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Executive Summary 
 
Overview. The 7th meeting of the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 

(MRWS) Partnership took place on 23rd February 2010 in Whitehaven.  32 people 

attended with 5 members of the public present to observe the meeting.  The objectives of 

the meeting were to: monitor and guide Round 1 of Public and Stakeholder Engagement 
(PSE), decide what further work the Partnership requires regarding retrievability, define a 

specification for research to assess the possible impacts of a facility, understand the site 

selection process, and receive a presentation from Cumbrian environmentalists. 
 

Updates.  An updated version of the Work Programme for 2010/11 has now been 

developed by the Steering Group.  An outline structure for the Partnership's Final Report 

has also been developed.  The website has been evaluated and reviewed now that it has 
been live for 6 months. The email addresses of each Partnership member will be 

published so that members of the public can contact members directly.  A draft 

specification for the peer review of the British Geological Survey (BGS) screening study 
has been developed – discussions are ongoing about the extent to which the BGS will be 

able to support events in the second round of PSE.  The contract for Facilitation and 

Programme Management has been put out to competition.  Churches Together in 
Cumbria were welcomed as a new member of the Partnership.  The Radioactive Waste 

Management Directorate (RWMD) is about to release a report called 'Steps Towards 

Implementation' covering its work and plans on geological disposal.  The Partnership has 

received a request to meet a delegation of Swedish politicians during April to update 
them on the work around MRWS in West Cumbria. 

 

The activities in the first round of PSE have now been completed (with the exception of 
two remaining Neighbourhood Forums and a special meeting in Allerdale – see section 

3.1.c for details).  A full report detailing the results from all of the various strands will be 

presented to the Partnership for consideration at the 31st March meeting.   
 

Retrievability. The Partnership agrees that they have provisionally completed their first 

task on the issue of retrievability.  They expect further updates to be provided by the 

Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) as their work continues.  
  

Impacts. The Partnership agreed an approach to assessing the potential impacts, both 

positive and negative, of hosting a geological disposal facility (GDF) in West Cumbria.  
An Impacts sub-group has been formed to focus on this research and they are meeting 

on 4th March to scope out the extent of the work.    

 

Site Assessment. The NDA explained their proposals for site assessment 
methodologies in Stage 4 of the MRWS site selection process.  The Steering Group will 

decide if, how and when they want to input more formally to the NDA on this process 

before the NDA consult on the process more widely.  
 

Environmentalist perspective. Two Cumbrian environmental campaigners, Jean 

McSorley and Ruth Balogh, presented their views on the work of the Partnership to date 
and the wider MRWS process.  The presentation generated a great deal of interest and it 

was acknowledged that several issues had been raised that would need to be considered 

further by the Partnership.  The Partnership hopes that there can be future involvement 

from environmental campaigners/Non Governmental Organisations and is exploring ways 
to encourage this.  

 

For future meeting dates and more information please see the Partnership’s website 
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk. 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 4 of 35 Document No 58  

1. Introduction  

 
1.1 – Objectives.  Specific objectives for the day were to:  

• Monitor and guide Round 1 PSE (task 6a(ii)). 

• Decide what further work the Partnership requires regarding retrievability (task 

4a(ii)). 

• Define a specification for research to assess in more detail the likely extent of 

impacts (task 3b(ii)). 

• Understand the site selection1 process (task 5a(i)). 

• Receive a presentation from Cumbrian environmentalists. 

 

The full agenda is in Appendix 1. 

 
1.2 – Attendance.  32 participants2 attended at The Copeland Centre in Whitehaven on 

23rd February 2010.  A full list of those in attendance is in Appendix 2.  The meeting was 

open for the public to observe and 5 members of the public attended. 
 

 

 

 
2. Updates          
 
2.1 – Work Programme agreed 

Following comments from the Partnership, a Work Programme has now been developed 

by the Steering Group (document 13.1).  A funding request will be developed in line with 
these activities for 2010/11 and submitted to the Department of Energy and Climate 

Change (DECC) by end March. 

 

2.2 – Final report structure developed 
An outline structure for the Partnership's Final Report has been developed, so that 

outstanding questions or points to cover in the report can be logged for each task of the 

Work Programme. 
 

2.3 – Website review 

The website has been evaluated and reviewed now that it has been live for 6 months.  Its 

expansion and structural updates are halfway through being made.  If you have 
comments on the website or suggestions for improvements, please speak to the 

Programme Manager.  To provide maximum transparency and ease of access for 

members of the public, it is proposed to put the email addresses of each Partnership 
member on the website so they can contact members directly. 

 

                                                
1
 Note that the NDA use the phrase site ‘assessment’ in relation to their work. 

2
 Plus 6 from the facilitation team, secretariat and presenters. 
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2.4 – British Geological Survey (BGS) peer review specification  
A draft specification for the peer review of the BGS screening study has been developed. 

The specification will be discussed and finalised on 31st March.  In the meantime three 

peer reviewers will be recruited on the commendation of the Geological Society with the 
necessary independence and professional expertise.  Discussions are ongoing with 

DECC about the extent to which BGS will be able to support events in PSE2. 

 
2.5 – Procurement of Facilitation and Programme Management contract 

The contract for Facilitation and Programme Management has been put out to 

competition as the financial ceiling on 3KQ's current contract had effectively been 

reached.  
 

2.6 – Regulators answer to written questions 

The January meeting heard a presentation from the regulators on their roles and 
responsibilities.  At the end of this session there were a handful of outstanding questions. 

The regulators have provided written answers to these where possible (document 57).  

Partnership members were invited to read the answers in their own time outside the 

meeting and go straight to the regulators for any follow-up questions or clarifications. 
However, the Programme Manager confirmed that if an issue needs raising in full 

Partnership meetings then members should feel free to do so. 

 
2.7 – New Partnership member, Churches Together in Cumbria (CTiC) 

Revd Dr Lindsay Gray of CTiC was formally welcomed to the Partnership.   

 
2.8 – Steps Towards Implementation  

The NDA’s Radioactive Waste Management Directorate (RWMD) is about to release a 

report called 'Steps Towards Implementation' covering its work and plans on geological 

disposal. 
 

2.9 – Visit from Swedish delegation 

The Partnership has received, via the NDA, a request to meet a delegation of Swedish 
politicians from Forsmark during April [update – these dates have since changed to 4th – 

7th May], to provide an update on work around MRWS in West Cumbria.  The Steering 

Group agreed to discuss this request at their next meeting on 10th March and advise the 
NDA of their response. 
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3. Public & Stakeholder Engagement 
Work - Update and Monitoring 
 
3.1 – PSE1 Reporting 

The PSE sub-group and 3KQ have analysed and collated the issues arising out of the 8 

strands of public and stakeholder engagement work carried out between November 2009 

and March 2010 and are in the process of producing a full report.  This PSE1 Report lists 
the issues identified, and potential responses from the Partnership.  The first draft of the 

report has since been reviewed by the PSE sub-group on 24th February.  It will be 

considered by the Steering Group on 10th March and then discussed in full by the 
Partnership on 31st March when it will hopefully be adopted.  A brief update on each 

strand is given below. 

 

3.1.a – Newsletter  
The third newsletter has been sent out to 450 contacts on the database.  A 

request was made that we record how many people Partnership members forward 

the newsletter on to, in order to give a more accurate sense of the number of 
people receiving it.  This information will be collated when the next newsletter is 

sent. 

  
3.1.b – Awareness Survey  

Ipsos/Mori has completed the baseline survey of public awareness around MRWS 

and the activity of the Partnership before the leaflet drop began in mid-November. 

The results are now available on the website (document 54).  The second survey 
is being conducted in February. 

