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1) Letter 
 
Preamble 
 
There are many flaws in this process and consultation and this response does not address all of them in detail, in the knowledge that other responses have provided 
detail in certain important areas.  
 
This response is divided into two – the first section is for the purposes of counting responses to the forced-choice questions, and the second provides some more 
detailed arguments. 
 
Part One: Responses to the forced-choice consultation questions 
 
Question 1.1: no 
Question 2.1: no 
Question 3.1: no 
Question 4.1: no 
Question 5.1: no 
Question 6.1: no 
Question 7.1: no 
Question 8.1: no 
 
Part Two:  Reasoning behind these responses 
 
Section One: Critique of the process 
 
1. Legitimacy of the process 
 
1.1. There being no legal underpinning to this process means that both the White Paper and the MRWS Partnership itself have problematic claims to legitimacy. To 
compound this problem, the MRWS Partnership’s processes themselves depart significantly from the processes as set out in the White Paper.  
 



The decisions to express an interest 
 
1.2. The MRWS partnership was set up in March 2009 as a means to implement the MRWS White Paper published in June 2008 process’ (Defra BERR & Devolved 
Administrations 2008). This White Paper called for ‘Expressions of Interest’ by ‘communities’ in ‘discussions about potential involvement in the siting process’ (op cit: 49). 
 
1.3. By the end of that month on June 24th Copeland Borough Council had lodged such an expression, a move that for some expressed not so much voluntarism as 
positive enthusiasm.  
 
1.4. The White Paper provides a table outlining the ‘indicative steps’ they would ‘expect communities to take’ prior to such a decision after publication: 
• ‘preliminary soundings. For example through existing Local Strategic Partnerships’ etc. and to follow these up with discussions requiring 
• ‘clarification from Government / NDA’, or  
• ‘further soundings from to be taken from potential partners’ (op cit: 50)  
 
1.5. It is not known how or whether Copeland Council was able to take such steps within a matter of days. But it seems most unlikely that all this activity could have 
occurred within such a short space of time, and so the very first sequence of steps in the White Paper appear to have been contravened. 
 
1.6. Allerdale Council also took a decision later in 2008 to make an expression of interest. As far as we know, its initial ‘soundings’ took the form of a seminar in 
Workington on 21st October 2008 to which a wider constituency of ‘partners’ including environmental groups was invited. W Cumbria & N Lakes FoE attended this 
meeting but contrary to an undertaking made at the meeting was not invited to comment on the report that was presented to Allerdale Council following this meeting, and 
which informed their subsequent decision to express an interest. Once again we see a Council acting in haste, and without the appearance of having conducted the 
detailed discussions and meetings outlined in the White Paper. 
 
1.7. Cumbria County Council invited a wide range of potential partners in August 2008 to provide it with written views prior to its decision to express an interest. West 
Cumbria & North Lakes FoE presented a petition containing 896 signatures, gathered in a 6 week period, against the idea to Tim Knowles on October 14th 2008. The 
Council held a full debate but made the decision in cabinet. The discussions and meetings recommended by the White Paper appear to have been substituted by a 
paper exercise and so were absent from these deliberations too. 
 
1.8. All three Councils were represented at a ‘Nuclear Influencing Strategy Workshop’ held in Kendal on January 15th 2008, where the minutes show they agreed 
hosting a nuclear dump would be a ‘trump card’ in making the case for new reactors in West Cumbria 
 
Note 22. No consensus on how/when to play trump card - that West Cumbria has a community willing to host high level (radioactive waste) repository, but perhaps only if 
we get new build and socio economic money follows to benefit community. This does of course assume (sic) that no other communities are equally willing!' (Appendix) 
 
This makes abundantly clear that all three Councils thought that West Cumbria WOULD host a repository, even before any announcement had been made, or invitation 
offered, and that the willingness of the ‘community’ was (a) the only issue that mattered and (b) could be taken for granted.  
 
It is hard to avoid the conclusion that these 3 Councils supported the idea of a repository in West Cumbria, were in great haste to express their interests, and in so doing, 
ignored the detailed discussions and meetings recommended by the White Paper. 
 
