues associated with deep repositories in 
different geological environments

• Understanding the controls on the performance of High Level 
Waste/Spent Fuel repositories

• Regulators do not undertake R&D to support 
safety case development

• Scrutiny of a developer‟s R&D programme can 
inform regulatory assessment of a safety case
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• Regulators undertake scrutiny of RWMD‟s R&D work to 

identify good practice or any deficiencies in, for example:

– R&D in support of safety case development

• generic Disposal System Safety Case (gDSSC) - necessary safety 

related research to underpin the gDSSC

– Research on technical issues e.g. package longevity

– R&D strategy and programme 

• Scrutiny work is by formal voluntary agreement

– Advice and comment provided „without prejudice‟ 

– Must maintain regulatory independence

Scrutiny of RWMD’s 
R&D

 
 
 

Summary

• RWMD is responsible for R&D to inform and 

support its safety case development

• Review of RWMD‟s R&D strategy and 

programme is important in our scrutiny work

• Regulators use own R&D to inform views and 

aid decision-making

– We do not undertake R&D to support safety case 

development 
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Presentation 4 – Comment from CoRWM 
Rebecca Lunn (from the University of Strathclyde but speaking on behalf of CoRWM) 
provided a summary of CoRWM‟s comments on the NDA‟s R&D plans.  It was noted that 
CoRWM has already given the NDA broad feedback on its R&D programme.   
 
The presentation slides are provided below. 
 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 25 of 58 Document No. 150  
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The questions and points of discussion that followed the presentations are 
summarised in 4.2 – 4.13 below.   

 
4.2 – Comment re groundwater flow 
The presenter from CoRWM noted that, whilst she would not disagree with Professor 
Haszeldine‟s comments on groundwater flow, in her own view the diagram of 
groundwater flow that he presented was rather simplistic and implied a consistency to the 
geology that does not necessarily exist in West Cumbria.  She noted that the Partnership 
should not be left thinking that the issue of groundwater flow in West Cumbria means that 
the whole area is unsuitable. 
 
4.3 – Initial response from the NDA including further clarification on the 
classification of urgency 

The NDA was invited to give its initial response to the issues raised.  Sarah Vines 
welcomed the feedback and stated that it had been very interesting.   
 
She pointed out that Professor Haszeldine might have slightly misunderstood the point 
about lots of issues needing to be solved before the preparatory phase is finished, and 
provided further clarification on how urgency had been evaluated.  High urgency is 
regarded as something which should be progressed during this current phase, medium 
urgency as something which is important but not necessarily during this phase, and low 
urgency as something that either does not need to be worried about at the moment, or 
cannot be progressed until there is site-specific information.   
 
4.4 – Accessibility of documentation and the need for an audit trail 

It was noted by a Partnership member that the MRWS process will take many years, and 
the need for documentation for the people who will follow this Partnership, together with a 
clear audit trail, were highlighted.    
 
Professor Haszeldine agreed that this is very important.  He noted that, whilst the 
meeting had heard that information and answers to many of the questions that are being 
asked do exist, they are “buried” in other documents, and more referencing with links 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 27 of 58 Document No. 150  

back/cross-linkages to other work therefore needs to be built in.  He also expressed 
concerns regarding the ease of access to information – e.g. documents relating to the 
Nirex work in the 1990s can be obtained via a Freedom of Information request, but it is 
difficult to do this without knowing exactly what you are asking for including e.g. the exact 
reference number. 
 
The NDA confirmed that a vast amount of the documentation is available and that 
references are detailed in the bibliography on their website.  Whilst information is not 
necessarily downloadable, it is available on request.   
 
It was noted by Professor Haszeldine that, whilst in principle the information might be 
available, it is not easy to find, particularly in comparison to other countries.  He reiterated 
that there should be easy online access to documents in digital form.   
 
4.5 – Request for further clarity about how judgements are made 

A discussion was held about the need for more clarity about how judgements on issues 
such as urgency/importance are made.  
 
The NDA stated that the priorities in later phases are quite site-specific, and it is therefore 
quite complicated to determine what the priorities are without that next level of 
information.   
 
The EA added that, when an application is made to the regulators, they may have a 
requirement for a developer to do more R&D, or a decision may not be made until more 
R&D has happened.  They noted that their Joint Issues process has just been published, 
and this addresses some of the issues raised about urgency/importance, and might also 
answer some of the questions about setting up an audit trail.  
 
4.6 – Community views and future engagement package 

Following on from the above, a further discussion was held about making judgements 
about the different views on the significance/relevance of research.  For example the 
NDA might carry out research to its satisfaction, but it is also important to determine 
whether it is judged to be satisfactory by others, including e.g. the EA and local 
communities.  
  
Professor Haszeldine noted his concerns about the “disempowerment” of communities, in 
that they have no voice to commission their own research, and are therefore reliant on 
the views of e.g. CoRWM, the NDA etc.    
 
There was a reminder from DECC and the Programme Manager that the engagement 
package (as outlined in the MRWS White Paper) exists to allow the Partnership and any 
future Community Siting Partnership/s (CSP/s) to seek the support of technical experts 
when it is judged appropriate, including seeking independent viewpoints on research etc.    
 
It was further noted by the Programme Manager that the Work Programme includes a 
potential task (Document 13.1, Task 5a(v)) to map out the terms of reference for a CSP if 

a DtP is taken.  Whilst this has not yet been explicitly discussed, as the Partnership has 
not yet reached its conclusions, there was a reminder that if the process moves forward, 
the Partnership would lean quite heavily towards agreeing an engagement package that 
would allow this to happen.  It was also noted that confidence is needed that the budget 
for this would be adequate. 
 
