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Please note 
This report was formerly published as an interim version in July 2012.  This final version 
is published in August 2012 alongside the Partnership‟s Final Report (Document 306) to 
Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County Council.  The 
only change between the two reports is the addition of references to relevant sections or 
paragraphs in the Final Report, so that readers can see how and where specific actions 
have been followed through. 

 
 
 
 
Partnership Members  
 
Allerdale Borough Council 
Barrow Borough Council 
Carlisle City Council 
Copeland Borough Council 
Cumbria Chamber of Commerce 
Churches Together in Cumbria  
Cumbria Association of Local Councils 
Cumbria County Council 
Cumbria Tourism 
Eden District Council 
GMB Union 
Lake District National Park Authority 
National Farmers Union 
Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum 
Prospect Union 
South Lakeland District Council 
Unite Union 
 
 
The Partnership was independently facilitated by 3KQ Ltd 
 
3KQ is a company that helps organisations engage the public and stakeholders around the 
contentious issues within the environmental sector.  
 
For more information see www.3kq.co.uk or phone the Cumbria office on 01539 739435. 
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Executive summary 
 

Background 

Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) is the name of the Government process to 
find a site for the geological disposal of the country's higher activity radioactive waste.  The 
West Cumbria MRWS Partnership (The Partnership) was set up by Allerdale Borough 
Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County Council, and had its first meeting 
in March 2009.  The role of the Partnership is to give the three Councils its opinions on the 
issues that would be involved in moving to the next stage of the process with the 
Government.  The Partnership itself is not taking any decisions. 

 

Public and stakeholder engagement 

Public and stakeholder engagement (PSE) is central to the work of the Partnership.  Given 
the sensitivity of the subject of radioactive waste management and in particular the history 
of this issue in West Cumbria, the Partnership felt it essential to engage as many people 
as possible in a variety of ways prior to giving its advice to the three Councils.  As such, 
three rounds of engagement have been built-in to the Partnership‟s Work Programme in 
order to inform, seek input and give feedback to the general public and stakeholder 
organisations in West Cumbria, the rest of Cumbria and beyond. 

 

Objectives 

This report summarises the outputs from the Partnership‟s third round of public and 
stakeholder engagement (PSE3), which took place between 21st November 2011 and 23rd 
March 2012.  PSE3 consisted of a formal consultation (providing qualitative input) and an 
opinion survey (providing quantitative input).  The specific objectives for PSE3 were for the 
Partnership to: 

1. Raise awareness and build understanding of the Partnership's work to date, and its 
initial opinions. 

2. Understand any reasons for concern, and reasons for support or opposition to the 
Partnership’s initial opinions. 

3. Assess the extent of support or opposition to entering the siting process without 
commitment in the areas of Allerdale and Copeland. 

4. Understand any wider issues from stakeholders and the public. 

 

Activities 

As well as a significant amount of ongoing information giving (general media work, regular 
e-bulletins, the Partnership‟s website and the delivery of newsletters to all households in 
West Cumbria), several „strands‟ of engagement were undertaken during this period in 
order to seek input from the public and stakeholders: 
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 Advertising. 

 Community Events. 

 Production of a consultation pack, including a DVD, consultation document, overview 
document and response form. 

 Media relations and advertorials. 

 Newsletters and e-bulletins. 

 Other local events, meetings, communications and Partnership member engagement 
activities. 

 Other public input: free phone number, email and freepost address. 

 Partnership website. 

 Social media. 

 Webcast. 

 

Summarising public and stakeholder views 

All consultation submissions were circulated to all Partnership members alongside being 
analysed for themes and issues by the Partnership‟s independent programme managers.  
Rather than further summarising the summary of consultation submission here, details of 
the views raised in PSE3 and the Partnership‟s response to these issues are given in the 
main report in sections 4–12.  There are also some issues that cut across the full set of 
consultation submissions, summarised within section 13 of this report.  The results of the 
Partnership‟s opinion survey are provided in section 14 of this report. 

 

Partnership response to issues raised in PSE3 

Each issue raised in this report has been considered by the Partnership and responded to 
in two ways: 

 In this, the PSE3 Report, the Partnership gives an initial reaction to the issue and, 
where relevant, details of how the issue will be dealt with in the Partnership‟s Final 
Report.  In many cases, the Partnership has had to wait for the outcomes of specific 
actions or discuss particular issues in more depth before providing more detailed 
responses. 

 The Partnership‟s Final Report contains more detailed clarifications, changes or 
responses where relevant. 

Therefore, in many cases, the Partnership‟s responses within the PSE3 Report are only 
the first half of the fuller response, and are completed with the publication of the 
Partnership‟s Final Report to the three Councils (see Document 306). 
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1. Introduction 
 

 

1.1 The West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 
Partnership 

Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) is the name of the Government process to 
find a site for the geological disposal of the country's higher activity radioactive waste.1  
The background to this process is given in Appendix 1.  More information is also available 
on the Partnership‟s website.2 
 
The West Cumbria MRWS Partnership was set up by Allerdale Borough Council, 
Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County Council, and had its first meeting in 
March 2009.  The role of the Partnership is to give the three Councils its opinions on the 
issues that would be involved in moving to the next stage of the process with the 
Government.  The Partnership itself is not taking any decisions. 
 
The Partnership set up a Steering Group to guide the delivery of its Work Programme (see 
Appendix 8)3 and other operational issues as they arose on behalf of the Partnership.  The 
Partnership‟s Public and Stakeholder Engagement Sub-Group (PSE Sub-Group)4 has 
worked with the Programme Manager to plan and deliver the suggested programme of 
PSE activity. 
 
The Partnership has been independently convened and facilitated by a neutral third party, 
community engagement company 3KQ Ltd, throughout the delivery of its Work 
Programme.5 
 

 

1.2 Public and stakeholder engagement 

Public and stakeholder engagement (PSE) 
Public and stakeholder engagement (PSE) has been central to the Partnership‟s work.  
Given the sensitivity of the subject of radioactive waste management and in particular the 
history of this issue in West Cumbria, the Partnership felt it essential to engage as many 
people as possible in a variety of ways prior to giving its advice to the three Councils.  As 
such, three rounds of engagement were built-in to the Partnership‟s Work Programme (see 
Appendix 7 for a summary of the Work Programme) in order to inform, seek input and give 

                                                        
1
 June 2008 White Paper „Managing Radioactive Waste Safely – A Framework for Implementing Geological 

Disposal‟ (Cm7386).   
2
 www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk 

3
 See Document 13.1 on the Partnership‟s website for the full Work Programme. 

4
 See Appendix 2 for membership. 

5
 www.3kq.co.uk 
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feedback to the general public and stakeholder organisations in West Cumbria, the rest of 
Cumbria and beyond. 

 
PSE1 
The Partnership‟s first round of public and stakeholder engagement (PSE1) took place 
from November 2009 to March 2010, and involved a variety of activities including: 
neighbourhood forums; a Citizens‟ Panel; a residents‟ panel; a stakeholder organisations 
workshop; and a large amount of information giving through media channels, leaflets, 
email and the Partnership‟s website. 

The objectives of PSE1 were primarily aimed at building understanding on both sides: 
public and stakeholders‟ understanding of the Partnership and the overall process; and the 
Partnership‟s understanding of key issues from a public and stakeholder perspective.  For 
more detail on the PSE1 process and outputs, see the Partnership‟s PSE1 Report.6 

 
PSE2 
The Partnership‟s second round of public and stakeholder engagement (PSE2) took place 
between November 2010 and February 2011.  Its objectives were slightly different to those 
of PSE1.  This reflected the fact that the Partnership had more information to share with 
the public, and also that it needed input from the community on specific topics.  PSE2 
objectives were for the Partnership to: 

1. Demonstrate that public input has led to real changes. 

2. Build understanding of the MRWS process and the Partnership's activity, including the 
implications of the British Geological Survey (BGS) study results. 

3. Seek input from stakeholder organisations and the public on key topics. 

4. Understand stakeholder and public issues and information needs. 

5. Provide a response to issues and adapt activity accordingly. 

For more detail on the PSE2 process and outputs, see the Partnership‟s PSE2 Report.7 

 

PSE3 – formal consultation and public opinion survey 
The Partnership‟s third round of public and stakeholder engagement (PSE3) took place 
between 21st November 2011 and 23rd March 2012.  PSE3 was, again, different from 
PSE1 and PSE2.  Rather than exploring the issues and gathering information, it involved 
the Partnership sharing its own initial views on key topics and asking for public feedback 
on them.  PSE3 consisted of a formal consultation (providing qualitative input) and an 
opinion survey (providing quantitative input). 

During PSE3, the Partnership published its draft initial opinions and asked for feedback on 
it from stakeholder organisations and the public.  PSE3 was essentially about making the 

                                                        
6
 Document 61 – PSE1 Report.  See PSE section in the Documents page at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk 

7
 Document 157.1 – PSE2 Report.  See PSE section in the Documents page at 

www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk 
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bulk of the Partnership's work accessible to interested members of the public, including the 
initial opinions formed.  It was also about assessing the extent of support or otherwise for 
participation in the next stage of the MRWS process without commitment. 

The specific objectives for PSE3 were for the Partnership to: 

1. Raise awareness and build understanding of the Partnership's work to date, and its 
initial opinions. 

2. Understand any reasons for concern, and reasons for support or opposition to the 
Partnership’s initial opinions. 

3. Assess the extent of support or opposition to entering the siting process without 
commitment in the areas of Allerdale and Copeland. 

4. Understand any wider issues from stakeholders and the public. 

Whilst not primary objectives, it was also important to maintain the discipline of firstly 
demonstrating that public input from previous engagement has led to real changes, and 
secondly providing a response to the issues raised in PSE3.  Demonstrating changes as a 
result of previous rounds of engagement was done through the consultation document – 
where PSE input had led to new work or a change in the Partnership‟s thinking, this was 
stated.  Providing a response to PSE3 is done through this document, the PSE3 report, for 
each key issue raised by members of the public or stakeholders. 

 

PSE3 activities 
PSE3 activities were delivered as an integrated plan of activities, between 21st November 
2011 and 23rd March 2012.  There were two parts to PSE3: 

 The formal consultation, focused on qualitative data – seeking responses to the 
Partnership‟s initial opinions. 

 The opinion survey, focused on quantitative data – seeking views on whether or not 
West Cumbria should take a decision to participate in the next stage of the MRWS 
process. 

A range of communications and engagement activities took place in support of the 
consultation and survey; this included the following: 

 Advertising 

 Community Events 

 Production of a consultation pack, including a DVD, consultation document, overview 
document and response form. 

 Media relations and advertorials. 

 Newsletters and e-bulletins. 

 Other local events, meetings, communications and Partnership member engagement 
activities. 

 Other public input: free phone number, email and freepost address. 
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 Partnership website. 

 Social media. 

 Webcast. 

 

The Partnership also considered how best to engage specific groups in PSE3, for 
example: 

 All organisations on the Partnership‟s database. 

 Young people through schools and intermediaries. 

 Other demographic groups through intermediary organisations (e.g. unemployed, rural 
communities, Black and Minority Ethnic (BME), and Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual and 
Transgender (LGBT) groups). 

 Parishes. 

 Environmental Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs). 

 Councillors at county, borough and parish level. 

 Neighbourhood forums 

 Rest of Cumbria. 

 

The timing of different engagement and communications activities in PSE3 is shown 
below. 
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2. This report 
 
 

2.1 Purpose and relationship to other Partnership reports 

This report has the following purposes: 

 To provide a summary of all PSE3 consultation inputs, analysed by topic and issue 
against each of the strands of the Partnership‟s Work Programme. 

 To feed into the development of the Partnership‟s Final Report to Allerdale Borough, 
Copeland Borough and Cumbria County councils. 

The majority of this report is based on a Summary of Views produced for the Partnership 
as a draft document and presented at the May 2012 Partnership meeting.  This full PSE3 
Report is essentially the completed Summary of Views, with the addition of Partnership 
responses and contextual information on engagement methodology. 

The Partnership‟s Final Report is available on the Partnership‟s website.8  The Final 
Report contains a summary of all of the Partnership‟s work as well as its opinions on key 
topics across its Work Programme.  The outputs of PSE3 played an important role in 
informing the Partnership‟s final opinions. 

 

2.2 Reading and interpreting this report 

This report presents the input to both the formal consultation and opinion survey parts of 
the PSE3 process.  Sections 4–13 provide a summary of views emerging from the formal 
consultation; section 14 gives the results of the opinion survey. 

Each issue raised within sections 4–13 of this report has been considered by the 
Partnership and responded to in two ways: 

 In this, the PSE3 Report, the Partnership gives an initial reaction to the issue and, 
where relevant, details of how the issue will be dealt with in the Partnership‟s Final 
Report.  In many cases, the Partnership has had to wait for the outcomes of specific 
actions or discuss particular issues in more depth before providing more detailed 
responses. 

 The Partnership‟s Final Report contains more detailed clarifications, changes or 
responses where relevant. 

Therefore, in many cases, the Partnership‟s responses within this document are only the 
first half of the fuller response.  In each „summary of views and Partnership response‟ 
section of this report, references to the relevant sections in the Partnership‟s Final Report 
are also given where appropriate.  These references show where in the Final Report 
further detail can be found as a result of specific issues, beyond what was already written 
in the Partnership‟s consultation document.  

                                                        
8
 Document 306 – The Partnership‟s Final Report August 2012. See the Other section in the Documents 

page at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk 
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With the exception of section 14 (the opinion survey results) all of the numbers in this 
report are for context only and are not statistically significant.  This is due to the self-
selecting nature of respondents making submissions to the formal consultation, and the 
fact that the consultation has always been designed to seek qualitative input rather than a 
quantitative measurement – the opinion survey forms the statistically significant part of 
PSE3. 

 

2.3 Assessment of issues 

The formal consultation part of PSE3 was designed to collect qualitative information.  In 
terms of reporting this means looking at what was said and how strongly this came across 
rather than assessing absolute numbers. 

Submissions to the formal consultation were analysed by systematically identifying 
themes, issues and concerns for each response to each question.  3KQ acted as a neutral 
third party overseeing the analysis process and authoring this report, and there were also 
several layers of audit from the Partnership itself.  Appendix 3 describes this process in 
more detail.  

The Partnership then developed a response to each issue, with the emphasis again being 
placed primarily on what was said rather than how many people said it, in line with its 
overall approach to gauging public and stakeholder support.9 

A full set of all consultation responses is available at the Partnership‟s website 
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk. 

As outlined above, each issue raised in this report has been considered by the Partnership 
and responded to in two ways: 

 Directly in this report, by saying what the Partnership will do in response to the issue. 

 Later, in the Partnership‟s Final Report, going a step further in actually carrying out the 
responses for example by clarifying specific issues, undertaking additional actions or 
changing opinions. 

Throughout this report, key issues that the Partnership has responded to are cross-
referenced within the text as follows: [ABC-1].  At the end of each chapter each issue from 
that chapter is listed alongside the relevant Partnership response.  A full set of issues and 
responses is provided in Appendix 6. 

Quotes from consultation responses are used to illustrate many issues.  Each quote has a 
number at the end of it, and these numbers are cross-referenced with their sources in 
Appendix 5.  All comments are written verbatim except for obvious spelling errors, which 
have been corrected in order to aid readability. 

 

2.4 Using these results 

                                                        
9
 Document 74 – Discussion Paper – Credible Support and Decision Making about Participation.  See 

Criterion 6 section in the Documents page at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk 
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Earlier in its Work Programme, the Partnership thought carefully about the best way to 
take account of the views of the public and stakeholders that were expressed during the 
formal consultation and opinion survey.  It decided to develop and use a set of what it calls 
„Indicators of Credibility‟.  These indicators were discussed in the second round of 
engagement (PSE2) and were adopted at the May 2011 Partnership meeting. 

The indicators were developed so that the Partnership could judge whether its initial 
opinions as contained within the consultation document were credible given public and 
stakeholder views.  There are three indicators: broad support; understanding and 
addressing concerns; and net support – these are outlined below. 

 

The Partnership’s Indicators of Credibility 

Indicator (what the 
Partnership is looking for) 

What does this mean? How the indicator will be 
used 

1 – Broad support for the 
Partnership’s initial 
opinions.  Broad support for 
the Partnership‟s initial 
opinions on the criteria for 
participation from its current 
member organisations and 
those engaged through its 
programme of public and 
stakeholder engagement. 

This is not about the 
numbers of people or 
organisations expressing a 
particular view.  It is about 
asking a range of 
organisations and people 
interested or involved in 
the Partnership‟s work 
what they think about the 
quality of evidence and 
argument set out in this 
document. 

After this consultation, the 
Partnership will examine 
views about its initial 
opinions, and decide 
whether they should be 
changed or not. 

2 – Understanding and 
addressing concerns. 
Evidence that a) concerns 
raised have been, or will be, 
addressed where 
appropriate, including 
explanations as to why not 
where relevant, and b) 
reasons for opposition have 
been identified, understood 
and taken into account in 
reaching opinions on the 
criteria for participation. 

This is about the 
Partnership understanding 
and addressing concerns 
and reasons for opposition, 
and explaining how they 
have been taken into 
account. 

The Partnership will use 
this consultation to gather 
evidence about concerns 
and reasons for opposition.  
These will then be 
reviewed and taken into 
account in reaching final 
opinions. 

3 – Net support for 
continuing with the 
process.  The percentage of 
the surveyed public in 
Copeland and/or Allerdale 
that support without 

In order for the Partnership 
to take the view that West 
Cumbria should enter the 
siting process, there would 
have to be more people* in 
favour of moving forward 

The Partnership will 
conduct a statistically 
representative opinion 
survey to see whether net 
support exists.  The 
indicator will just apply to 
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commitment participation in 
the process for identifying a 
potential candidate site 
should be greater than the 
percentage that oppose it 
(i.e. there should be net 
support). 

than against.  This is called 
„net support‟. 

*(in this case, people 
surveyed in West Cumbria) 

West Cumbria, as it is only 
within this area that 
participation may result in 
the actual siting of a GDF.  
The views of people living 
in the rest of Cumbria will 
be taken into account in 
reaching opinions on the 
first two indicators. 

 
In its Final Report, the Partnership revisits its Indicators of Credibility in the light of public 
and stakeholder views, and provide a commentary on each one.  Section 15 of this report 
gives some more detail on this. 
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3. Details of the PSE3 process 
 

As outlined above, the Partnership‟s third round of public and stakeholder engagement 
(PSE3) took place between 21st November 2011 and 23rd March 2012.  Further details on 
the nature of the engagement and communication activities, engagement with specific 
groups, and how the Partnership collected views, are given below, followed by a summary 
of respondents. 

 

3.1 Engagement and communication activities 

Consultation pack 

A consultation pack was produced, which included the full 128 page consultation 
document, a more accessible eight page overview document, a DVD (available at 
http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/consultation-video.asp) and a response form with a 
freepost envelope.  Approximately 3,300 full consultation packs were distributed in total, 
although a large number of overview documents were distributed independently of this 
(see newsletters and e-bulletins, below) and the pack was also available online, where all 
of the materials within it could be downloaded. 

 

Advertising 

In the lead-up and throughout the consultation period, adverts were placed on billboards, 
buses and telephone boxes in West Cumbria, as well as on Facebook (see social media, 
below). 

 

Community events  

Community events took place between 18th January and 10th February 2012.  They were 
scheduled for the middle of the consultation period to enable good publicity beforehand, 
and to enable people who attended to „filter down‟ information to others in good time for 
them to be able to submit responses to the consultation before the 23rd March deadline if 
they wished.  

There were four events in Copeland, four in Allerdale, and one each in the other four 
districts of Cumbria – Kendal (South Lakeland), Penrith (Eden), Carlisle and Barrow, 
attended as follows: 

 Millom  (Copeland) – 72 

 Whitehaven (Copeland)  – 68 

 Gosforth (Copeland) – 81 

 Kendal – 78 

 Workington (Allerdale) – 79 

 Keswick (Allerdale) – 66  

 Penrith – 43 
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 Carlisle – 55 

 Barrow – 21 

 Wigton (Allerdale)  – 66 

 Egremont (Copeland) – 71 

 Cockermouth (Allerdale)  – 104 
Total = 804 (average of 67 per event) 

This number included five school groups which attended, at Whitehaven, Kendal, 
Workington, Carlisle and Wigton. 

The purpose of the events was to act as a „one stop shop‟ for members of the public to be 
able to talk to Partnership members and technical/policy experts (from Nuclear 
Decommissioning Authority (NDA), Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), 
the regulators and an independent geologist, Jeremy Dearlove) to find out more about the 
MRWS process in West Cumbria and clarify any outstanding questions they might have.   

At each event there was the opportunity for people to ask questions on a one to one basis 
or as part of a group discussion/question and answer session which were held at pre-
advertised times according to demand. 

Attendance was higher than in PSE2, and feedback on the day showed that participants, 
whatever their views about the issues involved, appreciated the opportunity to discuss the 
issues in detail, both one to one and in discussion groups.  Rather than completing 
response forms on the day, most attendees preferred to take consultation packs and forms 
away to digest what they had learned and read a bit more before formulating their 
response.  Over 1000 consultation packs were distributed altogether via community 
events.  

 

Media coverage and advertorials 

Advertorials about the Partnership‟s consultation were placed in all the paid for Cumbria-
based newspapers.  These were one page in the broadsheet papers and two pages in the 
tabloids.   

One set of advertorials ran in November 2011 just after the start of the consultation and 
the second set ran in January 2012.  The first set of advertorials also included the dates 
for the community events and the second set included details about the Partnership‟s live 
webcast (see below). 

Advertorials reached a wide demographic of readers in all parts of Cumbria; the total 
combined circulation of the papers is 126,449. 

In addition to the advertorials, the Partnership issued 11 news releases and directly 
contacted journalists to encourage them to run stories that would raise awareness of the 
consultation.  This activity was largely focused on media in Cumbria and regional TV 
media broadcast in Cumbria.  However, several news releases were also sent to national 
media. 

There were 224 pieces of media coverage from the point when the consultation document 
was agreed (3rd November 2011) until the end of the consultation on 23rd March 2012 
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including 125 items in newspapers (including letters), 84 online items, and 15 on television 
and radio.  Most of the local media covered this issue a number of times during the 
consultation.  68 of the items included the Partnership‟s website address.   

There was a large amount of media coverage in Cumbria during the consultation giving 
people a lot of opportunities to learn more about what was happening and how they could 
get involved.  This included a significant number of mentions for the consultation events 
held around the county, as well as the website address, the Facebook page or the Twitter 
account. 

 

Newsletters and e-bulletins 

These included: 

 The eight page overview document. 

 A separate four page newsletter. 

 A six page article in Your Cumbria (Cumbria County Council‟s newsletter). 

 E-bulletins. 

The purpose of the newsletters and e-bulletins was to inform people about the public 
consultation and how they could get involved, to let people know about the Partnership‟s 
initial opinions on a range of issues.  This included short articles and the use of images 
and graphics.  The overview document also included a tear-off comments slip to send 
back to the Partnership with any views to be fed into the consultation. 

The Newsletter and the overview document were sent to 79,000 homes in West Cumbria 
and copies were also sent to 398 public places such as libraries, council offices, leisure 
centres and doctors‟ surgeries.  Your Cumbria was sent to all the households in Cumbria 
and the e-bulletin was sent roughly every six weeks to the (approximately 1200) people on 
the Partnership‟s mailing list. 

Your Cumbria was distributed to all homes in Cumbria. 

 

Other local events, meetings, communications and Partnership member 
engagement activities 

All Partnership members were actively encouraged to undertake their own activities 
throughout the consultation.  Almost without exception, members were proactive in doing 
so, for example by: 

 Putting consultation details or fuller articles in their own newsletters and on websites. 

 Briefing their constituents or members. 

 Distributing consultation packs to constituents or members. 

 Raising the consultation at relevant meetings. 

 Providing presentations or briefings to interested parties. 



DETAILS OF THE PSE3 PROCESS 

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership PSE3 Report – Document 288 Page 16 of 212 

 

Other public input: free phone number, email and freepost address 

As with previous rounds of engagement, the Partnership‟s free phone number, 
contact email and freepost address were in use throughout the consultation 
period. 

During PSE3, most calls and emails were requests for consultation packs, with 
some emails containing formal consultation responses (either emails, letters or 
electronic response forms).  People calling the Partnership‟s free phone number 
to express views on the consultation were asked to put their views in writing via 
email or post, with the option of dictating a verbal response available if absolutely 
necessary (although this option was not taken up).  The freepost address was 
widely used throughout the consultation period by people sending in letters or 
postal response forms as formal consultation submissions. 

 

Partnership website  

Before and throughout the consultation period, the Partnership‟s website included a wide 
range of information about the Partnership‟s initial opinions and how people could get 
involved in the consultation.  An overview section provided a short and accessible 
introduction to the issues and the Partnership‟s initial opinions, there were Q&As based on 
frequently asked questions, copies of all the consultation documents and a DVD overview, 
and copies of all the documents produced or received by the Partnership.  The website 
also included copies of all the Partnership‟s news releases. 

The website had 8,143 visits between 21st November 2011 and 23rd March 2012.  53% of 
these were unique visits and the average amount of time spent on the website was 3 
minutes and 20 seconds. 

The website provided the ability for people to get a relatively accessible overview of the 
issues and the Partnership‟s initial opinions, or to obtain the detailed information that this 
was based on. 

 

Social media 

Social media provided additional opportunities for people to view information about the 
consultation.  The Partnership continued to run a West Cumbria Managing Radioactive 
Waste Safely Facebook page and an @WestCumbriaMRWS Twitter profile throughout the 
consultation period. 

At the end of the consultation period, the Facebook page had 220 likes and the Twitter 
profile had 700 followers. 

The Facebook page reached over 76,000 people in the UK during the consultation period.  
Facebook was a particularly effective way of targeting younger people.  In the 90 day 
period up to the end of the consultation 73% of those reached were aged 34 or under and 
60% of likes were by people under 34. 
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The Partnership also ran adverts on Facebook targeting people mainly within Cumbria.  
There were opportunities to view the adverts nearly 600,000 times.  In total people clicked 
on the adverts to view the Facebook page or an item that was posted there over 1,100 
times. 

 

Webcast 

A two hour live webcast was shown on the website on 6th March 2012 from 6p.m. to 8p.m. 
and then was subsequently available to watch on demand.  The aim was to give people 
who were unable to attend a community event, including people outside Cumbria, the 
chance to listen to a discussion about the issues and ask questions.  Contributors included 
a Partnership member, a representative from the NDA, a geologist and a critic of the 
process. 

The live webcast was viewed live by about 130 people and was subsequently viewed 920 
times.10 

 

 

3.2 Engagement with specific groups 

Briefings for organisations on the Partnership’s database 

Around 200 contacts on the database who represented organisations were contacted at 
the beginning of PSE3 and asked to consider briefing their members/stakeholders about 
the consultation by showing the DVD and spreading information about the consultation 
materials.    

In January an additional reminder about the consultation and offer of a briefing from a 
Partnership representative was sent to:  

 Allerdale and Copeland Disability Association 

 Cumbria Land and Business Association 

 Cumbria Strategic Partnership 

 Cumbria Chief Executives Group 

 Cumbria Leadership Board 

 Gosforth Probus Club 

 National Trust 

 Western Lake District Tourism Partnership 

It has not been possible to track which groups of all those emailed and sent packs have 
actually run sessions or distributed information to their members/stakeholders.  However, 
Partnership members/representatives participated directly in the following briefings: 

                                                        
10 Correct at the time of writing. 
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Organisation Number of 
participants 

Friends of the Lake District 1  

Sellafield Unions Joint Shop Steward Committee Around 16  

Sellafield Unions Shop Stewards meeting Around 60 

Britain‟s Energy Coast Business Cluster Around 70 

Western Lake District Tourism Partnership 8 

National Trust 2 

Cumbria Chief Executives Group 14 

 

Briefings provided an opportunity for a higher level of awareness amongst key 
stakeholders in order to encourage them to respond to the consultation, and the 
opportunity for wider membership of these groups to have a first hand opportunity to ask 
questions on areas of particular relevance from their perspective.  

 

Intermediaries (including young people) 

A number of organisations identified in PSE2 to reach out to different groups within the 
wider community were approached again in PSE3 to act as intermediaries.  Intermediary 
groups were paid for each session they ran, as well as receiving briefing and support on 
the consultation materials (if needed) whilst running the sessions.  They were asked to 
identify the best way to work with their members/stakeholders to publicise the MRWS 
consultation and to run facilitated group sessions.  Group responses were recorded by the 
intermediaries (reflecting the diversity of opinions within each group), but participants were 
also given the opportunity to respond individually if they wished.   

736 people were involved in 55 sessions with intermediaries as follows: 

Organisation Numbers involved in 
PSE3 

Connexions (Young people) 33 sessions – 561 people 

Trades Hall Centre (Unemployed people) 9 sessions – 48 people 

  

Cumbria Farmer Network No groups run 

Cumbria CVS (Voluntary sector) 5 sessions – 41 people 

AWAZ (aiming to reach the Bangladeshi community 
particularly in Whitehaven) 

1 session – 11 people 
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ACT – ACTion with Communities in Cumbria 

(Rural communities) 

7 sessions  – 75 people 

  

In addition, although not formally engaged as an intermediary organisation, with support 
from the Partnership, OutREACH Cumbria held two sessions in order to involve the LGBT 
community. 

In general terms working through the intermediaries has been a good and demonstrable 
way of using existing networks to involve people and groups who might not otherwise take 
part in the consultation.  The Cumbria Farmer Network agreed to run sessions but 
received little interest from group members taking part in discussion sessions.  The 
reasons for this was that members felt they have already had chances to input if they wish 
to, citing awareness of the media coverage, community events and so on. 

The use of intermediary groups enabled direct input to the consultation from individuals 
who may not have responded individually but were able to or happy to do so via facilitated 
group discussions within networks or groups they already belong to. 

 

Other schools/youth engagement 

In addition to intermediary sessions run for younger people, the Partnership sought to 
engage schools and younger people in several other ways. 

Firstly, targeted consultation materials in the form of a youth engagement pack were 
produced for schools to enable them to engage groups of younger people.  They were also 
offered the option of facilitated sessions run by Connexions. 

Secondly, a competition was launched to encourage young people to produce a balanced 
news report on the issues as a written report, a podcast or a film.   

Finally, all secondary schools within walking distance of community event locations were 
telephoned/emailed in the lead up to the events, and all secondary schools were informed 
about the webcast. 

Three targeted communications were sent to all secondary schools in Cumbria between 
December 2011 and February 2012 to inform or remind them of the opportunities to get 
involved. 

In addition, 43 primary schools were sent posters, as well as 20 copies of the overview 
document and other newsletters during the consultation period. 

It has not been possible to track which schools out of all those contacted have actually run 
sessions or distributed information to their students.  However, we are directly aware of the 
following activity in addition to the work carried out by intermediaries (detailed above): 
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School Details 

 

Number of 
participants 

Netherhall School, 
Maryport 

Came to Workington community event. 

Used schools pack. 

Around 20 

Settlebeck School, 
Sedburgh 

Came to Kendal community event. Around 5 

St Benedict‟s School, 
Whitehaven 

Came to Whitehaven event. Around 12 

Nelson Thomlinson 
School, Wigton 

Came to Wigton event. 

Used schools pack and invited Connexions to 
run a session. 

Around 15 

William Howard 
School, Brampton 

Came to Carlisle event. 

Used schools pack. 

Around 25 

West Lakes 
Academy 

Used schools pack with upper 6th form group. Around 15 

The Queen Katherine 
School, Kendal 

Used schools pack in two sessions:  

1 with GSCE geographers. 

1 with School Council representatives. 

Around 40 

South Lakes Youth 
Council 

Held a session on 14 March. Around 20 

Solway Community 
Technology College 

Liaison with local neighbourhood forum. Around 110 

 

In addition, Cockermouth School provided an extensive submission to the consultation.  
They did not use the schools materials provided by the Partnership, preferring to produce 
their own materials.  Activities included an online survey and sessions with classes, 
involving over 225 pupils in producing a consultation response. 

 

Parish and town councils 

The Partnership wrote to all parish and town councils in Cumbria at the start of 
the consultation letting them know about the consultation and inviting them to 
respond.  The letter also provided information about the Cumbria Association of 
Local Councils (CALC) conference (see below) and the community events, and a 
number of posters/leaflets for the event(s) closest to each parish area were also 
enclosed.  Copies of the consultation pack were sent to all Copeland and 
Allerdale parishes, and overview documents were sent to all Cumbrian parishes. 
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CALC also organised a conference on 7th January 2012 for all the Cumbrian parishes to 
attend.  The aim was to raise awareness and understanding of the MRWS process, to 
answer questions the parishes had, and to explore ways in which they could in turn 
engage their constituents before submitting a response to the Partnership‟s consultation.  
69 people attended, representing 42 parishes in Cumbria.  The Partnership provided 
funding for the conference from the Engagement Package. 

 

Environmental NGOs 

The Partnership endeavoured to involve environmental Non-Governmental Organisations 
(NGOs) in the PSE3 process in several ways:  

 The Partnership wrote to Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth and Cumbrians Opposed to 
a Radioactive Environment (CORE) to offer bilateral meetings before or during PSE3, 
sent on 9th June 2011 (Doc 188).  Their response is Document 199, which in turn the 
Partnership responded to via Document 202. 

 All stakeholders, including the four organisations above, were invited by email to 
participate in the consultation on its launch date of 21st November 2011.  

 The Partnership wrote to Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth, CORE and Radiation Free 
Lakeland (RAFL) to invite them to present to the Partnership during the PSE3 
consultation period (Document 248). 

 The Save Our Lake District – Don‟t Dump Cumbria (SOLD-DDC) organisation was set 
up early 2012.  The Steering Group requested a meeting to understand their aims, 
structure and membership, which was refused as DDC believed „it would serve no 
useful purpose‟. 

 NGOs and others were allowed to distribute leaflets and man a stand in the 
Partnership‟s community events. 

 An NGO view was provided to contrast the Union view also provided for a newsletter 
and advertorials, in order to illustrate two differing views.11 

 The Partnership invited Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth to participate in the 
webcast, though no reply was received. 

 Comment was invited on the draft opinion survey questionnaire, with comments 
received back from Greenpeace and CORE. 

In addition, two seats on the Partnership continued to be available for local environmental 
NGO representatives throughout the PSE3 process. 

 

Councillors at County, Borough and Parish level 

It was felt to be important that councillors at the county, borough and parish level 
have an opportunity to discuss the Partnership's work well before it concludes.  
Individual organisations (Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council, 
Cumbria County Council and CALC) were asked to lead on this. 

 

                                                        
11

 Document 259: Newsletter – February 2012. 
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Neighbourhood forums 

The Partnership wrote to everybody on the Allerdale and Copeland 
neighbourhood forum distribution lists at the start of the consultation inviting 
people to take part and letting them know how they could find out more, including 
details of the community events.  Consultation packs, overview documents and 
flyers for the community events were also distributed at forum meetings, and the 
consultation DVD was shown at several meetings. 

 

Rest of Cumbria 

Although engagement and communication activities were focused on West Cumbria, it 
was also considered important to engage widely with the rest of Cumbria in order to 
increase awareness and encourage participation in the consultation.  This was done 
through a number of the channels as outlined above: 

 Media releases and updates countywide. 

 Advertorials countywide. 

 Community Events in Barrow, South Lakeland, Eden and Carlisle. 

 Marketing of the Consultation Pack countywide. 

 MRWS update to all parishes in Cumbria via CALC. 

 Partnership letter to all parishes in Cumbria updating them on the consultation. 

 Targeting of countywide publications e.g. Your Cumbria. 

 

 

3.3 Collecting views 

Consultation input 

Submissions to the formal consultation were collected from anyone who wished to 
contribute in West Cumbria, the rest of Cumbria and beyond.  The questions asked in the 
consultation are provided at the beginning of each relevant section in this report.  
Submissions took many forms, some of which responded directly to the questions asked 
by the Partnership, and others which did not.  All submissions were accepted and 
analysed, regardless of whether or not they directly answered the questions asked by the 
Partnership.  The types of submissions received by the Partnership included: 

 Online submissions through a system accessible from the Partnership‟s website. 

 Paper response forms, received through the Partnership‟s freepost address or filled in 
at Community Events. 

 Electronic response forms, received through the Partnership‟s contact email address. 
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 Comments slips, received through the Partnership‟s freepost address or filled in at 
Community Events and other events. 

 Letters and emails confirmed by the sender to be a formal consultation response. 

 

Opinion survey  

Ipsos MORI was commissioned to conduct the opinion survey for the Partnership (see 
Appendix 7 for a copy of the questionnaire).  The following text is adapted from Ipsos 
MORI‟s report to the Partnership summarising the survey results and methodology 
(Document 281 on the Partnership‟s website). 

The survey used a questionnaire designed to answer the specific questions at the PSE3 
stage of the process.  It involved a random (probability) sample – giving all households 
with a landline telephone in each area an equal probability of being selected to take part in 
the survey.  All adults in the household had an equal probability of being selected to take 
part. 

An effective base size of 1,000 interviews with adult residents (aged 16+) was used in 
each of the three study areas: Allerdale, Copeland, Rest of Cumbria, resulting in maximum 
confidence intervals of +3% at the 95% confidence level.  Computer Assisted Telephone 
Interviewing (CATI) was used; given the high penetration of landlines in households in 
Cumbria this is a robust method of achieving interviews with a representative sample of 
the population.   

The questionnaire was developed in collaboration with the West Cumbria MRWS 
Partnership.  The questionnaire was designed to be fair, balanced and comprehensible, 
and was subject to a number of review stages to ensure this:   

 Internal review by senior Ipsos MORI personnel. 

 Cognitive testing12 with „typical‟ residents in Cumbria. 

 Scrutiny by independent external expert reviewers. 

 Incorporating comments from the public and other stakeholders. 

Following comments from the public and external reviewers the questionnaire was further 
reviewed and the final version agreed for fieldwork.  A copy of the response to public 
comments can be found on the Partnership‟s website.13  

 

 

 

                                                        
12

 Five interviews were conducted with a broad mix of Cumbria residents in Penrith.  In each interview the 
participant was taken through the questionnaire as if it was a „live‟ telephone interview; participants were 
then asked for their views on a number of aspects of the questionnaire, specifically the length of 
introductions, the clarity of questions and what they thought the question was asking for. 
13

 Document 251 Opinion Survey – Response to Public comments March 2012. 
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3.4 Who responded to the consultation? 

1410 submissions were received by the Partnership on behalf of individuals, organisations 
and groups, from approximately 2356 people and organisations in total.14 

A variety of different types of submissions to the Partnership‟s consultation were received. 
Just under half (689) of the submissions were paper or electronic response forms, 
responding to a set of questions covering the main topics in the Partnership‟s consultation 
document.  Around a third (480) were shorter comments slips, which gave people the 
opportunity to comment on their overall views about whether West Cumbria should 
proceed with the next stage of the process. 

The remainder of the submissions consisted of emails and letters (191) to the Partnership 
expressing views on the overall process or on specific topics, or both.  In addition, 32 
postcards (all with the same text) were passed on to the Partnership.  Some respondents 
submitted more than one response through different mechanisms (for example a 
comments slip followed up with a letter or full response form). 

The number of young people (18 and under) engaged through the consultation process 
was at least 840.  This includes a large number of intermediary sessions run with groups 
of young people, submissions from school pupils as a result of sessions run at their 
schools, as well as one response from a school involving a survey of 225 pupils between 
the ages of 11 and 18.   

Over two thirds of the submissions received were from Allerdale or Copeland, with an 
almost exactly even split between the two boroughs (514 submissions from Allerdale and 
517 from Copeland).  Just over a sixth of the submissions received came from the rest of 
Cumbria (242) with the remainder primarily coming from the rest of the UK (88) or outside 
the UK (4).  Some submissions (27) were received from organisations or groups covering 
more than one geographical region (e.g. a national organisation with an office in West 
Cumbria) and a few submissions (19) were of unknown geographical origin. 

Appendix 4 gives a full breakdown of respondents to the formal consultation and opinion 
survey. 

 

 

3.5 Who was surveyed? 

The following text is taken from Ipsos MORI‟s report to the Partnership (Document 281 on 
the Partnership‟s website). 

Ipsos MORI was commissioned to conduct a robust and representative survey among 
adults (aged 16+) in each of three areas: Allerdale, Copeland and the Rest of Cumbria.  

The survey was conducted between 8th March and 16th May 2012 using a questionnaire 
designed, tested and reviewed to ensure it was fit for purpose a copy of the questionnaire 

                                                        
14

 See Appendix 4 for a fuller breakdown of participation numbers. 
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is appended.  The interview took approximately 8 minutes to complete.  In total 4,262 
interviews were conducted in order to achieve the minimum effective base size of 1,000 
interviews required: 

 Overall – 4,262 interviews, an effective base size of 2,03715 

 Allerdale – 1,452 interviews, an effective base size of 1,074 

 Copeland – 1,412 interviews, an effective base size of 1,000 

 Rest of Cumbria – 1,398 interviews, an effective base size of 1,023 

The approach for this survey was reviewed by independent external experts at all stages 
to ensure it was representative and robust. 

The survey was conducted by telephone using a random (probability) sample – this 
approach ensured that every household with a landline in each of the three areas had an 
equal probability of being selected, and within each household, each adult (aged 16+) had 
an equal probability of being selected to take part in the survey.  The sample was worked 
in such a way to maximise the response rate for the survey, the final response rates for 
Cumbria overall and the three areas were: 

 Overall – 45.6% response rate16 

 Allerdale – 47.6% response rate 

 Copeland – 45.3% response rate 

 Rest of Cumbria – 43.9% response rate 

Further details on the methodology used can be found in Ipsos MORI‟s report. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
15

 Note:  Approximately equal numbers of interviews were conducted in each of the three areas.  However, 
the populations in Allerdale and Copeland are significantly lower than the population in the Rest of Cumbria, 
so in accordance with standard practice, this potential skew was corrected by weighting the Overall results to 
the correct population numbers for Cumbria as a whole. 
16

 The anticipated response rate for this survey was c35%, hence the final achieved response rates exceed 
this expectation. 
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4. Geology 
 

4.1 What the Partnership asked 

The Partnership‟s initial opinions on geology were as follows: 

CRITERION a) – Integrity of the BGS screening report 

We wanted to be „confident in the integrity of the BGS screening work/report‟. 

Our initial opinions are: 

 BGS study.  We are confident in the integrity of the BGS screening report because it 
has been endorsed by two independent reviewers and there is no significant criticism 
of the study‟s integrity from elsewhere. 

 
CRITERION b) – Areas remaining in West Cumbria 

We wanted to see whether there are „sufficient areas remaining in West Cumbria after 
initial screening to make further progress worthwhile‟. 

Our initial opinions are: 

 Area of land.  We believe that the 1,890km² of land not ruled out as clearly unsuitable 
by the BGS provides a sufficient amount of land, in terms of area, available for 
investigation.  

 Suitability of geology.  We note that the suitability of that area for a repository has 
been challenged.  However, the absence of clear, detailed evidence that demonstrates 
that all of West Cumbria should be ruled out has led us to the initial opinion that there is 
enough possibly suitable land to make further progress worthwhile.  There are 
uncertainties about the suitability of West Cumbria‟s geology and the prospects of 
finding a site for a repository that meets regulatory requirements that can only be 
resolved by further investigation. 

 

The Partnership asked the following questions as part of the public consultation: 

We are keen to understand the reasons why people hold particular views on our initial 
opinions so that we can take them into account before advising the three Councils. 
 
Question 1.1  Do you agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on geology?  
 
            Yes  No  Not Sure/Partly 
 
Question 1.2  It would be helpful if you could set out your reasons.  In particular:  

 Please explain which parts you agree or disagree with and why.   

 If you are not sure, what would help you make up your mind?  
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4.2 Overview of submissions 

639 consultation submissions answer this question directly, either through a response form 
or as part of a letter/email response.  In addition, many of the letters, emails and 
comments slips received, whilst not responding explicitly to the question asked by the 
Partnership, bring up the topic of geology and reflect many of the views contained within 
the direct responses to the question. 

Of these 639 respondents, 305 say they do not agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions 
on geology and 228 agree with them.  Please note these numbers are for context only – 
consultation submissions have come from a self-selecting group of people and any 
breakdown of numbers is therefore not statistically significant.  Most of the remaining 
respondents are not sure or partly agree, with a few choosing not to select an option.  
Reasons for agreeing, not agreeing or expressing uncertainty are outlined below, including 
any additional issues brought up in comments slips, letters and emails. 

