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Executive Summary

Overview. The 6™ meeting of the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely
Partnership took place on 13" January 2010 in Maryport. 28 people attended with 8
members of the public present to observe the meeting. Broadly speaking the aims of the
meeting were to monitor the Partnership's public engagement work, assess the
regulatory framework, and understand the retrievability of waste from a disposal facility.

Updates. The Terms of Reference, Work Programme and PSE Plan have been
published on the website for comment by 31% January 2010. Chairing of the Partnership
has rotated to Allerdale Borough Council for 6 months. A Funding Stakeholders Policy
has been adopted and is available for Partnership members to use to claim back
allowable expenses. An independent evaluator has been appointed to review the whole
Partnership process, focussing particularly on the Public and Stakeholder Engagement
(PSE) work. A communications adviser has been appointed to provide communications
advice and support. The Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) gave
further assurance that work is still ongoing to secure further Expressions of Interest from
other areas of the country. It is expected that environmentalists Jean McSorley and Ruth
Balogh will present at the next Partnership meeting, although this is not confirmed. Lake
District National Park Authority have confirmed their position on the Partnership. A
request to join the Partnership has been received from Churches Together in Cumbria.

Public and Stakeholder Engagement. The Partnership reviewed the ongoing PSE work
and it was confirmed that a report detailing the results from all of the various strands will
be presented to the Partnership for consideration and response at the 31 March meeting.

Regulation. The Partnership heard a presentation on the Roles and Processes of
Regulators in the Implementation of MRWS, which explained the different roles of the
Environment Agency, the Health & Safety Executive and the Department for Transport.
The subsequent discussion covered a number of areas on which the Partnership required
clarification/further consideration. Particular issues for clarification included highlighting
differences between regulating a Geological Disposal Facility (GDF) and an existing site,
on regulatory resourcing and the regulatorsGole in assessing the quality and capacity of
transport infrastructure. Further consideration by the Partnership was noted as being
required in relation to planning processes, the linkages to regulation, change control of a
GDF inventory and the degree to which regulators could be influenced by potential host
communities and any Community Siting Partnership in the future.

Retrievability. The Partnership also heard two presentations from the Nuclear
Decommissioning Authority (NDA) outlining international research on retrievability and
how the NDA is addressing retrievability in designing a GDF. Further discussion on this
topic will take place at the next Partnership meeting on 23" February.

The Partnership discussed concerns raised by the Cumbria Association of Local Councils
(CALC) regarding their membersQviews on the current aim and operation of the
Partnership. It was agreed that the issues raised warranted detailed thought by a smaller
group and that the outcomes of these discussions would form a part of the review of the
work of the Partnership to date, alongside the views being gathered as part of the public
and stakeholders engagement activity.

For future meeting dates and more information please see the PartnershipOsvebsite
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk.
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1. Introduction

1.1 B Objectives. Specific objectives for the day were to:
¥ Monitor and guide Round 1 PSE (task 6a(ii))

¥ Understand what regulatory bodies and processes are in place, what their roles
are and what regulatory processes exist (task 1a(i))

¥ Develop a common understanding of the meanings of
reversibility/retrievability/recoverability and the implications associated with them,
as well as how flexible the generic design concept is (task 4a(ii))

The full agenda is in Appendix 1.
1.2 b Attendance. 28 participants® attended at The Wave in Maryport on 13" January

2010. A full list of those in attendance is in Appendix 2. The meeting was open for the
public to observe: 8 members of the public attended.

2. Updates

2.1 DTerms of Reference, Work Programme and PSE Plan published

These three key documents have been published on the website, so that stakeholders
and members of the public who cannot participate in the main strands of engagement still
have an opportunity to input. The deadline for comments is 31% January.

2.2 B Chairing

The Terms of Reference indicate that the Chair will rotate between the Principal
Authorities. Therefore from January 2010 onwards for 6 months Mike Davidson of
Allerdale Borough Council will hold the Chair of the Partnership, and then Tim Knowles of
Cumbria County Council for 6 months.

2.3 DFunding Stakeholders Policy (doc 8)

This policy has been adopted by the Steering Group on behalf of the Partnership and is
available for members to use to claim back allowable expenses. The Steering Group
encourage members to claim their expenses so that the true and complete cost of the
Partnership's work can be measured. The policy can be downloaded from the document
library at www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk. Clarification was requested by CALC on how
the policy should apply to their elected members.

2.4 bEvaluation

An independent evaluator has been appointed to review the whole Partnership process,
including the PSE work. David Collier (Golder Associates) will report to the Steering
Group and work closely with the Programme Manager. A draft evaluation plan has been
issued to the Steering Group and the plan will subsequently go to the Partnership and
onto the website for comment. An interim report is due to be published just before the end

! Plus 4 from the facilitation team and secretariat
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of Round 1 PSE, so that the Steering Group and the Partnership have input from Golder
Associates on their thoughts on the PSE process.

2.5 bCommunications Advisor

Paul Gardner, of Osprey Communications, has been appointed to give communications
advice and support to the Partnership. Paul reports to the Steering Group and will work
closely with the PSE Sub-Group to develop an over arching communications plan that fits
with the current PSE Plan. Paul is the first point of contact for media liaison.

2.6 bUpdate from DECC

Bruce Cairns from DECC introduced Andrew Craze who has been seconded from the
NDA to DECC for a period of 12 months, starting in Dec 2009 to specifically work on
MRWS.

2.7 bUpdate from CoRWM

CoRWAM invited the former chair of the Partnership to present to them at a recent
meeting. There was a great deal of interest shown in the work of the Partnership at this
meeting and CoRWM hope that it will be possible for similar updates to continue on a
regular basis.

2.8 DExpressions of Interest

A discussion was held regarding concerns that Partnership members are aware of in
Cumbria that the siting of a GDF in West Cumbria is perceived by some as Oadone dealO.
One dimension of this concern is that there is no other area in the country that has yet
come forward, together with concern regarding how much effort is being put into securing
other areas that are interested. There was a request for an update from DECC on
progress since writing to all English Local Authorities in Sept ©9 regarding further
Expressions of Interest, and for comments from CoRWM regarding their previously
expressed concerns on this issue.

DECC advised that there have been no other Expressions of Interest to date and assured
the Partnership that DECC will advise them immediately of any changes to the situation.
Assurance was given regarding the additional activities that are taking place in addition to
the letter to LAs. DECC also reiterated that they would welcome any further suggestions
about how to promote Expressions of Interest.

CoRWM confirmed that they receive regular updates from DECC on all efforts being
made and advised that they havenOtome up with any ideas that DECC are not already
pursuing.

2.9 DNGO involvement on the Partnership

It is expected that Jean McSorley and Ruth Balogh will present jointly their views on
MRWS to the Partnership meeting on 23 February. The individuals work with
Greenpeace and Friends of the Earth respectively but are not representing these
organisations' views, rather they are inputting their views as well-informed
environmentalists on nuclear waste matters, in order to outline some of the broader
concerns which the NGOs have expressed.

2.10 B Churches Together in Cumbria (CTiC)

A request has been received from Revd Dr Lindsay Gray of CTiC to be invited to join the
Partnership. A discussion was held about the potential merits of agreeing to this request,
with several members expressing that they would welcome the involvement of CTiC due
to their acute interest in nuclear issues and the fact that they are in contact with a lot of
people across Cumbria. Concern was expressed about setting a precedent regarding
responses to requests for membership given that West Cumbria Strategic Partnership
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represents these interests already. Willie Slavin agreed to talk to Revd Dr Gray on behalf
of the Partnership about their potential future involvement and the possibility of a
presentation by the Partnership at the upcoming CTiC conference.

