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1. Introduction

1.1 Objectives. Specific objectives for the day were to:
a) Explore and incorporate lessons learned from the Nirex process in the 1990's
b) Review and develop criteria to use when recommending whether to participate or not
c) Discuss and agree the PSE Plan, including timing of the BGS work

d) Agree when/how to send the first information leaflet to members of the public

The full agenda is in Appendix 1.

1.2 Attendance. 27 participants® attended at the Ennerdale Country House Hotel on 14 July 2009.
A full list of those in attendance is in Appendix 2. The meeting was open for the public to observe:
3 members of public attended.

2. Updates

2.1 Membership. The conversation between the Borough Councils and the County Council to
explore and agree decision-making arrangements continues but has not yet reached any
conclusion. There has been a change of administration at the County so a meeting is set for the
end of July for the Leaders to discuss a way forward.

2.2 Funding. The Steering Group, on behalf of the Partnership, has developed a draft budget for
the current 09-10 financial year and has submitted it to DECC for approval. Further information is
being provided to support DECC's funding decision.

2.3 Risk Management. The Steering Group has developed a paper to identify and manage the
risks to the Partnership's process. It will be regularly reviewed to ensure risks are managed
proactively where possible.

2.4 Procurement. Independent facilitation of Partnership meetings has so far been provided by
3KQ. This contract was recently competed via a formal procurement process, which 3KQ won. The
contract covers both independent facilitation and programme management, and is relatively short
(6 months) to enable maximum flexibility regarding the County Council's position. There is an
optional 6 month extension to the contract.

! Plus 3 from the facilitation team and secretariat
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2.5 Funding Stakeholders Policy. The Steering Group is keen to be clear on what costs it intends
to cover to enable participation, and what costs it will ask members to cover themselves. A draft
policy has therefore been developed to set this out. The draft policy was circulated and briefly
discussed: it is now live pending the Steering Group's consideration of the following comments:

a) daily expenses limit could usefully be brought into line with Government guidelines

b) CALC would like to see them considered as an exception under the policy to enable some
of their time to be funded

c) Might be advisable to seek some form of independent scrutiny of the policy

2.6 CALC Communications. CALC has initiated a consultation with the parish/town councils in
West Cumbria to give them an update on what's going on and ask for comments on a draft position
statement of broad principles. The deadline for comments is 7 September. CALC has also
informed parish councils outside West Cumbria so they know what is happening. Whilst it is
understood that CALC is a membership organisation and so has a duty to secure a mandate from
its members, it was noted that it would be useful for CALC to coordinate their communication
activity to the maximum extent possible with that of the Partnership. The Steering Group will
consider how this might best be done, possibly by developing a protocol.

2.7 British Geological Survey information. BGS has recently issued a public notice saying that
additional material in their archives that is over 4 years old can now be made available. This may
include some of the ex-Nirex files that had been marked commercially confidential. Whilst the NDA
does not have control over these documents, the NDA has asked the BGS to keep them informed
of publications so that in turn, the Partnership can be informed of any relevant information
emerging.

2.8 Expressions of Interest (Eol). So far DECC has received Eols from CopelandBC, Allerdale
BC and CumbriaCC. There is however an open-ended window for other communities across UK to
express interest in the process, and Government is sending another letter to Local Authorities to
confirm the invitation and ensure it is considered through the proper channels.
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3. Lessons from the Nirex process

3.1 Presentation. John Hetherington, an ex-planner for Cumbria County Council, gave a
presentation covering the history of the process in the 1990's and specifically what learning could
be applied to the current process that the Partnership is involved in. The slides are provided below,
with a summary of the questions raised and points added from other perspectives in the room.

Managing Radioactive Waste Safely

Engaging Local Stakeholders

Lessons Learned Issues and Stakeholders

« The issue: . Stakeholder concerns
- Nuclear waste and cover:
Presentation by John Hetherington — reprocessing sites - ongoing
Hetherington Nuclear Consulting inevitably raise environmental
safety concerns for discharges

Partnership in Practice

Engaging Local Government and Community
Stakeholders in Repository Development

Engaging Local Stakeholders

their neighbouring
communities and
local authorities
Ensuring community
awareness and
support is vital to the
relevant industries &
to local economies

- residual risk from
unplanned incidents

- the ecological, visual
and traffic impacts of
sites

+ fears of “blight” on
incoming “clean”
industry and tourism

The Nirex approach & risk

Learning the lessons

. This presentation

Nirex: Going Forward =)

summarises 10+ years
experience of stakeholder
engagement on nuclear
issues

It examines UK &
International best practice

It seeks to apply the lessons
learnt from advances in
stakeholder dialogue
techniques

« The failure of the Nirex RCF
Inquiry is covered in detail
as an important case study,
since it relates directly to
this Siting Partnership

« In my conclusions | comment
on the way “risk” industries
should engage with their host
communities in anopen and
transparent manner

RCF

The Nirex approach
from the early 90’s
impacted immediately
on Cumbria
Government policy had
been developed in 3
White Papers in the 80s
and 90s — and advice
given on regulation for
repository operation
Risk acceptability was a
key public issue

A dose to risk
relationship of 106 is
internationally agreed
(1in 1,000,000 chance
of death to individual)
The 1986 Rossi report
proposed a major
Inquiry, which would
include regulators and
review of alternative
sites — with no better
option ignored

« Nirex developed “Going . The idea of a Rock

Forward’ consultation
Had done site
assessment in 1998,
but kept results internal
The later RCF Inquiry
showed that better sites
(lower risk) were
passed over in favour of
nuclear locations
(Sellafield & Dounreay)
Sellafield was selected
by Nirex in1991
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Characterisation Facility
rather than a full
repository application
was developed in 1993

« Cumbria Co Co as
Planning Authority took
independent advice.

