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Executive Summary 
 

Overview.  The 22nd meeting of the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste 
Safely (MRWS) Partnership took place on 21st February 2012.  The main 
objectives of the meeting were to: agree the forward timetable, including 
production of the consultation report and the Partnership‟s final report; consider 
updates on planning, local economic development, and possible implications of 
the Localism Act 2012; understand the regulators‟ views on the Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority‟s (NDA)‟s generic Disposal System Safety Case 
(gDSSC); and consider the results of the „Brand Protection‟ work. 
 
Updates.  The request for an Engagement Package for 2012-13 has been 
submitted to the Department of Energy and Climate Change.  A newly formed 
campaign group has been created.  There have been over 350 responses to the 
consultation to date and more than 2800 full consultation packs have been 
distributed.  An online webcast will take place on 6th March 2012 between 6 p.m. 
and 8 p.m., and the opinion survey will commence on 8th March. 
 
Forward timetable.  The future timetable of work was discussed and agreed.  It 
was agreed that two Partnership workshops will be held on 16th and 26th April for 
Partnership members to consider the outcomes of the consultation and assist with 
drafting of the consultation report and the final report to the Councils.  It was also 
agreed that the Partnership should be disbanded once the final report has been 
finalised, and a „bridging group‟ will be formed to manage the interim stage up to 
the point of a decision about participation being made by the Councils. 
  
Planning, economic development and the Localism Act.  The Partnership 
heard updates on the role of local and national planning bodies in considering a 
planning application for a GDF, the economic vision for West Cumbria and the 
impacts of the Localism Act 2012 on the MRWS process.  
 
Regulators’ review of the NDA’s gDSSC.  The regulators presented their review 
of the NDA‟s gDSSC.  The key outcome is that the regulators have „identified no 
specific issues that would prevent a safety case, capable of meeting regulatory 
requirements, being made for a GDF in the future‟.  Discussions focused on waste 
transportation, the plans for waste from submarine dismantling, and community 
involvement in discussions about the inventory.  It was agreed that nothing had 
been heard today that changes the Partnership‟s initial opinions on this task.   
 
Brand protection.  The Partnership heard a presentation about the research 
regarding the potential impacts of a GDF in West Cumbria on the Cumbria and 
Lake District brands.  Discussions focused on the distinction between the impact 
of a GDF and the existing nuclear industry, the recommendation for a unified 
brand organisation to promote the Cumbria brand, and the need for a strategy to 
deal with any negative publicity.  It was agreed that a communications strategy is 
needed, but that the decision about a unified brand organisation was beyond the 
remit of this Partnership.  The full report from the research will be considered 
further during the Partnership workshops in April. 
 
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:  

 Agree the forward timetable, including production of the PSE3/consultation 
report and the Partnership‟s final report. 

 Consider updates on spatial planning (Task 1a(iii)), local economic 
development (Tasks 3c & d), and possible implications of the Localism Act 
2012. 

 Understand the regulators‟ views on the NDA‟s generic Disposal System 
Safety Case (Task 1b(i)). 

 Consider results of the „Brand Protection‟ work and consider any actions 
arising. 

 
The full agenda is in Appendix 1. 
 
1.2 – Attendance 
33 participants1 attended at The Oval Centre, Salterbeck on 21st February 2012.  
A full list of those in attendance is in Appendix 2.  The meeting was open for the 
public to observe and 12 members of the public attended. 
 
 
 
 

2. Updates          
 
2.1 – Finance discussions with DECC 
The Steering Group has submitted a request for an Engagement Package to the 
Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) for 2012 – 13.  It is being 
considered by Ministers.  There is a funding shortfall that has yet to be met by 
DECC for the current financial year. 
 
DECC confirmed that they are still waiting for a response from Ministers. 
 
2.2 – Partnership meeting dates confirmed 
Future Partnership meeting dates of 22nd May and 25th June 2012 have been 
confirmed.  It is currently planned that the June meeting will be the last 
Partnership meeting, however a further contingency date in July will also be 
booked in case it is needed. 
 
2.3 – New campaign group – Save Our Lake District – Don’t Dump Cumbria! 
There is a newly formed campaign group called Save Our Lake District – Don‟t 
Dump Cumbria! (DDC).  More information is available at http://mrwsold.org.uk.  
The Steering Group had asked to meet the campaign group to find out more 
about their aims, membership and structure, as well as the concerns they have.  

                                                 
1
 Plus 8 from the facilitation team, secretariat and presenters. 

http://mrwsold.org.uk/
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The request was refused as DDC felt that no useful purpose would have been 
served by the meeting.  
  
2.4 – Documents published 
Since the last Partnership meeting the following documents have been published 
in the Documents section of the Partnership website at: 
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/all_documents.asp. 

 253. Regulators‟ Review of the NDA‟s generic Disposal System Safety 
Case 

 251. Draft Opinion Survey Questionnaire for Public Comment 

 250. E-Bulletin 16 - January 2012 

 248. Invitation to Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, CORE and 
Radiation Free Lakeland to Present to the Partnership 

 247. Briefing Note - The Partnership's Opinion Survey 

 246. Steering Group Minutes 24 November 2011 

 245. Paper on Expert Review of Opinion Survey Methodology for the 
Steering Group 

 244. E-Bulletin 15 - December 2011 

 243. Consultation Overview Document 

 242. Full Public Consultation Document  

 241. 2010 UK Radioactive Waste Inventory  

 240. Letter from DECC Regarding the Councils' Memorandum of 
Understanding 

 239. Meeting Report 3 November 2011 

 238. Report from Visit to Bure in France 
 
2.5 – Consultation progress 
At the time of the meeting the following has taken place: 

 Around 2800 full consultation packs have been distributed, plus the 
publicity below. 

 There have been over 350 responses so far, with the deadline in just 
over 4 weeks on 23rd March. 

 Full page adverts have been placed in every Cumbrian newspaper 
twice during the consultation period. 

 There has been advertising on bus backs, billboards and phone boxes 
across West Cumbria. 

 The overview document was delivered to every West Cumbrian 
household in January. 

 Your Cumbria article (6 pages) was delivered to every Cumbrian 
household. 

 Publicity via Partnership member publications across Cumbria and 
beyond. 

 
2.6 – Community events 
All 12 community events have now taken place.  More than 800 people attended 
(an average of 67 per event) and five school groups attended the sessions.   
 
2.7 – Intermediary discussions 
Consultation discussion sessions are happening across West Cumbria via 
intermediaries such as Connexions, AWAZ, ACT (Actions with Communities in 
Cumbria), Cumbria CVS, Trades Hall and the Cumbria Farmers Network.  These 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/all_documents.asp
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/251-Draft_Opinion_Survey_Questionnaire_for_Public_Comment_6_-_20_Feb_2012.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/250-MRWS_e-bulletin_16_-_January_2012.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/248-Letter_to_GP_FoE_CORE_RAFL_1_Dec_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/248-Letter_to_GP_FoE_CORE_RAFL_1_Dec_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/247-Opinion_Survey_Briefing_Note_January_2012.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/246-Steering_Group_Minutes_24_Nov_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/245-Paper_on_Expert_Review_of_Opinion_Survey_Methodology_to_Steering_Group_24_November_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/245-Paper_on_Expert_Review_of_Opinion_Survey_Methodology_to_Steering_Group_24_November_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/244-MRWS_E-bulletin_15_-_December_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/Overview_Document_-_West_Cumbria_MRWS_Partnership_Consultation_November_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/242-Full_Consultation_Document_-_West_Cumbria_MRWS_Partnership_November_2011.pdf
http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/Radioactive-Wastes-in-the-UK-The-2010-estimate-of-radioactive-waste-for-Geological-Disposal.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/240-Letter_from_DECC_regarding_DtP_and_RoW_7_Nov_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/240-Letter_from_DECC_regarding_DtP_and_RoW_7_Nov_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/239-Partnership_Meeting_Report_3_November_2011.pdf
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/238-Report_from_visit_to_Bure,_France.pdf
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sessions are aimed mainly at younger people, and also at other wider community 
networks. 
 
2.8 – Materials for young people 
The consultation materials are available in a format suitable for schools and youth 
groups to use in classes, off-curriculum sessions and informal get-togethers. 
Connexions are again helping deliver these sessions for the Partnership. 
 
2.9 – Webcast question time 
On 6th March 2012 between 6 p.m. and 8 p.m., the Partnership will be holding a 
live online event, where people can send in questions and have them answered 
by a panel of speakers from different perspectives. 
 
The webcast is being advertised/promoted via a press release, the Partnership 
website, an article in Your Cumbria, Twitter/Facebook, the latest newsletter which 
is being delivered to all households in West Cumbria in the week of 26th February 
2012, and via the February e-bulletin.  It was also agreed that notification would 
be sent to schools. 
 
2.10 – Opinion survey 
Ipsos MORI are designing and conducting the Partnership's final opinion survey.   
A two week opportunity for public comment on the draft questionnaire (Document 
251) finished on 20th February, and 12 comments had been received.   
 
The Programme Manager advised that the main conclusion from the comments is 
that the explanatory text is very difficult to write, in that somebody will always 
disagree with it no matter how it is written.  It has therefore been agreed that the 
text should be reduced to a very simple „orientation‟ rather than a longer 
preamble.   
 
The Steering Group was mandated to sign off the final version.   
 
The final version of the questionnaire should be ready by 1st March 2012.  The 
public comments on the draft questionnaire will be responded to in summary form 
by the PSE Sub-Group with Ipsos MORI‟s advice. 
 
2.11 – CoRWM’s review of the generic DSSC 
The Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM) confirmed that 
their review of the Nuclear Decommission Authority‟s (NDA‟s) generic Disposal 
System Safety Case (gDSSC) will be available at the end of February 2012. 
 
2.12 – The NDA’s work on issues and issues management 
The NDA provided an update on the work that they have been carrying out on 
issues and issues management, and gave a reminder that they had published 
their initial issues register in the middle of 2011.  They are now working on the 
second issue of the report which will present the current status and their response 
to those issues – this will be published around March/April 2012.  They are also 
working on a web-based system to make their information about issues more 
accessible to stakeholders. 
 
The NDA are planning to hold another meeting with key stakeholders in late 
March 2012 to discuss the second issue of the report and how the NDA are taking 
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things forward.  The same attendees as last time will be invited, and all other 
Partnership members were asked to contact Elizabeth Atherton if they are also 
interested in attending.     
 
A question was asked about whether the budget for the NDA had been reduced 
and how this might impact on the work that they carry out on the MRWS process 
and with the Partnership.  The NDA confirmed that there will be no impact as 
there have been no budgetary constraints and they have not been asked to 
reduce the scope of their work.   
 
2.13 – Acceleration of GDF programme 
The NDA gave a reminder of the work that they did in response to a challenge 
from DECC regarding accelerating the geological disposal facility (GDF) 
programme.  The NDA‟s report was sent to DECC in December 2011 and it is 
now subject to review by CoRWM and a peer review.  DECC confirmed that the 
target date for both reviews to be completed is the end of March 2012. 
 
The Partnership reiterated previously expressed concerns regarding the 
Government making statements without realising the impact that it can have on 
the local community.  It was further noted that this generic piece of work on 
acceleration is unhelpful in West Cumbria at this moment in time.  It was 
suggested that DECC need to be mindful of the stage that West Cumbria is at in 
the process, especially with regard to things that might influence the opinion 
survey either way. 
 
2.14 – Meeting about the MoDeRn project 
The NDA advised that a meeting was taking place at the Hunday Manor Hotel 
immediately after the Partnership meeting regarding the Monitoring Developments 
for Safe Repository Operation and Staged Closure (MoDeRn) Project, which is 
about monitoring of waste whilst in a GDF.  The meeting is part of an engagement 
programme to get a better understanding of what people‟s expectations are about 
monitoring.    
 
The Partnership noted that this issue had been raised at the Steering Group and 
they decided that it may be inappropriate for the Partnership to take part at this 
moment in time as no decision has yet been made about taking part in the siting 
process for a GDF, however, individual members could attend on behalf of their 
own organisations if they were interested in doing so.   
 