2.11 b Lake District National Park Authority membership on the Partnership

The LDNPA has now decided to formally take up its place on the Partnership. They were
not able to field a member due to other commitments today but intend to from 23"
February onwards.
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3. Public & Stakeholder Engagement
Work - Update and Monitoring

3.1 bintroduction

The PSE (Public and Stakeholder Engagement) Round 1 process is in full progress with
various strands of work either completed or ongoing. The challenge for the PSE sub-
group is how to integrate this into one report for the Partnership on 31% March before the
BGS survey is commissioned. A brief update on each strand is given below:

3.1.a D Leaflet. Delivery is complete. All households in West Cumbria (barring a
small number that have been heavily affected by the flooding) should now have
received a leaflet announcing the PartnershipOdormation and its work.

3.1.b BNewsl etter. The first newsletter was sent out to over 300 contacts on the
database in November ©9, and the second to over 400 contacts in early January
2010.

3.1.c DAwareness Survey. Ipsos/Mori conducted the baseline survey of public
awareness around MRWS and the Partnership's activity, before the leaflet drop
began in mid Nov. The results will soon be circulated and published so they can
be considered as part of the first round of PSE. Concern was expressed for future
rounds of surveys that care should be taken in avoiding confusion with other
consultations that are happening simultaneously.

3.1.d BNeighbourhood Forums. 14 of the 22 Forum meetings have now been
completed with attendance of between 20 and 70 people at each one. Each
meeting has two Steering Group members manning a basic information display
from 6 p.m., presenting a standard presentation to the Forum and answering
questions. Broadly speaking, questions from members of the public have, to date,
been similar to the questions the Partnership itself exists to find answers for. This
provides reassurance that the Partnership is largely 'in tune' with public concerns.
The full list of meeting dates is available on the website. [Following the meeting,
further Forums in Allerdale were suspended due to the flooding impact and these
cannot be rescheduled before the end of Round 1 PSE. See 3.2 below for further
discussion and decisions on the implications for PSE 1.]

3.1.e b Stakeholder Organisation Workshop. This workshop was held on 4"
December. It was the first opportunity for stakeholder organisations to hear in-
depth about the Partnership and input their views to future plans. The workshop
identified key issues for the Partnership to consider alongside other feedback.
The meeting report is available to download in the document library on the
website (document 38).

3.1.f BCitizens Panel. The survey of 3000 people on the Cumbria Citizens Panel
has included a series of brief questions about people's attitudes to MRWS as part
of their regular written survey. The results are currently being collated and
analysed.

3.1.g bResidents Panel. A small selection of people from the Citizens Panel is
being recruited to form a face-to-face Residents Panel. This meeting of around 30
people will take place in early Feb and will enable more in-depth exploration of
people's attitudes and values in West Cumbria.
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3.1.h B Website. The Partnership website www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk has now
received over 5000 visits. A call log is being kept to register comments received.

3.2 DConcerns re suspensions of Allerdale Neighbourhood Forums

A discussion was held regarding the further suspensions of forums in Allerdale due to the
flooding impact and concerns that there may be large parts of Allerdale where people will
not have had the opportunity to hear a presentation before the end of Round 1 PSE and
before the BGS work is commissioned. Allerdale members advised that there are still lots
of problems with flooding and they are unavoidably down on staff because of this.

A discussion was held about the options for either PSE 1 to finish without the Allerdale
Forum presentations being completed, or to delay the Round 1 PSE deadline until they
have all been rescheduled. The potential merits and downsides of each option were
briefly considered. Some Allerdale representatives were fairly relaxed about leaving
unfinished forums out at this stage due to the weather as long as people could be
involved in other ways. Special public meetings were also considered but it was advised
that this has not always worked well in the past and there are also concerns about
whether it might be regarded as in some way 'speeded up' or ‘hidden' by holding
meetings outside the Neighbourhood Forum system.

It was agreed that this discussion would be taken up by the Steering Group, PSE sub-
group and 3KQ.

[At the time of writing, 6 Forums in Allerdale have been suspended. The Steering Group
have now agreed that the Partnership will:
¥ Mail the distribution lists of the 6 suspended Forums to update them on MRWS.
This will include a DVD of the presentation.
¥ Organise a one-off special meeting during March to accommodate those people
who are particularly interested.]

3.3 DReporting from Round 1 PSE

The PSE sub-group and 3KQ are meeting regularly between now and March 31 to
analyse the information from each strand of engagement and to develop the PSE 1
report. The Partnership meeting on March 31 2010 will reflect on the outputs of PSE 1
and make changes to its work accordingly, unless there are any changes to the timeline
given the current situation with the Neighbourhood Forums.
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4. RegulatorsCRoles and Processes
In the Implementation of MRWS

4.1 PIntroduction

The Partnership has stated in Criterion 1a of their work programme that they @eed to be
satisfied that suitable regulatory and planning bodies and processes are in place or being
developed to protect residents, workforce and the environmentOIn order to address task
1a(i) under this Criterion @nderstand what regulatory bodies and processes are in place,
what their roles are and what regulatory processes they have in place or are developingO,
an advance paper was requested by the EA, HSE and DfT (document 36, available on
the website) and supported by a presentation from the EA on behalf of all three
organisations. The points raised after the presentation are summarised in 4.2 ©4.13
below.

Health and Safety Department for
Executive ?SEE Tr: anspor t

Content 2> Tanpart

Overview of Regulators CRoles and
Responsibilities in the Implementation
of Managing Radioactive Waste Safely

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership, 13 ™ January 2010

Introduction o Transport

¥ Criterion 1a from the Partnership @ work
programme is that they should be " Satisfied that
suitable regulatory and planning processes are
in place or being developed to protect residents,
workforce and the environment "

¥ "Task 1a(i): Understand what regulatory bodies
are involved, what their roles are and what
regulatory processes they have in place or are
developing".

¥ Presentation and accompanying paper is to help
the Partnership begin to address these matters.

Specific

E413 Department for
Requirements HSE Transport

¥ A Geological Disposal Facility will require a
permit for disposal from the Environment Agency

D would include non -radioactive issues

¥ It will also require a nuclear site licence from
HSE (new regulations to be made)

b Licence Conditions will apply covering safety,
including during construction, commissioning,
operation.

¥ Transport of waste must meet DfT safety
requirements

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership

¥ Regulatory bodies Qoles

¥ Regulatory process for facility development
¥ Our expectations

¥ Interactions with public

¥ Regulatory independence

¥ Current scrutiny

Regulators CRoles & Transport

¥ Environment Agency enforces environmental
protection law; includes disposals of radioactive
waste from all producers (aerial, liquid, solid).

¥ HSE enforces health and safety law on nuclear
installations: work -related health and safety
aspects (NII), security of nuclear material
(OCNS), safeguards (UKSO).

¥ DfT regulates the transport of radioactive
material by road, rail and sea.

Regulatory %>

cepurement for
frameworks HSE Transport

Page 9 of 34

¥ Developing a Geological Disposal Facility will
involve long timescales.