« A study by RWMAC
and ACSNI was carried
outin 2004 — CCC
evidence said that an
open approach was not
used

RWMAC / ACSNI
advised that, “the issue
raised again and again
at the hearings was the
need for transparency
in site selection” ..
“Public safety is
considered the
paramount issue in
siting a repository.”

A multi-phase approach
was proposed, which
would include:

New Gov't Policy
Desk study to produce
a shortlist

Extensive Public
Consultation
Boreholes at 3
preferred sites

Public hearings by
commission (e.g. IPC)
Detailed character-
isation of 1 site only
Planning application
with regulatory input
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The RCF Inquiry - Context CCC Response to Nirex case

« The 1995 White Paper . RCF Inquiry scope — Nirex case was: The Planning Auth case:
followed the RWMAC / roofs developed . RCF Impact small and . Adversely affects
ACSNI Report Soveri ? t land haract

epo covering: emporary andscape character

. White paper rejected = Eistgw & pl,annin% . Benefits outweigh harm . A “poor site chosen for
lessons — played down St ant=cape pacts . RCF needed to inform the wrong reasons”
open approach, “Public - :\’l?r%";'(";i?e" itz s go / no go decision . Geology not simple and
consultation could be T dimeee i - Site shows good predictable — not classic
included” _ Nirex Performance promise (structure well BUSC (Basement Under

. There was failure to assessment & post understood) Sedimentary Cover)
believe in Gov that closure safety . Groundwater flow OK - Safety case in some
industry would convince - gi]’esxeﬁzg';';" to focus . Alternative Sites tscen?rl?ﬁ glsd not meet
the public irrelevant arget of 107

< 1994 _CCC Rejected - Qs(;;sFessment of need for
application

The Nirex Process

Yivr
The Inspectors’ Views What went wrong? — Human Factors

- Decision issued March . “Nirex work too Nirex Managers did not . BUT — step wise

1997 optimistic, does not see that stakeholders process is necessary

« Major blow to Industry understand regional matter to delivery « Must be open and

hydrogeology well . Lack of rapport at transparent process at

Reasons: enough” senior levels all stages

. Harmful development . Does not comprehend . Sound science . Sensitive to stakeholder
(poor design / layout) repository zone pressured by process values and diversity

. Wider considerations complexity . Target driven . Same commitment from
do not justify planning . Location not optimised . Wedded to legal regulators, planners
matters overridden . Site not suitable niceties (necessary - and elected members

. Concerned at scientific . Deficiencies numerous but not 15t choice!) . Respect multiple roles
and technical . Government AGREED . Lack of sensitivity to - BUT must Recognise
deficiencies pace of process national need

Engaging Local Stakeholders Engaging Local Stakeholders

The need for dialogue

Community Involvement in Siting

Addressing these concerns requirescontinuous dialogue There needs to be clear . the role of ‘Community
by NDA and site operators (i.e. RWMD) through application on roles and Compensation’ — needs
of effective stakeholder engagement techniques interactions to be presented /

There is a clear need to go beyond “closed’ regulator and %ﬂnlg I‘g'ggvglsvf - engaged on and locally
planning authority contacts, to involve elected members, key D g p understood

officers and a wide range of local people injoint dialogue BGSwork . Human factors need to
« It will be potentially be right — with
. Trust between this Partnership, the NDA and divisive within West ceniana Grem &l
Regulators is thus key in the years ahead! Cumt_)rla because of e
local issues — impacts, Py

access, infrastructure, NuLeAF Papers cover
etc, despite general best practice
support.

Engaging Local Stakeholders Engaging Local Stakeholders
Impacts on Deep Repository Siting What to do and what not to do!

.

The headline lesson is clear Regulation - a key lesson from Examples of successful process are emerging (e.g. LLWR)

— ongoing full communit RCF Inquiry failure was a local involvement
going Y legalistic attitude in the

- Learn from broadly successful— but probably over extensive

engagement . developer \_Nhich did not allow - process (e.g. CO%WM) P Y
« Take the necessary time regulatory input. ; b .
. Be properly resourced: good . The Regulator needs to be e Re%?g%":ﬁs g:?;’"?;gs ESEOISECEESSS

praCtlce' costs. acnlvg Dt?\ o PRl ‘g - Right analysis of all target stakeholders
« Recognise parallel SXpa e Iprocessesal - Right duration

processes: interact with stakeholders, - Right Scale (local / national)

v R -+ maintain scientific integrity - Work with LA's at Policy development level and on Planning and
Siting Partnership within their regulatory scrutiny Regulatory Issues
framework - Take a clear view on“Community Compensation” up front

NDA as developer
Planning (via IPC?)
Regulatory independence

and inform ‘lay’ audience

AND avoid less helpful practice (e.g. Contested RCF Inquiry)
- Decide — Announce - Defend
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Engaging Local Stakeholders Engaging Local Stakeholders

Effective Engagement - Conclusions Sources of Learning (1. RISCOM)

. Valued models gobeyond . Successful models are . European models for « Riscom model developed by
consultation to application underpinned through the collaboration on “risk Clas-Otto Wene and Raul
of techniques such as: key role of independent communication” — e,g. Espejo in cooperation with

_ joint fact finding, facilitation RISCOM / RISCOM2 Kiell Andersson
- citizen participation in Truthvefficiency
project development, . Executed well, the « European models on ¢
- ‘planning for real’ techniques can result in developing new
- policy round tables’ creative collaboration not approaches to Radioactive
media confrontation Waste Management e.g.

