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Executive Summary

Introduction
The three councils from Allerdale, Copeland and Cumbria County have begun the
early stage of a conversation with the Government about possibly hosting a
geological disposal facility (GDF) for higher activity radioactive waste.  The Councils
have set up a partnership to advise them: the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive
Waste Safely Partnership (hereafter referred to as the Partnership).

The Partnership is an advisory body aiming to make recommendations to the
councils on whether they should participate or not in the Geological Disposal Facility
siting process, without commitment to eventually host a facility.

Public and Stakeholder Engagement (PSE)
PSE is central to the Partnership’s work and is its single biggest activity.  The
Partnership is committed to reaching out to the people of West Cumbria to give them
the opportunity to understand what is being discussed and express their views.  This
is a huge and complex challenge.  Over the approximately two year work programme
of the Partnership, there are three rounds of PSE planned.  The first round (PSE1) is
now complete and this report is the result.  It is worth noting that even at this early
stage, the resources spent on engaging the public and stakeholders during PSE1
have been unprecedented in scale and intensity in the area.

In this first round of engagement, the Partnership has mainly aimed to inform people
about what is happening, but has also sought views on the issues and the
Partnership’s purpose and operation.  Specifically, the objectives of PSE1 were for
the Partnership to:

• Build the understanding of stakeholder organisations and the public.

• Seek input from stakeholder organisations on the Partnership’s work
programme, Terms of Reference, Criteria and PSE Plan.

• Understand issues raised by stakeholders and the public.

• Provide a response to comments where possible and adapt activity
accordingly.

PSE1 activities took place between November 2009 and March 2010 and have
included various different strands of work including telephone and written surveys,
public meetings, workshops and a deliberative event, in addition to a range of
communication methods such as a website, media relations and a newsletter.  Each
strand reaches out in a different way to households, individuals, communities and
organisations, so helping the Partnership to reach more people and understand the
widest range of views.

This report reflects the vast amount of material generated from all the strands of
engagement.  It identifies the issues raised and the Partnership’s response to these.

The Results
If the effort put into PSE1 has been unprecedented, so is the opportunity to learn and
adapt as a result.  The inputs received have been informing, and although similar to
issues raised by Partnership members themselves, will lead to changes in the
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Partnership’s operation, its Work Programme and public and stakeholder
engagement activity over the next 12-18 months.

Feedback from PSE1 has raised many issues, which are addressed in the main body
of this report together with the Partnership's response to them.  However, five key
messages stand out: these are below with the three main responses the Partnership
is making as a result of each:

1. Overcoming cynicism and gaining trust.  Local experience and history
demands that particular efforts are made, for example, to show the difference
between the 1990s Nirex process and the Government's current approach of
voluntarism.  Related challenges exist, for example, to overcome suspicion about
whether this is all a foregone conclusion or whether public views will really be
listened to.  There is also a lack of confidence in local councils taking account of
people’s views, which has an impact on how much people trust the Managing
Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) process.

The three main responses the Partnership is making as a result are to:

• Seek written reassurance from the Government on their commitment to the
principle of voluntarism and the right of withdrawal.

• Publish a briefing note clearly setting out the differences between this MRWS
process and the Nirex process in the 1990s.

• Publish a clear list of changes made as a result of public input: these are also
included in this report.

2. Clarifying decision-making.  A key issue is who precisely makes what decision
and when.  It is a complicated and as yet unclear area, and more work is
therefore planned to provide clarity in later stages.  What constitutes a credible
level of support to either participate further in the process or withdraw is identified
by the Partnership and through the PSE process as a particularly difficult issue.

The three main responses the Partnership is making as a result are to:

• Publish a briefing note clearly setting out the respective roles of the PSE
work, Partnership and Decision-Making Bodies.

• Form and publish a view about how decisions should be informed by
stakeholders’ views and public opinion.  This includes both a potential
Decision to Participate (DtP) and also any ultimate decision about a facility.

• Agree a set of principles that set out how the Principal Authorities1, Cumbria
Association of Local Councils (CALC) and the parish councils and others
could work together if a DtP is taken.

3. Being rigorous.  There appears to be a clear but implicit message that people
expect this process to be done rigorously or not at all.

The three main responses the Partnership is making as a result are to:

• Buy in expertise to advise the Partnership on technical issues such as
geological suitability, in order to provide independent and trusted peer review.

                                                
1
 Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County Council.
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• Commission our own independent research on the potential impact of a
facility on the image of West Cumbria in terms of tourism and inward
investment.

• Seek independent expertise to advise the Partnership, including both pro and
anti viewpoints.

4. Striving to engage.  Consistent feedback is that there is a need to engage
widely and more intensively as the process proceeds.  The Partnership should
seek to reach an ever wider range of interests and views in the community, both
in terms of numbers and also diversity.

The three main responses the Partnership is making as a result in PSE2 are to:

• Double the investment in communications activity the Partnership carries out.

• Increase the number and diversity of people being reached by the
Partnership's work, in particular young people.

• Offer an extensive range of methods by which anyone can engage with the
Partnership's work including meetings, workshops, the website,
presentations, exhibitions and a Discussion Pack.

5. Securing community benefits.  A few saw community benefits as a distasteful
bribe, whilst many others viewed them as a rightful and valued aspect of the
Government Managing Radioactive Waste Safely process if a DtP is taken.
However, those who saw the opportunity of community benefits as a positive
thing were careful to point out that the benefits must be additional to the jobs
resulting from any facility.  There was also widespread suspicion of the
Government's long-term commitment to keep its promises on investing in West
Cumbria: stories of past disappointments abounded.  These issues are already
included in the various tasks looking at community benefits, and indeed are
shared by many on the Partnership.

The three main responses the Partnership is making as a result are to:

• Start developing principles by which community benefits would be negotiated
and distributed, if a DtP is taken.

• Investigate how successive governments can be held to binding agreements
about delivering community benefits, if a DtP is taken.

• Identify the ethical implications of hosting a facility, including how impacts and
benefits might affect different areas and generations.  We will also clarify how
and when these ethical issues should be addressed later in the process, if a
DtP is taken.

Baseline Information
Across the county, 41% of respondents to the first Awareness Tracking Survey had
at least a little knowledge about the Partnership.  This remained largely the same in
the second survey with small but not statistically significant increases in the
percentage of respondents who “know a fair amount” or “know a lot” about the
Partnership.  Assuming that no commitment is made at this stage, 50% of
respondents to the first survey were in favour of the Partnership discussing with the
Government the possibility of locating a GDF in West Cumbria.  Again this had not
changed significantly in the second survey.
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The Partnership appreciates the time and effort contributed by the public and
stakeholders to PSE1 and looks forward to continuing this work in the coming
months.
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1 Introduction

1.1 The West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely
Partnership

1.1.1 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 waste2.  The background to this process is given in Appendix A.

1.1.2 Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County
Council have set up the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely
Partnership (hereafter called the Partnership) in order to make recommendations to
the councils on whether they should participate or not in the Geological Disposal
Facility siting process, without commitment to eventually host a facility.

1.1.3 The Partnership has a Steering Group to guide the delivery of the work
programme and other operational issues as they arise on behalf of the Partnership.
There is also a Public and Stakeholder Engagement Sub-Group (PSE Sub-Group)3

which works with the Programme Manager (3KQ) to plan and deliver the PSE
activity.

1.1.4 The Partnership is independently managed and facilitated by professional
engagement company 3KQ Ltd.

1.2 Public and Stakeholder Engagement
1.2.1 The Partnership has placed Public and Stakeholder Engagement (PSE) at the
heart of its work programme.  Even at this early stage it has undertaken an
unprecedented range and scale of engagement because it recognises the
importance of engaging widely on an issue of such sensitivity.  This is particularly
pertinent given the history of radioactive waste management in West Cumbria.  See
the Partnership’s Public and Stakeholder Engagement Plan4 for more detailed
information on the engagement undertaken.

1.2.2 It is envisaged that there will be three rounds of PSE before a Decision to
Participate (DtP)5 or not is made.  This is a report of the outputs of the first round of
PSE.

1.2.3 The objectives of the first round of PSE (PSE1) were for the Partnership to:

1. Build the understanding of stakeholder organisations and the public.

2. Seek input from stakeholder organisations on the Partnership’s work
programme, Terms of Reference, Criteria and PSE Plan.

3. Understand issues raised by stakeholders and the public.

4. Provide a response to comments where possible and adapt activity
accordingly.

                                                
2
 June 2008 White Paper ‘Managing Radioactive Waste Safely – A Framework for Implementing Geological Disposal’

(Cm7386). 
3
 See Appendix B for membership.

4
 Document 15 – Public and Stakeholder Engagement Plan.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk

5
 Decision to Participate is a Government phrase used in the White Paper to indicate the point at which a community

decides to proceed beyond Stage 3 in the MRWS process, on to more detailed desktop investigations of potential
candidate sites.  There is still a full right of withdrawal after this point.
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1.2.4 In addition to general media work and the delivery of an information leaflet to
all households in West Cumbria, a number of different strands of engagement were
undertaken:

a) Website, free phone number and contact email address.

b) Other work with specific groups6.

c) Public Neighbourhood Forum meetings7 8.

d) Written survey of the Cumbria-wide Citizens’ Panel9.

e) Awareness tracking survey10 (by telephone).

f) Residents’ Panel deliberative event11.

g) Stakeholder Organisations Workshop12.