¥ Regulatory involvement falls into two parts
b Early engagement and advice (constructive criticism)
b Statutory regulation
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Department for

Transport

Safety Case = S

A key submission for the regulators will be the
GDF safety case

¥ @\ structured collection of arguments and
evidence that demonstrates the safety of
disposals etc. of radioactive waste O

¥ Owned by the developer/operator

¥ QuiveGsuite of documents, updated throughout
development, operations and at closure

¥ Must satisfy our requirements

Developer Developer & Regulatory
activities submissions activities

Initial site
evaluation p
Siteinvestigation Preliminary v
(Surface-based) evaluation po |

Desk-based
studies

Site.
characterisation Pre-construction
Underground) safety case

1
Construction Pre-operational S
safety case B0 [

Department for

Our Expectations Transport

1. Initial site evaluation

* (Limited site specific data available)
* Present clear arguments on why site selected
* Might facility meet our principles/requirements?

* Operational safety issues (conceptual)

Department for

Transport

Our Expectations %>
HSE

2. Preliminary evaluation

¥ Preliminary calculations using site
data

¥ Consistent with our regulatory
guidance

¥ Development of views on:
b construction safety
b operational aspects

Department for

Transport

Our Expectations ¥ ()

3. Pre-construction

¥ Safety case consistent with our environmental
principles and requirements
b for operational phase and post closure

¥ Shows how our safety principles will be met
during construction
B Mining safety addressed

Department for

Transport

Our Expectations %>
HSE

4. Pre-operational

¥ Knowledge from construction incorporated

¥ Safety case remains consistent with our
environmental principles and requirements
¥ Demonstration how our safety principles have
been/will be met (commissioning programme)
B Operational safety and radiological protection
addressed

[E and through to operation etc.]

The Environmental X &

Department for

Safety Case HSE .7 Transport
ilty g
l Site Surface. Underground | | Underground ‘
Selection _ inve: operations | | operations | | Operation Closure
(Deskatues) | | (nsive sues)| | (Phase 1) rese)

—— 5 Increasing Detail and Quantity of Information —>

Proiminary post.
Initial site environmental finita) ‘operational sl
evauntion | | otety || e | | "y case. | | muronmentat | | & e
-

Refinement of the Environmental Safety Case

Interactions with
public

Department for

Transport

¥ EA engages with local communities when
assessing applications for radioactive waste
disposal

¥ Similar engagement will occur under a staged
regulatory process

¥ The EA, HSE and DfT are working together
B setting up a joint website where we will publish
updates on our activities
D http://mww.environment -agency.gov.uk/geo -disposal

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership
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Regulatory S
independence HSE

¥ HSE and EA charge industry for their regulatory
activities

¥ As Regulators, we have always ensured we
maintain our independence in undertaking our

RWMD Scrutiny o Transport

¥ The E~A(§ NWAT has a formal agreement with
NDAG RWMD

¥ Scope

¥ Geological Disposal Facility concept
¥ Letter of Compliance (LoC) process
¥ Environmental safety case

duties. ¥ Preparation for application
¥ Work programme agreed annually
¥ NWAT review and ‘comment on selected reports
or areas of work ( @ithout prejudice
Joint working o Transport

¥ Joint regulatory working arrangements
B Ensure safe and secure interim storage

¥ Joint guidance on management of higher activity Questions & Discussion

wastes
B important because packages form part of repository
b ensure long-term safety and disposability

¥ Arrangements meet MRWS White Paper
expectations

Questions and areas of discussion

4.2 DRegulatory aspects of transport, infrastructure & emergency situations

Clarity was sought over the DfTOssafety requirements including who is responsible for the
transportation of dangerous goods/package design and who looks at transport
infrastructure, including the ability of the road system to cope with emergency situations.

HSE confirmed that the DfT is only charged with ensuring that the waste package and the
road vehicle itself is safe, and that the capability of the general infrastructure lies outside
this remit.

NDA confirmed that issues to do with roads and bridges are considered as part of the
safety case that has to be submitted to the DfT. NDA also advised that part of their safety
assessment would include current transport operation and the potential impacts if traffic is
added. They are also looking at a range of options for transporting waste, including road,
rail and sea, the aim being to transport waste in ways that would both satisfy the
regulators and minimise safety and environmental impacts.

Cumbria CC confirmed that they would expect rail to be the predominant mode of
transport both during construction and emplacement of material. As the majority of waste
comes from Sellafield which is already served by rail, they expect that environment-
friendly, minimum-impact solutions would be found.

4.3 bConcerns regarding infrastructure

Concerns were expressed re the historical situation in West Cumbria where infrastructure
improvements have not been adequate or as good as expected/promised. It was also
stated that there are high levels of concern in the community over the lack of focus and
importance placed on these issues. The Partnership stressed the need for this to be
looked at, and they wanted to hear more detail about potential plans for planning and
infrastructure. Assurance was also sought regarding guarantees for improvement in
provision of roads to West Cumbria, whilst recognising that this issue is, in reality, a long
way off in terms of negotiating a community benefits package.
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The EA and CCC confirmed that infrastructure capacity is formally covered by the
planning process.

4.4 BDRole of the regulators

HSE confirmed that the role of the regulators is to ensure that at the highest level the law
is met. In order to do this the regulators are working collectively to develop guidance and
standards which when applied will enable the law to be met, and they are engaging early
in order to establish a dialogue with applicants on their expectations.

4.5 bLocal communities and engagement

Clarity was sought on the regulators' definition of local communities in the context of
engagement. The EA explained that the process is not prescriptive and gave assurance
that it is designed to be flexible, not constraining, and would be dependent on the aspect
that is under consultation. For example, an application for waste movements between
sites may require consideration of consultation at both donor and receiver sites. For the
GDF the level of consultation for the siting of boreholes may be much more localised than
it would be for permissioning of the GDF itself. They assured the Partnership that they
would look at the relevant geographical area for each application, and that they would be
willing to listen to anybody who raises concerns about an application.

Assurance was requested by the Partnership that when they come to look at making
recommendations, the definition of local community will be defined more clearly. HSE
stated that it is very difficult to define local community at this stage but that they would try
to define it at the appropriate time by going to local councils etc. and asking who needs to
be involved in different decisions.

4.6 DRole of the Partnership in the regulatory process - communication and liaison
The Partnership asked that the regulators develop their thinking on how they might
engage with a potential Community Siting Partnership in future, if West Cumbria was to
continue to Stage 4 of the Government process. This was so that:

¥ The regulators' work is informed by the views of the local community
¥ Decisions, where possible, can be made together

¥ Engagement can be joined up between regulators and the Partnership, where
appropriate

The regulators reiterated their commitment to the current Partnership, referring to named
staff whose job it is to support the work by providing information and answering
questions.

Whilst the Partnership appreciated this, members decided to add to their work
programme a formal request to the regulators to give written reassurance on their
commitment to engaging positively with a potential Community Siting Partnership.

4.7 BCommunity control over changes to the inventory

Members asked whether a potential Community Siting Partnership would be able to veto
a change to the inventory or an associated safety case. Regulators confirmed that
nobody could @etoQdecisions within their remit as that is the point of having an
independent regulator, but that they would consult with the local community if such a
change was to be suggested. It was also noted that the stages of the potential planning
process over the coming years Dif a decision to move forward is taken B could give a
chance to build increased community control into the process. The Partnership is due to
examine the inventory under Task 4b in their work programme.
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It was noted that the safety case and GDF inventory would have to remain consistent and
that if the inventory was increased the safety cases would need to be revisited and
potentially updated and submitted for regulatory review.

The NDA confirmed that if the inventory was to be changed from what was included in the
original planning application, in all likelihood further planning permission would be
required. This in turn would mean the local community would be consulted.