« Must work with LAs in COWAM, COWAM2 and

joint engagement . Can reduce costs in delay CIP
and Inquiry

Engaging Local Stakeholders Engaging Local Stakeholders
Sources of Learning (2. COWAM) 3. BNFL > NDA + Contractors
. CoWAM was both a 'network' . CoWAM 2 (2004-2006) built a « The BNFL National - The changing role of the
and a cooperative research research partnership between Dialogue was the longest, NDA'’s Site & its National
programme. stakeholders and research most far reaching Stakeholder Groups
S a12000.2 00 COlVEMA CRTEERISEN [ES1E8 stakeholder process in - National and Site based
created a European network including: local democracy,
on radioactive waste the influence of local actors, Euror;e 1998-2004 Traﬂmem{'orlk Kevli
governance to establish the quality of decision making = Pan .dm(';n. il ° tial i t oLl u?/n Ialt gn t 31)' IisLl\ﬁ;_
connections between & long term governance o (PRI Il D (U, VEHLIY EH D
communities across Europe . CoWAM in Practice (CIP - on waste management, near Drigg
concerned by radioactive 2007/2009) is monitoring nuclear fuel disposition and . Dialogue has thus become
waste issues active programmes decommissioning a key strength: so a drift
« Used Joint Fact Finding back to DAD must be
« Input on NDA to Gov resisted.

Engaging Local Stakeholders Engaging Local Stakeholders

4. CORWM & MRWS

5. NuLeAF

« the work of CORWM 1 & . The multi-stage MRWS - Briefing papers on . The Development Plan
their approach to public Process — and its MRW S process for System was covered in
E’;?]aggr’:%‘oa 1012008 outcomes to date: Local Government NuLeAF's Briefing

c Used broad mix of methods - The 'willingness to - Covers: . .. Paper 6

- Key principles of openness, participate’ concept - Step-Wise Decision . It could include an NPS
Iansparency andifaioss - the role of Making on repository planning,
- Some organisational tensions ‘Community - Rights of Withdrawal . Coverage in LDFs or
and criticisms — but also Compensation’ - Forms of Agreement SPDs
B - Siting Partnerships - The role of the « Arole for the IPC
- Planning Reform? Planning System

- Long Timescales!

- You are the pioneers!

Discussion points raised included the following.

3.2 Time. A key lesson learned was the need to build in time for engagement with stakeholders
and members of the public. This can be summarised as "don't rush". This allows the community to
influence the process as it develops, as well as the building of trust between the different parties.

3.3 Voluntarism. The concept of a community volunteering to participate in the site assessment
process and the inclusion of a benefits package originated from international experience. CoORWM
in particular recommended that this approach should be adopted, and it has been included in the
Government White Paper. The concept changes the power balance between Government and the
community in question. Whilst this involves risk from the Government's perspective, it enforces a
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discipline in the process that ensures all players are content with each stage of discussions before
proceeding.

3.4 Relevance of history. On the one hand, it was pointed out that Nirex's process in the 1990's
was so different that it bears little relevance to the current discussions. On the other hand, it was
acknowledged that there will be a perceived connection in the eyes of public, so the Partnership
needs to understand the context of what went before. The membership of the Partnership does
include some people who were involved in various ways in the 1990's, so there is an ongoing
opportunity to bring learning to bear.

3.5 Alternative sites. In the Nirex process in the 1990's, there was one other site (near Dounreay)
that had preliminary investigations conducted: the information found via these boreholes is in the
public domain. The current MRWS process does not require alternative areas to be identified in the
UK. There could be a number of potential sites within an area. The MRWS process and
environmental assessment process explicitly seek alternatives to ensure that a suitable site that
meets regulatory requirements is ultimately found. If there were several potential sites then the site
assessment methodology would be used to distinguish between them. If no suitable sites in West
Cumbria emerge for whatever reason, then the search will simply continue elsewhere in the
country.
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4. Criteria

4.1 Draft Criteria paper. A draft set of criteria had been developed by the Steering Group and
circulated in advance of the Partnership meeting. These were discussed and amended. The paper,
together with the amendments that arose from discussion, are in Appendix 3.

4.2 Work Programme Activities. The criteria will ultimately be used to guide the Partnership's
final recommendations on the question of whether the Decision Making Bodies should participate
or not in the Government's process of moving towards a geological disposal facility. Therefore the
work programme must include activities that enable well informed judgements to be made when
the Partnership is considering their recommendations. Attendees therefore considered the
following question "What activities need to go into the work programme in order for these criteria to
be used in X months time?" The list of potential activities and points generated are below: they will
be developed by the Steering Group into a draft work programme.

4.3 Public and Stakeholder Views. Work programme activities suggested included:

a) A well-planned PSE programme, suitably broad-based to enable wide range of interests to
be heard

b) Develop and consult on the actual PSE plan before implementing it

c) Define bto the maximum extent possible B what we might mean by an 'acceptable level
and quality of public and stakeholder support’. The PSE Sub-Group agreed to develop
some revised words for this criterion.