 

 

4.3 Views of respondents who disagree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION a) – Integrity of the British Geological Survey (BGS) screening report 

Issues with the BGS report.  Some respondents who disagree with the Partnership‟s 
initial opinions on geology talk specifically about the BGS report.  Those who do tend to 
talk about the narrowness of its scope or disagree with particular aspects of it (for example 
not excluding areas previously excluded in geological investigations). [GEO-1] 

“The narrowness of the remit given to the BGS mean that it is of little value in 
making this decision.” (1) 

 

 

CRITERION b) – Areas remaining in West Cumbria 

West Cumbria is not suitable/previous investigations and expert input rule it out.  
The most common supporting argument from those people not agreeing with the 
Partnership‟s initial opinions on geology is that the West Cumbrian geology is definitely not 
suitable for the siting of a Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) and that a site that was less 
than ideal should not be accepted.  Many support this by saying that the Partnership has 
ignored previous geological investigations, and outputs have not been used to refine the 
areas for future study with many references to Nirex, and has not sufficiently taken into 
account the evidence presented by Professor David Smythe, or has not sufficiently 
responded to his concerns.  The views of the Partnership‟s independent geologist tend to 
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not be accepted by this group of respondents.  Several people question what has changed 
since the Nirex Inquiry in the 1990s. [GEO-3], [GEO-4] 

“The findings of the lengthy and very thorough Nirex inquiry, accepted by the 
government, make it perfectly clear that the geology of Cumbria is such that it would 
not be safe to store nuclear waste there. The geology of the county has not 
changed since then (or for millions of years come to that).” (2) 

“Credible opposing views have been dismissed by Partnership members as „just 
one view among many‟ as though the number of people holding a view were all that 
is needed to testify to its validity. Clearly there are members who have not 
considered the case of Galileo. The views of Prof David Smythe and other 
geologists who consider the entire area geographically unsuitable are absolutely 
crucial for the Partnership to understand, yet Prof Smythe was offered just 15 
minutes to present a summary. Such views, if correct, are „show-stoppers‟ yet they 
have not been treated with the seriousness they merit.” (3) 

 

Specific issues with the geology of West Cumbria.  The view that West Cumbria is 
completely unsuitable particularly relates to issues around the hydrology, complexity, 
topography, rock type and seismic activity of West Cumbria (including concerns about 
previous mining activities), with all of these being cited as concerns which should end the 
process. [GEO-5]  Some respondents mention international guidelines (sometimes 
described as standards) on geology for this kind of facility – they say that the Partnership 
has ignored these and that they must be taken into account. [GEO-6] 

”All Cumbria's geology is wonderfully complex and reflects thousands of years of 
activity - twisting, turning, erosion, volcanic intrusion, faulting, seepage and recent 
albeit minor seismic activity...whereas the proposed installation needs maximum 
stability which can be predicted for millennia.” (4) 

“… the Cumbrian Fells create a huge head of water, which is likely to build up huge 
hydrostatic pressure against any such repository. This will make for very rapid 
underground water flows, with dangers of a great hydrostatic water pressure build 
up.” (5) 

“I do not wish to see underground repository in Cumbria, because I remember a few 
fairly severe earthquakes in this area. They were bad enough to shake houses in 
Thursby and other areas.” (6) 

“with all the coal mining activities of the past, do not believe that an underground 
repository can be viewed as safe” (7) 

“No part of the region conforms in any way to agreed international standards: Low 
relief coastal crystalline rocks; Basement under sedimentary cover (BUSC).” (8) 

 

Waste of time/money to continue.  Some respondents say that, given the unsuitability of 
West Cumbria it would be a waste of time and/or money to proceed to the next stage and 
that the Councils should withdraw from the process.  Other are less emphatic, expressing 
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concern at the cost of further stages given the uncertainty surrounding geological 
suitability. [GEO-7] 

“It seems clear that there are more suitable areas in the country, why waste time 
and money trying to make West Cumbria fit, it doesn't meet the criteria.” (9) 

 

West Cumbria is not the best place in the UK/overall approach is wrong.  Some 
people state that West Cumbria is not the best place for a GDF geologically, and that other 
areas of the UK are more suitable (with some naming specific examples).  This very much 
relates to comments about the overall MRWS process, in which consultees suggest that 
the process should not start with voluntarism, but look to geology and/or safety as the 
initial overriding factors in seeking a location for a GDF.  A few people state that other 
countries seeking a GDF have placed geology above voluntarism and that we should, as 
they have done, only seek volunteers from areas where the geology is proven to be sound. 
[GEO-9] 

“I believe that the search for a disposal facility should be based on the geology first, 
rather than on finding those who might be willing to take it due to economic need. 
The facilities in Finland and Sweden have the sort of geology that is most suited to 
nuclear disposal.  There are other areas in the UK that have geology similar to this.  
Cumbria is not one of them.” (10) 

Others criticise the current process for not allowing for comparative assessments of 
different sites around the country with different geology.  One respondent asks specifically 
what the financial implications of approaching the process from assessing UK-wide 
geology first would be. [GEO-10], [GEO-11] 

 

There is not enough suitable area left/specific areas should be screened out.  There 
are a few other comments about the suitability of West Cumbrian geology for a GDF, 
specifically that there is not enough area of possibly suitable rock once particular areas are 
ruled out.  Related to this, some people comment that the National Park should not contain 
a GDF; others say other specific areas (e.g. of mineral deposits) should also be ruled out. 
[GEO-12], [GEO-13] 

“In the North of the region it is said that there could be mineral deposits that could 
be used in the future, this is also the case in the south of the area. In the south, 
older geological surveys indicate faults and limestone beds which both suggest the 
whole area should be ruled out for a repository.” (11) 

“Any construction within the Lake District National Park (LDNP) or its immediate 
surrounding areas (with 10 miles of the boundary) would be unacceptable as it 
would seriously degrade the LDNP and the nature of its attractiveness.” (12) 

 

Uncertainty. Some respondents comment on the level of uncertainty surrounding the 
geology of West Cumbria and the evidence/expert input sought so far.  For some this is 
reason enough not to continue with the next stage of the process; others would like to see 
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further investigations around suitability prior to a decision about participation, saying that 
we need to know now what the prospects of finding a suitable site are in order to judge 
whether to move ahead or not. [GEO-14], [GEO-15] 

“The geological findings in the area have been challenged and contested.  This is 
such an important issue for today and for future generations that surely a 
consensus of opinion is essential. If this is not possible then the area should be 
ruled out as suitable.” (13) 

“We believe that we should know much more about the geology of the area before 
we are committed to a process which might prove difficult to withdraw from 
especially as areas where it is said the geology is more suitable have shown no 
interest.“ (14) 

“Whilst we acknowledge the significant economic benefits that progressing towards 
a Geological Disposal Facility, could bring to an area this authority wishes to 
express concerns over the current information available with regard to the geology 
of West Cumbria and in particular to those areas remaining following the British 
Geological Survey (BGS) screening report. We are not persuaded that there is 
sufficient evidence available at this time to support the view that "there are sufficient 
areas remaining in West Cumbria after initial screening to make further progress 
worthwhile", particularly in relation to the geological suitability of the remaining 
areas to host a repository.” (15) 

 

 

Other issues 

The principle of a GDF should be reconsidered.  A few respondents mention concern 
about the idea of a GDF, specifically in relation to geology.  This point is also covered in 
section 13 of this report. [GEO-20] 
 

Safety concerns. Several people mention safety as a concern should West Cumbrian 
geology be used for a GDF.  Long-term safety is a particular concern, in many cases 
relating to the level of uncertainty across the long timescales of a GDF lifespan, and 
specifically to do with the release of radioactive materials particularly water flows and 
gases back into the environment.  Mention is made of the Nuclear Waste Advisory 
Associates (NWAA) list of issues and the requirements that imposes, with concern that 
these are not fully taken into account. [GEO-21] 

”Your consultation document says that 'The purpose of this repository would be to 
isolate radioactive waste in a suitable rock formation deep underground so that no 
harmful quantities of radioactivity can reach the surface.' I don't know who has been 
advising you, but it is impossible to 'isolate waste':  the repository is designed to 
release material back into the environment. It is likewise impossible to determine 
what quantities of radioactivity would be classed as 'harmless':  all radioactivity is 
harmful to some degree.” (16) 
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“No matter how many studies are done, our ability to predict future stability, for the 
hundreds of thousands years necessary to provide any degree of confidence, is 
indisputably low (the last ice-age was only about 10,000yrs ago - when will the next 
one be?” (17) 

 

Concerns over specific impacts.  Several people mention concerns over specific 
impacts, for example over landscape, tourism and the National Park – these are covered 
in the impacts section.  Other specific concerns relating to geology are that the geometric 
network of sacred sites has been paid insufficient attention, and that nearby fracking 
activities could have an impact on a GDF, for example by exacerbating seismic activity.  
There are a few comments about concern over future natural resources and that the 
Partnership or the BGS study had not taken these into account (e.g. impact on water 
quality). [GEO-22], [GEO-23], [GEO-24] 

“Recent fracking off the Isle of Man resulted in a significant earth tremor at 
Blackpool so had to be suspended.  Not sure how this could be avoided.” (18) 

“…large amounts of water movement through the geological structures, leading to a 
potentially catastrophic contamination issue…” (19) 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

4.4 Views of respondents who agree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION a) – Integrity of the BGS screening report 

The BGS report is acceptable.  Several respondents comment on the BGS report and/or 
the peer review process.  These respondents generally accept or agree with the BGS 
report, note that a peer review has been carried out and are satisfied by that.  A few 
respondents mention specific factors such as natural resources and seismic activity that 
they feel have been sufficiently taken into account in the BGS report and/or the 
Partnership‟s thinking. [GEO-2] 
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“The BGS screening report and the underpinning investigations and analysis, is in 
my opinion a comprehensive and professional assessment... …The robustness of 
the report was further underpinned by the endorsement of two highly qualified and 
independent assessors.” (20) 

 

 

CRITERION b) – Areas remaining in West Cumbria 

Uncertainty is acceptable at this stage/West Cumbria might be suitable.  Those 
agreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on geology largely tend towards the view 
that the Partnership‟s line of thinking is acceptable at this stage in the process – in other 
words that there is uncertainty, that West Cumbria might or might not be suitable, and that 
further investigations in the next stage of the process would either rule out West Cumbria 
as a geologically suitable place or might show specific areas of West Cumbria to be 
suitable.  There are many in this group who consider further investigation should be 
undertaken before a decision to participate is taken. [GEO-16] 

“It seems reasonable to progress on the basis that a full geological survey will be 
conducted.” (21) 

“I am convinced that there are sufficient areas outside the areas ruled out by BGS 
for a suitable site to be placed. I am sure more work can be done but there is 
enough evidence to proceed to the next stage.” (22) 

“I agree that at this stage the whole of Cumbria has not been ruled out geologically 
and we should do further testing to see if any sites are suitable. To reject it now 
would be to do so without the full picture.” (23) 

 

West Cumbria is suitable.  A few people go even further and state that they think the 
geology in West Cumbria is suitable for a GDF, though this tends to be without any further 
supporting information.  [GEO-17] 

“I also believe the rock formations within the area are ideally suited geologically and 
are local to where the waste is currently stored thus reducing the hazards 
associated with high level nuclear waste transportation.” (24) 

There are also respondents who would like the process to continue, but only outside the 
confines of the Lake District National Park.  Others who say that they agree with the 
Partnership‟s opinion, however, appear to express the opposite view, reflecting concerns 
about uncertainty or overall suitability.  

“How does one obtain 'clear detailed evidence that all of West Cumbria should be 
ruled out'? Given that there will be constraints on the number and location of 
investigative boreholes that can be drilled, there will always be hope that the next 
one will be successful!” (25) 
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Other issues 

Safety. Those respondents who talk about safety tend to mention it as an important 
concern in relation to geology, for example the importance of the multi-barrier approach is 
mentioned.  The relationship between geology and safety is one that runs throughout 
responses to this question. [GEO-25] 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments. Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, others 
about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  These are 
covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues arising. 

 

 

4.5 Views of respondents who partly agree or are not sure about the 
Partnership’s initial opinions 

Uncertainty.  Of those people who do give supporting comments, most express concern 
or acknowledgement of the current uncertainty surrounding the issue of geology.  This 
primarily includes comments that reflect the concerns of those disagreeing with the 
Partnership‟s initial opinions, but with a less strong sense of the need to stop the process 
now.  The need for further investigations is mentioned by some respondents, but views on 
this tend to be split over whether more needs to be known before a decision about 
participation, or (with fewer people saying) whether it is ok to wait until Stage 4 to find out 
more. [GEO-18] 

More details on criteria and historical information.  A few respondents say that the 
NDA should publish detailed criteria of what constitutes suitable geology and one or two 
request that information from Nirex should be put in the public domain. [GEO-8], [GEO-19] 

“The NDA should be asked to produce the criteria for suitable geology in advance of 
the Decision. This will prevent a less than ideal site being selected just to get a 
repository somewhere.” (26) 

“A clear and unambiguous statement of the geological requirements for the 
repository would assist all parties in identifying a suitable site and would support the 
public justification of the site selection.” (27) 
 
“Why is the data obtained by the Nirex study not in the public domain and being 
consulted and used?” (28) 
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4.6 Views of respondents who give no judgement on the Partnership’s 
initial opinions 

Those giving no view on the Partnerships initial opinions on geology don‟t tend to give 
many supporting comments.  The comments that are given are diverse, and range from 
general comments of opposition to concerns about specific impacts or types of waste 
(issues that are picked up on in the relevant sections below).  Other comments tend to 
reflect similar views to those of respondents disagreeing with the Partnership‟s initial 
opinions on geology. 

 

 

 

4.7 Geology: summary of views and Partnership response 

A summary of views relating to geology is given below – these cover the range of views 
from those agreeing with or accepting the Partnership‟s initial opinions on geology, to 
those challenging or expressing concern. 
 
The Partnership’s overall response on the issue of geology: Many of the issues raised 
in response to the geology chapter express doubts and challenge the likelihood of suitable 
geology being found in West Cumbria or challenge current Government policy and its 
implementation.  
 
Some assert the fact that enough is known and that the geology of West Cumbria is simply 
not suitable.  However, the Partnership received some other inputs taking a different view 
– that further geological assessments are essential before the likelihood of finding a 
suitable site can be properly assessed. 
 
So, the Partnership is faced with a dilemma. The crucial concerns are: 
 
a. Whether the time, cost, effort and potential disruption of further geological assessment 

and investigation in subsequent stages of the process is justified, given the range of 
views expressed and associated risk of spend without reward; and 

b. If it is deemed to be justified, what is the best timing of a further set of assessments – 
either before a decision about participation, or at the start of Stage 4?  

 
We will consider this dilemma further before we complete our Final Report, and take 
independent advice if required.  Specifically, we are asking the Environment Agency (EA), 
Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM), and the Partnership‟s 
independent geologist Dr Dearlove to review various key inputs we have received to see if 
it changes their existing views.  We are also meeting the Geological Society to explore in 
more depth various aspects of their consultation submission.  [Reference paragraphs 
8.28 – 8.30 in the Partnership’s Final Report.]  
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CRITERION a) – Integrity of the BGS screening report 
 

GEO-1. The BGS report was too narrow in scope and disregarded previous investigations.  

Partnership response: The scope of the BGS work is set by Government in the White Paper and 
is required by any area which expresses an interest in the MRWS process.  The criteria the BGS 
were asked to apply were very limited and did not include a requirement to take account of 
previous investigations such as those undertaken in West Cumbria.  We recognised in our 
consultation document that the BGS study was limited (p28) but completes the task set by 
Government.  Our view is that the past investigations referred to have not been ignored, but 
considered in the context of the current and wider (and at this stage more limited) assessment of 
the whole of West Cumbria.  All available information must be factored in to any future 
assessments if further investigations happen and specific sites get narrowed down.  We 
acknowledge the considerable uncertainty about geology and will deal with this more fully in our 

Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 8.23 – 8.26 and 8.34 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.]  
 
 
GEO-2. The BGS report and peer review process is satisfactory. 

Partnership response: We agree, although we would point out the limited nature of this study.  
We recognise the need for much more significant and detailed investigations if the process enters 
Stage 4 and 5, and that these investigations would also need peer reviewing. 

 
 
 
 
CRITERION b) – Areas remaining in West Cumbria 
 

GEO-3. West Cumbria is not suitable/previous investigations ruled it out. 

Partnership response: See overall response above. 

 
 
GEO-4. Professor Smythe‟s input has been disregarded and he makes a strong case. 

Partnership response: See overall response above. 

 
 
GEO-5. The hydrology, topography, rock type, potential for seismic activity and complexity 
of West Cumbria‟s geology should rule it out. 

Partnership response: See overall response above. 
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GEO-6. International guidelines on suitable geology for a GDF have been ignored or at 
least not followed. 

Partnership response: The Partnership is aware of the international guidelines on disposal 
facilities.  As a result of the concern raised here, we have asked DECC for further clarification of 
these guidelines, and how they believe the current process fits with the guidelines.  This 

clarification will be published.  [Reference paragraph 8.27 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.]  
 
 
GEO-7. It is a waste of time/money to proceed to the next stage of the process or at the 
very least not value for money or cost effective. 

Partnership response: See overall response above. 

 
 
GEO-8. The NDA should publish detailed criteria of what constitutes suitable geology. 

Partnership response: The development of specific criteria for geological site suitability is 
currently planned for Stage 4, so that it can be done with any local Community Siting 
Partnership/s. 

 
 
GEO-9. Other places in the UK are more suitable. The process should start with geology, 
not voluntarism. 

Partnership response: This was a government decision as set out in the White Paper but we are 
seeking a full explanation from DECC about why expressions of interest were sought before a 

national geological screening study was done.  [Reference paragraphs 6.24 – 6.28 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.]  
 
 
GEO-10. The current process doesn‟t allow for comparative assessments of different sites 
around the country with different geology. 

Partnership response: The Government has put a strong emphasis on voluntarism in its White 
Paper.  Any comparative assessment of different sites around the country can indeed only be done 
within and between areas that have volunteered to enter the siting process (albeit without 
commitment). 

 
 
GEO-11. What would the financial implications of approaching the process from assessing 
UK-wide geology first be? 

Partnership response: We have asked DECC to answer this.  Their answer will be published 
before we issue our Final Report. 

 
 
GEO-12. There is not enough area of possibly suitable rock left. 

Partnership response: See overall response above.  
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GEO-13. The National Park should not contain a GDF. 

Partnership response: We are reviewing our position on how the National Park should be 

handled, and will clarify this in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 10.36 – 10.37 and 
10.40 in the Partnership’s Final Report.]  
 
 
GEO-14. The level of uncertainty is too great to continue. 

Partnership response: See overall response above.  

 
 
GEO-15. Further investigations on suitability are needed prior to a decision about 
participation.  

Partnership response: The dilemma of how much investigation is required before deciding 
whether to proceed to Stage 4 has been a focus of much debate in the Partnership.  The 
suggestion above that more investigation is required is one option that we are considering.  We will 

cover our conclusions on this in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraph 8.35 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.]  
 
 
GEO-16. The level of uncertainty is acceptable at this stage. 

Partnership response: See overall response above.  

 
 
GEO-17. West Cumbria is suitable for a GDF. 

Partnership response: We take a view that there is too much uncertainty to be able to conclude 
this at this stage and that this uncertainty would not be realistically reduced until the envisaged 
assessments in MRWS stages 4 and 5.  We will set out our general thoughts on this in our Final 

Report.  [Reference paragraph 8.34 in the Partnership’s Final Report.]  
 
 
GEO-18. West Cumbria may or may not be suitable, but we need to go to the next stage to 
find out. 

Partnership response: We agree that this is an option for responding to the uncertainty around 
geology. 
 
 
GEO-19. Information from Nirex should be put in the public domain. 

Partnership response: There is a great deal of information and documentation concerning the 
Nirex Planning Inquiry in the public domain.  We will check with DECC and the NDA specifically 
where and how people can access all the relevant information, and explain this in our Final Report.  

[Reference paragraphs 8.32 – 8.33 in the Partnership’s Final Report.]  
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Other issues 
 

GEO-20. The principle of a GDF should be reconsidered. 

Partnership response: See overall response above. 

 
 
GEO-21. Long-term safety, in particular release of radioactive material back into the 
environment, has not been properly considered. 

Partnership response: We recognise there are many more specific concerns about safety and 
have responded to these issues in the relevant places in this report.  We note that, in its report to 
the Government in 2006, CoRWM argued that the safety of geological disposal needs to be 
compared with that of the main alternative (long-term storage).  Concerns about potential loss of 
institutional control over storage within several hundred years contributed to CoRWM‟s final 
conclusions about geological disposal (see paragraph 34, page 109 of CoRWM‟s final report – 
Document 700 on CoRWM‟s website).  We also note that specific assessment of release pathways 
of radioactive material is a key area of investigation in the siting process if and when specific sites 
start being investigated. 
 
 
GEO-22. The impacts on water quality and future natural resources have not been 
properly considered. 

Partnership response: The issue of water quality is part of our Schedule of Impacts that is 
described in the consultation document (p57) and in more detail in Document 163 Annex A.  An 
assessment of the key natural resources was made by the BGS as part of their unsuitability 
screening study carried out last year.  This is described in the consultation document (p27) and the 
full report is available in Document 116.  Further more detailed assessments of how future natural 
resources would be considered are expected if the siting process proceeds and specific siting 
areas are identified. 

 
 
GEO-23. The geometric network of sacred sites has been paid insufficient attention. 

Partnership response: Impacts on cultural heritage are highlighted in our consultation document 
(p57, Box 15).  However, we do not go into detail about them because the siting process has not 
yet started and they can only be considered in the light of specific site proposals.  

 
 
GEO-24. Concern that nearby fracking activity would have impacts on a GDF. 

Partnership response: There are many aspects that would need to be considered as part of the 
design for a repository, if a suitable site is ever found.  The presence or likelihood of other activities 
surrounding the repository would be considered at this time: we are too early at this stage to look 
at site-specific issues now. 
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GEO-25. Safety is of paramount importance even if the geology is suitable. 

Partnership response: We agree. 
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5. Safety, security, environment and planning 
 

5.1 What the Partnership asked 

The Partnership‟s initial opinions on safety, security, environment and planning were as 
follows: 

Criterion a) – Regulatory and planning processes 

We wanted to be „satisfied that suitable regulatory and planning processes are in place or 
being developed to protect residents, workforce and the environment‟. 

Our initial opinions are: 

 Regulatory bodies and processes.  We are as confident as is possible at this stage 
that the necessary regulatory bodies exist and have, or are developing/modifying, 
processes by which they will consider proposals for a repository. 

 Regulator communications.  We are confident that the Environment Agency (EA) has 
adequately described its intentions regarding its approaches to community 
engagement both now and going forward to a potential siting partnership. 

 Planning system.  We understand how a planning application for a repository would 
be handled as far as is possible at this stage, and recognise that further scrutiny of the 
planning process would be required if the process proceeds, as much could change in 
the 15 years before an application could occur. 

 

Criterion b) – Safety 

We wanted to be „satisfied that NDA RWMD (Radioactive Waste Management Directive) 
has suitable capability and processes in place to protect residents, workforce and the 
environment‟. 

Our initial opinions are: 

 Safety case.  Given all of the evidence we have heard on the processes and the 
various levels of scrutiny in place, and the NDA‟s development of an issues register, 
we believe that the NDA will have suitable capability and an acceptable process in 
place to develop site-specific safety cases.  Of course, any site-specific safety cases 
would need further monitoring and independent reviews before they are deemed 
adequate by the regulators and other stakeholders. 

 R&D programme.  Based on the responses from the peer reviewers and the scrutiny 
process undertaken, we believe that the NDA‟s research and development (R&D) 
programme contains the necessary areas of research in terms of content, and that 
there is further scope for the programme to change in response to stakeholder 
engagement and via input from the issues register.  Given the NDA‟s response to the 
issues raised, we are confident – to the degree required at this stage – that the R&D 
programme is acceptable. 
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The Partnership asked the following questions as part of the public consultation: 

We are keen to understand the reasons why people hold particular views on our initial 
opinions so that we can take them into account before advising the three Councils. 
 
Question 2.1  Do you agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on safety, 
security, environment and planning?  
 
                        Yes            No  Not Sure/Partly 
 
Question 2.2  It would be helpful if you could set out your reasons.  In particular:  

   Please explain which parts you agree or disagree with and why.   

   If you are not sure, what would help you make up your mind?  

 

 

5.2 Overview of submissions 

611 consultation submissions answer this question directly, either through a response form 
or as part of a letter/email response.  In addition, many of the letters, emails and 
comments slips received, whilst not responding explicitly to the question asked by the 
Partnership, bring up the topic of safety, security, environment and planning, and reflect 
many of the views contained within the direct responses to this question. 

Of these 611 respondents, 291 say they do not agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions 
on safety, security, environment and planning and 218 agree with them.  Please note 
these numbers are for context only – consultation submissions have come from a self-
selecting group of people and any breakdown of numbers is therefore not statistically 
significant.  Most of the remaining respondents are not sure or partly agree, with a few 
choosing not to select an option.  Reasons for agreeing, not agreeing or expressing 
uncertainty are outlined below, including any additional issues brought up in comments 
slips, letters and emails. 

 

 

5.3 Views of respondents who disagree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

Criterion a) – Regulatory and planning processes 

Comments on nuclear industry/regulatory history and other organisations.  These 
comments tend towards the negative for people disagreeing with the Partnership‟s initial 
opinions.  Some focus on what they perceive to be the poor safety record of the nuclear 
industry, and there are also concerns about regulatory history.  Additionally, a few people 
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are concerned that the regulators may not have the capacity to deal with the safety case 
and to retain knowledge over the time period required, or that the regulators may not be 
able to deliver in the future due to underestimation of the scale of the challenge or the 
impact of Government cuts. [SSEP-2], [SSEP-3] 

“Nuclear safety and environment regulations are OK in the UK. What isn't good is 
the nuclear industry's ability to abide by them. Many accidents that occur at nuclear 
installations, especially Sellafield are the result of failure to meet regulations. More 
importantly, the industry has frequently been criticised for failing to let the 
authorities know there has been an accident. Therefore we cannot trust them.” (29) 

“National Regulatory bodies may well exist, but it can't be guaranteed they will have 
the capacity or remit to fully consider all relevant issues, especially in view of the 
current and on-going financial Government cut-backs. Even if staff within the 
Regulatory bodies (or professionals recruited) have the necessary skills, knowledge 
and experience to comment on all relevant matters, (including biodiversity, 
hydrology etc), I think it highly unlikely that they would have the remit, time, relevant 
background information etc., to be able to give these serious matters the depth of 
consideration required. Most staff in bodies such as the Environment Agency, 
Natural England, etc are severely overstretched already, and this situation is 
continually worsening.” (30) 

 
For some people the issue goes further towards a lack of confidence or trust in the 
regulators, and the feeling that the Partnership appears to have an incomplete 
understanding of the regulatory set-up.  One or two question, therefore, what the basis is 
for the Partnership‟s confidence in regulation. [SSEP-4] 

“I do not trust the regulatory structure one inch-it is too hand-in-glove and I wonder 
whether there is enough clout and brainpower on the regulatory side to have any 
serious effects.” (31) 

“Document 47 relates that some members of the Partnership expressed their 
increasing concern about the complexities and ambiguity regarding the issues that 
had been discussed including the lack of clarity about how all of the aspects of 
regulation which apply to aspects of MRWS will fit together with other areas, most 
importantly planning and the potential use of the Infrastructure Planning 
Commission.   The Office of Nuclear Regulation has been set up to provide some 
co-ordination between and oversight of these bodies.    It seems that the 
Partnership has not fully mastered the current situation, and therefore has not been 
able to produce a clear summary of the existing set-up.    A clear understanding of 
this is essential before any meaningful evaluation of its efficacy can be attained and 
therefore it is not possible for us to share the Partnership‟s confidence that the 
necessary regulatory system exists.” (32) 

 

Planning process.  This is an area of concern, for two main reasons.  Firstly, respondents 
are concerned about changes to planning regulations that could happen between now and 
any potential application – the level of uncertainty is again not acceptable for some, and in 
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particular a few respondents question how the Partnership can therefore have confidence 
in an unknown planning process.  [SSEP-5] 

“Neither do we understand how the Partnership can be confident about the planning 
process that the GDF would need to proceed through and in which a decision on 
whether to support a repository would need to be taken. This is because the 
planning process has not yet been determined.” (33) 

Secondly, there is a worry that decision-making structures around how planning would 
work for a GDF are unclear.  There are particular worries about who would influence the 
outcome example, for example whether national interests would override local views, or 
the possibility of local minorities swaying planning decisions. [SSEP-6] 

“Planning processes have been amended so that the government can drive through 
projects that it considers to be important and ride rough-shod over local opposition.” 
(34) 

“I have less confidence that the planning process will come up with the safest and 
most environmentally sound plans. I fear that a vociferous minority could outweigh 
considered and rational opinion” (35) 

A potential conflict of interest for local Decision Making Bodies (DMBs) because of their 
role in Partnership arrangements and planning decisions is of concern to some people.  In 
addition there is a lack of trust in the planning system‟s integrity and ability to resist the 
development of a GDF (i.e. the sense that it would be a foregone conclusion) and a worry 
that a GDF application would also be outside the normal remit of local planners.  Related 
to this is a concern about planning enforcement, for example risks to adequate local 
enforcement, or lack of consideration of planning issues after completion of a GDF. 
[SSEP-7], [SSEP-8], [SSEP-9] 

“The planning system must be completely independent from any separate council 
bribed department.” (36) 

“With the past history of the nuclear industry in West Cumbria, one can have little 
confidence in the competence of decision making bodies to resist developments 
which can and have adversely affected the environment under pressure from the so 
called National Interest” (37) 

“Local planners in Cumbria and the District councils are not used to this level of 
major projects, and will rely on 'experts'; local residents will have less of a say. 
Tourists/visitors' interests will be ignored.” (38) 

“I am also aware of this inherent weaknesses of the system – in particular with the 
final process and the difficulties of enforcing a strict enforcement regime of planning 
requirements/conditions, enforcement action (when required) is or can be subject to 
prevarication, delays and avoidance if the developer is so minded and the 
enforcement section of local planning authorities (district/borough council) is always 
under pressure but normally the first to be subject to any budgetary cuts.  In a 
process as important as this, that area of work in relation to the development should 
be given particular statutory safeguards, be ring-fenced and be given additional 
powers if necessary.” (39) 
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The National Park. Various points about the National Park in relation to planning are 
made.  These include concern over a lack of clarity of the Lake District National Park 
Authority‟s (LDNPA‟s) role in a planning application, a worry that the LDNPA would be 
marginalised in any planning process, a desire not to site any surface facilities (or a GDF 
overall) within the National Park, and (slightly differently) a concern that the LDNPA would 
automatically be against a repository. [SSEP-10] 
 

“Given that the National Park may be affected, it is lamentable that the LDNPA will 
almost certainly be a mere consultee without powers of determination.  The 
statement on P 42 even fails firmly to rule out surface facilities in the Park, as it 
says “may” rule out (not “will”).” (40) 

“[we welcome] the recognition that current planning policies would rule out certain 
scenarios such as surface facilities within the National Park boundary.  However, 
the policy framework governing nationally significant infrastructure or major 
development proposals within National Parks is much wider than this – the 
presumption against such developments applies regardless of their surface extent.” 
(41) 

“How can you consider putting nuclear waste near one of the UK's more treasured 
natural areas such as the Lake District? There is clearly no planning for safety or 
the environment here.” (42) 

“I am however concerned that the Lake District National Park Authority will - 
irrespective of the evidence and local support for the repository - vote against any 
such repository because of NIMBYs and fear on the potential impact on tourism.  
Tourism doesn't provide jobs and financial security for West Cumbria, but the 
nuclear industry does, but the Authority do not care about jobs for local people, they 
want Cumbria to be kept as an outdoor museum.” (43) 

 

 

Criterion b) – Safety 

Safety cannot be guaranteed.  The overarching concern of people disagreeing with the 
Partnership‟s initial opinions on safety, security, environment and planning is that safety 
can never be 100% guaranteed, and that the uncertainty surrounding safety (in both the 
short and long term) is not acceptable.  For many this makes the Partnership‟s initial 
opinion in relation to safety untenable because the cost of an accident or designed 
releases (for example hydrological releases more than predicted) would be too high.  
Related to this are suggestions that a safety case could never be made satisfactorily 
because of this uncertainty.  Some say simply “it will not be safe”.  Others argue 
unforeseeable risks cannot be taken account of in safety cases and there is too much 
uncertainty. [SSEP-17] 

 “Absolutely nothing can guarantee this disposal area will be safe for as long as it 
will be toxic.  In addition you have not outlined the likely results should the safety be 
compromised, which, as you say yourself is not 100%.” (44) 



SAFETY, SECURITY, ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING 

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership PSE3 Report – Document 288 Page 45 of 212 

“I accept that a regulatory authority will be put in place to monitor the safety and 
security of the plant.  However, as you yourself say nothing can be 100% safe or 
100% secure.  Therefore, it doesn't matter whether or not the monitoring 
mechanism which is put in place is sufficient if the risk is too high.” (45) 

 

Security.  For some consultees the security of a GDF site is of concern, due to its 
potential to be a terrorist target; for others there is currently not enough detail on security 
and how it would be managed.  In relation to this issue, some people are concerned about 
the transportation of waste to a GDF being a security risk.  Specific security concerns 
include having such a high concentration of wastes from all over the UK, co-location of a 
GDF and new nuclear power stations, longevity of security needs.  Also generic security 
features such as underground versus surface security (and overall concerns about the 
security of surface facilities), the nature of physical security measures and understanding 
the level of security needed. [SSEP-18] 

“This area is already a prime terrorist target, to create a repository will only increase 
this risk. I do not have confidence in the local security arrangements and am 
concerned that expansion of the facility will only exacerbate this.” (46) 

“You say on page 38 "....[the site security plan] ...would be many years away and 
could only be done if and when a site is identified." This is nowhere near good 
enough; there are many generic facets of security which could be stipulated in 
advance for such a site. I would have thought that you would at least have some 
view on the distinction between underground and above ground security - have 
you?” (47) 

“What will the post go-live safety, security etc process framework be?” (48) 
 
 
Transport.  The transportation of waste to a GDF is a particular concern for some 
consultees due to the security risk it presents.  Others feel there needs to be a better 
explanation of how transport would be regulated and there is inadequate coverage of 
transport safety in the consultation document. [SSEP-19] 

“The waste material has to be brought in from elsewhere so there is a vulnerability 
at point of transfer.” (49) 

“They felt there were questions about the transporting of the waste to West Cumbria 
which were not covered by the safety case as it stood and could have more detail 
even at this stage. What are the risks associated with this transportation from 
terrorists or accidental damage?” (50) 

 

Environment.  Concerns about the impact on the environment not being considered fully 
enough are expressed by some participants. [SSEP-20] 

“I'm not clear what your position is on the environment.  Clearly the plant would 
cause environmental harm.” (51) 
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Referring back to geology.  Other people expressing disagreement with the Partnership 
on this topic refer back to their initial issues with the geology of West Cumbria in relation to 
it not being suitable and therefore not being safe. [SSEP-21] 

“Too little is known about the exact siting of the repository, the geological and 
hydrogeological situation there and the resulting scenario. The geology of Cumbria 
will not provide a safe site for predictably safe long term underground nuclear waste 
disposal. As no country has an operational facility such as the one proposed to 
date, there are no leading examples and there is no reliable data for guidance. 
Existing scientific evidence does not support a facility of this kind - safety and 
security are, therefore, not sufficiently dealt with.” (52) 

 

Implication of shorter timescales.  Some respondents are concerned about how the 
Government‟s desire to shorten timescales could impact upon safety.  Others fear that 
particular pressures could cause short cuts to be taken, for example the lack of 
alternatives to West Cumbria, cutbacks in funding and a predisposition to succeed – either 
from the Partnership, the DMBs or Government. [SSEP-22] 

“The Government seems to be in a hurry and I am therefore concerned that some 
aspects of safety, security and environmental protection will be compromised.” (53) 

“There is a will/desire/drive to succeed or be a part in this project and the 
partnership will be or are blinded by this. We do not fully trust the regulatory bodies 
to be wholly unbiased or to be unswayed by the governments needs.” (54) 

 

Risk.  A few respondents mention risk, in particular the need to more clearly define and lay 
out the risks (or risk register) associated with a potential GDF.  There is particular 
reference to the need to understand the scale of potential risks and consequences, as well 
as specific concerns around the risks of human error, climate change impacts, land 
movement, nearby fracking activities, seismic activity, co-location with other nuclear sites, 
critical events or incidents, and so on. [SSEP-23], [SSEP-24], [SSEP-25], [SSEP-26] 

“ Some statement of the percentage risk considered acceptable is called for, along 
with some description of the risk, which must be some radiation leak either from the 
repository or transportation of waste to the repository.  This could not be cleaned up 
like, say, an oil spill.” (55) 

“THE GROUP FEEL THAT YOU CAN NEVER BE SURE OF TOTAL SAFETY 
WHEN IT COMES TO NUCLEAR WASTE AS YOU CANT ALWAYS DEAL WITH 
THE HUMAN ELEMENT OF ERROR.” (56) 

“There is no assessment of the impacts of fracking on the Fylde Coast, which is 
relatively nearby  (in geological terms).” (57) 

“History of accidents from around the world and including West Cumbria show that 
there is no such thing as a safe level of radiation. Parts of the UK are still affected 
by accidents at nuclear power facilities and a repository would inherently create a 
safety risk whatever measures were put in place.” (58) 
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“Only intrinsic „site security‟ has been addressed thus totally disregarding the effects 
on the site's usage should a catastrophic failure occur at another nuclear plant that 
is in close proximity.” (59) 

 

ALARP (As Low As Reasonably Practicable) principles. One response states that 
there is no basis for the Partnership‟s confidence that it would be possible to devise a 
safety case that meets ALARP principles and protects people. [SSEP-27] 

“We do not understand how the Partnership can be confident that it would be 
possible to devise a safety case which adheres to standard ALARP principles and 
which could protect the population and the environment for the hazardous life of the 
waste. Deep geological disposal facilities at the depth proposed are not established 
practice.” (60) 

 

NDA Research and Development (R&D) programme.  Concerns are expressed about 
the NDA‟s R&D programme progressing too slowly and not being wide enough in scope.  
Some respondents say that the requirements of the R&D programme needs to be more 
clearly defined, and one or two that the Partnership needs to pay more attention to the 
importance of R&D to the success of the programme.  Others feel the issues in the NWAA 
Issues Lists and Rock Solid report are not sufficiently dealt with, or have concerns over the 
reduction in public funding impacting upon the NDA‟s capacity to carry out all the work 
required. [SSEP-28], [SSEP-31], [SSEP-32] 

“The main concern is over the R&D programme, which has made little progress in 
the 10 years following the NIREX enquiry.  The outstanding list of work is huge, 
there is no valid programme, and no indication of alternative solutions if the 
answers emerging are not beneficial.  Whilst RWMD claims that much would be site 
specific and hence premature, this does not preclude the need for much to be done 
now.” (61) 

“I am not convinced that the importance of the R&D to the success of the 
programme is being given sufficient attention. R&D should not be seen as just doing 
the minimum necessary to support the safety case and programme but applying the 
'best science' we have to build public confidence in a uniquely challenging and long 
term facility.” (62) 

“Document 1, NWAA Issues Register. We believe it would be more effective in 
raising public perception that safety issues are being „worked on‟ if the full issues 
register was „live‟ and published on a regular basis. As it stands, no issues appear 
to have been worked on since the register was first issued and published.” (63) 

 

Trust in the NDA. There is a notable lack of confidence and trust in the NDA from those 
consultees not agreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on safety, security, 
environment and planning.  However, some respondents also give suggestions for how 
these concerns might begin to be addressed – for example the need for close independent 
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assessment and scrutiny of the safety case process, R&D programme and other NDA 
activities. [SSEP-29], [SSEP-30] 

“Leaving the technical and engineering matters to the Nuclear Decommissioning 
Authority (NDA) to solve some time „in the future‟ is a double whammy. They need 
to be addressed NOW, and not just by the NDA – who is also responsible for the 
waste! They must also be subject to independent scrutiny. There is no reason to 
believe that safety or security can be guaranteed „some time in the future‟.” (64) 

“The NDA is currently both the customer for and the supplier of the GDF. As the 
“controlling mind” for the GDF, at this stage, the NDA occupies a position similar to 
that of a Site License Company ultimately responsible for the safe operation of the 
facility but it is also responsible for delivering the Government programme for 
resolution of the current lack of a long-term disposal route for higher activity 
radioactive waste. Even at this formative stage the NI believes that a robust but 
constructive customer/supplier relationship has many advantages in ensuring that 
safety, security, environment or planning problems are resolved in a pragmatic and 
affordable manner and also ensures that the regulators are clear on who has 
responsibility for demonstrating compliance with regulations.” (65) 

 

 

 

Other issues 

Response to critics.  Several consultees either explicitly state or implicitly imply that there 
needs to be a more effective response to critics and critical views in the Partnership‟s 
work.  In relation to safety, security, environment and planning this particularly applies to 
the NWAA issues register, and Professor Haszeldine‟s challenges to the NDA. [SSEP-33] 

“I am disappointed by the inadequate response both to Professor Haszeldine‟s 
criticism of the NDA‟s R & D programme and to the NWAA Issues Register.  The 
guiding principle appears to be that “something will turn up”.  This kind of thinking is 
how, in a mere 60 years, we have managed to produce waste that will be 
hazardous for hundreds of thousands of years and can think of nothing better to do 
with it than bury it under the National Park.” (66) 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 
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5.4 Views of respondents who agree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

Overall confidence in opinions.  Several people say that they accept the Partnership‟s 
initial opinions because they are confident or happy that particular aspects have been 
covered as much as they can for now – including variously in relation to general safety 
considerations, the safety case process, regulatory approvals process, planning process, 
security and the R&D programme.  A few make reference to further investigations or clarity 
emerging should the process continue. [SSEP-1] 

“This is an initial opinion and has considered all of the areas we would consider 
important. The next stages as this moves forward will require detailed information 
and a more thorough review.” (67) 

“I believe adequate steps have been taken by the Partnership to ensure that, as far 
as is reasonable at this stage of the process, the required safety, security, 
environment and planning processes and controls are, or can be expected to be, in 
place.” (68) 

 

Criterion a) – Regulatory and planning processes 

Comments on nuclear industry/regulatory history and other organisations.  
Comments on this subject from those agreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions are 
naturally more positive than previous comments on the same issue.  In particular the 
safety record and strong regulatory scrutiny of the nuclear industry is mentioned, as well 
as some positive comments about the NDA‟s ability to perform its role.  The need for 
regulators to have the support of and interaction with the community is mentioned, as well 
as some concern over regulator capacity, specifically responsiveness to the multiple 
challenges of a safety case and retaining information and expertise over generations. 
[SSEP-11] 

“This process in the UK is robust and I believe we can have confidence in 
regulatory oversight.” (69) 

“Regulatory input is large within the Nuclear industry, the ONR and EA are praised 
as being strict and independent, they wield the necessary power to enforce 
regulations and legislation (Ask anyone who has the pleasure of working with 
them). Because of this I do not believe it would be possible to build a repository if 
the ONR/EA did not deem it acceptably safe (an example of their rigour is the 
current new build design acceptance process).” (70) 

Others suggest the regulators should be working to increase their competence and 
visibility. [SSEP-12] 

“Those against disposal in Cumbria seem to suspect a long running multi-
government conspiracy to put the waste here. It's difficult to counter anecdotal 
conspiracy theories. The public should be able to rely on the regulators to ensure 
that any development is safe and environmentally responsible. Unfortunately, it is 
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quite easy for people to be cynical about regulation, pointing, for example, to the 
role of the financial regulators and the banking sector. Therefore it is important that 
EA and ONR develop excellent competence in the relevant issues and visibly 
promote their role to challenge the development every step of the way to protect the 
public interest.” (71) 

 

Planning.  There are still some concerns about the uncertainties surrounding the planning 
process from these respondents, including future uncertainties and the need to balance 
different views within the planning process (though these concerns tend to be more about 
minority views overriding the majority).  Some specific queries arise from this set of 
submissions, notably how would a Major Infrastructure Planning Unit (MIPU) process 
impact on voluntarism and the need to consider the statutory purpose of national parks 
and tests for major development.17 [SSEP-13], [SSEP-14] 

“If, as indicated, the development of a repository, were to be included in the scope 
of the Major Infrastructure Planning Unit, it will be important to gain an early 
understanding of if and how this would impact the process in terms of volunteerism. 
If the scope of MIPU incorporates the siting of projects within its remit where they 
are deemed to be most suitable in terms of the national interest will this affect the 
GDF process and impact or override the wishes of local communities.” (72) 

“It is Government's longstanding view that major development (surface facilities 
would fall under this definition) should not take place in National Parks save in 
exceptional circumstances outlined in the English National Parks and Broads UK 
Government Vision and Circular 2010, and Planning Policy Statement 7.” (73) 

 

 

Criterion b) – Safety 

There are few comments directly relating to safety, other than those saying they are 
content safety or the safety case process has been adequately covered, comments on the 
importance of safety and comments on the NDA‟s R&D programme (ranging from its 
overall importance to the expectation of further work on this).  A few of the concerns about 
long-term safety and uncertainty are also reflected in these submissions, whilst others 
express confidence about safety or mention specific safety case aspects: 

“Do we have technically qualified people to give us advice - YES, augmented by 
other nationally based experts. I have lived and worked in Cumbria since 1970 and 
at no time have I felt threatened or unsafe - even when visiting Sellafield.“ (74) 

“Similarly, assume that all locations will provide geological surprises such as 
unforeseen faulting. A safety case that is dependent on full understanding of all 
faults and other geological details would be fragile. There needs to be a large 
tolerance within the safety case to 'adverse' geological features.” (75) 

                                                        
17

 NB MIPU is now the National Infrastructure Directorate (NID). 
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Other issues 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

5.5 Views of respondents who partly agree or are not sure about the 
Partnership’s initial opinions 

Again, these respondents tend to focus on the uncertainty about safety, particularly in the 
long-term, and the planning process.  Concerns about environment not being taken fully 
into account and about the slow progress or narrow scope of the R&D programme are also 
raised.  There are also a few specific requests for further information.  These include: 

 The Office for Nuclear Regulation (ONR) role needs explaining. [SSEP-15] 

 What is the process for agreeing the repository can „go live‟ and how would operation 
be regulated? [SSEP-16] 

 How does current surface storage situation compare to a potential GDF/s in terms of 
risks, impacts, safety/security and costs? [SSEP-34] 

 Who would operate the facility? [SSEP-35] 

“We have concerns at the low level of visibility throughout the process to date of the 
Office of Nuclear Regulation (ONR).” (76) 

A few participants suggest that a site should be chosen that minimises transport for safety 
reasons. [SSEP-36] 

“The surface transportation of radioactive waste is inherently unsafe and therefore 
should be minimised to the maximum extent.” (77) 

 

5.6 Views of respondents who give no judgement on the Partnership’s 
initial opinions 

There are few supporting comments here, ranging from general support or opposition to 
specific concerns, for example about the complexity of regulatory structures.  
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5.7 Safety, security, environment and planning: summary of views and 
Partnership response 

A summary of views relating to safety, security, environment and planning is given below – 
these cover the range of views from those agreeing with or accepting the Partnership‟s 
initial opinions on safety, security, environment and planning, to those challenging or 
expressing concern.  
 
 
SSEP-1. Details of safety, security, environment and planning are enough for this stage. 

Partnership response: We note this positive response to our initial opinions but also recognise 
that a full range of views on safety, security, environment and planning has emerged from 
consultation responses.  We have responded to others expressing more concern in the relevant 
places. 
 
 
 
 
Criterion a) – Regulatory and planning processes 
 
SSEP-2. The nuclear industry has a poor safety record. 

Partnership response: We recognise there are a range of views on the nuclear industry overall, 
including its safety record and the effectiveness of the regulators.  These views are understandably 
based on people‟s own perception of the industry and regulators, and often on real and 
catastrophic events.  Whilst we absolutely recognise the importance of historical events, our work 
is necessarily based on the processes that are or could be put in place now, for this particular 

development. [Reference paragraphs 6.44 – 6.48 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-3. The regulators may not have the capacity to deal with the safety case and to 
retain knowledge over the time period required.  There is additional concern that regulators 
may not be able to deliver in the future due to underestimation of the scale of the 
challenge or the impact of Government cuts. 

Partnership response: We note these concerns but we feel we have received sufficient 
reassurance from the regulators that they would be able to procure capacity and capability to fulfil 
the work required of them (see Document 36.1, section 7).  We have also asked the EA and the 
ONR at the highest level to confirm their capacity to deliver the work required.  The joint working 
arrangements of the regulators provide further confidence on this point.  We suggest that any 
future Partnership may wish to commission an independent audit and review of the regulators 
capacity and funding stability to support the MRWS programme.  This could include whether the 
regulatory funding regime has been problematic in other areas or previous work, what stakeholder 
attitudes are to the funding regime, and therefore whether it is likely to be a problem for MRWS. 

[Reference paragraphs 10.16 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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SSEP-4. There is a lack of confidence and trust in the regulators.  Also the Partnership 
appears to have an incomplete understanding of the regulatory set-up.  What is the basis 
for the Partnership‟s confidence in regulation?  

Partnership response: We acknowledge that some members of the public have these concerns 
but given what we have heard from the regulators over the past three years, we do not currently 
share them.  In an attempt to address the concern however, we are asking the EA and the ONR at 
the highest possible level to provide a statement that illustrates their capacity, their independence 
and willingness to stand up to pressure from parties to license a borderline site and say „no‟, as 
well as examples of where they have enforced authorisation conditions on major projects.  We will 
suggest in our Final Report that any future Partnership should a maintain watching brief on the 
development of regulatory processes, and the robustness of regulation.  We agree that it would be 
helpful to provide some more detail on the ONR‟s role and we will do so in our Final Report. 

[Reference paragraphs 3.15, 10.5, 10.12, 10.17 – 10.19 and 10.40 in the Partnership’s 
Final Report.]  
 
 
SSEP-5. The planning process may change and it is not clear how that would affect an 
application for a GDF.  In addition, how can the Partnership therefore have confidence in 
an unknown planning process?  

Partnership response: We know that the planning process could change between now and a 
potential repository development, and we recognise the fears and tensions that exist over different 
views dominating the process.  Although we have already sought clarification on what a planning 
process might look like, we have asked DECC again to set out whether MRWS would be handled 
through the National Infrastructure Directorate or not.  If it is too early to know, we have asked 
them to specify why there has been no decision and when it will be made.  We also recognise that, 
ultimately, host communities and DMBs would have influence over the wider MRWS process 
through the Community Siting Partnership. 

We are investigating options for gaining greater assurance about the right of withdrawal.  We will 
strengthen our initial opinion to say that, if the process continues in West Cumbria to the point of 
planning, whatever the planning process ends up being, the ability of the DMBs to influence it 
needs to be built-in.  The adequacy of opportunity for DMBs to influence the planning process 
would need to be carefully evaluated throughout the process in order to inform advice or decisions 
about the right of withdrawal. 

In addition, the DMBs or a future Community Siting Partnership (CSP) may wish to look in more 
detail at the potential role of statutory consultees, neighbourhood planning and Local Development 
Frameworks in the planning process, with the view to potentially exploring different ways of 

involving Host Communities in the planning process.  [Reference Box 10.3 and paragraphs 
10.25 – 10.30 and 10.32 – 10.35 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 
 
SSEP-6. The decision-making structures for the planning process are unclear, particularly 
who would influence the outcome.  For example, will national interests override local 
views, could local minorities sway planning decisions? 

Partnership response: See response to SSEP-5. 
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SSEP-7. There is a potential conflict of interest for local DMBs because of their role in 
Partnership arrangements and planning decisions. 

Partnership response: We note this concern and also note that this is likely to be related to 
overall issues about trust and risks of predetermination that cut across many of the consultation 
responses we have received.  It is difficult to change perceptions without a long process of trust 
building, however we have considered several ways in which trust between various parties 
involved in the process can be continually improved.  We have sought legal advice throughout the 
Partnership process, including on the corporate governance of the Partnership covering issues 
such as predetermination and member interests (Document 225) – we will reference this more 
clearly in our Final Report to the three Councils.  We would expect any future CSP to 
accommodate this kind of conflict interest between involvement in the MRWS process and any 

planning applications.  [Reference paragraph 4.15 and 10.26 – 10.27 in the Partnership’s 
Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-8. There is a lack of trust in the planning system‟s integrity and ability to resist the 
development of a GDF.  A GDF application would also be outside the normal remit of local 
planners. 

Partnership response: We understand this concern and feel our responses to issues SSEP-5, 
SSEP-6 and SSEP-9 (below) address this issue. 

 
 
SSEP-9. Concerns about planning enforcement, e.g. risks to adequate local enforcement, 
lack of consideration of planning issues after completion of a GDF. 

Partnership response: We agree that additional resources would be required for enforcing 
planning conditions.  We anticipate that such resources would be obtained via mechanisms such 
as S106 agreements that are legally binding.  There is experience that these arrangements work 
but we note that they would only be relevant many years from now, in Stage 5 and mainly Stage 6 
of the MRWS process. 
 
 
SSEP-10. Various points about the Lake District National Park Authority and its role in the 
planning process: lack of clarity/marginalisation of LDNPA; surface facilities should not be 
within LDNP, concern LDNPA would adopt a NIMBY approach. 

Partnership response: Our consultation document highlighted the issue of the National Park 
(p42).  We note the various concerns expressed about the National Park in submissions to the 

consultation, so we will revisit what we will say in our Final Report about this.  [Reference 
paragraphs 10.36 – 10.37 and 10.40 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-11. The nuclear industry and regulators in the UK have a good safety record. 

Partnership response: See response to SSEP-2. 
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SSEP-12. The regulators should increase their visibility to engender public confidence. 

Partnership response: We agree.  We will ask the regulators to consider this.  We have also 
asked the EA and the ONR to provide some examples of how they have made major enforcement 

decisions in the past.  [Reference paragraph 10.16 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-13. How would a MIPU process impact on voluntarism?  

Partnership response: The planning and voluntarism processes are two separate processes.  
Voluntarism is enshrined in policy so, as we understand it, currently a centralised planning process 
could not override the process of voluntarism, except to refuse planning where a community has 

already volunteered.  [Reference paragraph 10.30 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-14. Consideration should be taken of National Park statutory purpose and tests for 
major development. 