The EA reminded the Partnership that communities will also have a voice when the EA 
receives an application, as part of the EA‟s process is to consult at this point.   
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4.7 – Technical knowledge of Partnership members 
A discussion was held about the technical ability of Partnership members to understand 
the information that is put before them, and their own reliance on technical experts.  It 
was acknowledged that if an area is quite technical, there is flexibility for the Partnership 
to make the decision to seek advice, further research and/or independent viewpoints.  
 
There was a reminder that this level of input is not always needed at this stage in the 
process, but it is important to continue to learn about what will be needed if West 
Cumbria does move onto the next stage.  
 
4.8 – Internal safeguards in the NDA 
A question was asked about how the NDA is going to handle internal as well as external 
challenge, and what safeguards are in place to avoid “over optimism” in terms of its 
research results.   
 
The NDA advised that it takes this point seriously, and it aims to have robust internal 
arrangements for how data is used and interpreted in order to avoid groupthink and/or 
over optimism.  In addition to NDA work being independently peer reviewed as 
appropriate, the internal mechanisms and management systems include the following: 
 

 Internal advisory groups with external people on them to e.g. advise project 
teams. 

 An assurance function within the RWMD which is independent of the project 
teams.   

 A Chief Scientific Advisor to advise the RWMD executive team on the technical 
programme and the application of science, to ensure that the RWMD is using and 
applying good science to everything that it does.   

 A Nuclear Safety and Environmental Committee (which is similar to the Nuclear 
Safety Committees that all Site Licence Companies are required to have) to 
advise on work that RWMD is undertaking that has particular nuclear safety or 
environmental implications.  

 
In addition to this, the NDA has just hosted a review by a team of regulators, who were on 
site for 2 days, to assess whether the NDA is doing the right things in moving towards 
being a prospective Nuclear Site Licence Company. 
 
The NDA offered to organise a visit for Partnership members to talk to some of the 
people in the team based at Harwell if that would provide further reassurance. 
 
4.9 – Safety 

With regard to concerns about safety, both the EA and CoRWM reiterated that, if the EA 
thought that a facility was judged not to be safe, development would not go ahead.  It was 
further noted by the EA that, under staged regulation of a GDF, certain requirements may 
need to be met, and/or uncertainties resolved, before permission would be given for a 
development to move on to the next stage.   
 
The NDA acknowledged that, whilst regulation and strong oversight by the regulators and 
the community play a vital part, the fundamental and primary responsibility for safety is 
with the organisation operating a facility.  It was further stated by the NDA, that they, as 
the delivery organisation, would not want to and would not proceed with implementing 
geological disposal at a site where they do not think it is safe, and would not do it at a site 

where they do not have community support. 
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4.10 – Potential perceptions about pressure to proceed  
A discussion was held about the fact that there have still been no other Expressions of 
Interest, and concerns were raised about how much pressure there might therefore be to 
make the process work in West Cumbria.  In relation to this, concerns were also 
expressed about the long timescales involved in this process, and how, once it has run 
for a considerable period of time, it might be perceived as being much more difficult to 
“put the brakes on”.  It was also noted that there are concerns in the community about a 
decision ultimately being imposed by the Government.   
 
The Programme Manager suggested that it might be useful to understand the ballpark 
spending figure and profile throughout the process, to address the issue that the 
perceived pressure might potentially be directly related to the amount of money that has 
already been spent on the process.   
 
One member noted that these concerns highlight that the decision about participation is a 
very serious decision, especially when it will be taken with all of the unknowns that exist, 
and a question was asked about whether it will ever be possible to be certain that it is OK 
to move forward.   
 
It was noted that some of these concerns were also raised during the debate that 
followed the screening of the film Into Eternity at the Keswick Film Festival in February.   
 
It was also noted that the NDA, as potential site developers, are clearly working towards 
moving forward in the process, however, the community and others might also want to 
know about what “failure” looks like.  Part of the external challenge to the NDA and the 
Government is therefore about looking at what happens if the process does not continue.   
 
4.11 – DECC input 
DECC noted that the issue of long timescales is why the MRWS White Paper sets out a 
number of stages in the process, and is also why it defines what each decision point 
means and what needs to be done at each stage in order to move forward.  There was a 
reminder that decisions are made during the process by both a participating community 
and the Government, including decisions as to whether the Government itself is 

sufficiently happy to move forward.   
 
DECC further noted that there are a number of things that the Government has said it will 
not do until a decision is taken to participate in the siting process, and some things will 
have to be addressed at a later stage e.g. site-specific investigations, regulation of the 
planning system, permissions etc.  It was reiterated that taking a DtP is a decision to 
begin more of that more detailed work, not a decision to host a facility, and some of the 

questions that are being raised are impossible to answer before that work is done. 
 
4.12 – Managing uncertainties 

It was acknowledged that, whilst it may be accepted that there will be many uncertainties 
throughout the process, there are concerns in the Partnership about how the risks 
associated with these uncertainties will be managed.   
 
The NDA agreed with this point, and stated that any uncertainties need to be 
acknowledged so that decisions that are taken by everybody involved (including the 
Government, regulators and the community) are transparent and fully informed.   
 