4.8 DRestrictions of the permitting process.

It was noted that the technical permitting process that the regulators are required to use
can be quite restrictive, meaning they cannot refuse a permit unless hard evidence can
be provided to justify the refusal. This may prevent the EA adopting a precautionary
approach on behalf of a local community where technical information and understanding
is still being developed. The regulators agreed that they regulate against set standards so
they cannot refuse a permit if a developer can demonstrate it meets the regulatorsO
standards.

It was noted that the Environment Agency are to receive new powers in April 2010 called
'staged regulation' which will enable them to formally regulate earlier in the process for a

GDF. For example, statutory powers would begin for the Environment Agency prior to the
drilling of boreholes. This earlier involvement was welcomed by the Partnership.

The HSE confirmed that it is their policy to only issue a licence after planning permission
has been granted, not before.

4.9 bChanges in laws and regulatory standards

Concern was expressed about the absence of laws or regulation that is specifically
related to a GDF and the fact that as regulations can change there is no way of knowing
what might happen in the future. The HSE confirmed that whilst regulations D like laws B
can and do always change, there must be proper consultation before that happens.

4.10 bRegulation of the regulators and adequacy of resources

A question was raised about how confident the Partnership feels that the regulators have
the expertise and resources to carry out their role to the PartnershipOssatisfaction, and
who else might have responsibility for overseeing that.

The Environment Agency have a relatively small internal team who look to keep their
capabilities and resources matched to the demands of MRWS but will not comprise a
large in-house team and they will look to contract outside support when required.

CoRWM confirmed that they have been formally set up to scrutinise the plans of the
Government and the NDA and that at the moment they have not identified any issues or
concerns regarding the regulators or their resources. They did however raise the question
over who regulates the regulators and to whom are they accountable. Concern was
expressed by CoRWM over whether they have the resources to do this and whether they
are the appropriate body to do so.

4.11 b RegulatorsGassessment of the safety case

Input was sought from the regulators on how they assess the safety case and satisfy
themselves as to its accuracy. The EA confirmed that they start this process as early as
possible. The EA assess the safety case throughout its development as part of early
dialogue in order to understand the safety case methodology and also gain an insight into
the important aspects of the safety case. The EA has a free hand in deciding whether or
not to request the developer to carry out further calculations or in deciding whether or not
it should undertake independent calculations. This is done internally in the EA and also
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by using particular external expertise, being mindful of the potential for conflicts of interest
in the supply chain. The HSE confirmed their approach is similar, in that they do not
check every single calculation but rather sample the most important judgements based
on their expert knowledge.

4.12 b Complexity and ambiguity

Some members of the Partnership expressed their increasing concern about the
complexities and ambiguity regarding the issues that had been discussed including the
lack of clarity about how all of the aspects of regulation which apply to aspects of MRWS
will fit together with other areas, most importantly planning and the potential use of the
Infrastructure Planning Commission, as well as the potential for significant changes to the
GDF inventory in the future. A suggestion was made to bring forward the planning
presentation to enable the Partnership to better understand some of the links between
the various processes: this will be done within the usual constraints of the work
programme.

4.13 bWay forward and actions

It was recognised that a number of criteria in the work programme cannot be signed off
as completed and therefore need to be managed on a continual basis. The Partnership
also needs to balance the need for rigour in addressing tasks against setting up new
tasks for issues that should only be addressed by a potential Community Siting
Partnership. It was therefore agreed that the Programme Manager and Steering Group
will look at a way of categorising the work programme to identify a system for logging
tasks going forward.

In terms of Task 1a(i) the following actions were agreed:

¥ Regulators to respond to written questions arising:
1 - what is different about regulating a GDF in comparison to what, for example,
you already do at Sellafield?
2 - what extra staff/skills have you taken on, or will you be taking on?
3 - to what extent do you feel you are adequately resourced to develop and
manage the regulation required, and where are there uncertainties remaining
about resourcing?
4 - who has the remit to consider the quality and capacity of the transport
infrastructure when regulating the GDF, both during routine operations and
emergencies?

¥ Add a new Task la(iv) b Seek written reassurance from regulators on the nature of
their engagement with a potential Community Siting Partnership.

¥ Plan in more detail the delivery of Task la(iii) Understand the Planning System,
including the linkages to regulation.

The regulators offered a further session if it would be of use and also to take questions or
comments. They will then consider either updating their joint website or revising the paper
for the Partnership in response to issues raised. [Post-meeting note: the regulators®
paper has been finalised and uploaded to the Partnership website and the questions
raised will be responded to separately as per the meeting Actions. The regulators are
considering using these questions and responses as the basis for a set of Frequently
Asked Questions to be presented on their joint website]
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5. CALC Paper to the Partnership

5.1 bBackground to the Paper (see Appendix 3 for a copy of the Paper)

CALC explained the context behind their reasons for publishing the paper following their
December meeting of the Joint Executives of the Allerdale and Copeland Associations.
At this meeting detailed consideration was given to how they felt the partnership was
progressing and several concerns were raised. These concerns have been captured in
the attached paper together with recommendations regarding potential amendments to
the aim and operation of the Partnership going forward.

5.2 DResponses

It was suggested that a smaller group, including the Officers and CALC, should meet
separately to discuss the issues raised in the paper in more depth as it would be difficult
to do so in a plenary session. Concern was expressed regarding this approach as it was
felt by some that the Partnership itself should deal with problems such as this that arise,
and that serious issues should not always be taken outside the group to be considered
separately. See 5.7 below for the agreed way forward.

5.3 BDConfidence in the process and the Partnership

Whilst MRWS is a process that none of the group have previously engaged in, some
members noted that they are feeling a real sense of optimism about the possibility of
doing so successfully as long as the Partnership is willing to take the time to address
concerns that are raised by Partnership members, stakeholders and/or members of the
public. This was felt by some to be especially important given the strong nuclear voice
that exists in Cumbria and the concerns that the Partnership could be perceived by some
members of the community as being predisposed to accepting a GDF.

5.4 BDTimescales for the process and the role of potential host communities

A discussion was also held regarding the danger of becoming too focussed into detail too
early in the process when the next stages of the process are designed to look at specific
aspects in more detail. The potential Community Siting Partnership would also be the
stage at which potential host communities would become involved. CALC reaffirmed the
desire of their members for reassurance, engagement and/or involvement throughout the
earlier stages of the process, specifically with regard to the concerns that they hold about
the process being rushed ahead without enough thought being seen to be given to what
might be in the future for them.

5.5 DDECC response

DECC stated that they feel as much work is being done as they think is possible at this
stage without stretching the process. They acknowledged the issues raised regarding
perceptions that the decision to participate is a done deal, and affirmed that from their
position it definitely is not. They reiterated the work that is currently being done to get
other communities involved in the process.

5.6 BInput into PSE 1 and evaluation

It was suggested that given the timing of PSE Round 1, this paper would be useful as one
of many inputs that would feed into the evaluation of the PartnershipOswork to date at the
end of March. Caution was therefore expressed about making any major decisions
without considering all aspects of the work programme that have already been carried
out.

5.7 bWay forward and actions

It was agreed that the Officer Group, NuLeAF, CALC and the Programme Manager would
meet separately to discuss the paper in more depth, and report back to the next
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Partnership meeting. All members were requested to send their own comments on
aspects of the paper to the Programme Manager so that their views can feed into these
discussions.
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6. Addressing Retrievability in Design

6.1 DBackground to presentations by the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority
(NDA)

In order to meet task 4a(ii) @evelop a common understanding of the meanings of
reversibility/retrievability/recoverability and the implications associated with them, as well
as how flexible the generic design concept isOtwo presentations were made to the
Partnership to explain what work is being done internationally and how the NDA is
addressing retrievability in designing a GDF.

