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1. Introduction  
 
1.1  Objecti ves. 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 participants1 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. 
 
 

                                                
1 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 Communicati ons. 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 Briti sh Geological  Survey informati on. 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 Inter est  (EoI). So far DECC has received EoIs 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 Presentati on. 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.  
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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 Voluntar ism. The concept of a community volunteering to participate in the site assessment 
process and the inclusion of a benefits package originated from international experience. CoRWM 
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 Alternati ve si tes. 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 Criter ia 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 Acti vi ti es. 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 Ð to the maximum extent possible Ð 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 Benefi ts.  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 Safet y, Security,  Envi ronment and Planning. Work programme activities suggested 
included: 

a) Identification 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  Discussi on 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 Websi te. 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 Bilater al Meeti ngs. 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 Speci alist s. 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 Timi ng. 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 
 
 

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  Acti ons. The following actions were agreed: 
 
1 Circulate draft report for comment 3KQ 17 Jul 
2 Comment on draft report All 24 Jul 
3 Amend report, and circulate Final Version 3KQ 31 Jul 
4 Upload report to website CBC 7 Aug 
5 Inform the Partnership if hear of any relevant documents from 

the BGS/Nirex archive being published as a result of BGS' 
recent public notice (see para 2.7 above) 

Alun Ellis Ongoing 

6 Update Criteria paper and send to Steering Group 3KQ 23 Jul 
7 Review and develop PSE Plan AND consider wording for the 

PSE criterion AND review leaflet wording and plans 
PSE SG 17 Jul 

8 Complete constituency feedback appendix in the meeting report All 24 Jul 
9 Register for the CARL conference on 20-21 October All ongoing 
10 Pass a copy of the current leaflet to the County Council 3KQ 15 Jul 
11 Send a copy of "Geological Disposal: Planning for 

Implementation" to both Steering Group and PSE Sub-Group 
NDA - 

12 Start building central database of contacts via members 3KQ - 
13 Update Funding Stakeholders Policy and pass to SG for signoff 3KQ - 
14  Include 'capacity building for DMBs' in the new work 

programme 
3KQ - 
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7. Acronyms 
 

ABC / AllerdaleBC  Allerdale Borough Council  
BGS   British Geological Survey 
CBC / CopelandBC Copeland Borough Council 
CCC / CumbriaCC Cumbria County Council 
CALC   Cumbria Association of Local Councils 
CoRWM   Committee on Radioactive Waste Management 
DECC   Department of Energy and Climate Change 
DtP   Decision to Participate 
EoI    Expression of Interest 
GDF   Geological Disposal Facility 
IPC   Infrastructure Planning Commission 
ILW   Intermediate Level Waste 
LLW   Low Level Waste 
MRWS   Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 
NDA   Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 
NuLeAF   Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum 
PSE   Public and Stakeholder Engagement 
RoW   Right of Withdrawal 
ToRs   Terms of Reference 
WCSSG   West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group 
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Appendix 1 Ð Agenda for the 14 July 2009 workshop 
 
Objectives of the workshop are to: 

!  Explore and incorporate lessons learned from the Nirex process in the 1990's 

!  Review and develop criteria to use when recommending whether to participate or not 

!  Discuss and agree the PSE Plan, including timing of the BGS work 

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

Time Item Notes 

0900 Arrivals and Registration  

0930 Welcome, Agenda setting 
Elaine Woodburn, Leader CBC 
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 
 

 Public Questions Opportunity for members of the 
public to ask questions 

1230 LUNCH (approx. timing) 

  
Public and Stakeholder 
Engagement Plan 
 

 
Review and agree the PSE Sub-
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 Ð Attendees on 14 July 2009 
 
Charles Holmes  Allerdale Borough Council 
Tim Heslop   Allerdale Borough Council 
Carni McCarron-Holmes Allerdale Borough Council 
Guy Richardson  CALC 
Elaine Woodburn  Copeland Borough Council 
Allan Holiday   Copeland Borough Council 
Ian Curwen   Copeland Borough Council 
Fergus McMorrow  Copeland Borough Council 
Yvonne Clarkson  Copeland Borough Council 
John Kane   Copeland Borough Council 
Chris Shaw   Copeland CALC 
Keith Hitchen   Copeland CALC 
Robert Morris-Eyton  National Farmers Union 
Fred Barker   NuLeAF 
Tony Jones   Prospect Union 
David Moore   West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group 
Willie Slavin   West Cumbria Strategic Partnership 
Michael Heaslip  West Cumbria Strategic Partnership 
 
Observi ng Members 
Ruth Balogh   Friends of the Earth West Cumbria 
Bruce Cairns   DECC 
Lewis Mortimer  DECC 
Elizabeth Atherton  NDA  
Alun Ellis   NDA 
Brian Clark   CoRWM 
Mark Dutton   CoRWM 
Doug Ilet   Environment Agency 
Mick Bacon   Health and Safety Inspectorate 
 
 
Faci litators, Secr etariat and Presenter s 
Richard Harris   3KQ (Facilitator) 
Rhuari Bennett  3KQ (Facilitator and Programme Manager) 
Sharon Walker  Copeland Borough Council (Secretariat) 
John Hetherington  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:  WCumbria MRWS Steering Group 
Status:  Draft 
Purpose: To develop draft criteria for the Partnership to use when 

recommending whether to participate or not 
Notes: 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 Paper2, and not 
beyond. 