The EA reiterated that they have a whole host of requirements about whether a 
development could proceed from a risk management and safety point of view, including, 
for example, the requirement for a multi-factor safety case including e.g. a multi-barrier 
system.   
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4.13 – Agreement and way forward 

It was agreed that the NDA will draft an initial response to the points made by Professor 
Haszeldine by 31st March for consideration by the Steering Group and the Technical 
Review Group.  Professor Haszeldine‟s report (Document 146) will be finalised and 
published on the Partnership website in due course. 
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5.  The Vision for West Cumbria 
 
5.1 – Background and overview 

Under Criterion 3 (Community Benefits and Impacts) in the Partnership‟s Work 
Programme (see Document 13.1), the Partnership is seeking to determine whether it is 
confident that: 

 „The possibility of a repository fits appropriately with the overall direction of the 
relevant community/ies‟. (Criterion 3c) 

 „Accepting a GDF at some point in the future and committing the host community 
to a nuclear future for many generations to come is economically advantageous 
and will contribute to economic sustainability‟. (Criterion 3d) 

 
As part of this the Partnership is seeking to: 

 „Understand the vision for the future of West Cumbria and to what extent a GDF 
may or may not fit into it‟. (Task 3c), and  

 „Assess the prospect of major sustainable investment (including new nuclear 
missions) that may support future employment in West Cumbria‟. (Task 3d) 

 
In order to address these tasks, the Partnership heard a presentation on the vision for the 
economy of West Cumbria by Steve Smith, Partnership member, speaking on behalf of 
the Principal Authorities and Britain‟s Energy Coast (BEC), who had helped compile the 
presentation (see the BEC website at http://www.britainsenergycoast.com/). 
 
The presentation slides are provided below, followed by a summary of the questions and 
discussion that followed the presentation. 
 

A Vision for 

West Cumbria

3rd March 2011

 
 
 

http://www.britainsenergycoast.com/
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Coverage

• Purpose/Work Programme Task 

• Context/History/Background 

• Current vision

• Current programme

• Future vision/opportunities

Conclusion

 
 
 

MRWS Work Programme Tasks
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Past

 
 
 

5

Copeland – A 
Nuclear Legacy

West Cumbria – A Nuclear 

Past

• 50 years plus of nuclear

• Isolated 

• Workforce 

• Windscale

• Calder Hall – first commercial nuclear 

power station

• Sellafield
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Timeline

• Late 1980s: closure of steel works and mines led to the formation of 
the West Cumbria Partnership (innovative & unique) which created 
WC Development fund, WC Dvmt Agency & West Lakes Research 
Institute (now UCLan) and West Lakes Properties

• 2003: West Lakes Renaissance (URC) created (c.£19m p.a.) to cover 
Furness and West Cumbria

• 2003: ERM study forecast up to 8,000 job losses in West Cumbria 
from 2011/12 onwards

• 2004: Energy Act
– 2005 NDA created & established HQ in WC

– 2005 West Cumbria Strategic Forum created to deal with challenge 
arising from significant job losses through emphasis on decommissioning

– MoA established NDA socio-economic fund

• 2006: Recognition of need for a Masterplan by SoS

• 2006/7: Grant Thornton produced West Cumbria Strategic 
Masterplan

• 2007: Britain’s Energy Coast brand and programme created

• 2007: Housing market renewal programme

 
 
 

2006/07 

Britain’s Energy Coast 

Masterplan 

Energy 

Act 

2004

De-commissioning 

Formation of NDA

West Cumbria 

Strategic Forum 

M.O.A.
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Present

 
 
 

Nuclear dependence
• Over 9000 Sellafield Ltd employees

• Approx. 1000 Agency staff

• 70% of Sellafield workforce live in 

Copeland, 20% in Allerdale

• 25% of Copeland workforce are 

directly employed at Sellafield 

• Significantly higher wage structure

• 40% of local suppliers depend on 

Sellafield for 50% of their business

• 30% local supply spend 

• £365 million employee spend
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Current Vision

Energy Coast Master-plan includes the following  

components in a Vision for West Cumbria –

By 2027 West Cumbria will be a confident place that 

prides itself on its strong economy providing 

opportunities for all and offering a lifestyle of choice. It 

will be;

Globally recognised as a leading nuclear, 

environment and related technology business 

cluster

A strong diversified economy

Project a positive image to the world

Provide opportunities to the communities

 
 
 

Current Economic Programme 1

Current BECWC economic programme 

• Value of £32m to end 2013/14

• Leverage of further £50m

• Key themes for investment include

– Whitehaven Town Centre

– Port of Workington

– Skills and Training

– Tourism

– Community
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Current Economic Programme 2

 
 
 

Reviewing the Masterplan

• Spatial Planning – reviewing potential 

impacts of future investments

• Socio-Eco study – understanding the socio-

eco impacts of decommissioning and growth

• Economic Development delivery plan –

„blueprint‟
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“TO CREATE A SUSTAINABLE ECONOMY FOR WEST CUMBRIA”

Vision for West Cumbria 

Future 1

 
 
 

Future 2 - Energy Projects

• All proposals below subject to own stand alone business case 
assessments and consultation

• Decommissioning – £40 billion spend 

• Nuclear New Build (include timeline and impact) - £10 billion, 2014 
investment decision, construction 2015/16, 5000 construction jobs, 
c300 jobs per reactor, operational 2023

• Grid connection – route options, construction 2015/16

• Renewables/Low Carbon
– Biomass

– Anaerobic Digestion plants - Farmgen ambition to build 30 in Cumbria

– Marine Technologies

– Round 3 Offshore Wind 

• Energy Opportunities Supply Chain Project - Decommissioning 
Supply Chain business opportunities – maintaining and increasing 
the existing 30% West Cumbria retention of supply chain spend

• Other potential developments
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Diversification 

Renewables

National grid New Nuclear 

Build

Future 3

 
 
 

High performing 

schools

Understand the skills 

need

Quality housing 

Excellent health / 

leisure facilities

Research and 

Development 

Understand each others 

role 

Future 4
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Conclusions

• Range of current and future 

economic initiatives

• Vision focused around 

sustainability

• Recognition of need for 

diversification

• Work towards a diverse and 

sustainable economic future

 
 

 
The questions and points of discussion that followed the presentation are 
summarised in 5.2 – 5.9 below.   
 