1.2.5 The timing of the strands of engagement and other relevant activities in PSE1
are shown below.

 2009 2010

 Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar

 2 9 16 23 30 7 14 21 28 4 11 18 25 1 8 15 22 1 8 15 22 29

Awareness
Survey                       

Website, 0800,
email                       

Leaflet to
households                       

Neighbourhood
Forums                       

Citizens’ Panel                       

Residents’
Panel event                       

S/H
Organisation
workshop                       

Eng'mt with
specific groups                       

Media, press
releases                       

Independent
evaluation                       

1.3 PSE1 Report
1.3.1 This PSE1 Report summarises the outputs from each strand of PSE1, which
ran from November 2009 to March 2010.  See Appendix C for the methodology used
for summarising the input received.

1.3.2 The report seeks to:

• Capture the essence of issues raised which weren’t immediately answered.

                                                
6
 Document 41.1 - Contact Note from St Benedicts mtg.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk

7
 Due to the flooding in Allerdale in November 2009 six of the Allerdale Neighbourhood Forum meetings were

suspended and alternative arrangements made.  See section two for more information.
8
 Document 62 – Neighbourhood Forums summary report from PSE1.  See Document Library at

www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
9
 Document 66 – Citizens’ Panel Survey.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk

10
 Document 54 – Awareness Tracking Survey 1.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk

11
 Document 59 – Residents’ Panel event report.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk

12
 Document 38 – Stakeholder Organisations Workshop Meeting Report.  See Document Library at

www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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• Organise these issues and comments according to the Partnership’s Criteria
and Work Programme, Terms of Reference or PSE Plan.

• Demonstrate how the issues are being responded to.

1.3.3 The different engagement strands have, by their nature, produced a range of
types of quantitative and qualitative evidence.  Given the objectives of PSE1, in this
reporting process no judgement has been made about the relative weight or
significance of evidence from different sources.  For example, comments made by
individuals at a Neighbourhood Forum event have been considered in the same way
as results from the large scale quantitative survey.  As PSE work moves forward
through rounds two and three it will become more necessary to consider the relative
weight of different types of evidence.  The Partnership will always be transparent
about any judgments it makes on this issue.
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2 Public and Stakeholder Engagement Round One

2.1 Introduction
2.1.1 The Partnership’s first round of Public and Stakeholder Engagement (PSE1)
ran for a period of five months from November 2009 to March 2010.  The focus for
this initial engagement was raising awareness and providing information about the
Partnership and its work, and asking for feedback.  Therefore methods of
engagement were identified which would allow the Partnership to gain baseline
information about public and stakeholder awareness of the MRWS programme and
the Partnership, and receive feedback on how stakeholders and the public would like
to be engaged in the future.

2.1.2 The following strands of engagement were undertaken:

• A bespoke website, free phone number and contact email address.

• Work with the media.

• An information leaflet to all households in West Cumbria.

• Other work with specific groups.

• A presentation to each of the 22 Neighbourhood Forums in Allerdale13 and
Copeland.

• A written survey of the Cumbria-wide Citizens’ Panel.

• An awareness tracking survey (by telephone).

• A Residents’ Panel deliberative event.

• A Stakeholder Organisations Workshop.

A brief methodology of each strand is explained below.

2.2 Bespoke Website, Free Phone Number and Contact Email Address
2.2.1 Launched in August 2009, the website www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk is an
important mechanism for keeping members of the public up to date.  People can ask
questions and submit comments either through the ‘Contact us’ page or directly via
the email address contact@westcumbriamrws.org.uk  A range of information is
provided together with Frequently Asked Questions, a video and a list of ways to get
involved.  All finalised documents from the Partnership are published in the interests
of transparency.  The website address is printed on all key public literature.

2.2.2 The Partnership's key documents (Terms of Reference, Criteria and Work
Programme and PSE Plan) were open to comment on the website from late
November 2009 to early February 2010.  This commenting opportunity was intended
as a backstop mechanism for those not able or willing to attend one of the events
organised, for example if they did not live in Cumbria.

2.2.3 A free phone number (0800 048 8912) allows calls to the Partnership free of
charge.  So far it has been used mainly, but not solely, for administration queries
about meetings, or to request background information or copies of the leaflet.  All
calls are logged and resolved, usually within two to three working days.

                                                
13

 Due to the flooding in Allerdale in November 2009 six of the Allerdale Neighbourhood Forum meetings were
suspended and alternative arrangements made.
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2.3 Media Work
2.3.1 The local media have taken an interest in this process since it started.  Three
press releases about the work of the Partnership have been issued since early
November.  These have covered the start of the public engagement process, a
meeting at a local school and a general update after the Partnership meeting in
January 2010.  A number of editors have also been briefed about the work of the
Partnership.

2.3.2 There have been 18 pieces of media coverage since early November,
including the main local papers and local radio.  Most of this coverage included the
Partnership's key messages at this stage – that there is a discussion taking place
about a possible geological disposal facility (GDF) and that the Partnership’s
discussions are without commitment.

2.3.3 In November 2009 the Partnership recruited a Communications Advisor
(Osprey Communications) to specifically help with communications about the
Partnership and its work.

2.4 An information leaflet to all households in West Cumbria
2.4.1 The Partnership arranged for an information leaflet14 to be delivered to all
households in West Cumbria in late November 2009.  This included 79,000
households in all postcodes within both Allerdale and Copeland.  The leaflet set the
scene for the Partnership and its work, as well as providing background information
from the Government on the MRWS process and what the GDF concept involves.

2.4.2 Delivery was arranged via the same agent used for Allerdale and Copeland’s
council newsletters.  This delivery mechanism was chosen for reliability and
flexibility15 given prior experience of organising such leaflet drops.

2.4.3 The key aim of the leaflet was to raise awareness of the Partnership's
existence.  As with any mass communication tool, the Partnership did not necessarily
expect all households to read the leaflet: some householders inevitably threw the
leaflet away unawares because it was in some cases enclosed with another leaflet or
free newspaper, or discarded it after simply a quick glance before other occupants in
the house got a chance to see it.

2.4.4 The leaflet has clearly had some role to play in raising awareness.  This can
be seen by:

• An increase in the number of website visits immediately after leaflet delivery
(see blue line below).

• Some people registering on the website stating that they wanted to register
because they had received a leaflet through their letterbox.

• Some people at meetings saying they recalled receiving it.

                                                
14

 Document 35 – Information Leaflet.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
15

 The Royal Mail was on strike at the time and in any case did not allow a delivery date to be moved once booked
without incurring full cancellation charges, which was important given the reality of a lengthy and uncertain sign-off
procedure of a key document such as the leaflet.
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Graph to show number of visits to the Partnership’s website between August 09 and
March 10

2.4.5 The Partnership has however received feedback that many people do not
recall receiving the leaflet.  Specific problems have been mentioned in Drigg,
Gosforth and Millom, although some leaflets have got through.  It is unclear whether
this was due to non-delivery, people missing the leaflet (for example because it was
enclosed with supermarket leaflets), or people not being interested enough to read
and remember it.  According to the delivery agent, items were delivered in all areas
with the exception of pockets prohibitively affected by flooding such as very small
parts of Cockermouth, Keswick and Workington.

2.4.6 To try and mitigate these problems the leaflet has been promoted in the most
recent press releases, highlighted on the Partnership website, advertised in council
magazines and on the Copeland Borough Council website, and has been made
available at meetings that the Partnership has attended.  The delivery agent missed
three postcode areas off their delivery around the village of Gosforth but delivery has
now been completed.

2.4.7 The second Awareness Tracking Survey shows the levels of people who
recalled receiving the leaflet in November as being 13% of respondents in Allerdale,
22% in Copeland, 4% in the rest of Cumbria.  These levels of recall should be
considered in light of the fact that the leaflet was delivered three months before the
survey was undertaken and this was unprompted (i.e. as they were telephone
interviews it was not possible to show respondents a copy of the leaflet).  Ipsos
MORI usually expect to see a 10% level of unprompted recall for leaflets such as
these. Those that recalled receiving the leaflet showed significantly higher levels of
awareness, understanding and support compared to those who did not recall
receiving the leaflet.

2.5 Other work with specific groups
2.5.1 The Partnership has also offered specific engagement opportunities to
organisations that are frequently under-represented in West Cumbrian civic life.
These include: younger people, older people, faith groups, black and minority ethnic
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people, disabled people and families.  Personalised letters were sent out to the
designated representative of local persons for each group16.  Each letter provided an
update and offered a bilateral meeting at their convenience to hear more and ask
questions.

2.5.2 These invitations were sent to:

• Younger people: Connexions.

• Older people: Older People's Forum.

• Faith: Faith Forum/Churches Together in Cumbria.

• Black and minority ethnic people: AWAZ Cumbria.

• Disabled: Cumbria Disability Network/Disability Action Carlisle and Eden.

• Families: Howgill Family Centre.

In addition, the same invitation was extended to all secondary schools and colleges
in West Cumbria.

2.5.3 The Partnership gave a presentation to St Benedict’s High School in
Whitehaven on 10th December.  The presentation contributed to the school’s
General Studies 6th Form curriculum.  Around 25 students took part.  A brief note of
this event is available17.