 

3.1.c – Neighbourhood Forums 
There are 3 remaining Forum meetings: 

Tuesday 9th March  Bothel, Bothel Village Hall  

Monday 15th March Mossbay, venue tbc  
Tuesday 23rd March  Moorclose, venue tbc  

 

The first of these meetings is a special meeting organised by the Partnership itself 

(rather than the County Council area team) to allow people from the 6 suspended 
Allerdale Forums to attend if they wish.  The 791 people on these 6 distribution 

lists have been sent a leaflet and a DVD copy of the presentation as well as the 

invitation to attend on 9th March. 
 

The suspended Allerdale forums have now been rescheduled but these will not 

take place in time for PSE1. 

 
3.1.d – Residents’ Panel 

Vision Twentyone ran a deliberative event on Saturday 6th February with 25 

residents from West Cumbria, spanning the breadth of ages, geography and 
points of view.  The day allowed the Partnership to explore residents' views and 

gain feedback on specific issues such as credibility of the Partnership.  The day 

was supported by Elaine Woodburn, Mike Davidson, Alun Ellis and the 
Programme Manager.  The final report will be due out soon. 

 

3.1.e – Citizens’ Panel 

The survey results have been received in draft form and will be finalised by the 
contractor shortly. 
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3.1.f – Leaflet  
There was a discussion regarding ongoing reports of potential problems regarding 

delivery to certain areas of West Cumbria, including a specific query regarding the 

method of delivery used in Ennerdale.  Ian Curwen agreed to look into this and 
will review methods of delivery for future distributions.   

 

3.1.g – DVD of Neighbourhood Forum presentation 
A DVD of the presentation made at the Neighbourhood Forums has been 

produced to be sent to people on the mailing lists for the suspended Forums.  

Spare copies are available for members to take away and pass on to people who 

would like to see it. 
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4. Addressing Retrievability in Design 
– continued from January 13 meeting 
 

4.1 – Background from previous meeting 

At the 13th January Partnership meeting, two presentations were made by the NDA to 

explain how they are addressing retrievability in designing a GDF.  The aim of the 
presentations and supporting documents (see 4.6 below) was to meet task 4a(ii) ‘Develop 

a common understanding of the meanings of reversibility/retrievability/ 

recoverability and the implications associated with them, as well as how flexible the 
generic design concept is’.  The purpose of the discussion today was to consider 

anything outstanding that members needed to hear/understand further about reversibility 

and retrievability, and decide whether the Partnership requires further work to be carried 

out to address task 4a(ii). 
 

4.2 – Communicating the complexity of the concepts  

A discussion was held about the depth to which this issue should be covered on the 
website.  There were concerns regarding the simplistic views that might currently exist 

and questions were raised about how the complexities/compromises that exist in relation 

to the balance between risks, costs etc. could be communicated.  It was suggested that 
there could be a layer of information below the FAQ’s to explain the issues in more depth 

and refer people to more detailed information.   

 

It was agreed that the Communications Advisor, together with the PSE sub-group, should 
consider how to signpost people to relevant discussions and specific documents, and 

how to manage different levels of information provided to make this and similar topics 

more accessible. 
 

4.3 – Government position, and ongoing NDA work on retrievability 

There was a reminder that the MRWS White Paper clearly states that retrievability must 
not be excluded which means that the Work Programme requires that it not be ruled out. 

 

The Partnership will continue to receive updates from the NDA on their ongoing work on 

the Retrievability Scale and generic design concepts (task 4a(iii)). 
 

4.4 – Acceptability of design concept 

It was reiterated that the Partnership has not yet discussed the acceptability of the design 
concept to the public and potential host communities, and that this will need to be kept in 

mind. 

 

4.5 – Actions and way forward 
It was agreed that this item had been covered to a satisfactory level at this stage and was 

therefore 'provisionally complete'.  It will however need to be revisited at a later stage of 

the process when the Partnership's criteria are being formally assessed.  
 

4.6 – Associated documents 

The documents associated with this discussion can be found in the document library at 
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk: 

• International Retrievability Scale leaflet, authored by the NEA (document 45). 

• A briefing paper on Retrievability in design (document 37), authored by the NDA. 

• 13th January meeting report (document 47) for presentation slides and summary 
of discussion. 
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5. Impacts of a GDF and Potential 
Mitigation Measures 
 
5.1 – Introduction  

At the October 2009 Partnership meeting, an exercise was carried out to identify the 

potential impacts of a GDF.   At the same meeting the NDA gave a presentation outlining 

potential impacts drawn from studies nationally and internationally.  This work stemmed 
from task 3b(i) of the Work Programme ‘Understand the likely broad impacts (both 

positive and negative) of hosting a repository, and how they might be mitigated.  Collate 

existing work with NDA’. 
 

As a result of these discussions the Steering Group was tasked with developing a way 

forward to address task 3b(ii): ‘Define a specification for research to assess in more detail 

the likely extent of impacts’.   
 

Shaun Gorman from Cumbria CC updated the meeting on work carried out to date and 

proposals for an Impacts sub-group to carry out this research, as set out in document 55.  
The points raised after the presentation are summarised in 5.2 – 5.11 below. 

 

 

Building pride in Cumbria

Do not use fonts other than Arial for your presentations

Impacts of GDF and Potential 

Mitigation Measures

Shaun Gorman 

Cumbria County Council

  
     

Building pride in Cumbria

Do not use fonts other than Arial for your presentations

Context

• A workstream of the Partnership work programme is to 
understand the broad impacts of GDF and potential mitigation 
measures

• October 2009 Partnership meeting identified positive and negativ e 
impacts they might expect

• NDA also outlined programme of assessments as the GDF 
proposal developed: NDA Strategy for Sustainability Appraisal 
and Environmental Assessment for Geological Disposal

• Steering Group tasked to develop way forward to produce 
research specification to inform on likely impacts
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Building pride in Cumbria

Do not use fonts other than Arial for your presentations

Establishing What Additional Research 

Required
• Suggest impacts can be addressed through a series of questions

Then consider:

• Which need to be answered before Decision to Participate? 

• To what extent can they be answered now?

• Any essential answers it may be difficult to ever answer 

satisfactorily?

• Who will provide the answers and which answers should be the 

subject of independent assessment/review?

Note:  New questions may arise or the Partnership ’s view on the level 

of understanding required may change going forward

  
    

Building pride in Cumbria

Do not use fonts other than Arial for your presentations

Checklist of Questions – Appendix C

• Appropriate as a basis for beginning to agree what information 
on impacts and mitigation is required to inform Decision to 
Participate?

• Questions will be answered in differing levels of detail

• Exercise to pare down and complete Appendix C [including 
identifying gaps] to prioritise work

• Some impacts addressed by other Partnership workstreams eg
safety case and retrievability issues not detailed in Appendix C

• Aim to prepare agreed statement of impact [positive/negative] 
and mitigation potential for each question

 
 

Building pride in Cumbria

Do not use fonts other than Arial for your presentations

Way Forward

• Form Sub -group which reports to Partnership meetings

• Completes and prioritises questions in Appendix C for 
consideration at next meeting

• Following completion of NDA Generic SEA identify extent to 
which  each answer is addressed

• Consider extent to which work of regulators, CoRWM research, 
socio-economic study and others may answer the questions

• Identify areas requiring additional work and those requiring 
independent review
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Questions and areas of discussion 
 

5.2 – Scope of the research  

Clarity was sought over the broad scope of the research.  It will include: 

• Analysis/identification of the full range of impacts. 

• What can be learned from what has happened elsewhere. 

• Any gaps that exist. 

• What can be covered in full at this stage. 

• What would need to be covered later beyond a Decision to Participate (DtP) 

(noting that the Partnership would need to be happy at all stages before 

proceeding further). 

• Where independent assessment is needed, including now or later in the process.   

It was reiterated that there is a lot out there already that should be learned from.  A key 

issue that also needs looking at is the need for independent assessment and not just 
relying on the NDA for their assessments.   