The minutes of the Nuclear Influencing Strategy Workshop (Appendix) also indicate pre-determination of the issue, by some parties, of siting a repository West Cumbria. 
This calls into question the validity of ‘voluntarism’.  



 
The operation of the MRWS Partnership 
 
1.9. The White Paper is, unfortunately, muddled with regard to expectations from ‘communities’ and ‘decision-making bodies’. If defines the terms ‘host community’ (‘the 
community in which any facility will be built’) and ‘decision-making body’ (Local Government) but frequently uses the term ‘community’ without indicating which it means.  
 
1.10. The White Paper’s advice does not specifically recommend the setting up of a Partnership along the lines that subsequently developed. The Partnership does have 
draft Terms of Reference which state that its aim is to explore 
 
whether they should participate or not in the Geological Disposal Facility siting process  (Doc no 2 Draft 4) 
 
But they have not implemented the conventional application of such an aim – namely to explore the pros and the cons of participation equally thoroughly. The 
deliberations have been biased in favour of promoting the process, with ‘challenges’ permitted from time to time. Where such challenges have produced arguments that 
are difficult – or perhaps impossible - to deal with (eg the Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates Issues Register, the papers put forward on Inventory by Pete Roche and 
the NDA’s R & D Programme by Prof Stuart Haszeldine), these have been handed to the NDA who have produced plans, some quite vague, about how they will be dealt 
with later in the process. In this way, the ‘cons’ – ie the arguments against participation – have re-appeared in the ‘pros’ column as problems that will be solved at some 
time in the future. The ‘pro’ position has always had the last word on any dialogue that has taken place. 
 
The Partnership has not followed its own draft Terms of reference in exploring ‘whether OR NOT to participate’. The deliberations have favoured the ‘pro’ position with 
any positions ‘against’ framed as ‘challenges’. The ‘pro’ position always gets the last word.  
 
1.11. The role of the NDA in providing assistance for the process has not always been helpful. For example, a request was made to the Partnership to review practice 
overseas for involving environmental groups in similar projects, which the NDA undertook. Not only did the NDA produce a flawed review by neglecting the case of 
Canada where a very rigorous procedure operates, but it ignored its own knowledge base that had previously explored this very case as part of its work for the White 
Paper. The Partnership drew the conclusion that little was to be learned about how NGOs might be involved, on the basis of what can only be construed as a deliberately 
biased account provided by the NDA ( www.westcumbriamrws.org.uk/documents/100,  http://www.nda.gov.uk/documents/upload/TN-17086). 
 
The NDA has taken an important role in undertaking research for the Partnership. Some of this has of course been necessary. But the NDA’s clear interest in promoting 
the process should have led the Partnership to consider the allocation of work to the NDA more carefully in order to avoid bias to the work it undertook.  
 
1.12. Because the Partnership embraces three Local Authorities, it has become unduly dominated by a single constituency - the decision-making bodies (DMBs). The 
White Paper clearly envisaged that there would be just one of these DMBs in these early discussions, but in this case we have 3 which multiplies greatly the number of 
representatives (officers and members) of DMBs. The membership of 4 Councillors and 1 Officer for each Council means that they collectively occupy 15 seats in the 
Partnership.  
 
The dominance of the Local Authorities in the process undermines its legitimacy, since the MRWS Partnership will be reporting to the same authorities to take the next 
decision.  
 
1.13. The Partnership has taken no steps to rectify this imbalance. Places have been offered generally on the basis of providing a single seat within the Partnership to a 
whole constituency. Environmental groups were offered one place at first when Copeland set up an initial Partnership. This was some time later increased to two. The 
flaws in the Partnership’s constitution and operation meant these places were not attractive to those invited, and the work produced for the Partnership by the NDA (see 



above) on models of involvement failed to make known to the Partnership the details of good practice that exists elsewhere, despite this information having already been 
researched by the NDA. 
 
