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Present:

Cllr Tim Knowles, Chair (ABC), Cllr Elaine Woodburn (CBC), Rhuari Bennett (3KQ), Charles Holmes (ABC), Cllr Mike Davidson (ABC), Stewart Kemp (CCC), Chris Shaw (CALC), David Moore (WCSSG), Fred Barker (NuLeAF), Geoff Smith (CALC), Paul Feehily (CCC), Sharon Walker (CBC), Paul Gardner (Osprey Communications) – Items 1 – 6, Andrew Craze (DECC) – Items 3 - 6
1. 
Apologies, Actions and updates from last meeting (Doc 78)

1.1 
Apologies from: Keith Hitchen (CALC), Fergus McMorrow (CBC), P Kane (GMB)
	
	9th June - All Actions complete except

	2.4
	LDNPA – still awaiting notification of Member who will attend

	2.10
	Discussion Pack – ongoing item which will go to 5th August Partnership Meeting


Welcome to Tim Knowles who is taking over as Chair for the next six months.  Tim thanked Mike Davidson for his chairmanship over the last six months

2. 
Updates

2.1 BGS Peer Reviewer procurement.  This is now looking more promising. The 7 universities that did not respond to the initial invitation were recontacted via their faculty or dept head, as well as 12 companies that do not specialise in nuclear-related geological assessments.  See section 7.4 for discussion and decision on appointment.  
2.2 Neighbourhood Forum teams.  We have updated the CCC Area teams on the Partnership's approach to updating the Forums in PSE2. This has been well received, although they have advised offering to Gosforth & Ennerdale and maybe Bootle & Seascale to go back in person to those Forums if they particularly request it. CCC Area Team gave some good feedback on perceptions of the MRWS process 'out there', about it being genuine, rigorous, and being done well by the Partnership. Also good feedback that senior political support and commitment was being given to attending community meetings like the Forums. We are planning to have 3 community meetings per West Cumbrian borough so the venues for these could be organised so that these particular areas could be covered.
2.3 Whitehaven Festival.  Went very well although it was a significant time commitment to organise. Pulled in around 500 people over the two days. It was difficult to find members available to assist with the event which is worth discussing in the context of the wider PSE programme (see item 4).  Unfortunately there wasn’t the required support from all members of the Partnership and for future events there needs to be a better representation and not the same few members of the Steering Group.  
2.4 Proposal that the Chair will write to all members of the partnership individually outlining their engagement requirements for scheduled engagement events. Action: TK
2.5 Chris Shaw asked if there was a document setting out the conclusions of the Officer meeting held on 17th June.  Charles Holmes said that there is a document setting out the process to take back to each officer’s respective Members.  Tim Knowles said that in relation to CCC their cabinet will need to take a view in September.  The Member meeting is still to be held, Sharon Walker/Richard Harris are searching for dates in the diaries which has been proving difficult.  Need to pin down a date in August. Action: SW/RH
3. 
Work Programme
3.1 The 25th June Partnership meeting had the first of its Partnership Review sessions. The circulated version of the Work Programme has yellow highlights and requires sign off by the Steering Group.

3.2 Taking each point in turn

a) Page 1, proposal to take out the words ‘1a(iii) Planning system: review work of IPC at Hinkley’ because of the changes to the Planning Inspectorate.  There was also a query about the work item 1a(iii) proposed for 16th September meeting.  Steering Group to consider whether to still have item on the September Agenda or defer the item to a later meeting.  The latest time it could possibly be delayed to would be 10th December to avoid affecting PSE 2.  Following discussions about the options it was resolved that FM,SK & CH discuss what could be reasonably covered on 16th September and review the timescale following this meeting. Action: FM/SK & CH to liaise with RB
b) Page 2, 1b(iii) on the work programme for 3 Mar 2011. RB asked for more clarity about this item which could have come from CALC, perhaps Guy Richardson.  On the basis of that discussion decides whether it is in or out. Action: Chris to liaise with Guy Richardson and Rhuari
c) Page 7 – Task 3c, after ‘Presentation from Britain’s Energy Coast’ insert additional words ‘followed by additional input from Cumbria Tourism and LAs. - Agreed
d) Page 7 – Task 3d, adding in words ‘at some point in future’ - Agreed
e) Page 8 – Task 4a, adding in words ‘at this stage’ - Agreed
f) Page 8 – Task 4b(i), says ‘Paper and presentation from NDA (linked to 4b(ii) below’ proposed to add additional words ‘plus an alternative view’.  RB outlined this task which is on the work programme for 5th August & 28th October and asked the Steering Group for their views on having a challenging/alternative view.  