 

5.3 – Impacts of associated works e.g. site investigation programme 

A discussion was held about the need to explore impacts not only of the facility itself, but 
also of any associated works such as exploratory boreholes.  It was confirmed that this 

work would be included in the research but there is still some debate to be had as to how 

far this should go.  The NDA confirmed that the work they are doing does include the 
need for a wider investigation, including the site investigation programme. 

 

5.4 – Learning from other major projects 
Assurance was sought regarding whether other major projects, both overseas and in the 

UK, will be researched (including independent reviews of what was done/learned) to 

identify what can be learned about impacts on communities.  Such projects could include 

the Channel Tunnel, airport construction etc.   
 

5.5 – Balance between public concerns/questions and technical issues  

A balance needs to be found between covering both technical questions, and questions 
that members of the public would naturally raise. The Impacts sub-group will be asked to 

consider the output of PSE1 in guiding the work. 

 
5.8 – Separation of the Energy Coast Masterplan from MRWS 

Concern was expressed regarding the referral to the Energy Coast Masterplan (ECM) in 

the presentation/documentation.  To date it has been made clear that ECM is separate 

from MRWS and it was felt that this separation should continue.  The references to 
economic well-being/regeneration of the area were considered to be acceptable.   

 

DECC acknowledged the point regarding keeping the items separate, but reminded the 
group that a question was raised at the October meeting about prospects for the 

economy.  The NDA referred to other pieces of work and wider assessments that are 

going on that the Impacts sub-group would need to be aware of and factor in – these 

included the lifetime plan for Sellafield and the associated socio-economic impacts, and if 
ECM goes ahead what are the environmental impacts.  The point was made that 

although these are separate, there are potential economies of scale, and if the three are 

brought together there might be more benefits etc. 
 

It was agreed that the bounding of all of this information is quite sensitive.  There is a 

need to be mindful of the requirement to keep lines of separation whilst acknowledging 
that there are links between them that should be factored in.  
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5.9 – Link to community benefits and new build 

Reference was made to questions raised by the public about community benefits coming 

from new build as well as a GDF.  The Partnership reiterated that although there are 
inevitably links between new build and a disposal facility, they are separate processes 

are must be kept as such.  It was also noted that this research is looking at potential 

impacts and not community benefits: that is another work stream. 
 

5.10 – Other considerations for the Impacts sub-group 

Partnership members were asked to provide any further thoughts on aspects that the 

Impact sub-group should consider.  The following issues were raised: 

• The issue of pre-determination and the importance that the work being carried out on 

impacts should not give the impression that a GDF is coming to this area. 

• The importance of the ‘full scale of impacts’, including: 

o Broad strategic impacts at a very generic level, down to very small limited areas 

and the specifics of an individual facility.   

o The impacts all along the way, not just of a GDF, e.g. regarding blight – when 

when an area is taken out of the process a timely announcement needs to happen 
and thought therefore needs to be given to how/when this is done. 

• The danger of double counting where the same impact has been put in two different 

places.  These may need to be revisited or reworded to provide greater clarity. 

• A reminder was made regarding other existing streams of work that tie in to the work 

on impacts.  The sub-group were encouraged to look at documents provided at the 

meeting by West Cumbria Strategic Partnership (WCSP) that tie in to socio-economic 
impacts. 

• There was a brief discussion around the potential role of the sub-group in informing 

and/or guiding PSE2.  This will need to be discussed and clarified further at a later 

date.   
 

5.11 – Formation of Impacts sub-group and first actions 

Membership of the Impacts sub-group was discussed and agreed.  It will initially be lead 
by Shaun Gorman of Cumbria CC and is made up of Partnership members from Cumbria 

CC, Allerdale/Copeland BC’s, Cumbria Association of Local Councils (CALC) and WCSP.  

The Lake District National Park Authority were also asked if they would like to join the 
group but advised that it would be difficult to resource.   

 

The sub-group are due to hold their initial meeting on 4th March to agree the scope of the 

work and decide who else might be co-opted to support them if needed e.g. observing 
members from the regulators, NDA etc.  They will report back to the next Partnership 

meeting on 31st March.   

 
 

 

 

 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 13 of 35 Document No 58  

6. Proposals for Site Assessment in 
Stage 4 of the MRWS Process 
 
6.1 – Introduction  

In order to address task 5a(i) ‘Understand the site selection process’, the NDA were 

asked to carry out a presentation on their thinking on a process for identifying potential 

candidate sites.  The NDA presented on their work undertaken to date to develop site 
assessment methodologies that could be applied during Stage 4 of the MRWS site 

selection process.  A briefing paper (document 56) was produced and circulated in 

advance to support the presentation.  
  

It was noted by the NDA that the proposals outlined in their presentation and supporting 

documentation have been developed for consultation with stakeholders, and this 

consultation has not yet taken place.  The timing of the formal consultation will need to be 
agreed with the Government and with communities currently participating in the MRWS 

site selection process.   

 
The points raised after the presentation are summarised in points 6.2 – 6.17 below. 

 

Presentation – Proposals for site assessment in Stage 4 of the MRWS process 
The presentation by Elizabeth Atherton of the NDA covered an overview of the proposed 

framework and evaluation criteria, as well as the draft process to identify potential 

candidate sites.  

 
 

 

2

Background

• Government consulted on the criteria for site 

assessment in 2007

• NDA was asked by Government to develop 

proposals for site assessment

• NDA developed proposals taking account of 

consultation responses and in consultation with 

Government, regulators, NuLeAF, CoRWM, SKB, 

London School of Economics

• Proposals were published at the same time as the 

White Paper in 2008

• Proposals need to be consulted upon
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3

Overview of proposed framework

• Proposal is to use multi -criteria decision analysis 

(MCDA) – as used by CoRWM for options analysis

• The process will involve stakeholders, especially 

Community Siting Partnership

• Long-term safety is an essential requirement not an 

evaluation criteria NDA must demonstrate it could 

make a safety case for the candidate site in the 

future

 
 

4

Objectives and evaluation criteria

• Find a Suitable Geological Setting (The size of volume of host rock, 

technical challenges, difficulty to characterise the site, robus tness of the 

eventual safety case) 

• Minimise the Potential Impact on People (human health and safety, 

impacts on human activities, level of nuisance or disturbance, i mpact on 

local cultural heritage and land -use requirements)

• Minimise the Potential Impact on the Natural Environment and 

Landscape (Impacts on flora, fauna, biodiversity, air quality, water, soil , 

carbon emissions, landscape and visual aspects, national parks, areas of 

outstanding natural beauty, sites of special scientific interest etc., nationally 

important built environment)

 
 

5

Objectives and evaluation criteria

• Maximise the Beneficial Effect on Local Socio -economic 

Conditions and Minimise any Adverse Effect (impacts on 

employment, economic growth and regeneration opportunities, popu lation 

changes)

• Minimise the Requirement for Transport and Infrastructure 

Provision (transport requirements, operations, transport infrastructure, 

availability of existing infrastructure)

• Minimise Cost and Timing and Maximise Ease of 

Implementation (Duration and cost of site characterisation and 

assessment, construction, operation and closure, use of natural resources, 

wastes created from activities)
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6

Process to identify potential candidate 

sites

• Potential candidate sites may need to be identified 

following a decision to participate if the decision 

covers a large area

• Government asked NDA to think about how this 

could be done

• NDA has done some initial thinking about how a 

process to identify potential candidate sites could be 

developed and implemented

 
 

7

Decision to Participate Scenario (1)

• A large area (of the order of many hundreds of square 

kilometres) covered by the whole Decision Making Body 

that has expressed an interest, except for any area(s) 

excluded following Stage 2

 
 

8

Decision to Participate Scenario (2)

• The area of Scenario 1 with some further exclusions, 

suggested by the Decision Making Bodies, for example to 

account for avoiding existing high density population 

centres.
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9

Decision to Participate Scenario (3)