Partnership response: See response to SSEP-10. 

 
 
SSEP-15. The ONR role needs explaining. 

Partnership response: See response to SSEP-4. 
 
 
SSEP-16. What is the process for agreeing the repository can „go live‟ and how would 
operation be regulated? 

Partnership response: We provided an illustration of the interfaces between planning and 
regulation throughout future MRWS stages, as we see them, in the consultation document (p41).  
However, we will see if we can provide further commentary on this to clarify the possible points at 
which development could be paused or stopped should certain requirements not be met, as well as 

being clearer about regulatory roles during operations.  [Reference paragraphs 2.24 and 
10.24 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
 
 
Criterion b) – Safety 
 
SSEP-17. Safety cannot be 100% guaranteed – the level of uncertainty is not acceptable. 
For example, some say simply “it will not be safe”. Others argue unforeseeable risks 
cannot be taken account of in safety cases and there is too much uncertainty. 

Partnership response: We accept that safety cannot be 100% guaranteed for a repository, but 
this is true of any development in any industry.  The process of making a safety case exists to 
minimise the risks of a repository and we believe we have sufficient knowledge of the safety case 
process at this stage.  If the regulators were not satisfied a safety case could be made for a 
repository at a particular site, it would not be built.  We recognise there are many more specific 
concerns about safety and have responded to these issues in the relevant places in this report.  In 
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addition to this, we also note that, in its report to the Government in 2006, CoRWM argued that the 
safety of geological disposal needs to be compared with that of the main alternative (long-term 
storage).  Concerns about potential loss of institutional control over storage over several hundred 
years contributed to CoRWM‟s final conclusions about geological disposal (see paragraph 34, 

p109 of CoRWM‟s final report – Document 700 on CoRWM‟s website).  [Reference paragraphs 
2.2 – 2.4, 6.3 – 6.13, 10.1 – 10.5 and 10.52 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-18. The security risk of a GDF is a concern.  Specific concerns include the 
concentration of waste from all over the UK, co-location of a GDF and new nuclear power 
stations and longevity of security needs.  There also needs to be further consideration of 
generic security features, underground vs surface security, nature of physical security 
measures and understanding the level of security needed. 

Partnership response: We acknowledge the strength of opinion on security issues that has been 
expressed through the consultation process, in particular about the lack of information in the 
consultation document relating to security.  We agree that more information and evidence on 
security considerations is important and as a result we have asked the regulators to provide more 
information on high-level approaches, principles and considerations that will be taken into account 
when regulating security of a repository and associated facilities (beyond the information currently 
in Document 36.1).  We will also ask when it would be possible to form firmer views on security 
arrangements, as designs and potential locations become clearer if Stage 4 proceeds.  We will 

also add a new opinion specifically on security to our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 
10.68 – 10.76 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-19. Transportation of waste to a GDF is a concern due to the security risk it 
presents.  In addition there needs to be a better explanation of how transport would be 
regulated and there is inadequate coverage of transport safety. 

Partnership response: We recognise concerns about the security and safety of transporting 
radioactive waste.  We agree that more information is important and as a result we have asked the 
regulators to provide more information on their approach to managing the safety and security of 
waste transport, in particular how they would see safety and security of transported waste being 

regulated for a GDF (beyond the information currently in Document 36.1).  [Reference 
paragraphs 10.68 – 10.76 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 

 

SSEP-20. The overall impact on the environment of a GDF has not been sufficiently 
considered. 

Partnership response: We share concerns about environmental impacts but believe that these 
would be for consideration in more detail through the Environmental Impact Assessment and 
Strategic Environmental Assessment procedures, should the process continue.  In our Final Report 
we will clarify the envisaged schedule for these processes more clearly.  Ultimately, if the 
regulators were not satisfied a safety case could be made due to outstanding environmental 

concerns, a facility would not be built.  [Reference paragraphs 10.20 – 10.21, 11.3 and 11.9 
– 11.10 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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SSEP-21. Unsuitable geology in West Cumbria means a GDF would not be safe. 

Partnership response: We agree that if the geology in West Cumbria is unsuitable, a GDF would 

be unsafe and would not be built.  We will cover this in our Final Report. .  [Reference 
paragraph 8.34 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 

SSEP-22. The shorter timescales desired by the Government may impact upon safety.  In 
addition, other pressures could cause short cuts to be taken, e.g. lack of alternatives to 
West Cumbria, cutbacks in funding and predisposition to succeed. 

Partnership response: We agree that shorter timescales would have implications for the whole 
MRWS process, and we highlighted the Minister‟s desire for acceleration in our consultation 
document (p13).  We are quite clear that the regulators must not allow any potential or actual 
pressures on the process to jeopardise the safety or security of any potential site.  We have also 
asked DECC for an update on the „acceleration‟ work so we can take any further view necessary 

on it before we complete our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 6.38 – 6.40 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-23. Risk needs to be more clearly defined and laid out, including the scale of 
potential risks and consequences.  Specifics include human error, climate change impacts, 
land movement, critical events, etc. 

Partnership response: We agree that we could usefully add more clarity about potential risks and 
the scale of such risks in our Final Report – we will try to do so.  The NDA has published a Risk 

Register that provides a good basis for understanding the risks being considered.  [Reference 
paragraphs 6.10 – 6.13 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-24. Concerns over co-locating a GDF with other nuclear sites, e.g. new build – 
implication of a major incident/catastrophe at another site? 

Partnership response: A safety case would take into account existing facilities and relevant 
developments nearby to a potential GDF. We accept that safety cannot be 100% guaranteed for a 
repository, but this is true of any development in any industry.  The process of making a safety 
case exists to assess whether or not the level of risk is acceptable from the point of view of the 
regulators. If the regulators were not satisfied that a safety case could be made, they would not 

allow a facility to be built.  [Reference paragraphs 10.1 – 10.5 and 10.52 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-25. No amount of planning can prevent a human error causing a disaster. 

Partnership response: See response to SSEP-23. 
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SSEP-26. Eventually an incident will happen/what happens if there is a criticality 
event/earthquake/incident? 

Partnership response: See response to SSEP-23. 

 
 
SSEP-27. There is no basis for the Partnership‟s confidence that it would be possible to 
devise a safety case that meets ALARP principles and protects people. 

Partnership response: We have not attempted to reach a judgement at this stage regarding our 
level of confidence that it would be possible to devise a safety case that meets ALARP (as low as 
reasonably practicable) principles.  In our Final Report we will clarify what ALARP means and how 
it fits with safety case development.  We note that the ALARP principles underpin risk assessment 
and safety case development and therefore believe that the process for making a safety case is 
acceptable.  We note that if a safety case for a GDF in a specific location could not meet ALARP 
principles it would not be accepted by the regulators and a facility would therefore not be built in 

that location.  [Reference paragraph 10.52 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-28. The NDA‟s R&D programme is progressing too slowly and is not wide enough in 
scope.  In addition the requirements of the R&D programme need to be more clearly 
defined and the Partnership needs to pay more attention to the importance of R&D to the 
success of the programme. 

Partnership response: We understand concerns about lack of progress with the R&D 
programme, as well as the lack of clarity over the timescales for completing individual research 
topics.  The creation, by the NDA, of an Issues Management Process has gone some way to 
addressing these concerns, but it is still very much in its infancy.  We will amend our opinion on 

R&D to better reflect these concerns.  [Reference paragraphs 10.60 – 10.61, 10.63 and 
10.66 – 10.67 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 

 

SSEP-29. There is a lack of confidence and trust in the NDA.  There are also some 
suggestions for addressing these concerns. 

Partnership response: We have pulled out concerns about trust in the NDA and suggestions for 
addressing this lack of trust from the consultation responses.  We will pass these on to the NDA.  
In addition we will suggest in our Final Report that there is a need to review the regulators‟ 
assessment of NDA‟s fitness for purpose as developers and to commission an independent audit 
and review of the NDA‟s capacity, funding stability, skill base and cultural norms to support the 

MRWS programme, especially in light of austerity measures.  [Reference paragraphs 10.60 – 
10.61 and 10.67 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-30. Close independent assessment and scrutiny is required for the safety case 
process/R&D/NDA activities. 

Partnership response: We agree that independent scrutiny of the NDA‟s work is essential in any 
future process, and that further work is needed on many of the issues raised by the NWAA Issue 
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Register and the Rock Solid report, should the process continue.  We will suggest that any future 
partnership considers more frequently seeking independent advice, or potentially setting up an 
independent panel that is on-call for advice or to review the NDA‟s work.  We also note that the 
RWMD have worked to put in place a process for issues management, and to integrate it with their 

other programmes.  [Reference paragraphs 10.66 – 10.67 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 
 
 
SSEP-31. All the issues in the NWAA Issues Lists and Rock Solid report are not 
sufficiently dealt with. 

Partnership response: See response to SSEP-30. 

 
 
SSEP-32. Concerns over the reduction in public funding and if the regulators/NDA are 
funded enough to do the work needed. 

Partnership response: see response to SSEP-3. 
 
 
 
 
Other issues 
 

SSEP-33.  There needs to be a more effective response to critics (e.g. NWAA issues 
register, Professor Haszeldine). 

Partnership response: We recognise the importance of addressing critical input in order to 
ensure a robust process which assesses and responds to key issues, and we have tried to seek a 
balanced view including critical voices on several topics.  This has often been an iterative process 
of input and response and in some cases we know that a full resolution on all issues cannot be 
gained at this stage.  However, we know that a lack of resolution over particular issues or concerns 
leaves an outstanding feeling of uncertainty.  We are heartened by the RWMD‟s revised issues 
management process as a mechanism for dealing with issues and concerns and thus reducing that 
level of uncertainty, and will reference this in our Final Report, but also recognise the need for on-
going scrutiny and independent advice should the process continue in West Cumbria.  

[Reference paragraphs 10.66 – 10.67 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 
 
SSEP-34. How does the current surface storage situation compare to a potential GDF/s in 
terms of risks, impacts, safety/security and costs? 

Partnership response: This issue was central to the work of the Committee on Radioactive Waste 
Management (CoRWM) in producing its report to the Government in 2006 and as such is not within 
the Partnership‟s remit.  However, further detail can be found in CoRWM‟s 2006 report (Document 

700 on CoRWM‟s website).  [Reference paragraphs 2.2 – 2.4 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 
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SSEP-35. Who would operate the facility? 

Partnership response: The NDA says: “The Radioactive Waste Management Directorate 
(RWMD) of the NDA is responsible for the programme that delivers the geological disposal facility. 
In due course its ownership may be opened up to competition in line with other NDA sites.  Further 
dialogue with Government, the regulators and the supply chain will be required before the step is 

taken to determine whether this is the appropriate implementation approach.”  [Reference 
paragraph 2.17 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
SSEP-36. A site should be chosen that minimises transport for safety reasons. 

Partnership response: This is something that would need to be considered as part of a potential 
siting process.  We also note that transport would be one of the criteria for desk-based 
assessments. 
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6. Impacts 
 

6.1 What the Partnership asked 

The Partnership‟s initial opinions on impacts were as follows: 

CRITERION a) – Direct impacts 
We wanted to be „confident that appropriate possibilities exist to assess and manage 
environmental, social and economic impacts appropriately if they occur‟. 

Our initial opinions are: 

 We have received a good deal of information on the generic impacts, both positive and 
negative, of developing a repository; from the NDA, through public and stakeholder 
engagement, and from the commissioned perceptions research.  For most of the 
impacts identified, our initial opinion at this stage is that an acceptable process can be 
put in place during the next stage of the MRWS process to assess and mitigate any 
negative impacts.  However, the research and strategy to protect the brand and 
reputation of the area is not yet complete and will be considered before forming our 
final opinions and reporting to the Councils. 

 
CRITERION b) – Long-term direction 
We wanted to be „confident that the possibility of a repository fits appropriately with the 
overall direction of the relevant community/ies‟. 

Our initial opinions are: 

 The development of a repository appears broadly compatible with the economic 
aspirations of West Cumbria, although it is recognised within the Partnership that the 
long-term implications for the urban and rural economy will need to be better 
understood and properly considered if West Cumbria enters the siting process.  We 
note, however, that we have yet to consider the results of our brand protection work. 

 
CRITERION c) – Economic sustainability 
We wanted to be „confident that accepting a repository at some point in the future, and 
committing the host area to a nuclear future for many generations to come, is economically 
advantageous and will contribute to economic sustainability‟. 

Our initial opinions are: 

 At this time there appears to be enough of a prospect of new job-creating opportunities 
in West Cumbria to move into the next stage of the MRWS process, but more 
substantial evidence would be needed to move beyond it.  The Community Benefits 
Principles provide the basis for future discussions between community representatives 
and the Government about how long-term sustainable employment and appropriate 
diversification could be achieved. 
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The Partnership asked the following questions as part of the public consultation: 

We are keen to understand the reasons why people hold particular views on our initial 
opinions so that we can take them into account before advising the three Councils. 
 
Question 3.1  Do you agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on the impacts, 
both positive and negative, of a repository in West Cumbria?  
 
                        Yes            No  Not Sure/Partly 
 
Question 3.2  It would be helpful if you could set out your reasons.  In particular:  

   Please explain which parts you agree or disagree with and why.   

   If you are not sure, what would help you make up your mind?  

 

 

6.2 Overview of submissions 

618 consultation submissions answer this question directly, either through a response form 
or as part of a letter/email response.  In addition, many of the letters, emails and 
comments slips received, whilst not responding explicitly to the question asked by the 
Partnership, bring up the topic of impacts, and reflect many of the views contained within 
the direct responses to this question. 

Of these 618 respondents, 280 say they do not agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions 
on impacts and 213 agree with them.  Please note these numbers are for context only – 
consultation submissions have come from a self-selecting group of people and any 
breakdown of numbers is therefore not statistically significant.  Most of the remaining 
respondents are not sure or partly agree, with a few choosing not to select an option.  
Reasons for agreeing, not agreeing or expressing uncertainty are outlined below, including 
any additional issues brought up in comments slips, letters and emails. 

 

6.3 Views of respondents who disagree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

The concerns of people not agreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on impacts 
focus largely on specific impacts that respondents feel the Partnership has not properly 
considered.  This includes direct impacts and longer term economic and societal impacts.  
Some people also focus on a broader set of impacts around issues such as geology, 
safety and new build.  These issues are covered in other sections of this report. 
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CRITERION a) – Direct impacts 

Direct impacts.  The following list outlines impacts that respondents are particularly 
concerned about: 

 Tourism – a major concern that the tourism industry will suffer.  Also concerns about 
the overall impact on the National Park, and on perceptions of the area. [IMP-1] 

 Employment – suggestions that employment benefit will actually be minimal and short-
term, and outweighed by negative impacts, for example that job losses in tourism over 
time would far outweigh short-term job gains from a GDF.  Also concern that jobs 
would not go to local people, that an influx of workers would disrupt communities (for 
example through an increase in crime and disease), and a desire to ensure jobs would 
go to local people.  In addition there are some statements about the nature of jobs 
provided, for example one that they would not help the long-term unemployed, and 
another that jobs provided would be largely unskilled (for example security guards). 
[IMP-2], [IMP-3], [IMP-4] 

“Visitors come the area because of the scenery not because of the nuclear industry. 
Will the added infrastructure created to support the nuclear industry not have a 
detrimental impact on the environment and the tourism industry, people don't come to 
Cumbria and expect large roads they come for the peace and tranquillity so added 
infrastructure will be no added benefit. Destroying the tourism industry in order to 
create a small number of long term jobs. The impact on tourism businesses in the area, 
would they survive if this was built on our doorstep.” (78) 

 General concern that the negative impacts would outweigh the positive, or that positive 
impacts do not exist. [IMP-5] 

 Transport infrastructure – concern this is not adequate and that a GDF would also 
increase pressure on already poor infrastructure.  Additionally, the distribution of 
infrastructure improvements (roads etc) for a facility is a concern, with some consultees 
feeling they would not get any benefit of improved infrastructure, but would suffer 
impacts like increased traffic through their areas. [IMP-6], [IMP-7] 

“The transport infrastructure of Cumbria is not suitable for such a facility. Just look at 
the problems in 2009 floods? The current suggestions from climatologists is that 
extreme weather patterns will increase in the coming years.” (79) 

 House prices – worries that these would suffer and concerns about delivery of 
compensation or Property Value Protection (PVP).  Suggestion that a mechanism must 
be put in place to protect against a possible fall in house prices. [IMP-8] 

 Impact on the farming and food industries, as well as small businesses in general. 
[IMP-9], [IMP-10] 

“Not only will it reduce the number of small technologically based business' which might 
be persuaded to set up in the area but it will harm tourism and the food industry.  The 
food industry is a fast growing industry in the UK but West Cumbria is behind the rest 
of the country in developing new products - cheese making, new breeds of sheep and 
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cattle etc - and no one will move to the area if it becomes synonymous with the Nuclear 
Industry.” (80) 

 Construction impacts, including in particular spoil, and what would be done with this (as 
well as the amount of spoil produced), as well as impacts on air quality and noise.  This 
includes concerns about pre-construction impacts such as boreholes. [IMP-11] 

“Spoil is a major issue that needs to be better addressed. It is insufficient to say that it 
is purely site specific. NDA should produce principles for spoil disposal.  If the spoil had 
to be transported away from the site this would cause additional disruption if sent by 
road. The repository should be located somewhere accessible by rail. This would be a 
constraint on suitable site locations and may result in no suitable site.” (81) 

“Want better visibility of the impacts from the actual construction period e.g. transport 
impact, generation of carbon particulates, numbers of workers staying locally.” (82) 

 Environmental impacts – both general and more specifically on landscape/visual 
impact and water quality. [IMP-12] 

 Health and well-being of this and future generations. [IMP-13] 

“The partnership's initial opinions of the impacts of a nuclear waste repository are 
superficial to say the least. The long term effects again have not been considered i.e. 
physical and mental health of communities.” (83) 

 The potential impact of a GDF on seismic activity – i.e. increasing the likelihood of 
geological disturbances and what the impacts of seismic testing would be on surface 
structures. [IMP-14] 

 The impact on wider areas outside the vicinity of a host community (such as the whole 
of Cumbria, visitors to the Lake District, wider counties and the UK taxpayer). [IMP-15] 

“When, and not if, the radiation leaks it won't just affect a small area of Cumbria but the 
lives and livelihood of many thousands of people.” (84) 

 Concern about impacts for a potential World Heritage site. [IMP-16] 

“It would damage the World Heritage Site of Hadrian‟s Wall and damage any potential 
WHS status for the Lake District. The compensation package couldn't be big enough to 
ameliorate this.” (85) 

 Queries over the impact (for example in terms of perceptions) of currently being in the 
process and potentially of continuing with Stage 4? [IMP-17] 

“Any decision to consider a repository will blight the whole area for 15 to 20 years while 
decisions are made. We will ruin the area as a great recreation area for the rest of our 
country - particularly the young people.” (86) 

 The impact on public rights of way. [IMP-18] 

 Concerns over water supply and waste water. [IMP-19] 

“Water and wastewater services are vital for the future health and well-being of the 
North West community and the protection of the environment. When developing your 
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future policies, designs and specifications you should consider the impacts on the 
health and well-being of the community, environment and ensure infrastructure 
capacity is available and protected for future generations. If these cannot be 
addressed, an alternative design, location and/or timescale should be sought. 

Inappropriate development could result in the closing of a hospital and/or school etc, 
due to the inappropriate development siphoning off the historical water or wastewater 
infrastructure capacity; no water supply for washing and catering facilities and/or 
sewerage flooding of the property/highway” (87) 

 
 

CRITERIA b and c) – Long-term direction and economic sustainability 

Economic sustainability and long-term direction.  There are some comments 
suggesting that the presence of a GDF would not contribute to economic sustainability, 
partly because benefits in relation to employment and investment are likely to be short 
term and partly because of the potential impact on other high value industries such as 
tourism, food and farming.  In relation to long-term direction, the over reliance of West 
Cumbria on the nuclear industry is mentioned, as well as the need to keep a diversified 
economy and even actively move away from nuclear.  

The balance between nuclear and tourism interests is particularly prominent throughout 
responses to this question.  Some respondents give figures for the amount of income or 
number of jobs at stake in the tourism industry over the long term compared to what they 
see as short term and temporary employment or income gains. [IMP-23], [IMP-24] 

“It is economic madness to put all the eggs in one basket as far as the economy of 
West Cumbria is concerned. I agree with Cumbria County Council's point about 
having no other kinds of industry or tourism. It leads to a complacent population 
without the skills to divert to other kinds of business if something goes wrong or 
when the build is completed.“ (88) 

“The majority of this community accept Sellafield being here because it is almost 
the sole source of employment. The wages are good for those who work at 
Sellafield but the lack of diversity in employment impedes wider economic and 
cultural growth. Consequently we are a backwater in the country and the proposed 
repository will do nothing to increase the diversity of employment in the area. 

We were dependent on heavy industry and as that declined there was an opening 
for the nuclear industry to develop here. Our isolation, great deprivation and high 
unemployment created the right environment for this industry that no other part of 
the country wanted in their area. The influx of skilled workers from outside the area 
reduced the opportunities for the less skilled workers getting the better jobs on site. 
There is an exodus of our brightest and best children to university outside the area 
and those who do not want to work at Sellafield do not come back. Consequently 
we have little entrepreneurship in the area.” (89) 
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Other issues 

Brand protection.  Some people responding to this question want to know what the 
outcomes of the Brand Protection study are, indeed a few are concerned the results were 
not available during the consultation period.  Others suggest how the brand might change 
for the worse with the presence of a GDF and one response expresses the concern that 
the Partnership is more concerned about „brand‟ and perceptions than actual impacts. 
[IMP-26], [IMP-27] 

“It is again disappointing that the partnership have failed to share their "branding 
report" as part of the consultation, no decisions should be taken to move forward 
until this has been done.” (90) 

 

Scale and longevity.  The overall scale of potential impacts, including uncertainty about 
what this might be, is of concern to some people.  This includes overall concerns about the 
large scale of the project.  In addition other respondents express worry about long-term or 
unknown impacts not yet considered or even known about.  Several respondents query 
the Partnership‟s apparent lack of knowledge about the scale of impacts, short- and long- 
term, calling for a comparative analysis of the different impacts and benefits in terms of 
scale and timescales.  Many people see any benefits or positive impacts as being limited 
and short-term, whilst negative impacts are seen as wider in scope and long-term. [IMP-
28], [IMP-29], [IMP-30], [IMP-31] 

“Its not possible to mitigate many of the direct impacts, let alone the multiple indirect 
ones, which don't appear to have even been considered.” (91) 

“It would have been helpful if the Partnership had expanded upon their list in the 
consultation document and provided respondents with a qualitative understanding 
of the likely generic impacts. This would not have been difficult, because the 
Nuclear Decommissioning Agency‟s reference document expands upon the generic 
impacts contained within the consultation document and provides a more helpful 
indication of how these impacts might affect people and the environment.” (92) 

 

New principles.  One consultee suggests that principles for spoil disposal, Property Value 
Protection (PVP), protection of local jobs etc should be drawn up in advance of a decision 
about participation. [IMP-35] 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
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These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising.  

 

 

 

6.4 Views of respondents who agree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION a) – Direct impacts 

Positive impacts.  Comments from those in support of the Partnership‟s initial opinions on 
impacts tend to focus more on the potential positive impacts of a GDF rather than the 
negative impacts.  A few believe that positive impacts would outweigh negative, or that the 
negative impacts could be minimised or mitigated against. [IMP-20] 

 
Other direct impacts.  One respondent suggests transport of waste is a separate issue 
(i.e. not for consideration specifically in this consultation) as it will affect Cumbria wherever 
a GDF is located.  Others query whether there would be compulsory purchase and reflect 
earlier comments on protecting house prices.  There are also some caveats, for example 
around the National Park. [IMP-21], [IMP-22] 

“I am pleased to see little comment on transport of the waste as it is true that this 
will affect West Cumbria regardless of the location and is therefore a separate issue 
at this stage.” (93) 

“I don‟t see any reference to the possibility of compulsory purchase of land, homes 
etc.” (94) 

“I feel we could proceed to the next stage provided we have undertakings from the 
Govt that property prices will be underpinned.” (95) 

“As a strong supported of Nuclear Power I would be supportive of a repository in 
Cumbria. The area chosen however would need to have no effect on the Lake 
District National Park and be supported by local residents” (96) 

 

 

CRITERIA b and c) – Long-term direction and economic sustainability 

Long-term benefits.  Others focus on positive impacts on employment, economic 
sustainability and long-term direction – for example some people say that West Cumbria is 
used to a nuclear presence and has the nuclear skills and expertise already in place; 
others say that West Cumbria should positively move towards a nuclear future.  The 
prospect of ongoing investment and the idea of West Cumbria as a continuing hub of 
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nuclear or scientific expertise is appealing to some respondents, whilst others suggest that 
West Cumbria needs as much new industry as it can get. [IMP-25] 

“A GDF should be considered as part of a wider nuclear vision for W Cumbria. 
There is also an opportunity to regard a GDF as a leading scientific and 
environmental management flagship project, particularly if connected to the 
responsible restoration of the Sellafield site.” (97) 

“The long term impact should be for the benefit of West Cumbria in terms of jobs 
and economic sustainability. The community benefits should mitigate the disruption 
caused by the setting up and running of the repository.” (98) 

“I believe that having the facility in West Cumbria will help ensure economic security 
of the area for many years. There is already a huge amount of expertise in the area 
regarding the nuclear industry, decommissioning and working with nuclear waste 
and this expertise should be utilised.” (99) 

“Like it or not West Cumbria is isolated from the rest of the industrial community (by 
Lake District NP where little is allowed to happen and the lack of a decent 
connection to M6-A66 should have been dual from inception) so we need all the 
industry we can get which includes nuclear power stations and if possible this 
radioactive waste disposal facility - progress and conservation can be balanced - go 
ahead and look.” (100) 

 

 

Other issues 

Overall confidence in opinions.  Again, some supporting comments focus on agreeing 
with particular parts of the Partnership‟s opinions, or a suggestion that the Partnership has 
done enough on impacts at this stage.  However, some of the concerns outlined in 3.3 
above are also reflected by a few people who support the Partnership‟s initial opinions. 

 

Additional/comparative impacts.  Submissions raise the issue of additional or 
comparative impacts in two ways.  Firstly, there is a query over what the impacts of a GDF 
would be over and above existing nuclear activities in the area, particularly in relation to 
perceptions – a few people suggest there would not be much difference with the presence 
of a GDF.  Secondly, the impacts or benefits of not having a GDF (i.e. staying with the 
current situation) are also questioned. [IMP-33], [IMP-34] 

 

Overall considerations.  A few people query how a GDF development would fit with other 
local infrastructure projects, for example linking with local environment projects and using 
spoil in other projects as a useful product. [IMP-32] 

“If seen in its totality it could be a good thing for West Cumbria with the potential for 
spoil from the site being used for other projects i.e. a barrage across the Solway, 
there should be long term benefits to the area especially if it is combined with other 
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opportunities but that would need to be well coordinated. Diversification should be 
the key taking advantage of every opportunity.” (101) 

“Where would spoil be dumped or alternatively what would it be used for?  Partial 
Dudoon Crossline.” (102) 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

6.5 Views of respondents who partly agree, are not sure or give no 
judgement about the Partnership’s initial opinions 

The supporting comments for these two groups of respondents do not really differ from 
those in agreeing or disagreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on impacts – they 
cover many of the same issues but often not in so much detail.  There are some specific 
queries, for example over how long construction impacts would last and how long a GDF 
would take to build.  Another submission reflects upon the balance of impacts and benefits 
in the context of wider plans for West Cumbria. [IMP-36] 

“How long will the repository take to build?  This would be crucial if the positive 
impacts outweigh the negatives, there will be a lot of disruption during this phase so 
how long will local residents have to put up with it?” (103) 

“We believe that the costs and benefits of the proposal should be considered in light 
of The Energy Coast Master Plan and Economic Blueprint for West Cumbria (the 
latter of which we understand will not be in the public domain until May 2012). 
These key work areas appear to be significant tools to help contextualise the 
economic benefits of the proposal within the overall economic development of West 
Cumbria.” (104) 
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6.6 Impacts: summary of views and Partnership response 

A summary of views relating to impacts is given below – these cover the range of views 
from those agreeing with or accepting the Partnership‟s initial opinions on impacts, to 
those challenging or expressing concern. 
 
 
 
CRITERION a) – Direct impacts 
 

IMP-1. Tourism would suffer, as would the National Park and overall perceptions of the 
area.  

Partnership response: We are aware of the potential impacts on the tourism industry and other 
businesses that rely on the positive brand of the area, and we highlighted this in our consultation 
document (p59).  We commissioned an independent report specifically to try to identify the impacts 
on the brand of moving into the siting process, albeit without commitment.  This report can be 
found at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk in the document section, Document 269.  We are 
considering what proactive work could or should be done to mitigate against these potential 

impacts.  [Reference paragraphs 11.13 – 11.14 and 11.20 – 11.21 in the Partnership’s 
Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-2. Employment gains would be small and short-term, and outweighed by negative 
impacts over the longer term – for example job losses in tourism over time would far 
outweigh short-term job gains from a GDF.  

Partnership response: We believe that it is too early to make this judgement, as at this stage it is 
impossible to build a complete picture of positive and negative impacts, as well as related benefits.  
However, we understand the importance of assessing accurately the impacts that might arise, and 
to this end we have published a schedule of impacts in our consultation document (p57, and also 
Document 163) that sets out how each impact would be looked at in more detail.  We also 
anticipate a full economic impact analysis being conducted if the siting process moves forward, 

and we will make this clear in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 11.23 – 11.24 and 
11.30 – 11.33 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-3. The jobs provided would not help the long-term unemployed.  The jobs provided 
would be largely unskilled (e.g. security guards). 

Partnership response: Our consultation document (p63) only provided limited information about 
potential job creation from a GDF, as we did not want to skew people‟s assessment of the pros 
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and cons.  However, for more information on specific job types see Document 179, which is the 
NDA‟s Manpower and Skills Report.  Relevant data from this include: 

 Average of 550 jobs over 140 years. 

 Half of these would be classified as „skilled‟. 

 Around a quarter would be classified as „management and professional‟. 

 Over the whole programme, around 75% of the manpower would have to be based on the GDF 
site.  The remaining 25% could be based off-site. 

[Reference paragraphs 11.23 – 11.24 and 11.30 – 11.33 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 

 

 

IMP-4. Concern that jobs would not go to local people, and that an influx of workers would 
disrupt the locality.  Additionally, how can we ensure jobs come to local people? 

Partnership response: We agree with this concern.  We explained in our consultation document 
(p59) that „Legally, jobs cannot be set aside just for local people…  There will be a requirement for 
pre-development investment in local skills training if the siting process starts… this is essential if 
the West Cumbria workforce is to be well equipped to compete for jobs arising from any future 
repository construction and operation‟.  We are also considering whether to strengthen our opinion 

on this in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 11.17 and 11.33 in the Partnership’s 
Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-5. Negative impacts would outweigh the positive/positive impacts do not exist. 

Partnership response: See response to IMP-2. 

 

 

IMP-6. Transport infrastructure is inadequate and would be stressed by the presence of a 
GDF. 

Partnership response: We agree that the transport infrastructure in place in West Cumbria would 
need to be improved if a facility were to be developed.  We looked at transport as an issue 
emerging from previous public consultation, and asked the NDA to provide a briefing (Document 
163 appendix C) and then clarify certain points (Document 178).  We note, however, that the 
schedule of impacts listed on p57 of the consultation document refers to supporting infrastructure 

rather than transport explicitly, so we will make this clearer in our Final Report.  [Reference Box 
11.2 the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-7. The distribution of infrastructure improvements (roads etc) for a facility is a 
concern. 
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Partnership response: We agree this is very important, and will be of concern to people if they 
feel they may miss out or be unduly impacted by changes.  We might expect that infrastructure 
improvement, like many benefits, will have different elements to it.  Some of these may benefit the 
wider area and some will be aimed at benefitting the local area near a site.  All benefits would need 
to be carefully considered at Stage 4/5 if they happen, in light of specific potential siting areas. 

 

 

IMP-8. House prices will suffer, with concern over delivery of compensation/PVP. 
Additionally, a mechanism must be put in place to protect against a possible fall in house 
prices. 

Partnership response: We share the concern that house prices may be affected if a facility is 
developed, although we would suggest that property values more widely should be considered, not 
just house prices.  We believe however that at this stage it is impossible to predict the degree to 
which house prices will be affected, over what area, and over what timescale.  We raised this in 
our consultation document (p59) and recommended that „any future partnership should consider if, 
when and how to develop a PVP plan with the Government‟ to protect against potential property 

price changes.  [Reference paragraph 11.16 and 11.21 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 

 

 

IMP-9. The farming and food industries would suffer. 

Partnership response: We believe that it is too early to make this judgement definitively, as at this 
stage it is impossible to build a complete picture of impacts and benefits that might occur with 
these industries.  However, we acknowledge that there may be negative impacts and that these 
need to be well understood (p57 of our consultation document).  We anticipate a full economic 
impact analysis being carried out if the next stage of the MRWS process happens, before any 

decision is taken about having a repository.  [Reference paragraphs 11.23 – 11.24 and 
11.30 – 11.33 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-10. Small businesses in general would suffer. 

Partnership response: We believe that it is too early to make this judgement definitively, as at this 
stage it is impossible to build a complete picture of impacts and benefits that might occur with 
particular industries.  However, we acknowledge that there may be negative impacts and that 
these need to be well understood (p57 of our consultation document).  We anticipate a full 
economic impact analysis being carried out if the next stage of the MRWS process happens, 

before any decision is taken about having a repository.  [Reference paragraphs 11.23 – 11.24 
and 11.30 – 11.33 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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IMP-11. Construction impacts, particularly the issue of spoil, have not been considered 
properly.  This includes pre-construction impacts such as boreholes. 

Partnership response: Our consultation document tackles spoil on p59, highlighting that 
„considerable amounts of spoil would be generated by a repository, roughly equivalent to that 
excavated for the Channel Tunnel‟.  More detail and three references are given for those that wish 
to follow this up, from different sides of the debate.  We did not believe it appropriate to highlight 
this issue significantly more than any other impacts, as the data available is only indicative in the 
absence of specific sites under discussion.  We will however consider listing the questions that 

would need to be addressed regarding spoil if the process proceeds.  [Reference paragraph 
11.18 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-12. Environmental impacts, including on landscape, water quality and biodiversity, 
have not been considered properly. 

Partnership response: We agree that many impacts have not yet been considered fully at this 
stage.  This is because the siting process has not begun, and no specific sites are being 
discussed.  Our consultation document (p57) provides a schedule of impacts that we suggest 
should be considered at a later date if the process goes ahead, and more detail can be found in 
Document 163 Appendix A.  We note that there are clear processes in place that require a 
developer to set out the expected impacts if and when a site is identified, and also certain 
assessments that prioritise some areas over others e.g. impacts only affecting a designated land 
area if all other alternatives have been investigated and rejected. 

 

 

IMP-13. The short and long-term impacts on health and well-being have not been properly 
considered. 

Partnership response: We agree that many impacts have not yet been considered fully at this 
stage.  This is because the siting process has not begun, and no specific sites are being 
discussed.  Our consultation document (p57) provides a schedule of impacts that we suggest 
should be considered at a later date if the process goes ahead, and more detail can be found in 
Document 163 Appendix A.  The list on p57 explicitly covers the impact on human health, which 
would need to include an assessment of the risk and consequence of the escape of radiation from 
a potential facility at some point in the future.  During MRWS Stage 4 the NDA would undertake a 
Health Impact Assessment that will evaluate the effects a facility could have on a community‟s 
health and well-being. 

 

 

IMP-14. A GDF could disrupt the geology and cause an increased likelihood of seismic 
activity.  For example, what will the impacts of seismic testing be on surface structures? 

Partnership response: We agree that the process of investigating geological suitability and 
potentially constructing a facility can affect the geology.  The NDA incorporate these 
considerations into the site investigation process and it is part of the judgement about geological 
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suitability – we will provide more detail of this in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraph 8.11 
in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-15. A GDF could affect areas much wider than the immediate location. 

Partnership response: We agree.  This has been incorporated into our thinking from the start of 
the process, and would need to be acknowledged by the DMBs if the siting process starts.  We 
note that the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) that the NDA would conduct in MRWS 
Stage 4 would assess these impacts. 

 

 

IMP-16. The impact of a GDF on a potential World Heritage Site has not been considered. 

Partnership response: We are aware of this as a potential issue.  Although the MRWS process is 
at a very early stage at the moment, we will highlight that if it moves forward then the impact of a 
GDF on an application for World Heritage Site status would need to be considered more explicitly, 

in particular if and when specific sites are being considered.  [Reference paragraph 10.38 in 
the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

IMP-17. What is the impact (for example in terms of perceptions) of currently being in the 
process?  And of continuing with Stage 4? 

Partnership response: The impact of being in the process talking to the Government at this stage 
is very hard to assess, although it is fair to say that we haven‟t heard or seen evidence to suggest 
that it is significant.  In terms of moving forward into Stage 4 when the proper siting process starts, 
we commissioned an independent study on Brand Protection (Document 269 on the Partnership‟s 
website). 

 

 

IMP-18. Impacts on public rights of way have not been considered 

Partnership response: Impacts on rights of way are important but can only be considered in the 
light of specific site proposals.  We expect them to be addressed fully if a specific proposal ever 
comes to a planning application.  We note that the SEA that the NDA would conduct in MRWS 
Stage 4 would assess these impacts. 

 

 

IMP-19. Concerns over water supply and waste water. 

Partnership response: We recognise that impacts to the water supply must be considered in the 
process (p57 of our consultation document).  Water related impacts feature in various places in the 
Schedule of Impacts (Document 163 Annex A) including hydrology and geomorphology, water 
quality, water supply and demand, and groundwater quality and flow, as well as flood risk.  The 
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Partnership‟s expectation is that these issues must be considered in detail if site assessment starts 
in Stage 4. 

 

 

IMP-20. Positive impacts will outweigh negative impacts/ these can be mitigated. 

Partnership response: We believe that it is too early to make this judgement, as at this stage it is 
impossible to build a complete picture of positive and negative impacts, as well as related benefits.  
However, we understand the importance of assessing accurately the impacts that might arise, and 
to this end we have published a schedule of impacts in our consultation document (p57, and also 
Document 163) that sets out how each impact would be looked at in more detail.  

 

 

IMP-21. Transport of waste is a separate issue as it will affect Cumbria wherever a GDF is 
located. 

Partnership response: We agree, although our main remit is to focus on the possibility of a GDF 
in West Cumbria.  We agree that if another area in the country expresses interest in the process, 
the West Cumbrian councils must be ready to engage in discussions about possible transport of 
waste to another GDF site. 

 

 

IMP-22. Will there be compulsory purchase? 

Partnership response: At this early stage in the process we are not looking at specific sites, so it 
is too early to tell what ownership arrangements are in place for any possible sites.  We 
understand that the Government has not ruled out the possibility of compulsory purchase of land.  
However, we would point out the general voluntarism nature of the process, and we would expect 
landowners to be involved in local discussions and to some extent the agreements made. 
 
 
 
 
CRITERIA b and c) – Long-term direction and economic sustainability 
 

IMP-23. A GDF would not contribute to economic sustainability in West Cumbria. 

Partnership response: We believe that it is too early to reach this judgement: sites are not yet 
under discussion so it is impossible to assess what the net economic effect of a repository might 
be.  We will make it explicit in our Final Report that we would anticipate a full economic impact 
analysis to be carried out in Stage 4 of the MRWS process, well before any decision is made to 

host a repository.  [Reference paragraphs 11.29 – 11.33 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 
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IMP-24. West Cumbria is over-reliant on nuclear and needs to diversify and move away 
from the nuclear industry. 

Partnership response: This dependency is widely acknowledged and is being addressed by a 
range of organisations, including via the Economic Blueprint for West Cumbria. 

 

 

IMP-25. A GDF would impact positively on employment, economic sustainability and long-
term direction – West Cumbria is used to the nuclear industry and has the necessary skills 
and experience. 

Partnership response: We believe that it is too early to reach this judgement definitively at this 
stage in the process, because a full economic impact analysis cannot be conducted to weigh up 
more accurately the pros and the cons of hosting a GDF.  However, we will make it explicit in our 
Final Report that we expect this full economic analysis to be completed before the end of Stage 4 

of the MRWS process.  [Reference paragraphs 11.23 – 11.24 and 11.30 – 11.33 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

 
Other issues 
 
IMP-26. What are the outcomes of the Brand Protection study and why were they not 
available during the consultation? 

Partnership response: Our consultation document explained on p59 that the brand protection 
work was not available for the consultation.  This was because it was commissioned relatively soon 
before the consultation was due to start.  We committed to publish the study before we conclude 
our work and report to the Councils.  The full report can be found at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk 
in the documents section, Document 269.  We will be making a recommendation on what should 

be done as a result of the outcome of the study.  [Reference paragraphs 11.13 – 11.14 and 
11.20 – 11.21 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-27. The Partnership is more concerned about „brand‟/perceptions than actual impacts. 

Partnership response: We believe that all impacts are important, and to that extent we have set 
out which impacts would need assessing in the next stage in our consultation document (p57) and 
in more detail in Document 163 Appendix A.  We commissioned the brand protection study 
because of the special character of Cumbria and the Lake District and their role in encouraging 
tourism and promoting certain products and services associated with it.  This information was not 
available before we commissioned it, and although it has its limitations, we believe it is a useful 
addition to the information available.  We will make a recommendation in our Final Report on what 

action should be taken as a result of the study.  [Reference paragraphs 11.13 – 11.14 and 
11.20 – 11.21 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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IMP-28. The scale of impacts is unclear/the overall scale of the project is too big and not 
covered fully enough. 

Partnership response: We agree the scale of impacts is unclear.  This is because at this early 
stage in the process, it is impossible to define what the impacts would be: there is no site, so 
specifics cannot be assessed.  Our consultation document lists the impacts that have been 
identified (p57) and sets them out in a schedule that shows how they would be assessed, and by 
whom (Document 163).  If the siting process starts, each impact would be assessed in much more 
detail and made publicly available.  We note that the SEA that the NDA would conduct in MRWS 

Stage 4 would assess the impacts and identify appropriate mitigations.  [Reference paragraph 
11.20 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-29. Longer-term impacts and potentially unknown impacts have not been taken into 
account. 

Partnership response: We agree that many impacts have not yet been considered fully at this 
stage, and more may reveal themselves if the MRWS process continues.  This is because the 
siting process has not begun, and no specific sites are being discussed.  Our consultation 
document (p57) provides a schedule of impacts that we suggest should be considered at a later 
date if the process goes ahead, and more detail can be found in Document 163 Appendix A.  This 
list would need to be added to if further impacts are identified, so they can be properly assessed at 
a later stage. 

 

 

IMP-30. There is no comparative analysis of the different impacts and benefits – how do 
they compare against each other in terms of scale and across time? 

Partnership response: This analysis must be done, but it is only possible if and when potential 
sites start to be identified.  We therefore expect this to be carried out by a future CSP, if the 
process progresses to Stage 4.  We note that the SEA that the NDA would conduct in MRWS 
Stage 4 would assess these impacts. 

 

 

IMP-31. Benefits or positive impacts are limited and short-term, whilst negative impacts 
are wider in scope and long-term. 

Partnership response: We believe that it is too early to make this judgement, as at this stage it is 
impossible to build a complete picture of positive and negative impacts, as well as related benefits, 
and the timescale over which they would occur. 
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IMP-32. A GDF could link up with other local infrastructure projects – for example to use 
the spoil. 

Partnership response: Although these potential linkages exist, we believe it is too early in the 
process to consider the specifics of any connections.  This would need to be done in detail if the 
siting process starts and potentially suitable sites are identified.  We note that the SEA that NDA 
would conduct in MRWS Stage 4 would assess the impacts and identify appropriate mitigations. 

 

 

IMP-33. What are the impacts over and above existing nuclear activities in the area? 

Partnership response: The specific impacts that are expected are outlined in the consultation 
document (chapter 6) and specifically p57 provides a list of those to be assessed over and above 
existing nuclear activities.  More detail of how these would be assessed is provided in Document 
163 Appendix A. 

 

 

IMP-34. What are the impacts of not having a GDF (i.e. staying with the current situation)? 
What are the benefits? 

Partnership response: National Government believes that staying with the current arrangements 
of interim surface storage is not the best option in comparison to the other options in the long term.  
This is based on the independent Committee on Radioactive Waste Management‟s 
recommendations, and expressed in a Government White Paper.  We outline this in our 
consultation document (p11).  It is difficult to make a comparison of impacts and benefits between 
the status quo and a possible GDF before potential sites are identified and the associated impacts 
and benefits can be defined.  We would expect work on these impacts and benefits to be done in 

future stages of the siting process, before any commitment or final decision is made.  [Reference 
paragraphs 2.2 – 2.4 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

IMP-35. Principles for spoil disposal, PVP, protection of local jobs etc should be drawn up 
in advance of a decision about participation. 

Partnership response: These three issues are covered in our consultation document (p59).  We 
outline some basic facts about spoil disposal but we agree that we should go further than this in 
our Final Report: we are considering what we can add.  Regarding the protection of local jobs, we 
said that legally, any jobs arising from a facility cannot be set aside for local people, but that a pre-
development training programme can be put in place to make sure that the local workforce is in a 
good position to get the jobs.  We are considering strengthening this opinion in our Final Report.   
Regarding a PVP, we will consider strengthening our opinion on this in our Final Report.   

[Reference paragraphs 11.16, 11.17, 11.21 and 11.33 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 
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IMP-36. How long would construction impacts last/how long would it take to build? 

Partnership response: The NDA say that initial construction is anticipated to take around 15 
years until the first waste can be emplaced.  After that, continued construction runs in parallel with 
continued waste emplacement (see diagram below from Steps Towards Implementation) so could 
take 100 years or so based on the NDA‟s current assumptions.  These times would be affected by 
issues such as the geology, access, closure, availability of waste to be emplaced etc.  

[Reference paragraph 11.2 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

From the NDA document: Geological Disposal – Steps towards implementation, March 2010 
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7. Community benefits package 
 

7.1 What the Partnership asked 

The Partnership‟s initial opinions on a community benefits package were as follows: 

CRITERION – A community benefits package 
We wanted to be „confident that an appropriate community benefits package can be 
developed‟. 

Our initial opinions are: 

 We have agreed a set of principles with the Government as the basis for any future 
negotiations.  However, we cannot be certain what specific package the Government 
might agree to this far in advance and, therefore, whether the amount and type of these 
benefits would match the expectations of local people.  Any negotiations would 
therefore need to be carefully managed, and the agreements openly scrutinised, 
should West Cumbria enter the process without commitment. 

 

 
The Partnership asked the following questions as part of the public consultation: 

We are keen to understand the reasons why people hold particular views on our initial 
opinions so that we can take them into account before advising the three Councils. 
 
Question 4.1  Do you agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on a community 
benefits package?  
 
                        Yes            No  Not Sure/Partly 
 
Question 4.2  It would be helpful if you could set out your reasons.  In particular:  

   Please explain which parts you agree or disagree with and why.   

   If you are not sure, what would help you make up your mind?  

 

 

7.2 Overview of submissions 

572 consultation submissions answer this question directly, either through a response form 
or as part of a letter/email response.  In addition, many of the letters, emails and 
comments slips received, whilst not responding explicitly to the question asked by the 
Partnership, bring up the topic of a community benefits package, and reflect many of the 
views contained within the direct responses to this question. 

Of these 572 respondents, 274 say they do not agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions 
on community benefits and 190 agree with them.  Please note these numbers are for 
context only – consultation submissions have come from a self-selecting group of people 
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and any breakdown of numbers is therefore not statistically significant.  Most of the 
remaining respondents are not sure or partly agree, with a few choosing not to select an 
option.  Reasons for agreeing, not agreeing or expressing uncertainty are outlined below, 
including any additional issues brought up in comments slips, letters and emails. 