4.4 Community Benefits. Work programme activities suggested included:

a) Developing, and agreeing with Government, a set of principles by which community benefit
would be discussed, agreed and potentially administered

b) Agreeing with Government the process of taking community benefit forward

c) Build the Partnership's understanding of the likely broad impacts (both positive and
negative) of hosting a repository, via a presentation from NDA/Cumbria Tourism/Local
Authorities. This should include information on potential blight and how this might change
over time.

d) Build the Partnership's understanding of what processes NDA/Gov will go through such as
Strategic Environmental Assessment and Environmental Impact Assessment as part of
their work

e) Understanding of the vision of the area via presentation (potentially delivered from Local
Authorities?)

f) Definition of which 'community' receives the community benefit

4.5 Safety, Security, Environment and Planning. Work programme activities suggested
included:

a) ldentification of questions the Partnership needs answering, potentially via an initial
meeting between the regulators and the Partnership to understand what needs to be
known, by whom and by when. Meeting could cover the role of regulators, how they
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regulate various aspects of the process, remaining questions, as well as discussing how
regulators might interface with the Partnership to best answer these questions over time.

4.6 Geology. Work programme activities suggested included:
a) Understand who the client for the BGS work is

b) Clarify what the current peer review process is. If necessary, then work with Government to
agree changes to the peer review process.

4.7 Process. Work programme activities suggested included:

a) Understand more about the site selection process, including how the community can
influence this. To be delivered via interaction with Government and the NDA.

b) Understand how the PSE will influence what the Partnership does, and then in turn how it
influences the Decision Making Bodies

c) Clarify what a Decision to Participate might imply

d) Clarify how the Right of Withdrawal would work, what would need to underpin it, and when
it ceases to exist. To be delivered via discussions with Government and the Decision
Making-Bodies on this.

4.8 Design and Engineering. Work programme activities suggested included:

a) Understand the generic design concept, and how this translates into a specific design
depending on any location ultimately chosen.

b) Develop understanding of the meanings of retrieval, reversibility and the implications
associated with them.

c) Potentially delivered via a presentation from NDA and regulators. Need to bear in mind that
PSE feedback will likely include comments on retrievability, so any views need to be timed
in such a way to factor PSE feedback in.

4.9 Knowledge and Understanding. Work programme activities suggested included:

a) Build knowledge of Decision Making Bodies in particular, but also the organisations that sit
behind the individual Partnership members
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5. Public and Stakeholder Engagement

5.1 Discussion Paper. The Public and Stakeholder Engagement (PSE) Sub-Group had circulated
an indicative PSE Plan in advance of the meeting (Appendix 4). The following comments were
made.

5.2 Website. More use should be made of the website to disseminate information at each stage,
and also solicit feedback wherever possible. The website is a channel that appeals to an
increasing number of people in this technological age, especially young people: we should
capitalise on it.

5.3 Schools and Young People. This sector is not specifically mentioned in the plan so appears
to be missing. There is a question over whether this is the right stage to target specific
engagement (too early?) but either way there needs to be some thought given to it and explicit
reference to it in the plan.

5.4 Leaflet. Some members do not feel that leafleting is a particularly effective way of getting a
message across and that many people may ignore it when it comes through their doors. Could
more modern techniques such as DVDs prove worthwhile, either instead of or together with a
leaflet?

5.5 Neighbourhood Forums. Whilst they are acknowledged as a useful channel that already
exists, careful thought needs to be given to how to get the most out of the meetings within the
Partnership's PSE plan. There is often so little time in the meetings and a limited range of people
tend to come.

5.6 Bilateral Meetings. Various organisations are already active in this area so a suite of bilateral
meetings could be set up to update them and solicit feedback on the Partnership's work. These
should be explicitly included in the PSE plan.

5.7 Support to members. It is recognised that members of the Partnership will have to get
involved in delivering some of the PSE themselves. The PSE Sub-Group or Steering Group will
have to consider how to best standardise the messages going to these meetings if it is to be
helpful and coordinated. For example, tools can be provided to support this such as briefings and
standard presentations at each stage. Additionally FAQs can be developed when needed.

5.8 Procurement of Communicati on Specialists. It is currently anticipated that one or more PSE
specialists will be recruited to deliver parts of the PSE plan, in particular around the
communications work. The new contract with 3KQ as facilitators allows for them to potentially
deliver parts of the PSE plan if the Steering Group feel it is appropriate and relevant.

5.9 Leaflet Timing. Significant discussion covered the question of whether the leaflet should be
delayed until decision-making arrangements are agreed with the County. Some felt publishing it
could be unhelpful as it would be difficult to explain the situation to recipients, and that it could
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make discussions with the County even harder as could be interpreted as 'rushing ahead too fast'
and blocking them out of the process. Others felt that it was important to let residents know what
the two Councils were doing, and that there was no harm in providing some simple information that
doesn't even mention the ongoing discussions with the County. Either way, practicalities means
that the leaflet cannot go out until mid-September due to signing off the drafting, graphic design
and then booking a delivery slot. The way forward agreed was:

Continue to pursue agreement on decision-making with the County
Run the leaflet past the County so they are aware of plans
Continue developing a'draft leaflet and graphic design
Sign off leaflet at the 4 Sept Partnership meeting
l
Send it out soon as practically possible after that, unless the County situation changes

Email out final leaflet to the whole Partnership

Note: need to be aware that the Government's new build consultation may start around mid-
October.
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6. Way Forward and Actions

6.1 Steering Group agenda. Various topics were mentioned throughout the meeting that
the Steering Group could usefully address on 29 July:

a) Update from PSE Sub-Group (which will have met on 17 July)

b) Criteria: develop next draft

c) Work Programme: update in light of new criteria

d) Involvement of non-attendees

e) Plan objectives and agenda for 4 September Partnership meeting
f) Funding Stakeholders Policy: update and consider scrutiny needs

g) Communications Protocol for members

6.2 Dates. The forward programme of dates is provided below as a reminder. Members of
the public are welcome to observe the Partnership meetings (right hand column): please
contact the secretariat for details and registration.