5.2 – Inclusion of the Low Level Waste Repository 

A question was asked about why the Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR) near Drigg 
had not been included in the presentation.  It was noted that, if the document was 
published/circulated without the LLWR being included, it could cause concerns to some 
people in West Cumbria. 
 
It was confirmed that the LLWR had not deliberately been excluded from the presentation 
and was purely an omission.  It was also acknowledged that the presentation did not 
include all potential elements of the vision for the economy of West Cumbria.   
 
5.3 – Concerns re reliance on the nuclear industry 

It was noted by one member that, whilst the presentation had a strong focus on 
diversification and the need to not be reliant on one industry, it seems in reality that West 
Cumbria is going to be increasingly reliant on the nuclear industry.  There was some 
agreement that this reliance on the nuclear industry is of concern, particularly if there is a 
move away from nuclear power in the UK or internationally. 
 
There was a reminder that when the work on the vision was started, nuclear new build 
was not on the agenda and it is now a major factor again.   
 
It was also acknowledged that diversification is very difficult to do in reality, especially in 
an area that is already reliant on nuclear.  There were, however, reminders about other 
industries in the area that are not related to the nuclear industry, and the hope that efforts 
would be put in to attracting other industries to West Cumbria was expressed.  
 
There was acknowledgement that, whether people agree with the nuclear industry or not, 
West Cumbria already has it and therefore needs to build on it.  There was a reminder 
that many people in West Cumbria have bought in to the vision, and it is also known that 
there is support in the community for building on the nuclear industry that already exists.   
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In relation to the topic of diversification, the issue of whether diversifying out of the 
nuclear industry would be easier to do with the waste stored underground or stored 
above ground was raised.   
 
5.4 – Focus on enhancing existing industries such as agriculture and tourism 

It was stated that the vision had been put forward as an urban-based vision of West 
Cumbria, and, whilst it is accepted that a lot of the employment in the area comes from 
the nuclear industry, there is a huge element of farming/agriculture and tourism in 
Allerdale and Copeland that already exists.  Concerns were expressed that there had 
been no mention of where West Cumbria sees the future of these industries, and that no 
reference had been made to the effect of a GDF on tourism. 
 
The presenter reiterated that diversification is an important element of the vision, and that 
there is a strong focus on the need to look at opportunities to attract new businesses and 
tourists to the area. 
 
In response, it was noted that diversification is about doing something different, whereas 
it was felt that there was not enough recognition of what is already being done and 
enhancing that.  
 
5.5 – Funding and control of the Port of Workington 

It was confirmed that a lot of the funding for the Port of Workington came from the nuclear 
industry.  It was, however, also noted that the Port is independently managed and 
controlled by the council and board of partners.   
 
5.6 – Committing the area to a nuclear future for many generations 

A discussion was held about the plans to „refresh‟ the vision, and how far ahead it would 
be appropriate to look.  Concerns were expressed about the short-term nature of the 
current vision in comparison to the multi-generational nature of a GDF, and the fact that 
hosting a GDF would commit the area to a nuclear future for many generations.  
 
It was confirmed that there are 3 fundamental pieces of work that are currently being 
undertaken that will influence the final 20-year vision for West Cumbria.  These are the 
Economic Delivery Plan, Spatial Research, and Socio-Economic Research and they will 
be brought together in the autumn of 2011.   
 
There was some concern that the vision only effectively covers one generation.  It was 
noted that the Partnership has never fully discussed the long-term implications of hosting 
a GDF, and it was suggested that this should be considered.  This was also discussed 
further during the Progress Review (see 6.2.3 b) below). 
 
5.7 – Implications of not having a GDF on the vision 

During the presentation it was stated that there was no inherent reason why a GDF could 
not slot into the vision.  In response to a further question about this, it was also confirmed 
that there is no reason why the vision, as it is currently being progressed, would not stand 
up without a GDF. 

 
5.8 – Impacts research 

There was a reminder of the impacts research that is currently taking place and which will 
cover some of the issues under discussion.  This research is due to be considered at the 
14th April Partnership meeting.   
 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 42 of 58 Document No. 150  

5.9 – Agreement and way forward 
No further actions were identified at this stage.  Once the vision has been „refreshed‟ later 
in the year, an update could be provided to the Partnership if there are significant 
implications for the MRWS process.   
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6.  Progress Review 
 
6.1 – Background and overview 

A comprehensive review of the Partnership‟s Work Programme was carried out at the 
25th June 2010 Partnership meeting (see the meeting report – Document 82, section 5). 
 
There was a reminder from the Programme Manager that, whilst there are still 10 to 11 
months of work remaining in the Partnership‟s Work Programme, there are only 2 more 
meetings where substantive new information will be presented to the Partnership.  The 
rest of the work will then be about reviewing, analysing and assessing.  Therefore, any 
new content/tasks for the Work Programme need to be identified at this point in time. 
 