 

 

7.3 Views of respondents who disagree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION – A community benefits package 

Bribe or rightful reward?  From those respondents giving supporting comments to their 
disagreement, the most common statement is that community benefits constitute a bribe.  
For example some suggest that the community benefits package is an indication of 
something not very nice being made more acceptable by offering money to a community 
that is already under-resourced in terms of infrastructure and investment. [CBP-1] 

Some respondents considering the question of “bribe or rightful reward” say that 
community benefits could never amount to enough to justify having a GDF in West 
Cumbria, or are short-term and could never last long enough compared to impacts.  For 
example there is the statement that tourism earns around £2billion per year for Cumbria 
and that this could not be offset by a benefits package over the 150 year lifespan. [CBP-
2], [CBP-4] 

Others state that the effect of a community benefits package would be negligible/of no 
overall benefit or that it should not be necessary if having a GDF in the area were a good 
thing. [CBP-3], [CBP-5] 

A few consultees suggest that regardless of whether they are a bribe or not, community 
benefits are likely to be perceived as such by many people.  A few others believe that 
talking about community benefits is irrelevant at this stage, for example if the geology is 
not suitable – and some that it is irrelevant full stop. [CBP-6], [CBP-7] 

“This is a bribe pure and simple.  It is against all my principles and ethics that such 
bribes should be offered, never mind accepted.  A government which cared for 
West Cumbria would look to its economic health without passing it a poison pill as 
the price.” (105) 

“Impact mitigation is discussed - in our opinion there can be no mitigation for the 
impact of a repository in terms of visual impact and effect upon tourism and farming.  
In other words community benefits on offer would not address the disbenefits.” 
(106) 

“This package seems to be bribe.  If that is the case then this confirms the reason 
NOT to have a repository.  If the idea is so good, it should stand on it's own merits 
and the people would not need bribing.” (107) 



COMMUNITY BENEFITS PACKAGE 

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership PSE3 Report – Document 288 Page 82 of 212 

“This is irrelevant at this stage. Please go back to first base and find the safest 
geological site and only then consider how to 'sweeten the pill'.” (108) 

 

Government commitment.  Another key issue is concern over the Government‟s 
willingness to follow through on any commitments to a benefits package.  Submissions 
refer in some cases to previous experience either with the Government or the nuclear 
industry not delivering on promised benefits, and also to the difficulty the Partnership has 
had in gaining commitment from the Government to fund the PSE3 process.  The 
commitment of a future government to maintain commitments, particularly for a long-term 
package is also a doubt for some respondents. [CBP-8], [CBP-9] 

There is some concern over the ability of the DMBs to do a decent job in negotiating 
benefits.  Overall, securing early commitment to benefits is suggested by some people as 
a necessary step, either via legislation or some other binding mechanism. [CBP-10], 
[CBP-11] 

“I also do not for one second believe the community benefits would be delivered.  If 
I cannot trust the government with pensions then how can I trust it with to keep its 
pledge on this benefits package??” (109) 

“In view of the time scale of this project, I doubt whether the principles accepted by 
the current government will necessarily be accepted by future governments.” (110) 

“Firm commitment (i.e. legislation) before we agree to consider the repository being 
sited in Cumbria, must be given. If the Government will not agree to this proposal, 
then the Partnership should advise the Government to site the repository 
elsewhere. No other line of action is acceptable.” (111) 

 

Uncertainty.  The current uncertainty surrounding what exactly a benefits package would 
include, and what the Government would agree to (as well as when) is an overriding 
concern for some consultees. [CBP-12] 

“…with the current economic climate and not knowing what the future will look like 
how can one say what community benefits could be available, is it likely that when 
we get there it will be government cannot afford it.” (112) 

 

Comments on principles/areas that the principles cover.  The most common 
comments are around additionality and longevity, in particular that this is a short-termist 
view and meaningless for future generations.  Respondents are concerned (and 
sometimes not clear) that community benefits should be over and above what the 
community would normally expect to receive.  Others think it is unrealistic that a benefits 
package would outlast the negative impacts of a repository. [CBP-13], [CBP-14] 

Some uncertainty over distribution is expressed, with comments about the definition of 
community not being clear, who would benefit not being clear, and a request that only 
communities close to a GDF would receive the benefits.  Some specifically say a portion of 
benefits must be ring-fenced for the host community but others are concerned the package 
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is restricted to West Cumbria and would not benefit those in the National Park or further 
afield. [CBP-15] 

There are some comments on or relating to specific principles, for example concern that 
Principle 6 says that benefits must be transformative, but none of the examples from 
overseas are transformative.  There are also overarching comments; for example that the 
principles are not sufficiently binding or detailed, that they lack definition, or it is unclear 
what they mean in practice. [CBP-16], [CBP-17], [CBP-18] 

“You suggest seeking assurances for around 100 years but that only reaches the 
start of potential disbenefits, i.e. leaching of dangerous waste to the ground surface.  
The repository will continue to be a threat for tens of thousands of years, longer 
than the combined lives of ancient Egyptian, Greek, Roman and current European 
governments.  There is no prospect of community benefits lasting 1% of that time.” 
(113) 

“A positive, irrevocable commitment to ring fenced benefits to any host community 
must be given before any decision to move to the next step is made” (114) 

 

Government agreement to principles.  There is concern amongst consultees that the 
level of Government agreement expressed to the Partnership‟s Community Benefits 
Principles is weak and not binding. [CBP-19] 

 

Suggestions.  A few respondents mention specific benefits that should or might be 
considered for West Cumbria.  Others feel there is not enough information on specific 
benefits yet to come to a judgement. [CBP-20] 

 “Again, not enough information or discussion for anyone to form an opinion on 
community benefits or on the disadvantages to the community.“ (115) 

 

Other comments on a community benefits package.  There are a number of other 
comments in relation to the specifics of a community benefits package.  These include: 

 Consideration should be given to „disruption benefits packages‟ where site 
investigations occur. [CBP-21] 

 A query over the extent to which the Localism Act would or could limit the benefits that 
might be received?  [CBP-22] 

 What if the host community disagrees with the community benefits package agreed by 
the community siting partnership? [CBP-23] 

 Concern that provision of community benefits distorts the perception of negative 
impacts and the importance of geology and safety. [CBP-24] 

 A general feeling that nuclear developments have not delivered on any proposed 
benefits. [CBP-25] 

 “We believe that consideration should be given to „disruption benefits packages‟ 
designed to compensate smaller local communities subject to any site investigative 
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work. These packages would necessarily be of a much more limited scope than a 
benefits package and should be targeted solely and exclusively at and for the benefit of 
affected communities.” (116) 

“Previous experience i.e. Drigg low level waste repository (LLWR) – no noticeable 
community/individual benefit in immediate area.” (117) 

 

 

Other issues 

Partnership opinion.  A few respondents state that the Partnership has not actually 
expressed an opinion about its own criterion in relation to a community benefits package. 
[CBP-34] 

“The partnership‟s initial opinions seem to be as uncertain as mine! I think the 
partnership feels uncomfortable about accepting a package and does not know 
itself what the package will be or whether it is assured. It does not state they are 
„confident‟ „that a package can be developed.‟ So the partnership has not met its 
own criterion. Therefore it is hard to agree or disagree on this.” (118) 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

 

7.4 Views of respondents who agree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION – A community benefits package 

Comments on principles.  Some people expressing support for the Partnership‟s initial 
opinions on this topic also explicitly express support for or acceptance of the Partnership‟s 
community benefit principles as a whole.  There are fewer comments on specific 
principles, although again these include a few concerns about the lack of clarity over 
distribution, as well as an acceptance of the principle about impact mitigation and some 
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comments on timescales.  Comments on the importance of additionality also occur here. 
[CBP-26] 

“As community benefits would be additional to normal investment and the 
investment needed (for example) in upgrading the road network, this is a chance for 
the local community to get what they can whilst it's on offer.” (119) 

 

Government commitment.  Again, worries over the commitment of this and future 
governments are expressed, but this time with more specific comments about the 
management of negotiations and again the suggestion of early agreement with 
Government.  Clarity is also sought over who would influence decisions about benefits.  
There is a suggestion that host communities should be directly involved in all discussions 
about a community benefits package. [CBP-27] 

“I believe it is important that any community benefits associated with the process to 
develop a geological disposal facility are developed with Government in an open 
and transparent manner. It will also be beneficial to engage with other countries 
such as Finland, Sweden & France where the GDF programmes are more 
advanced to learn lessons from other local communities and governments. 

The UK Government also needs to recognise the need for early and clear 
engagement on this topic and the potential for impacts to affect local communities 
at all stages of the GDF process.” (120) 

 

Bribe or rightful reward?  Although again, there is the suggestion that community 
benefits could be perceived as a bribe, those expressing a view here tend to say that they 
think a benefits package is necessary, or an expected part of this kind of development.  A 
few respondents even imply that, a community benefits package may be a bribe but it is a 
reasonable and necessary one.  A small number of respondents say they think it would 
make up for the past.  However, there are still some comments suggesting that community 
benefits could never be enough, and also a few expressing concern over the impact on 
wider areas. [CBP-28], [CBP-29] 

“Those in agreement saw the community benefits as crucial and thought there was 
enough commitment here "just need to make sure they happen.” (121) 

“The whole group felt that this was important and they said that they were ok with 
being bribed as long as the benefits package was right for the area, with this in 
mind they agreed with the set of principles being agreed with the Government as a 
starting point and that these should be established if the partnership progresses to 
the next stage.” (122) 

 

Uncertainty.  The uncertainty around community benefits is mentioned by just a few 
people here, alongside an assumption that further investigations would happen. 
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Specifics.  Again, some respondents mention specific benefits that should or might be 
considered for West Cumbria.  One respondent asks “when would benefits begin”, 
specifically in relation to the issue of brand protection.  Another asks whether a community 
benefits package could relate to/be done in parallel with a new build package so that they 
complement each other.  There is also the suggestion that R&D and Radioactive Waste 
Management Directorate (RWMD) jobs all be based in West Cumbria if a decision to 
participate is taken. [CBP-31], [CBP-32], [CBP-33] 

 

 

Other issues 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

 

7.5 Views of respondents who partly agree or are not sure, or who 
give no judgement about the Partnership’s initial opinions 

Again the supporting comments for these two groups of respondents broadly reflect 
comments from those explicitly agreeing and disagreeing with the Partnership‟s opinions 
on a community benefits package.  In addition, as well as a small number of comments on 
specific principles, there is also the suggestion from one person that if benefits came as a 
fixed package (whatever the location of a GDF) they might be seen less like a bribe. [CBP-
30] 

“Therefore, I feel the level and style of funding should be set out as guidance by the 
government and then which ever area gets the repository, the benefit is fixed, it is 
then up to the community how it is used. But would suggest the government lays 
out guidance – e.g. - up to x% infrastructure, y % on job creation, etc. 

That way it looks less like a bribe, but a fixed benefit.” (123) 
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7.6 Community benefits package: summary of views and Partnership 
response 

A summary of views relating to a community benefits package is given below – these 
cover the range of views from those agreeing with or accepting the Partnership‟s initial 
opinions on a community benefits package, to those challenging or expressing concern.   
 
 
CRITERION – A community benefits package 

 
CBP-1. Community benefits are a bribe. 

Partnership response: We acknowledge that this perception exists in some parts of the 
community, and we were explicit about this in our consultation document (p68).  However, we 
believe that a community benefits package could be a reasonable opportunity for a local 
community hosting a national facility, assuming firstly that safety and site suitability can be proven, 
and secondly that a package is negotiated transparently and fairly.  The principles in the 
consultation document (p69) aim to make transparent the way in which we believe a package 
could be negotiated to avoid it being seen as a bribe.  A bribe would be corrupt, covert and illegal, 
whilst a community benefits package seeks future investment for an affected area to ensure that its 
economy and environment is protected for the future.  We see a significant difference between the 

two.  [Reference paragraphs 12.7 – 12.8 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-2. Community benefits would never be enough to justify having a GDF. 

Partnership response: We are not sure how this judgement can be made without knowing either 
the scale of the impacts or the scale of the benefits associated with a GDF.  We are currently not 
making a judgement about whether benefits are enough or not.  We agree that if the siting process 
starts, it may emerge in future negotiations that benefits are insufficient to warrant hosting a GDF, 

and then we believe the right of withdrawal should be used.  [Reference paragraphs 12.7 – 
12.8 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-3. A community benefits package would be of negligible benefit.  

Partnership response: See response to CBP-2. 

 

 

CBP-4. Community benefits are short-term compared to impacts/could never be long 
enough. 

Partnership response: See response to CBP-2 and CBP-14 (below). 
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CBP-5. Community benefits should not be necessary if a GDF is such a good thing.  

Partnership response: We are assessing the pros and cons of a GDF against different criteria, 
including where community benefits fit in.  However, the Government has established the principle 
in their White Paper that benefits should be available for “a community that has decided to fulfil 

such an essential service to the nation” (paragraph 6.57, White Paper).  [Reference paragraphs 
12.7 – 12.8 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-6. Community benefits will always be perceived as a bribe. 

Partnership response: We acknowledge that some parts of the community may continue to see a 
benefits package as a bribe.  By definition, a bribe is either covert and/or illegal.  In response to 
this, we established 12 principles in the consultation document (p69) to make transparent and 

public the way in which we believe a package could be negotiated.  [Reference paragraphs 
12.7 – 12.8 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-7. Benefits are irrelevant if the geology is wrong 

Partnership response: We agree. 

 

 

CBP-8. Doubt that the current Government will follow through on any commitments.  For 
example, it has been hard enough to get funding out of the Government for PSE3, let 
alone a real CBP. 

Partnership response: We share the clear mistrust in the reliability of any future Government to 
follow through with any commitments made for the long term.  History suggests that we should be 
sceptical and watchful.  We recognise that if the process reaches a point where a benefits package 
is agreed, it must be made binding, probably through legislation.  Principle 11 in our consultation 
document (p70) allows for this.  We are going to revisit our initial opinion on benefits to potentially 
strengthen the point about benefits being made binding on future Governments.  We are also 

going to strengthen the community benefit principles.  [Reference paragraphs 12.9, 12.15 – 
12.16 and 12.18 – 12.19 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-9. Concern that a future government could remove any existing agreement on 
benefits. 

Partnership response: See response to CBP-8. 
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CBP-10. There is a lack of trust in DMBs to do a decent job in negotiating benefits. 

Partnership response: It would not only be for DMBs to negotiate benefits, they would have input 
and assistance from wider members of a CSP, including host communities when they are 
identified.  This is highlighted in our consultation document in Box 32 (p96), in particular the sixth 
bullet which says “Representatives of potential host communities and wider local interests should 
be members of the new partnership from the outset, and should be involved in all aspects of Stage 

4 work, including discussions on community benefits”.  [Reference paragraph 12.10 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-11. Benefits need to be agreed up front and be legally binding before moving forward 
– principles are not enough.  

Partnership response: We agree that any package should be made binding, and this probably 
means passing legislation to do so.  However, we cannot see how it is practical or possible to 
develop a fair package that is legally binding until more is known about geological suitability and 
possible site locations amongst other things.  The right of withdrawal will still exist in the next 
stage, and we recommend it could be used if a CSP is not convinced of the Government‟s 
commitment.  We are considering strengthening principle 12 and possibly adding a new principle 
on when benefit packages should be developed and agreed to make this clearer.  We will also take 

legal advice on the best timing to consider making such agreements legally binding.  [Reference 
paragraphs 12.15 – 12.16 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-12. What would a package consist of; what would be agreed (and when) with the 
Government? 

Partnership response: We acknowledge a certain amount of frustration that the information 
available at this early stage is not more detailed, and that the principles set out in the consultation 
document (p69) are by their very nature wide in scope.  However, we stand by our view that the 
details of any potential package (what, when, who, how) cannot be decided until a siting process 
begins.  This is for various reasons.  Firstly, until sites start to be narrowed down, it is impossible to 
define what an appropriate package might include.  Secondly, until sites start to be narrowed 
down, it is impossible to involve the relevant host communities in discussions about benefits.  
Thirdly, it would be inappropriate for explorations about benefits to run ahead of explorations about 
geology and site suitability/safety.  Taking this point on board though, we are considering adding a 
new principle indicating more specifically when benefits should be developed and agreed.  

[Reference paragraphs 12.11 and 12.15 – 12.19 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-13. Benefits should be over and above any usual benefits we would normally expect. 

Partnership response: We agree.  Our consultation document tried to make it clear that benefits 
must be additional to those which the community would normally expect anyway, and additional to 
any benefits which would derive from the construction and operation of a facility itself such as 
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access roads (p66). These beliefs are written in to our principles of community benefit on p69, 

particularly principle 4.  [Reference paragraph 12.2 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-14. A community benefits package could not last long enough/this is a short-termist 
view and meaningless for future generations. 

Partnership response: We are not sure how this judgement can be made without knowing what a 
package might contain, how long it may bring benefit to an area, and how it might do this.  We tried 
to set this out in the consultation document (p69) when referring to future generations, and in 

principle 11 (p70) regarding longevity of agreements on benefits.  [Reference paragraph 12.4 
in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-15. Who will get the benefits?  There is a potential tension between communities 
closest to a facility and those impacted in some way but further afield.  Specifically, some 
say a portion of benefits must be ring-fenced for the host community but others are 
concerned the package is restricted to West Cumbria and would not benefit those in the 
National Park or further afield. 

Partnership response: We agree that this tension exists, as some people want benefits to be 
ring-fenced for the residents immediately adjacent to a facility, whilst others want benefits to be 
spread far and wide.  The principle that we have established on distribution of benefits (principle 9, 
p70) says that benefits must be distributed equitably, in terms of the scale of impact on different 
stakeholders.  This implies that there could be different elements to a benefits package, some 
focused closely to the facility, others further afield.  The definition of distribution would need to be 
agreed if and when sites are identified and the relevant host communities can be involved in 
discussions.  We are considering adding a new principle on who would lead the development and 

agreement of benefits (see CBP-25 below).  [Reference paragraphs 12.11 and 12.15 – 
12.19 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-16. The principles are not sufficiently binding or detailed.  They lack definition, 
unclear what they mean in practice. 

Partnership response: See response to CBP-12. 

 

 

CBP-17. Principle 6 says that benefits must be transformative, but none of the examples 
from overseas are transformative. 

Partnership response: We agree.  The examples given are purely illustrative, as people in 
previous rounds of consultation had asked about what other countries had secured. 
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CBP-18.  There are comments on specific principles, how will these be handled? 

Partnership response: They will be considered and the principles changed if appropriate.  We 
currently anticipate several changes, including strengthening the overall level of agreement the 

Government is making.  [Reference paragraphs 12.15 – 12.16 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 

 

 

CBP-19. The level of Government agreement expressed to the Partnership‟s Community 
Benefits Principles is weak and not binding. 

Partnership response: We are seeking firmer agreement from the Government on these 

principles, which in turn we have also strengthened in a number of areas.  [Reference 
paragraphs 12.15 – 12.16 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

 

CBP-20. What will you do with all the specific suggestions we have made for 
benefits/there is not enough information on specifics yet to come to a judgement. 

Partnership response:  We do not believe that it is appropriate for this Partnership to take a view 
on specific investments as part of a community benefits package.  However, we will collate the 
specific suggestions made for community benefits and pass them on to the Decision-Making 
Bodies. 

 

 

CBP-21. Consideration should be given to „disruption benefits packages‟ where site 
investigations occur. 

Partnership response: We agree, although have used a different name to describe this.  We 
have called it mitigation/compensation for impacts arising from the siting process itself.  We believe 
that if impacts cannot be mitigated then they should be compensated for (see principle 5, p69 in 

the consultation document), for example from site investigation works as suggested.  [Reference 
paragraphs 12.2 – 12.4 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-22. To what extent does the Localism Act limit the benefits that might be received? 

Partnership response: We acknowledge the Localism Act is now in force.  However, since it has 
not yet been tested in court it is hard to know with any precision the effect it will have in practice.  

We will continue to watch carefully developments in this area.  [Reference paragraph 6.43 in 
the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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CBP-23. What if the host community disagrees with the community benefits package 
agreed by the community siting partnership? 

Partnership response: Representatives of host communities would be involved in agreeing the 
community benefits package.  The question of how disagreements are handled for any issue 
including benefits, must be addressed by the overall siting process. 

 

 

CBP-24. Provision of community benefits distorts the perception of negative impacts and 
the importance of geology and safety. 

Partnership response: Safety has to be the number one priority.  Assessment of the overall pros 
and cons of potentially siting and/or accepting a repository needs to be done openly and 
transparently to avoid any information – including benefits – distorting the assessment. 

 

 

CBP-25. Previous nuclear developments have not delivered on any proposed benefits. 

Partnership response: See response to CBP-8. 

 

 

CBP-26. The community benefit principles look sound. 

Partnership response: We note this agreement with the principles.  We are reviewing the 
principles in the light of other input to see if they can be improved. 

 

 

CBP-27. Who would influence decisions about benefits?  For example, there is the 
suggestion that host communities should be directly involved in all discussions about CBP. 

Partnership response: Our consultation document acknowledges that the key questions about 
community benefits, such as „who would influence them‟ can only be answered in detail if 
discussions continue alongside further investigations (p71).  However, it is expected that if Stage 4 
happens, the members of a Community Siting Partnership (CSP) would lead discussions on 
benefits.  If and when the siting process progresses to the point when specific host communities 
can be identified, they would be invited to join discussions alongside other members of a 
Community Siting Partnership.  We are considering adding a new principle to make this clear.  

[Reference paragraphs 12.11 and 12.15 – 12.19 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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CBP-28. Community benefits are a necessary or expected part of this kind of 
development. 

Partnership response: We agree, as per our consultation document (p68, and principle 1 on 
p69). 

 

 

CBP-29. Community benefits package may be a bribe but it is a reasonable and 
necessary one.  

Partnership response: We agree community benefits are 'reasonable and necessary' but 
disagree that they are 'a bribe' though we realise some people see them as this. 

 

 

CBP-30. If community benefits came as a fixed package they might not be seen as a 
bribe. 

Partnership response: We are not sure we agree that fixing the level of a benefits package 
before the impacts and siting of a potential facility are known would be appropriate.  We suspect 
that most of the people who believe benefits are a bribe would still think a fixed package is a bribe.  

 

 

CBP-31.  When do benefits begin? 

Partnership response: Our consultation document draws a distinction between the 
mitigation/compensation for impacts and a separate community benefits package.  To be clear, we 
do not see compensation for impacts as a „benefit‟ but rather a necessary part of any siting 
process.  Principle 5 (p69 in our consultation document) reflects this, stating that reasonable steps 
should be taken to mitigate and/or compensate for any impacts arising from the siting process 
itself, as well as from hosting a potential facility.  Equally, any funding that may be set aside to 
protect the Cumbria brands (and therefore tourism, food and farming) should not be seen as a 
community benefit, but rather as mitigation for pre-development impacts.  We have yet to take a 
view on the degree to which this should be done, when, and by whom.  We are planning to form an 

opinion on this in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 12.15 – 12.19 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

CBP-32. Could a community benefits package relate to/be done in parallel with a new 
build package so they complement each other? 

Partnership response: Any community benefits that accompany a GDF development or nuclear 
new build, should either project progress, will be negotiated separately.  At this stage a GDF siting 
process has not started and specific benefits packages are not under discussion.  However, if both 
progress then it would be sensible to consider how any benefits could be coordinated and 
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invested, in accordance with local development plans and in the interests of the communities 
affected. 

 

 

CBP-33. R&D and RWMD jobs should be based in West Cumbria if the decision to 
participate is taken. 

Partnership response: We agree, and will clarify this in our Final Report.  [Reference 
paragraph 12.4 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
 
Other issues 
 
CBP-34. The Partnership has not actually expressed an opinion about its own criterion. 

Partnership response: We will clarify this in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 12.18 
– 12.19 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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8. Design and engineering 
 

8.1 What the Partnership asked 

The Partnership‟s initial opinions on a design and engineering were as follows: 

CRITERION – Design concepts 
We wanted to be „satisfied that the design concepts being developed are appropriate at 
this stage.‟ 

Our initial opinions are: 

 Design concepts.  We understand the generic designs being worked on, and they fit 
with our expectations.  We know that detailed design can only be done if and when a 
site or sites are identified. 

 Retrievability.  We have confirmed that retrievability is an option, to be decided on in 
the future. 

 Overall.  We are content that detailed design issues are largely site specific and, as 
such, cannot and should not be resolved at this time.  We are therefore satisfied that 
the design concepts being developed are appropriate and flexible enough at this stage.  

 
The Partnership asked the following questions as part of the public consultation: 

We are keen to understand the reasons why people hold particular views on our initial 
opinions so that we can take them into account before advising the three Councils. 
 
Question 5.1  Do you agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on design and 
engineering?  
 
                        Yes            No  Not Sure/Partly 
 
Question 5.2  It would be helpful if you could set out your reasons.  In particular:  

   Please explain which parts you agree or disagree with and why.   

   If you are not sure, what would help you make up your mind?  

 

8.2 Overview of submissions 

540 consultation submissions answer this question directly, either through a response form 
or as part of a letter/email response.  In addition, many of the letters, emails and 
comments slips received, whilst not responding explicitly to the question asked by the 
Partnership, bring up the topic of design and engineering, and reflect many of the views 
contained within the direct responses to this question. 

Of these 540 respondents, 224 say they do not agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions 
on design and engineering and 209 agree with them.  Please note these numbers are for 
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context only – consultation submissions have come from a self-selecting group of people 
and any breakdown of numbers is therefore not statistically significant.  Most of the 
remaining respondents are not sure or partly agree, with a few choosing not to select an 
option.  Reasons for agreeing, not agreeing or expressing uncertainty are outlined below, 
including any additional issues brought up in comments slips, letters and emails. 

 

 

8.3 Views of respondents who disagree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION – Design concepts 

Uncertainty.  Those expressing disagreement with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on 
design and engineering tend to focus on the level of uncertainty at this stage in the 
process not being acceptable.  This also relates to a few negative comments on the 
generic design concept not being specific enough or lacking sufficient safety concerns. 
[DES-1] 

A few respondents suggest that it is too soon to decide any further detail about design and 
others note that boreholes and/or more details about a potential site would help to reduce 
some uncertainties. [DES-2] 

“How can a design be both appropriate and flexible but depend on being tailored to 
specific geological structure?  If you don‟t yet know what is needed, why say you 
can do it?  This opinion is over optimistic and I question the capability in fact, not 
hope.” (124) 

 

Design life and long-term safety.  A specific area of uncertainty is that of timescales, 
with specific concern over untested technology being used for such a long period of time 
and having potential impacts on future generations.  One respondent expresses a 
particular concern regarding the multi-barrier approach – that less than ideal geology 
would mean that safety would be largely reliant upon engineered barriers, thus presumably 
placing even more pressure on an untested and long-term design concept. [DES-3], [DES-
4] 

“As the geology is not 100% suitable, safety is largely reliant upon engineered 
barriers. This is a vulnerability. How far has this aspect been explored by the 
Partnership, and how are they going to assure the people whom they represent?” 
(125) 

 

Retrievability.  Retrievability is probably the biggest overall issue emerging from 
comments on design and engineering.  There are various comments on retrievability from 
those respondents disagreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions.  The majority of 
these stress the need for retrievability to be built-in to the design of a GDF.  Others point 
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out that the ability to monitor and retrieve waste could be an important safety consideration 
should something happen and the need to access the waste arose, or that new technology 
(for example research into transmutation) could enable the waste to become safer.  A few 
people are concerned about retrievability due to concerns over safety implications, 
particularly over long time periods. [DES-5], [DES-6], [DES-7] 

In addition, there are some further comments about the definition of retrievability, notably 
that retrievability presents the issue of whether this is actually a storage facility, not a 
disposal facility and that there is a difference between retrievability and reversibility. [DES-
8], [DES-9] 

“We disagree that sufficient reassurance has been given that retrievability is an 
option. Most documents refer to the costs of such an undertaking. This infers that 
only partial retrievability may be built-in if funds are in place to do so. The 
Partnership could have learned from the 1999 incident in Bure where work was 
suspended after a fatal accident.  An Act was submitted to Parliament which 
repeated the requirement that any facility should incorporate 'reversibility' (rather 
than retrievability) at every stage. We suggest the Partnership should read IAEA 
Nuclear Energy Series Geological Disposal of Radioactive Waste: Technological 
implications for retrievability. NW-T-1.19.” (126) 

“Why is retrievability still an option?  It is contrary to Government policy, as set out 
in paragraph 4.20 of the White Paper.  If you have retrievability, you are 
implementing storage, not disposal.” (127) 

 

Other specific design considerations.  These are mostly expressed as concerns, 
specifically about landscape impact of the surface facilities, flood risk, risk of seismic 
activity, release of radioactive material and related concerns about the multi-barrier 
approach not being designed to contain material over the full lifetime of the repository.  A 
few people refer back to geology being the overriding consideration.  There is also a query 
over how the scope of a repository would be defined. [DES-10] 

Some respondents do not accept the argument that detailed design is all for later on in the 
process.  They want to know how the design would take into account release of 
radioactive gases, water flow, heating, explosion or criticality events, expansion of 
inventory and so on.  They tend to feel that there must be things that could be clarified or 
defined at this stage, for example some of the constraints on design. [DES-11] 

“Can the engineers be trusted to come up with the best development, something 
that will stand the test of time, when Sellafield was built no provision was made for 
nuclear waste. Where is the evidence that whatever is designed and built will last 
for 100,000 years. We don't feel we have sufficient knowledge about what is being 
proposed from a design point of view as it is difficult to imagine the scale of things. 
Will the materiel be retrievable or will it be buried for good, what if something 
unforeseen happens, if it is not accessible how can any problem be addressed. Will 
it be a one off development or will this be something that will need to grow as 
further waste is produced, and be almost a continuing developing site.” (128) 
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“I agree that detailed design work is only possible when a specific site is chosen.  
However, it would be helpful to give information about the constraints to design.  It 
is important that these are spelt out at this stage to minimise the risk of 
unsatisfactory compromises being made to overcome constraints at a later stage in 
the process.” (129) 

 

 

Other issues 

Level of detail.  A few consultees feel there is not enough detail in the consultation 
document to be able to sensibly comment on design and engineering. [DES-19] 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

 

8.4 Views of respondents who agree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION – Design concepts 

Retrievability.  Supporting comments from those agreeing with the Partnership‟s initial 
opinions tend to focus on the need to build in retrievability to the design, specifically in 
case future technology enables waste to become a useful resource.  Other comments 
include the need to clarify the regulatory position on retrievability and the storage/disposal 
issue again.  Some respondents also mull over the implications of “retrievability or not” on 
safety and security. [DES-12] 

“Similarly, the regulatory position on retrievability should be recognised and 
bottomed out. There have been issues about storage versus disposal which have 
confused things. However, LLWR Vault 9 is a storage facility that could be 
converted to disposal later on subject to the appropriate processes and consents, 
so this is a useful local precedent.” (130) 
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Generic design concept, detailed design and specific design considerations.  There 
are a few positive comments on the generic design concept, suggesting it looks suitable.  
Others comment on the lack of detailed design being understandable at this stage, with a 
few people saying that further clarity on siting would help to reduce uncertainties. [DES-
13] 

“At this stage, the outline design and engineering concepts look to be appropriate - 
but as noted more work necessary and site-specific considerations will be 
important.” (131) 

“The detailed design cannot and should not be detailed at this point and the generic 
design is very similar to other repositories detailed around the world.” (132) 

 

Some others talk about the need to take specific things into account in the detailed design.  
For example, one respondent suggests the surface facilities should be being designed to 
maximise use of Sellafield.  Another suggests that design is for the engineers and 
regulators to decide in close consultation with the community. [DES-14], [DES-15] 

 

Other issues 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

 

8.5 Views of respondents who partly agree or are not sure, or give no 
judgement about the Partnership’s initial opinions 

Currently there appear to be no new issues arising here specifically in relation to design, 
although one respondent raises the question of how we might communicate with future 
inhabitants about what a GDF is.  Another comment queries whether different geologies 
would impact upon the cost of design.  The ability to monitor waste in a GDF is felt by 
some to be essential from a safety point of view; the retrievability issue is also a common 
topic for this group. [DES-16], [DES-17], [DES-18] 

“I am convinced that retrievability is very important because if Sods Law dictates 
that a canister leaks then we need the ability to rectify the problem. Also back filling 
could cause a heat build up to dangerous proportions.” (133) 
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“Retrievability is essential in the hope that new technology can make the waste 
harmless and possibly use it to produce power in the process  (Hitachi fast 
reactor?)” (134) 

“There are the obvious safety implications of creating something designed to last 
hundreds and thousands of years. The question of retrievability not fully answered.“ 
(135) 

 
 
 
 

8.6 Design and engineering: summary of views and Partnership 
response 

A summary of views relating to design and engineering is given below – these cover the 
range of views from those agreeing with or accepting the Partnership‟s initial opinions on 
design and engineering, to those challenging or expressing concern.   
 
 
 
CRITERION – Design concepts 

 
DES-1. The level of uncertainty over design at this stage is not acceptable.  The generic 
design concept is not detailed enough particularly in relation to safety considerations. 

Partnership response: We recognise that there are concerns regarding uncertainty about design 
specifics.  However, because design has to be tailored to the specific geography and geological 
structure of any site, the implications of safety considerations for detailed design may differ 
between sites.  The NDA and DECC position remains that the details of design and engineering 
are a site-specific issue and this is reflected in the responses they have given to our requests for 
further clarification.  We also note that, if the regulators were not satisfied that a safety case could 

be made for a GDF at a specific location, it would not be built there.  [Reference paragraphs 
9.8 – 9.10 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

DES-2. It is too soon to consider more detailed design – further clarity on siting would help 
to reduce uncertainties. 

Partnership response: We agree that, if the process continues in West Cumbria, further clarity on 
potential site areas and their related geology would help to reduce uncertainties about potential 

detailed design or designs.  [Reference paragraphs 9.8 – 9.10 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 
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DES-3. This is untested technology expected to work over very long timescales – how can 
we be sure it will last? 

Partnership response: It is correct that globally there is not yet an operational facility for the same 
waste streams as we have in the UK.  However, there is sufficient global confidence in many 
countries to pursue this technology given the other alternatives available for these waste streams, 
and significant investments worldwide are being made to construct similar types of facility.  Of 
course, this in itself does not guarantee safety, and a safety case for any facility would have to be 
made and considered by the regulators if and when a site is identified.  We would also expect any 
Community Siting Partnership that would exist at that time to have the ability and resources to 
commission their own independent review of the safety case. 

 

 

DES-4. Less than ideal geology would mean that safety would be largely reliant upon 
engineered barriers. 

Partnership response: The multi-barrier approach is designed to utilise geological and 
engineered barriers; if the geology is not suitable, a GDF would not be built and therefore there 
would be no additional expectations on the function of the engineered barriers. 

 

 

DES-5. Retrievability should be built-in to enable access if something goes wrong. 

Partnership response: Retrievability has emerged from the consultation as an issue that elicits a 
strong variety of views, from those wanting it to be built-in to design, those wanting it to be ruled 
out, and those who are content for the option to be left open.  We feel that this is a bigger issue 
than we reflected in the consultation document and will therefore consider adding more detail in 
our Final Report on retrievability and the various rationales behind different views.  We will also 
amend our opinion on retrievability to highlight the strength of feeling about this issue and the need 
to establish a timeline of when decisions about retrievability need to be made i.e. when options will 

start to be closed off.  [Reference paragraphs 9.12 – 9.20 and 9.29 in the Partnership’s 
Final Report.] 

 

 

DES-6. Retrievability should be built-in, in case future technology enables the waste to 
become useful or less dangerous. 

Partnership response: See response to DES-5. 

 

 

DES-7. Retrievability over a longer time has safety and security implications. 

Partnership response: See response to DES-5. 
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DES-8. Retrievability presents the issue of whether this is actually a storage facility, not a 
disposal facility. 

Partnership response: We agree that any future stages of the MRWS process will need to be 
clear on the degree to which retrievability is being maintained.  To clarify however, the Partnership 
has said that currently it would want retrievability to be left as an option for now, and be decided 
later.  Government policy is for a disposal facility, not a storage facility. 

 

 

DES-9. There is a difference between retrievability and reversibility. 

Partnership response: We agree.  For the purposes of accessibility we did not make this 

distinction in the consultation document, but will do so in our Final Report.  [Reference 
paragraphs 9.12 – 9.13 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

DES-10. How will specific design considerations be identified and dealt with/how is the 
scope of a repository defined? 

Partnership response: We understand that the specific design considerations and scope of a 
repository would become clearer if the siting process progressed, as potential site areas were 
narrowed down and discussions on inventory took place.  In addition, there are several specific 
design considerations or criteria mentioned in consultation responses.  We will compile a list of 

these and pass them on to the DMBs alongside our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 9.8 
– 9.10 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

DES-11. How would the design take into account release of radioactive gases, water flow, 
heating explosion or criticality event/what are the constraints on design?  Surely there are 
things that can be clarified/defined now? 

Partnership response: The technical considerations that informed the NDA‟s gDSSC and the 
generic design concept are outlined in the respective documents at some length. We will include 

references to these in our Final Report. [Reference paragraphs 9.5 – 9.10 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

DES-12. What is the regulatory position on retrievability? 

Partnership response: The regulators have told us that they are content that the option of 

retrievability remains open at this point.  [Reference paragraph 9.16 in the Partnership’s 
Final Report.] 
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DES-13. The generic design concept is acceptable and understandably lacking in site-
specific detail. 

Partnership response: We note this response and highlight that, if the process continues in West 
Cumbria, further clarity on potential site areas and their related geology would help to reduce 
uncertainties about potential detailed design or designs. 

 

 

DES-14. Design surface facilities to maximise use of Sellafield. 

Partnership response: We do not think it is appropriate at this stage in the process for us to 
comment on such specific siting issues.  This is an issue for consideration should West Cumbria 
participate in the siting process. 

 

 

DES-15. Design is for the engineers and regulators to decide in close consultation with the 
community. 

Partnership response: We understand that the technical design requirements of a facility would 
depend upon geology, inventory and related safety considerations rather than community input, 
overseen by the regulators and implemented by engineers. 

 

 

DES-16. The ability to monitor is essential from a safety point of view. 

Partnership response: We agree.  We highlighted the issue of monitoring in our consultation 
document (p76).  We note that a research project has been launched at a European level and will 
advise the DMBs to keep abreast of developments if they enter Stage 4 of the MRWS process.  

We would expect Stage 4, if it happens, to address this issue to allay concerns.  [Reference 
paragraphs 9.21 and 9.27 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

DES-17. How would we communicate with future inhabitants about what a GDF is? 

Partnership response: We are seeking further information on this topic and will include more 

detail in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraph 9.22 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

DES-18. What difference does geology make to costs? 

Partnership response: We asked the NDA to clarify the costs for the three different design 
concepts (Document 30), but did not include information on estimated costs in the consultation 
document.  We understand that costs are similar for any geology.  We will consider adding more 
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detail on potential costs of different design concepts in our Final Report to the three Councils.  

[Reference paragraph 9.11 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
 
 
Other issues 
 

DES-19. There is not enough detail to comment on D&E. 

Partnership response: We understand the frustration at the current lack of detail, and have asked 
the NDA for more detail at various points in our work, but accept that detailed design depends 
upon clarity over siting and inventory. 
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9. Inventory 
 

9.1 What the Partnership asked 

The Partnership‟s initial opinions on inventory were as follows: 

CRITERION – Inventory 
We wanted to be „satisfied with the proposed inventory to be managed in a facility‟. 

Our initial opinions are:  

 We have received an inventory statement from the Government that explains the 
difference between baseline and upper inventories.  This gives us a good 
understanding of what could go into a repository, although more certainty would have 
to be gained before any final commitments are made. 

 Satisfactory progress has been made towards agreeing the principles that define an 
acceptable process for how the inventory could be changed, including how the 
community can influence this. 

 Overall, our initial opinion is that we have received what we are looking for on the 
inventory at this stage in the process. 

 
The Partnership asked the following questions as part of the public consultation: 

We are keen to understand the reasons why people hold particular views on our initial 
opinions so that we can take them into account before advising the three Councils. 
 
Question 6.1  Do you agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on the inventory?  
 
                        Yes            No  Not Sure/Partly 
 
Question 6.2  It would be helpful if you could set out your reasons.  In particular:  

   Please explain which parts you agree or disagree with and why.   

   If you are not sure, what would help you make up your mind?  

 

9.2 Overview of submissions 

513 consultation submissions answer this question directly, either through a response form 
or as part of a letter/email response.  In addition, many of the letters, emails and 
comments slips received, whilst not responding explicitly to the question asked by the 
Partnership, bring up the topic of inventory, and reflect many of the views contained within 
the direct responses to this question. 

Of these 513 respondents, 229 say they do not agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions 
on inventory and 186 agree with them.  Please note these numbers are for context only – 
consultation submissions have come from a self-selecting group of people and any 
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breakdown of numbers is therefore not statistically significant.  Most of the remaining 
respondents are not sure or partly agree, with a few choosing not to select an option.  
Reasons for agreeing, not agreeing or expressing uncertainty are outlined below, including 
any additional issues brought up in comments slips, letters and emails. 

 

 

9.3 Views of respondents who disagree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION – Inventory 

Uncertainty.  The main concern of those disagreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions 
is the current level of uncertainty about the inventory.  For several people, not knowing 
what it might be or exactly how it might change is a concern, primarily because it leaves 
the inventory open to change and potentially longer-term expansion. [INV-1] 

“Insufficient information on what the inventory will look like, what will be in there, old 
waste, new waste, low level waste, how sure are we that the inventory will change 
in future years which could mean that waste from other countries could be taken 
requiring further expansion of the site.” (136) 

 

Concerns about specific types of waste.  The biggest concern about specific kinds of 
waste surrounds the issue of overseas waste. 

On the issue of overseas waste, several people are concerned that the current 
Government assumption could change and that having a GDF could become a “slippery 
slope” scenario driven perhaps by financial incentives to take other people‟s waste.  
Clarification is also sought on Scottish waste (including references to the waste from 
Dounreay), particularly in light of the potential independence of Scotland.  There is a 
suggestion that the Partnership should take a stronger position than simply accepting the 
Department of Energy and Climate Change‟s (DECC's) presumption that it will just be UK 
waste, and also a call for more clarity on the issue of substitution. [INV-2], [INV-7], [INV-9] 
[INV-10] 

“Overseas waste - PRESUMPTION IS NOT A GUARANTEE!  There is enough talk 
from Sellafield staff to conclude that overseas waste is a certainty.  This is a 
currency earner for the Government and the area will have NO say whatsoever in 
the matter.” (137) 

“Government states that there is a presumption that only UK radioactive waste 
should be disposed of in this country.  A statement from government that only UK 
waste should be disposed of in this country would help set minds at ease.” (138) 
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Several people express concern that the position on new build waste is unclear.  Some 
say that they do not want new build waste to be included.  There is also the specific issue 
of higher burn-up fuel from new nuclear stations, which some respondents feel is not 
adequately addressed.  There are a small number of mentions of DECC's Waste Transfer 
Price document, with the suggestion that it supports the assumption that new build waste 
would be put into the repository. [INV-3], [INV-4], [INV-6], [INV-11] 

“New build waste seems to be an open question - I object to that.” (139) 

“very concerned at the potential implications of any new build programme for the 
repository siting process.  In various consultations relating to new build the 
Government has made it clear that it believes „that effective arrangements will exist 
for the management and disposal of wastes produced by new nuclear power 
stations‟ (DECC, 2011, p.15). The West Cumbria consultation document is quite 
ambiguous about the role of new build wastes. It notes that the Government 
considers it „technically possible and desirable‟ that a repository would take new 
build wastes but that the implications for design and operation would have to be 
discussed with any potential host community.” (140) 

“The inventory is meaningless as this plan includes existing wastes (which are 
already outside of the scope of any inventory) and new build wastes from untried 
“high burn” nuclear power plants.” (141) 

 

Some respondents say they would not want spent fuel, plutonium or uranium to go into a 
repository, either for safety reasons or because they might be useful in the future.  There is 
a suggestion that spent fuel should be returned to its origin after reprocessing. [INV-5] 

Finally, a few participants ask that more research into reprocessing and recycling waste 
(including transmutation/emerging technologies) should happen before a GDF, that as 
much as possible should be reprocessed so only true waste is disposed of. [INV-8] 

“There is a vast difference in a repository designed for ILW (& vitrified HLW after a 
sufficient period of decay storage) and one designed for Pu and Spent Fuel. Note 
whether the spent fuel comes from new build or existing reactors is in my opinion 
immaterial compared to the choice of whether it is included or not. NDA and 
government are already assuming that spent fuel (existing AGR, new build, spent 
MOX, legacy fuels) will go in the repository after a period of interim storage. This 
has huge impacts on inventory, long term radioactivity and size compared to an ILW 
repository which is in my view a much more acceptable facility with few worrying 
aspects. Spent fuel should be reprocessed and recycled as far as possible in order 
to minimise the amounts ultimately placed in the repository. This should be one of 
your principles” (142) 

 
 

Change process and Government commitment.  Some respondents mention the 
principle regarding the change process (either directly or indirectly) as a concern.  In 
particular there are worries that the inventory could change without the knowledge or 
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agreement of the local community and that any community where a GDF is sited would not 
have the power to stop this happening.  For some people this lends itself to the scenario 
that West Cumbria would become the destination for ever increasing amounts of UK or 
even overseas waste over time. [INV-12] 

This relates to other comments about trust in the current Government and concerns over a 
future government sticking to commitments made in the past.  In particular there are 
concerns about the inventory expanding after construction has started, or after the right of 
withdrawal has passed. [INV-14] [INV-15], [INV-16] 

However, a small number of consultees suggest there should be no local influence over 
the inventory as a GDF would be fulfilling a nationally important function. [INV-13] 

 
“Once building has begun there is a good chance that the govt move the goal posts 
about what can and can‟t be stored or disposed of.  They will claim that so much 
has been spent that it has to be there and Cumbria could become the dumping 
ground of the world.  We must not allow this to happen.” (143) 

“Because agreeing with a current government might not be projected forward by 
subsequent governments, we just do not know enough!” (144) 

“I do not agree that the host community should have a particular influence on the 
inventory that goes into a GDF.  The development of a GDF is to perform a 
significant function of national importance.  It either does that job or it fails to do that 
job.  Performing some percentage of that job as a result of community interests 
doesn't address this national need and therefore fails.  Why would a project 
proceed with such a risk?” (145) 

 
 

Safety, including amount and mix of waste.  There are suggestions from some 
respondents that safety and security has not been properly considered, for example 
placing all of the UK‟s higher activity waste together presents an increased opportunity for 
something to go wrong, or for someone to make something go wrong, as does co-locating 
different waste types.  This relates to concerns scattered through other submissions about 
the potential for different waste types to interact and/or heat, and to other concerns that 
previous investigations ruled out West Cumbria based on intermediate level waste only, 
but that this was looking at high level wastes as well – also some people would be more 
comfortable with an intermediate level waste store. [INV-17], [INV-19] 

Some people express concern about the transportation of waste from other places all 
coming to Cumbria, and others say that just because most of the waste is already at 
Sellafield there shouldn‟t be an assumption that West Cumbria is the best place for a GDF.  
One response suggests the need for the Partnership to have sought further information on 
encapsulation and fuel mixing given the potential for an encapsulation plant as part of the 
surface facilities. [INV-18], [INV-20] 

“The inventory is too concentrated, and liable to accident or terrorist activity, 
whether deep buried or surface managed.” (146) 
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“If as some people assert security is compromised when nuclear material is 
transported, why would we encourage more movement of waste.” (147) 

 

Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM).  There are two specific 
concerns around the CoRWM recommendations.  These are:  

 That CoWRM considered a GDF for legacy waste only and noted the ethical/technical 
distinction between legacy/new build wastes. [INV-21] 

 That CoRWM supported geological disposal as part of a mixed programme. [INV-22] 

 

Other issues 

Level of detail. Some respondents again feel that there is insufficient detail on inventory 
and that the information is not clear and understandable, thus making a response to this 
question difficult. [INV-32] 

 

Impacts on design.  Some respondents comment that different sizes of inventory and 
indeed the mix of waste taken (for example whether plutonium and uranium is included) 
would impact on design and are concerned about how changes in inventory might affect 
the size, scale and nature of a GDF. [INV-33] 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

9.4 Views of respondents who agree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

CRITERION – Inventory 

Overall views and uncertainty.  Some respondents agreeing with the Partnership‟s initial 
opinions on the inventory give statements of general support or acceptance for the 
opinions themselves; others recognise the level of uncertainty but some say they are 
content that the principles have been developed.  There are some comments on the 
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principles generally and other more specific comments on individual principles. [INV-23], 
[INV-24], [INV-25] 

“Liked the concept of Principles to define the scope but with the ability to re-
negotiate or change as appropriate.” (148) 

“It is difficult to say what waste and how much of it there will be 20+ years ahead 
but I think the partnership has as good an inventory as could be expected at this 
stage in negotiations.” (149) 

 

Agreement and change process.  The importance of having clear rules in place and 
transparent community involvement in initial agreement of the inventory and for any 
process for changing the inventory is stressed by some respondents.  Understanding the 
implications of any changes for design and safety requirements is expressed as a need by 
a few respondents, as is the ongoing requirement for the highest possible quality data to 
be used. [INV-26] 

“I agree, it is important for the community to know what the basics of the inventory 
and are kept informed of any major changes to the initial commitment. I would like 
to presume a Regulatory body would be in place to authorise any change 
methodology. (150) 

“The important thing is that the design and safety case are developed on the basis 
of good information about the inventory.” (151) 

 

Specific waste types.  Some people feel that, once build, a GDF should accept any or all 
kinds of radioactive waste.  For some this extends to accepting all new build waste or even 
to accepting money for overseas waste, though for others the possibility of a GDF 
accepting overseas waste is a concern.  A few respondents say that the upper inventory, 
or worst-case scenario, should be assumed. [INV-27], [INV-28] 

Similar concerns about spent fuel, plutonium and uranium occur here as earlier – i.e. either 
that it should not be treated as waste or should be retrievable.  There are queries about 
the impact of a proposed new MOX plant at Sellafield on reprocessing, and also queries 
about the level of treatment or conditioning needed for different types of material. [INV-29] 

Scottish waste is mentioned as a consideration, for example what happens if Scotland 
becomes independent.   