Steering Gp meetings: Partnership meetings:
29 July 4 Sept
16 Sept 14 Oct
28 Oct 24 Nov
9 Dec 13 Jan 2010
27 Jan 2010 23 Feb 2010
10 Mar 2010

6.3 Actions. The following actions were agreed:

g~ WNBE

(o2}

10
11

12
13
14

Circulate draft report for comment 3KQ 17 Jul
Comment on draft report All 24 Jul

Amend report, and circulate Final Version 3KQ 31 Jul
Upload report to website CBC 7 Aug

Inform the Partnership if hear of any relevant documents from Alun Ellis Ongoing
the BGS/Nirex archive being published as a result of BGS'
recent public notice (see para 2.7 above)

Update Criteria paper and send to Steering Group 3KQ 23 Jul
Review and develop PSE Plan AND consider wording for the PSE SG 17 Jul
PSE criterion AND review leaflet wording and plans

Complete constituency feedback appendix in the meeting report All 24 Jul
Register for the CARL conference on 20-21 October All ongoing
Pass a copy of the current leaflet to the County Council 3KQ 15 Jul
Send a copy of "Geological Disposal: Planning for NDA -
Implementation" to both Steering Group and PSE Sub-Group

Start building central database of contacts via members 3KQ -
Update Funding Stakeholders Policy and pass to SG for signoff 3KQ -
Include ‘'capacity building for DMBs' in the new work 3KQ -
programme
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/. Acronyms

ABC / AllerdaleBC
BGS

CBC / CopelandBC
CCC/ CumbriaCC
CALC

CoRWM

DECC

DtP

Eol

GDF

IPC

ILW

LLW

MRWS

NDA

NuLeAF

PSE

Row

ToRs

WCSSG
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Allerdale Borough Council

British Geological Survey

Copeland Borough Council

Cumbria County Council

Cumbria Association of Local Councils
Committee on Radioactive Waste Management
Department of Energy and Climate Change
Decision to Participate

Expression of Interest

Geological Disposal Facility

Infrastructure Planning Commission
Intermediate Level Waste

Low Level Waste

Managing Radioactive Waste Safely
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority
Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum

Public and Stakeholder Engagement

Right of Withdrawal

Terms of Reference

West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group
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Appendix 1 D Agenda for the 14 July 2009 workshop

Objectives of the workshop are to:
I Explore and incorporate lessons learned from the Nirex process in the 1990's
I Review and develop criteria to use when recommending whether to participate or not
I Discuss and agree the PSE Plan, including timing of the BGS work

I Agree when/how to send the first information leaflet to members of the public

Time ltem Notes

0900 Arrivals and Registration

Elaine Woodburn, Leader CBC

0930 Welcome, Agenda setting Richard Harris, independent
facilitator 3KQ
Updates Fergus McMorrow, CBC
Lessons from the 1990's Presentation and discussion of the

RCF process in the 1990's and
what learning the Partnership need
to apply to their context

Criteria for Participation Developing draft criteria to use for
the Partnership's recommendation
about whether to participate

Opportunity for members of the

Public Questions public to ask questions

1230 LUNCH (approx. timing)
Public and Stakeholder Review and agree the PSE Sub-
Engagement Plan Group's proposed plan for

engaging the public and
stakeholders. Provide advice on
the future development/delivery of
the plan. *

Information Leaflet In the light of draft text, consider
when to send this to households

Way Forward Agree focus for next meeting
Actions

1600 Close

* We will assume you have read the advance papers before the meeting. Please contact us
ASAP if you do not have copies of them.
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Appendix 2 b Attendees on 14 July 2009

Charles Holmes
Tim Heslop

Carni McCarron-Holmes
Guy Richardson
Elaine Woodburn
Allan Holiday

lan Curwen

Fergus McMorrow
Yvonne Clarkson
John Kane

Chris Shaw

Keith Hitchen
Robert Morris-Eyton
Fred Barker

Tony Jones

David Moore

Willie Slavin
Michael Heaslip

Observing Members
Ruth Balogh

Bruce Cairns

Lewis Mortimer
Elizabeth Atherton
Alun Ellis

Brian Clark

Mark Dutton

Doug llet

Mick Bacon

Allerdale Borough Council

Allerdale Borough Council

Allerdale Borough Council

CALC

Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Copeland CALC

Copeland CALC

National Farmers Union

NuLeAF

Prospect Union

West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group
West Cumbria Strategic Partnership
West Cumbria Strategic Partnership

Friends of the Earth West Cumbria
DECC

DECC

NDA

NDA

CoRWM

CoRWM

Environment Agency

Health and Safety Inspectorate

Facilitators, Secretariat and Presenters

Richard Harris
Rhuari Bennett
Sharon Walker
John Hetherington

3KQ (Facilitator)

3KQ (Facilitator and Programme Manager)
Copeland Borough Council (Secretariat)
Hetherington Nuclear Consulting (Presenter)

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

Penny Hitchin
David Davies
Bill Miller
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Appendix 3 — Criteria for a Decision whether to Participate

Author:
Status:
Purpose:

Notes:

WCumbria MRWS Steering Group
Draft

To develop draft criteria for the Partnership to use when
recommending whether to participate or not

Yellow highlights indicate the changes made on 14 July 09

1 - Background

The West Cumbria MRWS Partnership exists to "make recommendations to
Copeland BC and Allerdale BC on whether or not they should participate in the
geological disposal facility siting process, without commitment to eventually host a
facility". The Partnership is therefore predominantly concerned with the process up to
a "Decision to Participate" as defined in the Government White Paper?, and not

beyond.