Partnership members were asked to review the 7 criteria in the Work Programme (see 
Document 13.1) individually using worksheets to prompt their thoughts (see Appendix 3 
for a copy of the worksheet which was also circulated in advance – the worksheets were 
only used to help people prompt their thoughts and were not collected in).  They were 
then asked to discuss their thoughts in small groups before a broader discussion about 
each criterion in turn in plenary.   
 
6.2 – Summary of issues discussed 

The comments and discussions that were held in plenary about each of the 7 criteria are 
summarised in 6.2.1 – 6.2.7 below.   
 
6.2.1 – Criterion 1 – Safety, Security, Environment and Planning 
Reservations were expressed about the Partnership‟s understanding of the planning 
process that will be in place (Task 1a(iii)).  It was acknowledged that there are many 
uncertainties, and that the Partnership may have been too ambitious in writing this 
particular criterion.  It was agreed that no extra work/input is needed at this stage, 
however, a requirement should be written in for continual updates throughout the project 
life, as and when they are available. 
 
6.2.2 – Criterion 2 – Geology 
It was noted that the Partnership has had a lot of input on geology, including the recent 
exchange of views (see 2.11 above) and the request to the NDA to do more work on this.  
The Work Programme, however, does not have a criterion about making judgements on 
that further work, and this could be required for the Technical Review Group to base its 
review of the work on.   
 
Reference was made to Criterion 2b („Sufficient areas remaining in West Cumbria after 
initial screening to make further progress worthwhile.‟) and it was suggested that this 
criterion does give a slightly broader brief about the debate and the additional work that 
has been asked of the NDA. 
 
It was recognised that there are different views on the level of work that has been and 
should be done on this criterion, with some people feeling that the Partnership had 
already gone too far on geology and that this kind of work is more appropriate for Stage 4 
of the process.  It was also acknowledged that, although the Steering Group had 
requested the NDA to carry out the additional work, there had been a divergence of views 
on whether it was necessary at this stage. 
 
It was agreed that a small change could be made to the criterion to make it consistent 
with the work that is being done, and that the Technical Review Group should consider 
this.  This would also mean that in PSE3 it is clear what work has been done and what 
the Partnership is consulting on.  
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6.2.3 – Criterion 3 – Community Benefits and Impacts 
 
a) Community Benefits 
The Community Benefits Sub-Group highlighted their concerns about being able to get a 
potential memorandum of understanding about principles for community benefits signed 
off with the Government within the timescales.  The Programme Manager acknowledged 
that there is some uncertainty about the possibility of this being achieved.  If the sign-off 
is achieved in time, the principles will be publically consulted on during PSE3.  However, 
if this is not achieved, the Partnership will be very explicit in the report about the fact that 
these are the principles that it is trying to get signed off. 
 
b) Impacts 

There was a further discussion (following on from the earlier discussion, see 5.6 above) 
about multi-generational impacts and the long-term evolution of the economy in West 
Cumbria.   
 
Whereas some members were keen for further work to be done on this, others felt that it 
is too difficult to address as so much can, and does, change in short periods of time.  It 
was acknowledged that the work that BEC did only 4 years ago has already changed due 
to the change in policy on nuclear new build.   
 
Suggestions were made to potentially identify consultancies that could do this kind of 
research/work (for potential use in the future), and also whether it would be useful to 
consider generic economic trends.  It was felt by others that these would not add value, 
particularly as the work of the Partnership is so specific and unique.   
 
A further suggestion was made that it might be worth looking at international practice and 
seeing whether any of the overseas sites carried out long-term visioning.  It was agreed 
that it would be useful to briefly explore what experience there is of long-term visioning 
exercises undertaken in overseas projects before the Partnership completes it work, 
however any actual visioning work, if judged to be useful/appropriate, should only happen 
later in the process if a DtP is taken.   

 
It was agreed that this is a difficult area to tackle, and it was acknowledged that in the 
remaining timescale it may be too difficult to cover substantially although it should be built 
in to the review process.  It was further noted that this issue should perhaps have been 
considered sooner.   
 
There was a reminder that, unless another community comes forward to volunteer to 
have a repository, the likelihood is that the waste will be here in West Cumbria whether it 
is in a repository or on the surface, therefore the work will need to be done either way. 
 
There was also a reminder that some of the issues around inter-generational impacts are 
being covered by the work on community benefits. 
 
6.2.4 – Criterion 4 – Design and Engineering 
It was noted by one member that they were pleased that the Partnership has retained the 
option for retrievability in the design of a GDF (Criterion 4a), as this allows for options 
arising from new research to be considered.   
 
6.2.5 – Criterion 5 – Siting Process 
 
a) Potential for further adaptations to the Work Programme following PSE2 
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It was noted by CALC that some of the issues that have come out in PSE2 may need to 
be built in to the Work Programme, particularly in relation to how voluntarism will work 
within the siting process (and potentially more broadly).  
 
b) Criteria for identifying and assessing candidate sites 

It was noted that, with regard to the criteria for assessing and evaluating candidate sites, 
Documents 56 (the NDA‟s Proposed Site Assessment Methodologies), 75 (Siting Process 
and Principles for the Involvement of Affected Communities) and the MRWS White Paper 
do not entirely match each other.  It is known that some Partnership members and 
members of the public hold the view that additional criteria could be applied during this 
stage of the process.  This particularly applies to the National Park and it is felt by some 
that not enough thought/consideration has been given to this issue during the current 
stage of the process. 
 