“My reason for agreeing is that we should design and build a facility capable of 
dealing with the full spread of radioactive wastes ending up in a disposal facility in 
the UK. Do the job properly first time.” (152) 

“Spent fuel which has not been reprocessed should not be sent for disposal.  This is 
a complete waste of what could potentially become the only affordable fuel left on 
the planet once the oil and gas has dried up.  It would be silly to encapsulate it all 
and then have to dig it all back out.  The GDF should always work in harmony with 
a fuel recycling/reprocessing plant thus minimising the volume of unnecessary 
waste entering the GDF.” (153) 
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Other issues 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

 

9.5 Views of respondents who partly agree or are not sure, or give no 
judgement about the Partnership’s initial opinions 

Again, concerns about specific types of waste as above are reflected by these participants, 
alongside comments or concerns about the change process.  Military waste comes up as 
an issue here – either concern that it should not be included or questions about how much 
and from where.  It is also noted that the upper inventory is significantly bigger than the 
lower, and that this increases feelings of uncertainty. [INV-30], [INV-31] 

“The inventory includes the spent fuel from nuclear reactors; this would be in the 
raw form and potentially as a reactor core, such as those from the nuclear 
submarines.  Thus Military items are likely to be stored.  Would this include other 
nuclear material from Military sources?” (154) 

“Too many uncertainties.  The difference between the baseline and upper 
inventories is enormous.” (155) 

 

In addition, the impact of inventory on design is raised again here: 

“The inventory for this proposed development will determine the design of the 
facility. 

I agree only UK wastes should be stored within it. The wastes should include all 
long life radioactive wastes including plutonium, and future dry stored fuel if 
recycling is to end at Sellafield along with the vitrified wastes. All will need differing 
containment designs, within the facility.” (156) 
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9.6 Inventory: summary of views and Partnership response 

A summary of views relating to inventory is given below – these cover the range of views 
from those agreeing with or accepting the Partnership‟s initial opinions on inventory, to 
those challenging or expressing concern.   
 
 
 
CRITERION – Inventory 

 
INV-1. There is still too much uncertainty about what would go into a GDF. 

Partnership response: We agree that there is still much uncertainty about the exact nature and 
amount of waste that would go into a GDF.  In light of the consultation feedback we have received 
about specific waste types (for example new build waste, overseas waste) we have sought further 
information or clarity on the Government‟s expectation about specific waste streams (for example 
clarity over the Government‟s expectation on new build, overseas, military waste, and so on, as 
outlined in further responses below) and will include any such clarifications in our Final Report.  In 
addition, we will amend our initial opinion on inventory to give greater recognition to the level of 
uncertainty and to clarify our position on specific waste streams.  We believe our inventory 
principles provide a good starting point for managing uncertainty about the inventory should the 

process continue in West Cumbria.  [Reference paragraphs 7.9, 7.23 – 7.24 and 7.26 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-2. How can we be sure that overseas waste won‟t be accepted in the future? 

Partnership response: We acknowledge the strongly-held concern that overseas waste should 
not be disposed of in a potential repository.  In response to this we have asked the Government to 
confirm their position on accepting overseas waste, and also to clarify how or whether that position 
might change in the future.  In addition we note that prior to the end of Stage 5, the CSP could at 
any time advise the DMBs to exercise the right of withdrawal if unexpected or unwanted changes 
to the inventory took place; Principle 2 of our Inventory Principles also highlights the need to agree 
the circumstances under which local DMBs should have a veto on changes to the inventory, if the 
right of withdrawal has passed.  We will clarify this in our Final Report.  We have also added 
reference to overseas waste in our final opinion on inventory to make our position on this clearer.  

[Reference paragraphs 7.26 – 7.27 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-3. The position on new build waste is unclear. 

Partnership response: We agree that we could make the current Government position on new 
build waste clearer.  We will amend our Final Report accordingly.  We will also add reference to 

new build waste in our final opinion on inventory to make our position on this clearer.  [Reference 
Box 7.2 and paragraphs 7.26 – 7.27 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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INV-4. New build waste should not be accepted.  

Partnership response: See response to INV-3. 

 

 

INV-5. Spent fuel, plutonium and uranium have safety implications or could be useful in the 
future so should not be included. 

Partnership response: These three issues are being dealt with by separate Government 
processes, and are therefore for the Government to decide rather than this process.  We have 
developed our Inventory Principles (p81 of the consultation document) to provide a basis for the 
change process for the inventory, and because of the fact that several specifics cannot be known 
at this point.  We do note, however, that the 2010 baseline inventory and also the upper inventory 
(see p84 of the consultation document) do make provision for these materials to be disposed of in 

a repository.  [Reference paragraph 7.2 and Box 7.3 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-6. Higher burn up fuel of new nuclear stations is not adequately addressed. 

Partnership response: See response to INV-17 below.  

 

 

INV-7. The position on Scottish waste is not clear (for example is it for storage or 
disposal?). 

Partnership response: We have asked for clarification from the Government on Scottish waste 
and the implications of Scottish independence, and will reflect this in our Final Report.  

[Reference Box 7.2 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-8. More research into reprocessing and recycling waste should happen before a 
GDF/reprocess as much as possible so only true waste is disposed of. 

Partnership response: We understand that the nuclear industry currently works to apply the 
waste hierarchy, which means taking steps to avoid or minimise waste production and only 
disposing of what it has to.  There are already R&D projects underway and planned to tackle this.  
We have asked the NDA for more information on this and will include further detail in our Final 

Report.  [Reference paragraph 7.13 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-9. The Partnership should take a stronger position than simply accepting DECC's 
presumption that it will just be UK waste. 
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Partnership response: See response to INV-1 and INV-2. 

 

 

INV-10. There should be clarification on the substitution issue. 

Partnership response: We agree.  In our Final Report we will provide more detail on substitution 

in relation to overseas waste.  [Reference Box 7.2 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-11. DECC's Waste Transfer Price document supports the argument that new build 
waste would be put in the repository. 

Partnership response: See response to INV-1 and INV-3. 

 

 

INV-12. The change process is unclear.  The inventory could change without the 
knowledge or agreement of the local community. 

Partnership response: We know that lack of trust in Government (either current or future) is an 
overriding issue for many people.  We share these concerns, which is why we have developed our 
Inventory Principles and sought Government agreement to them.  In particular, Principle 2 of our 
Inventory Principles highlights the need to agree the circumstances under which local DMBs 
should have a veto on changes to the inventory, once the right of withdrawal has passed.  We 
recognise that the agreement to our Principles from the Government could be stronger and would 
anticipate the DMBs building on our initial work to seek full agreement from the Government, either 
before or after a decision about participation.  We will amend our Final Report to reflect this.  

[Reference paragraphs 7.20 – 7.21 and 7.26 – 7.27 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-13. There should be no local influence over the inventory as a GDF would be fulfilling 
a nationally important function. 

Partnership response: We disagree.  We believe the ability of local decision makers and 
communities to influence what would end up in a repository is central to the principle of 
voluntarism, and have reflected this in our Inventory Principles. 

 

 

INV-14. There is not certainty that a future Government would stick to any agreements 
about inventory. 

Partnership response: See response to INV-12.  
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INV-15. What happens if the inventory expands after construction has happened/after right 
of withdrawal? 

Partnership response: This issue relates to community influence over the inventory change 
process, and also to design.  In terms of design, this would be an issue for the regulators and 
engineers to consider.  We believe our Inventory Principles provide a strong foundation for 
ensuring ongoing community influence and in our Final Report will highlight the need for early 
agreement of a change process, should West Cumbria proceed with Stage 4 of the process and 

potentially beyond.  [Reference paragraphs 7.26 – 7.27 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 

 

 

INV-16. There is no trust in the current Government sticking to any commitments on 
inventory. 

Partnership response: See response to INV-12. 

 

 

INV-17. Placing such a concentrated amount of higher activity waste together is not safe 
or secure. 

Partnership response: This is both a design issue and one that the safety case would cover.  The 
Generic Design Concept illustrates how different waste types might be disposed of in a GDF, but 
ultimately if the regulators do not think a safety case can be made for a repository in a specific 
location with a specific inventory, it will not be built.  We will reflect this more strongly in our Final 

Report.  [Reference paragraph 7.10 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-18. Transportation of waste from across the UK to one location has security 
implications. 

Partnership response: This was also a concern in relation to our initial opinions on safety, 
security, environment and planning.  We have asked the regulators for more details on transport 

security and will reflect this in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 10.71 – 10.72 and 
10.75 – 10.76 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-19. Co-locating the different waste types currently in the inventory would not be safe. 

Partnership response: See response to INV-17. 
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INV-20. The Partnership should have sought more information on encapsulation and fuel 
mixing. 

Partnership response: We agree that there is not much information available currently on these 
issues, although we did highlight in our consultation document that other facilities such as a spent 
fuel encapsulation plant could be sited near or at the surface facility.  We acknowledge that any 
additional facilities such as these would have implications on the scale of the land required and the 
associated impacts of construction and operation.  However, there is no Government policy on this 
yet, and we understand there will not be in the foreseeable future.  We will therefore advise the 
DMBs that if they enter Stage 4 of the process, they investigate with the Government the 

implications and policy process for such plant.  [Reference paragraphs 9.10 and 9.29 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-21. CoRWM considered a GDF for legacy waste only and noted the ethical/technical 
distinction between legacy/new build wastes. 

Partnership response: We are aware of CoRWM‟s report to the Government that notes the 
differences between legacy and new build wastes.  We have asked for a clarification from the 
Government about how they have addressed this.  We will reflect this in our Final Report to the 

councils.  [Reference Box 7.2 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-22. CoRWM supported geological disposal as part of a mixed programme. 

Partnership response: We are aware of CoRWM‟s recommendations in 2006, in particular 
recommendation 5, that R&D should continue to search for other better ways of managing the 
different radioactive waste streams.  We recommend that any future CSP engage closely with the 

NDA and CoRWM on developments.  [Reference paragraphs 6.41 – 6.42 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

INV-23. The Inventory Principles are acceptable. 

Partnership response: We note this response to the principles.  We are reviewing all of the 
principles in light of other consultation comments to assess whether there is a need to strengthen 
them. 

 

 

INV-24. Need a process for dealing with specific comments on the principles. 

Partnership response: Our independent programme managers have compiled a list of specific 
comments on the Inventory Principles and we will revisit them as a result, in order to assess 

whether there is a need to strengthen them.  [Reference paragraph 7.22 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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INV-25. Uncertainty is recognised and is acceptable at this stage. 

Partnership response: We note this response.  However we also note that many people are 
concerned about the ongoing level of uncertainty about the inventory and are amending our Final 
Report and opinions accordingly. 

 

 

INV-26. Clear rules and transparent community involvement would be required for any 
agreement and changes to inventory. 

Partnership response: See response to INV-12.  

 

 

INV-27. The upper inventory should be assumed. 

Partnership response: We believe this is not for the Partnership to take a view on at this point, 
but for any future CSP and the DMBs to negotiate with Government should West Cumbria enter 

the siting process.  [Reference paragraphs 7.20 – 7.21 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 

 

 

INV-28. A GDF should accept all and any waste types, including potentially all new build 
waste and overseas waste, for a financial gain. 

Partnership response: See response to INV-27. 

 

 

INV-29. What effect would changes in reprocessing capability have on the inventory and 
therefore on a GDF? 

Partnership response: See response to INV-17. 

 

 

INV-30. Would military waste be included and if so from where (e.g. from Scotland too?) 

Partnership response: We have asked for clarification from the Government on military waste 
(e.g. what form would it be in, would that change inventory design etc) and will reflect this in our 

Final Report.  [Reference Box 7.2 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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INV-31. The upper inventory is significantly bigger than the lower – this heightens feelings 
of uncertainty. 

Partnership response: We know that uncertainty is a big issue in relation to the inventory.  
However, the principles we have agreed with the Government (p81 of the consultation document) 
allow for progressively clearer agreements to be developed around the inventory as the siting 
process advances.  Principle 2 outlines the process and timing for agreeing how the DMBs can 
have a veto over future inventory changes.  This agreement would be made before any final 
decision is made about hosting a repository.  We do also note though, that the Government says 
that even at this point, there will be some uncertainty about the waste that will require geological 
disposal, but we expect it to be significantly less than it is now.  If the CSP and DMBs are not 
satisfied at this point and negotiations cannot resolve it, we would expect the right of withdrawal to 

be exercised.  [Reference paragraphs 7.23 – 7.24 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
 
 
Other issues 
 

INV-32. There is insufficient detail and the information is not clear and understandable. 

Partnership response: Our independent programme managers have compiled a list of comments 
on the consultation process and materials in order to consider a response.  In drafting our Final 
Report we will try to take into account comments such as these on the clarity and accessibility of 
the information we provided in the consultation document. 

 

 

INV-33. How would different inventories or changes to the inventory affect the design and 
safety requirements of a GDF? 

Partnership response: See response to INV-17.  
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10. Siting process 
 

10.1 What the Partnership asked 

The Partnership‟s initial opinions on the siting process were as follows: 

Criterion – Siting process 
We wanted to be „confident that the siting process is sufficiently robust and flexible to meet 
our needs‟. 

Our initial opinions are that the elements above provide sufficient confidence that the siting 
process can be sufficiently robust and flexible, at least during Stage 4.  In the light of 
written assurances from the Government regarding voluntarism and the right of 
withdrawal, we believe that there are no additional reassurances that we can realistically 
expect from DECC at this stage in the process.  There is a commitment from those who 
have been involved in this process to consensus and fairness, however, despite this, the 
practical challenges of working together and making voluntarism work are not 
underestimated. 

 
 
The Partnership asked the following questions as part of the public consultation: 

We are keen to understand the reasons why people hold particular views on our initial 
opinions so that we can take them into account before advising the three Councils. 
 
Question 7.1 Do you agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on the process 

for siting a repository?  
 

Yes  No  Not Sure / Partly 
 
Question 7.2  It would be helpful if you could set out your reasons.  In particular: 

 Please explain which parts you agree or disagree with and why. 

 If you are not sure, what would help you make up your mind? 

 
 

10.2 Overview of submissions 

546 consultation submissions answer this question directly, either through a response form 
or as part of a letter/email response.  In addition, many of the letters, emails and 
comments slips received, whilst not responding explicitly to the question asked by the 
Partnership, bring up the topic of the siting process, and reflect many of the views 
contained within the direct responses to this question. 

Of these 546 respondents, 276 say they do not agree with the Partnership‟s initial opinions 
on the siting process and 190 agree with them.  Please note these numbers are for 
context only – consultation submissions have come from a self-selecting group of people 
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and any breakdown of numbers is therefore not statistically significant.  Most of the 
remaining respondents are not sure or partly agree, with a few choosing not to select an 
option.  Reasons for agreeing, not agreeing or expressing uncertainty are outlined below, 
including any additional issues brought up in comments slips, letters and emails. 

 

 

10.3 Views of respondents who disagree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

Criterion – Siting process 

Decision-making structures and voluntarism.  The lack of clarity around decision-
making structures and in particular how the views of different local and wider interests 
would be balanced is a key concern for those respondents disagreeing with the 
Partnership‟s initial opinions on a siting process.  In addition the issue of balancing rural 
and urban views is of concern to some people, as well as balancing local and national 
interests, and those of the DMBs with a Community Siting Partnership and/or a host 
community (for example what if the DMBs don‟t listen to the CSP).  A specific point is 
made by one respondent about the need to clarify the role of non-DMB local authorities, 
including how „trans-boundary‟ issues might be addressed. [SIT-1], [SIT-2], [SIT-3], [SIT-
4] 

“If the geological case is found for a site (particularly in a remote area) with low 
population, how could the local population influence the decision which could easily 
be overruled by the large populations of West Coast Allerdale & Copeland who 
would receive the benefits of government funds & employment.” (157) 

“How much easier for DMB‟s to follow a nationally laid down process where they 
dominate and host communities are sidelined rather than a “suggested” scheme 
which may give potential host communities an actual voice…. …The consultation 
document says that some people are sceptical that the government will honour 
commitments to a right of withdrawal.  It might be said that many are sceptical that 
DMBs would follow the advice and recommendations of the Community siting 
partnership.” (158) 

“Local authorities that might be situated close to the surface facilities or repository 
may be at risk in terms of negative economic or environmental impacts. Under the 
proposed system these councils would have no control over any compensation to 
offset these impacts. Nor would they have any real control within the process itself 
to exercise a 'right to withdrawal'. All such powers rest with the DMBs. The process 
proposed for any future MRWS work makes no effort to address the inequity in the 
processes and powers.” (159) 

 

The issue of decision-making structures is expanded upon by some people in relation to 
the idea of voluntarism, and at which level that would really occur (i.e. county, borough, or 
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parish).  A few consultees say that the Partnership interpretation of voluntarism is poor and 
either that it was not forced upon the Partnership by the White Paper or that it is at odds 
with the White Paper definition (for example the timescale for host communities coming 
into existence). [SIT-5], [SIT-6] 

“Voluntarism is only applicable to the DMB.  DMB are the ones to recommend 
withdrawal from the process.  Potential host communities should have a right of 
withdrawal, not the DMB, which has interests centres at a distance from a potential 
site - possibly more than 30 miles away.” (160) 

“I find this area of the report impossible to accept.  The report ignores totally the 
Government requirements of the White Paper in terms of Voluntarism and 
Partnership Working.  As far as I can see there is only 1 reference to a Community 
Siting Partnership (in Chapter 9) but the process as mapped out by the Partnership 
(in Chapter 10) does not include one, and instead puts in place a process driven by 
and controlled by some „partnership‟ in which the Principal Authorities reign 
supreme. Host Communities don‟t come into existence until some time later – not 
what the Government envisaged – and voluntarism is restricted to the same 
Principal Authorities…” (161) 

 

There is concern that local interests should be transparently taken on board and a lack of 
clarity over how or when this would happen.  The need to resource for capacity at the local 
level is also mentioned, with some people stating that the resourcing available for 
communities to access independent expertise is inadequate. [SIT-7] 

“Once expensive geological surveys are completed, if the local community does not 
want the repository, I believe history suggests they will have an expensive fight on 
their hands.  They would have to fund this themselves; the generous funding the 
partnership has access to would not be available to them.” (162) 

 

Concerns over right of withdrawal.  Concerns over decision-making structures also 
relate to concerns over the right of withdrawal.  The point has been made by some 
respondents that even if a parish wanted to withdraw they would still have no influence on 
the process continuing around them and could therefore still be impacted upon by the 
MRWS process, which would imply that their right of withdrawal would not actually mean 
much in reality.  There is concern about the lack of clarity over what constitutes “reasoned 
justification for withdrawing”. [SIT-8], [SIT-9] 

There are also wider concerns about the right of withdrawal, specifically that this is unlikely 
to happen (or that the Government would not let it happen), particularly if West Cumbria 
continues to Stage 4.  Related to this is the concern that as future stages of the MRWS 
process progressed, it would become increasingly more difficult to exercise the right to 
withdraw due to increased levels of commitment and pressure.  The increasing amount of 
money that would be spent on the process by the Government is a concern for some 
respondents, as they see this as another pressure against the right of withdrawal.  This is 
also linked to concerns that there are no other areas expressing an interest at the moment 
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– what happens if West Cumbria says no, and the suggestion that only having one area 
expressing an interest invalidates the voluntarism process. [SIT-10], [SIT-11], [SIT-12], 
[SIT-13] 

“The right of withdrawal seems to be from this process only. 

If we withdraw, the repository will be imposed on us. Not much of a “right” then.” 
(163) 

“Although this right exists in theory, it will become progressively more difficult to 
exercise in practice as the process proceeds. The white paper makes clear that 'all 
parties ... should work positively to seek to avoid the need to exercise the Right of 
withdrawal' (6.39) and that this right would be subject to conditions yet to be agreed 
(6.44). In particular, a post stage 5 withdrawal would be very difficult indeed (6.43). 
The government wants maximum commitment as early as possible and will work 
hard to stop any council pulling out.” (164) 

“In my view "voluntarism" has failed at the first hurdle because the ONLY 
community interested in the UK is the community that already hosts the dangerous 
high level waste. That means that, there is a perception of unreasonable pressure 
to get the "right" result. "No Plan B". It also means that the local community could 
and should extract a huge ongoing payment before any agreement is made. The 
local consultation is very parochial given the national and global implications. No 
consideration of what happens if the outcome for West Cumbria is negative.” (165) 

 
 

Predetermination of a particular outcome.  Several respondents mention concern over 
predetermination, feeling that the siting process would have a feeling of inevitability about 
it, or even that the Partnership is predisposed towards a GDF coming to West Cumbria.  
Others criticise the consultation process and some express concern that it is biased 
towards a particular outcome. 

The reasons for the sense of predetermination come from various sources – including the 
amount of money already spent on the process, the history of West Cumbria and local ties 
to the nuclear industry, the current location of a lot of the waste at Sellafield, and the need 
for economic benefit in an area that is currently struggling in relation to employment and 
infrastructure.  [SIT-14] 

“The siting process is a „con‟; it had been decided way back in 2011.  This 
„partnership‟ is an attempt to make it sound & look above board, impartial and fair.  
It is anything but …” (166) 

“The preponderance of groups within WCMRWS with a vested financial interests in 
having a repository in West Cumbria, implicates the Partnership as being biased 
and lacking integrity, validity or independent scrutiny.” (167) 

 

Other comments on a siting process.  In addition to the comments outlined above there 
are some specific queries or concerns about the definition of community, with some 
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respondents wanting to ensure specific voices are not left out of the process.  This strongly 
relates to earlier concerns about decision-making structures and balancing different views.  
[SIT-15] 

There are concerns that the principles for identifying and assessing potential candidate 
sites were not published in time to be incorporated into this consultation, as well as some 
specific comments on the Partnership‟s principles for community involvement. [SIT-16] 

 

 

Other issues 

Overall MRWS process.  Those disagreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions on a 
siting process also tend towards disagreeing with the Government‟s overall approach to 
the MRWS process.  They say that geology is the most important consideration, 
disagreeing with the concept of voluntarism. [SIT-25] 

Others are concerned that residents were not consulted prior to an expression of interest. 
[SIT-26] 

“Firstly it has to be said that the whole process is bizarre in that it seeks to identify, 
within the UK, a willing host site which satisfies a minimum set of criteria, rather 
than seeking out the most suitable site.” (168) 

“The residents should have been consulted FIRST before all the expense and 
rigmarole of consultation went ahead to this stage.  I certainly am not volunteering.  
Why did the London Borough Councils not volunteer their communities?” (169) 

 

Understanding public and stakeholder views.  The question of a future siting process 
has also raised concerns about how public and stakeholder views are assessed, with 
some people calling for a referendum and challenging the opinion survey being 
undertaken in conjunction with the consultation.  This is covered in section 13 of this 
report. 

 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 
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10.4 Views of respondents who agree with the Partnership’s initial 
opinions 

 

Criterion – Siting process 

Overall siting process.  Several respondents give positive comments about the siting 
process and the Partnership‟s approach to it, for example that it is clear, makes sense and 
is satisfactory at this stage in the process.  Some people note the long timescales of a 
siting process as a challenge and press the need for clear ongoing communications and 
resourcing should the process continue. [SIT-17], [SIT-18] 

“I think the approach outlined is reasonable and it is difficult to see what else should 
be done before the process actually starts. It was not clear how small potential host 
communities would be and at what point the demands of being involved in a 
credible way would be overwhelming. I support the comments about the need to 
ensure that the process is realistically resourced” (170) 

“I believe the process will work as long as continued efforts are made to keep 
people informed and to give opportunities for input. Not just directly to the process 
but on developing a vision for West Cumbria and for determining what goes into the 
community benefits package.” (171) 

 

Right of withdrawal and voluntarism.  There are a few comments about this, generally 
expressing contentment that it exists, although from others there is still concern that no 
other areas have expressed an interest in the process. [SIT-19], [SIT-20] 

Some participants note the difficulty of voluntarism as a concept, and recognise that the 
Partnership sees the siting process as a challenging issue. [SIT-21] 

“The process seems appropriate and provides the opportunity to withdraw from the 
process up until stage 6, which give assurance that by continuing with the process 
to search for a site the community is not 'locked-in' !” (172) 

“I am very concerned that other areas of the country are not being considered for 
the underground repository.  The consultation process seems to have moved a long 
way and centred on West Cumbria.  Other, more stable areas should also be 
considered at this stage.” (173) 

“The opinion is reasonable and the process looks clear. The partnership is correct 
in assuming that volunteerism will be a difficult process as there will always be a 
proportion of the population who are clearly not volunteers and are indeed 
adamantly opposed to the idea. It will probably be impossible to determine any path 
that will make this portion of the population accept a decision of volunteerism even 
if 99% were in favour.” (174) 
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Specific criteria or suggestions.  Some respondents make specific suggestions about 
siting, for example that siting near Sellafield would make sense given the current location 
of a lot of the waste, the desire to minimise use of greenfield sites, consideration of rail 
access and so on.  One respondent suggests seeking the best site in the world does not 
make sense as there will always be particular issues to consider, instead suggesting that 
“is this one safe” is a better question to ask. [SIT-22] 

 

Other issues 

References.  Several respondents reference specific documents or other sources.  A list 
of references cited by respondents to the consultation will be compiled and published on 
the Partnership‟s website. 

 

Other comments.  Some respondents talk about contextual or cross-cutting issues, 
others about issues that come out more strongly in relation to other topic questions.  
These are covered in other relevant topic sections and in section 13 on other issues 
arising. 

 

10.5 Views of respondents who partly agree or are not sure, or give no 
judgement about the Partnership’s initial opinions 

Views from these participants tend to reflect concerns over the overall MRWS process, 
right of withdrawal and decision-making structures of voluntarism as outlined above.  
Specific queries coming out of these submissions are, firstly, whether the right of 
withdrawal could be statutorily backed and, secondly, what the impact of changes in 
county or district councils on voluntarism would be. [SIT-23], [SIT-24] 

“It fails to answer the question - what if it is our village that is nearest to the 
headworks and we don‟t want it - who is the volunteering community.  Our village, 
the larger parish, the ward, Allerdale/Copeland, West Cumbria.  It should not be a 
wider community than West Cumbria. 

There is also the community(ies) with the repository below them and those affected 
by headworks and transport links. Of course part of the design process should be to 
minimise the impact on living conditions of local people.” (175) 

“I can see no reason why the Right of Withdrawal cannot be statutorily backed – 
and would hope that the 3 councils insist on this if they decide to continue.  (A 
White Paper does not carry the same weight, is an expression of policy or intent of 
the Governments).  I feel that the Partnership has too easily accepted the point.” 
(176) 

“It seems strange to rely on 'voluntarism' to decide the siting issue, over the next 
fifteen years there will be several changes in County and District councils, then 
maybe the project will go through several 'off-again/on-again' phases, adding to the 
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expense. However I applaud the idea of allowing the local communities a voice in 
the various stages of deciding where and what to build.“ (177) 

 

10.6 Siting process: summary of views and Partnership response 

A summary of views relating to the siting process is given below – these cover the range of 
views from those agreeing with or accepting the Partnership‟s initial opinions on the siting 
process, to those challenging or expressing concern. 
 
The Partnership’s overall response on a siting process: We consider that many of the issues 
raised in response to the siting process chapter actually arise, rather like the tips of icebergs, from 
more fundamental questions of trust, especially in future decisions, decision-makers and 
organisational arrangements.  
 
We feel that in the consultation document we addressed most of the more specific issues raised 
(structures, voluntarism, resourcing, etc) at a level we felt was appropriate for Stage 3 and to 
inform a decision about entering into Stage 4.  However, we recognise that those raising the 
concerns would like to see more detail, earlier, to provide more confidence about how things may 
work. 
 
Of particular note are the concerns expressed about the absence of an absolute right of withdrawal 
at potential host community level.  We understand the concern and will revisit this question in our 
Final Report. We will also revisit the question of the right of withdrawal and what legal footing it 
could be given in future, acknowledging the concern that the right of withdrawal may well become 
harder to exercise beyond Stage 4 of the MRWS process.  
 
The Partnership recognises that trust will be crucial if any progress with MRWS is to be possible. 
We also recognise that trends in general levels of trust in local and national government are low. 
Our experience is that the specific history of the Nirex campaign in West Cumbria creates further 
serious challenges for establishing, developing and retaining trust in decision-makers and any 
proposed decision-making around nuclear waste management.  We also know that trust has to be 
earned; it is not simply given.  
 
In view of this, the Partnership has considered the question of trust more broadly.  We have 
identified a number of actions that might build trust in the process, such as taking legal advice on 
the options for putting the MRWS process on a firmer legal footing, and being clearer about why 
each council is taking their Decision about Participation in the way it is (via cabinet/full council etc). 

We will include conclusions on these in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraphs 6.14 – 6.18 
in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
 
 
 
 
Criterion – Siting process 
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SIT-1. There is a lack of clarity around decision-making structures for a siting process.  
Who would influence this and how? 

Partnership response: The White Paper sets out the definitions of community (p48) and how they 
should work together via a Community Siting Partnership (Annex C).  We reiterated these 
definitions in our consultation document (p18).  We have also tried to set out our guidance on how 
we believe a Community Siting Partnership should work in Box 32 (p96 of the consultation 
document).  However, the current Partnership has avoided defining precisely how a CSP should 

work as it is deemed premature to do so until a decision about participation is made.  [Reference 
Box 13.6 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

SIT-2. How to balance views of e.g. urban/rural and county/borough/parish levels. 

Partnership response: See overall response above. 

 

 

SIT-3. What if the DMBs don‟t listen to the Community Siting Partnership? 

Partnership response: The White Paper sets out three definitions of community (p48) and 
requires they work in partnership.  The DMBs have agreed this approach and have agreed to be 
informed by the Partnership‟s work.  We would expect this to continue if Stage 4 happens.  
However, one cannot rule out the possibility of the DMBs disagreeing with a CSP in future.  If this 
happened then the DMBs would have to clearly justify their decision to disagree, and this would 
have to be credible given the White Paper requirements for DMBs to „take careful account of 
advice and recommendations from the CSP” (paragraph 6.33 of the White Paper). 

 

 

SIT-4. There is a need to clarify the role of non-DMB local authorities, including how „trans-
boundary‟ issues might be addressed. 

Partnership response: Our consultation document (p96) attempts to set out how different 
interests would need to be involved in any future siting process.  This compliments the definitions 
of community set out in the White Paper (p48).  Collectively this suggests that any neighbouring 
local authority should be involved in a siting process, either represented directly on a CSP or 
closely engaged with it.  The precise nature of this engagement will need to be decided if Stage 4 
begins.  We would also expect a CSP to conduct engagement with neighbouring interests further 
afield such as the Isle of Man or Irish Governments. 

 

 

SIT-5. At which level does voluntarism really occur? (County, borough or parish?) 

Partnership response: The White Paper in paragraph 7.24 states that „Government considers 
that the voluntarism process is based on community support and as such it would apply to all 
communities and all sites‟.  Chapter 10 of our consultation document tries to expand on this 
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sentiment to set out a proposed process for the different levels of local authority working together 
through partnership, as well as being informed by wider public consultation and opinion surveys.  
The answer therefore is not a clear-cut one: indeed it is probably the main challenge of working to 
the principle of voluntarism as expressed in the White Paper. 

 

 

SIT-6. The Partnership interpretation of voluntarism is poor and was not forced upon the 
Partnership by the White Paper/is at odds with the White Paper. 

Partnership response: We do not agree that the suggestions made in our consultation document 
(chapter 10) constitute a departure from the White Paper.  During our work we have received no 
indication of concern from the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) on this issue.  
To be sure of this however, we will ask DECC for a formal view on the degree to which our 
proposals are consistent with their policy and we will include any further consideration of this in our 

Final Report.  [Reference paragraph 13.23 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

SIT-7. Local resourcing needs to be considered in relation to participation in a siting 
process/resourcing for communities to access independent expertise is inadequate. 

Partnership response: We agree that communities would need to be resourced to take part in 
any Stage 4. We feel that a Partnership approach will be a crucial part of any Stage 4 and as such 
communities, through a CSP, should have a mechanism to access independent expertise to 
support their deliberations on the issues (see Principle 3 of our principles of community 
involvement). This would need to be included in any engagement package negotiated with the 

Government.  [Reference Box 13.5 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

SIT-8. Very local right of withdrawal does not really exist. 

Partnership response: See overall response above. 

 

 

SIT-9. There is no clarity over what constitutes “reasoned justification for withdrawing”. 

Partnership response: Our consultation document (p93) sets out that if a host community wished 
to withdraw, and that decision was based on reasoned justification and demonstrable community 
support, and the partnership decided it would be possible to move into the desk-based 
assessments without these potential host communities, the presumption should be that they would 
be left out of the process.  We recognise, however, that the definition of „reasoned justification‟ is 
relatively subjective.  We would expect a future CSP to set out some guidelines on how it would 
hope a potential host community would go about making their decisions. 
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SIT-10. Will Government really allow a right of withdrawal if a lot of money has been 
spent? 

Partnership response: See response to SIT-11. 

 

 

SIT-11. The overall right of withdrawal would be hard to exercise in Stage 4, and 
increasingly more difficult should the process progress further. 

Partnership response: The Government has committed in its White Paper to a process of 
voluntarism and partnership, including an explicit right of withdrawal.  There is little written in the 
White Paper that makes us believe it would be harder to leave the MRWS process in Stage 4 than 
in Stages 1-3 – we will clarify this further in our Final Report.  It is correct to say that the White 
Paper (paragraph 6.44) suggests that in Stage 5, before an expensive borehole programme is 
undertaken, criteria for a „post-borehole right of withdrawal‟ would be agreed between the 
Government and the community.  Whilst this may reduce the flexibility of the community‟s ability to 
withdraw, it is important to note that the CSP and DMBs would have to agree these criteria at the 
start of Stage 5: if the community is not content with them, then the borehole programme would not 

commence.  [Reference paragraphs 6.33 – 6.37 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

SIT-12. What happens if West Cumbria says no? 

Partnership response: We note that the Government‟s invitation for communities to express 
interest is still open, and other communities may still come forward.  If this does not happen, and 
West Cumbria says „no‟, we assume that the Government may need to review its MRWS strategy 
and policy for both the short and longer term.  The DMBs would also need to consider the 

implications for their communities.  [Reference paragraph 2.25 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 

 

 

SIT-13. The voluntarism process becomes invalid if only one area expresses an interest. 

Partnership response: We disagree.  The right of withdrawal still exists however many 
communities are involved. 

 

 

SIT-14. The process is predetermined in favour of having a GDF in West Cumbria. 

Partnership response: We don‟t believe the process is pre-determined. There are many voices 
from across the spectrum of opinion both in the Partnership, the DMBs and the wider community. 
The process may not proceed if (a) DMBs decide not to proceed, or subsequently exercise a right 
of withdrawal, or (b) the regulators are not satisfied that a safety case can be made. 
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SIT-15. How do you define community? 

Partnership response: The White Paper sets out three definitions of community (p48).  These 
are: 

- Host Community: the community in which any facility will be built.  This will be a small 
geographically defined area and include the population of that area and the owners of that land.  
For example, it could be a town or village. 

- Decision Making Body: the Local Government decision-making authority for the Host Community. 

- Wider Local Interests: other communities that have an interest in whether or not a facility should 
be built in the Host Community, such as the next village, a neighbouring district or a community on 
the local transport routes to the Host Community. 

We have adopted these definitions in our consultation document (p18). 

 

 

SIT-16. Need a process for dealing with specific comments on the principles. 

Partnership response: We have noted a number of suggestions and comments on the strength, 
clarity and usefulness of the principles in the consultation document and have reviewed them 
accordingly.  No changes are suggested to the principles themselves, as we believe they would do 
little to address the underlying concerns expressed.  Instead, we are taking various actions to try to 
improve trust in the process, such as understanding the options available to put the whole MRWS 
process on a firmer legal footing, and clarifying what work would need to be done when during a 
potential Stage 4.  We will report our conclusions from these actions in our Final Report.  

[Reference paragraphs 6.14 – 6.18 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

SIT-17. The proposed siting process makes sense and is satisfactory at this stage in the 
process. 

Partnership response: We note this agreement. 

 

 

SIT-18. Clear ongoing communications are needed should West Cumbria participate in the 
siting process. 

Partnership response: We agree.  A major commitment to engagement, communication and 
consensual working needs to be at the heart of any Stage 4 as set out in the consultation 
document chapter 10. 
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SIT-19. Right of withdrawal exists as an option if West Cumbria does enter the siting 
process. 

Partnership response: We understand that the right of withdrawal is a crucial component of 
voluntarism and relates directly to trust in the process.  How it could be exercised, by whom, on 
who‟s behalf needs to be agreed by all the parties involved in any Stage 4 and our preliminary 
views on this are set out in the consultation document in chapter 10. 

 

 

SIT-20. No other areas have expressed an interest in participating in the siting process. 

Partnership response: This is true.  However, we note that DECC‟s invitation to communities to 
express interest is still open, and that it does not have an end date.  We are also aware that at the 
time of writing a community in Kent is publicly considering whether to express interest or not, via 
Shepway District Council.  Regardless of this though, this Partnership is concerned about whether 
West Cumbria should participate in the siting process: the issue of whether other communities do 

so is for them and DECC to consider.  [Reference paragraph 13.23 in the Partnership’s 
Final Report.] 

 

 

SIT-21. Voluntarism is a difficult concept, and challenging to play out in practice. 

Partnership response: We agree. 

 

 

SIT-22. How would suggestions for specific siting criteria or considerations be taken into 
account if the process continues? 

Partnership response: We have identified in Box 31 (page 92 of the consultation document) a 
summary of what we see as suggested steps for a siting process in any Stage 4. Step 2 (c) 

includes agreeing local criteria for identification of potential siting areas (PSAs).  [Reference Box 
13.4 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

SIT-23. Can right of withdrawal/MRWS overall be statutorily backed? 

Partnership response: We are now exploring this with DECC and will cover it in our Final Report.  

[Reference paragraphs 6.17 – 6.18 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

SIT-24. What would the impact of changes in county or district councils on voluntarism be? 
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Partnership response: In principle a change in political makeup of any of the DMBs, say after a 
local election, will make no difference to the MRWS policy or framework.  Of course, the incoming 
councillors may have different views than their predecessors, so may make different decisions.   

 
 
 
 
Other issues 
 

SIT-25. The Government is taking the wrong approach with the overall MRWS process – 
geology, not voluntarism, should come first. 

Partnership response: The Partnership has operated within the framework set by existing 
Government policy and set out in the MRWS White Paper (i.e. toward a GDF, via voluntarism, 

dependent on a suitable site being identified).  [Reference paragraphs 6.24 – 6.28 in the 
Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

SIT-26. Residents should have been consulted first, prior to an expression of interest. 

Partnership response: We note that DECC have accepted the three expressions of interest from 
Allerdale BC, Copeland BC and Cumbria CC, including the requirement to „take soundings‟ in their 
local community.  The process that has followed this has significantly surpassed the White Paper 
requirements for local communication and consultation, and we would expect this to continue if the 

process progresses into Stage 4.  [Reference paragraph 13.23 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 
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11. Overall views on participation, including comments 
slips 
 

11.1 What the Partnership asked 

In this consultation we are not putting forward an overall opinion on whether the Councils 
should enter the siting process or not.  Question 8 asks for your views on this, and 
Question 9 gives you the opportunity to make additional comments on any other issues. 

Question 8.  What are your views on whether the areas covered by Allerdale and/or 
Copeland Borough Councils should take part in the search for somewhere to put a 
repository, without any commitment to have it? 

 

11.2 Overview of submissions 

599 consultation submissions answer this question directly, either through a response form 
or as part of a letter/email response.   

In addition, the comments slips distributed by the Partnership asked this specific question. 
480 comments slips were received by the Partnership. 

Comments slip submissions and any response forms or letters responding directly to this 
question have been added together for the purpose of analysis, because they ask exactly 
the same thing.  This gives a total of 1086 submissions to this question.  

Submissions responding to this question do tend to reflect a strong view one way or the 
other.  This is not surprising in relation to this particular question (and indeed for the whole 
consultation) given the self-selecting nature of respondents – arguably those with a 
stronger view are more likely to become engaged in the process. 

 

11.3 Detail of submissions and supporting arguments 

Whilst some respondents simply state “yes”, “go ahead” or “no”, “the councils should 
withdraw”, others provided more detail to support their views, tending to focus on specific 
issues of concern, either positive or negative.  Others are less explicit about whether they 
support or oppose West Cumbria entering the siting process, instead focusing on specific 
issues, or on the idea of a GDF overall (rather than whether or not West Cumbria should 
proceed with the next stage of the process).  The issues raised and the supporting 
arguments given by people either wanting all or some of the three Councils to participate 
or withdraw reflect the many issues raised throughout the topic sections above. 

Of those respondents answering this question, approximately 430 comments suggest 
that West Cumbria should participate in the siting process (this include comments 
supporting the idea of a GDF in West Cumbria overall but does not include comments 
about the positive impacts or hopes).  Approximately 320 comments suggest that West 
Cumbria should withdraw from the process and not participate in the next stage process.  
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(this includes comments opposing the idea of a GDF in West Cumbria overall but does not 
include comments about negative impacts or concerns).  These numbers do not provide 
any guide to the level of support or opposition amongst the general public in 
Cumbria.  See box below for explanation. 

 

Please note as the respondents to this consultation were self selecting, i.e. people chose 
whether to reply or not, and for this particular question there was no tickbox response, it is 
not possible to draw a meaningful conclusion on support. 

The numbers above also do not take into account those who do not explicitly express a 
view (for example many people express concerns without stating the Councils should not 
move forward).  It also does not take into account responses to other questions elsewhere 
in the response form, or those email and letter responses, that say the Councils should or 
should not take part in the search. 

The Partnership‟s opinion survey provides statistically representative data on whether 
people think the DMBs should proceed with the process or not (see section 14 of this 
report). 

The numbers above do not include those saying one particular council (Allerdale or 
Copeland) should participate or withdraw (as very few respondents are that specific).  
Also, several people not responding directly to this question do express explicit support or 
opposition to proceeding; in particular many of the letters and emails received express 
opposition to a GDF in West Cumbria or to continuing with the process (see section 12 for 
more on this). 

Most of the main arguments given in support of West Cumbria either participating in or 
withdrawing from the next stage of the MRWS process are already covered in sections 4-
10 of this report.  However, it is possible to identify the key supporting arguments in each 
case.  A summary of this is given below.  

Those respondents explicitly saying that West Cumbria should participate in the next stage 
of the MRWS process tend towards the following types of supporting comments to 
underpin their views: 

 The caveat that participation would be without commitment, as well as other caveats 
such as safety remaining paramount.  Others say they would be happy with West 
Cumbria having a GDF as long as the geology was suitable. 

 Comment about the current location of the waste (primarily being at Sellafield) leading 
to the conclusion that it would be sensible to look in West Cumbria.  The desire to 
minimise transport of radioactive waste is a related point. 

“It is common sense to carry out a search in this area.  The majority of the UK 
radioactive waste is stationed at Sellafield so if this area is suitable then the waste can 
be stored safely without travelling the roads of the UK.” (178) 

 Recognition that further investigations would be required should the process continue. 
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 Recognition of the need for a waste solution and, in some cases specific reference to 
geological disposal as a safer or more secure approach. 

 West Cumbria‟s history with the nuclear industry, specifically the presence of skills and 
experience. 

“I support yes to the searches taking place and believe it can only be a positive thing 
for the area.  It is something the local area has a vast knowledge of and the waste is 
already here so we must use it to our full benefit.” (179) 

 Positive impacts on employment. 

 

Those respondents explicitly saying that West Cumbria should not participate in the next 
stage of the MRWS process tend towards the following types of supporting comments: 

 Belief that the geology of West Cumbria is not suitable, including references to 
previous geological investigations and the suggestion that it would be a waste of time 
and money to proceed. 

“The Government proved themselves in the Nirex report, that Cumbria is unsafe in its 
geology and hydrogeology for radioactive waste. I ask Allerdale and Copeland to 
withdraw from consultation as proved to be unsafe.” (180) 

 Concern that the right of withdrawal would not happen, as well as related concerns 
about the process having an element of predetermination and that the right of 
withdrawal would become increasingly more difficult as the process progressed. 

 Suggestion of a geology-focused rather than a voluntarism-focused overall approach. 

 Concern over impacts on tourism. 

 Reference to the intergenerational impacts of a repository in West Cumbria. 

 Concern over balancing different views and lack of clarity over decision-making 
structures should the process continue. 

 

 

11.4 Responding to overall views about participation 

As described in the consultation document, the Partnership‟s opinion survey, not the public 
consultation, forms the statistically significant part of the PSE3 process.  The results of the 
opinion survey will be used to assess whether or not the Partnership‟s „net support‟ 
indicator has been met (one of the three „Indicators of Credibility‟ outlined in the 
Partnership‟s consultation document – see section 2 of this report for more details). 

 
This being the case, this report does not draw any conclusions about the numbers of 
people explicitly supporting or opposing participation in these consultation submissions, 
although it is interesting to note the level of support and opposition, illustrating the strength 
of feelings on both sides of the argument.  Instead, it is suggested that the reader focuses 
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on the supporting arguments behind people‟s views on whether or not West Cumbria 
should participate in the next stage of the process. 
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12. Additional comments, including letters and emails 
 

12.1 What the Partnership asked 

Question 9.  Please use this section to make any additional comments. 

 

12.2 Overview of submissions 

348 consultees sending in response forms gave a response to this final question.  Many of 
these summarise or reiterate their views from other questions or provide contextual notes 
about their submissions.  Others focus on specific issues of concern.  These views are 
picked up in the relevant sections of this report (sections 4–10 for specific topics and 
sections 13 for contextual or overarching issues). 

191 emails and letters were received by the Partnership in response to the consultation.  
These ranged from shorter documents outlining overall views and key arguments, to 
longer more in-depth submissions that sometimes focused on the finer details of specific 
topics such as geology and siting.  Again, the views contained within these letters and 
emails are picked up on in the relevant sections of this report. 

Many of these submissions also express an overall opinion on whether or not West 
Cumbria should proceed with the siting process.  For example, a number of the letters and 
emails received by the Partnership take the form of a standard letter that focuses on key 
issues of concern including: geological unsuitability; the scale of the project in terms of 
amount of waste, spoil and timescales; risk to the environment, economy, landscape and 
potentially the tourism trade of the Lake District National Park and surrounding areas; 
implications for the National Park‟s World Heritage Site application; and concern over the 
unique co-location of so many waste types.  The letters all end with a request for the 
councils not to participate. 

In addition, 32 postcards were received by the Partnership.  They all contain the same text 
as follows: 
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Side two 
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The Partnership was also made aware of a petition, addressed to the three Councils and 
in opposition of further progression with the process.  The text of the petition is as follows: 

To:  Allerdale, Copeland Borough Councils and Cumbria County Council 
 
We, the undersigned, strongly oppose the UK government’s “steps towards the 
geological disposal of nuclear wastes” 
 
The process is meant to include two key elements, the right geology and a volunteer 
community.  Eminent geologists and the Inspector of the 1995-6 Nirex Planning Inquiry 
looked at the disposal of intermediate nuclear wastes in this region and concluded that the 
geology is wrong.  They ruled out the whole of West Cumbria, as well as Furness.  
They have recently reaffirmed their views. 
 
Given that the geology is known to be unsound for Intermediate nuclear wastes and 
that the Managing Radioactive Wastes Safely process now includes heat-generating 
High Level Wastes & Spent Fuel, we call on all three Councils to halt the MRWS 
process. 
   
Petition Supported By:  Radiation Free Lakeland, West Cumbria and North Lakes Friends 
of the Earth, North Cumbria Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament, Sustainable Carlisle, 
Cumbria Action on Climate Change, Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment. 

It is understood that over 1500 people have signed up to the petition at the time of writing. 
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13. Other issues arising 
 

13.1 Overview 

Although the Partnership asked questions on specific topics relating to its Work 
Programme and initial opinions, there are naturally many other issues that get raised in a 
consultation of this nature.  Some of these, such as views on Public and Stakeholder 
Engagement, are directly relevant to the Partnership‟s work.  Others, such as views on the 
Government‟s approach to the MRWS process, are of immediate relevance to the context 
of the Partnership‟s work; these kinds of issues may be ones that the Partnership wishes 
to respond to, or pass on to other parties for a response. 

In addition, several lists were pulled out of the overall consultation. 

References or evidence, suggestions for further research or work, comments on the 
Partnership and other specific organisations, suggestions for future MRWS stages, 
comments on the overall MRWS process and UK energy policy. 

 

13.2 Cross-cutting issues [O-1] 

Lack of trust 

The sense of a lack of trust between the various parties involved in the current MRWS 
process is very clear across the full set of consultation submissions, and appears to be at 
the root of many of the key concerns raised, for example lack of trust in the Government to 
deliver community benefits or stick to inventory agreements, lack of trust in the NDA 
generally, lack of trust in the decision-making bodies when it comes to the siting process 
and respecting the views of potential host communities.  

This issue of trust seems to permeate every level, from parish or town councils up to 
central Government (primarily DECC and the Treasury), with borough and county councils, 
the NDA, and the regulators in between, as well as a lack of trust in the Partnership and 
potentially a future community siting partnership. 

 

Uncertainty now 

Alongside trust, this is the largest issue cutting across all of the topics in the consultation.  
The lack of certainty that sits across many of the main topics under discussion is 
mentioned repeatedly, by those both agreeing and not agreeing with the Partnership‟s 
initial opinions.  For those not agreeing, the level of uncertainty tends to be too much – 
either they want the process to stop now because of it or want more clarity before a 
decision about participation is taken – for example some feel there is too much sense that 
everything could or would be resolved at the next stage.  [O-2]  For those mentioning 
uncertainty but agreeing with the Partnership‟s initial opinions, there tends to be a view 
that more could be found out in the next stage, and that uncertainty could overall be 
reduced one way or the other. 
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Uncertainty in the future 

Worries about long-term safety, untested technology and unknown future influences (from 
climate change to government change) cut across many submissions.  