1.14 There is no reference in the White Paper to any need for the funding of Public Relations, but this in fact has been funded to a significant degree. Despite the large 
budget for this activity, there has been little coverage in the media over the period of the MRWS Partnership’s operations. The messages that the media appear to have 
been receiving were that the various preliminary discussions were not significant and not worthy of publicity. Most publicity has been confined to the Letters pages of the 
local press. 
 
1.15 A high profile was given to Public Relations within the process and this has resulted in an overlap between ‘public engagement’ and ‘public relations’ with the result 
that activities sponsored by the Partnership have been dominated by communicating positive messages about the Partnership’s work, instead of seeking to create 
forums where open debate and deep scrutiny are rehearsed and analysed. Instead, there has been an appearance of welcome, but a reality in which opposing views 
have been granted a minority platform only.  
 
There has been confusion between ‘public relations’ and ‘communications’ on the one hand and ‘public engagement’ on the other, resulting in Public Engagement 
Forums being dominated by Partnership members promoting ‘messages’ in favour of the process. 
 
1.16. Credible opposing views have been dismissed by Partnership members as ‘just one view among many’ as though the number of people holding a view were all 
that is needed to testify to its validity. Clearly there are members who have not considered the case of Galileo. The views of Prof David Smythe and other geologists who 
consider the entire area geographically unsuitable are absolutely crucial for the Partnership to understand, yet Prof Smythe was offered just 15 minutes to present a 
summary. Such views, if correct, are ‘show-stoppers’ yet they have not been treated with the seriousness they merit. 
 
1.17. The unwillingness of the MRWS Partnership to provide a proper platform for opposing views has meant that others have been obliged to do this – eg hosting of the 
lectures given by Prof David Smythe in February 2012 - without the benefit of the public funding that the White Paper promised.  
 
1.18 There has been a category confusion within the Partnership about the meaning of the term ‘representation’. It has consistently been used in the political sense of 
representing a constituency or ‘community’ of interest, and debates have been organised to represent a range of stakeholders (eg Consultation document P 31 – 32 Box 
4). The alternative sense, of representing the different sides of an argument in order to analyse and test the logic of the arguments and get at the truth, has not been 
used – yet this is what is needed. This has also contributed to the failure of the Partnership properly to rehearse and scrutinise the evidence, especially with regard to 
geology, engineering and inventory. 
 
1.19. The Partnership has also failed properly to understand the concept of ‘peer review’. It has appointed an ‘independent’ geologist as ‘peer reviewer’ who 
coincidentally supports the idea favourable to the process proceeding, that somewhere in W Cumbria there might be a suitable place for a repository. The principles of 
peer review are acknowledged by the academic community as offering a good – though imperfect - way of judging the worthiness of claims to knowledge by testing such 
claims through the judgement of academic peers. This testing usually involves a number of reviewers who hold disparate views.  
 
1.20. Many issues connected with engineering, inventory, containment, etc have been raised. The Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates  identified 100+ issues in their 
‘Issues register’ ( www.nuclearwasteadvisory.co.uk ), and the ‘Rock Solid’ report reviewed the literature on disposal of high level waste, concluding that ‘the existence of 
road maps and the rejection of other options do not automatically mean that deep disposal is safe’ (Wallace 2010 p 48). Both documents identify issues which are very 
serious indeed – for example the contradictory requirement for some gases to be vented while others should be contained. The NDA’s response to these takes a 
procedural not a substantive form – ie not responding to these arguments now, but promising to put in place procedures that will lead to their solution later. 
 



The MRWS Partnership’s ability to deliver credible public engagement has been compromised by promoting the case for a repository in W Cumbria. Arguments against 
have been heard not for their substance, but rather for the purpose of fine-tuning its ‘messages’. The process has more resembled a political debate with a premium on 
being ‘right’ than the provision of a forum for full scrutiny and open debate.  
 
Its scrutiny of the geological arguments, engineering and inventory in particular have been partial to the case in favour of a site in West Cumbria. 
 
1.21. The MRWS Partnership has never been able to agree its own Terms of Reference. This undermines it credibility and means that it cannot be understood as 
speaking with one voice. More seriously, it means there is a danger that ultimately the dominant interests – those of the DMBs - will prevail. 
 