2.6 Environmental NGOs
2.6.1 The Partnership has made various attempts to engage with environmental
Non-Governmental Organisations (NGOs).  An initial invitation to share one place on
the Partnership was extended to Greenpeace, Friends of the Earth West Cumbria
and Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment in November 2008.  This was
declined.  3KQ, as independent facilitators, kept a regular channel of communication
open to discuss the concerns of these NGOs and emphasise that the door was
always open.  Friends of the Earth attended as observers for a couple of meetings.
A formal invitation to engage with the Partnership was reissued in December 2009
and extended to two places on the Partnership, and also via a range of more flexible
options such as bilateral meetings or presentations.  Following this, Jean McSorley
and Ruth Balogh gave a presentation to the Partnership on 23rd February to input
their personal views18.

2.6.2 There are other environmental NGOs that have participated in other ways, for
example the Stakeholder Organisations Workshop (Cumbria Wildlife Trust), or
contributed via the website (Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates).  Everyone on
the distribution list receives newsletters, meeting reports and opportunities to
comment.  A relevant piece of feedback received from some NGOs is that the
process is at such an early stage it is difficult for them to prioritise active participation:
this however may change once the British Geological Survey (BGS) screening is
complete.

                                                
16

 As recognised by the Councils for involvement in the Community Strategy.
17

 Document 41.1 – Contact Note from St Benedicts mtg.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
18

 Document 58 – Partnership meeting report.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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2.7  A presentation to the Neighbourhood Forums in West Cumbria
2.7.1 Neighbourhood Forums are organised by the County Council and are open
for anybody to attend.  They are a quarterly opportunity for residents to get involved
in issues affecting their area, and to get information about local services.  The
Forums are meetings which welcome members of the public, representatives of
organisations and local councillors.  The Forums were specifically advertised on the
Partnership’s website and in local newspapers by the Partnership.

2.7.2 A presentation from the Partnership on the MRWS process was given to 16 of
the 22 planned West Cumbria Neighbourhood Forum meetings between November
2009 and March 2010.  All 10 Copeland Forums and 6 out of 12 in Allerdale were
completed, with 6 suspended due to the flooding.  To address the suspension of
these 6 Forums, the people on the distribution lists were sent another copy of the
leaflet, a DVD version of the Partnership's presentation, and an invitation to attend a
special meeting on 9th March to hear more and ask questions.

2.7.3 The aim of presenting at the Forums was to build understanding of the
MRWS process and the work of the Partnership, to allow people to ask questions,
and to see if there were any issues not yet being addressed by the Partnership.  A
copy of the presentation with commentary is available on the Partnership website19.

2.7.4 Each Forum meeting had two Steering Group members staffing a basic
information display from 6 p.m. until the start of the Forum meeting, presenting a
standard presentation to the Forum and answering questions.  Most meetings had a
representative from the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) present in the
audience, with additional representatives from the Committee on Radioactive Waste
Management (CoRWM) and the Environment Agency at some.  Other Partnership
members were also encouraged to attend.

2.7.5 Printed information, including leaflets and copies of the White Paper, was
made available for people to read and take away.  Forum attendees were also given
the opportunity to sign up to the Partnership database to receive regular updates.

2.7.6 Attendance at each meeting varied between 20 and 70 people with
approximately 525 people attending the 17 meetings.

2.8      A written survey of the Cumbria-wide Citizens’ Panel
2.8.1 Rather than setting up a new Citizens’ Panel, the Partnership decided to
make use of Cumbria’s existing Citizens’ Panel.  This is a standing panel of self-
selecting citizens across the county which has been operating since 1999.  The
Panel’s membership was recently refreshed in order to maximise representativeness,
boost survey response and address natural loss of members over time.  The Panel
now has 3000 members, consisting primarily of new members recruited in autumn
2009 but also a number of existing members recruited during 2007 and 2008.

2.8.2 A postal self-completion survey form was issued to all 3000 Panel members
in November 2009, and a reminder issued in December 2009.  The survey sought to
gather views of Panel members on seven fairly disparate topics, one of which was
managing radioactive waste.  1674 responses were received.
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2.8.3 The full report from the Citizens’ Panel Survey20 is available in the Document
Library on the Partnership’s website www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk

2.9      Awareness Tracking Survey
2.9.1 Ipsos MORI was commissioned by the Partnership to carry out a telephone
survey on the safe management of radioactive waste amongst adult residents (ages
16+ years) of Cumbria.  This was carried out as a baseline exercise between 11th

and 18th November 2009, i.e. before awareness raising material such as the
information leaflet was released.  Quotas were set to ensure that the sample was
fully representative of the adult population distribution in each area.  1,277 interviews
were carried out.  The survey has an overall confidence interval of 2.721.  This survey
forms the benchmark, and will be repeated at regular intervals to identify trends in
awareness.

2.9.2 The main objectives of the awareness survey were to establish:

• The level of awareness of the search for a GDF.

• The level of awareness that Cumbria has entered into a discussion with
Government.

• The level of awareness of the three main elements of the current discussions.

• Degree of support or opposition for the continuation of discussions and for a
facility itself (whilst acknowledging that this issue does not need deciding yet).

2.9.3 The full report from this first baseline survey22 is available in the Document
Library on the Partnership’s website www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk

2.9.4 A second Awareness Tracking Survey was carried out between 17th February
and 28th February 2010.  1250 interviews were carried out and the headline findings
have been included in Section 4 of this report.

2.10    A Residents’ Panel Deliberative Event
2.10.1 The Partnership commissioned Vision Twentyone to convene a one-day
deliberative event with 25-30 Allerdale and Copeland residents.  The purpose of the
event was to:

• Clarify participants’ understanding of the MRWS process and identify any
points of confusion.

• Gather feedback on the Public and Stakeholder Engagement Plan.

• Understand existing survey results in more depth, including reasons behind
scepticism about aspects of the process.

• Inform the key messages and communications strategy as the process moves
forward.

2.10.2 The event took place at The Copeland Centre in Whitehaven on Saturday 6th

February 2010, 10 a.m. – 4 p.m.  The event included: a series of presentations from
Partnership Steering Group members, the NDA and the Partnership’s Programme
Manager; a quiz and question and answer sessions to help participants understand
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 Document 66 - Citizens’ Panel Survey.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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 This means that we can be 95% confident that the views of everyone living in the surveyed area, were they to be
surveyed, would be within 2.7% of these results.
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 Document 54 – Awareness Tracking Survey 1.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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more about the issue and PSE plan; and group discussions/plenary sessions aimed
at exploring residents’ opinions in more depth.

2.10.3 Participants were recruited primarily from Cumbria County Council’s Citizens’
Panel.  The final 25 comprised a split of men and women, a spread of age groups, a
mix of Allerdale and Copeland residents and a range of pre-existing attitudes to
discussions about siting a GDF in West Cumbria.

2.10.4 Participants received £60 each to thank them for taking part in the workshop,
and cover travel expenses.

2.10.5 The full report from the Residents’ Panel23 is available in the Document
Library on the Partnership’s website www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk

2.11    Stakeholder Organisations Workshop
2.11.1 A workshop for stakeholder organisations took place on 4th December 2009 in
Whitehaven.  Almost 100 organisations were invited.  Criteria for being invited were
that the organisation must: be formally constituted; be based in or near West
Cumbria; and have an interest in the management of higher activity radioactive
waste.

2.11.2 The workshop was independently facilitated by 3KQ and was open to
members of the public to observe but none chose to.  29 stakeholder organisations
attended24.

2.11.3 The objectives of the workshop were:

• To help stakeholders develop their understanding of the MRWS process, the
national context and how it is being managed in West Cumbria.

• To build the Partnership’s understanding of stakeholder organisations’ views
about the MRWS process.

• To get feedback on the Partnership’s work to date and plans ahead,
particularly the Terms of Reference, Criteria and Work Programme and the
PSE Plan.

2.11.4 Presentations, followed by question and answer sessions, were given by the
Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), the local authorities and the
Partnership.  The purpose of these was to help all stakeholders get up to speed with
the context and progress made in the last year.

2.11.5 Stakeholders were asked to identify their key issues about the MRWS
process for West Cumbria and to give their views on the Partnership, its
establishment, what its priorities should be, its PSE and also its credibility.

2.11.6 The full meeting report25 is available in the Document Library on the
Partnership’s website www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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 40 stakeholders attended in total: 29 stakeholder organisations, 5 Members of the Partnership Steering Group, 5
Observing members of the Partnership, and the Partnership's Programme Manager.
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 Document 38 – Stakeholder Organisations Workshop meeting report.  See Document Library at
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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3 Issues Raised and Partnership Responses

3.1 Introduction
3.1.1 The main issues raised in PSE1 have been identified and are listed in the
following sections for each aspect of the Partnership’s work:

• Building Understanding.

• Terms of Reference.

• Criteria and associated Work Programme.

• PSE Plan.

• Decision making.

3.1.2 Appendix D indicates in which strands of engagement each issue was raised
during PSE1.

3.1.3 Each issue is followed by a Partnership response.

The responses indicate:

• Where an issue is already covered by the Work Programme for the
Partnership.

• Where a change has already been made to the Work Programme in
response.

• Where a change needs to be made to the Work Programme or for PSE2 and
3, together with the person or group that is responsible for making that
change.