Some felt that issues relating to siting should sit with a CSP, and that it would not be right 
for this Partnership to be determining criteria that will ultimately be adopted by a CSP.  It 
was also felt by some that smaller communities should ultimately be given the opportunity 
to determine whether or not they want to host a facility, and that it should therefore not be 
within the remit of this Partnership to make those kinds of judgements.   
 
There was a reminder from the Programme Manager that, just before the Partnership 
commissioned the BGS survey, a 6-week delay was requested so that the Steering 
Group could be absolutely sure about whether it wanted to include any other criteria 
during this stage of the process.  Everybody had agreed that only the geological 
screening would be applied as a screening criterion, as per the White Paper. 
 
It was agreed that no changes should be made, and nothing should be added to the Work 
Programme, but it was also noted that it needs to be clear and explicit in the PSE3 report 
that the position that the Partnership chose was not to include any criteria other than 
geology. 
 
In relation to the points made above, there was a reminder from the NDA that they and 
the Government have always intended to formally consult on the NDA‟s site identification 
process and the site assessment framework, and that this consultation is currently 
planned for spring this year.   
 
c) Commitment from the Government 

It was noted by one member that there are increasing concerns about the Government‟s 
lack of commitment to the MRWS process in West Cumbria (Task 5a(iv)). 
 
DECC responded to say that, in terms of evidence of their commitment to the process, 
there is the White Paper outlining Government policy, and there have also been a 
number of additional statements on this topic.  The question for them is therefore what 
further reassurance the community wants/needs.   
 
It was acknowledged by the Partnership that the White Paper did not “go out of the 
window” when there was a change of Government and that the commitment to an 
engagement package is outlined in the White Paper.  Whilst the Government has “ticked 
that box” to date, it was suggested that the message that needs to go back to the 
Government is that they need to trust the Partnership and give it the resources that are 
needed for it to do this job. 
 
It was agreed that no amendments need to be made to the Work Programme, but that 
there should be a constant watching brief on this issue. 
 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 46 of 58 Document No. 150  

6.2.6 – Criterion 6 – Public and Stakeholder Views 
It was noted by one member, that the Work Programme only covers work that will be 
done up to the point of making a decision about participation.  With regard to public and 
stakeholder views, there is reference to how stakeholder engagement will work if a DtP is 
taken in e.g. the safety and the siting process, but it was suggested that this needs to be 
pulled together across all streams of work so that people can see more clearly what the 
thinking is about the commitment to taking into account public and stakeholder views, and 
what it will look like, in Stage 4 and beyond.   
 
It was acknowledged that care needs to be taken that this does not expand into a major 
piece of work (e.g. developing principles or commitments), but it was agreed that there 
should be a new task to pull together a document that shows all commitments to future 
stakeholder engagement across the whole Work Programme.  It should also address the 
issue of how potential host communities would introduce themselves into the MRWS 
process in Stage 4, and the nature of how their engagement would operate.  
 
It was noted that this document needs to be closely related to the potential terms of 
reference of any future partnership/CSP, and the new task could therefore be drafted as 
part of, or alongside, the existing commitments under Task 5a(v). 
 
6.2.7 – Criterion 7 – Other 
No comments were made on this criterion. 
 
 
6.3 – Agreements and way forward 

The agreed adjustments to the specific criteria/tasks outlined above will be made by the 
Programme Manager in liaison with the PSE Sub-Group and the TRG.    
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7.  Way Forward and Actions 
 
7.1 – The role of the OCNS and updates on the roles and processes of the 
regulators 

Document 36.1 (Regulators‟ roles and processes in the implementation of MRWS) will be 
finalised and will replace Document 36 on the Partnership website.   
 
7.2 – Review of the NDA’s R&D plans 

The NDA will provide a response to Professor Stuart Haszeldine‟s comments by 31st 
March for consideration by the Steering Group and the Technical Review Group.  
Professor Haszeldine‟s report (Document 146) will be published on the website in due 
course. 
 
7.3 – Vision for West Cumbria  

No further actions were identified at this stage, however, once the „refresh‟ of the vision is 
complete later in the year an update could be provided to the Partnership if there are 
significant implications for the MRWS process. 
 
7.4 – Programme review 
Criterion 2b will be amended by the TRG to reflect the additional work that is being 
carried out on geology.  The Programme Manager and the PSE Sub-Group will draft a 
document reflecting the ongoing commitment to stakeholder engagement across the 
whole Work Programme beyond a decision about participation (Criterion 6). The 
Partnership will briefly explore what experience there is of long-term visioning exercises 
undertaken in overseas projects, as well as what might be appropriate to do later in the 
process if a DtP is taken (Criterion 3). 
 
7.5 – 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 March  

31 March 14 April  
(The Wave, Maryport) 

28 April  

17 May 24 May  
(Braithwaite Village Hall, Keswick) 

9 June 23 June  
(Egremont Market Hall) 

 7 July  
(Market Hall, Wigton) 

21 July  

4 August 18 August  
(Alexandra Hall, Millom School) 

1 September  

15 September 29 September  
(The Copeland Centre, Whitehaven) 

13 October  
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27 October 10 November  
(The Wave, Maryport) 

24 November 15 December  
(The Copeland Centre, Whitehaven) 

 

Steering Group meetings 2012: 
 

 

Partnership meetings 2012: 

12 January 26 January  
(The Oval Centre, Salterbeck) 

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

 
 

Action 
 

 

Who 
 

By when 

1 Draft a response to the points raised by Professor 
Stuart Haszeldine on the NDA‟s R&D programme. 

Alun Ellis/NDA 31 March  

2 Add a new task to the Work Programme, to pull 
together a document that shows all commitments 
to future stakeholder engagement across the whole 
Work Programme. 