Two documents were circulated in advance, and can be found in the document library at
www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk:

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

¥ A briefing paper on Retrievability in design (document 37), authored by NDA

The points raised after both presentations are summarised in 6.2 D 6.7 below.

Presentation 1 D Nuclear Energy Agency Retrievability and Reversibility Scale
Elizabeth Atherton of the NDA

Agence pour |'énergie
Nuclear Energy Agenc

Agence pour |'énergie
Nuclear Energy Age

Need for a communication tool on R&R

« To enable reversibility/retrievability requirements to
Nuclear Energy Agency Retrievability be communicated
and Reversibility Scale « To enable international exchanges to develop a
common understanding of the notions of R&R
« To show the trade -offs between R&R and safety:
passive safety increases when retrievability decreases
Presented by Elizabeth Atherton
Nuclear Decommisssioning Authority (NDA) 1 Itwas feltthata common international framework would
help in addressing these issues.

! Aninternational R -Scale is being developed‘within the
NEA project C Reversibility and Retrievability E

Agence pour |'énergie
Nuclear Energy Agenc

Agence pour |'énergie
Nuclear Energy Agenc

Definitions Definitions

Retrievability b the ability to retrieve whole waste
packages

¥ Provides flexibility for management of unexpected
situations during operations

¥ Becomes more difficult as closure takes place

I Reversibility Bimplementation is undertaken in a
flexible way so that it is possible to reverse one or a
series of previous steps

¥ Disposal programme is implemented in stages B
stepwise approach

¥ Keeps options open at each stage
¥ Provides flexibility for managing the facility ! Recoverability Dthe ability to recover the radioactive
materials

¥ After the repository has been closed
¥ Waste packages may have degraded

Open =retrievability Closed =recoverability
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Agence pour I'énergie nucleaire @
Nuclear Energy Agenc

Table: Waste state, ease of retrieval, passive and active contro |

Sate and Location of Easeof retrieval el ic elements of ActiveControl
the Waste Passive Safety
0 | Unconditioned Direct acoessto wade. Soragevess and sorage Activemanagement of wasteand sorage
waste building fadility induding security controlled area
1 | Packaged waste ) directl d its. Activemanagement of store including security
instorage retrieveble; the earlier oontainer controlled area
conditioningmay or may not
befully reversible
2 | Packagein ) ievebleby H of metersof Activemanagement of digposa cellsand
disposd cell reversingtheemplacement rock digoosdl facility.
operation Engineered disposal cell Security controlled area
3 | Packagein W ievabl Back ingof Possiblemonitoringof digposal cells
sed ed disposa after underground disposd cell Activemanagement of accesswaysto disposal
cdl preparations cdl seels Security controlled area
4 | Packagein W ievabl Backfi ing of access Possiblemonitoringof digposal cells Detailed
sedled disposal after re - excavation of gelleries tocdls recordsand ingtitutiona controlsfor a leest
zone and possibly of shefts sverd decades induding international
sheguards
5 | Wastein seded Package degradingwith time. Reduction in level of Recordspresarvetion, regulatory oversight and
repository Weste ultimetely only redioactivity. Geology and internationa sfeguardsas longaspossible:
recoverable by mining men- i aure ifi isionsfor long  -termmemory
longterm confinement of presarvation, indudingsite merkers
thewadtewithin the
undergound fadility.
5
Agence pour I'énergie nucléaire (=)
Nuclear Energy Agenc
Table: Waste state, ease of retrieval, passive and active contro |
Sate and Location of Easeof retrieval Specifi of Specifi its of Active Control
the Waste Pessive Safety
0 | Unconditioned Direct accessto wagte. Soragevess and dorage Activemanagement of wasteand storage
waste building facility indluding security controlled area
1 | Packaged waste ) directl d its. Activemanagement of store including security
in storage retrieveble; the earlier container controlled area
conditioningmay or may not
befully reversible
2 | Packagein Waste package retrieveble by Hundredsof metersof Activemanagement of digposa cellsand
disposdl cdl reversingthe emplacement rock disposal facility.
operation Engineered disposd cell Security controlled area
3 | Packagein W ievable i ing of Possible monitoring of digposal cells
sedled disposal after underground disposd cell Activemanagement of accesswaysto disposal
odl preparations cell seAls Security controlled area
4 | Packagein W ievabl Backfi ing of access Possiblemonitoringof digposal cells Detailed
sedled disposal after re - excavation of gelleries tocdls recordsand indtitutiona controlsfor & leest
zone and possibly of shafts sverd decades induding internationa
seguards
5 | Wasteinseded Peckage degradingwith time. Reduction in leve of Recordspresarvetion, regulatory oversight and
repository Waste ultimetely only radioactivity. Geology and internationa safeguardsas longaspossible:
recoverable by mining men-madebarriersenaure Spedific provisionsfor long  -termmemory
longterm confinement of presrvetion, indudingsite merkers
thewagtewithin the
underground facility.
5
Agence pour I'énergie nucléaire ®
Nuclear Energy Agenc
Repository life phases and examples of major decision points:
Pre-operational Operational phase Post-operational phase
phase :
Waste emplacement Underground  |Repository et s
observation closure represents the intensity of human

operations related to the repository

g Decision to End Decision for
Decision for i i Review of Review of
Partial EmplacingWaste | Final Closure monitoring and monitoring and
Backfilling safeguards safeguards
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Agence pour I'énergie c
Nuclear Energy Agency

I ]

OECD

Future work

2010:
Further refining of the R -Scale
Tests on national programmes (translation)
Plenary discussion at the Reims Conference
(15-17 December 2010)

Presentation 2 - Retrievability D Geological Disposal

Brendan Breen of the Radioactive Waste Management Directorate (RWMD), part of the
NDA

Introduction

®

Policy and guidance

Defining retrievability (and reversibility,
recoverability)

Addressing retrievability in site -specific
designs for geological disposal

¥ Factors influencing retrievability
Practical experience in addressing
retrievability

Retrievability B
Geological disposal

®

K

Brendan Breen

LS

Policy

Defining QetrievabilityO

¥ Government policy: ¥ Retrievability : where the design enables
e ; il ~ the waste to be withdrawn from a GDF
¥ Decision on retrievability Qcan be made at a ¢ '
later time in discussion with the independent even after vaults had been backfilled.

regulators and local communities O ¥ Other terr.’rt;_sl:_ . di ) I
¥ (planning, design and construction can be ¥ Reversibility - used internationally to

! ; . denote the ability to reverse decisions,
carried out in such a way that the option of as part of a phased decision -making

retrievability is not excluded .O process. Has been used in the UK to

¥ Environment Agencies Guidance: that any describe retrieval by reversing the
CE provisions for retrievability E should not original emplacement process.
unacceptably affect the environmental safety ¥ Recoverability : a term developed by
case.O CoRWM w here waste is recovered from

a closed GDF by mining or similar
intrusive methods.

NDA_ NDA__

Addressing retrievability in site -

€ S Factors influencing retrievability
specific designs

¥ Taking account of White Paper and the « Several factors influence the relative ease
regulat_ory gl_J!dance: . . with which waste can be retrieved:
¥ Retrievability remains an integral ) . ) )
consideration in preparing designs for * The geological environments in which
geological disposal; the facility is sited;
¥ In preparing designs it is important to: « The disposal solution relative to the
¥ understand the views of local communities waste type, including the timing for
with respect to retrievability; placing engineered barriers;
¥ consider how these might be addressed in . '
specific geological environments; * The rock support design and factors
¥ assess the impact of provisions for influencing support, such as depth and
retrievability on safety, security, cost and physical properties of the rock;
burden for future genérations; and

.