 

Ethics 

Related to future uncertainty is the issue of future generations.  Many people are worried 
about leaving a GDF to future generations to manage and about related safety (and 
therefore health) issues. 

For other respondents, the issue of radioactive waste is an ethical issue in itself – some 
are concerned that having a GDF would encourage the production of new waste; others 
feel that waste should be dealt with by whoever produced it at whatever location, and not 
sent to one location that would essentially be a “dumping ground” for the UK‟s (and in 
some people‟s minds the world‟s) waste.  Other respondents talk more widely about the 
pressing need for a waste solution, and the duty of this generation to make difficult 
choices. 

There are further comments that West Cumbria has already done enough, and/or that it is 
potentially feeling pressure due to economic drivers and a need for employment to 
progress with the MRWS process.  There is also a sense from some consultation 
submissions of a Government preying on a vulnerable region which is in need of 
regeneration. [O-3]  However, for other consultees, the presence of so much of the current 
waste at Sellafield implies a duty of care for West Cumbria, and the need to be actively 
involved in the search for a solution. 

“Three areas in particular should be prominently considered. One is procedural 
equity – is the process fair, sufficiently representative, inclusive, deliberative and 
democratic? Should the principle of voluntarism be more widely applied to 
radioactive waste management? Two is intragenerational equity, fairness between 
places. Is it fair that West Cumbria is the sole focus of attention for the possibility of 
a new repository? Within West Cumbria how should principles of fairness be 
developed and applied to choosing between specific candidate sites? Three is 
intergenerational equity, the fairness of distributing burdens of cost, effort and risk 
between present and future. Should a repository be developed sooner rather than 
later? Is retrievability a fair proposition? Is long-term storage a fairer option than 
disposal? These, and many more, ethical questions are difficult, complex and not 
easy to resolve. But, they need to be exposed to ensure that decisions are based 
upon adequate discussion of ethical considerations.” (181) 

 

Uncertainty about geology 

For many respondents, geology is the issue of prime importance which cuts across their 
whole submissions.  For example several people state that the geology of West Cumbria is 
not suitable and then continue to cite this as part of their reason for not agreeing with other 
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of the Partnership‟s initial opinions – i.e. if the geology is not right then everything else 
becomes irrelevant. 

 

Drawing on past experience 

A lot of people responding to the consultation draw upon their own knowledge of past 
experiences either locally or in the UK as a whole.  From a local perspective, respondents‟ 
own experience with the nuclear industry appears to be reflected in how they feel about 
the idea of a potential GDF.  For example those with a positive experience, particularly 
from experience with regulatory processes, are less concerned about issues such as the 
development of a safety case; those with a negative experience around issues such as 
safety and community benefits are more doubtful that these things could be achieved.  
Other local experience tends to be about particular organisations such as the county or 
borough councils. 

Reference to national experience tends to focus on the UK Government, including a 
widespread lack of trust that the Government will deliver on its commitments, and a 
concern that any future government could renege on these commitments. 

 

West Cumbria’s history 

West Cumbria‟s nuclear history is mentioned many times across all questions.  For some it 
is seen as a burden and for others as a blessing.  The opportunities afforded by West 
Cumbria‟s skills and experience in the nuclear field lead some respondents to suggest that 
a nuclear future should be embraced.  Others are concerned that West Cumbria is already 
reliant on nuclear and therefore either that having a GDF is an inevitable and perhaps 
necessary consequence, or that diversification away from nuclear is the key to West 
Cumbria‟s economic survival. 

 

The National Park 

Throughout consultation submissions there are concerns expressed about the potential 
impact on the Lake District National Park, as well as specific requests that a GDF should 
not be located within the National Park (either specifically the surface or underground 
works, or a GDF more generally).  In addition, issues such as the statutory purpose of 
national parks are raised. [O-4] 

 

Managing risk 

Several respondents mention risk as a big issue, with some people wanting to know more 
about specific risks, or about the potential scale of risks, and others wanting more 
generally to see risks highlighted, defined and laid out more clearly by the Partnership. 
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13.3 Indicators of Credibility/understanding and balancing public and 
stakeholder views 

Indicators of Credibility 

There are relatively few direct comments about the Partnership‟s Indicators of Credibility 
and the methodology behind them: broad support, understanding concerns, and net 
support.  This may be because the Indicators were consulted upon during PSE2 and/or 
because no direct questions were asked about them in this round of consultation (because 
they were agreed after PSE2). 

The most common comment is around the need for a referendum and challenge to the 
opinion survey.  Related to this, some people express the desire for views across Cumbria 
or of everyone in Cumbria to be sought.  Not all of these comments are time-specific.  
Some say a wider survey or referendum is needed now before a decision about 
participation, others just that it needs to happen. [O-5] 

Some say it is wrong of West Cumbria to have made the decision to even go this far 
without consulting – others feel because of the current location of the waste that it is right 
West Cumbria be involved in the decision-making process. 

 

Balancing different views 

This appears to be more of an issue for many respondents than the opinion 
survey/referendum question.  Some people talk about difficulties or concerns in balancing 
views from urban and rural areas, particularly when their economic drivers may be 
different (i.e. industry and tourism) – for some this extends to concerns either about the 
Partnership itself or about who the Partnership has involved in previous studies (such as 
the Impacts study) or in surveys. 

Other concerns on this topic centre very much on the siting process, with concerns that 
very local interests could or would be overridden by borough, county or national interests. 

In addition, there are other general concerns about balancing rural and urban needs and 
views, as well as national and local views, and positive and negative voices. [O-6], [O-7] 

 

Engaging with specific groups 

Some consultees make specific requests to be involved themselves or for particular 
interests to be involved more fully in any future discussions (should the process continue) 
– for example engaging people in the North East (due to the prevailing wind), seeking 
wider awareness amongst the general public or Cumbria as a whole, seeking the 
expression of views from communities (how will this happen and when?), involvement of 
specific organisations (one or two made this request). [O-8] 
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13.4 The Partnership 

Some respondents make comments about the Partnership itself.  There are some positive 
comments about the way the Partnership has approached its work, as well as other more 
negative comments questioning the Partnership‟s expertise, balance of membership and 
decision-making/process structures.  Some people suggest that the Partnership has a 
predisposition towards progressing a GDF in West Cumbria due to economic or other local 
drivers.  Others are concerned about the legitimacy of the Partnership, either because of 
the way the Councils went about submitting an Expression of Interest, or because of 
issues with the Terms of Reference of the Partnership, or due to concerns about 
membership breadth and imbalances. 

 

 

13.5 The consultation process 

Consultation materials 

Comments about the consultation process and materials are spread throughout the 
consultation submissions.  In relation to the consultation materials themselves, there are 
some comments about the clarity of information and language used in various parts of the 
consultation document, both positive and negative – often this is in relation to a lack of 
clarity in the initial opinions or a high level of uncertainty in supporting information. 

 

Independence 

Some respondents state that either the consultation materials or the overall consultation 
process are biased towards a particular outcome – i.e. towards West Cumbria participating 
in the siting process and/or eventually having a GDF. 

 

Overall process 

There are a few other comments about the consultation process overall – some positive, 
and one or two criticising it for example for being rushed, or lacking in publicity. [O-9] 

 

13.6 The Government’s MRWS Process [O-10] 

As covered in earlier sections (geology and siting process), some consultees believe the 
Government is taking the wrong overall approach to the MRWS process, and that they 
should focus on geology (and safety) first, and voluntarism second, treating it as a national 
decision rather than a local one. 

There is also a general concern from many about commitment to promises from this 
Government and any future Government, also relating to concerns that the further along 
the process a locality goes, the harder it would be to withdraw (if at all).  However, others 
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are content that more needs to be known about geology (and indeed other aspects), and 
are content that the right of withdrawal would exist. 

Other concerns about the overall MRWS process include comments that it is based on 
policy rather than legislation and that there has been no overall SEA undertaken for the 
MRWS process. 

 

13.7 Geological disposal 

Respondents who express a view about geological disposal itself tend to be split between 
seeing it as a safer, more secure approach than surface storage (alongside several 
mentions of the current location of the waste, particularly at Sellafield), and seeing it as 
less safe (alongside comments about the current situation being fine).  A few people 
express concern at having radioactive waste in West Cumbria at all, and some explicitly 
recognise the need for a waste solution.  Others want to see a comparison to other 
disposal options and some suggest, for example, each nuclear facility having its own 
disposal site.  There are also a few mentions of the CoRWM recommendations around 
geological disposal being part of a mixed programme. 

 

13.8 Energy policy/mix 

There are some comments about overall UK energy strategy.  These tend to focus on 
support or opposition for nuclear new build, with a small number of comments about the 
need to focus on decommissioning.  Those commenting on new build often focus on the 
impact of new build on the waste inventory, or the concern that the presence of a GDF 
would be a justification for new build in the UK.  Other comments on the UK‟s overall 
energy policy and mix tend to focus on directing funding into specific area of research, for 
example renewables, or Thorium-based technology. 

 

13.9 A GDF or not? 

Some respondents tend to be more focused on whether West Cumbria should have a 
GDF or not rather than whether West Cumbria should participate in the next stage of the 
process.  People expressing a view on this tend to be clearly in favour or opposed to the 
idea, with little middle ground.  Although “having a GDF” was not the focus of this 
consultation, it would seem that moving to the next stage of the process and the increased 
likelihood of a GDF coming to Cumbria are closely tied in many people‟s minds, and may 
remain difficult to separate. 

 

13.10 Other options 

As well as the issue of what happens if West Cumbria says no (covered in section 10 
above), another respondent asks what happens if the whole of the UK says no to a GDF in 
their particular location – what is the Plan B?  The need for a proper process of public 
consultation in the event of any change to policy is stressed by one participant.  Another 
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respondent asks if the option of a “world repository” had been considered, or whether the 
UK could negotiate sending its waste elsewhere (for example to Finland or Sweden). [O-
11], [O-11], [O-12] 

 

13.11 Comments on specific organisations [O-13] 

Scattered throughout the consultation submissions are references to particular 
organisations, either to do with their roles/responsibilities or a general positive or negative 
comment.  These include Allerdale Borough, Copeland Borough and Cumbria County 
Councils, the regulators, the nuclear industry, the NDA, DECC/central Government and so 
on. There are also comments about the decision about participation, including additional 
considerations, and comments on how it could or should be taken. 

Comments on specific organisations have not been summarised here, but will be compiled 
and passed on to the relevant organisations. 

 

13.12 Future MRWS stages – requests/suggestions [O-14] 

Across the consultation submissions, a few requests or suggestions occur for things that 
should happen in future if the process continues in West Cumbria.  These are varied 
suggestions, and include the need to: 

 Maintain open debate and keep taking on board differing opinions. 

 Continue discussing historic material alongside new evidence. 

 Ensure that any future geological investigations are carried out openly and 
transparently. 

 Communicate clearly with the wider public. 

 Make use of independent verifiers and experts. 

 Base any future development of the process on “hard data, not feelings and beliefs”. 

 Undertake early investigation and agreement on PVP/compensation. 

 Undertake early and clear engagement on key topics such as benefits. 

 Continue looking for other potential volunteers (in reference to the Government). 

 Continue to work together (in reference to the three Councils). 

 

13.13 Issues for clarification 

Many consultation submissions contain requests, or imply the need, for clarification on 
particular issues.  Several of these points are mentioned in sections 4–10 above.  
However, there are many other points for clarification which can easily be responded to by 
ensuring the Partnership‟s Final Report has clearly covered them in the relevant sections.  
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A list of such issues has been compiled in order to feed this into the drafting of the 
Partnership‟s Final Report. 

 

13.14 Other issues and Partnership response 

O-1. How to respond to the cross-cutting issues (both in response to PSE3 and 
whether/how to deal with them in the Final Report). 

Partnership response: We acknowledge that these cross-cutting issues exist.  Some of them are 
unsolvable (ethics of radioactive waste management, history of radioactive waste management in 
West Cumbria), whilst some are being addressed by the way the Partnership is working (reducing 
uncertainties now), and some are yet to be addressed in other areas of the Work Programme 
(uncertainty in geology, other uncertainties in the future, lack of trust in various bodies).  Trust and 
geology are being addressed as separate issues in their own right.  We intend to cover the main 

ones in more detail in our Final Report, particularly trust, uncertainty, ethics and risk.  [Reference 
Chapter 6 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 

 

 

O-2. Too much sense that “this could/would all be sorted at the next stage”.  

Partnership response:  We acknowledge that there are many issues that cannot be addressed as 
well as some people would like at this stage.  We believe that this cannot be avoided given the 
staged nature of the process.  Indeed, the right of withdrawal exists to allow West Cumbria to 
withdraw if issues are not resolved at the appropriate time i.e. when information is available. 

 

 

O-3. There is a sense of a Government preying on a vulnerable region that is in need of 
regeneration.  

Partnership response: Safety is the priority when managing radioactive waste: any consideration 
of benefits that the Government might offer must come second to this, and be weighed up 
alongside the long-term pros and cons. We believe that West Cumbria has the right to Government 
support and opportunities for regeneration regardless of whether it hosts a GDF.  We have also 
said that any benefits arising must be above and beyond what would be required to build a facility 
and associated infrastructure.  West Cumbria has the right to withdraw from the process if the 
balance of pros and cons is not right. 

 

 

O-4. Whether to take an overall view on the siting of a GDF within the National Park. 

Partnership response: We will consider this in our Final Report. [Reference paragraphs 
10.36 – 10.37 and 10.40 in the Partnership’s Final Report.] 
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O-5. Whether or not to return to the issue of a referendum. 

Partnership response: The issue of whether to hold a referendum or not – and if so when – was 
explored in detail during and following PSE2.  It is not proposed to revisit this opinion now, as the 
consultation document sets out clearly (p110) the Partnership‟s view and we believe it is still 
correct. 

 

 

O-6. Addressing concerns about balancing different views in the Partnership‟s work (e.g. 
rural/urban). 

Partnership response: If Stage 4 happens, then many different views will need to be balanced in 
the process as it moves forward.  We will ask Ipsos MORI to conduct an analysis of the opinion 
survey results to see if there is a difference of view between rural and urban residents, so we can 
identify and highlight any possible issues to the DMBs in our Final Report and our consultation 
document tries to set out how the interests of different geographic levels can be balanced in a 
reasonable and effective way (chapter 10). 

 

 

O-7. Addressing concerns about balancing local interests with borough, county or national 
interests in any future process. 

Partnership response: See response to O-6. 

 

 

O-8. How to take forward suggestions or requests for specific engagement in any future 
process. 

Partnership response: We will compile a list of these requests and pass it to the DMBs and 
DECC/the NDA separately. 

 

 

O-9. How to respond to comments on the consultation process itself. 

Partnership response: We will compile a list of these comments and respond to the issues 
raised. 

 

 

O-10. How to deal with comments about the Government‟s MRWS Process, the idea of 
geological disposal itself and overall energy policy. 

Partnership response: We have highlighted with DECC and the other bodies responsible that 
these comments exist and they should be aware of them.  We recognize that some consultees 
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may not be satisfied with this as a way of „addressing‟ the issues, but they are outside the 
Partnership‟s remit. 

 

 

O-11. What if the UK says no – what is Plan B? 

Partnership response: We are seeking further clarification from the Government and will add 

further details in our Final Report.  [Reference paragraph 2.25 in the Partnership’s Final 
Report.] 

 

 

O-12. Has the option of a “world repository” been considered? 

Partnership response: Yes a world repository has been considered before.  However, the current 
MRWS process focuses locally on whether West Cumbria wants to enter a search for a facility in 
Allerdale or Copeland, or not.  For details of global or regional repositories, see: Pangea at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pangea_Resources for some past work done, and ARIUS, the 
Association for Regional and International Underground Storage http://www.arius-world.org/ for 
some current work underway at a European level. 

 

 

O-13. Whether to summarise and/or pass on comments about specific organisations. 

Partnership response: We will highlight these to the relevant organisations and signpost them to 
the comments for information. 

 

 

O-14. What to do with the suggestions for potential future MRWS stages. 

Partnership response: These suggestions cannot be considered separately, but rather as part of 
the response to the siting chapter.  We will also compile these into a list and pass to the DMBs and 
DECC/the NDA. 

 

 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pangea_Resources
http://www.arius-world.org/
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14. Opinion survey 

As described in section 2 of this report, the Partnership decided upon an indicator of „Net 
Support‟ as one of its three Indicators of Credibility against which to consider public and 
stakeholder views.  For the Partnership, net support means: „The percentage of the 
surveyed public in Copeland and/or Allerdale that support without commitment 
participation in the process for identifying a potential candidate site should be greater than 
the percentage that oppose it (i.e. there should be net support).‟ 

In order to gauge net support, the Partnership said it would “conduct a statistically 
representative opinion survey to see whether net support exists.  The indicator will just 
apply to West Cumbria, as it is only within this area that participation may result in the 
actual siting of a GDF.  The views of people living in the rest of Cumbria will be taken into 
account in reaching opinions on the first two indicators.” 

Ipsos MORI carried out an opinion survey on behalf of the Partnership towards the end of 
the formal consultation period in PSE3.  The following extract from Ipsos MORI‟s report to 
the Partnership shows the results of the key survey question, seeking views on whether or 
not West Cumbria should take a decision to participate in the next stage of the MRWS 
process, in order to inform the Partnership‟s net support Indicator of Credibility (other 
questions were also asked in the survey – see Appendix 7 – but these did not feed directly 
into the Partnership‟s Indicators of Credibility). 

 

Continue or stop the search? 

Q4. From what you know at the moment, do you think that XXX18 council and XXX council 
should or should not take part in the search for a suitable site in XXX for a deep 
underground disposal facility for higher activity radioactive waste? 

 
Base : All respondents (see above) 

Source: Ipsos MORI 

                                                        
18

 “XXX” depended on whether the person being surveyed was from Allerdale, Copeland or the West of 
Cumbria.  Those from Allerdale or Copeland were only asked about their own area proceeding; those from 
the Rest of Cumbria were asked about Allerdale and Copeland combined. 

 
Net 

 
+20 

 
 
 
 
 
 

+14 
 
 
 
 

 
+45 

 
 
 

 

 
+16 
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In Copeland, 68% thought the search should continue, and this was significantly higher 
than both Allerdale (51%) and the Rest of Cumbria (50%).  Conversely, the proportion in 
Copeland who thought that the search should not go ahead was lower than in the other 
areas (23% vs. 37% in Allerdale and 35% in the Rest of Cumbria). 

A simple way to summarise the overall spread of opinion is to calculate the difference 
between the proportions who think that the Council should take part in the search and 
those who think they should not – the net support for continuing with the search – which 
stands at +20 percentage points across the county overall and +14 in Allerdale, +45 in 
Copeland and +16 in the Rest of Cumbria.19 

Based on the results of the survey, it can be said that net support for continuing with the 
search in West Cumbria does exist.  However, the three Indicators or Credibility are to be 
looked at in parallel, with no indicator being more important than the other two.  The 
Partnership looked at all three indicators in the context of its overall work as part of its 
Final Report to the three Councils. 

 

 

 

 

                                                        
19

 NB the „Rest of Cumbria‟ results are presented for context and will not be used by the Partnership to 
formally gauge Net Support. 
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15. Next steps 
 

15.1 Next steps 

Any changes to the Partnership‟s initial opinions or supporting information as a result of 
consultation input are reflected in its Final Report to the Allerdale Borough, Copeland 
Borough and Cumbria County Councils.  It provides the three Councils with a 
comprehensive summary of the Partnership‟s work over the last three years alongside the 
Partnership‟s opinions on the various topics contained within its Work Programme (ranging 
from geology to the siting process), and thoughts on wider contextual issues outside its 
Work Programme. 

The Final Report takes into account views expressed through the PSE3 process (both the 
formal consultation and the opinion survey) and also addresses each of the three 
Indicators of Credibility laid out in section 2 of this report and recalled below. 

 

15.2 Applying the Indicators of Credibility 

The Partnership decided upon three Indicators of Credibility against which to consider 
public and stakeholder views: 

1. Broad support. (Qualitative, based on formal consultation submissions.) 

2. Understanding and addressing concerns. (Qualitative, based on formal consultation 
submissions.) 

3. Net support. (Quantitative, based on opinion survey results.) 

The Partnership originally said that all three indicators would have to be met for a 
recommendation to enter the next stage of the process to be made.  Since writing that 
statement the Partnership agreed not to make a single recommendation about 
participation, but it is still valid to consider how well each indicator has been met in order to 
inform the deliberations of the three Councils. 

The Partnership considers how well each Indicator of Credibility has been met as part of 
its Final Report, which includes a more detailed commentary for each Indicator in the light 
of PSE3 responses. 

 

15.3 After the Final Report 

The three Councils (Allerdale Borough, Copeland Borough and Cumbria County Councils) 
will use the Final Report to help their consideration of whether or not to participate in the 
next stage of the MRWS process in West Cumbria. 
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16. Contact details 
 

If you would like to request a printed copy of this document, or if you have any questions 
or comments about this report or the full consultation submissions published on the 
Partnership‟s website, please email contact@westcumbriamrws.org.uk or call 0800 048 
8912 (free phone number). 
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Appendix 1: Background to the MRWS process 
 

Background and Context 
The UK has accumulated a substantial legacy of radioactive waste from a variety of 
different nuclear programmes.  Some of this waste is already in storage, but most still 
forms part of existing facilities and will only become waste over several decades or so, as 
these plants are decommissioned and cleaned-up.  Some of the waste will be radioactive 
and thus potentially dangerous for hundreds of thousands of years, and will need to be 
managed in the long-term. 
 
 
The Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Programme 
In 2001 the Government initiated the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) 
programme to find a practical solution for the long-term management of the UK's higher 
activity radioactive waste.  Following feedback from a consultation, an independent body, 
the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM), was set up to assess 
options and recommend a way forward.  To ensure its recommendations had wide-ranging 
support, CoRWM sought to combine the use of the best possible science and expert 
advice with a wide-ranging programme of public and stakeholder engagement.  CoRWM 
assessed a number of options for dealing with the waste before recommending geological 
disposal to the Government, coupled with safe and secure interim storage along with a 
programme of ongoing research and development („MRWS CoRWM‟s recommendations 
to Government July 2006‟20).  The Government accepted the recommended way forward 
and announced plans to Parliament in October 2006. 
 
 
Consultation on how to Implement Geological Disposal 
In 2007, the Government sought views on its proposals for delivering geological disposal 
in their consultation – A Framework for Implementing Geological Disposal.  It covered 
amongst other issues: the design of a GDF, the process and criteria to be used for siting, 
how the voluntarism/partnership approach to siting that CoRWM recommended could be 
made to work, and the assessment and evaluation of potential sites, including the initial 
screening-out of areas unlikely to be suitable for geological disposal.  Responses indicated 
general support for the proposed approach.  The Government's summary and their 
analysis of the responses submitted were published in January 2008. 
 
 
MRWS White Paper 
The Government then published the White Paper – Managing Radioactive Waste Safely: A 
Framework for Implementing Geological Disposal, on 12th June 2008.21  This set out the 

                                                        
20

 Document 700 in CoRWM‟s document archive www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Lnk_pages/publications.aspx 
21

 June 2008 White Paper „Managing Radioactive Waste Safely – A Framework for Implementing Geological 

Disposal‟ (Cm7386).  
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Government's detailed policy and plans for the long-term management of higher activity 
radioactive waste. 
 
 
Voluntarism/Partnership Approach 
The Government has asked communities across the country to talk to them about 
potentially hosting a GDF.  For the purposes of this process an approach based on 
voluntarism means one in which the Government is looking for communities to voluntarily 
express an interest in taking part in the process that will ultimately provide a site for a 
GDF. 

A partnership approach is one where all parts of a community work together with the 
NDA‟s delivery organisation and with other relevant interested parties to achieve a 
successful outcome.  This could be by ensuring that questions and concerns about the 
GDF siting, construction, operation, closure and post-closure are addressed and that the 
project contributes to a community‟s further development and well-being. 

Overseas experience (for example Belgium, Canada, Finland and Sweden) suggests that 
such an approach to local engagement is likely to be the most effective way of addressing 
the concerns and aspirations of communities considering hosting a GDF, whilst also 
providing a workable mechanism for identifying a suitable site. 

 
 
West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Partnership 
Around 70% of the radioactive waste earmarked for geological disposal is already stored 
at Sellafield in West Cumbria.  Regardless of wherever a site is ultimately chosen in the 
country, Cumbria will therefore be affected because of the transport of the waste. 
 
Hence, the three Councils from Allerdale, Copeland and Cumbria County have started the 
early stages of a conversation with the Government about participating in the site selection 
process.  However, the Councils are keen to have their discussions informed by a wide 
range of community interests, so have set up a Partnership to advise them: the West 
Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Partnership. 
 
The role of the West Cumbria MRWS Partnership is to give the three Councils its opinions 
on the issues that would be involved in moving to the next stage of the process with the 
Government.  The Partnership itself is not taking any decisions. 
 
The Partnership‟s Terms of Reference22 set out the membership and operation of the 
Partnership.  Members of the public are invited to observe Partnership meetings. 
 

 

                                                        
22

 Document 2 – Terms of Reference.  See Documents page at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk .  Note that 
these Terms of Reference have always remained a working draft. 
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Appendix 2: PSE Sub-Group membership 
 

Name     Organisation 
Rhuari Bennett   3KQ 
Richard Griffin   Allerdale Borough Council 
Ian Curwen    Copeland Borough Council 
Chris Shaw    Cumbria Association of Local Councils 
Kieran Barr     Cumbria County Council 
Fred Barker    Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum 
Paul Gardner    Osprey Communications 
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Appendix 3: Analysis and reporting methodology 

The diagram below shows the various stages of the analysis and reporting process for 
PSE3, particularly focusing on the formal consultation rather than the opinion survey (see 
Ipsos MORI‟s report to the Partnership for further detail on survey methodology).  Each 
stage is described in more detail below. 

The PSE3 analysis and reporting process 

 

All consultation submissions were circulated to all Partnership members for reading as part 
of the overall analysis and reporting process. 

 

1. Development of coding structure and analysis. 

Independent programme managers 3KQ read each consultation submission and 
developed a set of over 600 „codes‟ so that comments could be grouped into themes and 
issues.  This led into the early Summary of Views (see 3. below) and later into further 
drafts of the Summary of Views, eventually feeding into the May Partnership meeting (see 
6. below). 

 

2. Coding audit. 

Once all analysis had been complete, approximately 5% of responses each were checked 
by two further members of the programme management team to ensure codes had been 
applied consistently and correctly. 
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3. Early Summary of Views. 

The early Summary of Views summarised key issues from an initial analysis of 
consultation responses.  It fed into the two informal Partnership workshops (see 4. below) 
and the PSE Sub-Group audit (see 5. below).  Following feedback from the Partnership 
and PSE Sub-Group two further drafts were produced.  The draft going to the May 
Partnership meeting formed the basis for this full PSE3 Report. 

 

4. Partnership workshops (x2) 

The Partnership held two informal workshops in order to: 

 Confirm the issues arising from PSE3. 

 Agree the type of responses required by the Partnership (to the issues). 

 Begin to draft responses to more challenging issues. 

The first workshop involved Partnership members highlighting any issues they felt were 
missing from the early Summary of Views based on their own reading of consultation 
responses.  Secondly, Partnership members classified each issue according to what level 
of response they felt was required, from A (no response in the Final Report) through to D 
(potential new opinion).  The Partnership then split into subgroups to discuss responses to 
the issues in more detail. 

The second workshop focused primarily on the issue of trust.  The Partnership discussed 
various options and actions that might help to build trust between the parties involved in 
this process, should it continue in West Cumbria. 

Between the informal Partnership workshops and the May Partnership meeting, responses 
began to be drafted more fully for the PSE3 Report and Final Report, based on 
discussions at the workshops. 

 

5. PSE Sub-Group Audit 

Alongside the two Partnership workshops, the PSE Sub-Group undertook a more detailed 
audit on first two drafts of the Summary of Views.  This involved each member of the PSE 
Sub-Group focusing on one or two chapters, reading all consultation submissions in 
relation to those chapters, and highlighting any issues they felt were missing and material 
to the Partnership‟s work, and therefore would require a response. 

 

6. May 2012 Partnership meeting 

At the May Partnership meeting the Summary of Views was signed off subject to final 
changes, and Partnership responses for the PSE3 Report were discussed and signed off, 
again, subject to some additions and changes.  Both the Summary of Views and the 
Partnership responses fed into this document, the PSE3 Report (7. in the diagram 
above). 
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Appendix 4: Participation details 
 

Formal consultation 

Details of the responses received by the Partnership to its formal consultation are outlined 
below: 

 

Total responses: 1410 

From: 2356 people or organisations (many responses were from groups of people) 

 

Organisations and individuals 

On behalf of an organisation or group: 158 

On behalf of an individual/family: 1155 

Uncertain/blank: 97 

 

Geography 

Copeland: 517 

Allerdale: 514 

Rest of Cumbria: 242 

Rest of the UK: 88 

Outside the UK: 4 

Other (e.g. more than one location): 27 

Unknown: 19 

 

Type of response (NB 1359 respondents submitted only using one mechanism; the 
remainder used more than one mechanism – e.g. comments slip and response form) 

Comments slip: 480 

Email/letter/emailed letter: 191 

Response form (postal/email/online): 689 

Individual school pupil responses: 57 

Postcards: 32 

Other: 2 
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Schools, and groups who took part in a discussion facilitated by an intermediary, are listed 
alphabetically below.  Intermediaries are organisations that we asked to run discusssion 
sessions with groups throughout Cumbria.  These organisations included Cumbria CVS, 
Connexions, ACT, West Cumbria Trades Hall and AWAZ. 
 
1st Seaton Scout Group 
Allerdale Young Carers Project 
Aspatria Dreamscheme (Youth Club) 
Aspatria Rural Partnership 
Caldew School 
Cockermouth School 
Cumbria Starting Point 
Dearham Youth Project 
Distington Club for Young People 
Howgate Cluster Group 
Kirkgate Youth Theatre Group 
Lakes College West Cumbria 
Melbreak Communities 
Millom Community Group 
Millom School 
Moorclose Knit 'n' Natter Group 
North East Copeland Cluster Group 
Parton Youth Club 
Phoenix Youth Group 
Queen Katherine School 
Shackles Off Youth Group 
Silloth Locality Group 
Solway School Years 9 to 11 
South Copeland Tourism Group 
St Benedict's School 6th Form (4 Groups) 
Stepping Stones 
Teen Mums 
West Cumbria Carers Group (Beckermet) 
West Cumbria Older Person's Forum 
West Cumbria Trades Hall Centre (9 Groups) 
Whitehaven Bangladeshi Welfare Association 
Whitehaven Harbour Youth Project 
Wigton Youth Station (2 Groups) 
Workington 6th Form Centre (8 Groups) 
Workington Zebras Rugby Club (2 Groups) 
Young Cumbria Youth Group Woodhouse 

 

 



APPENDICES 

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership PSE3 Report – Document 288 Page 161 of 212 

Organisations, parish/town councils and (non-intermediary) groups that submitted 
consultation responses are listed below. 

Above Derwent Parish Council 
Ambleside Civic Trust 
Asby Parish Council 
Aspatria Town Council 
Barrow Borough Council 
Bassenthwaite Parish Council 
Beckermet Parish Council 
Blackwater Against New Nuclear Group (BANNG) 
Blawith and Subberthwaite Parish Council 
Blindbothel Parish Council 
Blindcrake Parish Council 
Boltons Parish Council 
Borrowdale Parish Council 
Bothel and Threapland Parish Council 
Bowness-on-Solway Parish Council 
Bradwell for Renewable Energy 
British Society for Responsibility in Science 
Buttermere Parish Council 
Campaign for National Parks 
Campaign to Protect Rural England, North Yorkshire Branch 
Churches Together in Cumbria 
Cleator Moor Town Council 
Cockermouth Town Council 
Colton Parish Council 
Copeland and Workington Liberal Democrats 
CORE (Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment) 
Crosscanonby Parish Council 
Crosthwaite and Lyth Women's Institute 
Cumbria LGBT Alliance and OutREACH Cumbria 
Cumbria RIGS (Regionally Important Geological Sites) 
Dean Parish Council 
Derwent and Solway Housing Association 
Eden District Council 
Egremont Town Council 
Embleton and District Parish Council 
Ennerdale and Kinniside Parish Council 
Environment Agency 
Friend of the Earth England, Wales and Northern Ireland (EWNI) 
Friends of the Earth Scotland 
Friends of the Lake District 
Geological Society 
Gosforth Parish Council 
Greenpeace UK 
Greysouthen Parish Council 
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Haile and Wilton Parish Council 
Holme East Waver Parish Council 
Holme St Cuthbert Parish Council 
Isle of Man Government 
Keswick Tourism Association 
Keswick Town Council 
Kirkbride Parish Council 
Kirkoswald Parish Council 
Lake District National Park Authority 
Lancaster Diocese Faith and Justice Commission 
Lorton Parish Council 
Loweswater Parish Council 
Lowick Parish Council 
Maryport Town Council 
Millom Town Council 
Millom Without Parish Council 
Moresby Parish Council 
Muncaster Parish Council 
National Farmers Union 
National Nuclear Laboratory 
National Trust, North West Region 
North Cumbria Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament 
Nuclear Institute – Cumbria Branch 
Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates (NWAA) 
Outreach Cumbria/ONI 
Parish Council of St John's Castlerigg and Wythburn 
Parton Parish Council 
Ponsonby Parish Council 
Portinscale Artists 
Preston Richard Parish Council 
Prospect Sellafield Branch 
Quakers – Swarthmoor South West Cumbria Area Meeting 
Radiation Free Lakeland 
Seascale Parish Council 
Seaton Parish Council 
Sedbergh Parish Council 
Sellafield Shop Stewards Committee 
Sellafield Workers Campaign 
Shut Down Sizewell Campaign 
Smith Engineering (GB) Ltd 
South Lakeland District Council 
St Andrews Mirehouse (C of E) 
The University of Manchester – Dalton Cumbrian Facility 
Threlkeld Parish Council 
Thursby Parish Council 
UK and Ireland Nuclear Free Local Authorities (NFLA) 
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Ulpha Parish Meeting 
Underskiddaw Parish Council 
United Utilities PLC 
Waberthwaite and Corney Parish Council 
Walton Parish Council 
Waverton Parish Council 
West Cumbria and North Lakes Friends of the Earth 
Whicham Parish Council 
Whitehaven School Eco Group 
Winscales Parish Council 

 
 

Opinion survey 

The demographic profile of the people surveyed by Ipsos MORI is outlined below (taken 
from the Ipsos MORI report to the Partnership).  See the Ipsos MORI report for further 
details on those surveyed on geographic profile and contact with the nuclear industry. 

The sample has been weighted in terms of age and working status within gender to match 
the known population profile in each of the areas.23 

As is found in almost all surveys, younger people were less willing to take part and 
therefore the proportion of younger people in the sample was lower than the proportion in 
the actual population, while that for older people was higher than the actual proportion.  
This has been corrected by the weighting, and the unweighted, weighted and known 
population profiles are shown below for each area. 

Demographic profile : Allerdale 

 Allerdale 

Base:  All respondents (1,452) Actual Weighted Unweighted 

Age    

16-24 11.5% 11.4% 4.3% 

25-34 11.2% 11.1% 8.6% 

35-54 34.6% 34.2% 34.2% 

55-64 17.8% 17.6% 22.6% 

65+ 24.9% 24.6% 29.2% 

Gender and Working Status    

Men, working full/part time  29.3%  29.0%  26.0%  

Men, other  19.2%  19.1%  15.7%  

Women, working full time  12.4%  12.3%  14.3%  

                                                        
23

 Known profile is based on updated Census 2001 figures. 
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Women, working part time  11.9%  11.9%  13.4%  

Women, other  27.2%  27.0%  29.9%  

Source: Ipsos MORI 

 

Demographic profile : Copeland 

 Copeland 

Base:  All respondents (1,412) Actual Weighted Unweighted 

Age    

16-24 12.3% 12.2% 4.7% 

25-34 12.6% 12.4% 10.2% 

35-54 35.4% 35.0% 34.1% 

55-64 16.9% 16.8% 19.8% 

65+ 22.8% 22.7% 30.4% 

Gender and Working Status    

Men, working full/part time  28.0% 27.8% 26.1% 

Men, other  21.3% 21.1% 17.9% 

Women, working full time  11.6% 11.5% 16.6% 

Women, working part time  11.4% 11.3% 10.3% 

Women, other  27.7% 27.5% 28.3% 

 

Demographic profile : Rest of Cumbria 

 Rest of Cumbria 

Base:  All respondents (1,398) Actual Weighted Unweighted 

Age    

16-24 12.4% 12.3% 4.1% 

25-34 11.4% 11.2% 9.7% 

35-54 33.9% 33.6% 34.0% 

55-64 17.3% 17.1% 21.0% 

65+ 25.1% 24.9% 30.4% 

Gender and Working Status    

Men, working full/part time  29.3% 28.9% 27.1% 

Men, other  18.7% 18.6% 16.3% 

Women, working full time  12.8% 12.8% 14.6% 
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Women, working part time  12.5% 12.4% 12.2% 

Women, other  26.7% 26.7% 29.2% 

Source: Ipsos MORI 
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Appendix 5: Source of quotes 
 

Quotes from consultation respondents are used throughout this report to illustrate specific 
points.  The sources of these quotes are listed below.  Quotes from individuals are listed 
by User ID – this is because all individual responses were kept anonymous in line with the 
Partnership‟s consultation document (see Appendix 4).  Quotes from organisations or 
groups are listed by organisation or group name.  A full set of consultation submissions is 
available on the Partnership‟s website www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk. 

 

Quote number User ID/Organisation/Group In reference to: 

1 User ID 465 Geology 

2 User ID 37 Geology 

3 West Cumbria and North Lakes Friends of 
the Earth 

Geology 

4 User ID 722 Geology 

5 User ID 799 Geology 

6 User ID 98 Geology 

7 User ID 102 Geology 

8 User ID 38 Geology 

9 User ID 415 Geology 

10 User ID 743 Geology 

11 User ID 569 Geology 

12 User ID 369 Geology 

13 User ID 328 Geology 

14 Parton Parish Council Geology 

15 South Lakeland District Council Geology 

16 User ID 15 Geology 

17 User ID 467 Geology 

18 User ID 535 Geology 

19 User ID 514 Geology 

20 User ID 10 Geology 

21 User ID 33 Geology 

22 User ID 157 Geology 

23 User ID 549 Geology 

24 User ID 236 Geology 

25 User ID 378 Geology 
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26 User ID 737 Geology 

27 Moresby Parish Council Geology 

28 Haile and Wilton Parish Council Geology 

29 User ID 86 Safety, security, environment and 
planning (SSEP) 

30 User ID 460 SSEP 

31 User ID 1129 SSEP 

32 Above Derwent Parish Council SSEP 

33 Greenpeace UK SSEP 

34 User ID 918 SSEP 

35 User ID 390 SSEP 

36 User ID 925 SSEP 

37 User ID 1150 SSEP 

38 User ID 1078 SSEP 

39 User ID 952 SSEP 

40 User ID 763 SSEP 

41 Campaign for National Parks SSEP 

42 User ID 668 SSEP 

43 User ID 218 SSEP 

44 User ID 936 SSEP 

45 User ID 43 SSEP 

46 User ID 333 SSEP 

47 User ID 467 SSEP 

48 User ID 665 SSEP 

49 User ID 553 SSEP 

50 Teen mums SSEP 

51 User ID 43 SSEP 

52 User ID 735 SSEP 

53 User ID 558 SSEP 

54 User ID 980 SSEP 

55 User ID 606 SSEP 

56 User ID 1019 SSEP 

57 User ID 992 SSEP 

58 User ID 569 SSEP 

59 User ID 1368 SSEP 

60 Greenpeace UK SSEP 
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61 Beckermet Parish Council SSEP 

62 User ID 754 SSEP 

63 Above Derwent Parish Council SSEP 

64 User ID 739 SSEP 

65 Nuclear Institute Cumbria SSEP 

66 User ID 763 SSEP 

67 Walton Parish Council SSEP 

68 The University of Manchester – Dalton 
Cumbrian Facility 

SSEP 

69 User ID 196 SSEP 

70 User ID 229 SSEP 

71 User ID 28 SSEP 

72 The University of Manchester – Dalton 
Cumbrian Facility 

SSEP 

73 Lake District National Park Authority SSEP 

74 User ID 175 SSEP 

75 User ID 28 SSEP 

76 Gosforth Parish Council SSEP 

77 User ID 369 SSEP 

78 South Copeland Tourism Group Impacts 

79 User ID 8 Impacts 

80 User ID 43 Impacts 

81 User ID 737 Impacts 

82 User ID 311 Impacts 

83 User ID 379 Impacts 

84 User ID 385 Impacts 

85 User ID 979 Impacts 

86 User ID 802 Impacts 

87 United Utilities Impacts 

88 User ID 88 Impacts 

89 User ID 730 Impacts 

90 User ID 388 Impacts 

91 User ID 460 Impacts 

92 Greenpeace UK Impacts 

93 User ID 857 Impacts 

94 User ID 306 Impacts 
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95 User ID 268 Impacts 

96 User ID 322 Impacts 

97 User ID 28 Impacts 

98 User ID 157 Impacts 

99 User ID 721 Impacts 

100 User ID 101 Impacts 

101 Aspatria Rural Partnership Impacts 

102 User ID 305 Impacts 

103 User ID 1245 Impacts 

104 National Trust – North West Region Impacts 

105 User ID 406 Community benefits package 

106 Whicham Parish Council Community benefits package 

107 User ID 761 Community benefits package 

108 User ID 757 Community benefits package 

109 User ID 744 Community benefits package 

110 User ID 605 Community benefits package 

111 User ID 439 Community benefits package 

112 North East Copeland Cluster Group Community benefits package 

113 User ID 935 Community benefits package 

114 User ID 388 Community benefits package 

115 User ID 558 Community benefits package 

116 Gosforth Parish Council Community benefits package 

117 User ID 1284 Community benefits package 

118 User ID 1283 Community benefits package 

119 User ID 995 Community benefits package 

120 The University of Manchester – Dalton 
Cumbrian Facility 

Community benefits package 

121 User ID 583 Community benefits package 

122 User ID 1364 Community benefits package 

123 User ID 185 Community benefits package 

124 User ID 526 Design and engineering 

125 Bradwell for Renewable Energy Design and engineering 

126 User ID 1097 Design and engineering 

127 User ID 763 Design and engineering 

128 Silloth Locality Group Design and engineering 
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129 User ID 604 Design and engineering 

130 User ID 28 Design and engineering 

131 User ID 190 Design and engineering 

132 User ID 397 Design and engineering 

133 User ID 519 Design and engineering 

134 User ID 605 Design and engineering 

135 User ID 184 Design and engineering 

136 Silloth Locality Group Inventory 

137 User ID 156 Inventory 

138 User ID 525 Inventory 

139 User ID 762 Inventory 

140 Blackwater Against New Nuclear Group Inventory 

141 User ID 83 Inventory 

142 User ID 754 Inventory 

143 User ID 328 Inventory 

144 User ID 528 Inventory 

145 User ID 926 Inventory 

146 User ID 741 Inventory 

147 User ID 85 Inventory 

148 User ID 567 Inventory 

149 User ID 157 Inventory 

150 User ID 236 Inventory 

151 User ID 87 Inventory 

152 User ID 468 Inventory 

153 User ID 364 Inventory 

154 User ID 746 Inventory 

155 User ID 429 Inventory 

156 User ID 404 Inventory 

157 User ID 538 Siting process 

158 Moresby Parish Council Siting process 

159 User ID 1388 Siting process 

160 User ID 718 Siting process 

161 User ID 1297 Siting process 

162 User ID 604 Siting process 

163 User ID 596 Siting process 
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164 User ID 749 Siting process 

165 User ID 108 Siting process 

166 User ID 164 Siting process 

167 User ID 556 Siting process 

168 User ID 183 Siting process 

169 User ID 844 Siting process 

170 User ID 527 Siting process 

171 User ID 440 Siting process 

172 User ID 359 Siting process 

173 User ID 427 Siting process 

174 User ID 196 Siting process 

175 User ID 87 Siting process 

176 User ID 952 Siting process 

177 User ID 1078 Siting process 

178 User ID 899 Overall views 

179 User ID 890 Overall views 

180 User ID 919 Overall views 

181 Blackwater Against New Nuclear Group Ethics 
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Appendix 6: Table of issues and Partnership responses 
 

The table below summarises all of the issues and Partnership responses contained within 
this report. 

 

Public and stakeholder issue / 
view 

Partnership response 

GEOLOGY 

Geology overall Many of the issues raised in response to the geology chapter express 
doubts and challenge the likelihood of suitable geology being found in 
West Cumbria or challenge current Government policy and its 
implementation. 

Some assert the fact that enough is known and that the geology of 
West Cumbria is simply not suitable.  However, the Partnership 
received some other inputs taking a different view – that further 
geological assessments are essential before the likelihood of finding 
a suitable site can be properly assessed. 

So, the Partnership is faced with a dilemma. The crucial concerns 
are: 

a. Whether the time, cost, effort and potential disruption of further 
geological assessment and investigation in subsequent stages of the 
process is justified, given the range of views expressed and 
associated risk of spend without reward; and 

b. If it is deemed to be justified, what is the best timing of a further set 
of assessments – either before a decision about participation, or at 
the start of Stage 4? 

We will consider this dilemma further before we complete our Final 
Report, and take independent advice if required.  Specifically, we are 
asking the Environment Agency (EA), Committee on Radioactive 
Waste Management (CoRWM), and the Partnership‟s independent 
geologist Dr Dearlove to review various key inputs we have received 
to see if it changes their existing views.  We are also meeting the 
Geological Society to explore in more depth various aspects of their 
consultation submission. 

GEO-1. The BGS report was too 
narrow in scope and disregarded 
previous investigations. 

The scope of the BGS work is set by Government in the White Paper 
and is required by any area which expresses an interest in the 
MRWS process.  The criteria the BGS were asked to apply were very 
limited and did not include a requirement to take account of previous 
investigations such as those undertaken in West Cumbria.  We 
recognised in our consultation document that the BGS study was 
limited (p28) but completes the task set by Government.  Our view is 
that the past investigations referred to have not been ignored, but 
considered in the context of the current and wider (and at this stage 
more limited) assessment of the whole of West Cumbria.  All 
available information must be factored in to any future assessments if 
further investigations happen and specific sites get narrowed down.  
We acknowledge the considerable uncertainty about geology and will 
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deal with this more fully in our Final Report 

GEO-2. The BGS report and peer 
review process is satisfactory. 

We agree, although we would point out the limited nature of this 
study.  We recognise the need for much more significant and detailed 
investigations if the process enters Stage 4 and 5, and that these 
investigations would also need peer reviewing 

GEO-3. West Cumbria is not 
suitable/previous investigations 
ruled it out. 

See overall response above. 

GEO-4. Professor Smythe‟s input 
has been disregarded and he 
makes a strong case. 

See overall response above. 

GEO-5. The hydrology, 
topography, rock type, potential 
for seismic activity and 
complexity of West Cumbria‟s 
geology should rule it out. 

See overall response above. 

GEO-6. International guidelines 
on suitable geology for a GDF 
have been ignored or at least not 
followed. 

The Partnership is aware of the international guidelines on disposal 
facilities.  As a result of the concern raised here, we have asked 
DECC for further clarification of these guidelines, and how they 
believe the current process fits with the guidelines.  This clarification 
will be published. 

GEO-7. It is a waste of 
time/money to proceed to the 
next stage of the process or at 
the very least not value for money 
or cost effective 

See overall response above. 

GEO-8. The NDA should publish 
detailed criteria of what 
constitutes suitable geology. 

The NDA has published the national criteria for siting a potential GDF 
in their Stage 4 Framework for Site Assessment, and these are the 
same as cited in the White Paper.  The development of specific 
criteria for geological site suitability is currently planned for Stage 4, 
so that it can be done with any local Community Siting Partnership/s. 

GEO-9. Other places in the UK 
are more suitable. The process 
should start with geology, not 
voluntarism. 

This was a government decision as set out in the White Paper but we 
are seeking a full explanation from DECC about why expressions of 
interest were sought before a national geological screening study 
was done. 

GEO-10. The current process 
doesn‟t allow for comparative 
assessments of different sites 
around the country with different 
geology. 

The Government has put a strong emphasis on voluntarism in its 
White Paper.  Any comparative assessment of different sites around 
the country can indeed only be done within and between areas that 
have volunteered to enter the siting process (albeit without 
commitment). 

GEO-11. What would the 
financial implications of 
approaching the process from 
assessing UK-wide geology first 
be? 

We have asked DECC to answer this.  Their answer will be published 
before we issue our Final Report. 

GEO-12. There is not enough 
area of possibly suitable rock left. 

See overall response above. 

GEO-13. The National Park We are reviewing our position on how the National Park should be 
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should not contain a GDF. handled, and will clarify this in our Final Report. 

GEO-14. The level of uncertainty 
is too great to continue. 

See overall response above. 

GEO-15. Further investigations 
on suitability are needed prior to 
a decision about participation. 

The dilemma of how much investigation is required before deciding 
whether to proceed to Stage 4 has been a focus of much debate in 
the Partnership.  The suggestion above that more investigation is 
required is one option that we are considering.  We will cover our 
conclusions on this in our Final Report. 

GEO-16. The level of uncertainty 
is acceptable at this stage. 

See overall response above. 

GEO-17. West Cumbria is 
suitable for a GDF. 