This paper outlines draft criteria that the Partnership will use when recommending
whether to participate or not. The criteria will also:

I be subject to a round of wider stakeholder organisation comments
I be recommended to the Decision Making Bodies as the criteria they could use for
making their final decision on whether to participate or not

2 — Draft Criteria

Name

Full Criteria

What we will look for

Safety, Security,
Environment and

Satisfied that suitable
regulatory and planning

Acceptable regulatory bodies
and processes exist or are

Planning processes are in place or being developed
being developed to protect I Adequate communication links
residents, workforce and the between regulators and
environment community are present and
working
I Acceptability of the planning
aspects of the siting process
Geology I Whether the Partnership is I Acceptable peer review

confident in the integrity of the
BGS screening work/report

Sufficient areas remaining in
West Cumbria after initial
screening to make further
progress worthwhile

process
Broad stakeholder confidence
in BGS study

Subjective judgement that the
results of the screening leave
enough "possibly suitable" land
to make further progress
worthwhile

Community Benefits

Whether the Partnership is
confident that an appropriate
community benefit package
can be developed

Acceptable process in place to
secure additional benefits -
beyond those which derive
directly from the construction

2 Managing Radioactive Waste Safely: A Framework for Implementing Geological Disposal, June 2008
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and operation of the facility

I Whether the Partnership is I Acceptable process is in place
confident that appropriate to assess any negative impacts
possibilities exist to assess and mitigate them

and mitigate blight if it occurs

I Whether the Partnership is I Support for the possibility of a
confident that the possibility of repository at Borough and/or
a repository fits appropriately County level in relation to other
with the overall direction of long term priorities

the relevant community/ies

Design and I Satisfied that the design I Acceptable design concept and
Engineering concepts being developed are flexibility thereof
appropriate I Reassurance that

reversibility/retrieveability is an
option, and flexibility to confirm

this later
I Satisfied with the proposed I Knowledge of what the
inventory to be managed in a inventory is, and acceptable
facility process for how the inventory

would be changed, including
how the community can
influence this

Process I Whether the Partnership is I Acceptable process of moving
confident that the siting from 'possibly suitable areas' to
process is sufficiently robust specific potential host sites
and flexible to meet their I Provision for 'pause points' to
needs allow more work to be

undertaken at the Partnership's
request

I Acceptable nature of (and
limitations to) the Right of
Withdrawal

I Government commitment to
sustain the process

Public and I Whether the siting processis |! PSE outputs that provide

stakeholder views capable of inspiring public evidence that the siting process
confidence, including is capable of inspiring public
confidence amongst those confidence in West Cumbria

engaged about the
Partnership itself, the forward
process and the balance of
positive and negative impacts

I Evidence that concerns raised
have been, or will be,
addressed where possible

[Note that at the time of writing this Criteria paper has already been updated slightly
beyond what is above. The version above is included to illustrate how the meeting
altered the wording of the version relevant at the time. Please contact the secretariat
for the latest version].
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Appendix 4 - Indicative PSE Plan 9 Jun 09

Meeting: 14 July: West Cumbria MRWS Partnership

Author; PSE Sub-Group

Status: Draft, for discussion on 14 July

Purpose: To inform the Partnership's decisions on how to engage the public and

stakeholders

On 8 June, the PSE Sub-Group of the Partnership met to develop a PSE plan,
including a position on evaluation. This paper sets out their recommended PSE plan
for discussion on 14 July by the full Partnership. The sub-group recognises that they
will have to develop more detail if the Partnership approve the plan: indeed they have
a provisional date booked to meet on 17 July.
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PSE Plan: for discussion on 14 July by West Cumbria MRWS Partnership

START HERE
- DMBs set up the MRWS
Partnership Phase 1 Set-up
- develop and agree:
- draft ToRs and
memb'shp
- draft work programme
- draft criteria
- indicative PSE plan

Review output of Round 1
PSE. Amend 4 docs. Start
BGS work.

DMBs endorse plans

BGS Screening

Phase 2 Post-

Screening
- receive BGS report
- revise PSE plan

Amend and agree:

- response to results

- way forward incl PSE 3

- response to concerns raised

DMBs endorse plans

Phase 3 Test
Support, and Report

Amend and agree:
- response to input
DMBs decide whether to - Recommendations

participate

Round 1 PSE: Marking out the Pitch
"This is the issue and how we're going about it: any thoughts?"