Discussions around this issue.  Andrew Craze joined the meeting at this point.  He gave an indication about what the DECC and NDA presentation would cover including:

- 
current inventory earmarked for geological disposal

- 
uncertainties

- 
what is the upper limit, and what factors could cause this to occur (including new build)?

- 
what is the lower limit, and what factors could cause this to occur?

- 
what would the change control process be, post-DtP?

- 
how could the community, via a Community Siting Partnership, affect decisions about Inventory in a GDF?

- 
specifically what are the likely impacts of new build on facility size, footprint, design and operational lifespan?
It was agreed that it is important that the Partnership canvasses alternative views and that they should be paid for in line with other independent inputs the Partnership seeks.  However, if an alternative view is requested we need to be very clear that this should focus on the ‘inventory’ task as defined in the Work Programme and not lead into other territory (unless the Partnership decides this is relevant).  

GDF Impacts sub group received draft generic impacts report and SK suggested that this be used when it is brought to the Partnership. 

Elaine Woodburn put forward the need to be careful about the complexity of presentations and perhaps an explanatory briefing note.  

The point was raised that as yet there may still be uncertainties about the type of waste which would be included on the Inventory. 

Based on discussions RB will prepare a scope & specification for this presentation.  RB outlined a list of potential Presenters (possibles include Jean McSorley, Pete Wilkinson, Pete Roach, Hugh Richards) and asked if the Steering Group wanted to add any more.  Steering Group were content for RB to take this forward and appoint based on his discretion. Action: RB to appoint & commission this piece of work.
4. 
Partnership representation

4.1 Schedule of engagements list circulated.  More nominations are needed.  RB to firm up dates and circulate following the Chair’s letter as outlined in 2.4 above. Action: RB
5. 
Credible Support and Decision-Making – doc 74 (draft 2 June 2010)
5.1 F Barker reprised his presentation and document 74 ‘Credible Support’ and Decision Making about Participation which went to the Steering Group meeting on 9th June. The paper addresses criterion 6a in the work programme (Whether the Partnership’s recommendations are credible given public and stakeholder views).  

5.2 His first slide outlined 3 bullet points about the ‘indicators of credibility’ in the current work programme document

5.3 The next slide was an overview of suggested indicators.

5.4 The third slide was potential questions for PSE 2 about the suggested indicators

5.5 Steering Group need to take a view about whether it is comfortable with this draft going to full Partnership Meeting on 5th August.  

5.6 FB highlighted some key areas for consideration.

5.7 1st bullet - 

‘Broad support for the Partnership’s preliminary judgements against the criteria for participation [and minded to recommendation] from (a) its current member organisations, (b) amongst Parish Councils in West Cumbria (c) those engaged through deliberative activities in PSE3 and (d) other stakeholder organisations and individuals who respond to the Consultation Document’

It was agreed not to itemise particular stakeholders, but to draw on the original wording. There was a discussion about the words ‘broad support’ and should this be changed.  It was decided to keep this wording but define clearly what we mean by it. 

5.8 2nd bullet point – ‘evidence that (a) concerns raised have been, or will be, addressed where appropriate, including explanations as to why not where relevant, and (b) reasons for opposition have been identified, understood and taken into account in reaching judgements against criteria for participation’.  Agreed
5.9 3rd bullet point – ‘ over 50% of support amongst the surveyed public in Copeland and/or Allerdale for a decision to participate’
Agreed that the indicator be changed to ‘net support’ instead of a numeric percentage.

5.10 Chris Shaw raised the question about credible support in relation to it being a Full Council matter rather than a smaller Cabinet or Executive decision.  The Principal Authorities’ Members explained that there would be a mechanism in place for this sort of issue to be taken to Full Council.  

5.11 Andrew Craze said that the implications of the revised indicators for PSE would have to be addressed carefully.  FB agreed.  

5.12 The issue of a referendum was raised.  The overall consensus of opinion was that it was too early in the process to consider having a referendum and experience in Allerdale would suggest that it may not be the best way to gauge community support.  The paper sets out the pros and cons of using referenda in this kind of situation and assesses overseas experience as well as the recent House of Lords review of referendums: the evidence weighs against using them in this context.

5.13 Fred will amend the paper taking into account issues raised by DECC and the discussions today. Action: FB to make amendments and take to 5th August Partnership Meeting.
6. 
Overseas Visits
6.1 A series of emails had outlined various opportunities for visits and conferences.