We take a view that there is too much uncertainty to be able to 
conclude this at this stage and that this uncertainty would not be 
realistically reduced until the envisaged assessments in MRWS 
stages 4 and 5.  We will set out our general thoughts on this in our 
Final Report. 

GEO-18. West Cumbria may or 
may not be suitable, but we need 
to go to the next stage to find out. 

We agree that this is an option for responding to the uncertainty 
around geology. 

GEO-19. Information from Nirex 
should be put in the public 
domain. 

There is a great deal of information and documentation concerning 
the Nirex Planning Inquiry in the public domain.  We will check with 
DECC and NDA specifically where and how people can access all 
the relevant information, and explain this in our Final Report. 

GEO-20. The principle of a GDF 
should be reconsidered. 

See overall response above. 

GEO-21. Long-term safety, in 
particular release of radioactive 
material back into the 
environment, has not been 
properly considered. 

We recognise there are many more specific concerns about safety 
and have responded to these issues in the relevant places in this 
report.  We note that, in its report to the Government in 2006, 
CoRWM argued that the safety of geological disposal needs to be 
compared with that of the main alternative (long-term storage).  
Concerns about potential loss of institutional control over storage 
within several hundred years contributed to CoRWM‟s final 
conclusions about geological disposal (see paragraph 34, page 109 
of CoRWM‟s final report – Document 700 on CoRWM‟s website).  We 
also note that specific assessment of release pathways of radioactive 
material is a key area of investigation in the siting process if and 
when specific sites start being investigated. 

GEO-22. The impacts on water 
quality and future natural 
resources have not been properly 
considered. 

The issue of water quality is part of our Schedule of Impacts that is 
described in the consultation document (p57) and in more detail in 
Document 163 Annex A.  An assessment of the key natural 
resources was made by the BGS as part of their unsuitability 
screening study carried out last year.  This is described in the 
consultation document (p27) and the full report is available in 
Document 116.  Further more detailed assessments of how future 
natural resources would be considered are expected if the siting 
process proceeds and specific siting areas are identified. 

GEO-23. The geometric network 
of sacred sites has been paid 
insufficient attention. 

Impacts on cultural heritage are highlighted in our consultation 
document (p57, Box 15).  However, we do not go into detail about 
them because the siting process has not yet started and they can 
only be considered in the light of specific site proposals 
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GEO-24. Concern that nearby 
fracking activity would have 
impacts on a GDF. 

There are many aspects that would need to be considered as part of 
the design for a repository, if a suitable site is ever found.  The 
presence or likelihood of other activities surrounding the repository 
would be considered at this time: we are too early at this stage to 
look at site-specific issues now. 

GEO-25. Safety is of paramount 
importance even if the geology is 
suitable. 

We agree. 

SAFETY, SECURITY, ENVIRONMENT AND PLANNING 

SSEP-1. Details of safety, 
security, environment and 
planning are enough for this 
stage. 

We note this positive response to our initial opinions but also 
recognise that a full range of views on safety, security, environment 
and planning has emerged from consultation responses.  We have 
responded to others expressing more concern in the relevant places. 

SSEP-2. The nuclear industry 
has a poor safety record. 

We recognise there are a range of views on the nuclear industry 
overall, including its safety record and the effectiveness of the 
regulators.  These views are understandably based on people‟s own 
perception of the industry and regulators, and often on real and 
catastrophic events.  Whilst we absolutely recognise the importance 
of historical events, our work is necessarily based on the processes 
that are or could be put in place now, for this particular development. 

SSEP-3. The regulators may not 
have the capacity to deal with the 
safety case and to retain 
knowledge over the time period 
required.  There is additional 
concern that regulators may not 
be able to deliver in the future 
due to underestimation of the 
scale of the challenge or the 
impact of Government cuts. 

We note these concerns but we feel we have received sufficient 
reassurance from the regulators that they would be able to procure 
capacity and capability to fulfil the work required of them (see 
Document 36.1, section 7).  We have also asked the EA and the 
ONR at the highest level to confirm their capacity to deliver the work 
required.  The joint working arrangements of the regulators provide 
further confidence on this point.  We suggest that any future 
Partnership may wish to commission an independent audit and 
review of the regulators capacity and funding stability to support the 
MRWS programme.  This could include whether the regulatory 
funding regime has been problematic in other areas or previous work, 
what stakeholder attitudes are to the funding regime, and therefore 
whether it is likely to be a problem for MRWS. 

SSEP-4. There is a lack of 
confidence and trust in the 
regulators.  Also the Partnership 
appears to have an incomplete 
understanding of the regulatory 
set-up.  What is the basis for the 
Partnership‟s confidence in 
regulation? 

We acknowledge that some members of the public have these 
concerns but given what we have heard from the regulators over the 
past three years, we do not currently share them.  In an attempt to 
address the concern however, we are asking the EA and the ONR at 
the highest possible level to provide a statement that illustrates their 
capacity, their independence and willingness to stand up to pressure 
from parties to license a borderline site and say „no‟, as well as 
examples of where they have enforced authorisation conditions on 
major projects.  We will suggest in our Final Report that any future 
Partnership should maintain a watching brief on the development of 
regulatory processes, and the robustness of regulation.  We agree 
that it would be helpful to provide some more detail on the ONR‟s role 
and we will do so in our Final Report. 

SSEP-5. The planning process 
may change and it is not clear 
how that would affect an 
application for a GDF.  In 
addition, how can the Partnership 

We know that the planning process could change between now and a 
potential repository development, and we recognise the fears and 
tensions that exist over different views dominating the process.  
Although we have already sought clarification on what a planning 
process might look like, we have asked DECC again to set out 
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therefore have confidence in an 
unknown planning process? 

whether MRWS would be handled through the National Infrastructure 
Directorate or not.  If it is too early to know, we have asked them to 
specify why there has been no decision and when it will be made.  
We also recognise that, ultimately, host communities and DMBs 
would have influence over the wider MRWS process through the 
Community Siting Partnership. 

We are investigating options for gaining greater assurance about the 
right of withdrawal.  We will strengthen our initial opinion to say that, if 
the process continues in West Cumbria to the point of planning, 
whatever the planning process ends up being, the ability of the DMBs 
to influence it needs to be built-in.  The adequacy of opportunity for 
DMBs to influence the planning process would need to be carefully 
evaluated throughout the process in order to inform advice or 
decisions about the right of withdrawal. 

In addition, the DMBs or a future Community Siting Partnership 
(CSP) may wish to look in more detail at the potential role of statutory 
consultees, neighbourhood planning and Local Development 
Frameworks in the planning process, with the view to potentially 
exploring different ways of involving Host Communities in the 
planning process. 

SSEP-6. The decision-making 
structures for the planning 
process are unclear, particularly 
who would influence the 
outcome.  For example, will 
national interests override local 
views, could local minorities sway 
planning decisions? 

See response to SSEP-5. 

SSEP-7. There is a potential 
conflict of interest for local DMBs 
because of their role in 
Partnership arrangements and 
planning decisions. 

We note this concern and also note that this is likely to be related to 
overall issues about trust and risks of predetermination that cut 
across many of the consultation responses we have received.  It is 
difficult to change perceptions without a long process of trust building, 
however we have considered several ways in which trust between 
various parties involved in the process can be continually improved.  
We have sought legal advice throughout the Partnership process, 
including on the corporate governance of the Partnership covering 
issues such as predetermination and member interests (Document 
225) – we will reference this more clearly in our Final Report to the 
three Councils.  We would expect any future CSP to accommodate 
this kind of conflict interest between involvement in the MRWS 
process and any planning applications. 

SSEP-8. There is a lack of trust in 
the planning system‟s integrity 
and ability to resist the 
development of a GDF.  A GDF 
application would also be outside 
the normal remit of local 
planners. 

We understand this concern and feel our responses to issues SSEP-
5, SSEP-6 and SSEP-9 (below) address this issue. 

SSEP-9. Concerns about 
planning enforcement, e.g. risks 
to adequate local enforcement, 
lack of consideration of planning 

We agree that additional resources would be required for enforcing 
planning conditions.  We anticipate that such resources would be 
obtained via mechanisms such as S106 agreements that are legally 
binding.  There is experience that these arrangements work but we 
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issues after completion of a GDF. note that they would only be relevant many years from now, in Stage 
5 and mainly Stage 6 of the MRWS process. 

SSEP-10. Various points about 
the Lake District National Park 
Authority and its role in the 
planning process: lack of 
clarity/marginalisation of LDNPA; 
surface facilities should not be 
within LDNP, concern LDNPA 
would adopt a NIMBY approach. 

Our consultation document highlighted the issue of the National Park 
(p42).  We note the various concerns expressed about the National 
Park in submissions to the consultation, so we will revisit what we will 
say in our Final Report about this. 

SSEP-11. The nuclear industry 
and regulators in the UK have a 
good safety record. 

See response to SSEP-2. 

SSEP-12. The regulators should 
increase their visibility to 
engender public confidence. 

We agree.  We will ask the regulators to consider this.  We have also 
asked the EA and the ONR to provide some examples of how they 
have made major enforcement decisions in the past. 

SSEP-13. How would a MIPU 
process impact on voluntarism? 

The planning and voluntarism processes are two separate processes.  
Voluntarism is enshrined in policy so, as we understand it, currently a 
centralised planning process could not override the process of 
voluntarism, except to refuse planning where a community has 
already volunteered. 

SSEP-14. Consideration should 
be taken of National Park 
statutory purpose and tests for 
major development. 

See response to SSEP-10. 

SSEP-15. The ONR role needs 
explaining. 

See response to SSEP-4. 

SSEP-16. What is the process for 
agreeing the repository can „go 
live‟ and how would operation be 
regulated? 

We provided an illustration of the interfaces between planning and 
regulation throughout future MRWS stages, as we see them, in the 
consultation document (p41).  However, we will see if we can provide 
further commentary on this to clarify the possible points at which 
development could be paused or stopped should certain 
requirements not be met, as well as being clearer about regulatory 
roles during operations. 

SSEP-17. Safety cannot be 100% 
guaranteed – the level of 
uncertainty is not acceptable. For 
example, some say simply “it will 
not be safe”. Others argue 
unforeseeable risks cannot be 
taken account of in safety cases 
and there is too much 
uncertainty. 

We accept that safety cannot be 100% guaranteed for a repository, 
but this is true of any development in any industry.  The process of 
making a safety case exists to minimise the risks of a repository and 
we believe we have sufficient knowledge of the safety case process 
at this stage.  If the regulators were not satisfied a safety case could 
be made for a repository at a particular site, it would not be built.  We 
recognise there are many more specific concerns about safety and 
have responded to these issues in the relevant places in this report.  
In addition to this, we also note that, in its report to the Government in 
2006, CoRWM argued that the safety of geological disposal needs to 
be compared with that of the main alternative (long-term storage).  
Concerns about potential loss of institutional control over storage 
over several hundred years contributed to CoRWM‟s final 
conclusions about geological disposal (see paragraph 34, p109 of 
CoRWM‟s final report – Document 700 on CoRWM‟s website). 

SSEP-18. The security risk of a We acknowledge the strength of opinion on security issues that has 
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GDF is a concern.  Specific 
concerns include the 
concentration of waste from all 
over the UK, co-location of a GDF 
and new nuclear power stations 
and longevity of security needs.  
There also needs to be further 
consideration of generic security 
features, underground vs surface 
security, nature of physical 
security measures and 
understanding the level of 
security needed. 

been expressed through the consultation process, in particular about 
the lack of information in the consultation document relating to 
security.  We agree that more information and evidence on security 
considerations is important and as a result we have asked the 
regulators to provide more information on high-level approaches, 
principles and considerations that will be taken into account when 
regulating security of a repository and associated facilities (beyond 
the information currently in Document 36.1).  We will also ask when it 
would be possible to form firmer views on security arrangements, as 
designs and potential locations become clearer if Stage 4 proceeds.  
We will also add a new opinion specifically on security to our Final 
Report. 

SSEP-19. Transportation of 
waste to a GDF is a concern due 
to the security risk it presents.  In 
addition there needs to be a 
better explanation of how 
transport would be regulated and 
there is inadequate coverage of 
transport safety. 

We recognise concerns about the security and safety of transporting 
radioactive waste.  We agree that more information is important and 
as a result we have asked the regulators to provide more information 
on their approach to managing the safety and security of waste 
transport, in particular how they would see safety and security of 
transported waste being regulated for a GDF (beyond the information 
currently in Document 36.1). 

SSEP-20. The overall impact on 
the environment of a GDF has 
not been sufficiently considered. 

We share concerns about environmental impacts but believe that 
these would be for consideration in more detail through the 
Environmental Impact Assessment and Strategic Environmental 
Assessment procedures, should the process continue.  In our Final 
Report we will clarify the envisaged schedule for these processes 
more clearly.  Ultimately, if the regulators were not satisfied a safety 
case could be made due to outstanding environmental concerns, a 
facility would not be built. 

SSEP-21. Unsuitable geology in 
West Cumbria means a GDF 
would not be safe. 

We agree that if the geology in West Cumbria is unsuitable, a GDF 
would be unsafe and would not be built.  We will cover this in our 
Final Report. 

SSEP-22. The shorter timescales 
desired by the Government may 
impact upon safety.  In addition, 
other pressures could cause 
short cuts to be taken, e.g. lack of 
alternatives to West Cumbria, 
cutbacks in funding and 
predisposition to succeed. 

We agree that shorter timescales would have implications for the 
whole MRWS process, and we highlighted the Minister‟s desire for 
acceleration in our consultation document (p13).  We are quite clear 
that the regulators must not allow any potential or actual pressures 
on the process to jeopardise the safety or security of any potential 
site.  We have also asked DECC for an update on the „acceleration‟ 
work so we can take any further view necessary on it before we 
complete our Final Report. 

SSEP-23. Risk needs to be more 
clearly defined and laid out, 
including the scale of potential 
risks and consequences.  
Specifics include human error, 
climate change impacts, land 
movement, critical events, etc. 

We agree that we could usefully add more clarity about potential risks 
and the scale of such risks in our Final Report – we will try to do so.  
The NDA has published a Risk Register that provides a good basis 
for understanding the risks being considered. 

SSEP-24. Concerns over co-
locating a GDF with other nuclear 
sites, e.g. new build – implication 
of a major incident/catastrophe at 

A safety case would take into account existing facilities and relevant 
developments nearby to a potential GDF. We accept that safety 
cannot be 100% guaranteed for a repository, but this is true of any 
development in any industry.  The process of making a safety case 
exists to assess whether or not the level of risk is acceptable from the 
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another site? point of view of the regulators. If the regulators were not satisfied that 
a safety case could be made, they would not allow a facility to be 
built. 

SSEP-25. No amount of planning 
can prevent a human error 
causing a disaster. 

See response to SSEP-23. 

SSEP-26. Eventually an incident 
will happen/what happens if there 
is a criticality 
event/earthquake/incident? 

See response to SSEP-23. 

SSEP-27. There is no basis for 
the Partnership‟s confidence that 
it would be possible to devise a 
safety case that meets ALARP 
principles and protects people. 

We have not attempted to reach a judgement at this stage regarding 
our level of confidence that it would be possible to devise a safety 
case that meets ALARP (as low as reasonably practicable) principles.  
In our Final Report we will clarify what ALARP means and how it fits 
with safety case development.  We note that the ALARP principles 
underpin risk assessment and safety case development and 
therefore believe that the process for making a safety case is 
acceptable.  We note that if a safety case for a GDF in a specific 
location could not meet ALARP principles it would not be accepted by 
the regulators and a facility would therefore not be built in that 
location. 

SSEP-28. The NDA‟s R&D 
programme is progressing too 
slowly and is not wide enough in 
scope.  In addition the 
requirements of the R&D 
programme need to be more 
clearly defined and the 
Partnership needs to pay more 
attention to the importance of 
R&D to the success of the 
programme. 

We understand concerns about lack of progress with the R&D 
programme, as well as the lack of clarity over the timescales for 
completing individual research topics.  The creation, by the NDA, of 
an Issues Management Process has gone some way to addressing 
these concerns, but it is still very much in its infancy.  We will amend 
our opinion on R&D to better reflect these concerns. 

SSEP-29. There is a lack of 
confidence and trust in the NDA.  
There are also some suggestions 
for addressing these concerns. 

We have pulled out concerns about trust in the NDA and suggestions 
for addressing this lack of trust from the consultation responses.  We 
will pass these on to the NDA.  In addition we will suggest in our Final 
Report that there is a need to review the regulators‟ assessment of 
NDA‟s fitness for purpose as developers and to commission an 
independent audit and review of the NDA‟s capacity, funding stability, 
skill base and cultural norms to support the MRWS programme, 
especially in light of austerity measures. 

SSEP-30. Close independent 
assessment and scrutiny is 
required for the safety case 
process/R&D/NDA activities. 

We agree that independent scrutiny of the NDA‟s work is essential in 
any future process, and that further work is needed on many of the 
issues raised by the NWAA Issue Register and the Rock Solid report, 
should the process continue.  We will suggest that any future 
partnership considers more frequently seeking independent advice, 
or potentially setting up an independent panel that is on-call for 
advice or to review the NDA‟s work.  We also note that the RWMD 
has worked to put in place a process for issues management, and to 
integrate it with their other programmes. 

SSEP-31. All the issues in the 
NWAA Issues Lists and Rock 

See response to SSEP-30. 
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Solid report are not sufficiently 
dealt with. 

SSEP-32. Concerns over the 
reduction in public funding and if 
the regulators/NDA are funded 
enough to do the work needed. 

See response to SSEP-3. 

SSEP-33.  There needs to be a 
more effective response to critics 
(e.g. NWAA issues register, 
Professor Haszeldine). 

We recognise the importance of addressing critical input in order to 
ensure a robust process which assesses and responds to key issues, 
and we have tried to seek a balanced view including critical voices on 
several topics.  This has often been an iterative process of input and 
response and in some cases we know that a full resolution on all 
issues cannot be gained at this stage.  However, we know that a lack 
of resolution over particular issues or concerns leaves an outstanding 
feeling of uncertainty.  We are heartened by the RWMD‟s revised 
issues management process as a mechanism for dealing with issues 
and concerns and thus reducing that level of uncertainty, and will 
reference this in our Final Report, but also recognise the need for on-
going scrutiny and independent advice should the process continue 
in West Cumbria. 

SSEP-34. How does the current 
surface storage situation 
compare to a potential GDF/s in 
terms of risks, impacts, 
safety/security and costs? 

This issue was central to the work of the Committee on Radioactive 
Waste Management (CoRWM) in producing its report to the 
Government in 2006 and as such is not within the Partnership‟s remit.  
However, further detail can be found in CoRWM‟s 2006 report 
(Document 700 on CoRWM‟s website). 

SSEP-35. Who would operate the 
facility? 

The NDA says: “The Radioactive Waste Management Directorate 
(RWMD) of the NDA is responsible for the programme that delivers 
the geological disposal facility. In due course its ownership may be 
opened up to competition in line with other NDA sites.  Further 
dialogue with Government, the regulators and the supply chain will be 
required before the step is taken to determine whether this is the 
appropriate implementation approach.” 

SSEP-36. A site should be 
chosen that minimises transport 
for safety reasons. 

This is something that would need to be considered as part of a 
potential siting process.  We also note that transport would be one of 
the criteria for desk-based assessments. 

IMPACTS 

IMP-1. Tourism would suffer, as 
would the National Park and 
overall perceptions of the area. 

We are aware of the potential impacts on the tourism industry and 
other businesses that rely on the positive brand of the area, and we 
highlighted this in our consultation document (p59).  We 
commissioned an independent report specifically to try to identify the 
impacts on the brand of moving into the siting process, albeit without 
commitment.  This report can be found at 
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk in the documents section, Document 
269.  We are considering what proactive work could or should be 
done to mitigate against these potential impacts. 

IMP-2. Employment gains would 
be small and short-term, and 
outweighed by negative impacts 
over the longer term – for 
example job losses in tourism 
over time would far outweigh 

We believe that it is too early to make this judgement, as at this stage 
it is impossible to build a complete picture of positive and negative 
impacts, as well as related benefits.  However, we understand the 
importance of assessing accurately the impacts that might arise, and 
to this end we have published a schedule of impacts in our 
consultation document (p57, and also Document 163) that sets out 
how each impact would be looked at in more detail.  We also 
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short-term job gains from a GDF. anticipate a full economic impact analysis being conducted if the 
siting process moves forward, and we will make this clear in our Final 
Report. 

IMP-3. The jobs provided would 
not help the long-term 
unemployed.  The jobs provided 
would be largely unskilled (e.g. 
security guards). 

Our consultation document (p63) only provided limited information 
about potential job creation from a GDF, as we did not want to skew 
people‟s assessment of the pros and cons.  However, for more 
information on specific job types see Document 179, which is the 
NDA‟s Manpower and Skills Report.  Relevant data from this include: 

- Average of 550 jobs over 140 years. 

- Half of these would be classified as „skilled‟. 

- Around a quarter would be classified as „management and 
professional‟. 

- Over the whole programme, around 75% of the manpower would 
have to be based on the GDF site.  The remaining 25% could be 
based off-site 

IMP-4. Concern that jobs would 
not go to local people, and that 
an influx of workers would disrupt 
the locality.  Additionally, how can 
we ensure jobs come to local 
people? 

We agree with this concern.  We explained in our consultation 
document (p59) that „Legally, jobs cannot be set aside just for local 
people…  There will be a requirement for pre-development 
investment in local skills training if the siting process starts… this is 
essential if the West Cumbria workforce is to be well equipped to 
compete for jobs arising from any future repository construction and 
operation‟.  We are also considering whether to strengthen our 
opinion on this in our Final Report. 

IMP-5. Negative impacts would 
outweigh the positive/positive 
impacts do not exist. 

See response to IMP-2. 

IMP-6. Transport infrastructure is 
inadequate and would be 
stressed by the presence of a 
GDF. 

We agree that the transport infrastructure in place in West Cumbria 
would need to be improved if a facility were to be developed.  We 
looked at transport as an issue emerging from previous public 
consultation, and asked the NDA to provide a briefing (Document 163 
appendix C) and then clarify certain points (Document 178).  We 
note, however, that the schedule of impacts listed on p57 of the 
consultation document refers to supporting infrastructure rather than 
transport explicitly, so we will make this clearer in our Final Report. 

IMP-7. The distribution of 
infrastructure improvements 
(roads etc) for a facility is a 
concern. 

We agree this is very important, and will be of concern to people if 
they feel they may miss out or be unduly impacted by changes. We 
might expect that infrastructure improvement, like many benefits, will 
have different elements to it.  Some of these may benefit the wider 
area and some will be aimed at benefitting the local area near a site.  
All benefits would need to be carefully considered at Stage 4/5 if they 
happen, in light of specific potential siting areas. 

IMP-8. House prices will suffer, 
with concern over delivery of 
compensation/PVP. Additionally, 
a mechanism must be put in 
place to protect against a 
possible fall in house prices. 

We share the concern that house prices may be affected if a facility is 
developed, although we would suggest that property values more 
widely should be considered, not just house prices.  We believe 
however that at this stage it is impossible to predict the degree to 
which house prices will be affected, over what area, and over what 
timescale.  We raised this in our consultation document (p59) and 
recommended that „any future partnership should consider if, when 
and how to develop a PVP plan with the Government‟ to protect 
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against potential property price changes. 

IMP-9. The farming and food 
industries would suffer. 

We believe that it is too early to make this judgement definitively, as 
at this stage it is impossible to build a complete picture of impacts 
and benefits that might occur with these industries.  However, we 
acknowledge that there may be negative impacts and that these need 
to be well understood (p57 of our consultation document).  We 
anticipate a full economic impact analysis being carried out if the next 
stage of the MRWS process happens, before any decision is taken 
about having a repository. 

IMP-10. Small businesses in 
general would suffer. 

We believe that it is too early to make this judgement definitively, as 
at this stage it is impossible to build a complete picture of impacts 
and benefits that might occur with particular industries.  However, we 
acknowledge that there may be negative impacts and that these need 
to be well understood (p57 of our consultation document).  We 
anticipate a full economic impact analysis being carried out if the next 
stage of the MRWS process happens, before any decision is taken 
about having a repository. 

IMP-11. Construction impacts, 
particularly the issue of spoil, 
have not been considered 
properly.  This includes pre-
construction impacts such as 
boreholes. 

Our consultation document tackles spoil on p59, highlighting that 
„considerable amounts of spoil would be generated by a repository, 
roughly equivalent to that excavated for the Channel Tunnel‟.  More 
detail and three references are given for those that wish to follow this 
up, from different sides of the debate.  We did not believe it 
appropriate to highlight this issue significantly more than any other 
impacts, as the data available is only indicative in the absence of 
specific sites under discussion.  We will however consider listing the 
questions that would need to be addressed regarding spoil if the 
process proceeds. 

IMP-12. Environmental impacts, 
including on landscape, water 
quality and biodiversity, have not 
been considered properly. 

We agree that many impacts have not yet been considered fully at 
this stage.  This is because the siting process has not begun, and no 
specific sites are being discussed.  Our consultation document (p57) 
provides a schedule of impacts that we suggest should be considered 
at a later date if the process goes ahead, and more detail can be 
found in Document 163 Appendix A.  We note that there are clear 
processes in place that require a developer to set out the expected 
impacts if and when a site is identified, and also certain assessments 
that prioritise some areas over others e.g. impacts only affecting a 
designated land area if all other alternatives have been investigated 
and rejected. 

IMP-13. The short and long-term 
impacts on health and well-being 
have not been properly 
considered. 

We agree that many impacts have not yet been considered fully at 
this stage.  This is because the siting process has not begun, and no 
specific sites are being discussed.  Our consultation document (p57) 
provides a schedule of impacts that we suggest should be considered 
at a later date if the process goes ahead, and more detail can be 
found in Document 163 Appendix A.  The list on p57 explicitly covers 
the impact on human health, which would need to include an 
assessment of the risk and consequence of the escape of radiation 
from a potential facility at some point in the future.  During MRWS 
Stage 4 the NDA would undertake a Health Impact Assessment that 
will evaluate the effects a facility could have on a community‟s health 
and well-being. 

IMP-14. A GDF could disrupt the 
geology and cause an increased 

We agree that the process of investigating geological suitability and 
potentially constructing a facility can affect the geology.  The NDA 
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likelihood of seismic activity.  For 
example, what will the impacts of 
seismic testing be on surface 
structures. 

incorporate these considerations into the site investigation process 
and it is part of the judgement about geological suitability – we will 
provide more detail of this in our Final Report. 

IMP-15. A GDF could affect areas 
much wider than the immediate 
location. 

We agree.  This has been incorporated into our thinking from the start 
of the process, and would need to be acknowledged by the DMBs if 
the siting process starts.  We note that the Strategic Environmental 
Assessment (SEA) that the NDA would conduct in MRWS Stage 4 
would assess these impacts. 

IMP-16. The impact of a GDF on 
a potential World Heritage Site 
has not been considered. 

We are aware of this as a potential issue.  Although the MRWS 
process is at a very early stage at the moment, we will highlight that if 
it moves forward then the impact of a GDF on an application for 
World Heritage Site status would need to be considered more 
explicitly, in particular if and when specific sites are being considered. 

IMP-17. What is the impact (for 
example in terms of perceptions) 
of currently being in the process?  
And of continuing with Stage 4? 

The impact of being in the process talking to the Government at this 
stage is very hard to assess, although it is fair to say that we haven‟t 
heard or seen evidence to suggest that it is significant.  In terms of 
moving forward into Stage 4 when the proper siting process starts, 
we commissioned an independent study on Brand Protection 
(Document 269 on the Partnership‟s website). 

IMP-18. Impacts on public rights 
of way have not been considered. 

Impacts on rights of way are important but can only be considered in 
the light of specific site proposals.  We expect them to be addressed 
fully if a specific proposal ever comes to a planning application.  We 
note that the SEA that the NDA would conduct in MRWS Stage 4 
would assess these impacts. 

IMP-19. Concerns over water 
supply and waste water. 

We recognise that impacts to the water supply must be considered in 
the process (p57 of our consultation document).  Water related 
impacts feature in various places in the Schedule of Impacts 
(Document 163 Annex A) including hydrology and geomorphology, 
water quality, water supply and demand, and groundwater quality and 
flow, as well as flood risk.  The Partnership‟s expectation is that these 
issues must be considered in detail if site assessment starts in Stage 
4. 

IMP-20. Positive impacts will 
outweigh negative impacts/these 
can be mitigated. 

We believe that it is too early to make this judgement, as at this stage 
it is impossible to build a complete picture of positive and negative 
impacts, as well as related benefits.  However, we understand the 
importance of assessing accurately the impacts that might arise, and 
to this end we have published a schedule of impacts in our 
consultation document (p57, and also Document 163) that sets out 
how each impact would be looked at in more detail. 

IMP-21. Transport of waste is a 
separate issue as it will affect 
Cumbria wherever a GDF is 
located. 

We agree, although our main remit is to focus on the possibility of a 
GDF in West Cumbria.  We agree that if another area in the country 
expresses interest in the process, the West Cumbrian councils must 
be ready to engage in discussions about possible transport of waste 
to another GDF site. 

IMP-22. Will there be compulsory 
purchase? 

At this early stage in the process we are not looking at specific sites, 
so it is too early to tell what ownership arrangements are in place for 
any possible sites.  We understand that the Government has not 
ruled out the possibility of compulsory purchase of land.  However, 
we would point out the general voluntarism nature of the process, 
and we would expect landowners to be involved in local discussions 
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and to some extent the agreements made. 

IMP-23. A GDF would not 
contribute to economic 
sustainability in West Cumbria. 

We believe that it is too early to reach this judgement: sites are not 
yet under discussion so it is impossible to assess what the net 
economic effect of a repository might be.  We will make it explicit in 
our Final Report that we would anticipate a full economic impact 
analysis to be carried out in Stage 4 of the MRWS process, well 
before any decision is made to host a repository. 

IMP-24. West Cumbria is over-
reliant on nuclear and needs to 
diversify and move away from the 
nuclear industry. 

This dependency is widely acknowledged and is being addressed by 
a range of organisations, including via the Economic Blueprint for 
West Cumbria. 

IMP-25. A GDF would impact 
positively on employment, 
economic sustainability and long-
term direction – West Cumbria is 
used to the nuclear industry and 
has the necessary skills and 
experience. 

We believe that it is too early to reach this judgement definitively at 
this stage in the process, because a full economic impact analysis 
cannot be conducted to weigh up more accurately the pros and the 
cons of hosting a GDF.  However, we will make it explicit in our Final 
Report that we expect this full economic analysis to be completed 
before the end of Stage 4 of the MRWS process. 

IMP-26. What are the outcomes 
of the Brand Protection study and 
why were they not available 
during the consultation? 

Our consultation document explained on p59 that the brand 
protection work was not available for the consultation.  This was 
because it was commissioned relatively soon before the consultation 
was due to start.  We committed to publish the study before we 
conclude our work and report to the Councils. The full report can be 
found at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk in the documents section, 
Document 269.  We will be making a recommendation on what 
should be done as a result of the outcome of the study. 

IMP-27. The Partnership is more 
concerned about 
„brand‟/perceptions than actual 
impacts. 

We believe that all impacts are important, and to that extent we have 
set out which impacts would need assessing in the next stage in our 
consultation document (p57) and in more detail in Document 163 
Appendix A.  We commissioned the brand protection study because 
of the special character of Cumbria and the Lake District and their 
role in encouraging tourism and promoting certain products and 
services associated with it.  This information was not available before 
we commissioned it, and although it has its limitations, we believe it is 
a useful addition to the information available.  We will make a 
recommendation in our Final Report on what action should be taken 
as a result of the study. 

IMP-28. The scale of impacts is 
unclear/the overall scale of the 
project is too big and not covered 
fully enough. 

We agree the scale of impacts is unclear.  This is because at this 
early stage in the process, it is impossible to define what the impacts 
would be: there is no site, so specifics cannot be assessed.  Our 
consultation document lists the impacts that have been identified 
(p57) and sets them out in a schedule that shows how they would be 
assessed, and by whom (Document 163).  If the siting process starts, 
each impact would be assessed in much more detail and made 
publicly available.  We note that the SEA that the NDA would conduct 
in MRWS Stage 4 would assess these impacts. 

IMP-29. Longer-term impacts and 
potentially unknown impacts have 
not been taken into account. 

We agree that many impacts have not yet been considered fully at 
this stage, and more may reveal themselves if the MRWS process 
continues.  This is because the siting process has not begun, and no 
specific sites are being discussed.  Our consultation document (p57) 
provides a schedule of impacts that we suggest should be considered 
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at a later date if the process goes ahead, and more detail can be 
found in Document 163 Appendix A.  This list would need to be 
added to if further impacts are identified, so they can be properly 
assessed at a later stage. 

IMP-30. There is no comparative 
analysis of the different impacts 
and benefits – how do they 
compare against each other in 
terms of scale and across time? 

This analysis must be done, but it is only possible if and when 
potential sites start to be identified.  We therefore expect this to be 
carried out by a future CSP, if the process progresses to Stage 4.  
We note that the SEA that the NDA would conduct in MRWS Stage 4 
would assess these impacts. 

IMP-31. Benefits or positive 
impacts are limited and short-
term, whilst negative impacts are 
wider in scope and long-term. 

We believe that it is too early to make this judgement, as at this stage 
it is impossible to build a complete picture of positive and negative 
impacts, as well as related benefits, and the timescale over which 
they would occur. 

IMP-32. A GDF could link up with 
other local infrastructure projects 
– for example to use the spoil. 

Although these potential linkages exist, we believe it is too early in 
the process to consider the specifics of any connections. This would 
need to be done in detail if the siting process starts and potentially 
suitable sites are identified.  We note that the SEA that the NDA 
would conduct in MRWS Stage 4 would assess these impacts and 
identify appropriate mitigations. 

IMP-33. What are the impacts 
over and above existing nuclear 
activities in the area? 

The specific impacts that are expected are outlined in the 
consultation document (chapter 6) and specifically p57 provides a list 
of those to be assessed over and above existing nuclear activities.  
More detail of how these would be assessed is provided in Document 
163 Appendix A. 

IMP-34. What are the impacts of 
not having a GDF (i.e. staying 
with the current situation)? What 
are the benefits? 

National Government believes that staying with the current 
arrangements of interim surface storage is not the best option in 
comparison to the other options in the long term.  This is based on 
the independent Committee on Radioactive Waste Management‟s 
recommendations, and expressed in a Government White Paper.  
We outline this in our consultation document (p11).  It is difficult to 
make a comparison of impacts and benefits between the status quo 
and a possible GDF before potential sites are identified and the 
associated impacts and benefits can be defined.  We would expect 
work on these impacts and benefits to be done in future stages of the 
siting process, before any commitment or final decision is made. 

IMP-35. Principles for spoil 
disposal, PVP, protection of local 
jobs etc should be drawn up in 
advance of a decision about 
participation. 

These three issues are covered in our consultation document (p59).  
We outline some basic facts about spoil disposal but we agree that 
we should go further than this in our Final Report: we are considering 
what we can add.  Regarding the protection of local jobs, we said that 
legally, any jobs arising from a facility cannot be set aside for local 
people, but that a pre-development training programme can be put in 
place to make sure that the local workforce is in a good position to 
get the jobs.  We are considering strengthening this opinion in our 
Final Report.   Regarding a PVP, we will consider strengthening our 
opinion on this in our Final Report. 

IMP-36. How long would 
construction impacts last/how 
long would it take to build? 

The NDA say that initial construction is anticipated to take around 15 
years until the first waste can be emplaced.  After that, continued 
construction runs in parallel with continued waste emplacement so 
could take 100 years or so based on the NDA‟s current assumptions.  
These times would be affected by issues such as the geology, 
access, closure, availability of waste to be emplaced etc. 
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COMMUNITY BENEFITS PACKAGE 

CBP-1. Community benefits are a 
bribe. 

We acknowledge that this perception exists in some parts of the 
community, and we were explicit about this in our consultation 
document (p68).  However, we believe that a community benefits 
package could be a reasonable opportunity for a local community 
hosting a national facility, assuming firstly that safety and site 
suitability can be proven, and secondly that a package is negotiated 
transparently and fairly.  The principles in the consultation document 
(p69) aim to make transparent the way in which we believe a 
package could be negotiated to avoid it being seen as a bribe.  A 
bribe would be corrupt, covert and illegal, whilst a community benefits 
package seeks future investment for an affected area to ensure that 
its economy and environment is protected for the future.  We see a 
significant difference between the two. 

CBP-2. Community benefits 
would never be enough to justify 
having a GDF. 

We are not sure how this judgement can be made without knowing 
either the scale of the impacts or the scale of the benefits associated 
with a GDF.  We are currently not making a judgement about whether 
benefits are enough or not.  We agree that if the siting process starts, 
it may emerge in future negotiations that benefits are insufficient to 
warrant hosting a GDF, and then we believe the right of withdrawal 
should be used. 

CBP-3. A community benefits 
package would be of negligible 
benefit. 

See response to CBP-2. 

CBP-4. Community benefits are 
short-term compared to 
impacts/could never be long 
enough. 

See response to CBP-2 and CBP-14 (below). 

CBP-5. Community benefits 
should not be necessary if a GDF 
is such a good thing. 

We are assessing the pros and cons of a GDF against different 
criteria, including where community benefits fit in.  However, the 
Government has established the principle in their White Paper that 
benefits should be available for “a community that has decided to 
fulfil such an essential service to the nation” (paragraph 6.57, White 
Paper). 

CBP-6. Community benefits will 
always be perceived as a bribe. 

We acknowledge that some parts of the community may continue to 
see a benefits package as a bribe.  By definition, a bribe is either 
covert and/or illegal.  In response to this, we established 12 principles 
in the consultation document (p69) to make transparent and public 
the way in which we believe a package could be negotiated. 

CBP-7. Benefits are irrelevant if 
the geology is wrong. 

We agree. 

CBP-8. Doubt that the current 
Government will follow through 
on any commitments.  For 
example, it has been hard 
enough to get funding out of the 
Government for PSE3, let alone a 
real CBP. 

We share the clear mistrust in the reliability of any future Government 
to follow through with any commitments made for the long term.  
History suggests that we should be sceptical and watchful.  We 
recognise that if the process reaches a point where a benefits 
package is agreed, it must be made binding, probably through 
legislation.  Principle 11 in our consultation document (p70) allows for 
this.  We are going to revisit our initial opinion on benefits to 
potentially strengthen the point about benefits being made binding on 
future Governments.  We are also going to strengthen the community 
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benefit principles. 

CBP-9. Concern that a future 
government could remove any 
existing agreement on benefits. 

See response to CBP-8. 

CBP-10. There is a lack of trust in 
DMBs to do a decent job in 
negotiating benefits. 

It would not only be for DMBs to negotiate benefits, they would have 
input and assistance from wider members of a CSP, including host 
communities when they are identified.  This is highlighted in our 
consultation document in Box 32 (p96), in particular the sixth bullet 
which says “Representatives of potential host communities and wider 
local interests should be members of the new partnership from the 
outset, and should be involved in all aspects of Stage 4 work, 
including discussions on community benefits” 

CBP-11. Benefits need to be 
agreed up front and be legally 
binding before moving forward – 
principles are not enough. 

We agree that any package should be made binding, and this 
probably means passing legislation to do so.  However, we cannot 
see how it is practical or possible to develop a fair package that is 
legally binding until more is known about geological suitability and 
possible site locations amongst other things.  The right of withdrawal 
will still exist in the next stage, and we recommend it could be used if 
a CSP is not convinced of the Government‟s commitment.  We are 
considering strengthening principle 12 and possibly adding a new 
principle on when benefit packages should be developed and agreed 
to make this clearer.  We will also take legal advice on the best timing 
to consider making such agreements legally binding. 

CBP-12. What would a package 
consist of; what would be agreed 
(and when) with the 
Government? 

We acknowledge a certain amount of frustration that the information 
available at this early stage is not more detailed, and that the 
principles set out in the consultation document (p69) are by their very 
nature wide in scope.  However, we stand by our view that the details 
of any potential package (what, when, who, how) cannot be decided 
until a siting process begins.  This is for various reasons.  Firstly, until 
sites start to be narrowed down, it is impossible to define what an 
appropriate package might include.  Secondly, until sites start to be 
narrowed down, it is impossible to involve the relevant host 
communities in discussions about benefits.  Thirdly, it would be 
inappropriate for explorations about benefits to run ahead of 
explorations about geology and site suitability/safety.  Taking this 
point on board though, we are considering adding a new principle 
indicating more specifically when benefits should be developed and 
agreed. 

CBP-13. Benefits should be over 
and above any usual benefits we 
would normally expect. 

We agree.  Our consultation document tried to make it clear that 
benefits must be additional to those which the community would 
normally expect anyway, and additional to any benefits which would 
derive from the construction and operation of a facility itself such as 
access roads (p66). These beliefs are written in to our principles of 
community benefit on p69, particularly principle 4. 

CBP-14. A community benefits 
package could not last long 
enough/this is a short-termist 
view and meaningless for future 
generations. 

We are not sure how this judgement can be made without knowing 
what a package might contain, how long it may bring benefit to an 
area, and how it might do this.  We tried to set this out in the 
consultation document (p69) when referring to future generations, 
and in principle 11 (p70) regarding longevity of agreements on 
benefits. 

CBP-15. Who will get the We agree that this tension exists, as some people want benefits to be 
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benefits?  There is a potential 
tension between communities 
closest to a facility and those 
impacted in some way but further 
afield.  Specifically, some say a 
portion of benefits must be ring-
fenced for the host community 
but others are concerned the 
package is restricted to West 
Cumbria and would not benefit 
those in the Park or further afield. 

ring-fenced for the residents immediately adjacent to a facility, whilst 
others want benefits to be spread far and wide.  The principle that we 
have established on distribution of benefits (principle 9, p70) says 
that benefits must be distributed equitably, in terms of the scale of 
impact on different stakeholders.  This implies that there could be 
different elements to a benefits package, some focused closely to the 
facility, others further afield.  The definition of distribution would need 
to be agreed if and when sites are identified and the relevant host 
communities can be involved in discussions.  We are considering 
adding a new principle on who would lead the development and 
agreement of benefits (see CBP-25 below). 

CBP-16. The principles are not 
sufficiently binding or detailed.  
They lack definition, unclear what 
they mean in practice. 

See response to CBP-12. 

CBP-17. Principle 6 says that 
benefits must be transformative, 
but none of the examples from 
overseas are transformative. 

We agree.  The examples given are purely illustrative, as people in 
previous rounds of consultation had asked about what other countries 
had secured. 

CBP-18.  There are comments on 
specific principles, how will these 
be handled? 

They will be considered and the principles changed if appropriate.  
We currently anticipate several changes, including strengthening the 
overall level of agreement the Government is making. 

CBP-19. The level of 
Government agreement 
expressed to the Partnership‟s 
Community Benefits Principles is 
weak and not binding. 

We are seeking firmer agreement from the Government on these 
principles, which in turn we have also strengthened in a number of 
areas. 

CBP-20. What will you do with all 
the specific suggestions we have 
made for benefits/there is not 
enough information on specifics 
yet to come to a judgement. 

We do not believe that it is appropriate for this Partnership to take a 
view on specific investments as part of a community benefits 
package.  However, we will collate the specific suggestions made for 
community benefits and pass them on to the Decision-Making 
Bodies. 

CBP-21. Consideration should be 
given to „disruption benefits 
packages‟ where site 
investigations occur. 

We agree, although have used a different name to describe this.  We 
have called it mitigation/compensation for impacts arising from the 
siting process itself.  We believe that if impacts cannot be mitigated 
then they should be compensated for (see principle 5, p69 in the 
consultation document), for example from site investigation works as 
suggested. 

CBP-22. To what extent does the 
Localism Act limit the benefits 
that might be received? 

We acknowledge the Localism Act is now in force.  However, since it 
has not yet been tested in court it is hard to know with any precision 
the effect it will have in practice.  We will continue to watch carefully 
developments in this area. 

CBP-23. What if the host 
community disagrees with the 
community benefits package 
agreed by the community siting 
partnership? 

Representatives of host communities would be involved in agreeing 
the community benefits package.  The question of how 
disagreements are handled for any issue including benefits, must be 
addressed by the overall siting process. 

CBP-24. Provision of community 
benefits distorts the perception of 
negative impacts and the 

Safety has to be the number one priority.  Assessment of the overall 
pros and cons of potentially siting and/or accepting a repository 
needs to be done openly and transparently to avoid any information – 
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importance of geology and safety. including benefits – distorting the assessment. 

CBP-25. Previous nuclear 
developments have not delivered 
on any proposed benefits. 

See response to CBP-8. 

CBP-26. The community benefit 
principles look sound. 

We note this agreement with the principles.  We are reviewing the 
principles in the light of other input to see if they can be improved. 

CBP-27. Who would influence 
decisions about benefits?  For 
example, there is the suggestion 
that host communities should be 
directly involved in all discussions 
about CBP. 

Our consultation document acknowledges that the key questions 
about community benefits, such as „who would influence them‟ can 
only be answered in detail if discussions continue alongside further 
investigations (p71).  However, it is expected that if Stage 4 happens, 
the members of a Community Siting Partnership would lead 
discussions on benefits.  If and when the siting process progresses to 
the point when specific host communities can be identified, they 
would be invited to join discussions alongside other members of a 
Community Siting Partnership.  We are considering adding a new 
principle to make this clear. 

CBP-28. Community benefits are 
a necessary or expected part of 
this kind of development. 

We agree, as per our consultation document (p68, and principle 1 on 
p69). 

CBP-29. Community benefits 
package may be a bribe but it is a 
reasonable and necessary one. 

We agree community benefits are 'reasonable and necessary' but 
disagree that they are 'a bribe' though we realise some people 
see them as this. 

CBP-30. If community benefits 
came as a fixed package they 
might not be seen as a bribe. 

We are not sure we agree that fixing the level of a benefits package 
before the impacts and siting of a potential facility are known would 
be appropriate.  We suspect that most of the people who believe 
benefits are a bribe would still think a fixed package is a bribe. 

CBP-31.  When do benefits 
begin? 

Our consultation document draws a distinction between the 
mitigation/compensation for impacts and a separate community 
benefits package.  To be clear, we do not see compensation for 
impacts as a „benefit‟ but rather a necessary part of any siting 
process.  Principle 5 (p69 in our consultation document) reflects this, 
stating that reasonable steps should be taken to mitigate and/or 
compensate for any impacts arising from the siting process itself, as 
well as from hosting a potential facility.  Equally, any funding that may 
be set aside to protect the Cumbria brands (and therefore tourism, 
food and farming) should not be seen as a community benefit, but 
rather as mitigation for pre-development impacts.  We have yet to 
take a view on the degree to which this should be done, when, and 
by whom.  We are planning to form an opinion on this in our Final 
Report. 

CBP-32. Could a community 
benefits package relate to/be 
done in parallel with a new build 
package so they complement 
each other? 

Any community benefits that accompany a GDF development or 
nuclear new build, should either project progress, will be negotiated 
separately.  At this stage a GDF siting process has not started and 
specific benefits packages are not under discussion.  However, if 
both progress then it would be sensible to consider how any benefits 
could be coordinated and invested, in accordance with local 
development plans and in the interests of the communities affected. 

CBP-33. R&D and RWMD jobs 
should be based in West Cumbria 
if the decision to participate is 

We agree, and will clarify this in our Final Report. 
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taken. 

CBP-34. The Partnership has not 
actually expressed an opinion 
about its own criterion. 

We will clarify this in our Final Report. 

DESIGN AND ENGINEERING 

DES-1. The level of uncertainty 
over design at this stage is not 
acceptable.  The generic design 
concept is not detailed enough 
particularly in relation to safety 
considerations. 

We recognise that there are concerns regarding uncertainty about 
design specifics.  However, because design has to be tailored to the 
specific geography and geological structure of any site, the 
implications of safety considerations for detailed design may differ 
between sites.  The NDA and DECC position remains that the details 
of design and engineering are a site-specific issue and this is 
reflected in the responses they have given to our requests for further 
clarification.  We also note that, if the regulators were not satisfied 
that a safety case could be made for a GDF at a specific location, it 
would not be built there. 

DES-2. It is too soon to consider 
more detailed design – further 
clarity on siting would help to 
reduce uncertainties. 

We agree that, if the process continues in West Cumbria, further 
clarity on potential site areas and their related geology would help to 
reduce uncertainties about potential detailed design or designs. 

DES-3. This is untested 
technology expected to work over 
very long timescales – how can 
we be sure it will last? 

It is correct that globally there is not yet an operational facility for the 
same waste streams as we have in the UK.  However, there is 
sufficient global confidence in many countries to pursue this 
technology given the other alternatives available for these waste 
streams, and significant investments worldwide are being made to 
construct similar types of facility.  Of course, this in itself does not 
guarantee safety, and a safety case for any facility would have to be 
made and considered by the regulators if and when a site is 
identified.  We would also expect any Community Siting Partnership 
that would exist at that time to have the ability and resources to 
commission their own independent review of the safety case. 

DES-4. Less than ideal geology 
would mean that safety would be 
largely reliant upon engineered 
barriers. 

The multi-barrier approach is designed to utilise geological and 
engineered barriers; if the geology is not suitable, a GDF would not 
be built and therefore there would be no additional expectations on 
the function of the engineered barriers. 

DES-5. Retrievability should be 
built-in to enable access if 
something goes wrong. 