 

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

!  be subject to a round of wider stakeholder organisation comments 
!  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 
Planning 

!  Satisfied that suitable 
regulatory and planning 
processes are in place or 
being developed to protect 
residents, workforce and the 
environment 
  

 
 
 

!  Acceptable regulatory bodies 
and processes exist or are 
being developed 

!  Adequate communication links 
between regulators and 
community are present and 
working 

!  Acceptability of the planning 
aspects of the siting process 

Geology !  Whether the Partnership is 
confident in the integrity of the 
BGS screening work/report 
 
 

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

!  Acceptable peer review 
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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!  Whether the Partnership is 

confident that appropriate 
possibilities exist to assess 
and mitigate blight if it occurs 
 

!  Whether the Partnership is 
confident that the possibility of 
a repository fits appropriately 
with the overall direction of 
the relevant community/ies 
 

and operation of the facility 
 

!  Acceptable process is in place 
to assess any negative impacts 
and mitigate them 

 
 
!  Support for the possibility of a 

repository at Borough and/or 
County level in relation to other 
long term priorities 

Design and 
Engineering 

!  Satisfied that the design 
concepts being developed are 
appropriate 
 

 
 
 
!  Satisfied with the proposed 

inventory to be managed in a 
facility 

!  Acceptable design concept and 
flexibility thereof 

!  Reassurance that 
reversibility/retrieveability is an 
option, and flexibility to confirm 
this later 
 

!  Knowledge of what the 
inventory is, and acceptable 
process for how the inventory 
would be changed, including 
how the community can 
influence this 

Process !  Whether the Partnership is 
confident that the siting 
process is sufficiently robust 
and flexible to meet their 
needs 

!  Acceptable process of moving 
from 'possibly suitable areas' to 
specific potential host sites 

!  Provision for 'pause points' to 
allow more work to be 
undertaken at the Partnership's 
request 

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

!  Government commitment to 
sustain the process 

Public and 
stakeholder views 

!  Whether the siting process is 
capable of inspiring public 
confidence, including 
confidence amongst those 
engaged about the 
Partnership itself, the forward 
process and the balance of 
positive and negative impacts 

 

!  PSE outputs that provide 
evidence that the siting process 
is capable of inspiring public 
confidence in West Cumbria 

!  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 
 
 

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

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?" 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
       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 
WORKSHOP 
 - build understanding 
 - seek input to: 
        - work prog + ToRs 
        - criteria 
        - PSE plan 
 -solicit issues/concerns 

Phase 2 Post-
Screening 
 - receive BGS report 
 - revise PSE plan 
  

 
DMBs endorse plans 
 

 
Amend and agree: 
 - response to results 
 - way forward incl PSE 3 
 - response to concerns raised 

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.  

START HERE 
- DMBs set up the MRWS     
Partnership 
 

 
DMBs endorse plans 
 

N'FORUMS+PARISH 
CIRCUIT 
 - build understanding 
 - seek input to: 
        - work prog + ToRs 
        - criteria 
        - PSE plan 
 -solicit issues/concerns 

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

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

BGS Screening 

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

MEDIA BRIEFING 
 - raise awareness 

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

LEAFLET TO ALL HOUSEHOLDS 
 - update to all members of public 
  

Phase 3 Test 
Support, and Report 
 

Amend and agree: 
- response to input 
- Recommendations 
  

 
DMBs decide whether to 
participate 

S/H ORG 
WORKSHOP 
 - discussions solely to 
inform input to the public 
consultation 

N'FORUMS/PARISH 
CIRCUIT 
- discussions solely to 
inform input to the public 
consultation 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION, 12 week 
 - establish extent of support and rationale 
 - solicit any outstanding concerns 
  

CITIZENS PANEL 
- test consultation 
document before it goes 
live 
- solicit views to 
compare with the public 
consultation results 
 

CITIZENS PANEL 
- understand likely public 
reaction to results 
- assess info needs 
- solicit views on: 
      - way forward 
      - issues/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 participation. 
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 Ð 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 
!  GONW, NWDA, NWRA 
!  Westlakes Renaissance 
!  Neighbouring County and Borough/District Councils 
!  Neighbouring Parish/Town Councils 
!  Other Trade Unions 
!  Regulators: SEPA, DfT, FSA, CNC, CNPA 
!  Scottish Government 
!  BNES, NIA 
!  Cumbria Wildlife Trust, ACT and other NGOs not yet invited 
!  Emergency services 
!  Youth Parliament/Council 
!  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: 

!  organisation is formally constituted with a role to represent others 

!  have a direct interest in MRWS  

!  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: 

!  discuss and amend the PSE plan above 

!  decide if it wishes to pursue the plan and when it should start 

!  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 

Allerdale BC 

Sam Standage 
Mike Davidson  
Charles Holmes 
charles.holmes@allerdale.gov.uk  

Verbal progress report provided to 
the following meetings: 
- Corporate Management Team/ 
Heads of Service 
- Regeneration Portfolio Holders 
- Regeneration Managers Group 
(for further cascade) 
- Partnerships and Communities 
Directorate 
 
Formal report for endorsement, or 
decision, would be via: 
- Nuclear Issues Task Group 
- Executive Committee Council 

Barrow BC Ken Williams 
Phil Huck 

 

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 
Ian Curwen 

Leader's update to Full Council 
Update to Nuclear Working Group 
Update to Executive at key 
milestones 
Update to MRWS Task Group 
when needed 

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: 

CoRWM Brian Clark 
Mark Dutton 

 

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

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

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

 

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  

 

 
 
 