2.15 – Government consultation on its site identification and assessment 
process 
DECC advised that the report from the Government‟s consultation on its proposed 
process for site identification and assessment will be published shortly.  They 
confirmed that there have been no significant changes to the document that was 
consulted on (see Document 228 for a copy of the Partnership‟s response to the 
consultation and the consultation document itself).   
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3. Reporting and Forward Timetable 

 
3.1 – Background  
There was a reminder that the Partnership is nearing the end of its work, and 
three key areas need to be discussed and agreed: 
 

1) A process for the report coming out of the PSE3 consultation. 

2) A process for how the final report for this Partnership will be written, signed 

off and passed on to the Councils. 

3) What happens to this Partnership going forward. 

 
Document 252 (draft 1) had been circulated in advance of the meeting outlining a 
series of proposals for the future timetable of work, and considering how the work 
will be written up and published, including production of the PSE3 report and the 
Partnership‟s final report. 
 
3.2 – Alternative proposals 
The Programme Manager advised that a number of conversations had taken 
place since the document was circulated.  These were primarily about alternative 
ways of running the reporting process, which would firstly spread the workload, 
but secondly give all Partnership members full opportunity to input into how the 
initial opinions are reviewed and amended.   
 
This has led to an alternative approach to the one proposed in the advance paper 
being put forward for consideration by the Partnership.  Both options are outlined 
in the presentation slides below. 
 
3.3 – Reporting process 
The Programme Manager presented a summary of the proposed process and the 
alternatives for the reporting process for the PSE3 report and the Partnership‟s 
final report to the Councils.   
 
 

Reporting and planning ahead

To agree:

• Drafting process for PSE3 report.

• Drafting process for Final Report.

• Arrangements for closure or dormancy.
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PSE3 Report

Proposed process:

Lead drafter: 3KQ.

Scrutiny: PSE Sub Group; TRG; Steering Group.

Sign-off: Partnership.

Summary of 

consultation 

inputs from 

PSE3.

 
 
 

Final Report (1)

Proposed process:

Lead drafter: TRG.

Editor: 3KQ.

Scrutiny: Partnership; Steering Group (plus Wood Holmes & 3KQ).

Sign-off: Partnership.

Overview of 

Partnership 

work and 

opinions

 
 

 

Reporting – alternative (1)

• Disband TRG

• 2 Partnership workshops: how should „initial 

opinions‟ change?  16+26 April?

• 3KQ drafts Final Report as per guidance, drawing 

on members flexibly, as a sounding board

• Draft Final Report > SG > full Partnership 22 May

• Final Report agreed on 25 June

 Partnership owns and adopts the Final Report
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Reporting – alternative (2)

Expectations:

•A day to read submissions (w/c 2nd April)

•Attend both workshops (16+26 April)

•Support 3KQ in commenting on drafts, and 

discussing issues arising

•Caucus meetings in advance of 22 May and 25 

June

•Keep colleagues updated

Partnership owns the Final Report

 
 
The questions and discussions that followed the presentation are summarised 
below: 
 
3.4 – Alternative approach for report writing 
A discussion was held about the alternative approach for developing the final 
report which had been presented.  This suggestion primarily involves disbanding 
the Technical Review Group (TRG) as a formal group, and replacing it with two 
Partnership workshops in April to discuss the content of the report and steer the 
drafting.  In this approach, the drafting would be led by 3KQ rather than the TRG, 
however it was reiterated that this is the Partnership‟s report, and that the 
outcome of the two workshops would be to give instruction to 3KQ on how the 
content and structure of the final report will be undertaken. 
 
It was also noted that there would be a significant amount of work for Partnership 
members to do on commenting, drafting, and inputting on certain issues, with the 
potential for extra meetings/conversations to steer the drafting, particularly on any 
difficult issues arising out of the consultation.  It was acknowledged that this 
approach, including the extra two Partnership workshops, would be more onerous 
on Partnership members, however the advantage is that it does put the 
Partnership at the centre of the reporting process.  
 
The Cumbria Association of Local Councils (CALC) advised that they would 
favour this alternative approach, as they feel that it is very important for the 
Partnership to guard against any impression that the PSE3 report and the final 
report have been largely written by representatives of the decision-making bodies 
(DMBs) i.e. Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria 
County Council.   
 
The work involved in drafting does not change whether it is done by the TRG or 
by 3KQ and costs are broadly similar.  
 
It was agreed that this approach should be adopted.  The additional workshops 
will take place on 16th and 26th April 2012. 
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3.5 – Discussion re timing  
Concerns were expressed about the tight window of time between the 26th April 
workshop and the 22nd May Partnership meeting, including whether this would 
allow sufficient time for publication of the draft report as well as for individual 
Partnership members to consult with their organisations and come back with 
informed opinions before the Partnership meeting.   
 
It was noted that this was the reason for holding two workshops – the first will be 
a broad look at all of the issues, and the second could focus more on detail.  
There will also be a Steering Group meeting in this window where the initial draft 
will be discussed, and officers from the Steering Group will be able to focus on 
particular aspects if needed.  It was also noted that there will be another iteration 
of sign off between the May and June Partnership meetings.  
 
The Programme Manager acknowledged that the timing is tight but it is possible, 
and also highlighted that there is not a significant timing difference between the 
two options.  The papers for the 22nd May meeting will be issued at least one 
week in advance and Partnership members should ensure that time is booked in 
for discussions with their own organisations in the five days in advance of this 
meeting. 
 
3.6 – Preparation and papers for the workshops 
A set of full consultation submissions will be circulated to the Partnership on 28th 
March 2012 to read in preparation for the workshops on 16th and 26th April.  An 
early draft summary of views from PSE3 will also be circulated on 28th March.  
Any additional consultation submissions (i.e. those sent in by post or received via 
email before the consultation closes on 23rd March, but not entered in time for the 
28th March circulation), will be circulated in the week commencing 9th April. 
 
It was noted that the full/verbatim consultation responses should be regarded as 
the main source material, and not the summary of views.   
.   
3.7 – Level of work for Partnership members 
A discussion was held about the amount of work that would be involved for 
Partnership members during this process.  It was reiterated that this is the end of 
three years of work, and that it is potentially the most intense period of work.  It 
was suggested that Partnership members should take steps to prepare 
themselves, including making space around meetings for their own reading, 
discussions within their own organisations and for providing support for drafting 
etc. 
 
3.8 – Involvement of Partnership member organisations  
A discussion was held about exactly what members are expected to take back to 
their own organisations and whether it should be for full consultation or just for 
information.   
 
The Programme Manager confirmed that it is up to each organisation on the 
Partnership to determine what they do with their own members, and it is not 
expected that each organisation will take a draft final report back to their 
organisation for formal sign off.  The current understanding of this is detailed on 
page 5 of the consultation document and this will be repeated in the final report.   
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3.9 – Level of public engagement in the consultation 
Concerns were expressed that only a very small proportion of the whole 
population of West Cumbria had attended the community events.  It was noted 
that more than 99% of the community have not engaged in or responded to the 
consultation yet, and a question was asked about whether the fact that such a 
large proportion of people have not contributed would be recognised.     
 
It has always been recognised that it would be difficult to get people to engage in 
an issue that is so complex and that takes place over such a long timescale.  
However, in comparison to other consultation events, turnout to community 
events has actually been good, and it was further noted that just because people 
have not been coming to community events it does not mean that they are not 
responding to the consultation.  
 
There was also a reminder that the opinion survey is being carried out to capture 
the views of those who are not motivated to take part in other ways.  This will, 
therefore, capture the views of the „silent majority‟. 
 
CoRWM noted that it might be a useful reminder that they faced similar issues 
when producing their 2006 report.  They also noted that the purpose of the public 
and stakeholder engagement was to get challenges, to identify whether they had 
overlooked anything and to find out other perspectives.  However, as with the 
Partnership‟s report, it was always going to be CoRWM‟s report about their views, 
and not a conduit of other people‟s opinions.  
 
3.10 – Closure of the Partnership  
The Steering Group has discussed potential arrangements and the timetable for 
what will happen after the Partnership has delivered its final report to the three 
Councils.  A discussion was held about the proposed arrangements (as outlined 
on page 4 of Document 252) including: 

 The Partnership becoming „inactive‟ or „dormant‟ after the final report is 
complete, although still existing to receive updates and be reconvened if 
necessary. 

 The Partnership disbanding on the day all three Councils have taken a 
decision about participation. 

 Current support arrangements being extended to cover the „bridging 
period‟ between final reporting and the decision about participation at a 
minimal level. 

 The Steering Group continuing to meet during the bridging period to 
oversee activity, coordinate decision making and keep the dormant 
Partnership abreast of developments. 

 Some „post-decision about participation‟ scenarios being considered during 
the bridging period so that plans can be implemented rapidly in either case 
of a decision to withdraw or to participate. 

 
3.11 – Dormancy vs a clean break 
Some concerns were expressed about the Partnership becoming „dormant‟ as it 
was felt that this is a bit unclear, and it would be strange to extend the process 
with a group that is “half there and not there”.    
 
It was acknowledged that there is a need for something to be in place, and the 
need to continue communicating and sending information out was also 
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emphasised, but there was broad agreement that it would be better to disband the 
Partnership once the final report is completed.   
 
Some concerns were expressed that support might be needed for the DMBs, i.e. 
Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County 
Council, whilst they are discussing the final report and it was suggested that the 
Partnership might need to reconvene in certain circumstances e.g. to provide 
clarification or input into discussions about the final opinions.  The Programme 
Manager suggested that this could be acknowledged as part of the agreement of 
closing the Partnership.   
 
It was noted that, technically, the Steering Group is part of the Partnership so, 
once the Partnership is ended, the Steering Group will not exist anymore.  It was 
suggested that this should take the form of a „bridging group‟ based on the same 
(or similar) membership as the current Steering Group. 
 
3.12 – Engagement package  
A question was asked about whether there would be any implications in terms of 
funding and the relationship with DECC going forward over that period, including 
whether there would be any funding to cover the interim period between the final 
report being issued and a decision about participation.   
 
The Programme Manager advised that the engagement package supports the 
MRWS process in West Cumbria and not the Partnership specifically, but it was 
also agreed that this should be confirmed with DECC. 
 
3.13 – Agreements and way forward on Partnership closure 
It was agreed that the Partnership should be disbanded once the final report has 
been passed to the three Councils, on the basis that it could be reconvened if 
required.  There will be some form of „bridging group‟ to manage the interim 
process, including ongoing communication, and liaison with the DMBs. 
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4. The Regulators’ Review of the 
NDA’s Generic DSSC  

 

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‟s 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(i) is to 
„understand the regulators‟ views on the NDA‟s generic Disposal System Safety 
Case (gDSSC)‟. 
 
At its 14th April 2011 meeting, the Partnership received a presentation from the 
NDA on the gDSSC.  The regulators (the Environment Agency (EA) and the 
Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR)) also provided an overview of the scope and 
timescales for their review of the gDSSC.  (See Partnership meeting report, 
Document 165.1, Section 5, and also Document 160, An introduction to the NDA‟s 
gDSSC, and Document 161, Summary report on the peer review of the gDSSC).   
 
It was agreed at the time that the Partnership should hear about the output of the 
regulators‟ review before closing this item on its Work Programme.  The review 
has now been published and is available on the Partnership website as Document 
253.  The NDA‟s draft response to the regulators‟ review was also circulated in 
advance of the meeting (Document 254).   
 
At today‟s meeting the Partnership heard presentations from: 

 Bob Smith from the Environment Agency, member of the Nuclear 
Waste Assessment Team at the EA – providing a joint presentation on 
behalf of the EA and the ONR. 

 Alun Ellis from the NDA’s Radioactive Waste Management Directorate 
(RWMD), Engineering Director for the GDF project – responding to the 
regulators‟ review. 

 
Presentation 1 – Regulators 
 

Health and Safety 
ExecutiveRegulators‟ Review of 

RWMD‟s Generic Disposal 

System Safety Case

Robert E (Bob) Smith

Nuclear Waste Assessor, 

Environment Agency

21 February 2012
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Regulators & Their Responsibilities

• Environment Agency (EA) – regulatory 

responsibility:

• Environmental safety (including post-closure 

safety)

• Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) –

regulatory responsibilities:

• Operational safety (including construction 

safety) 

• Transport safety

 
 
 

What Have the Regulators Reviewed?