• Specific site(s) are identified by the Decision Making 

Bodies as potential locations for desk based studies

 
 

10

Initial thoughts

• Develop a framework that could be adapted and developed by 

local communities by the addition of local evaluation criteria

• Use the same objectives and evaluation criteria as those being 

used in the site assessment process, and add local evaluation 

criteria

• To develop the framework in two stages:

– A national consultation to develop the framework

– A local consultation to adapt and develop the framework to the l ocal 

situation

• Consult on the framework to identify potential candidate sites 

and framework for site assessment during Stage 3 of MRWS 

site selection process

– Need to discuss exact timing 

 
 

11

Thoughts on applying the process

• Use a GIS system

• Iterative approach used to identify potential surface locations,
taking into account their geological setting and the local views
about the potential candidate site 

• Objectives to identify surface locations

– Minimise the Potential Impact on People

– Minimise the Potential Impact on the Natural Environment and 
Landscape

– Maximise the Beneficial Effect on Local Socio -economic Conditions 
and Minimise any Adverse Effect

– Minimise the Requirement for Transport and Infrastructure Provis ion

– Local objectives and criteria

• Once underground options developed specific safety and costs 
implications can be assessed

• Assessment would feed into local decisions
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12

Questions for the partnership

• We would welcome comments from the 

partnership on:

– The proposal to develop a framework for identifying 
potential candidate sites that can be adapted locally

– The proposed evaluation criteria for identifying 

potential candidate sites

– The process for developing local evaluation criteria

– When it might be appropriate to consult on the 

proposed frameworks 

 
 
 

Questions and areas of discussion 

 
6.2– Update on NDA support for the Partnership 

Andy Parkes from the NDA was introduced to the Partnership.  He will be taking over this 

area of work from Elizabeth Atherton when she goes on maternity leave.   

 
6.3 – Criterion ‘Minimise Cost and Timing and Maximise Ease of implementation’ 

Clarity was sought regarding exactly what is meant by the criterion ‘Minimise Cost and 

Timing and Maximise Ease of Implementation’ and how this might be applied in practice.  
The NDA advised this is about construction and ease of implementation e.g. the 

difficulties of building if a GDF is deeper, or if under the sea rather than on land.  It was 

also highlighted that where there is less complexity early on, there is also less uncertainty 
and it is therefore not just about issues of cost.   

 

6.4 – Criterion ‘Minimise the Requirement for Transport and Infrastructure 

Provision’  
Clarity was sought on the intent behind the criterion ‘Minimise the Requirement for 

Transport and Infrastructure Provision’ and whether this is intended for e.g. waste or 

construction.  The NDA confirmed that it relates to both waste and transport of raw 
materials to the facility for construction.  Concerns were expressed by Partnership 

members about the impact on infrastructure as this is a major issue for West Cumbria.   

 
The NDA confirmed that these evaluation criteria are for use in desk top studies at Stage 

4, not before.  They are designed to apply anywhere in the country and are not specific to 

Cumbria.  Assurance was also given that the study would consider weak points in the 

infrastructure e.g. key bridges.  Equally, the NDA warned against reading these criteria in 
isolation: they must be read and considered in the context of each other during the 

assessment process (see below).  It was also noted that there would be a formal 

consultation on these criteria in due course. 
 

6.5 – Concerns over perceptions and communication of criteria 

Concerns were expressed about public perceptions of the criterion ‘Minimise the 

Requirement for Transport and Infrastructure Provision’ when they are known to be 
looking for infrastructure improvements.  It was acknowledged that there needs to be 

great care over how the criteria are communicated to people, and the context in which 

they will be used also needs to be clear and transparent.  There was particular concern 
over how this criterion in particular might be interpreted in terms of site selection.  A 
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discussion was held about improving the wording to avoid miscommunication and 
misunderstanding.   

 

It was noted that the need to take financial cost into consideration should not, and cannot, 
be hidden.  However this still sends the message that it will be cheaper to place a facility 

in West Cumbria over another part of the country, and the Partnership needs to be clear 

that cost is not the only consideration.  It was also noted that many people around 
Sellafield will undoubtedly be thinking that it will be sited in their locality because much of 

the waste is already close by.   

 

DECC made the point that the primary considerations are that a facility has to go 
somewhere that is safe and acceptable, in which case the cost of transport could 

potentially be weighted to zero.  The NDA reiterated that safety and local support are the 

key ‘go, no go’ factors and if these are not in place a facility would not go ahead. 
 

There was a reminder from one member that this is a voluntary process and that there 

should not be too much concern about these factors as the Partnership and/or 

Community Siting Partnership should have some influence over the weighting of the 
criteria.  It is therefore likely in this process that local objectives could be weighted 

heavily.   

 
6.6 – Weighting of criteria in multi-criteria decision analysis (MCDA) 

A question was asked about how weighting of the criteria would be applied in different 

areas.  The NDA explained briefly how MCDA covers this.  A local Community Siting 
Partnership would be a key group of people that would be involved in identifying criteria 

weightings, along with others such as the regulators.  Different weightings could therefore 

be applied in the MCDA as sensitivity tests, to explore the impact of different views on the 

results.    
 

6.7 – Infrastructure – planning ahead and links to other projects 

It was noted that a large amount of money is about to be spent on new roads into 
Workington as a result of the flooding damage, and it does not appear to be the case that 

anybody is looking forward to potential future use or needs.  The need for more 

rationalised thinking with a wider/longer term view was highlighted.   
 

6.8 – Siting of surface and underground facilities 

Clarity was sought about the potential siting of both surface and underground facilities.  

The NDA confirmed that the underground facility would not necessarily have to be directly 
underneath the surface facility and there could potentially be several kilometres between 

the two facilities.  The surface site is estimated to be about 1.5 km square.  

 
6.9 – Screening during and after the BGS study 

Disappointment was expressed by some members that the BGS screening study will not 

necessarily screen out populated areas. Whilst it was acknowledged that this had been 

known beforehand, some members believed that as there are quite a lot of areas where a 
facility will clearly not be sited, these could have been removed at the BGS stage of the 

work.  The pros and cons of excluding areas over and above those excluded by the BGS 

study were discussed.   
 

There was also some surprise that after a DtP, the first step for identifying possible sites 

would not involve scoring remaining areas on geological suitability before other factors 
were then considered e.g. socio-economic factors.  

 

The need to carefully manage the communication of these issues to communities was 

expressed.   It was noted that it will be important to explain what has been ruled out and 
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why, and that areas that have been ruled out may still be subject to surface investigations 
and could possibly host the surface facilities. 

 

6.10 – Safety as a criterion 
Concerns were expressed as to why making the safety case had not been included in the 

criteria.  It was reiterated that safety is a ‘go, no go’ factor and that is why safety has been 

taken out of the Stage 4 evaluation process i.e. the other criteria would not even be 
applied if safety was not considered to be covered.  The NDA also confirmed that at 

Stage 4 there won’t be any more geological information, but there will be a preliminary 

assessment of the safety issues for each area based on the information that exists at that 

stage.  For example it will be possible to say that ‘for this sort of geology and this sort of 
depth of geology these are the safety case issues’.  Subsequently if there are variations it 

will be based on grades of confidence in the areas that are being mapped.   

 
6.11 – Suitability of different geological environments 

A couple of members pointed out that a facility could theoretically be built in any kind of 

geology so long as the design/engineering is adapted accordingly.  Others did not agree. 

The NDA responded that there are some geological environments that are clearly 
unsuitable (which will be ruled out by the BGS) and in terms of the areas that are left in 

there will be a range of suitability, for example the level of engineering may make 

construction unfeasible.  A comment was made that this means it comes down to cost 
again.  The EA cautioned that it may be more difficult to make safety cases for a GDF in 

some geological environments than others. They had previously made the Partnership 

aware of a study they have published which identifies some of the technical issues which 
will require addressing. 