The absence of agreed Terms of Reference for the MRWS Partnership undermines its credibility. There is a danger that the dominant interests of the DMBs together will 
prevail. 
 
1.22. All 3 of the Local Authorities support a new generation of nuclear reactors in England & Wales, and at Sellafield. They are thus committed to the need for a 
‘solution’ to the problem not only of legacy waste but also of waste associated with new build reactors.  
 
1.23. Not only do all 3 support a new generation of nuclear reactors and the waste they will create, but the minutes of the County-wide Nuclear Influencing Group which 
embraces all three, reveal a belief that a decision to host a GDF in W Cumbria will prove to be ‘a trump card’ in getting new reactors sited at Sellafield (Appendix One) 
 
The DMBs are all in favour of new nuclear reactors, whose development is predicated on there being a solution in place for existing nuclear waste. More seriously, they 
all have supported the notion that there already is ‘a willing community’ for hosting a GDF and that this represents a ‘trump card’ in attracting new nuclear reactors to 
West Cumbria. 
 
1.24. The section in the White Paper on ‘Community Siting Partnerships’ is – surprisingly, since this comes at a later stage – somewhat more detailed, and the 
implication is that a ‘host community’ – and hence an area where there is a potential specific site, will already have been identified (paras 6.28, 6.29 p 54). This has not 
happened – at least not in public, although there is a widespread view that the NDA wish to return to the site of the Nirex Inquiry, Longlands Farm.  
 
1.25. The absence of a ‘host community’ having been identified for Stage 4  will mean that the decision-making body / ies would be the ones to set up a Community 
Siting Partnership. Once a site were identified then representatives of the ‘host community’ would be invited to join a process that was set up by the Local Authority / ies. 
This will replicate the current situation of undue political dominance. 
 
Pro-nuclear Local Authorities who have already expressed support for the idea of a GDF in W Cumbria dominate the existing Partnership. Under the proposals for the 
next stage, the absence of a host community will enable this dominance to continue. 
 
1.26. The principles for identifying and assessing potential candidate sites were not published in time to be incorporated into this consultation. Instead, a summary of 
what might be included in such a process has been offered.  
 
Their publication in March indicates further confusion at DECC about ‘community and what it signifies: 
 
‘In relation to consultation timing, the Government wanted to ensure that communities currently considering whether to make a Decision to Participate have sufficient 
information to be able to understand what would be involved in Stage 4 of the MRWS process. Government also wanted to ensure that the plans for Stage 4 were 
developed in some detail in preparation for a possible Decision to Participate.’ (DECC 2012a p 25). 



 
This means that once again, the DMBs are considered to be the ‘communities’ and have been privileged over wider community interests. 
 
1.27. The confusion over what is a ‘community’ persists in the DECC guidance over identification and assessment of potential candidate sites. It states: 
 
‘Right of Withdrawal: up until the point at which underground construction of the facility is due to begin, a community can withdraw from the MRWS process. However, as 
outlined in the White Paper, all parties in a Community Siting Partnership would be expected to work together to avoid the need to exercise the Right of Withdrawal at a 
late stage.’ (DECC 2012b p 9) 
 
- yet in the White Paper the Right of Withdrawal is vested in the DMBs. If this is a policy change then the DECC paper should make this clear.  
 
 
Section Two: Flaws in the consultation document 
 
There are a number of ways in which the Consultation document is misleading, and therefore it is compromised as a way to collect the views of people about whether to 
go forward with a decision to participate. This is not meant to provide a full account of its flaws, just some of the most serious. 
 
2.1. Throughout the consultation document the views of the Partnership on a Decision to Participate are put forward. Despite the Partnership’s draft Terms of Reference 
embracing the notion that they should be exploring whether or not to volunteer, nowhere in the Consultation Document is the contrary view rehearsed or even so much 
as alluded to – namely a summary of the arguments against a Decision to Participate. This is standard practice in Option Appraisals that often accompany consultations: 
Option One = No Change / do nothing. The document is therefore biased in favour of promoting a position to take a decision to Participate. In fact it is only recently that 
the Partnership has changed the term ‘Decision to Participate’ (DtP) to ‘Decision about Participating’ (DaB). 
 