: . o The durability of waste packaging and
¥ ﬂbsﬁﬂisegvétrg i%%rtnlrjneugétsnts%ggrderses%%lators the effects of vault environment
(corrosion/loss of integrity).

NDA__ NDA__
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Emplacement and retrieval of disposal

Addressing retrievability in
practice

canister (picture courtesy of Andra, France)

¥ Retrievability has been considered in several
international programmes over many years, including
discussions, workshops (EC & NEA) and technical
papers.
¥ There have also been several practical
demonstrations of retrieval both underground and in
surface mock -ups:
¥ Use of water -jet to retrieve a backfilled waste
package (UK)
¥ Retrieval of dummy canister vertically emplaced in
bentonite (Sweden);
¥ EC ESDRED programme demonstrated retrieval of
different disposal containers (Sweden, France,
Germany)

NDA__

NDA__

Questions and areas of discussion

6.2 D Clarification was sought about who the NEA and OECD are. They are the Nuclear
Energy Agency (in Europe) and the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and
Development.

6.3 D Assessing burden for future generations against cost

The degree of retrievability that a GDF design includes is closely linked to the burden that
might be passed on to future generations. Members sought reassurance that the NDA
was not just including cost as the main factor in whether retrievability was desirable or
not, and that the views of the community should be at the heart of any decision about
retrievability. The NDA noted that decisions about the degree of retrievability are complex
because there are trade-offs to make about future costs and risks against flexibility. For
example, if the facility is left open for longer with full retrievability, this is good for flexibility
but increases costs and possibly risks. It is a very important debate to have but until a
Community Siting Partnership can reach a view on their wishes for retrievability, the NDA
will be considering a range of ways of implementing retrievability and their associated
impacts.

The NDA highlighted a project called the Modern Project which is looking at how disposal
facilities can be monitored and includes social science considerations. This project
commenced in May 2009, with a paper being published in spring 2010 which will be
made available to the Partnership, including the possibility of a trip to an existing
European research facility.

6.4 BLong term monitoring

Concern was expressed that no mention had been made of ongoing monitoring. The
desire to see monitoring equipment in place was emphasised. The NDA are currently

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 20 of 34 Document No 47.1



involved in a project that is looking at monitoring techniques, including remote monitoring
and matching designs to different geological conditions.

6.5 DPositions on retrievability

The EA confirmed that in their guidance they have no requirement for retrievability to be
included in the GDF design. If provisions for retrievability are included they should not
unacceptably affect the Environmental Safety Case. The MRWS Implementation White
Paper requires that the option of retrievability is not excluded.

6.6 D CoORWM papers, additional information from previous work
CoRWAM issued excerpts from their earlier papers regarding retrievability, as background
information to the Partnership. Please contact the Secretariat for a hard copy.

6.7 DWay forward and actions

It was agreed that an action for all would be to consider the papers and presentations
before the 23" Feb Partnership meeting in preparation for a discussion around anything
outstanding that members need to hear or understand further about reversibility and
retrievability in order to meet Task 4a(ii).
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/. Way Forward and Actions

7.1 D Retrievability is to be discussed again at the next meeting, in order to decide what
else needs to be covered in the work programme under this section.

7.2 b Dates. The forward programme of (provisional) 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 Group meetings: Partnership meetings:
27 January 23 February

11 February

10 March 31 March

14 April

28 April 13 May

26 May

9 June 24 June {now changed to 23 June}
7 July

21 July 5 August

18 August

1 September 16 September

29 September

13 October 28 October

10 November

24 November 9 December

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

7.3 DActions. The following actions were agreed:

ACTION WHO WHEN

1 | Clarify how the Funding Stakeholders Policy should apply | Rhuari (+ 15 Jan
for CALC. Stewart &

Guy)

2 | Consider contingencies and make a decision on the PSE Rhuari, ASAP
reporting process & timeline in relation to delays with Steering Gp
Allerdale Neighbourhood Forums. & PSE sub-

group

3 | Inform Rhuari of any issues you would like Jean and Ruth | All 15 Jan
to cover in their presentation at the next meeting.

4 | Talk to Rev Dr Lindsay Gray of CTiC re request for Willie Slavin | 31 Jan

membership on the Partnership and potential opportunity
to present at their conference.

5 | Any further suggestions on how DECC should promote All Ongoing
Expressions of Interest.

6 | Discuss and agree logging process for Work Programme Rhuari with | 27 Jan
tasks going forward. Steering Gp

7 | HSE to provide clarity on who is responsible for Mick Bacon | 23 Feb
considering transport infrastructure capability from
regulatory perspective (including coping with emergencies)

8 | Communicate current and ongoing questions and All 22 Jan/
concerns about regulation to Mick and Gavin. ongoing
9 | Respond to written questions on regulation. Mick/Gavin | 23 Feb
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10
11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19

19

Consider inviting presentation from/on IPC.

Officer group with Fred/other volunteers to work through
the paper with CALC in order to come back to the
Partnership with response (Fergus, Michael, Fred,
Stewart, CALC, Charles) and provide update to 23 Feb
Partnership meeting.

Forward your own views on the CALC paper to Rhuari.
Review Retrievability papers under Task 4a(ii) and
prepare questions and areas for further
discussion/clarification at next meeting.

Check S Whitehaven Neighbourhood Forum meeting is in
St Peter's Church, Kells.

Book in and check diary dates for next Partnership
meetings.

Circulate draft meeting report to Partnership.

Comment on draft meeting report.

Circulate final draft of meeting report and publish on
website.

Write and publish articles for organisational newsletters
and websites to raise awareness of the Partnership.

Let Rhuari know if any articles or updates about the
Partnership are published in your newsletter/ website as a
result of the action above.
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coordinate
All 15 Jan
Al 23" Feb
POBip
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Rhuari 15 Jan
All 15 Jan
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All Ongoing
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8. Public Questions/Comments

8.1 B Alun Ellis, NDA made the following statements:

¥ On NDA's relationship as a developer with the regulators B The primary statutory
responsibility for safety lies with the NDA as the developer and that includes a
responsibility to get our sums right. We take that very seriously. We have now
started operating as a prospective Site Licence Company (SLC) which means that
we are subjecting ourselves voluntarily to regulatory scrutiny. That will give us
confidence that we are behaving appropriately and doing the right things. We
hope it will give regulators confidence and we also hope that it will give the
Partnership confidence.

¥ On consultation on regulatory decisions D As the developer and potential operator
we will be responsible for consulting with communities etc. to complement the
consultation that the regulators will make on their regulatory decisions, which they
have acknowledged can be quite narrow. Our consultation can be on the full
range of activities.

¥ On transport B This is also a key area that we@e looking at. The key mechanism is
the planning system. We recognise that this is a key issue as already discussed. |
would expect that the discussion with communities on this issue, including
additional benefits, will form a very important part of these discussions and the
way forward.

8.2 D Clarification on the permitting process
Can you clarify whether each permit in the MRWS regulatory process is issued jointly
between the EA and HSE or is it separate?

HSE and EA answer
Each regulator will issue its own individual permit whilst working as a team to synchronise
the timings where appropriate.

8.3 D Difference between emplacement & disposal and the related regulatory
implications

At the beginning of the Regulators presentation it was said that operators would need a

permit to dispose of waste. The presentation talked about emplacing waste so when do

the regulators regard the waste having been disposed of and where does liability sit

during the process.