 

6.12 – Role of the Decision Making Body and use of the criteria 

It was stated that the key question that people want to know, is who would decide what 
values go on each of the criteria during Stage 4 and beyond.  Partnership members want 

to know who will have what influence after a potential DtP, so that those in the room and 

other community representatives of potential host communities can see how they fit into 
the process.  The NDA invited the Partnership to input to this work in progress. 

 

6.13 – National vs local framework 
Although the Partnership appreciated that other areas of the country may still come 

forward, it was noted that developing a national framework seems to be quite complicated 

when only West Cumbria is involved at this stage.  Concerns were expressed about the 

‘dented’ feelings of local people following the recent new build consultations, and the 
issues involved in developing a local framework when people are already feeling that 

their views have been ridden over by the Government.  The difficulties around how the 

Partnership can get people to feel confident that their views will be taken into account in 
this process was acknowledged. 

 

6.14 – What needs clarifying before a DtP vs what should take place afterwards 

A discussion was held about whether a process for Stage 4 should be agreed before a 
DtP takes place.  Some members acknowledged that initially all they had wanted was the 

confidence that there is a process in place.  Whilst some now feel happy that a process 

does exist, they acknowledged that it was more complicated than they had thought it 
would be.  It was acknowledged that the issue of identifying appropriate sites is a huge 

piece of work and that it is important to be clear about the process that will be used.   

 
It was also agreed that it was premature to put the proposed process out to formal 

consultation before the Partnership had looked at it properly.  Concerns were reiterated 

about the wording and terminology and how these might be interpreted.   
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A debate was held about whether any further work on clarifying the process for identifying 
sites should take place before or after taking a DtP.  This is a familiar tension for the 

Partnership.  Whilst views differed, it was agreed that the Partnership at least had to have 

an understanding of, and input into, the NDA's process for Stage 4.!! 
 

6.15 – Implications of withdrawal from the process if there is no willing community 

Reference was made to the White Paper clause 6.5 regarding what the Government will 
do if there is no willing community.  It was stressed that the Partnership really needs to 

know what will happen if there is no willing site.  Some members felt that this is not of 

concern because of the right of withdrawal but others were not so confident.  DECC 

confirmed that the answer that has been put on record, is that the current policy is the 
process that they have consulted on and have put in place.  (For the statement made by 

DECC at the Stakeholders Organisation Workshop on 4th December 2009 see the SHOW 

Report – Document 38, page 8, section 2.2.)   
 

Colloquially speaking, Plan B is to make voluntarism (Plan A) work. This means that if 

there is no willing community then the Government would go back and talk to people 

about what they need to do to make it work, and then try to make it work.  If all else fails, 
the country will still have all the waste material to deal with and something will still need to 

be done.  At this stage the Government would have to start over again.  It is committed to 

voluntarism and does not want to force the facility on a community.  !

!

6.16 – Timing of a Decision to Participate 

It was confirmed that Stage 3 of the MRWS process ends with a decision on whether to 

participate (DtP) or withdraw.  If this is a decision to proceed, then Stage 4 begins, during 
which potential sites would be identified and the NDA would carry out the desk-based 

studies to assess those sites.   

 
It was confirmed that the Partnership’s current Work Programme is based on the 

assumption that the Partnership is working towards scenario 1 (see the slides above).  

This would mean that only the geological screening by the BGS would be complete 

before a recommendation on participation or withdrawal, and no additional screening on 
non-geological criteria would occur pre-DtP.   

 

6.17 – Way forward and actions 
It was agreed that a separate meeting was potentially needed to go through all of this in a 

lot more detail with the NDA.  The Steering Group will discuss this at their next meeting 

on 10th March, and will decide from their perspective (based on the Work Programme and 

where this fits with other processes) when they want to engage with the NDA on this 
issue. 
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7. Presentation from Environmental 
Campaigners 
 
7.1 – Introduction  

Jean McSorley and Ruth Balogh, Cumbrian environmental campaigners, were invited to 

present their views on MRWS to the Partnership.  Jean works for Greenpeace and Ruth 

is a campaigner for Friends of the Earth, but they were not presenting on behalf of these 
organisations.  Their slides are below.   

 

The points raised after the presentation are summarised in points 7.2 – 7.12 below. 
 

MRWS Partnership
23 February 2010

 
 

Involvement of environmental 

NGOs?

! What would be the purpose of NGO 
involvement?

! What different models of involvement 
already exist?

! How open is the Partnership to critique?

! Rigour of argument is not the same as 
public acceptance
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Involvement of environmental 

NGOs ?

! Questions about what the Partnership 
process really is:

! Requirement for new build

! Could be a case of ‘policy drift ’

! Dominated by a view favourable to the 
nuclear industry

 
 

Disposal will happen - in Cumbria!

! The impression given is 
that disposal in Cumbria is 
a 'done deal'

! Transcripts of NNPS 
meetings around the 
country present a 

relatively rosy view of the 
situation

! Discussions by MRWS 
partnership e.g. Impacts of 
a GDF – perceived as  
pre-emptive?

 
 

Processes pre -emptive of MRWS 

process

Justification – covers disposal – negates MRWS and some regulatory 
processes?

Nuclear NPS – assumes co-disposal

Fixed Unit Price – what could it tie the MRWS into? 
! Once decided it is 'fixed' for all time
! Public and local authorities locked out of final discussions
! Forces co -disposal of legacy and new build wastes

! No benefits package included in modelling - yet it will add to burden in 
terms of (unknown) inventory and over time

Have local authorities tied themselves into this without realisi ng longer
term implications?
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Planning – who has the final say?

To date – voluntarism as the basis 
of involvement 

Planning in hands of Cumbria and 
local councils

Changes being proposed – NPS 
and IPC process?

Clear from questions and answers 

to Energy and Climate Change 
Committee and PQ that views 
changing 

EDF and E.On – NPS/IPC views

 
 

 

Questions and areas of discussion 

 
7.2 – Response to the presentation from Partnership members 

The presenters were thanked by the Partnership for their interesting and useful 

presentation.  It was acknowledged that several issues had been raised which had not 
yet been considered and the presentation would lead to more questions for the 

Partnership to consider.  

 
7.3 – Response to impressions of a ‘done deal’ 
It was explained that during public meetings on the Nuclear National Policy Statement 
(NPS), officials from DECC could have given the impression that the disposal of waste in 
Cumbria in a GDF is a 'done deal.'  
 
Similarly, in other fora, the impression had been given in discussions on waste disposal 
that it will be disposed of in Cumbria.  This came from first-hand experience of such 
discussions, feedback from other NGOs and also from reading official reports.  The 
perception of a 'done deal' impacted on whether or not people (public and NGOs) wanted 
to be involved in the process or could influence the outcome. 
 
Copeland BC stressed that from their perspective ‘there is no done deal’ regarding the 

siting of a GDF in West Cumbria.  They also confirmed that they have not had, nor would 

have, any separate conversations with the Government.  In response to concerns about 
why Copeland are perceived by some to have rushed into the process, it was stated that 

many people in Copeland, as well as elsewhere, do feel that there is a real need to find a 

solution to the issue of what to do with radioactive waste, and that a solution has been 
needed and wanted for many years.  It was stated by one member that they had 

personally wanted to be in on this process early on because they want a solution: 

‘Whether we like the answer or don’t like the answer, we need an answer’.   

 
7.4 – NGO representation on the Partnership 

A question was asked about the reasons behind the reluctance of individual campaigners 

and NGOs to join the Partnership.  An example was given of how very early involvement 
in the process had not been inclusive in terms of representing NGOs' views, and that this 
and other matters, had and continued to constitute a block to NGO involvement in the 
Partnership. 
 