Retrievability has emerged from the consultation as an issue that 
elicits a strong variety of views, from those wanting it to be built-in to 
design, those wanting it to be ruled out, and those who are content 
for the option to be left open.  We feel that this is a bigger issue than 
we reflected in the consultation document and will therefore consider 
adding more detail in our Final Report on retrievability and the 
various rationales behind different views.  We will also amend our 
opinion on retrievability to highlight the strength of feeling about this 
issue and the need to establish a timeline of when decisions about 
retrievability need to be made i.e. when options will start to be closed 
off. 

DES-6. Retrievability should be 
built-in, in case future technology 
enables the waste to become 
useful or less dangerous. 

See response to DES-5. 

DES-7. Retrievability over a See response to DES-5. 
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longer time has safety and 
security implications. 

DES-8. Retrievability presents the 
issue of whether this is actually a 
storage facility, not a disposal 
facility. 

We agree that any future stages of the MRWS process will need to 
be clear on the degree to which retrievability is being maintained.  To 
clarify however, the Partnership has said that currently it would want 
retrievability to be left as an option for now, and be decided later.  
Government policy is for a disposal facility, not a storage facility. 

DES-9. There is a difference 
between retrievability and 
reversibility. 

We agree.  For the purposes of accessibility we did not make this 
distinction in the consultation document, but will do so in our Final 
Report. 

DES-10. How will specific design 
considerations be identified and 
dealt with/how is the scope of a 
repository defined? 

We understand that the specific design considerations and scope of a 
repository would become clearer if the siting process progressed, as 
potential site areas were narrowed down and discussions on 
inventory took place.  In addition, there are several specific design 
considerations or criteria mentioned in consultation responses.  We 
will compile a list of these and pass them on to the DMBs alongside 
our Final Report. 

DES-11. How would the design 
take into account release of 
radioactive gases, water flow, 
heating explosion or criticality 
event / what are the constraints 
on design / surely there are 
things that can be clarified / 
defined now? 

The technical considerations that informed the NDA‟s gDSSC and the 
generic design concept are outlined in the respective documents at 
some length (add links). We will include references to these in our 
Final Report. 

DES-12. What is the regulatory 
position on retrievability? 

The regulators have told us that they are content that the option of 
retrievability remains open at this point. 

DES-13. The generic design 
concept is acceptable and 
understandably lacking in site-
specific detail. 

We note this response and highlight that, if the process continues in 
West Cumbria, further clarity on potential site areas and their related 
geology would help to reduce uncertainties about potential detailed 
design or designs. 

DES-14. Design surface facilities 
to maximise use of Sellafield. 

We do not think it is appropriate at this stage in the process for us to 
comment on such specific siting issues.  This is an issue for 
consideration should West Cumbria participate in the siting process. 

DES-15. Design is for the 
engineers and regulators to 
decide in close consultation with 
the community. 

We understand that the technical design requirements of a facility 
would depend upon geology, inventory and related safety 
considerations rather than community input, overseen by the 
regulators and implemented by engineers. 

DES-16. The ability to monitor is 
essential from a safety point of 
view. 

We agree.  We highlighted the issue of monitoring in our consultation 
document (p76).  We note that a research project has been launched 
at a European level and will advise the DMBs to keep abreast of 
developments if they enter Stage 4 of the MRWS process.  We would 
expect Stage 4, if it happens, to address this issue to allay concerns. 

DES-17. How would we 
communicate with future 
inhabitants about what a GDF is? 

We are seeking further information on this topic and will include more 
detail in our Final Report. 

DES-18. What difference does 
geology make to costs? 

We asked the NDA to clarify the costs for the three different design 
concepts (Document 30), but did not include information on estimated 
costs in the consultation document.  We understand that costs are 
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similar for any geology.  We will consider adding more detail on 
potential costs of different design concepts in our Final Report to the 
three Councils. 

DES-19. There is not enough 
detail to comment on D&E. 

We understand the frustration at the current lack of detail, and have 
asked the NDA for more detail at various points in our work, but 
accept that detailed design depends upon clarity over siting and 
inventory. 

INVENTORY 

INV-1. There is still too much 
uncertainty about what would go 
into a GDF. 

We agree that there is still much uncertainty about the exact nature 
and amount of waste that would go into a GDF.  In light of the 
consultation feedback we have received about specific waste types 
(for example new build waste, overseas waste) we have sought 
further information or clarity on the Government‟s expectation about 
specific waste streams (for example clarity over the Government‟s 
expectation on new build, overseas, military waste, and so on, as 
outlined in further responses below) and will include any such 
clarifications in our Final Report.  In addition, we will amend our initial 
opinion on inventory to give greater recognition to the level of 
uncertainty and to clarify our position on specific waste streams.  We 
believe our inventory principles provide a good starting point for 
managing uncertainty about the inventory should the process 
continue in West Cumbria. 

INV-2. How can we be sure that 
overseas waste won‟t be 
accepted in the future? 

We acknowledge the strongly-held concern that overseas waste 
should not be disposed of in a potential repository.  In response to 
this we have asked the Government to confirm their position on 
accepting overseas waste, and also to clarify how or whether that 
position might change in the future.  In addition we note that prior to 
the end of Stage 5, the CSP could at any time advise the DMBs to 
exercise the right of withdrawal if unexpected or unwanted changes 
to the inventory took place; Principle 2 of our Inventory Principles 
also highlights the need to agree the circumstances under which local 
DMBs should have a veto on changes to the inventory, if the right of 
withdrawal has passed.  We will clarify this in our Final Report.  We 
have also added reference to overseas waste in our final opinion on 
inventory to make our position on this clearer. 

INV-3. The position on new build 
waste is unclear. 

We agree that we could make the current Government position on 
new build waste clearer.  We will amend our Final Report 
accordingly.  We will also add reference to new build waste in our 
final opinion on inventory to make our position on this clearer. 

INV-4. New build waste should 
not be accepted. 

See response to INV-3. 

INV-5. Spent fuel, plutonium and 
uranium have safety implications 
or could be useful in the future so 
should not be included. 

These three issues are being dealt with by separate Government 
processes, and are therefore for the Government to decide rather 
than this process.  We have developed our Inventory Principles (p81 
of the consultation document) to provide a basis for the change 
process for the inventory, and because of the fact that several 
specifics cannot be known at this point.  We do note, however, that 
the 2010 baseline inventory and also the upper inventory (see p84 of 
the consultation document) do make provision for these materials to 
be disposed of in a repository. 
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INV-6. Higher burn up fuel of new 
nuclear stations is not adequately 
addressed. 

See response to INV-17 below. 

INV-7. The position on Scottish 
waste is not clear (for example is 
it for storage or disposal?). 

We have asked for clarification from the Government on Scottish 
waste and the implications of Scottish independence, and will reflect 
this in our Final Report. 

INV-8. More research into 
reprocessing and recycling waste 
should happen before a 
GDF/reprocess as much as 
possible so only true waste is 
disposed of. 

We understand that the nuclear industry currently works to apply the 
waste hierarchy, which means taking steps to avoid or minimise 
waste production and only disposing of what it has to.  There are 
already R&D projects underway and planned to tackle this.  We have 
asked the NDA for more information on this and will include further 
detail in our Final Report. 

INV-9. The Partnership should 
take a stronger position than 
simply accepting DECC's 
presumption that it will just be UK 
waste. 

See response to INV-1 and INV-2. 

INV-10. There should be 
clarification on the substitution 
issue. 

We agree.  In our Final Report we will provide more detail on 
substitution in relation to overseas waste. 

INV-11. DECC's Waste Transfer 
Price document supports the 
argument that new build waste 
will be put in the repository. 

See response to INV-1 and INV-3. 

INV-12. The change process is 
unclear.  The inventory could 
change without the knowledge or 
agreement of the local 
community. 

We know that lack of trust in Government (either current or future) is 
an overriding issue for many people.  We share these concerns, 
which is why we have developed our Inventory Principles and sought 
Government agreement to them.  In particular, Principle 2 of our 
Inventory Principles highlights the need to agree the circumstances 
under which local DMBs should have a veto on changes to the 
inventory, once the right of withdrawal has passed.  We recognise 
that the agreement to our Principles from the Government could be 
stronger and would anticipate the DMBs building on our initial work to 
seek full agreement from the Government, either before or after a 
decision about participation.  We will amend our Final Report to 
reflect this. 

INV-13. There should be no local 
influence over the inventory as a 
GDF would be fulfilling a 
nationally important function. 

We disagree.  We believe the ability of local decision makers and 
communities to influence what would end up in a repository is central 
to the principle of voluntarism, and have reflected this in our Inventory 
Principles. 

INV-14. There is not certainty that 
a future Government would stick 
to any agreements about 
inventory. 

See response to INV-12. 

INV-15. What happens if the 
inventory expands after 
construction has happened/after 
right of withdrawal? 

This issue relates to community influence over the inventory change 
process, and also to design.  In terms of design, this would be an 
issue for the regulators and engineers to consider.  We believe our 
Inventory Principles provide a strong foundation for ensuring ongoing 
community influence and in our Final Report will highlight the need 
for early agreement of a change process, should West Cumbria 
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proceed with Stage 4 of the process and potentially beyond. 

INV-16. There is no trust in the 
current Government sticking to 
any commitments on inventory. 

See response to INV-12. 

INV-17. Placing such a 
concentrated amount of higher 
activity waste together is not safe 
or secure. 

This is both a design issue and one that the safety case would cover.  
The Generic Design Concept illustrates how different waste types 
might be disposed of in a GDF, but ultimately if the regulators do not 
think a safety case can be made for a repository in a specific location 
with a specific inventory, it will not be built.  We will reflect this more 
strongly in our Final Report. 

INV-18. Transportation of waste 
from across the UK to one 
location has security implications. 

This was also a concern in relation to our initial opinions on safety, 
security, environment and planning.  We have asked the regulators 
for more details on transport security and will reflect this in our Final 
Report. 

INV-19. Co-locating the different 
waste types currently in the 
inventory would not be safe. 

See response to INV-17. 

INV-20. The Partnership should 
have sought more information on 
encapsulation and fuel mixing. 

We agree that there is not much information available currently on 
these issues, although we did highlight in our consultation document 
that other facilities such as a spent fuel encapsulation plant could be 
sited near or at the surface facility.  We acknowledge that any 
additional facilities such as these would have implications on the 
scale of the land required and the associated impacts of construction 
and operation.  However, there is no Government policy on this yet, 
and we understand there will not be in the foreseeable future.  We 
will therefore advise the DMBs that if they enter Stage 4 of the 
process, they investigate with the Government the implications and 
policy process for such plant. 

INV-21. CoRWM considered a 
GDF for legacy waste only and 
noted the ethical/technical 
distinction between legacy/new 
build wastes. 

We are aware of CoRWM‟s report to the Government that notes the 
differences between legacy and new build wastes.  We have asked 
for a clarification from the Government about how they have 
addressed this.  We will reflect this in our Final Report to the 
Councils. 

INV-22. CoRWM supported 
geological disposal as part of a 
mixed programme. 

We are aware of CoRWM‟s recommendations in 2006, in particular 
recommendation 5, that R&D should continue to search for other 
better ways of managing the different radioactive waste streams.  We 
recommend that any future CSP engage closely with the NDA and 
CoRWM on developments. 

INV-23. The Inventory Principles 
are acceptable. 

We note this response to the principles.  We are reviewing all of the 
principles in light of other consultation comments to assess whether 
there is a need to strengthen them. 

INV-24. Need a process for 
dealing with specific comments 
on the principles. 

Our independent programme managers have compiled a list of 
specific comments on the Inventory Principles and we will revisit 
them as a result, in order to assess whether there is a need to 
strengthen them. 

INV-25. Uncertainty is recognised 
and is acceptable at this stage. 

We note this response.  However we also note that many people are 
concerned about the ongoing level of uncertainty about the inventory 
and are amending our Final Report and opinions accordingly. 
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INV-26. Clear rules and 
transparent community 
involvement would be required for 
any agreement and changes to 
inventory. 

See response to INV-12. 

INV-27. The upper inventory 
should be assumed. 

We believe this is not for the Partnership to take a view on at this 
point, but for any future CSP and the DMBs to negotiate with 
Government should West Cumbria enter the siting process. 

INV-28. A GDF should accept all 
and any waste types, including 
potentially all new build waste 
and overseas waste, for a 
financial gain. 

See response to INV-27. 

INV-29. What effect would 
changes in reprocessing 
capability have on the inventory 
and therefore on a GDF? 

See response to INV-17. 

INV-30. Would military waste be 
included and if so from where 
(e.g. from Scotland too?). 

We have asked for clarification from the Government on military 
waste (e.g. what form would it be in, would that change inventory 
design etc) and will reflect this in our Final Report. 

INV-31. The upper inventory is 
significantly bigger than the lower 
– this heightens feelings of 
uncertainty. 

We know that uncertainty is a big issue in relation to the inventory.  
However, the principles we have agreed with the Government (p81 of 
the consultation document) allow for progressively clearer 
agreements to be developed around the inventory as the siting 
process advances.  Principle 2 outlines the process and timing for 
agreeing how the DMBs can have a veto over future inventory 
changes.  This agreement would be made before any final decision is 
made about hosting a repository.  We do also note though, that the 
Government says that even at this point, there will be some 
uncertainty about the waste that will require geological disposal, but 
we expect it to be significantly less than it is now.  If the CSP and 
DMBs are not satisfied at this point and negotiations cannot resolve 
it, we would expect the right of withdrawal to be exercised. 

INV-32. There is insufficient detail 
and the information is not clear 
and understandable. 

Our independent programme managers have compiled a list of 
comments on the consultation process and materials in order to 
consider a response.  In drafting our Final Report we will try to take 
into account comments such as these on the clarity and accessibility 
of the information we provided in the consultation document. 

INV-33. How would different 
inventories or changes to the 
inventory affect the design and 
safety requirements of a GDF? 

See response to INV-17. 

SITING PROCESS 

Siting overall We consider that many of the issues raised in response to the siting 
process chapter actually arise, rather like the tips of icebergs, from 
more fundamental questions of trust, especially in future decisions, 
decision-makers and organisational arrangements. 

We feel that in the consultation document we addressed most of the 
more specific issues raised (structures, voluntarism, resourcing, etc) 
at a level we felt was appropriate for Stage 3 and to inform a decision 
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about entering into Stage 4.  However, we recognise that those 
raising the concerns would like to see more detail, earlier, to provide 
more confidence about how things may work. 

Of particular note are the concerns expressed about the absence of 
an absolute right of withdrawal at potential host community level.  We 
understand the concern and will revisit this question in our Final 
Report.  We will also revisit the question of the right of withdrawal and 
what legal footing it could be given in future, acknowledging the 
concern that the right of withdrawal may well become harder to 
exercise beyond Stage 4 of the MRWS process. 

The Partnership recognises that trust will be crucial if any progress 
with MRWS is to be possible. We also recognise that trends in 
general levels of trust in local and national government are low. Our 
experience is that the specific history of the Nirex campaign in West 
Cumbria creates further serious challenges for establishing, 
developing and retaining trust in decision-makers and any proposed 
decision-making around nuclear waste management.  We also know 
that trust has to be earned; it is not simply given. 

In view of this, the Partnership has considered the question of trust 
more broadly.  We have identified a number of actions that might 
build trust in the process, such as taking legal advice on the options 
for putting the MRWS process on a firmer legal footing, and being 
clearer about why each council is taking their Decision about 
Participation in the way it is (via cabinet/full council etc). We will 
include conclusions on these in our Final Report. 

SIT-1. There is a lack of clarity 
around decision-making 
structures for a siting process.  
Who would influence this and 
how? 

The White Paper sets out the definitions of community (p48) and how 
they should work together via a Community Siting Partnership (Annex 
C).  We reiterated these definitions in our consultation document 
(p18).  We have also tried to set out our guidance on how we believe 
a Community Siting Partnership should work in Box 32 (p96 of the 
consultation document).  However, the current Partnership has 
avoided defining precisely how a CSP should work as it is deemed 
premature to do so until a decision about participation is made. 

SIT-2. How to balance views of 
e.g. urban/rural and 
county/borough/parish levels. 

See overall response above. 

SIT-3. What if the DMBs don‟t 
listen to the Community Siting 
Partnership? 

The White Paper sets out three definitions of community (p48) and 
requires they work in partnership.  The DMBs have agreed this 
approach and have agreed to be informed by the Partnership‟s work.  
We would expect this to continue if Stage 4 happens.  However, one 
cannot rule out the possibility of the DMBs disagreeing with a CSP in 
future.  If this happened then the DMBs would have to clearly justify 
their decision to disagree, and this would have to be credible given 
the White Paper requirements for DMBs to „take careful account of 
advice and recommendations from the CSP” (paragraph 6.33 of the 
White Paper). 

SIT-4. There is a need to clarify 
the role of non-DMB local 
authorities, including how „trans-
boundary‟ issues might be 
addressed. 

Our consultation document (p96) attempts to set out how different 
interests would need to be involved in any future siting process.  This 
compliments the definitions of community set out in the White Paper 
(p48).  Collectively this suggests that any neighbouring local authority 
should be involved in a siting process, either represented directly on 
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a CSP or closely engaged with it.  The precise nature of this 
engagement will need to be decided if Stage 4 begins.  We would 
also expect a CSP to conduct engagement with neighbouring 
interests further afield such as the Isle of Man or Irish Governments. 

SIT-5. At which level does 
voluntarism really occur? 
(County, borough or parish?) 

The White Paper in paragraph 7.24 states that „Government 
considers that the voluntarism process is based on community 
support and as such it would apply to all communities and all sites‟.  
Chapter 10 of our consultation document tries to expand on this 
sentiment to set out a proposed process for the different levels of 
local authority working together through partnership, as well as being 
informed by wider public consultation and opinion surveys.  The 
answer therefore is not a clear-cut one: indeed it is probably the main 
challenge of working to the principle of voluntarism as expressed in 
the White Paper. 

SIT-6. The Partnership 
interpretation of voluntarism is 
poor and was not forced upon the 
Partnership by the White Paper/is 
at odds with the White Paper. 

We do not agree that the suggestions made in our consultation 
document (chapter 10) constitute a departure from the White Paper.  
During our work we have received no indication of concern from the 
Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) on this issue.  To 
be sure of this however, we will ask DECC for a formal view on the 
degree to which our proposals are consistent with their policy and we 
will include any further consideration of this in our Final Report. 

SIT-7. Local resourcing needs to 
be considered in relation to 
participation in a siting 
process/resourcing for 
communities to access 
independent expertise is 
inadequate. 

We agree that communities would need to be resourced to take part 
in any Stage 4. We feel that a Partnership approach will be a crucial 
part of any Stage 4 and as such communities, through a CSP, should 
have a mechanism to access independent expertise to support their 
deliberations on the issues (see Principle 3 of our principles of 
community involvement). This would need to be included in any 
engagement package negotiated with the Government. 

SIT-8. Very local right of 
withdrawal does not really exist. 

See overall response above. 

SIT-9. There is no clarity over 
what constitutes “reasoned 
justification for withdrawing”. 

Our consultation document (p93) sets out that if a host community 
wished to withdraw, and that decision was based on reasoned 
justification and demonstrable community support, and the 
partnership decided it would be possible to move into the desk-based 
assessments without these potential host communities, the 
presumption should be that they would be left out of the process.  We 
recognise, however, that the definition of „reasoned justification‟ is 
relatively subjective.  We would expect a future CSP to set out some 
guidelines on how it would hope a potential host community would go 
about making their decisions. 

SIT-10. Will Government really 
allow a right of withdrawal if a lot 
of money has been spent? 

See response to SIT-11. 

SIT-11. The overall right of 
withdrawal would be hard to 
exercise in Stage 4, and 
increasingly more difficult should 
the process progress further. 

The Government has committed in its White Paper to a process of 
voluntarism and partnership, including an explicit right of withdrawal.  
There is little written in the White Paper that makes us believe it 
would be harder to leave the MRWS process in Stage 4 than in 
Stages 1-3 – we will clarify this further in our Final Report.  It is 
correct to say that the White Paper (paragraph 6.44) suggests that in 
Stage 5, before an expensive borehole programme is undertaken, 
criteria for a „post-borehole right of withdrawal‟ would be agreed 
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between the Government and the community.  Whilst this may 
reduce the flexibility of the community‟s ability to withdraw, it is 
important to note that the CSP and DMBs would have to agree these 
criteria at the start of Stage 5: if the community is not content with 
them, then the borehole programme would not commence. 

SIT-12. What happens if West 
Cumbria says no? 

We note that the Government‟s invitation for communities to express 
interest is still open, and other communities may still come forward.  If 
this does not happen, and West Cumbria says „no‟, we assume that 
the Government may need to review its MRWS strategy and policy 
for both the short and longer term.  The DMBs would also need to 
consider the implications for their communities. 

SIT-13. The voluntarism process 
becomes invalid if only one area 
expresses an interest. 

We disagree.  The right of withdrawal still exists however many 
communities are involved. 

SIT-14. The process is 
predetermined in favour of having 
a GDF in West Cumbria. 

We don‟t believe the process is pre-determined. There are many 
voices from across the spectrum of opinion both in the Partnership, 
the DMBs and the wider community. The process may not proceed if 
(a) DMBs decide not to proceed, or subsequently exercise a right of 
withdrawal, or (b) the regulators are not satisfied that a safety case 
can be made. 

SIT-15. How do you define 
community? 

The White Paper sets out three definitions of community (p48).  
These are: 

- Host Community: the community in which any facility will be built.  
This will be a small geographically defined area and include the 
population of that area and the owners of that land.  For example, it 
could be a town or village. 

- Decision Making Body: the Local Government decision-making 
authority for the host community. 

- Wider Local Interests: other communities that have an interest in 
whether or not a facility should be built in the Host Community, such 
as the next village, a neighbouring district or a community on the 
local transport routes to the Host Community. 

We have adopted these definitions in our consultation document 
(p18) 

SIT-16. Need a process for 
dealing with specific comments 
on the principles. 

We have noted a number of suggestions and comments on the 
strength, clarity and usefulness of the principles in the consultation 
document and have reviewed them accordingly.  No changes are 
suggested to the principles themselves, as we believe they would do 
little to address the underlying concerns expressed.  Instead, we are 
taking various actions to try to improve trust in the process, such as 
understanding the options available to put the whole MRWS process 
on a firmer legal footing, and clarifying what work would need to be 
done when during a potential Stage 4.  We will report our conclusions 
from these actions in our Final Report. 

SIT-17. The proposed siting 
process makes sense and is 
satisfactory at this stage in the 
process. 

We note this agreement. 

SIT-18. Clear ongoing We agree.  A major commitment to engagement, communication and 



APPENDICES 

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership PSE3 Report – Document 288 Page 199 of 212 

communications are needed 
should West Cumbria participate 
in the siting process. 

consensual working needs to be at the heart of any Stage 4 as set 
out in the consultation document chapter 10. 

SIT-19. Right of withdrawal exists 
as an option if West Cumbria 
does enter the siting process. 

We understand that the right of withdrawal is a crucial component of 
voluntarism and relates directly to trust in the process.  How it could 
be exercised, by whom, on who‟s behalf needs to be agreed by all 
the parties involved in any Stage 4 and our preliminary views on this 
are set out in the consultation document in chapter 10. 

SIT-20. No other areas have 
expressed an interest in 
participating in the siting process. 

This is true.  However, we note that DECC‟s invitation to communities 
to express interest is still open, and that it does not have an end date.  
We are also aware that at the time of writing a community in Kent is 
publicly considering whether to express interest or not, via Shepway 
District Council.  Regardless of this though, this Partnership is 
concerned about whether West Cumbria should participate in the 
siting process: the issue of whether other communities do so is for 
them and DECC to consider. 

SIT-21. Voluntarism is a difficult 
concept, and challenging to play 
out in practice. 

We agree. 

SIT-22. How would suggestions 
for specific siting criteria or 
considerations be taken into 
account if the process continues? 

We have identified in Box 31 (page 92 of the consultation document) 
a summary of what we see as suggested steps for a siting process in 
any Stage 4.  Step 2 (c) includes agreeing local criteria for 
identification of potential siting areas (PSAs). 

SIT-23. Can right of 
withdrawal/MRWS overall be 
statutorily backed? 

We are now exploring this with DECC and will cover it in our Final 
Report. 

SIT-24. What would the impact of 
changes in county or district 
councils on voluntarism be? 

In principle a change in political makeup of any of the DMBs, say 
after a local election, will make no difference to the MRWS policy or 
framework.  Of course, the incoming councillors may have different 
views than their predecessors, so may make different decisions. 

SIT-25. The Government is taking 
the wrong approach with the 
overall MRWS process – 
geology, not voluntarism, should 
come first. 

The Partnership has operated within the framework set by existing 
Government policy and set out in the MRWS White Paper (i.e. toward 
a GDF, via voluntarism, dependent on a suitable site being 
identified). 

SIT-26. Residents should have 
been consulted first, prior to an 
expression of interest. 

We note that DECC have accepted the three expressions of interest 
from Allerdale BC, Copeland BC and Cumbria CC, including the 
requirement to „take soundings‟ in their local community.  The 
process that has followed this has significantly surpassed the White 
Paper requirements for local communication and consultation, and 
we would expect this to continue if the process progresses into Stage 
4. 

OTHER ISSUES 

O-1. How to respond to the cross-
cutting issues (both in response 
to PSE3 and whether/how to deal 
with them in the Final Report). 

We acknowledge that these cross-cutting issues exist.  Some of them 
are unsolvable (ethics of radioactive waste management, history of 
radioactive waste management in West Cumbria), whilst some are 
being addressed by the way the Partnership is working (reducing 
uncertainties now), and some are yet to be addressed in other areas 
of the Work Programme (uncertainty in geology, other uncertainties in 
the future, lack of trust in various bodies).  Trust and geology are 
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being addressed as separate issues in their own right.  We intend to 
cover the main ones in more detail in our Final Report, particularly 
trust, uncertainty, ethics and risk. 

O-2. Too much sense that “this 
could/would all be sorted at the 
next stage”. 

We acknowledge that there are many issues that cannot be 
addressed as well as some people would like at this stage.  We 
believe that this cannot be avoided given the staged nature of the 
process.  Indeed, the right of withdrawal exists to allow West Cumbria 
to withdraw if issues are not resolved at the appropriate time i.e. 
when information is available. 

O-3. There is a sense of a 
Government preying on a 
vulnerable region that is in need 
of regeneration. 

Safety is the priority when managing radioactive waste: any 
consideration of benefits that the Government might offer must come 
second to this, and be weighed up alongside the long-term pros and 
cons. We believe that West Cumbria has the right to Government 
support and opportunities for regeneration regardless of whether it 
hosts a GDF.  We have also said that any benefits arising must be 
above and beyond what would be required to build a facility and 
associated infrastructure.  West Cumbria has the right to withdraw 
from the process if the balance of pros and cons is not right. 

O-4. Whether to take an overall 
view on the siting of a GDF within 
the National Park. 

We will consider this in our Final Report. 

O-5. Whether or not to return to 
the issue of a referendum. 

The issue of whether to hold a referendum or not – and if so when – 
was explored in detail during and following PSE2.  It is not proposed 
to revisit this opinion now, as the consultation document sets out 
clearly (p110) the Partnership‟s view and we believe it is still correct. 

O-6. Addressing concerns about 
balancing different views in the 
Partnership‟s work (e.g. 
rural/urban). 

If Stage 4 happens, then many different views will need to be 
balanced in the process as it moves forward.  We will ask Ipsos 
MORI to conduct an analysis of the opinion survey results to see if 
there is a difference of view between rural and urban residents, so we 
can identify and highlight any possible issues to the DMBs in our 
Final Report and our consultation document tries to set out how the 
interests of different geographic levels can be balanced in a 
reasonable and effective way (chapter 10). 

O-7. Addressing concerns about 
balancing local interests with 
borough, county or national 
interests in any future process. 

See response to O-6. 

O-8. How to take forward 
suggestions or requests for 
specific engagement in any future 
process. 

We will compile a list of these requests and pass it to the DMBs and 
DECC/the NDA separately. 

O-9. How to respond to 
comments on the consultation 
process itself. 

We will compile a list of these comments and respond to the issues 
raised. 

O-10. How to deal with comments 
about the Government‟s MRWS 
Process, the idea of geological 
disposal itself and overall energy 
policy. 

We have highlighted with DECC and the other bodies responsible 
that these comments exist and they should be aware of them.  We 
recognize that some consultees may not be satisfied with this as a 
way of „addressing‟ the issues, but they are outside the Partnership‟s 
remit. 

O-11. What if the UK says no – We are seeking further clarification from the Government and will add 
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what is Plan B? further details in our Final Report. 

O-12. Has the option of a “world 
repository” been considered? 

Yes a world repository has been considered before.  However, the 
current MRWS process focuses locally on whether West Cumbria 
wants to enter a search for a facility in Allerdale or Copeland, or not.  
For details of global or regional repositories, see: Pangea at 
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pangea_Resources for some past work 
done, and ARIUS, the Association for Regional and International 
Underground Storage http://www.arius-world.org/ for some current 
work underway at a European level. 

O-13. Whether to summarise 
and/or pass on comments about 
specific organisations. 

We will highlight these to the relevant organisations and signpost 
them to the comments for information. 

O-14. What to do with the 
suggestions for potential future 
MRWS stages. 

These suggestions cannot be considered separately, but rather as 
part of the response to the siting chapter.  We will also compile these 
into a list and pass to the DMBs and DECC/the NDA. 

 

 

 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Pangea_Resources
http://www.arius-world.org/
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Appendix 7: Opinion survey questionnaire 
 

PSE 3 QUESTIONNAIRE FINAL V17 (8th March 2012) 
 

Good morning/afternoon/evening.  My name is ______ from Ipsos MORI. We are carrying out an 
important survey on behalf of Cumbria County Council, Allerdale and Copeland Borough Councils 
and other organisations. The survey is about issues around possible future developments in the 
area. 
 
Ipsos MORI follows the Market Research Society Code of Conduct and all your responses will be 
treated in the strictest confidence. The interview lasts around 10 minutes.  
 

Q1. Can I just check, do you live in Cumbria?   
 SINGLE CODE Yes 1 CONTINUE 

  No 2 THANK AND CLOSE 
     
     

  

Q2. And can I check, in which District Council area you live?    
 READ OUT.  SINGLE CODE Allerdale  1  

  Barrow in Furness 2  

  Carlisle 3  

  Copeland 4  

  Eden 5  

  South Lakeland 6  

  Elsewhere  X THANK AND CLOSE 
        

Q2b IF Q2a NOT ANSWERED, OR REFUSED, ASK Q2b 
Please could you tell me your full postcode.  ADD IF NECESSARY This is just so we can 
analyse by where people live?  
IF UNRECOGNISED, CODE DK, IF REFUSED FULL POSTCODE CODE REF. 
WRITE IN 

     

 
IF RESPONDENT IS UNABLE TO GIVE A FULL/ACCURATE POSTCODE THEN ASK Q2c 

Q2c. In which town or village do you live?  
CHECK AGAINST DATABASE, IF UNRECOGNISED, CODE DK, IF REFUSED CODE REF.  
IF DK OR REFUSED THEN CLOSE, OTHERWISE CONTINUE WITH INTERVIEW. 
WRITE IN 

     

 
 
 

RIZZO HOUSEHOLD MEMBER SELECTION PROCESS 
 
Firstly, please tell me how many adults, aged 16 plus, are living in this household. 
 

WRITE IN NUMBER:    
………………. 

Adult selected to take part =  
………………. 

Record name of selected adult  
……………….…………….……………. 

 
READ OUT IF NECESSARY:  We need to make sure that we talk to a good mix of local residents, to do 
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this we will randomly select an adult in your household to take part in the survey. 
 
Can I speak to (ADULT SELECTED) now?   
If not available, make an appointment to call back at a convenient time. 
 
 
 
 
READ OUT 
 
I would like to talk to you about higher activity radioactive waste.  Most of this type of waste in the 
UK is currently stored above ground at Sellafield.   
 
The Government is looking for a community to volunteer to have a deep underground disposal 
facility for higher activity radioactive waste built in their area.  Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland 
Borough Council and Cumbria County Council all said they wanted to learn more about the search 
for a site for a deep underground disposal facility.  Initial geological screening has been carried out 
to check there are areas in Allerdale and/or Copeland which may be worth further investigation.  
 
You may have seen information about this search in the newspapers, on the news or at local events. 
 
 
 [STOP AND PROMPT: WOULD YOU LIKE ME TO REPEAT ANY OF THAT INFORMATION?] 
 

Q3. How much do you feel you know about this search in West Cumbria for a potential site for 
a deep underground disposal facility for higher activity radioactive waste? 
READ OUT   SINGLE CODE ONLY 

     

 I know a lot about it 1   

 I know a fair amount about it 2   

 I know just a little about it 3   

 I have heard of this but know almost nothing about it 4   

 I have never heard of it 5   

 Don‟t know 99   
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The next stage of the process involves more detailed investigations to see if there are any suitable 
potential sites for a deep underground disposal facility for higher activity radioactive waste.  
Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County Council will each, 
individually, decide whether or not they should take part in the search for a potential site in the areas 
covered by Allerdale and/or Copeland.   
 
IF IN ALLERDALE AREA AT Q2 
Cumbria County Council and Allerdale Borough Council must both agree to go forward with the 
search in Allerdale for possible sites or the search will not go ahead.  Both councils, on behalf of the 
communities they serve, will have the right to withdraw from the process if they want to, at which 
point the search would stop.  Before they take this decision to continue to the next stage in the 
search for a suitable site the councils want to understand the views of local residents. 
 
IF IN COPELAND AREA AT Q2 
Cumbria County Council and Copeland Borough Council must both agree to go forward with the 
search in Copeland for possible sites or the search will not go ahead.  Both councils, on behalf of the 
communities they serve, will have the right to withdraw from the process if they want to, at which 
point the search would stop.  Before they take this decision to continue to the next stage in the 
search for a suitable site the councils want to understand the views of local residents. 
 
IF IN REST OF CUMBRIA AREA AT Q2 
Cumbria County Council and the local Borough Council must both agree to go forward with the 
search in Allerdale and/or Copeland, or the search will not go ahead.  Both councils, on behalf of the 
communities they serve, will have the right to withdraw from the process if they want to, at which 
point the search would stop.  Before they take this decision to continue to the next stage in the 
search for a suitable site the councils want to understand the views of local residents, in the rest of 
Cumbria as well as in Allerdale and Copeland. 
 
[STOP AND PROMPT: WOULD YOU LIKE ME TO REPEAT ANY OF THAT INFORMATION?] 
 
 

Q4. IF IN ALLERDALE SAMPLE AREA AT Q2 
From what you know at the moment, do you think that Allerdale Borough Council and 
Cumbria County Council should or should not take part in the search for a suitable site in 
Allerdale for a deep underground disposal facility for higher activity radioactive waste? 
 

 IF IN COPELAND SAMPLE AREA AT Q2 
From what you know at the moment, do you think that Copeland Borough Council and 
Cumbria County Council should or should not take part in the search for a suitable site in 
Copeland for a deep underground disposal facility for higher activity radioactive waste? 
 

 IF IN REST OF CUMBRIA SAMPLE AREA AT Q2 
From what you know at the moment, do you think that Cumbria County council and the local 
borough councils should or should not take part in the search for a suitable site in Allerdale 
and/or Copeland for a deep underground disposal facility for higher activity radioactive 
waste? 
 

 PROMPT IF NECESSARY    
 SINGLE CODE Should take part in the search 1  

  Should not take part in the search 2  

  Don’t know 98  

  Neutral 99  
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Q5. IF CODE 1 OR CODE 2 RESPONSE AT Q4 ASK  
Why do you think the council(s) should/should not take part in the search? 
IF CODE 98 OR CODE 99 RESPONSE AT Q4 ASK  
Why do you say you are neutral /don’t know about taking part or not in the search? 
WRITE IN, PROBE FULLY “For what other reasons?” 

     
  

 
 

 

  

    

 
 
 
 
 
Finally I’d like to ask some questions about you and your household to help us understand how 
different types of people feel about this.  No individuals will be identified. 
 

Q6. GENDER (DO NOT ASK)   
 SINGLE CODE Male 1  

  Female 2  
        

 
 

Q7. How old are you? 
IF RESPONDENT REFUSES: Could you tell me in which of the 
following bands your age falls into?  

 

 
WRITE IN    

 
SINGLE CODE 

 
Under 16 

 
1 

 

   16-19 2  

   20-24  3  

   25-34 4  

   35-44 5  

   45-54 6  

   55-64 7  

   65+ 8  

   Refused 9  
        

 

Q8. And are you....READ OUT  
SINGLE CODE ONLY. READ OUT 

 
 

 

  Full time working 30 hours or more a week, 
including full time self employed 

1  

  Working part time 8 - 29 hours a week, including 
part time self employed 

2 

 

  Not working (under 8 hrs) - homemaker  3 

  Not working (under 8 hrs) - unemployed 
(registered) 

4 

  Not working (under 8 hrs) - unemployed (not 
registered but looking for work) 

5 

  Not working (under 8 hrs) - retired 6 

  Not working (under 8 hrs) - student 7 

  Not working (under 8 hrs) - other (inc. disabled) 8 

DO NOT READ OUT Don't know  99  

  Refused 98 
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Q9. ASK PART A IF RESPONDENT IS EMPLOYED FULL OR PART TIME OR SELF-EMPLOYED OR 
RETIRED AT Q8 
a) Are you employed by any of the following… ?  

READ OUT MULTICODE OK 
b) Are you/were you employed by any of the following… ?  

READ OUT MULTICODE OK 
ASK ALL 
c) Are any of your close family members, relations or friends, employed by any of the 
following… ?  
READ OUT MULTICODE OK  

  

 

a/b c   

  

 

Respondent Other   

  

THE NUCLEAR INDUSTRY 

1 1   

  Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland 
Borough Council or Cumbria County 

Council 

2 2  

 

  The Ministry of Defence (MoD) /  
Armed Forces 

3 3   

  Any other Government Department, 
agency or regulator 

4 4   

  Any Environmental campaign group (e.g. 
Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth) 

5 5   

  None of these 6 6   

  Don‟t know 99 99   

 

Q10. How long have you lived in (COUNCIL AREA FROM Q2)?   
 READ OUT Under 1 year 1  

 SINGLE CODE 1-2 years 2  

 3-5 years 3  

 6-10 years 4  

 11-20 years 5  

 21+ years 6  

 Don’t know 99  
 

Q11. In ten years’ time, where do you think you will be living?   
 READ OUT in the same house/flat I am living in 

now 
1  

 SINGLE CODE Somewhere in the same borough as 
I am living in now 

2  

 Somewhere else in Cumbria  3  

 Somewhere outside Cumbria but in the UK 4  

 Somewhere else outside the UK 5  

 DO NOT READ OUT Not expecting to be alive  6  

  Don‟t know 99  
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Q12. IF POSTCODE NOT ALREADY PROVIDED AT Q2b ASK Q12. 
Please could you tell me your full postcode.  ADD IF NECESSARY This is just so we can 
analyse by where people live?  
IF UNRECOGNISED, CODE DK, IF REFUSED FULL POSTCODE CODE REF. 
WRITE IN 

     

 
IF RESPONDENT IS UNABLE TO GIVE A FULL/ACCURATE POSTCODE THEN ASK Q12b 

Q12b. In which town or village do you live?  
CHECK AGAINST DATABASE, IF UNRECOGNISED, CODE DK, IF REFUSED CODE REF. 
WRITE IN 

     

 
IF RESPONDENT‟S HOME LOCATION IS UNRECOGNISED, CODE DK, IF REFUSED CODE REF, 
THEN ASK Q12c 

Q12c Can I just check that you live in the District Council area of …?   
 READ OUT FROM SAMPLE SHEET Allerdale  1  

 SINGLE CODE Barrow in Furness 2  

  Carlisle 3  

  Copeland 4  

  Eden 5  

  South Lakeland 6  

  Elsewhere  X  
        

 
 

THANK & CLOSE 
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Appendix 8: Partnership Work Programme 
 

This appendix provides an overview of the Partnership‟s full Work Programme (Document 
13.1). 
 

 Workstream 
What we are looking 

for 
Tasks 

1 Safety, Security, Environment and Planning  

1a Criterion: „Satisfied 
that suitable 
regulatory and 
planning processes 
are in place or 
being developed to 
protect residents, 
workforce and the 
environment.‟  

Confidence that 
necessary regulatory 
bodies and processes 
exist or are being 
developed. 
 
 
Adequate 
communication links 
between regulators and 
the community are 
present and working. 
 
 
Acceptability of the 
planning aspects in the 
early stages of the siting 
process. 
 

Task 1a(i) – Understand what regulatory bodies 
are involved, what their roles are and what 
regulatory processes they have in place or are 
developing.  

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

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

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

Task 1a(v) – Ask the NDA and the regulators for 
commentary on the NWAA submission to the 
Energy and Climate Change Committee, Issues 
Register, and „Rock Solid?‟ report.   

1b Criterion: „Satisfied 
that the NDA 
RWMD has suitable 
capability and 
processes in place 
to protect residents, 
workforce and the 
environment.‟ 

Acceptability of the 
NDA's process for 
making a safety case.  
 
Acceptability of the 
NDA's research & 
development (R&D) 
programme. 
 

Task 1b(i) – Review the NDA's generic Disposal 
System Safety Case once it has been peer 
reviewed.  
 
 
Task 1b(ii) – Review and comment on the NDA's 
R&D plans.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Workstream 
What we are looking 

for  
Tasks 

2 Geology   

2a Criterion: „Whether 
the Partnership is 
confident in the 

Acceptable peer review 
process. 
 

Task 2a(i) – Understand the peer review 
process and work with the Government to alter 
the process if required.  
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integrity of the BGS 
screening 
work/report.‟ 

 
 
 
 
 
Broad stakeholder 
confidence in the BGS 
study. 

 
Task 2a(ii) – Ask DECC to instruct the start of 
the BGS work.  
 
Task 2a(iii) – Commission independent expert 
review of the BGS study via consultants on 
advice from the Geological Society.  
 
Task 2a(iv) – Implement the output of the expert 
review process, as required.   
 

2b Criterion: „Sufficient 
areas remaining in 
West Cumbria after 
initial screening to 
make further 
progress 
worthwhile.‟‟ 

Subjective judgement 
that the results of the 
screening leave enough 
„possibly suitable‟ land 
to make further progress 
worthwhile. 

Task 2b – Assess the BGS report when 
published.   

 

 Workstream 
What we are looking 

for 
Tasks 

3 Community 
Benefits and 
Impacts 

  

3a Criterion: „Whether 
the Partnership is 
confident that an 
appropriate 
community benefits 
package can be 
developed.‟ 
 

Acceptable process in 
place to secure 
additional benefits – 
beyond those which 
derive directly from the 
construction and 
operation of the facility. 

Task 3a(i) – Understand the Government's 
perspective on community benefits and what is 
stated in the White Paper, as well as 
international experience of other nuclear 
communities.  
 
Task 3a(ii) – Develop with the Government a 
formal set of cross-party principles by which 
community benefits would be discussed, agreed 
and potentially administered, including how 
benefits might be allocated to different 
communities.  
 
Task 3a(iii) – Understand UK and international 
experience of community benefits and learning 
that the Partnership could apply.  
 

3b Criterion: „Whether 
the Partnership is 
confident that 
appropriate 
possibilities exist to 
assess and manage 
environmental, 
social and 
economic impacts 
appropriately if they 
occur.‟ 

Acceptable process is in 
place to assess any 
negative impacts and 
mitigate them. 

Task 3b(i) – Understand the likely broad impacts 
(both positive and negative) of hosting a 
repository, and how they might be mitigated.  
 
Task 3b(ii) – Define a specification for research 
to assess the likely extent of impacts.  
 
Task 3b(iii) – Conduct and monitor research to 
assess impacts.  
 
Task 3b(iv) Consider results of impacts 
research, and take a view on their acceptability 
at this stage.   
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3c Criterion: „Whether 
the Partnership is 
confident that the 
possibility of a 
repository fits 
appropriately with 
the overall direction 
of the relevant 
community/ies.‟ 

Support for the 
possibility of a repository 
in relation to other 
documented long-term 
priorities. 

Task 3c – Understand the vision for the future of 
West Cumbria and to what extent a repository 
may or may not fit into it.  
 

3d Criterion: „Whether 
the Partnership is 
confident that 
accepting a GDF at 
some point in the 
future, and 
committing the host 
area to a nuclear 
future for many 
generations to 
come, is 
economically 
advantageous and 
will contribute to 
economic 
sustainability.‟ 

Satisfied that there is 
sufficient prospect of the 
development of other 
job-creating investments 
complementary to a 
repository that will 
provide sustainable 
employment in the long 
term. 

Task 3d – Assessment of commitment to other 
new nuclear missions that will support 
employment, and a clear prospect of major 
sustainable investments from other sectors that 
will provide sustainable employment.  

 
 
 

 Workstream 
What we are looking 

for 
Tasks 

4 Design, Engineering and Inventory  

4a Criterion: „Satisfied 
that the design 
concepts being 
developed are 
appropriate at this 
stage.‟ 

Acceptable design 
concept and flexibility 
thereof. 
 
 
Reassurance that 
retrievability is an 
option, and flexibility to 
confirm this later. 

Task 4a(i) – Examine the generic design 
concept, and how this translates into a specific 
design depending on any location ultimately 
chosen.  
 
Task 4a(ii) – Develop a common understanding 
of the meanings of 
reversibility/retrievability/recoverability and the 
implications associated with them and 
associated monitorability, as well as how flexible 
the generic design concept is. 
 
Task 4a(iii) – Continue to receive updates from 
the NDA in order to understand the developing 
generic design concept, and how this translates 
into a specific design depending on any location 
ultimately chosen.  

4b Criterion: „Satisfied 
with the proposed 
inventory to be 
managed in a 
facility.‟ 

Knowledge of what the 
inventory could be, and 
principles that define an 
acceptable process for 
how the inventory would 
be changed, including 

Task 4b(i) – Develop understanding of the likely 
inventory range, the process for altering the 
inventory and how the community might 
influence it. 

Task 4b(ii) – Understand the implications of new 
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how the community can 
influence this. 
 

nuclear build for the inventory and associated 
requirements for a GDF.  To include facility size, 
footprint, design and length of time it would need 
to be open.   

 

 
 
 

 Workstream 
What we are looking 

for 
Tasks 

5 Siting Process   

5a Criterion: „Whether 
the Partnership is 
confident that the 
siting process is 
sufficiently robust 
and flexible to meet 
its needs.‟ 

Acceptable process of 
moving from 'possibly 
suitable areas' to 
specific potential host 
sites. 
 
Acceptable CSP 
process can be defined. 
 
Provision for 'pause 
points' to allow more 
work to be undertaken 
at a potential CSP‟s 
request (if a decision to 
enter the siting process 
is taken). 
 
Acceptable nature of 
(and limitations to) the 
right of withdrawal. 
 
Acceptable degree of 
Government 
commitment to sustain 
the process. 
 

Task 5a(i) – Understand the site selection 
process, including how the community can 
influence it.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Task 5a(ii) – Understand, and seek reassurance 
on, how 'pause points' might be introduced and 
managed.  
 
 
 
 
 
Task 5a(iii) – Understand what a decision to 
enter the siting process implies and how the 
right of withdrawal works, what would need to 
underpin it, and when it ceases to exist.  
 
Task 5a(iv) – Seek reassurance and evidence 
from the Government on their commitment to the 
process.  

 
 
 

 Workstream 
What we are looking 

for 
Tasks 

6 Public and stakeholder views  

6a Criterion: „Whether 
the Partnership's 
recommendations are 
credible given public 
and stakeholder 
views.‟  (Note: the 
word 'credibility' here 
is used to reference 
the criterion in the 

Any recommendation 
to enter the siting 
process would require 
all of the following to 
indicate credibility: 

 „Net support‟ for 
entering into the 
siting process for 
Allerdale and/or 

Task 6a(i) – Design and adopt a PSE Plan.  
 
Task 6a(ii) – Initiate, monitor and guide PSE1, 
including consulting on the PSE Plan. 
  
Task 6a(iii) – Reflect on output of PSE1, 
incorporate output and provide feedback to 
participants.  
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MRWS White Paper, 
para. 6.22.) 

Copeland. 

 „Broad support‟ 
from the 
stakeholder 
organisations in 
the area, including 
those that are 
likely to form a 
continuing 
community 
partnership if a 
decision to enter 
the siting process 
was taken. 

 Evidence that 
concerns raised 
have been, or will 
be, addressed 
where appropriate, 
including 
explanations as to 
why not where 
relevant. 

Task 6a(iv) – Design and adopt PSE2. 
 
Task 6a(v) – Reflect on output of PSE2, 
incorporate output and provide feedback to 
participants. 
 
Task 6a(vi) – Design and adopt PSE3.  
 
Task 6a(vii) –  Monitor and guide PSE3 as 
required. 
 
Task 6a(viii) – Reflect on output of PSE3, 
incorporate output in final report and provide 
feedback to participants.  
 
Task 6a(ix) – Consider the pros and cons of 
using different engagement methods to inform a 
decision about entering the siting process, as 
well as any ultimate decision to proceed (to 
include referendums).  

 
 
 

 Workstream 
What we are looking 

for 
Tasks 

7 Other   

            Supporting Activity 
 

Task 7a – Build the capacity of decision-making 
bodies and other Partnership members. 
 
Task 7b – Manage risks in the process. 

            Ethics Broad understanding 
of what the ethical 
issues are, and 
reassurance that they 
can be addressed in 
the future (as 
appropriate). 

Task 7c – Summarise and briefly review the 
ethics work completed by CoRWM and identify 
implications for the MRWS process in West 
Cumbria.  

 

 