LEAFLET TO ALL HOUSEHOLDS
- build understanding of all members of public

S/H ORG
WORKSHOP
- build understanding
- seek input to:
- work prog + ToRs

N'FORUMS+PARISH
CIRCUIT
- build understanding
- seek input to:
- work prog + ToRs

CITIZENS PANEL

- solicit issues/ concerns
and check they are
addressed by work
programme and criteria

- criteria
- PSE plan
-solicit issues/concerns

- criteria
- PSE plan
-solicit issues/concerns

Round 2 PSE: Disseminate Results and Way Fwd
"This is how far we've got including the screening work, and how
we intend on moving forward: what do you think?"

MEDIA BRIEFING

LEAFLET TO ALL HOUSEHOLDS
- raise awareness

- update to all members of public

S/H ORG
WORKSHOP
- disseminate results
- build understanding
- assess info needs
- solicit views on:

- way forward

- issues/concerns

CITIZENS PANEL
- understand likely public
reaction to results
- assess info needs
- solicit views on:
- way forward
- issues/concerns

N'FORUMS+PARISH
CIRCUIT
- disseminate results
- build understanding
- assess info needs
- solicit views on:
- way forward
- issues/concerns

Round 3 PSE: Establish Extent of Support
"To what extent would you support or oppose
WCumbria

participating in the process, and why?"

S/H ORG N'FORUMS/PARISH CITIZENS PANEL
WORKSHOP CIRCUIT - test consultation

- discussions solely to - discussions solely to document before it goes
inform input to the public | |inform input to the public | |live

consultation consultation - solicit views to

compare with the public
consultation results

PUBLIC CONSULTATION, 12 week

- establish extent of support and rationale
- solicit any outstanding concerns
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Brief Explanation of Activities

Database Building

All the activities above rely on a comprehensive central database being set up in
such a way as to capture and handle the contact details of all organisations and
individuals likely to want to participate in the process running up to the decision
whether to participate. It is proposed that this is done by each Partnership member
writing to all its contacts (both organisations and individuals) inviting them to join the
"WCumbria MRWS Partnership" distribution list. A standard letter can be provided to
help members, including provision of prepaid envelopes and reply forms for
enclosure etc. The secretariat and Programme Manager would then compile the
responses and build the database.

Website (Level: Informing — see Appendix 1)

The Partnership could set up a website that operates as the main hub for information
regarding the local MRWS process. It could contain basic information, regular
updates, Meeting Reports and future dates, as well as signpost how people can get
involved. The website could have a 'sign-up' facility to enable interested people to
register to receive email updates, so adding to the database. Additionally, the public
consultation in Round 3 could be managed via the website which improves
transparency, auditability as well as streamlines costs. This could all be subject to an
additional brief so that it can be delivered by a sub-contractor on behalf of the
Partnership, or by one of the members. If outsourced, this is unlikely to be
operational before mid-autumn due to necessary procurement procedures.

Leaflet to Households (Level: Informing)

In order for all households to be informed of the process and potential screening
work, the cost and effort of putting some form of leaflet through every door in West
Cumbria is deemed worth it. In Round 1 the existing 4 factsheets that DECC have
produced will be used as a start point for the drafting of the leaflet. A similar leaflet
drop in Round 2 could be carried out to disseminate the results of the screening work
and potentially identify any further information needed to inform a decision whether to
participate.

Neighbourhood Forums and Parishes (Level: Consulting)

The Partnership has suggested that existing mechanisms should be used where
possible. Therefore it is proposed that the Neighbourhood Forums and Parish
Councils are revisited as appropriate in each of the 3 rounds of PSE. Depending on
the time available at the meetings, an update can be given and discussion directed
towards key issues that the Partnership want input on at the time. The meetings can
also be used to answer questions and capture (and respond to) concerns raised. A
collated report of the issues raised and how the input influenced the Partnership's
work could be compiled and fed back. There are 21 Forums in total (11 in Allerdale
and 10 in Copeland) and most operate on a 3 month meeting cycle: a period of 3-4
months should therefore allow most if not all to be attended, if enough notice is given.
It is acknowledged that the County Council will need to be closely involved as they
oversee the Neighbourhood Forums.

Citizens Panel (Level: Consulting)

It could be useful for the Partnership to have reference to a randomly selected
sample of non-aligned citizens that have time to develop an understanding of the
issues throughout the lifetime of the Partnership. Whilst a Citizens Panel has just
been relaunched in Copeland to cover a wide range of issues, it is recommended
that a new and relatively limited Citizens Panel be recruited from the edited electoral
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register specifically for MRWS. The Citizens Panel could cover both Copeland and
Allerdale and analysis could allow differences between the geographic areas to be
drawn out. A small incentive may need to be provided to encourage patrticipation.
Each Round of PSE can draw on the Citizens Panel to 'test the water' with both the
content and presentation of documentation as well as provide substantive feedback
on the Partnership's activity.

Stakeholder Workshops (Level: Involving)

There are various stakeholder organisations that need to input to the process at key
stages D either because they have expertise to add, or would be involved in the
process later - but they do not currently sit on the Partnership. These include:

' Industry, SLCs and the West Cumbria Business Cluster
I GONW, NWDA, NWRA

I Westlakes Renaissance

I Neighbouring County and Borough/District Councils

I Neighbouring Parish/Town Councils

I Other Trade Unions

I Regulators: SEPA, DfT, FSA, CNC, CNPA

I Scottish Government

I BNES, NIA

I Cumbria Wildlife Trust, ACT and other NGOs not yet invited
I Emergency services

I Youth Parliament/Council

I Others to potentially be added...