• Where the Partnership disagrees with a suggestion or issue and why.

3.2 Building Understanding
3.2.1 The first objective of PSE1 was to build understanding of stakeholder
organisations and the public.  All the strands of engagement helped to contribute
towards achieving this.  A range of differences in understanding and areas where
understanding is shared were identified, and many of these are referred to under the
Work Programme and PSE Plan sections.  Others are drawn out below for a specific
response from the Partnership.

Issues:

a) Many people are not clear how the MRWS process is different to the previous
Nirex process.  They are unaware that the Government is looking for a
community to volunteer to locate a facility in their area.

b) There is lack of clarity as to who will take the decisions26 and at what stage of
the decision-making process we currently are.  See also Section 3.6 on
Decision Making.

c) Many people are unaware that a DtP in discussions with the Government
does not commit an area to hosting a GDF and that withdrawal from talks up
until construction starts is possible.
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d) The BGS will look at the whole of West Cumbria, not just the area that was
previously looked at during the 1990s: no area of West Cumbria has been
ruled out at this stage.

Partnership Response.  In response to these issues we will:

i. Review the Communications Plan alongside the PSE1 Report to
ensure we are clarifying all the areas where there may be
misunderstandings. (Communications Advisor, Osprey).  For example
we need to continually clarify:

! The differences between this process and the previous Nirex
site selection process, including the geographical coverage of
Nirex’s previous work.

! The principle of voluntarism and the need for a willing
community as well as a safe site.

! We can withdraw at any time pre-construction.

ii. Consider introducing additional information to supplement some of the
Frequently Asked Questions (e.g. retrievability, right of withdrawal, the
respective roles of PSE, the Partnership and the Decision-Making
Bodies), in the form of briefing papers so there is more information for
those who want it. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)
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3.3 Terms of Reference

3.3.1 Issues that relate to the Aim and Objectives of the Partnership

Issues:

a) People feel that an important role of the Partnership must be to collate
balanced information and then engage people so they can form an informed
opinion as the process moves forward.

b) Key documents must be made transparent e.g. the criteria for moving ahead.

c) Concern was expressed over the potential for disagreements between
Partnership members, in particular the councils, and the message that gives.

Partnership Response.  Most of the comments made in PSE1 that relate to the
Aim and Objectives of the Partnership emphasise the importance of what is
covered by the current Terms of Reference (Document 2 in Document Library at
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk ) which is reassuring.  Despite the effort already
put into PSE1, it appears that there is still much to do in PSE2 in terms of raising
awareness of the Partnership’s Aim, Objectives and its work.

In response to these issues we will:

i. Continue to use the newsletters, website and press releases to keep
people up to date on the work and the role of the Partnership.
(Communications Advisor, Osprey)

ii. Continue to give both the pros and cons on any contentious issues.
(Communications Advisor, Osprey and PSE Sub-Group)

iii. Consider whether to and how we can share preliminary judgements
against the Partnership's criteria, and ask for feedback on them as
appropriate. (PSE Sub-Group)

iv. Encourage regular discussions between the councils so that differences
of view can be addressed proactively, sooner rather than later. (Steering
Group)
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3.3.2 Comments that relate to the Membership criteria for the Partnership

Issues:

a) There is some confusion as to why there are organisations on the Partnership
that are from outside West Cumbria, especially the local authorities.

Partnership Response.  Members have been invited for their interest in, and
influence on, the potential impact of a GDF on both West Cumbria and the wider
area.  As a GDF could have impacts on the whole of Cumbria and local
authorities have a statutory duty to manage significant impact on their area, it is
right that local authorities neighbouring West Cumbria are involved.  This is in line
with our Terms of Reference which state that members must, as one of three
membership criteria, 'hold a substantive interest in Copeland and/or Allerdale and
the impact a geological disposal facility might have on the wider area'.  The
Partnership is currently reviewing membership to decide on an appropriate
structure and membership given the feedback received in PSE1 and progress in
the first year of work.

In response to this issue we will:

i. Publish the membership criteria more explicitly on the website.
(Programme Manager, 3KQ)
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3.3.3 Comments that relate to the Membership list/number of places for each
organisation in the Partnership

Issues:

a) There is some concern that the following sectors are under-represented or
lacking on the Partnership:

o Environmental NGOs.

o Health NGOs.

o Geology and safety expertise.

o Local organisations.

o ‘The man on the street’ (local authorities are not always seen to
represent the local community).

b) Suggestions have been made that the following be invited to join the
Partnership;

o Churches Together in Cumbria.

o The National Trust.

o Representatives of the public, particularly young people.
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Partnership Response.  There is a trade-off between involving the widest
range of interests directly on the Partnership and keeping the group small
enough to be effective.  It is for this reason that the Partnership undertakes
such extensive public and stakeholder engagement, so that everyone’s views
are heard and so that everyone does not need representing directly on the
Partnership itself.  We are currently undertaking a review of the membership
and structure to look again at this tension.

In response to these issues we will:

i. Refresh our analysis of the interests that should be represented on the
Partnership, and fill gaps as required.  This will be done with the above
suggestions in mind. (Steering Group)

ii. Continue to hold open an invitation for two environmental NGO places
on the Partnership. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

iii. Invite the NGOs to bilateral meetings or to input to work via written
correspondence.  These types of options are most relevant during
PSE2 and PSE3 when others' feedback is being sought, and should
take into account both the interests of the Partnership and also those
of the NGOs. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

iv. Not invite a single representative of ‘the man on the street' to join the
Partnership.  We canvas this viewpoint extensively via our public
engagement work and including a single person on the Partnership to
represent the public feels neither fair nor effective, and may indeed be
seen by some as tokenistic.

v. Buy in expertise on geology or safety as and when necessary, and
clarify this on the website. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

vi. Welcome participation from Churches Together in Cumbria to join the
Partnership as they have already been invited (and they have
accepted).

vii. Keep the membership open all the time to the possibility of other
organisations joining who meet the membership criteria.  This is
particularly pertinent given that the ideal membership will change over
time, as the process progresses, and needs to be flexible. (Programme
Manager, 3KQ)
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3.3.4 Comments that relate to Observing Members

Issues:

a) Some people find the concept of observing members unclear.

Partnership Response.  In response to this issue we will:

i. Divide out the observing members from the other members in the seating
plan for each meeting, so everybody can see very clearly who is an
observing member. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

ii. Clarify on the website what the role of the observing members is and
confirm this at the start of each Partnership meeting. (Programme
Manager, 3KQ)
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3.4 Criteria and Associated Work Programme

3.4.1 Comments that relate to Safety, Security, Environment and Planning

Issues:

a) Some concerns were raised about safety, security, the impacts on the
environment and impacts on public health.  Most of these were given as
reasons for being opposed to the Partnership being in discussion with the
Government or opposed to locating a facility in West Cumbria.

b) Safety issues that people feel the Partnership should consider include:
transport safety, impact of a natural disaster, the scope for human error and
the potential impact on community safety caused by an influx of people to the
area during construction.

c) There were requests for more information on security measures once the
waste has been emplaced.

d) The potential environmental impacts on waterways (inland and offshore), on
the natural beauty of the landscape and on wildlife were raised.

Partnership Response.  We share these concerns and the Work Programme
already aims to cover them.  However, in response to these issues we will:

i. Monitor the NDA’s work to assess the likely impacts of a facility, and seek
reassurance on where particular impacts would be identified and
assessed in the process moving forward (Tasks 3b(ii) and 3b(iii) in the
Work Programme).  We will ensure that, when delivered, this task will
cover: transport safety and impact; community safety and cohesion of
worker influx during construction; public health; and impact on inland and
offshore water environments.  (See also section 3.4.3 on Negative
Impacts and Mitigation.) (Impacts Sub-Group)

ii. Ask the NDA, the Environment Agency and the Health and Safety
Executive (HSE) for a commentary on critical views on the safety of
geological disposal, in relation to the potential impacts of natural disaster
and human error, and the points raised by the Nuclear Waste Advisory
Associates in their submission to the Energy and Climate Change select
committee. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

iii. Continue to receive updates from the NDA in order to understand the
developing generic design concepts (Task 4a(iii)).  We will ensure that
when delivered, the concept covers transport implications. (Programme
Manager, 3KQ)

iv. Request a paper from the Office of Civil Nuclear Security to outline the
broad security processes that would relate to a GDF, under Task 1a(i) in
the Work Programme.  This should provide us with a broad understanding
of the system and reassurance that processes are in place.  Further
discussion could take place if a DtP is taken and once potential specific
sites have been identified.  This would however be a prime concern for a
Community Siting Partnership if one proceeds, so will be added to the list
of possible tasks for such a body. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

v. Consider how to best communicate the results of these technical analyses
in an accessible way. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)
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3.4.2 Comments that relate to Geology

Issues:

a) It is evident from the engagement that many people already believe that the
geology of West Cumbria is not suitable for a GDF.  Reasons quoted for this
belief include personal experience of the land and that the Nirex study in the
1990s already showed the geology to be unsuitable.