By ignoring any analysis of the option NOT to participate the consultation document is biased in favour of participating.  
 
This clearly contravenes the draft Terms of Reference which state that the Partnership’s aim is to consider ‘whether OR NOT to participate’. 
 
2.2. ‘A repository’ 
 
2.2.1. Throughout the document the project is referred to as ‘a repository’. But it is not made clear that there could be more than one. This is due to the lack of clarity 
about several matters: 
 
- whether this project would be confined to so-called ‘legacy’ waste, or whether waste from new reactors would need to be accommodated. The fact that Government 
has not yet reached agreements with the potential operators of new plants but is still in discussion with them over the question of waste allows the possibility that these 
operators and the Planning Authorities will expect waste from new build to be sent to Cumbria. This was the attitude of Essex County Council and Southend Borough 
Council until opposition groups pointed out their error (Essex County Council 2011); 
- the difficulties inherent in co-disposal of high level waste and intermediate level waste, in particular the question of how to dispose of heat-generating waste alongside 
other wastes. The consultation document fails to make clear these difficulties, calling the waste ‘higher activity’ instead of using the usual terms with which people in 
West Cumbria are familiar. It also fails to make clear that this type of repository is a totally new type of project, not tried anywhere else in the world; 
 
2.2.2. Furthermore, although the scale of the project has been characterised as being significantly large (equivalent to the size of the channel tunnel), the scale of the 



associated infrastructure works, and impact of both removing and storing the spoil have not been mentioned. Yet these would be highly significant. 
 
2.2.3. It is already evident that West Cumbrian infrastructure could not accommodate the traffic that a repository would need. But only the comings and goings of waste 
packages have been considered in any detail within the Partnership, and merit just a reference in the consultation document (Mrws document no 178). The question of 
construction is one of the many issues that the Partnership will not consider now because of its commitment to site-specific criteria rather than generic criteria, yet it is 
possible to estimate even at this stage that construction will require an industrial zone of several square kilometres which will remain for more than 100 years 
(http://mrwsold.org.uk/more-information/safety-issues). 
 
2.2.4. The question of spoil has been completely glossed over in Document no 178 which states ‘we have assumed that all of the excavated rock spoil could be stored 
on the surface and then either re-used in construction and backfilling or for landscaping and site restoration.’ (Mrws no 178). Neither the nature nor the likely scale of the 
surface required for such storage have been estimated. Yet it is already clear that the requirements of a repository to deal with spoil would extend the project well 
beyond a single ‘host community’.   
 
2.2.5. In Kent, an entire new Country Park jutting out into the English Channel (Samphire Hoe) was built with just some of the spoil from the channel tunnel project. A 
repository in West Cumbria would not just require huge amounts of spoil to be removed, but also huge amounts to be retained for backfill some 150 years or so after 
emplacement. A place in West Cumbria would have to be found to accommodate the berms it would need to be kept in (http://mrwsold.org.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2012/01/spoil-11oct11.pdf, http://mrwsold.org.uk/more-information/safety-issues/). 
 
Nowhere else in the world is undertaking co-disposal, and the Consultation document does not make clear the unique nature of the project in attempting to 
accommodate both high and intermediate level waste, probably along with spent fuel.  
 
It is also different from the previous proposal by Nirex to site a Rock Characterisation Facility at Longlands Farm in Gosforth for intermediate level waste only. Instead 
the consultation document refers to ‘higher activity wastes’, a term unfamiliar to West Cumbrians. The unique nature of this project is hidden from view.  
 
The size and scale of this project have not been properly depicted. The idea that it would just affect a single ‘host community’ with perhaps a neighbouring community 
affected too with some surface facilities does not stand up to scrutiny – in fact, the project would affect communities far beyond the place where any repository were to 
be located. It would affect much of West Cumbria and taken in its totality would be very significant and clearly visible over a very long period from many of the western 
fells of the Lake District National Park. 
 