• The generic Disposal System Safety Case 

(gDSSC), produced by the Radioactive Waste 

Management Directorate (RWMD) of the 

Nuclear Decommissioning Authority

• gDSSC includes generic environmental, 

operational & transport safety cases for a 

hypothetical geological disposal facility (GDF) 

for higher activity radioactive waste

 
 
 

Status of gDSSC

• gDSSC represents early, but important, stage 

in development of RWMD‟s approach for 

assessing safety of any future GDF

• RWMD has not submitted gDSSC in support of 

any application for permit or licence at this 

stage

– We are not making any regulatory decisions 

based on our review of it 
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Nature of Regulators’ Review

• Our review presents advice and comments intended 
to:
– Inform RWMD‟s work programme on geological 

disposal

– Help RWMD understand our requirements of a site-
specific safety case for a GDF in the future

• EA has reviewed environmental safety case against 
its published guidance on geological disposal

• ONR has reviewed operational & transport safety 
cases in light of its regulatory requirements & 
guidance for nuclear installations & transport of 
radioactive substances

• We have taken account of generic nature of safety 
cases in our review

 
 
 

General Conclusions from Regulators’ 

Review

• We have concluded that gDSSC provides confidence, to 

degree appropriate at this early stage in implementing 

geological disposal, that safety case for GDF in UK 

could be made

• We have found no specific issues to prevent a safety 

case, capable of meeting environmental, operational & 

transport regulatory requirements, being made for a 

GDF in the future, providing a suitable site is available 

• Our position is subject to reservations set out in our 

report 

 
 
 

Main Recommendations

• We have 5 recommendations to improve gDSSC that 
apply across full suite of documents:

– Explain future role of gDSSC & develop clear route map 
to show how it may develop towards site-specific safety 
case 

– Reduce repetition & overlap between documents

– Provide information that meets needs of different 
audiences 

– Clarify how change control will be applied to suite of 
gDSSC documents & statements it contains 

– Include wider exploration of waste inventory uncertainty 
in future revisions of gDSSC 
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Further Comments

• Annexes 1 to 3 of our report present further 

comments & recommendations specific to 

transport, operational & environmental safety 

cases 

• We will encourage RWMD to work with us to 

address our issues & concerns as a GDF 

programme progresses 

 
 
 

Examples of Comments from the Annexes 

Annex 1 – Transport Safety Case Review:

R6.  „RWMD should clearly define strategic 

principles and ambitions in the transport strategy, 

aimed at minimising the number of shipments and 

the duration of delivery schedules whilst complying 

with the regulatory requirements that assure 

safety.‟

 
 
 

Examples of Comments from the Annexes 

Annex 2 – Operational Safety (Including 

Construction Safety) Case Review:

R16.  RWMD should „develop a more detailed 

understanding of the safety implications of 

operations such as backfilling, closure and 

decommissioning of a GDF, to substantiate the 

claim that they only make a small contribution to 

the risk from operations of a GDF.‟
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Examples of Comments from the Annexes 

Annex 3 – Environmental Safety Case Review:

R44.  „RWMD should ensure that changes to the 

generic Environmental Safety Case, as it 

develops, are appropriately linked (through the 

Letter of Compliance disposability assessment 

process) to advice given to waste producers and 

owners on waste packaging arrangements.‟

 
 
 

Review Report

Available via joint regulatory web site:

http://www.environment-agency.gov.uk/geological-disposal
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Presentation 2 – NDA RWMD 
 

1

Regulators’ Scrutiny of DSSC

RWMD Position

West Cumbria MRWS

Partnership Meeting

21 February 2012

 
 

2

Generic Disposal System Safety Case 

documentation suite

• A suite of documents collating analyses and scientific and 

engineering evidence to support our confidence that a safety case 

can be made for a geological disposal facility.

• The generic Disposal System Safety Case addresses:

– transport of waste to the facility

– construction and operation of the facility

– long-term environmental safety after the facility has been closed.

• The DSSC presents for the first time an integrated safety 

assessment for the disposal of all higher activity wastes and 

materials defined in the MRWS Baseline inventory. Launched in 

February 2011.

• The DSSC at this stage is generic – decisions on disposal 

concepts have not yet been made – includes illustrative concept 

examples for 3 different geological settings.

 
 

3

Purpose of generic DSSC

• To demonstrate our confidence that a safety case can be 

made for the geological disposal of higher activity wastes 

and materials

• To use as a basis for disposability assessments of waste 

being packaged now 

• To provide a basis for desk-based studies during MRWS 

Stage 4

• To facilitate regulator scrutiny of our work and to provide 

opportunity for early feedback

• To provide information to stakeholders and to enable 

stakeholder comments and input

• To identify research and site characterisation needs
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Key Recommendations from Regulator 

Review 

• The generic DDSC suite is not a regulatory requirement; however 

we produced it because we thought it was right to give 

stakeholders early access to our developing safety case and 

underpinning scientific basis. 

• We have established voluntary agreements with the regulators to 

review our work and we requested that they scrutinise the DSSC 

suite of documents. 

• The Joint Regulatory Scrutiny Report was published in December 

2011 and identified a total of 57 recommendations for 

consideration by RWMD.

• Five of these are flagged in the Overview. These are summarised 

in the following slides   

• Our initial response to each recommendation is set out. 

4

Regulator recommendation shown like this

 
 

Transition to site-specific

• RWMD should explain the future role of the gDSSC and develop 

a clear route map to show how it might develop the gDSSC 

towards a site-specific Disposal System Safety Case (DSSC).

5

• We are developing a series of strategy documents one for each of 

transport (TSC), GDF operations (OSC) and the long-term 

environmental safety case (ESC). These are designed to explain 

how we will develop the key safety cases as we move forward. The 

strategies explain the role of the generic cases and how we will 

develop site-specific safety cases as we move through the MRWS 

process. 

• site-specific OSC – for site licensing with ONR

• site-specific ESC – for environmental permitting with EA

• site-specific TSC – not a regulatory document but we expect 

to be of interest to stakeholders 

 
 

Structure

6

• There is much repetition and overlap between documents in the 

gDSSC.  RWMD should aim to strike a better balance that will address 

the needs of different audiences, and help to produce a stable and 

enduring suite of safety case documents.

• The generic DSSC is a significant document suite and was structured 

on the basis that stakeholders should be able to read only those parts 

that they were particularly interested in. We decided therefore that 

individual documents should be largely “standalone” and not require 

knowledge of other reports in the suite.

• The regulatory scrutiny has highlighted that this approach has led to 

repetition and overlap between documents. When we next produce a 

similar document suite we will review this approach and determine 

how we can make better use of hyperlinks and other technological 

advances to help guide readers through the materials.
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Accessibility

• RWMD should continue to work towards making the gDSSC 

reasonably accessible to a wide audience.

7

• We are continually seeking ways to make our work more accessible, 

including the preparation of specific examples where appropriate.

• For the gDSSC, our starting principle was to structure the 

documentation with a high level overview and a tiered approach with 

progressively more detail for those who wish to explore in more depth. 

This seems to work well although regulator review has noted a 

tendency for repetition. 

• The overall principle of a hierarchical structure seems to be 

appropriate; however, we will review the detailed structure to ensure 

that accessibility and navigation are optimised.

 
 

Management of change

• RWMD should clarify how it will apply change control to the 

suite of documents and the statements it contains.

8

• The generic DSSC provides the baseline for further safety case 

development and now provides the platform for all LoC 

disposability assessments, and in the future the platform for 

assessments undertaken in support of MRWS desk-based 

studies.

• We will apply our formal “change-control” process so that any 

changes are subject to an appropriate level of review and 

scrutiny prior to acceptance. We recognise that the detailed 

mechanics of this process needs to be described for 

regulators.

 
 

Inventory uncertainty

• We recognise there are different types of inventory uncertainty, for example the 

activity in a waste stream, in scenarios for waste arising and in the wastes for 

disposal.  We will continue to examine the significance of these uncertainties.

• The generic DSSC was based on the 2007 UKRWI and assessed the defined 

baseline inventory and an upper inventory (which considers how the inventory 

might change due to e.g. new build nuclear stations or different reprocessing 

scenarios). 

• We have since undertaken an assessment to consider the implications of a revised 

baseline (which includes additional volume of higher activity waste due to updated 

estimates from producers) and upper inventory based on the more recent 2010 

UKRWI.

• We will continue to review the baseline and upper inventories periodically when 

further information becomes available.   

• As more waste is packaged within the LoC process we obtain increasing definition 

of the actual inventory for disposal.

9

• RWMD should include a wider exploration of waste inventory 

uncertainty in future revisions of the gDSSC.

 
 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 22 of 63 Document No. 256 

Key Findings

10

• We recognise and commend the steps RWMD has taken in 

publishing the 2010 gDSSC, thus making it amenable to wide 

external scrutiny.

• We have identified no specific issues that would prevent a safety 

case, capable of meeting regulatory requirements, being made for 

a GDF in the future.

 
 

Next steps

• We are preparing a detailed response to each of the 57 

recommendations and associated points and new documents will 

be produced as appropriate.

• Four main outcomes can be envisaged:

– note the recommendation and address this when the specific 

document is next updated.

– feed the recommendation into our technical work programme and 

commission work to take forward our understanding of the particular 

point.

– no additional action necessary – we are already aware of the 

particular point and it is already included within our technical 

programme.

– commence  dialogue with regulators – we may disagree with the 

point being made or determine that discussion is required to identify 

the appropriate way forward. 
11

 
 

Next steps (2)

• Continue engagement with regulators

• Follow up with CoRWM to take forward the issues that they have 

raised as part of their scrutiny

• Engage with others through the established issues process. 

• We are very grateful to the regulators for their scrutiny and the 

recommendations they have made to help our future work. This 

gives us confidence that we are moving in the right direction 

and their feedback will help us to ensure our assessments 

develop in line with expectations. 

12

 
 

 
 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 23 of 63 Document No. 256 

 
 
 
The questions and discussions that followed the presentations are summarised 
below. 
 
4.2 – Transportation of waste  
The NDA was asked whether they believe Sellafield would be the best place to 
have a GDF in order to minimise transportation of the waste that is stored there.   
 
The NDA confirmed that this is not necessarily the case and reiterated that the 
process starts with a community coming forward to express interest in hosting a 
site.  They further noted that minimising risks through transportation is one of 
many objectives.  There was a reminder that waste has been transported safely 
for a number of years by rail and road and the NDA is confident that 
transportation can be done safely.  Whilst they are not complacent about this, the 
safety case is intended to demonstrate how that can be done.   
 
The EA made reference to Annex 1 of their report in which they recommend that 
the transport strategy should be aimed at minimising the number of shipments 
and how long delivery schedules will take, whilst complying with the regulatory 
requirements that assure safety.  As regulators they are taking as the starting 
point that a site will have been selected through the MRWS process.  Their job as 
regulators is to make sure that safety is optimised at the site that has been 
selected. 
 
4.3 – Submarine waste, including size and timescale 
It was noted that the production of waste from the dismantling of submarines is 
currently scheduled for 2020.  Conversations are ongoing with the NDA about 
what size of waste could go into a repository, and it was noted that the waste from 
submarine dismantling could take the form of a bulky piece of submarine such as 
a Reactor Pressure Vessel, or just smaller packaged wastes.  It was suggested 
that agreement should not be given to the Ministry of Defence (MoD) regarding 
the size of waste without a potential host community‟s acceptance.  
 
It was also noted that the Partnership is conscious of the Government‟s desire to 
accelerate the timescale for a GDF, and a question was asked about how all of 
these different timescales fit together.   
 
The NDA confirmed that some MoD waste is included in the baseline inventory 
and some is not, particularly fuels.  They noted that a lot of decommissioning 
activities are going on, including packaging of waste that will be destined for 
geological disposal.  It is intended that the submarine waste produced will go into 
safe and secure interim storage from 2020 onwards, until the site for geological 
disposal is identified and ready.  The NDA noted that this is not, therefore, 
inconsistent with the current planning date of 2040 for geological disposal.   
 
The NDA advised that they talk to all waste producers about how to optimise their 
waste disposal plans, and that one way to reduce shipments is to reduce the 
number of packages e.g. by more efficient packaging or bigger containers.   
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The NDA wants to maximise the possibility of shipping waste to a GDF by rail as 
they believe this is the most efficient way, and they therefore do not want to do 
anything that forecloses this option.  In addition to the issues around timing and 
the need for interim storage, they are also discussing with the MoD the possibility 
of bigger transport containers to minimise the amount of dismantling but still allow 
the waste to be transportable by rail. 
 