· 15 September in Paris, Forum on Stakeholder Confidence which offered a member of the Partnership to speak as part of a Panel Discussion – agreed no attendance due to other priorities and the proximity of the important Partnership meeting on 16th September when the BGS report will be published.

· 14 -17 December in Riems, France.  Reversibility and Retrievability International Conference.  TK has previously agreed to attend and present.

· MoDeRn project  - May/June 2011which no decision needs to be made yet and can be dealt with by email.

· T Knowles made a suggestion that a small delegation from the Partnership undertakes a fact finding visit to the WIPP – Waste Isolation Pilot Plant – New Mexico.  It is the only operational GDF and the closest we can get to understanding what an operational GDF might look like in West Cumbria. The logistics of any such visit would be complicated and a delegation would need a full associated programme to understand impacts on neighbouring communities and what benefits have flowed from hosting a repository.  Our proposal is that, if the Steering Group supports such a visit in principle, then we ask NDA to arrange travel and accommodation and assist with itinerary development.  The Partnership would retain ownership of the itinerary. Some Steering Group members have made a visit to this facility previously and comment that it is worth a visit even though there are significant differences between the two scenarios in New Mexico and West Cumbria.

6.2 DECC commented that during this particular economic climate the partnership would have to be aware of value for money and what the partnership would gain from any such international visits.

6.2 
Elaine W said that whilst we could learn much about GDf’s from existing documentation and hearing from delegations from other Countries going through similar process in other countries, going out and seeing facilities would be a benefit.  

6.3
Action: RB and CCC to lead on planning the WIPP visit, via NDA
7. 
Procurement – DECC left the meeting at this point
7.1
Evaluation – the tender process has resulted in a successful bidder, however, the appointment is on hold until the Engagement Package is approved by DECC in order to minimise risk to the Accountable Body.

7.2
Communications support.  Paul Gardner left the meeting for this item.  An Options paper had been circulated offering 2 options with Annex 1 outlining both Option A & Option B.  The recommendation in the paper was to go with Option B and asked the Steering Group for their views.  

7.3 
Following discussions on the paper and options no clear agreement was reached within the confines of the meeting time although there were various concerns raised about Option B it being more complex, uncertain and perhaps time-consuming Action: RB to liaise with Principal Authority Officers to reach a decision and implement as soon as possible.

7.4
BGS Peer Reviewers.  In total 27 different organisations had been asked to bid for this work via 35 different routes.  We received 5 tenders.  Initial scoring indicated that appointing two reviewers to work in parallel would be ideal, providing both and academic and practitioner perspective on the work.  Two reviewers also allows a view from a professional that is completely unconnected from the nuclear industry, as well as a view from somebody with experience in the field (although limited to limit their perceived conflict of interest).  The Appointment Panel within the Steering Group agreed to appoint:

· Professor Agust Gudmundsson, Royal Holloway University of London, and

· FWS Consultants, lead by Dr Jeremy Dearlove

8. 
AOB

8.1 There was no other business

8.2 A presentation from Britain’s Energy Coast West Cumbria followed the Steering Group meeting
9. 
Actions

	
	ACTION
	WHO

	Agenda Item 2 - Updates
	

	2.4
	Chair to write to all members of the Partnership outlining their engagement requirements for scheduled events
	T Knowles

	2.5
	Meeting of Steering Group & CALC Executive


	SW/RH

	Agenda Item 3 – Work Programme 
	

	3.2 a
	Re: work item 1a(iii) Planning system.  Officers to discuss and review the item on the work plan and review timescale if necessary
	FM/SK/CH liaise with RB

	3.2 b
	Re: 1b(iii) on work programme for 3 Mar 2011.  Discussion and decision about whether to remove this item
	CS/GR/RB

	3.2 f
	Re: 4b(i) – having an alternative view.  Appoint and commission someone to come along and give a presentation within the scope specified on ‘inventory’
	RB

	Agenda Item 4 – Partnership representation
	

	4.1
	Re-circulate schedule of engagements once more dates have been confirmed
	RB

	Agenda Item 5 – Credible Support and Decision-Making
	

	5.13
	Credible Support & Decision Making Paper – doc 74.

Revise following discussions and take to Partnership meeting on 5th August 2010
	FB

	Agenda Item 6 – Overseas Visits

	6.3
	Explore the details involved in a WIPP visit
	RB and CCC to a lead via NDA

	Agenda Item 7 – Procurement

	7.3
	Communications Support paper – agreement and decision required.
	RB to liaise with P.A. Officers

	7.4
	BGS Peer Review implementation
	RB

	Agenda Item 8 – Any other business

	
	None
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