Dear Rhuari








28 Feb 2011
We are writing to you following the somewhat protracted correspondence and communication with 3KQ over the invite to meet with MRWS representatives.

First we would like it noted we write as organisations with a combined experience, nationally and internationally, of 120 years campaign work on the impacts of nuclear waste creation and management. Few others could claim the expertise and role we have in considering nuclear waste and in raising concerns about the best, environmentally acceptable options for dealing with radioactive waste.

None of the three organisations are of the view it is possible to establish a meaningful dialogue with the MRWS Partnership in its current form or under its current leadership.  The Partnership has an overwhelming bias towards disposal as opposed to examining all the issues around nuclear waste creation and management. For example, it has not taken on board CoRWM's comments about a separate process for new build wastes, nor is it examining the full suite of CoRWM recommendations such as the need for longer term safe and adequate storage should a GDF not prove feasible. In short, it is following DECC's vision of Plan A with no reference to the possibility that a Plan B could be needed.

A further important aspect is that all three of the Councils involved have pro-new build policies. It is worrying that these are the Decision Making Bodies within the Partnership as their pro-new build views are very much a driver for disposal (it is widely acknowledged clearing the hurdles associated with waste disposal sooner rather than later is a key part of any new build programme). It is hard to envisage a sensible discussion with organisations dedicated to the creation of more waste when, by their own admission, they do not have a solution to the legacy waste issue.

We also have concerns about the way the Partnership is operating, and cite the following as examples of this:

Firstly, the records of the meeting of 10th December indicate clear directions from DECC in terms of what will or will not be included in the inventory - for both legacy and new build waste for a repository. This shows where the real powers lie within the MRWS process and probably for follow on processes in years to come. We quote:

'DECC stated that there will be debates elsewhere about e.g. what will be decided to be done with uranium and plutonium stocks, and that these debates can potentially be influenced through those separate processes. At the end of all of the processes, the inventory will include whatever is left, therefore the inventory will be a matter of fact rather than something that can be influenced, and the MRWS process and the GDF will have to deal with whatever that is.'(Para 6.4)

http://www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/127-Meeting_Report_10Dec2010.pdf

Secondly, we note the comments of Councillor Elaine Woodburn as Chair of the MRWS Meeting on 19th January. In responding to Prof Andy Blowers presentation she was extremely dismissive of what he had told the meeting. She also said that his anti-nuclear sentiments had "tarnished" her views on what he had to say. Not surprisingly, the pro-nuclear views of many Partnership members correspondingly colour our perspectives on their motives and actions.

We further note that the Public & Stakeholder Engagement Strategy adopts a communications approach, not a consultative one, so that the Partnership’s perspective is always dominant.  These instances, and many others both inside and outside the MRWS process, have totally eroded whatever confidence we may have originally had that this process would be fair, rigorous and open. We consider it is to Cumbria's detriment that this process is being so misused.

We ask this letter is sent directly to all MRWS member organisations and observers. 

Yours, 

Martin Forwood

Cumbrians Opposed to a Radioactive Environment

Dr Ruth Balogh

W Cumbria & N Lakes Friends of the Earth

Jean McSorley

on behalf of Greenpeace UK