A further question was asked about the likelihood of submarine waste having to 
be dismantled again if a community does not agree to the size of the waste.    
 
The NDA confirmed that, at the moment, a lot of waste is being conditioned and 
packaged in a form that they expect will be suitable for disposal in a GDF.  The 
Letter of Compliance (LoC) process (as outlined in Document 253) is intended to 
give confidence that waste will be suitable for geological disposal.   
 
It was noted by the Partnership that the MoD needs to get the message that 
anything they agree and move forward with now, might not be acceptable to a 
future community.  It was also noted by the Partnership that, if a decision to 
participate in the siting process is taken, it is expected that any communities 
moving forward into Stage 4 of the MRWS process would want to be included in 
the discussions about packaging for the future (see also Document 97 – 
Principles for Inventory Change).    
 
4.4 – Clarification re dates and the letter of compliance process 
CoRWM clarified that the date of 2020 is the date by which interim storage for 
submarine waste needs to be established for the MoD to not have to build extra 
berths as, without this in place, they would not be able to remove waste from the 
submarines.  They also confirmed that the MoD has applied for a LoC, and stated 
that this is the favoured form of waste as of today.  
 
The ONR added that the LoC process is primarily designed to ensure that waste 
can go into a GDF in the future, however packaging to LoC standards does not 
preclude other ways of dealing with the waste, and it puts the waste in a safer 
form generally. 
 
4.5 – Concerns re pressures on the NDA and the Environment Agency to 
make a GDF in West Cumbria work 
Concerns were expressed about the pressure that might be on the NDA and the 
EA to “make a GDF work” in West Cumbria, should a decision to enter the siting 
process be made and the geology subsequently prove to not be that suitable.  A 
question was asked about what the fallback position would be, and the EA were 
also asked whether they feel comfortable that political pressure would not be 
exerted on them to take a decision that is in the national interest at the moment, 
but might not be in the longer term.   
 
The EA stated that their position is quite clear that, if an adequate safety case and 
environmental safety case cannot be made, their answer will be no.  Therefore, 
unless they are satisfied that the geology at a proposed site is acceptable, it will 
not go ahead.  It is possible, however, that the position may not be immediately 
clear, and there could then be a requirement for further work on exploring the 
geology before a decision is made on whether or not it is acceptable to go ahead.  
There was a reminder that waste is being conditioned into a form where it can be 
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stored safely for a long period of time, and the EA suggested that continuing 
storage could be the fallback option for many decades if necessary.   
 
DECC noted that the Government has always been clear that there has to be 
community willingness to proceed with a GDF and it has to be safe i.e. there has 
to be an acceptable site for it to proceed.  If a particular area goes through the 
process and cannot demonstrate that the site would be safe, the immediate 
fallback is interim storage, and the ultimate fallback is that they would look for 
somewhere else to meet the plan for geological disposal.    
 
4.6 – Question regarding exclusion zones 
At one of the community events, a question was raised about the site safety case 
and whether it would be possible to site a GDF in an area that could potentially 
become a level 7 exclusion zone as happened in Three Mile Island and 
Chernobyl.   
 
The NDA advised that this is a site-specific issue that cannot be addressed in the 
gDSSC and it has therefore not been taken into account yet.  It would, however, 
need to be considered as part of the siting process, and if the NDA were looking 
at a specific site they would have to consider any potential interactions with 
existing industrial/licensed sites.  
 
4.7 – Technical uncertainties 
It was noted that there are a lot of issues and technical uncertainties that have not 
yet been resolved, including many of the issues identified by the Nuclear Waste 
Advisory Associates (NWAA).  Reference was made to page 6 in the regulators‟ 
review (Document 253) which states: „We [the regulators] have identified no 
specific issues that would prevent a safety case, capable of meeting regulatory 
requirements, being made for a GDF in the future‟. 
 
The EA noted that the issues on the RWMD‟s issues register are not all things 
that the regulators think are significant, and, for those that are, they believe that 
they can be resolved with the RWMD through discussion over a period of time.  
Additionally, quite a lot of the issues cannot be addressed or resolved at this 
generic stage.  There are, therefore, no „generic‟ show-stoppers at this stage for 
the EA.   
 
The NDA noted that there is an important caveat on page 7 of the review, which 
states: „providing a suitable site is available, and RWMD continues to work with us 
[the regulators] to address our issues and concerns‟.  The NDA stated that they 
are committed to working with the regulators to do this.  They reiterated that the 
siting process is designed to ensure that, if a site is selected, it will be suitable.   
 
Clarification was sought by the Programme Manager regarding what is meant by 
saying a safety case ‘could’ be made.  It was also noted that the NWAA would 
probably pick out some issues that they consider to be generic to any site e.g. off-
gassing of materials in the absence of ventilation.   
 
The EA confirmed that, when they say a safety case could be made, they mean a 
safety case that they would accept.  Additionally, their understanding is that gas is 
very site-specific so the safety case for that could only be dealt with when and if a 
site is being assessed. 
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4.8 – Agreements and way forward 
It was agreed that nothing had been heard today that changes the Partnership‟s 
initial opinions on this task, and that no further work needs to be done at this 
stage. 
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5. Update on Planning, Local 
Economic Development and the 
Localism Act  

 
5.1 – Update on planning – 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‟. 
Task 1a(iii) is to „Understand the context and role of the planning system in the 
process and any uncertainties associated‟.   
 
In order to address this, the Partnership heard a joint presentation at its 19th 
January 2011 meeting (see Partnership Meeting Report, Document 139, Section 
3) regarding the role of local and national public bodies in the process to 
potentially consider an application for planning permission for a GDF in West 
Cumbria.  DECC also provided an overview of the national planning processes 
that could be used to determine a planning application for a GDF.  
 
Part 2 of Document 255 (Update on Planning and Economic Vision), which was 
circulated in advance of the meeting, provided an overview of the situation at that 
time and any changes that have happened since.   
 
It was confirmed that nothing significant has happened or changed since the 
original presentation – the key updates (as outlined in Document 255) are 
summarised below: 

 Confirmation has been received from the Government that the 
Infrastructure Planning Commission will be abolished on 31st March 2012.   

 From April 2012 the Secretary of State will be the decision maker on 
national infrastructure applications. 

 The scope of the development consent process has not been extended to 
include a GDF, and, if it were to be, secondary legislation would be 
required to change the designation of a GDF to a nationally significant 
infrastructure project.   

 Copeland and Allerdale Borough Councils have prepared their Core 
Strategy and Development Management Policies for consultation in March 
2012. 

 The LDNPA has adopted its Core Strategy. 

 Cumbria County Council is about to start a review of its Minerals and 
Waste Core Strategy. 

 
5.1.1 – Designation of a GDF as a nationally significant infrastructure project 
CALC expressed their view that the uncertainty about the designation of a GDF 
as a nationally significant infrastructure project is unsatisfactory, and DECC were 
asked to comment on when the uncertainty will be removed.  
 
DECC noted that it will be at least 10 years before there is a planning application 
and there may be further changes to planning law between now and then.  As a 
result, DECC advised that they are not currently able to say when there may be a 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 28 of 63 Document No. 256 

change in the designation.  They suggested that it is a case of “keeping a 
watching brief”. 
 
It was also noted by the Partnership that it is not clear whether the Government‟s 
inclination towards using the Major Infrastructure Planning Regime (as discussed 
at the January 2011 Partnership meeting) is the same and has not been 
implemented, or whether the inclination has changed.  DECC did not comment on 
this. 
 
DECC were asked whether there are any reasons why a GDF would not be 
handled as a nationally significant infrastructure project.  The DECC 
representative responded to say that he personally cannot think of any reasons 
why it would not be, but reiterated that 10 years is a long time in planning law and 
the watching brief should be retained.   
 
CALC made reference to the fact that, under the provisions of the Planning Act 
2008, if a GDF is designated as a nationally significant infrastructure project, there 
is a requirement to produce a National Policy Statement which has statutory force 
that has greater power than a White Paper.  This would mean that issues such as 
the right of withdrawal would be “enshrined in policy”, and a lot of people might be 
more comfortable with this.  For this reason, the fact that the designation of a 
GDF cannot be pinned down is both significant and unsatisfactory for CALC.   
 
5.1.2 – Agreements and way forward on planning 
The Partnership asked DECC to provide further clarification on these issues as 
soon as it is possible to do so.  
 
 
5.2 – Update on the economic vision for West Cumbria 
Under Criterion 3 (Community Benefits and Impacts) in the Partnership‟s Work 
Programme (see Document 13.1), 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; and determine whether it is confident that the possibility of a repository fits 
appropriately with the overall direction of the relevant community/ies.  
 
At its 3rd March 2011 meeting, the Partnership heard a presentation on behalf of 
Britain‟s Energy Coast on the vision for the economy of West Cumbria (see 
Partnership Meeting Report, Document 150.2, Section 5).  It was noted at this 
time that the vision was in the process of being refreshed, and it was agreed that 
any significant changes would be highlighted to the Partnership.   
 
Since that time strategic partners including Britain‟s Energy Coast, the NDA and 
the local authorities have engaged with private sector partners to develop an 
„economic blueprint‟ for West Cumbria.  Section 3 of Document 255 outlines the 
current status of the strategies and plans for this vision, and also confirms that the 
final strategy and implementation plan should be in place in April/May 2012.  The 
current strategy makes no reference to a GDF being part of that blueprint. 
 
5.2.1 – Timescale of the vision 
It was confirmed that the strategy looks forward as far as 2027, and CALC noted 
that, in terms of the MRWS process, this is a pretty short timescale.  There was a 
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reminder that the consultation document makes reference to the need for a long-
term visioning exercise to be done if the siting process proceeds. 
 
Concerns were also raised about the fact that the Sellafield site is in decline and 
several thousand people are becoming/will become unemployed.  It was 
suggested that there needs to be a shorter-term economic blueprint to take on the 
issues associated with decommissioning and the need for diversification in West 
Cumbria. 
  
5.2.2 – Agreements and way forward 
It was agreed that no further action is needed at this time and that the Work 
Programme task is complete, although more information will come through on the 
economic vision at a later date.    
 
 
5.3 – Update on the Localism Act from DECC 
DECC provided an update on the Localism Bill, which received Royal Assent in 
November 2011.  The major measures will come into force in April 2012.   
 
The Localism Act has four main measures: 

 New freedoms and flexibilities for local government.  

 New rights and powers for communities and individuals. 

 Reform to make the planning system more democratic and more effective. 

 Reform to ensure that decisions about housing are taken locally. 
 
DECC advised that they believe the two main areas that will impact on the MRWS 
process are: issues around planning in relation to nationally significant 
infrastructure projects; and clarification on the rules about pre-determination, 
including that councillors should be able to take part in discussions and not be 
liable for legal action. 

 
A summary of the Localism Act can be found at: 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/localgovernment/pdf/1896534.pdf.   
 

http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/localgovernment/pdf/1896534.pdf
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6. Brand Protection  

 
5.1 – Background and overview 
At its meeting on 14th April 2011, the Partnership heard a presentation from GVA 
on the research that had been carried out into how the development of a GDF in 
West Cumbria might alter people‟s perceptions of the area.  This included the 
impact on perceptions held by residents, visitors/tourists and business/investors 
(see Partnership meeting report, Document 165.1, Section 3).  A number of 
issues were discussed, including the impacts that the ongoing debate/discussions 
could have on tourism and the food and drinks industry in particular.  
 
It was subsequently agreed that further research should be commissioned to 
examine the potential impacts on the Cumbria and Lake District brands, to look at 
what other organisations have done, and seek advice on strategies to protect and 
manage the „Cumbria‟ brand.  This work was overseen by the Brand Protection 
Sub-Group, headed up by Cumbria Tourism and Cumbria Chamber of Commerce 
with support from the Lake District National Park Authority (LDNPA) and officers 
from the Steering Group. 
 
At today‟s meeting, the Partnership heard a presentation from Giles Calver of 
Sedley Place and Tom Nutt of The Communication Group, outlining the work that 
they had done and their key conclusions and recommendations.   
 
The presentation slides are provided below. 