Partnership Response: Investigations by Nirex in the 1990s focused on a
relatively small area of West Cumbria which had been identified through a site
selection process restricted principally to sites that were owned by central
Government or by its nuclear industry shareholders.  Therefore the geology of the
whole of West Cumbria has never been systematically assessed with regard to its
suitability for a GDF.  Stage 2 of the MRWS site selection process involves an
initial screening of the whole of West Cumbria by the BGS to rule out areas which
are clearly unsuitable for geological reasons.

In response to these issues we will:

i. Include in the PSE2 information, an explanation of how the BGS study is
different to the previously carried out Nirex geological work. (PSE Sub-
Group)

ii. Include a page on the website explaining the BGS study, including: aim,
geographic scope, criteria, outputs, and how it is different to previous
geological work such as that carried out by Nirex. (Communications
Advisor, Osprey)

iii. Produce a statement on what the Nirex process in the 1990s showed
about the potential suitability of parts of West Cumbrian geology, if
possible including an authoritative statement from an independent
organisation. (Communications Adviser, Osprey)
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3.4.3 Comments that relate to Community Benefit

Community Benefits Package

Issues:

a) The Community benefits package is considered one of the most important
issues for the Partnership.

b) There is scepticism about whether the Government will follow through on any
promises of community benefits.

c) Many people feel that the benefits package attached to this project would
need to be different from past large projects in the area in that it needs to:

o Be additional to what would be required to build and fill a facility.

o Address wider issues than just infrastructure.  There is the opportunity
to address disparities between different West Cumbrian areas in terms
of physical, social and mental well-being.

d) Lack of clarity over how ‘community’ will be defined when allocating benefits.

Partnership Response.  We share the view that community benefit is of prime
importance.  We also share the concern that community benefits would not
necessarily be delivered as promised, especially against the backdrop of
Cumbria's already stretched infrastructure and insufficient transport system.  We
will therefore be developing a set of principles with the Government that agree
how community benefit would be discussed, agreed and potentially administered,
including how benefits might be allocated to different communities (Task 3a(ii)).
Also, we will be seeking formal reassurance and evidence from the Government
on their commitment to the process (Task 5a(v)).

In response to the other issues raised we will:

i. Ensure discussions about community benefit in Task 3a(ii) start with the
widest possible definition of 'benefit': not just about transport
infrastructure but also about improving the financial, physical, social and
mental well-being of residents. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

ii. Bring forward the Work Programme task on agreeing principles for
community benefit (Task 3a(ii)), including how benefits would be agreed,
potentially administered and allocated to different communities.  This is so
that this work gets well underway before the rest of the programme
proceeds too far, and is well developed by PSE2 so that it can be a
central theme of PSE2 engagement. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

iii. Add a new Work Programme item to explore the ethical issues of such a
long term facility, and an associated potential community benefits
package. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

iv. Include in our principles for community benefit, Task 3a(ii), an
assessment of how ‘community’ should be defined. (Programme
Manager, 3KQ)



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership                                      Page 29 of 55                                                  Document 61

Impacts

Issues:

a) Concerns were raised about the potential impact on:

o Tourism, especially in the wider area i.e. the whole of Cumbria.

o The reputation of West Cumbria, especially for industry, potential
incoming businesses and the impact on house prices.

o The infrastructure in West Cumbria.

b) Concerns were raised that the local transport infrastructure would not be able
to cope unless planning permission conditions were set that required
improvements before building were to start.  There is cynicism that even if
improvements to the infrastructure are promised they will not be delivered.

c) People are also concerned about the legacy that will be left for future
generations and the ethical acceptability of this.

Partnership Response.  We agree with these concerns and we will ensure that
they are addressed in the current Work Programme.  We are researching the
potential impacts of a facility (Task 3b(ii)) and will ensure that image impacts are
covered in this, including the reputational risk for tourism, industry and new
businesses coming into West Cumbria. (See also section 3.4.1 on Safety that
includes references to impacts.)

In response to these issues we will also:

i. Review what transport infrastructure would be required and the associated
lead-in times so that the Partnership can reach a view on how the delivery
of transport infrastructure could be staged over time. (Impacts Sub-Group)

ii. Commission qualitative research to understand the potential impact on
perceptions of West Cumbria and other areas of the County, should GDF
development progress.  This research should cover the following
perspectives:

• Current and prospective inward investors.

• Local industry and business.

• Current and prospective tourism.

• Current and prospective residents.

(Impacts Sub-Group)

iii. Consider how we can ensure that the image perspective, including
tourism and incoming businesses, should be represented. (Steering
Group). See also section 3.3.3 on Partnership Membership.

iv. Ensure that the impacts work (Task 3b(ii)) addresses the wider impacts
raised in this report. (Impacts Sub-Group)

v. Add a new Work Programme item to identify the ethical implications of
hosting a facility, including how impacts and benefits might affect different
areas and generations.  We will also clarify how and when these ethical
issues should be addressed later in the process, if a DtP is taken.
(Programme Manager, 3KQ)



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership                                      Page 30 of 55                                                  Document 61

Economic Sustainability and Future Employment

Issues:

a) One of the main hopes about hosting a GDF is that it would create a large
number of employment opportunities for local people.  However, there are
some concerns and more information was requested as to:

o How many jobs are likely to be created.

o How many of these are short-term, how many are long-term.

o What the jobs will be in (skill level required).

o How it will be ensured that jobs go to local people.

b) Some people also see this as an opportunity for the advancement of
technological expertise, building on the existing reputation of the Energy
Coast.

Partnership Response.  The NDA have stated (Document 30 – Five
clarifications from the NDA - in Document Library at
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk ) that construction would likely create 500 jobs,
and operation between 200-300 jobs over a 100 year timescale.  The Partnership
acknowledges the opportunity to build on technological expertise in the area, but
only on the understanding that all the criteria in the Work Programme must be
satisfied before a DtP could be recommended.

In response to these issues we will:

i. Ask the NDA to keep us updated when further, more specific information
is available on skills profiles within their three generic design concepts
and on plans to ensure these skills are locally available. (Task 4a(iii)).
(Programme Manager, 3KQ)

ii. Agree with the NDA what mechanisms could be put in place to ensure
that local people and businesses are given maximum opportunity for jobs
and contracts, within legal limits. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)
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3.4.4 Comments that relate to Design and Engineering

Issues:

a) Specific design concerns such as ensuring a GDF can be vented whilst
guaranteeing containment, and ensuring adequate transport infrastructure to
cope with emergencies, were raised by individuals.

b) Ensuring that the waste is retrievable is a key issue for people but is also a
concern to some people.  Linked to this is a request for an explanation as to
why underground disposal is considered preferable to maintaining the current
above-ground storage arrangements.

c) Ensuring that the waste is monitored and that accurate records are kept for
future generations were also concerns that were mentioned.

d) People have a number of questions about the inventory including:

o What is the volume of the waste?

o Will waste from other countries end up being put in a GDF?

o What are the implications of new build on the volume of waste and
how long a GDF will have to stay open?

o Will military waste be put into a GDF?

o Will spent fuel be put into a GDF?

Partnership Response.  We share these concerns. In response to these issues
we will:

i. Check that the NDA's Generic Disposal System Safety Case covers the
venting and containment of gases released from a facility, and that we are
content with the response to the issue (see also response under 3.4.1).
(Programme Manager, 3KQ)

ii. Seek clarification from the Nuclear Installations Inspectorate and the NDA
about whose responsibility it is to ensure adequate transport infrastructure
is in place before operation, and therefore available, for emergency
planning purposes. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

iii. Consider publishing a Partnership position statement outlining its position
on geological disposal as a concept, together with the background as to
why the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management (CoRWM)
recommended geological disposal and why the Government adopted it as
policy. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)

iv. Ask the NDA to keep us updated on the progress of the MoDeRn project
(Monitoring Developments for safe Repository operation and stage
closure project.  More information can be found at www.modern-fp7.eu/)
and provide the latest information about monitoring and record keeping
e.g. the NDA national archive. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

v. Add a new Work Programme item to consider the implications of new
build for a potential facility and the site selection process. (Programme
Manager, 3KQ)

vi. Provide a clear statement on Government policy regarding overseas
waste and the issue of substitution. (Programme Manager, 3KQ  to ask
DECC)
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3.4.5 Comments that relate to the Siting Process

Issues:

a) The process of moving from broad participating areas to selecting specific
sites needs to be fair and transparent.  One suggestion for helping to achieve
transparency was to develop clear criteria for site identification and location in
advance and share these with the wider community.

b) The definition and role of potential host communities in the site selection
process were raised as issues.  See also section 3.6 on Decision Making.

c) There is scepticism that the Government will honour the right of withdrawal
from the process.  This is linked to the lack of other local authorities that have
expressed interest in the MRWS process so far.

Partnership Response.  The exact process that the Government and the NDA
will use to move from broad participating areas to specific sites is still being
developed in parallel with the Partnership's work.  We have had a presentation
and a paper on this, and will participate in the work the Government has asked
the NDA to do to develop a process in consultation with stakeholders.  In
response to these issues we will:

i. Develop our thinking on appropriate processes for making decisions both
before and after DtP, including developing a position on the pros and cons
of using referenda.  This thinking will cover the definition and role of
potential host communities, and the timing of their involvement.  It will also
cover the challenges of assessing the weight to give to different views,
including those of potential host communities. (Steering Group). (See
sections 3.4.6, 3.5.1 and 3.6.)

ii. Ask the Government for written reassurance and evidence that they are
committed to the process (Task 5a(iv)) following the general election.  We
will ensure that this includes a written assurance on the right of
withdrawal. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)
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3.4.6 Comments that relate to Public and Stakeholder Views

The issues below are those raised that relate to the specific criterion: ‘Whether the
Partnership’s recommendations are credible given public and stakeholder views’ and
associated Work Programme activities.  Issues and suggestions relevant to all PSE
activities are discussed in section 3.5.