Rhuari & PSE 
Sub-Group  

14 April 

3 Re-word Criterion 2b on geology to make it 
consistent with the work that is being done.   

TRG (Guy) 14 April 

4 Briefly explore what experience there is of long-
term visioning exercises undertaken in overseas 
projects, as well as what might be appropriate to do 
later in the process if a DtP is taken. 

Steve Smith 14 April 

5 Circulate draft meeting report to Partnership 
attendees. 

Jane 11 Mar 

6 Comment on draft meeting report. All attendees 18 Mar 

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

Jane 25 Mar 
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8.  Public Questions/Comments 
 
8.1 – Comment re independent oversight 

The following comment was made regarding independent oversight of operators:   
 
A quick comment about having independent oversight, is that people who‟ve ever been 
involved with the NGO sector would be much richer if they had a pound for every time 
they‟ve been told by people that they were glad that we have the NGOs/other bodies 
because they keep an eye on these organisations.  That the regulators etc. will do this is 
not something that the public, quite rightly, believe.   
 
It was said earlier that the first people who would shut something down is the operator – I 
would remind you of what happened with Thorp in 2005 and how the operators continued 
to operate over a period of months when it was known that there was a problem.  Read 
the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate case against BNFL and read the judgement if you 
believe the operators would always do the right thing.  I recognise that this was a different 
facility and operator, but if a GDF ever happens within West Cumbria or anywhere else, it 
is important that the costs of monitoring over the timescales of a GDF are factored in, and 
that they are not dependent on the purse strings of a department that is subject to the 
vagaries of politics. 
 
8.2 – Question re the inventory 

The following question was asked about the inventory:   
 
At the last meeting, the need for an inventory for what actually needs depositing came up.  
What‟s happening on that front and has that been drawn up?   
 
DECC response 

DECC confirmed that the 2008 White Paper was based on information from the 2007 
waste inventory.  The next iteration of the inventory will be published relatively soon, 
based on information as at 2010.  It was agreed in the inventory principles (Document 97) 
that the NDA (or the GDF Site Licensee Company) will provide an „inventory statement‟ 
prior to local decision making at the end of each stage of the GDF siting process in order 
to inform recommendations and decision making at those times.  Work is therefore 
ongoing on this matter. 
 
8.3 – Question re cut-off point for the right of withdrawal 

A question was asked about the cut-off period for when the community can refuse or turn 
down a repository.   
 
DECC response 

It was noted that details of the Right of Withdrawal are set out in the MRWS White Paper, 
and are summarised in the response which was produced after this issue was raised at 
the 19th January 2011 Partnership meeting (see Appendix 3 of the meeting report – 
Document 139 – for details of this response). 
 
8.4 – Question re funding for the West Cumbria vision programme 

The following question was asked about funding for West Cumbria:   
 
I don‟t know exactly what the funding sources are for the West Cumbria vision, whether 
it‟s public or Government funding as opposed to what you get from industry funding.  You 
talked about 4 or 5 million pounds to be spent over a number of years.  With current 
circumstances it might be seen that Cumbria has had some kind of benefits funding to 
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develop other industries alongside the GDF work – might it therefore be said that you‟re 
not going to get any more funding? 
 
Partnership response 
The funding we have now was secured when decommissioning was announced.  The 
funding was there to offset the impacts that would come through the decommissioning 
programme and was nothing to do with a GDF.  The only comment in the BEC 
Masterplan referring to a GDF is a policy statement that Copeland BC was willing to talk 
to the Government about a GDF.  Some people want them to be more closely linked, but 
at this point, with this vision, they are two separate entities. 
 
This does not affect our ability to bid to the Growth Fund and bid to Europe for matched 
funding.  If we put a good enough bid in, it should be successful. 
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9. 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 
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 
ONR   Office for Nuclear Regulation 
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 
TRG   Technical Review Group 
UKSO   UK Safeguards Office 
UNECE   United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 
WCSSG   West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group 
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Appendix 1 – Agenda for the 3rd March 2011 meeting 

 
Objectives of the meeting are to: 

 Understand the role and broad processes of the Office for Civil Nuclear Security 
(OCNS) relevant to a GDF (Task 1a(i)). (Additions to Document 36.) 

 Review the NDA‟s research and development plans (Task 1b(ii)). 

 Understand the vision for the future of West Cumbria and to what extent a GDF 
may fit with it (Task 3c); AND assess the prospect of major sustainable 
investment (including new nuclear missions) that may support future employment 
in West Cumbria (Task 3d). 

 Review the Partnership‟s progress since June 2010. 
 

Agenda 
 

Time Item Agenda Notes 

09.00 Arrivals/Registration  

09.30 
Welcome 
Updates and actions 

Richard Harris, 3KQ. 
Updates sheet to be circulated in advance. 

 

Update on regulatory 
roles, including the 
Office for Civil 
Nuclear Security 

 
- Update from regulators especially on OCNS. 
- Questions and discussion.                    
  (Doc 36.1) 

 

 

Reviewing the NDA’s 
Research and 
Development 
Programme 

- Presentation from NDA‟s R&D Team  
  (RWMD Doc 073). 

- Presentation from independent peer reviewer, 
Professor Stuart Haszeldine (Doc 146). 