 

CUMBRIA TOURISM - MRWSP 

CTB010_DPS_8(R2_GC)
21st February 2012

Sedley Place, 68 Venn Street, London, SW4 0AX

The Communication Group, 19 Buckingham Gate, London, SW1E 6LB

Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Partnership

Brand Protection Strategy

21st February 2012
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CUMBRIA TOURISM - MRWSP 

CTB010_DPS_8(R2_GC)
21st February 2012

Sedley Place, 68 Venn Street, London, SW4 0AX

The Communication Group, 19 Buckingham Gate, London, SW1E 6LB

Agenda

1. Our Brief

2. Project Scope

3. Brand Definition

4. Proxy Brand Exercise

5. Stakeholder Research

6. International Case Studies

7. ‘Top Line’ Protection Strategy

 
 

CUMBRIA TOURISM - MRWSP 

CTB010_DPS_8(R2_GC)
21st February 2012

Sedley Place, 68 Venn Street, London, SW4 0AX

The Communication Group, 19 Buckingham Gate, London, SW1E 6LB

1. Our Brief

•

• To understand the issues relating to the Cumbrian brand and the possible siting of a GDF in

the county.

• To undertake a review of case studies from the UK and abroad.

• To report on successful Image Management and Brand Protection strategies.

• To evaluate if Cumbrian brands derive a premium from their association with the region.

• To prepare a Brand Protection strategy (should a risk(s) be identified).
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2. Project Scope

•

• The Cumbrian brand:

- What it is

- How to define it

- If it includes a premium

- Identify what’s at risk

- How to protect it.

• Our brief does NOT include making any judgement on whether the Partnership should proceed

any further with the GDF process.

• Our brief also does NOT include undertaking an economic assessment study.
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3. Brand Definition: The Cumbria Brand

VISIT & STAY LIVE & WORK

PRODUCE, 

MANUFACTURE 

& INVEST

LEARN & 

STUDY

• We’ve looked at the Cumbria brand from four perspectives:
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3. Brand Definition: Analysis Basis

We’ve analysed the brand by:

• Reviewing existing external and internal perceptions research and surveys.

• Reviewing the positioning strategies of organisations like:

- Cumbria Tourism

- Cumbria Chamber of Commerce

- Dalton Institute

- Invest in Cumbria

- Lake District National Park Authority

- University of Cumbria.

• Interviewing a number of internal stakeholders.

• Reviewing economic studies (such as the draft West Cumbria Economic Blueprint).

• Analysing research undertaken into perceptions of the potential impact of a GDF.

• Canvassing the opinions of a number of Proxy Brands.

 
 

CUMBRIA TOURISM - MRWSP 

CTB010_DPS_8(R2_GC)
21st February 2012

Sedley Place, 68 Venn Street, London, SW4 0AX

The Communication Group, 19 Buckingham Gate, London, SW1E 6LB

3. Brand Definition: What Do We Mean By Cumbria?

CUMBRIA LAKE DISTRICT WEST COAST
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3. Brand Definition: The Brand’s Constituent Parts

TANGIBLES

INTANGIBLES

The things 

people can:

• See

• Touch

• Hear

• Taste

Influence 

rational 

decisions 

(the mind)

The things 

people feel 

Influence 

emotional

decisions 

(the heart)
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3. Brand Definition: The Brand As A Sum Of Its Parts

INTANGIBLES
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3. Brand Analysis: Risk Analysis

•

Risks to the brand derive from:

• The actual (e.g. real contamination in the future - should a GDF be built and ‘fail’ in the future)

• The perceived (created by consumers’ levels of knowledge, outside influences, media stories,

word of mouth, peer pressure, confusion, uncertainties, etc.).

“Perception is reality in the eye of the consumer.”
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3. Brand Analysis: Perceived Risks to the Cumbria Brand

UNSPOILT COUNTRYSIDE

FOOD & DRINK

GREEN’/FRESH/CLEANN

SAFETY & SECURITY

PEACEFULNESS/TRANQUILITYY

QUALITY OF LIFE & PLACE

- INDUSTRIAL/SCIENTIFiC

SPOILATION 

- VISUAL BLIGHT

- HEALTH CONCERNS

- TERRORIST ATTACK

- DEGRADATION IN THE

STANDARD OF LIVING

- CONTAMINATION

- NOISE POLLUTION

- TRAFFIC DISRUPTION
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3. Brand Analysis: Conclusions

•

• Cumbria has a strong destination brand with a set of distinctive brand ‘tangibles’ and

‘intangibles’.

• Cumbria is an extremely valuable destination brand - described by QA Research as one of the

UK’s tourist ‘attack brands’.

• The strength of people’s brand associations is evidenced by factors like the number of repeat

visitors, its powerful draw to overseas visitors and its ‘share of mind’ and ‘share of heart’.
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3. Brand Analysis: Conclusions (cont’d)

•

• Cumbria’s brand is made up of both developed, nurtured and invested equity and aspiration  
(i.e. the positionings of different multi-sector organisations) - it therefore needs strong leadership, 
careful management and a co-ordinated approach.

• The brand’s assets (its tangible and intangibles) transcend boundaries.

THE GREAT OUTDOORS HOSPITALITY & 
TOURISM ENTREPRENEURSHIP RURAL ENTERPRISES

VISIT & STAY

LIVE & WORK

STUDY & LEARN

PRODUCE, 

MANUFACTURE 

& INVEST
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4. Proxy Brand Exercise: Key Objective

•

• Using a number of Proxy Brands, identify whether a Cumbria brand premium exists.

• If it exists, try and quantify the value of the Cumbrian brand premium.

• Using the identified premium, try and quantify the potential impact on two sectors:

Text

Hospitality Food & Drink

“In 2010 Cumbria had 40 million visitors, 

made up of 35 million day trippers and 

5 million overnight visitors. This brought in 

£2 billion to the region's economy and 

provided employment for 32,573 full time

equivalent (FTE) posts. As many tourism jobs 

are actually part time, or seasonal, the total 

number of people in tourism is estimated at 

56,011.”
Cumbria Tourism: Tourism Volume and Value 2010 Summary

According to ‘The Northern Economic Review

Issue 30 (Spring 2008) Business growth and

regeneration in rural areas: the role of producers

of local products in Cumbria, UK’:

311 businesses generated an estimated total

income of £46,505,000 in 2003. Of the total of 311

companies, 91 where Food & Drink producers/

manufacturers (Average £13,607,572).
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4. Proxy Brand Exercise: Summary of Brands Analysed

•

Sector Product Portfolio

Hospitality Brand 1 6 hotels (with leisure + spa facilities)

Hospitality Brand 2 Hotel, timeshare + self-catering

Hospitality Brand 3 6 hotels (with leisure + spa facilities)

Hospitality Brand 4 Hotels+self-catering

Hospitality Brand 5 Self-catering

Food & Drink Brand 1 Confectionery

Food & Drink Brand 2 Dairy Produce

Food & Drink Brand 3 Ice Cream

Food & Drink Brand 4 Biscuits
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4. Proxy Brand Analysis: Hospitality Brands

PRICE PREMIUM OCCUPANCY UPLIFT

Proxy Brand 1 20 - 30% higher room rates Slightly higher occupancy rates 
than UK benchmark

Proxy Brand 2 £10 - £15 on room rate 20 - 30% higher occupancy rate

Proxy Brand 3 None None

Proxy Brand 4 TBC TBC

Proxy Brand 5 None 10 - 20% of visitors travelling 
to Lake District site because 

of its location
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4. Proxy Brand Analysis: Hospitality Brands (cont’d)

CUMBRIAN 

BRAND RATE

BENCHMARKING 

BRAND 1 RATE
+/-%

BENCHMARKING 

BRAND 2 RATE 
+/-%

AVE.

+/-%

Proxy Brand 1

5 Star/Leisure 

Facilities

and Spa

£628.00

2 adults/double room

Dinner bed & breakfast

Lake view double

£420.00

Oulton Hall, Leeds, 

Yorkshire

Hotel & SPa

+50% £560.00

Seaham Hall Hotel, 

Seaham Co Durham

+11.75% +30.87

Proxy Brand 2

4 Star/Leisure Club, 

Spa and 

Watersports

£502.00

2 adults/double room

Dinner bed & breakfast

Lake view double

£420.00

The Crown Hotel & Spa, 

Scarborough

+19% £420.00

Hintlesham Hall,

Suffolk

+19% +19%

Proxy Brand 3

4 Star/Leisure 

Facilities

and Spa

£420.00

2 adults/double room

Dinner bed & breakfast

Waterside double room

£408.00

Rookery Hall

Hotel & Spa

Cheshire

+3% £475.00

Wood Hall Hotel 

& Spa. Wetherby, 

Yorkshire

-13% -5%

Proxy Brand 4

3 Star

£260.00

2 adults/double room

Dinner bed & breakfast

Standard double

£257.00

Hotel Vidella, Blackpool

+1.5% £110.00

Hotel Victoria

Great Yarmouth

+137% +69.25%

Booking date 4th & 5th August 2012: Prices for booking on-line
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4. Proxy Brand Analysis: Food & Drink Brands

PRICE PREMIUM

Proxy Brand 1

(Confectionery)

Only in perception terms

Unable to quantify premium in % terms

Proxy Brand 2

(Dairy Produce)

20% price premium on top-end, specialist products

Proxy Brand 3

(Ice Cream)

None levied but company believes it could charge
1 - 2% premium if it chose to (equivalent to 0.09p on a 

£4.59 one litre pack).

Proxy Brand 4

(Biscuits)

None applied as company more interested in life-time 
value of customer. However, if it did apply one it 

estimates it would be worth 10% (equivalent to 0.295p 
on a £2.95 box of six biscuits).
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4. Proxy Brand Analysis: Food & Drink Brands (cont’d)

CUMBRIAN 

BRAND PRICE

BENCHMARK 

BRAND  1 PRICE
+/- %

BENCHMARK 

BRAND  2 PRICE
+/- %

Average 

+/-%

Proxy Brand 1
Confectionery

£12.50

Four variety collection

not less than 400g

£9.50

Four variety collection

The Fudge Factory

+31.5% £10.99

6 variety collection (450g)

Cornwall Fudge

+13.8% +22.65%

Proxy Brand 2
Dairy Produce

£2.50

220g extra mature 

Cheddar truckle

£3.95

200g Snowdonia Cheese 

Company Truckle

-58% £2.99

220g Mull of Kintyre Extra 

Mature Truckle

-19.5% -38.75%

Proxy Brand 3
Ice Cream

£4.59 
One litre chocolate 

ice cream (Waitrose)

£3.99
One Iitre Kelly’s 

Cornish
Ice Cream (Waitrose)

+16.5% £4.40

Winstones Cotswold 

Chocolate Ice Cream

+4.4% +10.45%

Proxy Brand 4
Biscuits

£2.95

Pack of six biscuits

£2.65

200g Walkers Scottish 

Shortbread

+11.5% £1.99

200g Cornish Gingerbread 

Biscuits

+48% +29.75
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4. Proxy Brand Analysis: Conclusions 
•

• In both the Hospitality and Food & Drink sectors there is evidence of a Cumbrian 

brand premium.

• The ’Cumbria effect’ is also evident in factors like sustained all-year-round business 

(e.g. one proxy brand now stays open every day of the year - except for four).

• The Cumbrian brand premium has been hard earned and if lost would potentially cost a 

considerable amount to restore. 

“A fundamental principle of marketing is that it costs five times more to recruit a customer than

to retain an existing one.”
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4. Proxy Brand Analysis: Conclusions (cont’d)
•

• If the Cumbrian brand’s premium is eroded it will potentially have an impact on:

Business 

revenues
Business profitability

Employment 

levels

Local supply chains
‘Community 

health’
Investment
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4. Proxy Brand Analysis: Conclusions (cont’d)
•

Some statistics:

Sector 2010 (£m) %

Accommodation 300.9 14.4%

Food and drink 417.5 20.0%

Recreation 145.8 7.0%

Shopping 208.2 9.9%

Transport 258.4 12.3%

Indirect expenditure 528.9 25.2%

VAT 232.9 11.1%

TOTAL 2092.5 100%

Cumbria Tourism - Tourism Volume and Value 2010 Summary
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5. Stakeholder Research: Objective and Methodology

•

Objective:

• To investigate insights about the economic success of Cumbria from stakeholders from in and out

of county.

Methodology:

• Anonymous interviews were held with accommodation providers, food and drink brands,

manufacturing companies, inward investment experts and green technology/infrastructure

investors. 