Issues:

a) Baseline information gained about the credibility of the Partnership and its
work shows that:

o Countywide, a third to half of residents believe the Partnership will
take the views of residents into account and keep them fully informed
at each stage of the discussion process.  (Citizens’ Panel results 33%,
Awareness Tracking Survey 1 55%, Awareness Tracking Survey 2
44%).

o Figures are generally higher in Allerdale and even higher in Copeland
than in the rest of Cumbria.

o It appears that those who have knowledge about the discussions are
more likely to trust the Partnership to involve public and stakeholder
views.

o Stakeholders currently score their confidence in the Partnership at
around six out of ten.  Wider representation on the Partnership and
proving it hasn’t already made its mind up are ways in which the
confidence of some could be increased.

b) There is scepticism and concern that this will turn out to be a Government
decision rather than a local decision, meaning that this is already a foregone
conclusion.

c) This means that although public and stakeholder engagement is considered
one of the most important jobs of the Partnership, some people feel the
Partnership needs to prove it has not already made its mind up to recommend
to host a GDF in West Cumbria in order to be credible.

d) Suggestions for improving public and stakeholder trust in the Partnership and
its work include:

o Ensure the process is open and honest.

o Provide balanced information to the public and stakeholders to enable
them to make informed decisions.

o Demonstrate how the views of the public and stakeholders are
listened to and taken on board.

o Define the different democratic processes that will be used at various
stages of the process.

o Offer a referendum.
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Partnership Response.  In response to these issues we will:

i. Publish a list of changes made as a result of PSE1. (Programme
Manager, 3KQ and Communications Advisor, Osprey)

ii. Continue to reiterate that no decision about participation has been made,
as the 18 month forward Work Programme leading to such a decision
demonstrates. (All Partnership members and Communications Advisor,
Osprey)

iii. Develop Partnership briefing notes on key issues in order to support the
role of Partnership members in communicating with one voice.
(Communications Advisor, Osprey).

iv. Invite individual Partnership members to consider their own stance,
language and behaviour and be absolutely clear when speaking in public
if they are expressing a personal view rather than a Partnership view.
(3KQ)

v. Consider the mechanisms for bringing in independent experts and/or
seeking alternative views on key issues. (Steering Group)

vi. Ask the Government for written reassurance and evidence that they are
committed to the process and will respect the views of the local
community (Task 5a(iv)).  We will ensure that this includes a written
assurance on the right of withdrawal. (See section 3.4.5 on siting
process.) (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

vii. Continue to publish all adopted documents, and have Partnership
meetings open to the public. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)

viii. Develop our thinking on appropriate processes for making decisions both
before and after DtP, including developing a position on the pros and cons
of using referenda.  This thinking will cover the definition and role of
potential host communities, and the timing of their involvement.  It will also
cover the challenges of assessing the weight to give to different views,
including those of potential host communities. (Steering Group). (See
sections 3.4.5, 3.5.1 and 3.6.)

ix. Consider asking for, or paying for, an NGO viewpoint on key elements of
the Work Programme and key Partnership documents so that they are
challenged as much as possible. (Steering Group)
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3.5 PSE Plan

Issues:

3.5.1 Principles of engagement

a) A substantial amount of feedback was received on the Partnership’s PSE with
key messages being that the Partnership must:

o Ensure its work is open, honest and transparent.

o Present both the pros and cons to the public.

o Communicate regularly, especially when decisions are made.

o Make it easy for people to share their views and demonstrate how it
has taken those views into account.

o Consider when potential host communities should be engaged.

o Consult widely, including with those groups that are often viewed as
hard to engage.

o Use a variety of methods of engagement.

Partnership Response.  These principles are very similar to those set out in the
Partnership's PSE Plan (Document 15 in the Document Library at
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk ).  This is reassuring, although it remains to be
seen whether everybody's definition of a principle such as 'make it easy for
people to share their views' is the same.

In response to these issues we will:

i. Continue to abide by the principles set out in our PSE Plan, including
engaging those groups that are sometimes hard to engage. (PSE Sub-
Group)

ii. Continue to communicate regularly via the newsletter, website and press
releases.  Press releases in particular are an important way in which the
Partnership can demonstrate openness, although we must be realistic as
to how much the media will cover the process given we are at an early
stage of what could be a very long process. (Communications Advisor,
Osprey)

iii. Consider buying editorial space in newspapers in order to ensure
coverage. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)

iv. Review the effectiveness of the methods used in PSE1 and consider their
use in relation to the objectives of PSE2. (PSE Sub-Group)

v. Develop our thinking on appropriate processes for making decisions both
before and after DtP, including developing a position on the pros and
cons of using referenda.  This thinking will cover the definition and role of
potential host communities, and the timing of their involvement.  It will
also cover the challenges of assessing the weight to give to different
views, including those of potential host communities. (Steering Group).
(See sections 3.4.5, 3.4.6 and 3.6.)
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3.5.2 Who should be engaged

a) Awareness of the Partnership in the initial baseline survey was 41% at the
county level - 9% knew a lot or a fair amount at the time of interview, and one
third (32%) said they “know at least a little”, with six in ten (59%) knowing
almost nothing or never having heard of the Partnership.  Awareness was
higher in Copeland and Allerdale, with 59% and 48% respectively saying they
“know at least a little” about the Partnership compared to 35% in the rest of
Cumbria.

b) The initial results from the second Awareness Tracking Survey show that at
the county level there has been no change in the percentage of respondents
who say they “know at least a little” about the Partnership.  However, in
Copeland and Allerdale there have been small (but not statistically significant)
increases in the percentage of respondents who reported knowing “at least a
fair amount” about the Partnership.

c) When asked in more detail about their knowledge of the current discussions
between the Government and the Partnership, those resident in Copeland
and Allerdale, men, older respondents, and those who either work or know
someone who works in a related industry tend to be more knowledgeable
than those respondents resident in the rest of Cumbria, women, younger
respondents or those without connections to an associated industry.

d) The Partnership needs to engage with all sections of the community.  The
following groups were identified as sectors of society that the Partnership
should make special efforts to try to engage:

o Young people.

o Mothers.

o Older people.

o People with disabilities.

o Busy professionals.

o People who are housebound.

o People who live in areas of high deprivation.

o Tourists.

o The farming community.

o Those who don’t have easy access to the internet.

For a list of specific suggestions for local groups and information channels
see Appendix Four of the Vision Twentyone report27.

                                                
27

Document 59 – Residents’ Panel event report.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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3.5.3 Methods of communication and engagement

a) People acknowledged that there is no single communication channel that will
reach all residents and the survey information showed that different channels
appeal to different people.  Many suggestions were made for methods of
communicating and engaging with local people, especially those not already
reached through PSE1.  These included:

o Broadcast media, e.g. TV and radio, including phone-ins.

o Print media, e.g. local newspapers and village/parish newsletters.

o Internet and social media e.g. Facebook and Twitter.

o Advertising in different formats e.g. leaflets, posters and billboards.

o …and in different places, e.g. local events, shopping centres,
supermarkets, libraries, cafes, cinemas, side of buses, waiting rooms
(all types), cereal boxes, toilets, tourist information offices, pubs, video
screens in service stations and GPs’ surgeries, and train station car
parks.

o Prompting discussions with local people/community groups.

o Looking at how other organisations that go out and meet the public do
it.

o Mobile stall or manned exhibition stand at local shows, festivals, fairs,
leisure centres, markets or supermarkets.

Partnership Response.  The Partnership is pleased that it appears that so
many people know at least a little about the ongoing discussions in West
Cumbria, even if awareness is lower in the rest of Cumbria and certain
sections of the community.  However, it is disappointed that there has been
little change in awareness in Copeland and Allerdale (as measured by the
tracking survey) as a result of the activity in PSE1.  The PSE Sub-Group will
need to consider the findings from the second Awareness Tracking Survey
when planning PSE2.

In response to these issues we will:

i. Consider in PSE2 how we can provide sufficient information to
enable people to participate in the process at the level they want to,
and reach an informed view as the process continues.  This may
mean directing more effort towards sections of the public that are
less aware of the Partnership, including: younger people, women,
those without a connection to the nuclear industry, and those in
some parts of Allerdale.  The development of a discussion pack is
one mechanism that is already being developed by the PSE Sub-
Group to enable such targeting. (PSE Sub-Group)

ii. Conduct a further round of analysis and research to ensure that we
are communicating to the widest variety of community groups and,
through them, individuals. (PSE Sub-Group)

iii. In addition to use of the internet, introduce a freepost address to
allow people to write-in comments. (Programme Manager, 3KQ)
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o Appointing someone known to the community to answer questions.

o Include information in local village newsletters and parish magazines.

o Messages out through existing stakeholder groups such as schools
and school councils, old people’s homes, Cadets, Scouts, Parent
Teacher Associations, Women’s Institute, University of the Third Age,
Trade Unions, Young Farmers, bee keepers associations.

o House to house survey.

o Telephone hotline.

o Intranets and e-shots within large companies.

o Celebrity involvement.