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 24 of 35 Document No 58  

It was stated by some Partnership members that the presenters and the content of their 
presentation had clearly demonstrated the reasons why people such as Ruth/Jean should 

be part of the Partnership and that their involvement is needed to help the Partnership 

make a decision.  It was also stated that the process is about questions and about 
answers and the involvement of anybody who can help find a solution is both wanted and 

needed.  There was however also a view expressed by one Partnership member that the 

only really relevant views are those of the industry. 

 
7.5 – NGO and presenter views on the current discussions and on a GDF as a 

solution to dealing with radioactive waste 
The presenters were challenged to provide their view on what would be a solution for 

dealing with radioactive waste and whether they are in support of the discussions.  The 

answer given was that they ‘do not believe that deep geological disposal is going to be a 
workable solution’, whilst arguing that CoRWM’s position was an accommodation and 

that long term interim storage is an inevitability, and that there is insufficient evidence to 

support the GDF concept.  They also expressed their concern regarding the acceptability 

of the statement from DECC that ‘Plan B is to make Plan A work’ (section 6.17 above) 
and the need for a proper and robust Plan B.  The attitude that ‘we will force this to work’ 

was stated as being ‘unhealthy’. 

 
7.6 – Concerns over the issue of new build on the debate and on design & 

engineering 

The presenters expressed their belief that there would be a very different debate with 

society if new build wasn’t being discussed.  The push for new build provides added 
pressure to the search for a long term solution for waste, which is unhelpful.  The NGO 

view is that, given there is currently no environmentally acceptable long term solution for 

waste (e.g. disposal), new build is based on an unacceptable view that ‘we might just find 
a solution’ at an unspecified later date. 

 

The subject of design and engineering was also discussed in relation to the question over 
whether it is possible to operate the new kind of reactors and operate a GDF with the 

heat generating waste that will be produced.   

 

The presenters added that the NDA’s framework of ‘GDF design/site/public acceptance’ 
does not acknowledge sufficiently the technical and engineering issues of how waste is 

treated and packaged.  This is a vital element that affects design and site.  Partnership 

members pointed out that this also links with the inventory. 
 

Partnership members expressed similar concerns over tying new build to the current 

process, with regards to both design/engineering and the inventory.  The issues 
regarding the IPC also being conscious of these issues was reiterated as a concern that 

the Partnership must not ignore.  In particular the issue of voluntarism and the potential 
role of the IPC is something the Partnership should monitor.  
 
Other possible 'pre-emptive' processes and decisions (such as those on Justification, the 
Nuclear NPS and fixed unit price for waste disposal) need to be given more attention and 
considered in the context of the Partnership's planned work.  The capacity of local 
authority members to consider national processes which may impact on waste 
management and a GDF was also raised. 
 
7.7 – Views on deep geological disposal vs above ground storage 

There was some debate about whether geological disposal is felt to be more or less 
acceptable than above ground storage by people, including members of the public.  

The presenters were asked for their own view on what they think is the best solution.  In 

response they stated that the question is unfair and that it is not their job, nor are they 
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qualified, to make the decision.  The answer is to have the best, most qualified people 
involved in the process to make those decisions.   

 

It was acknowledged that as a general question, people would probably agree with 
putting the waste underground, but the question was also posed that if the safest place 

for the waste is underground, why is so much more being created?  Proposals for the 
storage of new build spent fuel for 160 years above-ground appear to run contrary to the 
security and environmental concerns which are driving the search for a GDF. 
 
7.8 – Research and views from other experts 

It was recommended by the presenters that documents from other experts on waste 

management and disposal should be looked at and brought into this debate, if not the 

authors.  Suggestions were also made around who else could be brought in for an 
‘honest critique’ and the offer to provide recommendations and contacts for other experts 

was made, e.g. the Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates.   

 
Concern was expressed about the perception held by some, that views that come ‘from a 

supportive point of view’ are valued more than those that come from elsewhere.  This 

included the impression that views from inside of West Cumbria are seen to be taken 

more seriously than those from outside. 
 

7.9 – How the Partnership can engage with NGOs  

The question regarding what the Partnership can do/needs to do in order to get ‘the 
engagement with NGOs that is needed’ was raised by Partnership members.  Concern 

was also expressed by members over the difficulties that people have experienced in 

trying to get NGOs and environmental campaigners to be involved both in this process 
and in previous projects.   

 

The presenters discussed their concerns over the concept of partnerships in general and 

that, increasingly over the last few years, partnerships are required to be created in order 
to secure funding.  Many partnerships are therefore regarded as ‘marriages of 

convenience’ that are put together and co-operate simply because they have to.  The 

best partnerships that they have been involved in have been built on, and have achieved, 
a very high level of trust.   

 

The presenters stated that they do not feel that enough effort has been made by this 
Partnership to build this trust and they would now need to take steps to do so.  Specific 

issues that were stated included how the Partnership was set up – including the 

preliminaries to the Partnership not being ‘very edifying’ – and the feeling that 

undertakings that were made to have their views incorporated into meeting reports for 
example were not honoured.  Concerns were also expressed over the fundamental 

approach that is being adopted in managing this process, including how it started, who 

was/is involved, how they are involved, how they might be utilised, the scope of the work 
programme and the fundamental issue of whether geological disposal is really a solution 

or the solution.  

 

They acknowledged that a lot of this is about impressions and perceptions, and that 
people do come away with an impression that things are a lot firmer and lot more 

progressed than they really are.   

 
They stated that they could not personally see a way forward ‘at the moment’ for them to 

get involved.  They did however express their interest in the CALC paper and the ideas 

within it about changing the nature of this Partnership and how it works.  Further 
exploration and serious debate about these issues were viewed as a potential way 
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forward, as it was felt that this struck at the heart of some of the issues that might build 
trust in this Partnership and the process. 

 

They would also view that this was being taken a bit more seriously if there was some 
further exploration of some of the models that exist elsewhere, including overseas 

examples, for engaging with and involving NGOs. 

   
7.10 – Statement from DECC 
Bruce Cairns from DECC wished to put on the record an apology regarding anything that 
DECC officials may have said at the recent Nuclear NPS events that might have been 
incorrect when stated under pressure.  It was stressed that, if they have not said exactly 
the right thing when put on the spot, it was worth remembering that in all published 
documents, DECC have been very careful to avoid misrepresenting the current position.  
 
DECC stated their support for the kind of involvement that had happened today, and 
acknowledged that whilst some of the things that were raised in the presentation have 
been discussed in some depth, others have not been, and the process should have 
nothing to fear from having awkward or difficult questions aired and discussed. 
 

7.11 – Way forward and actions 
It was suggested that the NDA look at what is being done in other countries with regard to 

NGO involvement.  Concern was expressed by a member about the limitations of getting 

an agency view on how NGOs are being involved rather than an NGO take on it.  It was 
therefore agreed that the NDA should carry out ‘initial’ research to bring back to the 

Partnership for further debate. 

 

The presenters were asked to write to the Partnership to outline what they would need to 
see done to feel they could be more involved.  This would potentially include what the 

Partnership would need to do to build trust in both them and the MRWS process, and 

how NGOs/the presenters could be brought into the debate on the CALC paper regarding 
the future operation of the Partnership.   

 

7.12 – Final thank you and Partnership hopes for future/further involvement 
It was reiterated by members of the Partnership that the presentation had been very 

much welcomed and really useful.  Several issues had been raised that the Partnership 

hadn’t necessarily thought of and many of these issues would certainly lead onto further 

questions for the Partnership to consider.   
 

The issues regarding trust in the Partnership were also acknowledged.  It was stated that 

whilst the Partnership does not know whether it can ever get to the position where NGOs 
and the presenters can trust them, hopefully they can get to a point where they will be 

willing to come back to give their input again, as it will be very worthwhile and very 

beneficial.  
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8. Way Forward and Actions 
 
8.1 – Dates.  The forward programme of dates is provided below as a reminder. 