2.3. Geology 
 
2.3.1.With regard to geology, the Consultation document claims that there is ‘enough possibly suitable land to make progress worthwhile’. This makes a fundamental 
assumption that the basic criteria for geological suitability are host rock dependent, and that the overall regional geological setting is not important.  However, the 
research, experience and recommendations for deep radioactive waste disposal both in the UK and abroad since the early 1990s have been summarised as follows: 
1. Select regions for site search based on geographical, geological and hydrogeological attributes 
2. The basic criteria for site selection are host rock independent 
3. The regional geological setting of the site is of paramount importance 
4. Low hydraulic gradients and a long-term groundwater return time are essential 
5. Simple geology is preferable 
6. Long-term geological stability is desirable – inasmuch as it can be predicted. 
 



In contrast, the MRWS process has resulted in a single region based primarily on ‘voluntarism’, rather than on the geological criterion (1) above. The process also 
highlights a purely host rock approach, in contradiction to (2) above. Criterion (3) is simply ignored. West Cumbria meets neither criterion (4) nor (5). Nor can geological 
stability (6) be guaranteed if a site along the coastal region – which is near a major fault line - is selected. (http://mrwsold.org.uk/more-information/international-
perspective/) 
 
2.4. The waste 
 
2.4.1. In the DVD which accompanies the consultation document, it is stated that 70% of the waste by volume that would go into a repository is already located at 
Sellafield. This ‘fact’ has been a major plank of the argument in favour of seeking a site for a repository in West Cumbria – indeed it has been framed as constituting a 
‘responsibility’ to seek to locate it here.   
However, while it is true that 70% of ‘legacy’ waste is already at Sellafield, there remains the possibility that this repository will also be asked to accept waste from new 
reactors. In this case, the situation would be very different. In the event of a 16 gigawatt new build programme, around half the waste, by volume, is not located at 
Sellafield.  
 
In the event that waste from a 16 gigawatt new build programme would be included, around half the waste would come from outside Cumbria, contradicting that 
statement that ‘70% of the waste is already at Sellafield’ 
 
 
2.5. Principles of Voluntarism 
 
2.5.1. According to the detail in the White Paper the principle of voluntarism does not really extend to local communities, despite impressions early on in the document 
that it might. Their views may be taken into account, but all the guidance ends with the Decision-making Bodies taking decisions on behalf of smaller areas where a site 
might be located – and indeed beyond, where surface facilities, spoil, new transport infrastructure etc will be located - and the DMBs exercising Rights of Withdrawal 
from the process. 
 
The notion of a ‘willing community’ could ultimately be restricted to a very small number of politicians, acting in cabinet or executive.  
 
2.5.2 By not providing any background information about the process of voluntarism to host nuclear waste in other countries, the consultation document fails to show just 
how far they are departing from accepted practice. 
 
2.5.3. The logical way to find a site for a repository is to apply generic criteria to identify suitable settings and then to invite volunteers, but in West Cumbria it is the 
reverse. Members of the Blue Ribbon Commission on the America’s Nuclear Future visited the MRWS Partnership to get an understanding of what was happening in the 
UK. They have not adopted our model, but instead followed the logical procedure: 
 ‘First the Environmental Protection Agency and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission should develop a generic disposal standard and supporting regulatory requirements 
early on in the siting process. 
Generally-applicable regulations are more likely to earn public confidence than site-specific standards. In addition, having a generic standard will support the efficient 
consideration and examination of multiple sites.’ (http://brc.gov/) 
 
2.5.4. The repositories under construction in Sweden, Finland, France and Switzerland are all of interest to the case here. In all these countries a geological suitability 
search came before any attempt to get communities involved. It is true that at a late stage in the site search in both Sweden and Finland political considerations to some 
extent overrode the geology; but both these countries are unusual in having ancient hard crystalline rocks of a similar type at the surface over all of their low-lying 



regions. This means that the choice of an actual site was less important, because the geology was already constrained – which is not the case in the UK. 
 