Partnership Response.  In response to these suggestions we will:

i. Ask parish councils to include a small article in their parish newsletters.
(PSE Sub-Group, with Cumbria Association of Local Councils (CALC))

ii. Explore (through schools, youth services and organisations such as
Connexions) how social networking sites and/or text response services
might be used to complement the engagement of young people, whilst
acknowledging the risks of these methods. (Communications Advisor,
Osprey)

iii. Consider the most effective forms of paid advertising e.g. posters,
billboards vs leaflets etc. (PSE Sub-Group)

iv. Continue to develop the idea of a discussion pack that can be
promoted to enable deliberation at a grassroots level. (PSE Sub-
Group).

v. Investigate the costs and benefits of holding mobile exhibitions that
could circulate around sites such as supermarkets, schools, village
greens and other events. (PSE Sub-Group)

vi. Continue to offer the free phone number for callers. (Programme
Manager, 3KQ)

vii. Ask the advice of organisations that work in the community how best to
engage, and use them to implement engagement where appropriate, in
particular for a method such as the Discussion Pack. (PSE Sub-Group)

viii. Compile a list of possible newsletters and meetings where the
Partnership can give updates, both written and presentations.
(Communications Advisor, Osprey)

ix. Consider links onto other websites. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)
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3.5.4 Communications

a) Feedback was received that the Partnership should ensure that
communications out to the community:

o Do not use jargon.

o Quote the sources of information.

o Explain where further information can be found.

o Use diagrams where possible to help people visualise timescales,
volume etc.

o Should be immediately clear that this issue affects local people.

Partnership Response.  In response to these suggestions we will:

i. Continue to make it clear where we are stating Partnership views as
opposed to information provided by the Government or others.
(Communications Advisor, Osprey)

ii. Check each communication for jargon and accessibility, that the sources
of information are quoted, that appropriate diagrams are included where
possible and that the message is clear as to how local people might be
affected (see bullets above). (Communications Advisor, Osprey)

iii. Use a range of members of the public as a sounding board for planned
communications. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)

iv. Consider commissioning the Plain English campaign to assess key
Partnership publications.  Use the leaflet as a trial. (PSE Sub-Group)

v. Add more links to our website so that people can follow up further
information, including from environmental NGOs that are not members of
the Partnership. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)
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3.5.5 Key Messages

a) The Residents’ Panel was specifically asked to suggest key messages that
the Partnership should consider in future communication.  They included:

o The potential benefits of hosting a site, such as employment
opportunities, better infrastructure and facilities, and other community
benefits.

o The potential risks of hosting a site, such as accidents and
environmental impact.

o Possible locations, when known.

o What the facility might look like.

o The nature and source of waste (i.e. UK or global).

o That this issue could affect residents.

o That residents are invited to get involved in discussions.

Partnership Response.  We are reassured that the key messages people
appear to want to see are similar to those we currently have prioritised in our
communication work.

In response to the suggestions above that are not addressed elsewhere in this
report, we will:

i. Ensure that all our communications make it clear how people can get
involved in the discussions. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)

ii. Ensure that during PSE2 there is an outline of what a facility might look
like to help people visualise it.  This should be at least a diagram and, if
possible, a model. (PSE Sub-Group)

iii. Keep our Frequently Asked Questions updated on the website so that
everyone, especially Partnership members, always has access to our
answers to common questions. (Communications Advisor, Osprey)
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3.6 Decision Making

The Partnership notes that, perhaps not surprisingly, it is not always clear if feedback
from PSE1 on decision making is referring to stages of the MRWS process that come
before or after a DtP.  This is understandable given the unfamiliar and detailed
MRWS process, despite the fact that this round of PSE was explicitly referring to
before a DtP.  The comments below, and our responses, reflect this.

Issues:

a) There is confusion as to who the decision-making body is.

b) Even when people are told that the Decision-Making Bodies are the three
local authorities, there is concern that national Government will override the
local decision and force a GDF onto West Cumbria.

c) There is also scepticism about local government listening to the public’s views
and taking them into account.  Residents feel isolated from the decision-
making process.

d) People found it very hard to put a level on what would constitute 'credible
support or opposition' or to describe how different geographic views should be
weighted, although most agreed that West Cumbria residents should have the
most say, and people outside Cumbria should get very little say.

e) A number of people felt a referendum or public vote should take place.  This
was discussed at the Residents’ Panel, however the group was somewhat
divided as to how representative or inclusive such an approach would be.
Overall, it was felt a combination of consultation and a vote or survey would
be an appropriate mix in order to inform decision making.
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Partnership Response.  The Partnership acknowledges that the issue of
identifying and agreeing the Decision-Making Bodies is unclear.  Indeed, the
Government, in its policy White Paper, does not clarify this sufficiently.

In response to this and the other issues above we will:

i. Ask the Government for written reassurance that they remain committed
to the process, to voluntarism and to the right of withdrawal. (Task 5a(iv))
(Programme Manager, 3KQ)

ii. Draft a set of principles to express how the Principal Authorities, CALC,
the parish councils and others could work together post-DtP.  This is part
of mapping out what a potential Community Siting Partnership might look
like and how it might operate if a DtP is taken (see Task 5a(v) of the Work
Programme). (Steering Group)

iii. Develop our thinking on appropriate processes for making decisions both
before and after DtP, including developing a position on the pros and cons
of using referenda.  This thinking will cover the definition and role of
potential host communities, and the timing of their involvement.  It will also
cover the challenges of assessing the weight to give to different views,
including those of potential host communities. (Steering Group). (See
sections 3.4.5, 3.4.6 and 3.5.1)

iv. Identify and publish a clear list of changes made as a result of PSE1, as
well as issue a press release, and prominently display them on the
website.  We recognise this may not, in the short term, fully address
concerns about the degree to which views will be taken on board, but it
indicates our intention to start as we mean to go on in showing how inputs
will be incorporated. (Programme Manager, 3KQ and Communications
Advisor, Osprey)



West Cumbria MRWS Partnership                                      Page 43 of 55                                                  Document 61

4 Current levels of support for continuing discussions
with the Government and for hosting a geological
disposal facility in West Cumbria

4.1 Introduction

Although not a specific objective of PSE1, the PSE Sub-Group took the opportunity
presented by the two pieces of quantitative research work conducted during PSE1
(awareness tracking telephone survey and Citizens’ Panel postal survey) to
investigate the level of public support for:

• The statement that it is the responsibility of this generation to deal with
radioactive waste rather than leave it to future generations.

• Continuing discussions with the Government about the possibility of locating a
GDF in West Cumbria.

• Locating a GDF in West Cumbria.

These are clearly highly pertinent questions and it is intended that the public
response to them will be tracked through further quantitative survey work over the
next two rounds of PSE up to a DtP.

4.2 Awareness Tracking Survey

Responsibility
The results from the Awareness Tracking Survey conducted by Ipsos MORI showed
that 95% of respondents believed that it is the responsibility of this generation to deal
with radioactive waste rather than leave it to future generations.

The following results are demonstrated in tabular format in Appendix E.

Levels of support for discussions with Government
In the first Awareness Tracking Survey, half of respondents were in favour of the
Partnership discussing the possibility of locating a GDF with the Government, one
quarter (25%) were opposed to the discussions, one quarter (23%) were neither in
favour nor opposed to the discussions and 2% did not know.

The percentage in favour of discussions was higher in Copeland (59%) and Allerdale
(52%) than in the rest of Cumbria (47%).

In the second Awareness Tracking Survey, 43% of respondents were in favour of the
Partnership discussing the possibility of locating a GDF with the Government, 30%
were opposed to the discussions), 22% were neither in favour nor opposed to the
discussions and 5% did not know.

The percentage in favour of discussions was higher in Copeland (62%) and Allerdale
(47%) than in the rest of Cumbria (39%).  The changes in support for the discussions
in Allerdale and Copeland are not statistically significant but warrant being watched
carefully in future surveys for small sequential changes that become significant over
time.  There was an 8% decrease in support for the discussions in the rest of
Cumbria.
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Levels of support for locating a GDF in West Cumbria
In terms of specific support for locating a GDF in West Cumbria, in the first
Awareness Tracking Survey, just under half of respondents (47%) supported a GDF
being located in West Cumbria and around one quarter (26%) were opposed , one
quarter (24%) neither supported nor opposed the discussions and 2% did not know.

The percentage of respondents in support of locating a GDF in West Cumbria was
higher in Copeland (60%) and Allerdale (50%) than in the rest of Cumbria (44%).

In the second Awareness Tracking Survey, 41% of respondents supported a GDF
being located in West Cumbria and 32% were opposed, 23% neither supported nor
opposed the discussions and 4% did not know.

The percentage of respondents in support of locating a GDF in West Cumbria was
higher in Copeland (61%) and Allerdale (45%) than in the rest of Cumbria (36%).  In
Allerdale and Copeland the changes are not statistically significant, but in the rest of
Cumbria there was a decrease in support of 8%.