It is proposed that a bespoke workshop targeted at such stakeholder organisations
be organised so that they can be brought up to speed and given the opportunity to
input in the 3 Rounds of PSE. The workshop would be by invitation only, targeted at
formally constituted organisations that represent a wider set of interests beyond a
single individual. Criteria for invitation could usefully be:

I organisation is formally constituted with a role to represent others
I have a direct interest in MRWS
I is based in or near West Cumbria

At this stage it is considered that planning should assume a maximum of 80-100
attendees. In each of the 3 Rounds of PSE, these are likely to be full day events
given the amount of updates required as well as time for discussion and input to the
Partnership. The Partnership may need to be flexible on how many are run: demand
could lead to more than one in each Round. A possible date for the workshop in
Round 1 PSE is mid-October, to be adjacent to the CARL event already organised.

Written Consultation (Level: Consulting)

Round 3 in particular requires a formalised way in which the Partnership can
establish the extent of support or otherwise. Written consultation via a 'consultation
document' and series of questions that can be analysed both qualitatively and
quantitatively provides this. Written consultation has the advantage of being a familiar
process to many, as well as being subject to formal Government guidance in terms of
its format and quality. It is proposed that the consultation be managed predominantly
via the website to improve accessibility, but with a hard copy option for those without
easy IT access. The Partnership will need to be ready to organise additional activities
to support people inputting to the consultation e.g. drop-ins, public meetings,
surgeries etc. Submissions would be compiled into a summary of responses and
feedback provided as to the influence they had.
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Supporting Member Activity (Level: Informing and Consulting)

Most Partnership members have their own newsletters or e-bulletins that will need to
be 'piggy-backed' upon if the message is to be spread effectively about the work.
Members will be asked to volunteer to help advertise PSE activity via these
mechanisms at timely intervals. Generic supporting text will be provided where
possible by the secretariat and Programme Manager, to be adapted by members.
Additionally, generic presentations could be developed for Partnership members to
give at their meetings etc: this would support members in fulfilling their 'constituency
feedback' role and provide standardisation in the messages being shared.

Collation, Amendment and Feedback

The above activity is only worthwhile if the Partnership collates all the input together
and makes changes as a result. Therefore it is proposed that the strands of PSE are
brought together by the PSE Sub-Group. This will involve some Partnership
representation at all the PSE events, collating the input received, considering the
responses and then making recommendations to the full Partnership on what
amendments should be made before the material is put to the Decision-Making
Bodies for endorsement. For Round 1, a high level summary and response document
would be compiled: this will be fed back to those who participated in Round 1 to
illustrate how the Partnership has responded to suggestions or concerns.

The Partnership is invited to:
I discuss and amend the PSE plan above
I decide if it wishes to pursue the plan and when it should start

I ask the PSE Sub-Group to oversee the plan's development and delivery
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Appendix 5 — How Members Represent their Organisations on the Partnership

All Partnership members recognise the need to update the organisations that they
represent and proactively feed their views in. This is essential to prevent Partnership
members becoming 'detached' from their organisation in terms of understanding, as
well as maintaining the credibility of the representative role that members commit to
fulfilling. The table below sets out how each organisation undertakes to do this.

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

Organisation

Nominated Representatives and
preferred contact details

Mechanisms Used

Sam Standage
Mike Davidson

Verbal progress report provided to
the following meetings:

- Corporate Management Team/
Heads of Service

- Regeneration Portfolio Holders

- Regeneration Managers Group
(for further cascade)

Allerdale BC Charles Holmes - Partnerships and Communities
charles.holmes@allerdale.gov.uk Directorate
Formal report for endorsement, or
decision, would be via:
- Nuclear Issues Task Group
- Executive Committee Council
Barrow BC Ken Williams

Phil Huck

CALC (Allerdale)

Chris Shaw (officer)
chris.shaw@calc.org.uk
Alan Smith
alan.smith@allerdale.gov.uk

Regular written and verbal report
to CALC's Allerdale Association
meetings

CALC (Copeland)

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

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

CALC

Guy Richardson
office@calc.org.uk

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

Chamber of Commerce
(Cumbria)

Robert Johnston

Copeland BC

Elaine Woodburn
Allan Holliday
John Kane
Yvonne Clarkson
Fergus McMorrow
lan Curwen

Leader's update to Full Council
Update to Nuclear Working Group
Update to Executive at key
milestones

Update to MRWS Task Group
when needed

Eden District Council

Attending next meeting

GMB Union Peter Kane
Lake District National .
Park Authority Stephen Ratcliffe

National Farmers Union

Robert Morris-Eyton

NuLeAF

Fred Barker

Prospect Union

Peter Clements

South Lakes District
Council

Simon Rowley
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WCSSG

David Moore

West Cumbria
Partnership

Willie Slavin
Michael Heaslip

Observing Members:

Brian Clark
CORWM Mark Dutton
Report to various meetings and
Bruce Cairns colleagues with an interest in the
DECC 020 7215 0273 process.

bruce.cairns@decc.gsi.gov.uk

Advise Ministers who take
Government decisions in this area.

Environment Agency

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

FoE WCumbria

Jill Perry / Ruth Balogh

Isle of Man Government

Paul McKenna
Paul.McKenna@gov.im

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

NDA

Alun Ellis alun.ellis@nda.gov.uk
01925 802717

Jay Redgrove
jay.redgrove@nda.gov.uk
01925 802453
Elizabeth.atherton@nda.gov.uk
01925 802826

Monthly reporting to RWMD and
central communications staff.

Dissemination of Partnership
minutes and Meeting Reports to
staff

Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate

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