Members of the public are welcome to observe the Partnership meetings (right hand 

column).  Please contact the secretariat for details and registration (0800 048 8912). 

 
 

 

All members are requested to check these forward dates against other commitments and 
advise any potential clashes to the Programme Manager. 

 

* These are new dates which have changed since the previous meeting. 

 

 

Steering Group meetings: 
 

 

Partnership meetings: 

10 March 31 March 

14 April  

28 April 13 May 

26 May  

9 June  25 June* 

7 July  

21 July 5 August 

18 August  

1 September 16 September 

29 September  

13 October 28 October 

10 November  

24 November 10 December* 

 
 

2011 dates: 
 

 19 January 2011 

 3 March 2011 

 14 April 2011 
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8.2 – Actions.  The following actions were agreed: 
 

 ACTION WHO WHEN 

1 Book in and check future Partnership meeting dates – advise 

any clashes to the Secretariat. 

All Immediately 

2 Collate information on how many people the newsletter is 

forwarded to.   

Jane Next 

newsletter   

3 Advise Ian Curwen if you are aware of any problems with 

leaflet delivery (with a specific postcode).  

All End this week 

4 Investigate what happened regarding leaflet delivery in 
Ennerdale. 

Ian End this week 

5 Decide how to respond to the request for a visit from the 

Swedish delegation in April and advise the NDA accordingly. 

Rhuari 10 March 

6 Consider how to publicly communicate the issues around 
complexity with regard to retrievability. 

Paul G  5 March 

7 Hold first meeting of Impacts sub-group on 4th March, report 

back to next Partnership meeting.  

Shaun G 4 & 31 March 

meetings 

8 Discuss/decide timing of engagement with NDA on site 

assessment process. 

SG 10 March 

9 Begin initial research into how other countries that are 

involved in similar projects are engaging with NGO’s.  

NDA Next meeting 

10 Put together initial thoughts on what the Partnership could do 

to encourage involvement from NGOs and environmental 
campaigners in the West Cumbrian MRWS process. 

Jean 

McSorley & 
Ruth Balogh 

 

11 Circulate draft meeting report to Partnership. Jane 3 March 

12 Comment on draft meeting report. All 10 March 

13 Circulate final draft of meeting report and publish on website. Rhuari 17 March 

14 Write and publish articles for organisational newsletters and 

websites to raise awareness of the Partnership. 

All Ongoing 

15 Let Rhuari know if any articles or updates about the 

Partnership are published in your newsletter/ website as a 

result of the action above. 

All Ongoing 
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9. Public Questions/Comments 
 

9.1 – Concerns regarding keeping members of the public informed  
One of my concerns is keeping members of the public informed. I’m not confident 
that this is being done, in fact I have some concerns that we’re keeping them 
misinformed.  If there’s going to be a map of areas that are suitable/unsuitable, 
then if an area is not suitable they will think that it’s not going to affect them, but it 
might affect them because of the site entrance.  We need some really clear 
criteria and communication on how we are going to communicate with the public. 
 
Programme Manager response  
You are absolutely right that when we get the BGS work we need to be absolutely 
clear that just because an area has been screened out it does not mean that it 
won’t be affected.  We have talked about this at the Steering Group, PSE sub-
group, with DECC, the NDA and the Environment Agency. When the BGS study 
is published a whole new round of PSE work will start, with the BGS work at the 
heart of it. 
 
Facilitator question 
The questioner was asked if there was anything else that he thought the 
Partnership could be doing to address this concern.   
 
Response from questioner  
As a member of CALC I know there’s been an attempt at communication with 
Parish Councils but I don’t think they’ve been strongly enough worded for people 
to be aware of the possibilities for their own communities. 
 
9.2 – Alun Ellis from the NDA made the following observations 
 

9.2.a – It’s always worth reminding ourselves that there will always be 2 
requirements to make this project move forward – a willing community and 
suitable geological requirements to make the safety case.  We need to be 
a little bit careful that we don’t fall back into old ways and start by looking at 
a map, picking suitable areas and then engaging with them. We’re not 
doing that this time, we’re starting with community support, then assessing 
geology and then engaging. 
 
9.2.b – The GDF site selection process which is based on voluntarism is 
totally different to the other site selection processes that are taking place, 
so we shouldn’t be surprised that aspects and issues raised are different. 

 
9.3 – Comment on what has been heard   
The primary purpose of this group is to gather information, evaluate it and make a 
recommendation on the Decision to Participate (DtP).  Just a comment on what I 
hear being discussed today, is that a lot of it is about what might happen after the 
DtP is made.  I think a bit of care needs to be used in the language being used, 
that it doesn’t sound like a foregone conclusion, and I think an explanation about 
why you’re discussing Stage 4 at this stage might be useful. 
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10. Acronyms/Abbreviations 
 
ABC/Allerdale BC  Allerdale Borough Council 

BGS   British Geological Survey 

CALC   Cumbria Association of Local Councils 

CBC/Copeland BC Copeland Borough Council 
CCC/Cumbria CC  Cumbria County Council 

CoRWM   Committee on Radioactive Waste Management 

DECC   Department of Energy and Climate Change 
DfT    Department for Transport 

DMB   Decision Making Body 

DtP   Decision to Participate 

EA    Environment Agency 
EoI    Expression of Interest 

FAQ   Frequently Asked Questions 

FoE   Friends of the Earth 
GDF   Geological Disposal Facility 

HSE   Health & Safety Executive 

ILW   Intermediate Level Waste 
IPC   Infrastructure Planning Commission 

LGA   Local Government Association 

LLW   Intermediate Level Waste 

LLWR   Low Level Waste Repository 
MoU   Memorandum of Understanding 

MRWS   Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 

NALC   National Association of Local Councils 
ND    Nuclear Directorate (a department of the HSE) 

NDA   Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 

NEA   Nuclear Energy Agency 
NGO   Non-Governmental Organisation 

NII    Nuclear Installations Inspectorate 

NNPS   Nuclear National Policy Statement 

NWDA   North West Development Agency 
NuLeAF   Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum 

NWAT   Nuclear Waste Assessment Team (of the EA) 

OCNS   Office for Civil Nuclear Security 
OECD   Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development 

PSE   Public and Stakeholder Engagement 

RoW   Right of Withdrawal 

RWMD   Radioactive Waste Management Directorate (of the NDA) 
SEA   Strategic Environmental Assessment 

SLC   Site Licence Company 

ToRs   Terms of Reference 
UKSO   UK Safeguards Office 

WCSF   West Cumbrian Strategic Forum 

WCSP   West Cumbria Strategic Partnership 
WCSSG   West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group 
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Appendix 1 – Agenda for the 23rd February 2010 meeting 

 

Objectives of the workshop are to: 

• Monitor and guide Round 1 PSE (task 6a(ii)). 

• Decide what further work the Partnership requires regarding retrievability (task 

4a(ii)). 

• Define a specification for research to assess in more detail the likely extent of 
impacts (task 3b(ii)). 

• Understand the site selection process (task 5a(i)). 

• Receive a presentation from Cumbrian environmentalists. 

 

Time Item Notes 

0900 Arrivals and Registration  

0930 Welcome, Agenda setting  

 Updates, including on PSE 

Actions 

 

 

RETRIEVABILITY 
Agree what work is outstanding for 
task 4a(ii). Completion of session 

from 13 January. 

 

IMPACTS 
Agree an approach to identify the 
impacts of a potential facility. 

(document 55 draft 1) 

 SITE SELECTION PROCESS 

Presentation from NDA/DECC on 

proposals for moving from an 'area' 

to specific sites.  

(document 56 draft 1) 

 Public Questions 
Opportunity for members of the 

public to ask questions. 