• The thoughts and perceptions of the group were collated and the outcomes ordered into

a series of areas. t
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5. Stakeholder Research: Feedback From Interviews

•

• Outside of the draw of the tourist industry

some respondents talked about the light

manufacturing.

• Those who knew about ‘Britain’s energy

coast’ talked about it at length and 

were convinced of the future prosperity of 

the county. 

• Those outside the county did not have a 

strong view about Cumbria’s business

strengths but felt they would be broadly 

in-line with regional UK.

• Skilled labour and the potential for grants

were seen as a greater business imperative.

• Availability of commercial property at realistic

rents was also mentioned.

• Those who knew least felt that the effect that

the nuclear industry as a whole had would be

the same as the repository.

Investment 

Priorities
Business 

Expertise
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5. Stakeholder Research: Feedback From Interviews

•

• Majority of respondents knew about the 

existing nuclear industry and some felt that

the repository siting process would only have

a marginal effect.

• Many felt that nuclear expertise was a major

plus and a strong point of difference for the

county.

• Non-UK nationals knew much less about

Cumbria as a place for business - though

they were aware of the UK’s expertise in

nuclear.

Nuclear 

Legacy

• For the tourist focused businesses and those
who took a ‘destination management’ view 
of the county the disruption during surveys
and construction was seen as a major issue.

• All the businesses in Cumbria admitted to 
an element of ‘nimbyism’ - if the repository
was near them they would have a major issue
with it.

• If traffic levels increased dramatically that
would be a further issue - congestion is a 
problem in the summer. 

Construction 

Period
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5. Stakeholder Research: Feedback From Interviews

•

• All respondents wanted to have a clear idea

what the repository would look like - tourist

businesses had obvious concerns.

• Non-tourist businesses were worried about

any change to the quality of life their 

employees enjoyed - it was the key driver for

staff re-location.

• House prices were mentioned as being

affected by one respondent.

Visual 

Blight

• GDF would need to be kept away from the

National Park.

• Moreover, GDF would gnerally be seen as less

impactful if associated with West Coast and

NOT Lake District.

• National Park was a draw for business – even
for those not involved in tourism it had positive
connotations.

• Those who knew Cumbria best said that the
National Park and nuclear industry had been
in close proximity for 50 years.

National 

Park
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5. Stakeholder Research: Feedback From Interviews

•
• Quality of life attracts talent and is something

that some respondents benefited from

personally.

• UK regions use quality to life to attract

business - Cumbria was seen as more

attractive than most.

• Anything that negatively effected quality of 

life was seen as a major issue - whether the

repository would have that effect was not 

known.

Quality of

Life
Uncertainty

• Lack of knowledge about nuclear depositories

and the uncertainty about location as issues.

• Siting process less of an issue as businesses

tend to look on shorter term basis.

• Long time scales created greater uncertainty

which could not be helpful.

• Media are able to use the uncertainty to create

a ‘story’.
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5. Stakeholder Research: Conclusions

•

• Opinions are not fully formed as knowledge is not high - but they could form very quickly.

• Knowledge of the GDF and its effects are not widely known amongst the broad investor
community.

• Impacts on ‘quality of life’ are seen as a major issue - it’s central to the economic position of
Cumbria.

• Uncertainty and confusion is a concern - investors have short horizons and will struggle to make
positive decisions without all of the information.

• Poorly researched media reports during the floods and foot & mouth outbreak show how quickly
reputational damage can be achieved.
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6. International Case Studies: Objective and Methodology

•

Objective:

• To investigate national and international locations that have gone through similar processes to

the GDF siting process and take key learnings

Methodology:

• Choose 12 locations that; have agreed to site a GDF or have dealt with the issues of a major

infrastructure project near a tourist destination or have undergone reputational issues following

poor communication

• Through desk research uncover the background to the projects, the issues present the 

strategies employed and the outcomes
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6. International Case Studies: Chosen Locations

Hinkley Point, Somerset, UK Sizewell B, Suffolk UK Ince Park, Cheshire, UK

Ark Hill, Scotland, UK Conwy Valley, Wales, UK Eurotunnel Dalgety Bay, Scotland, UK
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6. International Case Studies: Chosen Locations

Osthammar, Sweden Oilkiluoto, Finland ANDRA, France

Queensland, Australia Coromandel Peninsula, New Zealand
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6. International Case Studies: Conclusions

Local v National v International 

perceptions

Brand protection activity 

planning

Communication landscape

• Long-term presence of the

nuclear industry limits issues

with local population.

• However, it has an impact

more widely.

• Issues can be linked quickly

and peripheral issues can

become the main issue.

• Sentiment changes as

projects progresses, with

international perceptions

changing more slowly (both

positively and negatively).

• Pre-emptive planning against 

brand issues is highly 

effective.

• Quick and decisive 

communication is crucial -

scenario planning will 

pre-determine effective 

responses.

• Sophistication of 

communication channels 

brings projects closer to the

stakeholders but is harder 

to manage.

• Uncertainty must be 

managed - a location under

consideration is a greater

reputational issue than

certainty.

• Visual blight is always an

issue from a tourist 

perspective - the under-

standing of what is above

ground is crucial.

• Framing the debate is more

effective - understand what

is being defended.
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7. ‘Top-line’ brand Strategy: Assumptions in Preparing This Strategy

•

• Is not a communication campaign for the public consultation process and is not designed to 

make the case for or against siting a repository.

• Our strategy does not attempt to manage issues around the nuclear industry as a whole but 
acknowledges that various audiences make no distinction.

• It has been developed following the research elements of this project and draws upon 
professional expertise and the findings of the project to date.

• Central to our recommendations is the evidence that the perceived selling points of the 
Lake District and Cumbria are very similar and the challenges identified are all in Cumbria.

• No one organisation that can claim sole responsibility for custody of the Cumbria brand -
currently most organisations deliver a similar message in a broadly co-ordinated manner.
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7. ‘Top-line’ Brand Protection Strategy: What Follows

A fit for purpose strategy that supports the 

continued economic development of Cumbria.
Text
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Local residents

Students

Workforce

Opinion formers

Government

Inward investors

Business community

Tourists

Target audiences:

7. ‘Top Line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Target Audences
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7. ‘Top-line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Our Recommendations

TxtText

Developing an overarching Cumbria brand organisation.

Developing a phased communication campaign.

Using a broad range of communication channels.

We recommend a multi-layered strategy:
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7. ‘Top-line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Developing an Overarching Brand

Text

Recommendation: 

• Create and manage a Cumbria-wide brand organisation that encompasses talent, trade 
tourism.

Rationale: 

• Issues surrounding siting the waste repository in Cumbria could have an affect on all aspects
of economic activity in the county.

• There are a number of brands operating in Cumbria - but no coordinated single brand to provide
an umbrella for the alternative brands.

• A single brand provides an opportunity to organise communication activity while giving existin
organisations the freedom to deliver.
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7. ‘Top Line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Developing an Overarching Brand
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7. ‘Top-line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Developing an Overarching Brand

A brand management organisation would:

• Develop and own the Cumbria-wide promotion messaging.

• Provide leadership through the endorsement of politicians, the public sector, promotional

organisations and private sector.

• Lead communication with the media on all reactive aspects of Cumbria-wide communication.

• Have a broader remit than just activity related to the GDF siting process.

• Follow a similar model to London & Partners and Destination Edinburgh Marketing Alliance.

• Continually evaluate the effectiveness of the Cumbria brand.
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7. ‘Top-line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Implementing an Overarching Brand

• Create an organisation that is responsible for the development of a destination marketing brand

and associated messages.

• Undertake preparatory scenario planning and message development ahead of a decision being
reached.

• Identify and train spokespeople - define who is responsible for reactive commentators for 
tourism, investment, innovation, etc.

• Launch to relevant organisations and engage with them to explain the aims behind the brand
and its applications.

• Use the overarching brand as a ‘home’ for Cumbria-wide communication.
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CUMBRIA TOURISM - MRWSP 
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7. ‘Top-line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Creating a Phased Campaign

Recommendation:

• A phased communication campaign that uses the timetable of the siting process to anchor
certain key milestones.

Rationale:

• Budget needs to be used effectively over a long period of time that has a series of different
communication challenges.

• By gradually ‘turning up the volume’ the communication strategy will develop in-line with the

project.

• With a long time frame the phases make it more straightforward to manage the different

aspects of the strategy.

 
 

CUMBRIA TOURISM - MRWSP 

CTB010_DPS_8(R2_GC)
21st February 2012

Sedley Place, 68 Venn Street, London, SW4 0AX

The Communication Group, 19 Buckingham Gate, London, SW1E 6LB

Community right of withdrawal

2012 20252016 2017

1. Decision to   

participate
4. Decision to

host a facility

MRWS Stage 5

7. ‘Top Line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Creating a Phased Campaign
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7. ‘Top-line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Creating a Phased Campaign

Implementation:

• Develop specific communication campaigns that are focussed on key milestones.

• Focus activity on the proactive promotion of Cumbria as an exceptional tourist destination with

notable business benefits - a holistic message of a green and clean Cumbria.

• Coordinate with existing promotion activity to ensure greatest value for money and consistent

message delivery to the target audiences.
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CUMBRIA TOURISM - MRWSP 
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Strategy based on using a range of communication channels:

Corporate communicationsCrisis managementConsumer public relations

Destination marketing

• Cumbria brand strategy

• Holistic marketing activity

• Cumbria brand website

Advertising

• National print advertising

• Online banner advertising

• International advertising

Social media

• Conversations on Cumbria

• Facebook/twitter/LinkedIn

• Web content

• Inward investor targeting

• Thought leadership

• Reputation management

• Scenario planning

• Spokesperson training

• Cascade strategy

• National and international public 

relations

• Press trips

• Events strategy

7. ‘Top Line’ Brand Protection Strategy: Communication Channels
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• A strong and effective organisation to manage the Cumbria brand

• Co-ordination of effort to deliver greatest efficiencies

• Phased communication that matches activity with need

• Use of the most appropriate techniques for successful communication

Proactive support for the continued economic prosperity of Cumbria

7. ‘Top-line’ Brand Protection Strategy: What It Will Deliver

 
 

 
The questions and discussions that followed the presentation are summarised 
below. 
 
6.2 – Unification of elements of Cumbria 
Reference was made to the three component parts of „Cumbria‟ that were 
discussed at the start of the presentation (Cumbria, the Lake District and the West 
Coast), and the presenters were asked how they came to the conclusion that 
these could be combined into one „Cumbria‟ brand.  Reference was also made to 
the last academic research on this, which came to the opposite conclusion that 
there is no Cumbria brand and it cannot be created. 
 
The presenters expressed disagreement with the conclusions from the previous 
research.  They made reference to the „onion skin‟ diagram in their presentation 
which was intended to show that there is a commonality, and they gave the 
example of tourism which does not just relate to the Lake District but applies to 
the whole of Cumbria.  They also noted that the proxy brands also saw 
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themselves as both.  They reiterated their belief that the whole of Cumbria needs 
to be promoted, and that the distinct component elements all have relevance to 
each other. 
 
A request was made for this to be made clearer, as it was not apparent from the 
presentation how or why these elements had been put together.  
 
The presenters stressed that they are not necessarily saying that one Cumbria 
brand can be promoted or that it would suit everyone.  However, they believe that 
there clearly is one Cumbria brand because the economic and brand aspects of 
Cumbria interlock very closely, and this brand can be protected.   
 
6.3 – Distinction between the nuclear industry that already exists and 
development of a GDF 
A question was asked about how much reference was made during the research 
to the nuclear industry that already exists in West Cumbria and the fact that the 
majority of waste is already held at Sellafield.   
 
The presenters confirmed that they did not provide an explanation of this as this 
would have tainted the purity of the research.  They were seeking top line 
perceptions, and opinions would be formed if there was a greater level of 
explanation.  They did, however, confirm that the majority of people from outside 
Cumbria knew that the nuclear industry existed.  
 
Copeland BC acknowledged that the framing of the question might taint the 
answers given, however, they also noted that they are not yet convinced that a 
GDF warrants a high level protection strategy, as the existing waste seems to 
have very little impact on the rest of Cumbria.  
 
DECC noted that when this work was being specified it was apparent to everyone 
that there is a premium in the Cumbria brands, and they further noted that it is an 
obvious argument that if you do anything negative in an area it will have a 
negative effect on that area‟s brand.  The key question is whether taking part in 
the next stage of the MRWS process will have a big negative impact, and does 
involvement in the MRWS process have enough of an impact that action needs to 
be taken.   
 