Nowhere else in the world is pursuing a voluntarism approach to deep disposal that does not first identify settings with suitable geology / geography and then seek 
volunteers. This country is unique in seeking volunteers first. 
 
2.5.6.The Blue Ribbon Commission favours the use of generic criteria for several reasons, including earning ‘public confidence’. Once again, we note the contrast with 
the MRWS process where site-specific criteria are to be used. This avoids the inconvenient unsuitability of the geology & geography of West Cumbria, and posits the 
hope that some small area might eventually be found somewhere in the region. The difficulty here is that by the time sub-surface investigations are taking place, it may 
be too late to withdraw. 
 
2.5.7. The Blue Ribbon Commission also states: 
 
‘these criteria will ensure that time is not wasted investigating sites that are clearly unsuitable or inappropriate’ (http://brc.gov/) 
 
The application of site-specific criteria carry a risk that time will be wasted investigating sites that prove not to be suitable. They also risk the possibility of reaching a 
point where withdrawal would be difficult. 
 
2.6. Only one volunteer 
 
2.6.1. The Blue Ribbon Commission also states: 
‘Encourage expressions of interest from a large variety of communities that have potentially suitable sites -  as these communities become engaged in the process, the 
implementing organization must be flexible enough  not to force the issue of consent while also being fully prepared to take advantage of promising opportunities when 
they arise.’ (http://brc.gov/) 
 
2.6.2. The invitation from the White Paper has produced expressions of interest from one area of the country only. This is a serious flaw to the idea of voluntarism, 
compromising as it does, the possibility of comparing alternative sites in order to find the most suitable. A volunteer of one is unsatisfactory.  
 
2.6.3. Yet the White Paper does not address the question of how the relative merits of competing sites might be evaluated. Instead it only puts forward ‘Criteria for 
assessing and evaluating candidate sites’ (p 66). If it were genuinely wishing to create an open competition among volunteers, the rules for judging the winner have not 
been stated. The idea that siting a repository in West Cumbria has been a ‘done deal’ from the outset between government and Councils in West Cumbria is therefore 
not so far-fetched. If this is true, then the consultation has been prejudiced from the outset. 
 
2.6.4. The fact that Copeland Council was so enthusiastic at the outset may well have engendered complacency among other Councils over the question. The evidence 
from Essex and Southend testifies to this (Essex County Council & Southend–on–Sea Borough Council 2011). 
The existence of a single area volunteering early on in the process may have engendered complacency elsewhere in the country.  
 
2.7. Incrementalism 
 
2.7.1. The version of voluntarism that is being pursued here is an incremental one, where each step that is taken is not a huge one, there is an implication that each 
might be reversible - but there is a high risk that little by little they will add up to a fait accompli. This is strongly supported by the decision not to use generic criteria, and 
instead to use site-specific criteria. The result is that far too much cannot be decided at this early stage because a site has not been identified. 



 
2.7.2. Compelling questions have been raised which are very serious indeed by Nuclear Waste Advisory Associates, Prof Stuart Haszeldine, Prof David smythe,, Pete 
Roche, and the Rock Solid Report. All challenge the NDA, whose response takes a procedural not a substantive form – ie not responding to these arguments now, but 
promising to put in place procedures that will lead to their solution later. 
 
2.7.3. The use of a geological framework that emphasises host rock and dismisses overall regional geology as important also favour incrementalism.  If regional geology 
had been used, then West Cumbria would be rejected. Making the host rock a criterion for site selection goes against international criteria, but allows for the theoretical 
possibility of a site.  
 
The incremental approach allows following tendentious arguments on the basis that what is clear now may somehow perhaps be disproved some day. This brings a real 
risk that once the process has moved sufficiently far, the investment of time and money will be deemed too significant - and the research to find another solution to 
nuclear waste will not have taken place.  
 