4.3 Citizens’ Panel postal survey

A similar question was asked in the Citizens’ Panel postal survey.  Respondents
were asked to select one statement, from a list of six, that they felt best described
their attitude towards continuing discussions with Government and locating a GDF in
West Cumbria.  The table below shows the six statements along with the percentage
of respondents who chose each one. (These are figures are for the whole of
Cumbria.)

Statement %

1. I am opposed to storing radioactive waste in Cumbria and think the
waste currently stored here should be moved out of the county.

11%

2. I am opposed to storing more radioactive waste in the county but
think we should leave what’s already here where it is.

23%

3. I am unsure about the best solution but think that councils should
continue to talk to the Government about the potential for developing
a disposal facility in Cumbria while retaining the right to withdraw
from discussions.

37%

4. I broadly support the idea of developing a disposal facility in
Cumbria but have not made up my mind yet.

10%

5. I think the development of a disposal facility would be a positive
step for Cumbria.

14%

6. None of the above statements reflect my opinion well enough. 6%

In Copeland the percentage of respondents who chose statements 4 or 5 increased
to 49%, in Allerdale this was 21%.  By comparison the equivalent figures for the
remaining four Cumbria districts were:

• South Lakeland 20%

• Eden 19%

• Carlisle 23%

• Barrow 14%
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It should be noted that the support in Allerdale for statement 3 (50% selected that
statement) was significantly higher than in South Lakeland, Eden, Barrow or Carlisle
(c.35%).  As such these findings mirror the pattern of response found in the Ipsos
MORI awareness tracking survey (despite the difference in question wording).

Partnership Response.  The Partnership notes these findings and will continue
to monitor public attitudes to these issues through further survey work as
appropriate.  In addition, in order to boost awareness levels:

• The Partnership has doubled the level of communications activity it is able
to deliver through the Communications Advisor.

• Individual Partnership members will commit to raising awareness levels in
their constituencies, for example by securing regular articles in their
relevant newsletters. (All Partnership Members)
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5    Review and Next Steps

5.1 The objectives of the first round of PSE (PSE1) were for the Partnership to:

1. Build the understanding of stakeholder organisations and the public.

2. Seek input from stakeholder organisations on the Partnership’s Work
Programme, Terms of Reference, Criteria and PSE Plan.

3. Understand issues raised by stakeholders and the public.

4. Provide a response to comments where possible and adapt activity
accordingly.

5.2 We believe that we have made a good start in achieving the first objective.
We have a growing list of website visitors, newsletter recipients, and journalists
receiving press release updates as well as giving media coverage.  However, this will
be an ongoing PSE aim and progress is very difficult to judge until we have the
results from the next round of the Awareness Tracking Survey.

5.3 We feel that this report demonstrates that the second, third and fourth
objectives have been very well achieved.  Particularly important will be ensuring that
each of the actions identified in the Partnership’s responses is incorporated into the
Partnership’s Work Programme at the first available opportunity.  We invite the public
to challenge us on this as the work proceeds.

We intend to publish an executive summary of this report which will include the main
responses that the partnership will make as a result of PSE1.  In addition, we will
produce a table of all the proposed Partnership responses in this report, along with
progress against delivering them, to be updated regularly and kept on the
Partnership's website. (Programme Manager, 3KQ and Communications Advisor,
Osprey)
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Abbreviations

BGS British Geological Survey
CALC Cumbria Association of Local Councils
CoRWM Committee on Radioactive Waste Management
DECC Department of Energy and Climate Change
DtP Decision to Participate
GDF Geological Disposal Facility
HSE Health and Safety Executive
MoDeRn Monitoring Developments for safe Repository operation and

stage closure
MRWS Managing Radioactive Waste Safely
NDA Nuclear Decommissioning Authority
NGOs Non-Governmental Organisations
The Partnership West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely

Partnership
PSE Public and Stakeholder Engagement
PSE1 First round of PSE activities
PSE2 Second round of PSE activities
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Appendix A: Background to 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, 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 other 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 2006’28).  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 200829. This
set out the 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.

                                                
28

 Document 700 in CoRWM’s document archive www.corwm.org.uk/Pages/Lnk_pages/publications.aspx
29

 June 2008 White Paper ‘Managing Radioactive Waste Safely – A Framework for Implementing Geological
Disposal’ (Cm7386). 
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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 Partnership is an advisory body aiming to make recommendations to the
councils on whether they should participate or not in the Geological Disposal Facility
siting process, without commitment to eventually host a facility.  Effectively the
Partnership is considering whether West Cumbria should proceed to the next stage,
during which a range of safety, social, environmental and geological assessments
would be carried out on prospective sites in West Cumbria.

The Partnership’s Terms of Reference30 set out the membership and operation of the
Partnership.  Members of the public are invited to observe Partnership meetings.

                                                
30

 Document 2 – Terms of Reference.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk   
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Appendix B: PSE Sub-Group Membership

Name Organisation
Rhuari Bennett 3KQ
Marie McCourt 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
Michael Heaslip West Cumbria Strategic Partnership

Observing Member
Elizabeth Atherton/ Jay Redgrove Nuclear Decommissioning Authority
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Appendix C: Reporting Methodology

Due to the number of engagement activities in PSE1 and the variation in the outputs
from each, in order to progress from these outputs to the one PSE1 Report an
intermediate stage was introduced by the reporting team: A strand report31 was
produced for each of the strands:

a) Website, free phone number and contact email address.

b) Other work with specific groups.

c) Public Neighbourhood Forum meetings.

d) Written survey of the Cumbria-wide Citizens’ Panel.

e) Awareness tracking survey32 (by telephone).

f) Residents’ Panel deliberative event.

g) Stakeholder Organisations Workshop.

Each strand report captures the issues raised in the particular strand of engagement
under consistent headings to allow for easier compilation into the PSE1 Report.  It
also includes initial suggestions for responses or changes the Partnership should
make.  Each strand report was audited by one or more members of the PSE Sub-
Group to ensure that important comments and issues were not lost during the
reporting process.  The strand reports are therefore like showing our working during
the reporting process and, as such, are generally intended to be internal documents.
Please see the diagram below.

                                                
31

 All reports are available on request.
32

 Document 54 – Awareness Tracking Survey 1.  See Document Library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk
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Appendix D: Source of Issues

The table below indicates in which strands of engagement each issue was raised
during PSE1.
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3.2 Building Understanding

a X X X X

b X X

c X X

d X X

3.3 Terms of Reference

3.3.1 Aims and Objectives of the Partnership

a X

b X X

c X

3.3.2 Membership Criteria of the Partnership

a X

3.3.3 Membership List/no of places for each organisation on the Partnership

a X X

b X X

3.3.4 Observing Members

a X

3.4 Criteria and Associated Work Programme

3.4.1 Safety, Security, Environment and Planning

a X X X X X

b X X

c X X

d X X X

3.4.2 Geology

a X X X

3.4.3 Community Benefit

Community Benefits Package

a X X X X

b X X

c X X X

d X

Impacts

a X X X

b X X

c X X X

Economic Sustainability and Future Employment

a X X X

b X X X X

3.4.4 Design and Engineering
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a X

b X X X

c X X X

d X X X X

3.4.5 Siting Process

a X X

b X X

c X X X

3.4.6 Public and Stakeholder Views

a X X

b X X

c X X X

d X X X

3.5 PSE Plan

Principles of engagement

a X X

Who should be engaged

a X

b X

c X X X X

Methods of communication and engagement

a X X X

Communications

a X X X

Key messages

a X

3.6 Decision-making

a X X X

b X X X X

c X X X X X

d X

e X
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Appendix E: Results from Awareness Tracking Surveys

Should the Partnership be in discussions with Government?
Qu. Assuming no commitment is made at this stage, to what extent are you in favour
of or opposed to the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely Partnership
discussing the possibility of locating a geological disposal facility in West Cumbria
with the British Government?  Is that strongly or only tend to?

Awareness Tracking 1 Awareness Tracking 2
All Aller-

dale
Cope-
land

Rest of
Cumbria

All Aller-
dale

Cope-
land

Rest of
Cumbria

% Strongly
in favour of

17 22 32 12 17 19 36 13

% Tend to
be in favour
of

33 31 27 35 26 28 27 26

Total % in
favour

50 52 59 47 43 47 62 39

% Neither
favour nor
oppose

23 19 19 25 22 24 16 23

% Tend to
oppose

 9  8  9 10 10   7  4 12

% Strongly
oppose

16 16 12 16 20 18 15 21

Total %
oppose

25 27 21 26 30 25 20 34

% Don’t
know

 2  3  2  2  5  4  2  5

Levels of support for locating a GDF in West Cumbria
Qu. To what extent do you support or oppose locating a geological disposal facility in
West Cumbria?  Is that strongly or tend to?

Awareness Tracking 1 Awareness Tracking 2
All Aller-

dale
Cope-
land

Rest of
Cumbria

All Aller-
dale

Cope-
land

Rest of
Cumbria

% Strongly
support

18 22 33 13 18 17 37 14

% Tend to
support

30 28 27 31 24 28 24 22

Total % in
support

47 50 60 44 41 45 61 36

% Neither
support nor
oppose

24 20 19 27 23 26 16 23

% Tend to
oppose

 9  9  7  9 11  8  4 13

% Strongly
oppose

17 19 13 18 21 16 14 24

Total %
oppose

26 27 20 27 32 25 19 37

% Don’t
know

 2  3  2  2  4  4  4  4