The presenters said that the key point is that there is the potential for a negative 
impact.  For this reason, mitigation measures and preparedness for dealing with 
that need to be put in place, and having an organisation that coalesces this 
approach means that the response is already in place should something happen.  
 
They also made reference to the fact that the key parts of the Cumbria brand are 
to do with the great outdoors, health and nature, and these have an impact on all 
aspects of the economy.  The damage to Perrier water was cited as an example 
of a brand that was damaged by contamination in the past, and other examples 
were also given about damage to companies which were sold to organisations 
that were not in alignment with their core image/brand (e.g. Innocent Drinks and 
The Body Shop).   
 
DECC acknowledged that this applies to a brand that is changing direction, but 
reiterated that, as West Cumbria is already known for having involvement in the 
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nuclear industry, hosting a GDF is not a change of direction.  It is therefore not 
clear that the addition of a GDF will have an impact over and above the existing 
nuclear industry. 
 
The presenters agreed that there is considerable knowledge of the nuclear 
industry in Cumbria, but their key concern is that there is not considerable 
knowledge of what a GDF is, what it could represent, or what it might look like.   
They reiterated that, if there is the potential for people to put out negative 
publicity, a strategy should put in place to protect the perceptions of the Cumbria 
brand. 
 
The LDNPA agreed with the points that DECC had made with regard to people 
not seeing anything particularly different at this stage.  They did, however, agree 
with the threats that had been identified and the potential for negative publicity, 
although they were not clear on where, when and how these should be managed.  
They also noted that it is more likely that other issues would have impacts before 
a GDF, including other nuclear issues and the proposals for new electricity grid 
lines.  
 
Copeland BC stated that they were not convinced, with the evidence to date, that 
there will be a negative impact on Cumbria as a result of a GDF.   
 
The presenters reiterated that they had looked at the brand and at what would be 
at risk if something negative happened.   
 
6.4 – The need for a unified strategy and unified brand for Cumbria 
There were several challenges to the consultants regarding the recommendation 
of a unified strategy and unified brand for the whole of Cumbria, and discussions 
were held about whether a „whole of Cumbria‟ brand is needed or appropriate.  
Some clearly felt that it is not needed and others felt that more work needed to be 
done before this could be determined.   
 
Copeland BC expressed concerns about whether West Cumbria would benefit 
from this approach and whether an umbrella organisation would speak specifically 
for West Cumbria.  Concerns were also expressed about comments having been 
made about the Lake District brand not being damaged so long as West Cumbria 
is talked about separately.   
 
The presenters stated that this would be a failing of such an umbrella organisation 
if this happened, and that it would go completely against everything that they are 
looking to recommend. 
 
The LDNPA asked about the limitations of the research and whether there was 
any more detail about the different brands that come under the Cumbria umbrella 
(i.e. those that brand themselves with e.g. Lake District, Cumbria, village/town 
names etc.) and what these brands say about where the business and the 
products relate to.  They suggested that more work needs to be done on this 
before moving forward as the situation is much more complicated than the 
information that had been presented.  
 
The presenters noted that there were limits on the budget for their research that 
had limited the sample size they could look at, but confirmed that the sample had 
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included a range of businesses with regard to turnover and branding.  They 
stated, however, that they are confident that further work would not deliver a 
massively different outcome, and reiterated their belief that they have found 
evidence of a premium of some sort.  Further detail will be available in their full 
report, as opposed to this presentation. 
 
They also reiterated that they are recommending having a partnership that 
manages the overall Cumbria brand, not necessarily a new logo.  Currently it is 
difficult to know who would answer questions about Cumbria, and under their 
recommended approach there would be one clear voice with one clear message if 
there were any issues about a GDF. 
 
In response to this it was noted by the Partnership that, although London and 
Edinburgh have adopted this approach, it was not apparent that there is one 
organisation that could speak with one voice for either of those cities. 
 
6.5 – Evidence from the research 
The presenters were asked about the evidence that was gathered from people on 
the West Coast regarding their perceptions of the impact of a GDF on the area, 
and, further to this, whether the research had identified any recommendations 
about what could be done on the West Coast to mitigate the impacts of a GDF.   
 
A further question was asked about whether the Cumbria „premium‟ could be 
broken down e.g. for the Lake District, the West Coast etc.   
 
The presenters advised that their key point of reference for the research was 
Cumbria as a totality, and their recommendations encompass the whole area.  
There are, therefore, no specific West Cumbria recommendations at this stage.   
 
They also reiterated that the size of the sample for the research and the broad 
focus of Cumbria in totality were agreed with the Brand Protection Sub-Group, but 
the proxy brands that were included in the research could be extrapolated from. 
 
They did, however, note that the full report would provide more detailed 
information on the impacts that other events had on the businesses involved in 
the research e.g. the Foot and Mouth outbreak, the Icelandic volcano, and the 
flooding in Cumbria in 2009.  They noted that some businesses were too young to 
comment, some had experienced a boom in business (e.g. during the volcano) 
and some events had been disastrous for the businesses.  Reference was also 
made to TV news reports during 2009 suggesting that Cumbria was closed for 
business and the negative impact that this had had.   
 
6.6 – Options for way forward on the recommendations 
There was some debate about whether the recommendations and outcomes from 
the research should be considered further by the Partnership or should be fed to 
the DMBs for them to consider as part of the overall work of the Partnership.   
 
Recommendation 1 – Creation of a unified brand organisation  
There was agreement that the recommendation to develop an overarching 
Cumbria brand organisation is beyond the remit of this Partnership, and that the 
Partnership is not in a position to make a decision on whether there is a Cumbria 
brand or whether a new body should be set up to manage that.   
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It was, however, emphasised that DECC should not think that something such as 
this, or other work, will not be identified as a need in the future and require 
funding.   
  
Recommendations 2 & 3 – Communication strategy 
The need for a communications strategy (as outlined in recommendations 2 & 3) 
was, however, generally recognised as being important.  Reference was made to 
earlier conversations during the meeting about the need for communication once 
the Partnership finishes its work, and concerns were expressed about moving 
forward to a decision about participation with the Partnership disbanded and no 
communications strategy in place.  It was also suggested that brand protection 
needs to be kept in mind through this period, as there could be damage to any of 
the Cumbria brands if there is no strategy in place to manage them. 
 
Copeland BC stated that, for them, this is more about communication and people 
understanding what is happening, and not so much about protecting the brand.  
They noted that the communication to date in West Cumbria has been about the 
GDF and, if a decision to participate is taken, there will be a need for wider 
communication about what is happening. 
 
Concerns were expressed by the presenters about this approach as they did not 
feel that it was possible to separate communication and branding, and they also 
reiterated their view that there is a need to determine who does the 
communication.  They acknowledged that their recommendations may be beyond 
the remit and the life of this Partnership, but they reiterated that the Cumbria 
brand would be put at risk if communication is not done with “clarity, force and 
rigour”, and if Cumbria is not prepared for dealing with potential threats to its 
brand.   
 
6.7 – Availability of the full report and whether it should be considered 
further by the Partnership 
It was acknowledged that, without sight of the full report, it was difficult to make a 
judgement at this stage on the way forward.  It was also acknowledged that there 
had been a lot of information to absorb and it would potentially be useful for 
Partnership members to have sight of the full report before thinking about it again.   
 
Several members felt that it should be considered during the Partnership 
workshops in April, although it was not clear whether this would be in an attempt 
to reach consensus on a strategy.  Cumbria Chamber of Commerce agreed that 
they would like to see further consideration of the outcomes of the research at 
these workshops, and also emphasised that they would not want this to be lost 
from the work going forward to the DMBs.   
 
Others felt that the report could simply be passed to the DMBs to be part of the 
body of information on work that has been carried out for them to make a decision 
on.  It was noted that this would mean that the report is simply put into the 
reporting process to the DMBs with a commentary on where the Partnership got 
to i.e. that they were not in agreement on the way forward. 
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6.8 – Agreements and way forward 
It was agreed that the full report from the research should be considered by 
Partnership members when it is made available, and that the outcomes of the 
research should be considered during the April Partnership workshops to be 
taken into account during deliberations on the final report. 
 
It was also agreed that the first recommendation to create a unified brand 
organisation is beyond the remit of this Partnership.  There was, however, 
agreement on the importance of continuing communication beyond the life of the 
Partnership, and up to and immediately beyond a decision about participation 
being made by the DMBs.   
 
The full report should be ready by the end of February 2012.   
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7.  Way Forward and Actions 
 
7.1 – Reporting process 
Two Partnership workshops will be held on16th and 26th April 2012 to work on the 
PSE3 report and the final report.   
 
Partnership members are asked to book meetings in their own organisations 
during the five days before the May and June Partnership meetings to discuss the 
draft papers for those meetings. 
 
7.2 – End of the Partnership process 
The Partnership will be disbanded once the final report has been passed to the 
three Councils, with the proviso that it could be reconvened if required.  There will 
be some form of „bridging group‟ to manage the interim process, including 
ongoing communication, and liaison with the DMBs. 
 
7.3 – Brand protection 
The full report from the brand protection research will be considered by 
Partnership members when it is available, and the outcomes of the research will 
be taken into account during the Partnership‟s deliberations on the final report.  
The full report should be ready by the end of February 2012.   
 
7.4 – Future meeting dates 
The forward programme of meeting dates is provided below.  A further 
contingency Partnership meeting date will be arranged in July – this will be 
notified to the Partnership and details will also be available at 
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/meetings.asp. 
 
Members of the public are welcome to observe Partnership meetings (right hand 
column).  Please contact the Secretariat for details and registration on 0800 048 
8912. 
 

 
Steering Group meetings 2012: 
 

 
Partnership meetings 2012: 

29 March  

24 April   

11 May 22 May 
(The Copeland Centre, Whitehaven) 

29 May  

13 June 25 June 
(Braithwaite Memorial Hall)  

9 July July (contingency meeting, date and 
venue to be confirmed)  

 

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/meetings.asp
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7.5 – Actions.  The following actions were agreed:   
 

  
Action 
 

 
Who 

 
By when 

1 Send notification of webcast to schools. Paul Gardner 24 Feb 

2 Resend copy of IPC seminar notes to all 
Partnership members & consider publishing 
on CBC website. 

Steve Smith 2 March 

3 Contact Elizabeth Atherton if interested in 

attending the meeting at the end of March 

about the NDA‟s Issues Register. 

All Partnership 
members 

2 Mar 

4 Provide clarification on the national planning 
processes and the status of a GDF as a 
nationally significant infrastructure project as 
soon as it is possible to do so. 

John Dalton, 
DECC 

31 Mar  

5 Book caucus meetings with colleagues in 
own organisations during the 5 days before 
the 22nd May Partnership meeting and 25th 
June meeting to discuss draft papers.  

All 14 Mar 

6 Circulate confirmation of workshop dates for 
Partnership members to book in diaries.  

Rhuari/All 24 Feb 

7 Circulate draft meeting report to Partnership 
attendees. 

Jane 1 Mar 

8 Comment on draft meeting report. All attendees 8 Mar 

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

Jane 15 Mar 
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8.  Public Questions/Comments 
 

8.1 – Question regarding rushing the process 
Concerns were expressed about the process seeming to be rushed through and 
not discussed fully with the councils who will be saying yes or no on the public‟s 
behalf.  In view of the fact that nowhere else in the UK has declared an interest, 
the Partnership were asked why they are in a rush to fit in the meetings that had 
been discussed, especially given that concerns had been expressed by members 
about the time available to take information back to their organisations.  It was 
suggested that a few more months would not make a difference when the whole 
process is taking place over such a long timescale.  
 
Partnership response 
The members who had expressed concerns about the time clarified that their 
questions had been about how much time would be available for them to discuss 
any issues that might come out of the reports with members of their organisations.  
They confirmed that they are now quite happy with the time that has been allowed 
within the timetable for this. 
 
The Programme Manager reiterated that if the programme has to slip to allow 
extra time then that will happen.  Contingency time has been allowed for, and 
there was also a reminder that the programme has been delayed before when 
needed.  It was also noted that the principal authorities will have a longer period 
of time to consider the final report before making a decision later in the year. 
 