Environment Agency answer

The regulatory working definition of disposal is @mplacing waste without intent to
retrieve® The operating permit covers the period from waste starting to be emplaced up
to the point where emplacement is complete. At the end of operations a final safety case
would need to be submitted to the regulators and accepted in order for the operating
permit to be revoked.

DECC answer

There's a difference between whoOdegally liable and who's responsible for dealing with
problems arising. Whilst the Government is, in all likelihood, ultimately liable, the
responsibility for addressing problems during emplacement would lie with the operator.

8.4 DIntegrating discussions on infrastructure

It is very interesting to hear discussions today on the whole issue of infrastructure. One
almost gets the impression that whilst various engagement events regarding different
topics are discussing the importance of infrastructure, nobody is joining them up. Itis just
an impression and | assume that it is being captured but am not sure how or where?
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Answers/comments from Partnership members

There are 2 other groups looking at this. Both Copeland & Allerdale are working on the
new build consultation, plus there is the Energy Coast Board which is the regeneration
group for the area and there is lots of investment and work going into that. We are being
very careful to not mix up the Energy Coast work with MRWS because they are separate:
perhaps why we havenObeen so vocal on it and links are sometimes unclear.

There is a public perception that they would expect there to be some real extra benefit.
For example, with the recent floods the public feel that there was a promise that lots of
money was going to be available from Government and there is hardly anything. We
need to keep an eye on that.

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership Page 25 of 34 Document No 47.1



9. Acronyms

ABC/ Allerdale BC
BGS
CBC/ Copeland BC
CCC/ Cumbria CC
CALC
CoRWM
DECC
DfT

DtP

EA

Eol
FAQ
GDF
HSE
ILW
IPC
LGA
LLW
LLWR
MoU
MRWS
NALC
ND
NDA
NWDA
NEA
NGO
NIl
NuLeAF
NWAT
OCNS
OECD
PSE
Row
RWMD
SEA
SLC
ToRs
UKSO
WCSF
WCSSG

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership

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
Department for Transport

Decision to Participate

Environment Agency

Expression of Interest

Frequently Asked Questions

Geological Disposal Facility

Health & Safety Executive

Intermediate Level Waste

Infrastructure Planning Commission

Local Government Association

Low Level Waste

Low Level Waste Repository

Memorandum of Understanding

Managing Radioactive Waste Safely

National Association of Local Councils
Nuclear Directorate (a department of the HSE)
Nuclear Decommissioning Authority

North West Development Agency

Nuclear Energy Agency

Non-Governmental Organisation

Nuclear Installations Inspectorate

Nuclear Legacy Advisory Forum

Nuclear Waste Assessment Team (of the EA)
Office for Civil Nuclear Security

Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development
Public and Stakeholder Engagement

Right of Withdrawal

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

Site Licence Company

Terms of Reference

UK Safeguards Office

West Cumbrian Strategic Forum

West Cumbria Sites Stakeholder Group
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Appendix 1 D Agenda for the 13 January 2010 workshop

Objectives of the workshop are to:
¥ Monitor and guide Round 1 PSE (task 6a(ii))

¥ Understand what regulatory bodies and processes are in place, what their roles
are and what regulatory processes exist (task 1a(i))

¥ Develop a common understanding of the meanings of
reversibility/retrievability/recoverability and the implications associated with them,
as well as how flexible the generic design concept is (task 4a(ii))

Time Item Notes
0900 Arrivals and Registration
0930 Welcome, Agenda setting
Updates
Actions
Public and Stakeholder Update on the events booked for
Engagement: Update and next.C.% mpnths and progress so far.
o : Clarifications and guidance as
Monitoring .
required.
Regulation: the bodies and Presentation from regulators and
processes in regulating MRWS discussion of document 36 draft 1
Public Questions Oppprtunlty for members of the
public to ask questions
1245 LUNCH (approx. timing)
Discussion of the NEA
. I . Retrievability scale leaflet (doc 45)
&etﬁggﬂgy&tgﬁgﬁ?gg ?ggs and how current NDA design work
P 9 addresses retrievability (doc 37
draft 1)
Way Forward Actions and other communications
1500 Close

Emboldened type indicates papers sent to Partnership members in advance of the
meeting. We will assume you have read them: please contact us ASAP if you do
not have copies.

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership
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Appendix 2 B Attendees on 13 January 2010

Charles Holmes (PM only)
Mike Davidson (PM only)
Carni McCarron-Holmes
Chris Shaw

Guy Richardson

Keith Hitchen

Fergus McMorrow
Elaine Woodburn

Allan Holliday

lan Curwen

John Kane

Tim Knowles

Stewart Kemp

Gerald Humes

Fred Barker

Michael Heaslip

Willie Slavin
Mike Tonkin (AM only)

Apologies
Tim Heslop
Robert Allison

Paul McKenna
Peter Kane
Tony Markley
David Moore

Robert Morris-Eyton
Simon Rowley

David Southward
Sam Standage

Observing Members
Bruce Cairns

Andrew Craze
Elizabeth Atherton
Brendan Breen

Brian Clark

Mark Dutton

Gavin Thomson

Mick Bacon

Allerdale Borough Council
Allerdale Borough Council
Allerdale Borough Council
Allerdale/ Copeland CALC
CALC

Copeland CALC

Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Copeland Borough Council
Cumbria County Council
Cumbria County Council
Cumbria County Council
NuLeAF

West Cumbria Strategic
Partnership

West Cumbria Partnership
Eden District Council

Allerdale Borough Council
Lake District National Park
Authority

Isle of Man Government
GMB Union / Unite
Cumbria County Council
West Cumbria Sites
Stakeholder Group
National Farmers Union
South Lakeland District
Council

Cumbria County Council
Allerdale Borough Council

DECC

DECC

NDA

NDA

CoRWM

CoRWM
Environment Agency
NIl HSE

Facilitators, Secretariat and Presenters

Richard Harris
Rhuari Bennett
Jane Dalton

Sharon Walker

West Cumbria MRWS Partnership

3KQ (Facilitator)

(Steering Group member)
(Steering Group member)

(Steering Group member)

(Steering Group member)
(Steering Group member)
(Steering Group member)

(Steering Group member)

(Steering Group member)
(Steering Group member)

(Steering Group member)

(Steering Group member)

3KQ (Facilitator and Programme Manager)

3KQ (Report Writer)

Copeland Borough Council (Secretariat)
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Other
Paul Gardner Osprey Communications (Communications Adviser)
Sarah Henderson Golder Associates (Evaluation)

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

Steve Bradley

Richard Wright

Steve Jones

Jane Hornsby

Alun Ellis

Lewis Mortimer

Jay Redgrove

Other Members, Not in Attendance

Yvonne Clarkson Copeland Borough Council
Peter Clements Prospect Union

Rob Johnston Cumbria Chamber of Commerce
Ken Williams Barrow Borough Council

Phil Huck Barrow Borough Council
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Appendix 3 D CALC Note for Partnership January 2010

WEST CUMBRIA MRWS PARTNERSHIP

CALC PAPER FOR DISCUSSION

1. A joint meeting of the Executive Committees of CALC@ Allerdde and Copdand
Assodations was hdd on 1 December to review the MRWS process in West
Cumbriaand, in paticular, the opeation of the Partnership. At therequest of the
joint Executives, this pgoer has been prepared for discussion by the Partnership in
thehopetha members may feel that it would beappropriate to review some
important aspects of the Partnership@ purpoge and activities.