- Comment from Environment Agency (Doc 147). 

- Comment from CoRWM.                                    
- Questions and discussion. 

 

Understanding the 
current Vision for 
West Cumbria 

- Presentation on current vision. 
- Questions and discussion. 
 

 Public Questions  

13.00 Lunch (approx. timing) 

 Progress Review 
Review of the Work Programme as we enter the 
final phase of work.  Agree any changes. 
(Worksheet and Doc 13.1) 

 Way Forward Confirm actions and next steps. 

 Public Questions  

16.00 Close  

 
Bold type indicates documents sent out in advance of the meeting. 
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Appendix 2 – Attendees on 3rd March 2011 

 
Mike Davidson  Allerdale Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Richard Griffin   Allerdale Borough Council 
Tim Heslop   Allerdale Borough Council 
Charles Holmes   Allerdale Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Carni McCarron-Holmes Allerdale Borough Council 
Sam Standage   Allerdale Borough Council 
Guy Richardson  CALC 
Geoff Smith    Allerdale CALC 
Chris Shaw   Allerdale/Copeland CALC (Steering Group member) 
Keith Hitchen   Copeland CALC  (Steering Group member) 
Jason Gooding  Carlisle City Council 
Revd Dr Lindsay Gray  Churches Together in  

Cumbria 
Ian Curwen   Copeland Borough Council 
Allan Holliday   Copeland Borough Council 
Steve Smith   Copeland Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Paul Walker     Copeland Borough Council 
Elaine Woodburn  Copeland Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Paul Feehily (am only) Cumbria County Council 
Gerald Humes (am only) Cumbria County Council 
David Southward (am only) Cumbria County Council 
Richard Greenwood   Cumbria Tourism 
(am only)   
Mike Tonkin (am only) Eden District Council 
Robert Morris-Eyton   National Farmers Union   
Robert Allison   Lake District National Park  

Authority  
Judith Cooke (am only) Lake District National Park  

Authority  
Fred Barker   NuLeAF 
Simon Rowley   South Lakeland District  

Council 
 
Observing Members 

Andrew Craze   DECC 
Colin Mitchell   DECC 
Brian Clark   CoRWM 
Mark Dutton   CoRWM 
Gavin Thomson  Environment Agency 
Paul McKenna  (am only) Isle of Man Government 
Alun Ellis   NDA RWMD 
Neil Smart    NDA RWMD 
 
Apologies 

Yvonne Clarkson  Copeland Borough Council 
John Kane   Copeland Borough Council 
Stewart Kemp   Cumbria County Council (Steering Group member)  
Tim Knowles    Cumbria County Council (Steering Group member) 
Tony Markley   Cumbria County Council 
Marcus Swift   Prospect Union  
Mick Bacon   Nuclear Installations Inspectorate 
Clare Feeney-Johnson South Lakeland District 
    Council 
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David Moore   West Cumbria Sites  
Stakeholder Group   (Steering Group member)  
   

Facilitators, Secretariat and Presenters 
Rhuari Bennett  3KQ (Programme Manager) 
Richard Harris   3KQ (Facilitator) 
Jane Dalton   3KQ (Report Writer) 
Sharon Walker  Copeland Borough Council (Secretariat) 
Professor Stuart Haszeldine Edinburgh University (Presenter) 
Rebecca Lunn   CoRWM (Presenter) 
Sarah Vines   NDA RWMD (Presenter) 
 
Other 

Paul Gardner (am only) 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 
Jay Redgrove 
Barry Watkinson 
Irene Sanderson 
David Wood 
Jim Furness 
 
Other Members, Not in Attendance 

Ken Williams   Barrow Borough Council 
Rob Johnston   Cumbria Chamber of  

Commerce 
Peter Kane    GMB Union   (Steering Group member) 
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Appendix 3 – Progress review worksheet 

 

WORKSHEET – Review of Work remaining 
 
Please read the Work Programme (Document 13.1, 21st  February version) and make 
notes against each criterion below regarding: 



 Comfort: the degree to which you feel the Work Programme tasks will give you the 

information you need by the end of the Partnership‟s work to reach a conclusion 



 Over-reach: work that is planned but you believe may be unnecessary 



 Omissions: work that is not planned but you believe warrants inclusion 
 
1 – Safety, Security, Environment and Planning 

Comfort: .................................................................................................................... 
Over-reach: .................................................................................................................... 
Omissions: .................................................................................................................... 
 
2 - Geology 
Comfort: .................................................................................................................... 
Over-reach: .................................................................................................................... 
Omissions: .................................................................................................................... 
 
3 – Community Benefits and Impacts 

Comfort: .................................................................................................................... 
Over-reach: .................................................................................................................... 
Omissions: .................................................................................................................... 
 
4 – Design, Engineering and Inventory 
Comfort: .................................................................................................................... 
Over-reach: .................................................................................................................... 
Omissions: .................................................................................................................... 
 
5 – Siting Process 

Comfort: .................................................................................................................... 
Over-reach: .................................................................................................................... 
Omissions: .................................................................................................................... 
 
6 – Public and Stakeholder Views 

Comfort: .................................................................................................................... 
Over-reach: .................................................................................................................... 
Omissions: .................................................................................................................... 
 
Any other thoughts about the Work Programme more widely? 

........................................................................................................................... 

........................................................................................................................... 
 
This form will not be collected in: it is just to structure your thinking 
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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 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. 
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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 
given to Council of Ministers in 
2009.  Regular updates/scientific 
advice to Isle of Man Government.  
 

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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