AND A DUMP IN AN UNSUITABLE PLACE WILL BE OUR LEGACY TO FUTURE GENERATIONS. 
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2) Note to Appendix  
 
APPENDIX - NOTE 
 
This note is an introduction to the Appendix which consists of a series of minutes of meetings obtained under Freedom of Information which involved representatives 
from the following Cumbrian organisations over the time-period: 
 
Councillors and Officials from the NDA,  
Cumbria, Copeland and Allerdale Councils,  
Cumbria Vision,  
West Lakes Renaissance,  
Sellafield Unions,   
North West Development Agency,  
Invest in Cumbria,  
Sellafield Ltd,  
Mercury Stone (Marketing company),  
AMEC (nuclear service company),  
Furness Enterprise,  
a representative of Jamie Reed, Copeland MP, and  
John Hetherington an independent consultant. 
 
Also attached are true copies of slides (which are impossible to scan) of a presentation of the first meeting noted in the minutes. 
 
These are submitted as they indicate pre-determination of the issue, by some parties, of siting a repository West Cumbria. This is absolutely fundamental to the issue of 
voluntarism.  
 
They also raise many questions over the openness and transparency of the MRWS process on the part of a number of the organisations which have taken part in that 
process - including the three Councils which are Decision Making Bodies – which were a party to these meetings.  
 
The attached information was only made public following protracted requests under Freedom of Information legislation. How much more remains hidden from the MRWS 
process is of course unknown. 
 
There are also references to MRWS member organisations in the minutes e.g. the Lake Distict National Park Authority, but as these do not link to the MRWS issue 
directly they are not referenced below. 
 
For ease of reference the following notes are made on the most relevant points of the minutes and slides. Page numbers refer to the pages in the printed documents. 
 



References to key points in the document: 
 
Links of repository to new build 
 
Minutes 15th January 2008 (p 1-4) - the day after the Government launched the White Paper 'Our Energy Challenge' and six months before the MRWS White Paper was 
published. 
 
Page 1, note 2  
 
Government is 'salami slicing' nuclear renaissance by a) getting NDA up and running and 'dealing' with legacy (waste) b) now rehabilitating nuclear energy c) progress 
on waste management next, then d) re-examination of fuel cycle to follow (nuclear power WP leaves big door open to future reprocessing) 
 
Nuclear dump as a 'trump card' 
 
15/1/08 (p 3) Note 22 reveals that the prime interest in possibly hosting a 'geological disposal facility' is in order to leverage new build in West Cumbria: 
 
Note 22. No consensus on how/when to play trump card - that West Cumbria has a community willing to host high level (radioactive waste) repository, but perhaps only if 
we get new build and socio economic money follows to benefit community. This does of course assume (sic) that no other communities are equally willing!' 
 
The above ties in with the thinking behind Note 2 on page 1 (above) and the NDA dealing with legacy waste, as all being part of facilitating new build. 
 
Further notes: 
 
? 13/2/08 (p 7) mention is made of MRWS 4 months prior to its publication 
 
? 13/3/08 (p 11) 'MRWS - SK completed a scoping paper'. 
 It is not known if this was made public 
 
? 30/4/08 (p 21) 'Sellafield still in frame for second phase - indirect link with the repository  
(NB, this refers presumably to the thinking at the time that the disadvantages associated with the Sellafield site might mean it would only reach a second-list of approved 
new reactor sites) 
 
? 27/1/0/09 (p 91) 'need to draft what the Cumbria offer is to the market place'.  
 
? 09/2/10 (p 115) - David Hayes - under New Missions - is 'running workshops on the 18th June to look at a strategy for Nuclear Fuel Management and Nuclear Waste.'  
 
See also points in the same record re. NDA and reprocessing. 
 
See also: 
 
slides 13-14 (p 5) of presentation: e.g. 'new build planning inquiry will expect to see a Repository siting and implementation process 'roadmap', with achievement of early 



milestones and confidence in a forward programme'  and:  
'By 2010/2011, the MRWS programme can be expected to have invited volunteer communities and to have received responses. 
 
slide 23 (p 8) of presentation document 
The slides are white printing on black and so very difficult to scan. A hard copy can be sent if it is required. 
 

 
3)  Appendix – see below 
 

 

 














































































































































































































