2. Theoveaadl view of thejoint Executives was oneof dissatisfaction with the way
thenaiond MRWS processis playing outwith only West Cumbria expressing an
interest and with little effort being madeto recruit additiond locationsto give the
process credibility. As a consequence members of the Executives reported
widespread scepticism abou the process from a variety of viewpoints within the
West Cumbria community - from thegeneral public tha it is @ donedea ®from
potential hod communities that their views will nat be respected; from
environmental groupstha the process (and project) is flawed and from suppoters
of thenudear indugry afrudrationtha the processis hindeing @etting onwith
thejobOWith such widespread scepticism aboutthe MRWS process in West
Cumbria, CALC bdieves tha the Partnership should take a hard look at theway it
is fundioning and consde making significant changes.

3. Thepaticular concernstha CALC has aboutthe Partnership are as follows:

0 A clear impression tha many members of the Partnership have a
predispostion to recommend paticipation in the next stage of the GDF
siting process rather than adopiing a strictly objective approach.

o0 Whethe the public and other stakeholders will be convinced that the
Partnership® recommendaionsto the Principd Authorities are sufficiently
informed and independent, bearing in mind the absence of key stakeholders
(paticularly environmental group9 and the high profile of senior Principd
Authority representatives within the Partnership.

o Theunwillingness, paticularly of thePrindpd Authorities, to accept the key
role of potential hog commurities (as defined in the White Paper DG small
geographically defined areak. .atown or villageQ) in deciding whether or
notto paticipae. Securing the acquiescence of the wider community is not
enough:it is whether the potential og communitiesOwill give suppot or
notthat isvital.

0 A reluctance to recognise the true significance of the @ecision to
ParticipateCto communities. CALC does not agree with the Partnership@
view that current work and discussionsshould be played down as Qugt an
early staged Parish coundllors have longexperiences and longmemories
and are very wary of @ommitment creepOThe Decisionto Participaeisa
critical psychologica step for acommunity.

o Shdlow discussion of key issues at mog Partnership meetingsarising from
thelack of appropriate specialist knowledgeby Partnership members. This
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creates a doubtabouthow the Partnership can realistically be GatisfiedCor
@indestandGromplex issues as required by the Decision to Participate
criteriatha the Partnership has established.

o Thelack of clarity abouthowthe chdlenging and critical examination of all
relevant information will be secured before the Decision to Participae.

4. Alongsdethese shortcomingsthere is much tha the Partnership has achieved so
far, notably:

o Theidentificationof criteriarelevant to the Decision whether to Participate

o A comprehensve work programme to assemble the information and
knowledgeto satisfy thecriteria

0 A subgantia public and stakeholder engagement programme aboutMRWS
in West Cumbria

o Theraising of knowedgeand awareness of the MRWS programme and
assodated issues amongg Partnership members.

5. CALC would like to build on wha has been achieved, but at the same time address
the shortcomingsidentified above In particular, we bdieve tha themain Aim of
the Partnership and the Partnership@ makeBup and organisation should be
reassessed.

6. Firstly, CALC isdoubful that something as specific as Qo make
recommendaiongOto the Prindipd Authorities should bethe Aim of the
Partnership. There appears to be an implicit assumption, which we do not accept,
tha the Principa Authorities are thejoint Decison Making Bodies. Our view is
tha all elected local autharities representing potential Mog communitiesO
conditute the Decision Making Bodies. Further we see little practical bendfit in
making in any recommendaion for thefollowing reasons

o If theextendve public conailtation and debae led by the Partnership leadsto
aclear view from potential hog communities abou whether or notto
paticipae, then unde thevoluntarism approach that view should prevail. Any
@ecommendaionGrom the Partnership becomes supefluous

o If, ontheother hand, the public@® view is not clear, then we would bein a
sendtive and controversia situation. In these circumstances CALC is of the
view tha the Partnership is not sufficiently representative of public and
stakeholde opinionsnor sufficiently arms-length from the Principd
Authorities to be able to make a credible, objective recommendaion.

7. Inourview thePartnership has another, more important aim. We areengaged in a
large collaborative work programme and pubiic engagement process. To ddiver
this successfully is, in practice, the biggest task of the Partnership. It isthis
congderable volume of work tha will bevaued by everybody (hopdully) B
arguably rather more than arecommendaion on whether or nat to paticipae. This
body of work, therefore, should bethe subgance of the Aim.

8. Sotoreflect this CALC suggests the Aim could bereworded:

CE. to gudethepreparation of comprehensve information and advice for local
authorities, the general public and other interested stakeholders on theissues
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relevant to a decison onwhether or not to paticipate in the next stage of the GDF
siting processQ

9. Secondly, turning to the make-up of the Partnership and the condud of its
meetings CALC suggests, for discussion, a nunber of changes:

0 Replacement of the main Partnership meetingswith awider MRWS
Stakeholder Forum, independently chaired and meeting less frequently. 1t3
Aim would beasin paragraph 8 above A Forumwith an essentially open
membership and a more neutral Aim would be more likely to attract a
bdanced cross section of stakeholder participation and ddiver more credible
outputs

0 Recruitment of apand of specialist @ritical friendsCto bring more chdlenge
andrigourinto the proceedings

o Adjud therole of the Steering Groupto focussolely on budges,
commissioning work (onthe recommendation of technical groupg and Forum
agendaplanning.

o Putthework programme in the handsof two technical groupsboneon public
and stakeholder engagement (existing) and oneonimplementation of al other
aspects of thework programme.

10. CALC asks the Partnership to discuss this pagper and consde ingigaing areview
of the Partnership where these and other perspectives can befully consdered.

Januay 2010
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Appendix 4 BHow 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

Cumbria County Council

Tim Knowles
Stewart Kemp

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

Possible insert in weekly briefing to
all staff

Link to Partnership website
Attending Allerdale and Copeland
Local Area Committees upon
request

Eden District Council

Mike Tonkin (member)
Kevin Douglas

Report to members on 'Outside
Bodies' website. Presentation to
members as Env't Portfolio holder
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GMB Union/Unite

Peter Kane

Verbal updates to Shop Stewards
committee meetings. Forward on
newsletters to shop stewards.

Lake District National
Park Authority

Stephen Ratcliffe

National Farmers Union

Robert Morris-Eyton

Link to Partnership website and
Robert® contact details placed on
NFU website.

2 principal officers that cover West
Cumbria updated that the process
is happening and to forward any
gueries to Robert.

NuLeAF

Fred Barker

Written report to each NuLeAF
Steering Group. Referenced in e-
bulletin. Website has a GDF
section which signposts
Partnership meeting reports.

Prospect Union

Peter Clements

South Lakes District
Council

Simon Rowley

Forward minutes and newsletters
to Management Team and
Portfolio Holder

Quarterly verbal updates to SSG

WCSSG David Moore Paragraph in quarterly newsletter
Link on website to Partnership site
Reports on MRWS progress will be
West Cumbria Willie Slavin made to each WCP Forum

Partnership

Michael Heaslip

meeting (quarterly)

Link on website to Partnership site

Observing Members:

Verbal update to all plenary

Brian Clark meetings
CoRWM Mark Dutton Circulate key papers to Committee
Insert in e-bulletin as appropriate
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

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

Isle of Man Government

Paul McKenna
Paul.McKenna@gov.im

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

NDA

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

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

Monthly reporting to RWMD and
central communications staff.

Dissemination of Partnership
minutes and Meeting Reports to
staff

Nuclear Installations
Inspectorate

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

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

Regular report to related project
groups.

Briefings taken before each
meeting depending on agenda.
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