8.2 – Question regarding opinion survey  
A question was asked about whether there is anything in the Ipsos MORI poll to 
identify the proportion of Sellafield employees polled.  Reference was also made 
to the process in e.g. council meetings for people to declare an interest. 
 
Partnership response 
It was confirmed that, as with all three previous surveys, there is a question to 
identify both council workers and nuclear industry workers.  It was, however, also 
noted that people who work at Sellafield are members of the public.  
 
8.3 – Publication of PSE3 report 
The Partnership was asked whether the PSE3 report would be made available to 
members of the public.   
 
Partnership response 
The Partnership confirmed that the report would be publicly available and that it 
will be published on the Partnership website. 
 
8.4 – Question regarding illustrative concepts in the NDA’s generic DSSC 
The NDA was asked about the designs that are being discussed in its generic 
DSSC, and particularly whether the designs involve co-disposal of different 
categories of waste.    
 
NDA response 
The NDA confirmed that the gDSSC considers three types of geology.  For each 
of those geologies, and for each broad category of waste (i.e. intermediate level 
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waste (ILW), and higher level/heat-generating waste) the NDA has developed an 
illustrative concept.  There are therefore six illustrative designs, and safety cases 
based on each of those designs.  They also confirmed that co-location of waste is 
part of all of the NDA designs. 
 
Further question 
The questioner noted that, during the community drop-in events, there had been a 
number of informal discussions about the possibility of separate disposal routes 
for the different kinds of waste, including using boreholes for HLW and a separate 
site for ILW.  The Government and the NDA were asked where/when these new 
ideas, which had not been part of the discussions to date, had come into the 
process.   
 
DECC response 
DECC confirmed that Government policy is to pursue engineered geological 
disposal and that this does not include boreholes.   
 
They also advised that the issue of boreholes was consulted on by CoRWM but 
was not adopted as the option to pursue.  Boreholes did not, therefore, form a 
part of their main recommendations, but the 2006 CoRWM report did refer to 
them as something to be kept under review as an option.  The NDA do, therefore, 
continue to keep them under review, and the issue arises in conversations from 
time to time, particularly from people who have read the previous documentation.   
 
CoRWM response 
CoRWM pointed out that in the United States, following the failure of Yucca 
Mountain, the Blue Ribbon Commission (the equivalent organisation to CoRWM 
in the UK) has made the same recommendation as CoRWM.  There is, however, 
also a major research project in the US looking at the experimental possibility of 
boreholes.  This would be for HLW and spent fuel only as ILW cannot be put in a 
borehole. 
 
8.5 – Concerns re comments made by Essex County Council regarding 
disposal of ILW in West Cumbria 
Reference was made to the Campaign Group „Save Our Lake District, Don‟t 
Dump Cumbria‟ which has been set up due to feelings of unhappiness about the 
way that this process is going forward.   
 
It was noted that the group is very concerned about comments made by Essex 
County Council and Southend-on-Sea Borough Council regarding an existing 
national repository for ILW in West Cumbria.  The group has therefore sent a 
letter to the Partnership calling on them to seek full clarification about where this 
idea came from.   
 
Partnership and DECC response 
Assurance was given that several Partnership members and the Government had 
already spoken to Essex County Council about this issue.   
 
Essex County Council have now clarified that they thought that the Low Level 
Waste Repository at Drigg also accepted ILW, and have already issued a 
statement of clarification to the BBC. 
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A representative from Copeland BC expressed agreement with the concerns 
raised by the questioner about the assumptions that are being made about 
radioactive waste disposal in West Cumbria, and noted that similar assumptions 
were made before the MRWS process even started.  It was noted that they had 
been in meetings where people from the NDA and DECC have made comments 
that “sail very close to the wind”, and it was emphasised that the message needs 
to be very clearly made that West Cumbria has not said yes to a GDF. 
 
8.6 – Distribution of documents regarding Nirex 
A member of the public offered Partnership members a document with summaries 
of the case that was put against the rock characterisation facility that was 
proposed by Nirex at Longlands Farm in the 1990s.  The documents were 
distributed around tables.   
 
8.7 – Question regarding commissioning and funding of research 
The Partnership was asked who commissioned the brand protection research and 
who paid for it. 
 
Partnership response 
The Partnership confirmed that they commissioned the brand protection research 
but the Government ultimately paid for it as it was funded from the Engagement 
Package for 2011 – 12. 
 
8.8 – Question regarding what happens if West Cumbria does not proceed 
A question was asked about what will happen if the Councils decide not to go 
ahead with having a GDF as “it all depends on going ahead with the dump”. 
 
Partnership response 
In response it was noted that if the repository does not go ahead there is still an 
economy here in West Cumbria and businesses that would need to be supported.  
It was also noted that part of the way forward is to not use the word “dump” with 
regard to the repository. 
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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 
DSSC   Disposal System Safety Case 
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 
HSE   Health & Safety Executive 
ILW   Intermediate Level Waste 
IPC   Infrastructure Planning Commission 
ISOLUS   Interim Storage of Laid-Up Submarines 
LDNPA   Lake District National Park Authority 
LGA   Local Government Association 
LLW   Low Level Waste 
LLWR   Low Level Waste Repository 
MIPU   Major Infrastructure Planning Unit  
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 
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SDP   Submarine Dismantling Project  
SLC   Site Licence Company 
ToRs   Terms of Reference 
TRG   Technical Review Group 
UKSO   UK Safeguards Office 
UNECE   United Nations Economic Commission for Europe 
URL   Underground Research Laboratory 
WCSF   West Cumbrian Strategic Forum 
WCSP   West Cumbria Strategic Partnership 
WCSSG   West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group 
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Appendix 1 – Agenda for the 21st February 2012 meeting 

 

Objectives of the meeting are to: 

1. Agree the forward timetable, including production of the report of PSE3 and 
the Partnership‟s final report. 

2. Understand the regulators‟ views on the NDA‟s generic Safety Case (Task 
1b(i)). 

3. Consider updates on spatial planning (Task 1a(iii)), local economic 
development (Tasks 3c & d), and possible implications of the Localism Act 
2012. 

4. Consider results of the „Brand Protection‟ work and any actions arising. 
 

Time Item Agenda Notes 

09.00 Arrivals/Registration  

09.30 
 

Welcome 
Updates and actions 

Richard Harris, 3KQ 
Including PSE3 

 
 

Forward timetable 

Presentation from Programme Manager covering: 

 PSE3 reporting. 

 Writing of the final report of the Partnership. 

 Planning for closure of Stage 3.  
Discussion and agreement of plans.  (Doc 252.) 

 
Review of the NDA’s 
generic Safety Case 

Presentation from the regulators on their review of 
the NDA‟s safety case and a short response from 
the NDA.  Followed by questions and discussion.  
(Docs 253 and 254.) 

  Tea/Coffee 

 
 

Spatial planning, 
economic 
development and 
the Localism Act 

 Update on changes to the planning system.  

 Update on economic development plans.  
(See Doc 255 for both of these updates). 

 A brief review of the Localism Act 2012 and 
how it may impact on the Partnership‟s work 
and MRWS. 

 Public questions  

12.30  Lunch 

13.15 Brand protection 
Presentation on recent research work on brand 
protection in Cumbria, followed by discussion 
about implications for the Partnership‟s work. 

 Public questions  

16.00 Close  
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Appendix 2 – Attendees on 21st February 2012 

 

Richard Griffin  Allerdale Borough Council    (Steering Group member) 
Charles Holmes   Allerdale Borough Council 
Michael Heaslip  Allerdale Borough Council  
Alan Smith   Allerdale Borough Council    (Steering Group member) 
Guy Richardson  CALC 
Geoff Smith    Allerdale CALC 
Keith Hitchen   Copeland CALC     (Steering Group member) 
Yvonne Clarkson  Copeland Borough Council 
Ian Curwen (pm only) Copeland Borough Council 
Allan Holliday   Copeland Borough Council 
John Kane   Copeland Borough Council 
Steve Smith   Copeland Borough Council    (Steering Group member) 
Elaine Woodburn  Copeland Borough Council    (Steering Group member) 
Rob Johnston (pm only) Cumbria Chamber of  

Commerce 
Peter Allan   Cumbria County Council 
Stewart Kemp   Cumbria County Council    (Steering Group member)  
Ian Stephens  (pm only) Cumbria Tourism 
Richard Greenwood  Cumbria Tourism 
Mike Tonkin   Eden District Council 
Robert Allison  Lake District National Park  

Authority  
Judith Cooke   Lake District National Park  

Authority  
Robert Morris-Eyton  National Farmers Union 
Simon Rowley  South Lakeland District  

Council 
 
Observing Members 
Bruce Cairns   DECC 
John Dalton    DECC 
Brian Clark   CoRWM 
Mark Dutton   CoRWM 
Bob Smith    Environment Agency 
Elizabeth Atherton  NDA RWMD 
Alun Ellis   NDA RWMD 
Mick Bacon   ONR 
  
Apologies 
Harry Dyke   Allerdale Borough Council 
Carni McCarron-Holmes Allerdale Borough Council  
Chris Shaw   Allerdale/Copeland CALC    (Steering Group member) 
Jane Meek   Carlisle City Council 
Paul Walker   Copeland Borough Council    (Steering Group member) 
Paul Feehily   Cumbria County Council 
David Haughian  Cumbria County Council 
Gerald Humes  Cumbria County Council 
Tim Knowles   Cumbria County Council    (Steering Group member) 
Tony Markley  Cumbria County Council 
David Southward  Cumbria County Council 
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Paul McKenna  Isle of Man Government 
Stephen Ratcliffe  Lake District National Park  
    Authority 
Fred Barker   NuLeAF 
Marcus Swift   Prospect Union  
Ian McPherson  South Lakeland District  
    Council 

   
Facilitators, Secretariat and Presenters 
Rhuari Bennett  3KQ (Programme Manager) 
Richard Harris  3KQ (Facilitator) 
Jane Dalton   3KQ (Meeting Report Writer) 
Helen Fisher   3KQ (PSE3 Report & Partnership‟s Final Report) 
Cath Little   Copeland Borough Council (Secretariat) 
Giles Calver   Sedley Place (Brand protection consultants) 
Tom Nutt The Communication Group (Brand protection 

consultants) 
 
Other 
Paul Gardner   Osprey Communications (Communications Adviser) 
Sam Cammiss (pm only) Wood Holmes (Partnership evaluators) 
Jenny Willis   3KQ 
 
Members of the Public/Stakeholders who attended for all or part of the meeting 
Nicky Leggatt 
Howard Hutchinson 
Rosemary Vidler 
Cllr Peter Bales 
Catherine Evans 
Karen Evans 
Peter Simmons 
Bill Miller     
David Wood 
Gavin Thomson   Environment Agency 
Jay Redgrove  NDA RWMD  
Brendan Breen  NDA RWMD 
 
Other members who were not in attendance 
Ken Williams   Barrow Borough Council  
Revd Dr Lindsay Gray  Churches Together in  

Cumbria 
Peter Kane    GMB/Unite Unions    
David Moore   West Cumbria Sites    

Stakeholder Group    
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Appendix 3 – 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. 
 

Organisation 
Nominated Representatives and 
preferred contact details 

Mechanisms Used 

Allerdale BC 

 

Alan Smith (councillor) 
alan.smith@allerdale.gov.uk 
Tim Heslop (councillor) 
tim.heslop@allerdale.gov.uk 
Carni McCarron-Holmes (councillor) 
carni.mccarron-holmes@allerdale.gov.uk 
Michael Heaslip (councillor) 
michael.heaslip@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 

 

Jane Meek 
janeme@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:alan.smith@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:tim.heslop@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:carni.mccarron-holmes@allerdale.gov.uk
mailto:michael.heaslip@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:janeme@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/Unite Unions 
Peter Kane 
peter.kane@sellafieldsites.com  

 

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

Lake District National 
Park Authority 

 

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

 

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

 

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

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


West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 63 of 63 Document No. 256 

NuLeAF 
Fred Barker 
fred.barker@nuleaf.org.uk   

 

- 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. 

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  
John Dalton 
john.dalton@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.  
 

Nuclear 
Decommissioning 
Authority 

 

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. 
 

Office for Nuclear 
Regulation 

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. 
 

West Cumbria Sites 
Stakeholder Group 

David Moore 
dmoore@copelandbc.gov.uk  

 

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