1245 LUNCH (approx. timing) 

 SITE SELECTION (continued)  

 
ENVIRONMENTALIST 
PERSPECTIVE 

Presentation from Jean McSorley 
and Ruth Balogh on their views of 

the MRWS process and wider 

issues. 

 Way Forward  Actions and other communications. 

1500 Close  

 

Emboldened type indicates papers sent to Partnership members in advance of the 

meeting. We will assume you have read them: please contact us asap if you do not 
have copies.  
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Appendix 2 – Attendees on 23rd February 2010 

 

Charles Holmes  Allerdale Borough Council (Steering Group member) 

Mike Davidson  Allerdale Borough Council (Steering Group member) 
Tim Heslop   Allerdale Borough Council 

Sam Standage  Allerdale Borough Council 

Guy Richardson  CALC 

Keith Hitchen   Copeland CALC  (Steering Group member) 
Elaine Woodburn  Copeland Borough Council (Steering Group member) 

Allan Holliday    Copeland Borough Council 

Ian Curwen   Copeland Borough Council 
Yvonne Clarkson  Copeland Borough Council 

Stewart Kemp   Cumbria County Council (Steering Group member) 

Shaun Gorman  Cumbria County Council 
David Southward  Cumbria County Council 

Tony Markley   Cumbria County Council 

Fred Barker   NuLeAF 

Michael Heaslip  West Cumbria Strategic  
Partnership   (Steering Group member) 

Willie Slavin West Cumbria Strategic (Steering Group member) 

Partnership Forum 
Robert Allison   Lake District National Park  

    Authority   

Revd Dr Lindsay Gray Churches Together in  
    Cumbria 

Robert Morris-Eyton  National Farmers Union 

David Moore   West Cumbria Sites  

Stakeholder Group   (Steering Group member) 
Simon Rowley   South Lakeland District 

    Council 

 
Apologies 

Fergus McMorrow  Copeland Borough Council (Steering Group member) 

Paul McKenna   Isle of Man Government 

Carni McCarron-Holmes Allerdale Borough Council 
Tim Knowles   Cumbria County Council (Steering Group member) 

Peter Kane   GMB Union   (Steering Group member) 

John Kane   Copeland Borough Council 
Gerald Humes   Cumbria County Council 

Mike Tonkin   Eden District Council 

Chris Shaw   Allerdale/Copeland CALC (Steering Group member) 
 

Observing Members 

Bruce Cairns   DECC 

Andrew Craze   DECC 
Elizabeth Atherton  NDA  

Andy Parkes   NDA 

Brian Clark   CoRWM 
Mark Dutton   CoRWM 

Gavin Thomson  Environment Agency 

Mick Bacon   NII HSE 
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Facilitators, Secretariat and Presenters 
Richard Harris   3KQ (Facilitator) 

Rhuari Bennett  3KQ (Facilitator and Programme Manager) 

Jane Dalton   3KQ (Report Writer) 
Sharon Walker  Copeland Borough Council (Secretariat) 

Ruth Balogh   Presenter 

Jean McSorley  Presenter 
 

Other 

Paul Gardner   Osprey Communications (Communications Adviser) 

David Collier    Golder Associates (Evaluator) 
 

Members of the Public who attended for all or part of the meeting 

Kieran Barr 
Geoff Smith 

Alun Ellis 

Bill Miller 

Jay Redgrove 
 

Other Members, Not in Attendance 

Peter Clements  Prospect Union  
Phil Huck   Barrow Borough Council 

Rob Johnston   Cumbria Chamber of Commerce 

Ken Williams   Barrow Borough Council 
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Appendix 3 – How Members Represent their Organisations on the Partnership 

 

All Partnership members recognise the need to update the organisations that they 

represent and proactively feed their views in. This is essential to prevent Partnership 

members becoming 'detached' from their organisation in terms of understanding, as well 
as maintaining the credibility of the representative role that members commit to fulfilling. 

The table below sets out how each organisation undertakes to do this. 

 
Note the gaps will be filled as reporting mechanisms are clarified. 

 

Organisation 
Nominated Representatives and 
preferred contact details 

Mechanisms Used 

Allerdale BC 

Sam Standage 
Mike Davidson  

Charles Holmes 
charles.holmes@allerdale.gov.uk  

Verbal progress report provided to 
the following meetings: 

- Corporate Management Team/ 
Heads of Service. 
- Regeneration Portfolio Holders. 
- Regeneration Managers Group 
(for further cascade). 
- Partnerships and Communities 
Directorate. 
 

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

Barrow BC 
Ken Williams 
Phil Huck 

Verbal update given to Leader 
after each Partnership meeting. 

CALC (Allerdale) 

Chris Shaw (officer) 

chris.shaw@calc.org.uk  
Geoff Smith 
geoffandhelen@tesco.net  

Regular written and verbal report 

to CALC's Allerdale Association 
meetings. 

CALC (Copeland) 

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

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

CALC 
Guy Richardson 
office@calc.org.uk  

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

Chamber of Commerce 
(Cumbria) 

Robert Johnston  

Copeland BC 

Elaine Woodburn 
Allan Holliday 

John Kane 
Yvonne Clarkson 
Fergus McMorrow 
Ian Curwen 

Leader's update to Full Council 
Update to Nuclear Working Group 

Update to Executive at key 
milestones. 
Update to MRWS Task Group 
when needed. 

Cumbria County Council 

Tim Knowles 
Tony Markley 
David Southward 
Gerald Humes 

Shaun Gorman 
Stewart Kemp 

6-weekly written report to Nuclear 
Issues Working Group (NIWG). 
Quarterly report to Cabinet 
Monthly report to Nuclear Issues 

Programme Board. 
Possible insert in weekly briefing to 
all staff. 
Link to Partnership website. 
Attending Allerdale and Copeland 
Local Area Committees upon 
request. 

Eden District Council Mike Tonkin 

Report to members on 'Outside 
Bodies' website.  
Presentation to members as Env. 
Portfolio Holder. 
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GMB Union Peter Kane 

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

Lake District National 
Park Authority 

Robert Allison  

National Farmers Union Robert Morris-Eyton 

Link to Partnership website and 

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

NuLeAF Fred Barker 

Written report to each NuLeAF 
Steering Group.  

Referenced in e-bulletin.  
Website has a GDF section which 
signposts Partnership meeting 
reports. 

Prospect Union Peter Clements  

South Lakes District 
Council 

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

WCSSG David Moore 
Quarterly verbal updates to SSG 
Paragraph in quarterly newsletter. 
Link on website to Partnership site. 

West Cumbria 

Partnership 

Willie Slavin 

Michael Heaslip 

Reports on MRWS progress will be 

made to each WCP Forum 
meeting (quarterly). 
Link on website to Partnership site. 

Observing Members: 

CoRWM 
Brian Clark 
Mark Dutton 

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

DECC 
Bruce Cairns  
020 7215 0273 
bruce.cairns@decc.gsi.gov.uk  

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

Environment Agency 
Gavin Thomson 
Gavin.thomson@environment-
agency.gov.uk  

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

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

Presentation on geological 
disposal planned for Council of 
Ministers in mid-June 09. 

NDA 

Alun Ellis alun.ellis@nda.gov.uk 
01925 802717 
Jay Redgrove 
jay.redgrove@nda.gov.uk  

01925 802453 
Elizabeth Atherton 
Elizabeth.atherton@nda.gov.uk 
01925 802826 

Monthly reporting to RWMD and 
central communications staff. 
 
Dissemination of Partnership 

minutes and Meeting Reports to 
staff. 

Nuclear Installations 
Inspectorate 

Mick Bacon 0151 951 4099 
Mick.bacon@hse.gsi.gov.uk  

Contact reports distributed after 
each contact (meeting or 
otherwise). 

Regular report to related project 
groups. 
Briefings taken before each 
meeting depending on agenda. 

 


