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489 Procedural Rule Number 22.2  

 
Councillors Hansen, Finlay, Gainford, P Kendall, Pugmire, Robertson and C 
Tibble attended the meeting under Procedural Rule Number 22.2. 
 

490 Suspension of Procedural Rule - Public Questions  
 
Members agreed to suspend Public Access Rule 24.7(d) for agenda item 3, to 
enable all questions to be asked and answered during the meeting.  
 

491 Declaration of Interest  
 
4. Managing Radioactive Waste Safely. 

Councillor Alan Smith; Other Registrable Interest; Due to his being a 
member of the Community Union. 

 
4. Managing Radioactive Waste Safely. 

Councillor Barbara Cannon; Other Registrable Interest; Due to her being 
a member of the GMB Union. 

 
4. Managing Radioactive Waste Safely. 

Councillor Carl Holding; Other Registrable Interest; Due to his being a 
member of the Prospect Union. 

  
4. Managing Radioactive Waste Safely. 

Councillor Carni McCarron-Holmes; Other Registrable Interest; Due to 
her being a member of the UNITE Union. 

 
4. Managing Radioactive Waste Safely. 

Councillor Mark Fryer; Other Registrable Interest; Due to his being a 
member of the GMB Union. 

 
4. Managing Radioactive Waste Safely. 



Councillor Philip Tibble; Other Registrable Interest; Due to his being a 
member of the UNISON Union. 

 
492 Questions  

 
John Dunn asked the following question : 
 
'Petitions have demonstrated that over 3500 people in the Solway and 14000 
others object to continuing the MRWS process to stage 4.  A significant majority 
of parish councils are against a repository.  There is clear evidence of growing 
public opposition and anger throughout Allerdale and Cumbria.  In the light of all 
this many believe that the MORI POLL conducted on behalf of the MRWS 
partnership has been overtaken by more recent opinion and is now not a 
reliable indicator of the opinion of the community.  Will this council now 
reconsider the weight of argument that they attach to the MORI poll and give 
proper weight to more recent indicators that the people of Allerdale are not in 
favour of continuing to stage 4, as has been suggested, and are not willing to 
accept a repository in Allerdale or anywhere else in Cumbria?’ 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘Let me start by saying that the gathering of public opinion was a very important 
area of work undertaken by the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste 
Safely Partnership. To assist the Executive to make this decision, the 
Partnership undertook 3 rounds of pubic and stakeholder engagement which 
included a total of 4 opinion surveys. 
As well as seeking people’s overall opinion as to whether West Cumbria or 
Allerdale should participate in the process, the public and stakeholder work 
received a number of views which influenced the work programme of the 
partnership over the 3 ½ years that it operated.  Key messages, like gaining 
trust, clarifying decision making, being rigorous and securing community 
benefits were all taken on board following the initial round of public and 
stakeholder engagement. 
The last round of public and stakeholder engagement was the formal 
consultation, including the published consultation document asking for views 
and feedback from the public.  I urge anyone with an interest in this area to read 
the Public and Stakeholder Engagement Round 3 report on the MRWS website 
to see the extent to which the engagement was conducted. In total 1,410 
responses were received from 2,356 people or organisations. 
The MORI Poll was undertaken as a part of this consultation, and the headline 
results are outlined in the Executive report today. The MORI Poll was 
commissioned as a statistically representative survey of the population of 
Allerdale, and the Partnership hired two expert reviewers to check the 
methodology and work undertaken. 
I welcome the petitions that people have signed up to recently, as they also 
provide an indicator of the views of those people.  A number of Members of the 
public and groups have also written recently to myself and the other Members 
of the Executive, and their views will be considered, along with the numerous 
strands of work of the Partnership, prior to the decision being taken today.’ 
 
Don Graham asked the following question : 
 



‘The MRWS process set up the Brand Management Group to work out a brand 
protection strategy for the Cumbria ‘brand.’  This in itself is a recognition of the 
negative impact that the siting of a nuclear waste dump in West Cumbria would 
have on the Cumbria brand image and the resulting loss of local employment.  
A nuclear waste dump is a contradiction in everything that the brand 
represents.  The public’s perception is of a natural clean and green environment 
with unrestrictive ability to roam.  
Recently it was announced that the government had set aside £500k to support 
the brand protection strategy. (Incidentally, money that Jamie Reed has said 
would be better spent on health and education in the area).  Given that from 
now until the proposed storage facility is opened equates to 16 years (2029) 
which in turn translates into £32k per year of expenditure, quite a paltry sum 
when you consider how much marketing consultants will charge. 
If the decision is made to proceed to Stage 4 how is Allerdale Borough Council 
going to raise the considerable funds that will be required over and above this 
paltry Government sum in order to ensure that its constituents do not suffer 
increased unemployment as the Cumbria Brand image is blackened by the 
proposed siting of a nuclear dump in the area?’ 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘Thank you for your question Mr Graham. You are right to highlight that a Brand 
Management Group involving the 3 Councils, Cumbria Chamber of Commerce 
and Cumbria Tourism has recently been set up, as it is recognised that there 
might be a negative impact on the area should a decision be made to look for a 
potential site. 
It was decided that the burden of risk should not be on the Councils and the 
communities we represent, therefore the government has agreed to provide the 
£500,000 you mentioned to mitigate up front, potential negative impacts that 
starting the search for a site might have. 
If the process continues the government have committed to an engagement 
package, so that the local authority is not financial disadvantaged from 
participating and also, a set of Community Benefits principles. Principle 5 
states, “Preference should be given to mitigating rather than compensating for 
impacts, recognising the long timescales over which impacts could potentially 
occur. All reasonable steps should be taken to mitigate and/ or compensate for 
any impacts arising from the siting process itself, as well as from hosting a 
potential facility.” 
 
Rae McGrath asked the following question : 
 
‘Unfortunately Peter Maher who was the author of the 38 Degree online petition, 
is unable to be here, his wife is ill and in hospital. I am here to present the 
question as one of the supporters of NO Ennerdale Nuclear Dump.  The petition 
reads “Dear Councillors, You have volunteered the Lake District as a potential 
site for a nuclear waste dump. Your constituents don’t want this - and scientific 
evidence has already concluded the area is unsuitable. We are calling on you to 
withdraw us from the process immediately.” The initial motivation for the online 
petition was our shock and dismay at how the Ipsos MORI poll was conducted 
and how, in our view its information was being misrepresented. 
As you will know Q3 asked  “How much do you feel you know about this search 
in West Cumbria for a potential site for a deep underground disposal facility for 



higher activity radioactive waste”.  The answer to this has been presented as 
showing that over 55% of the residents of West Cumbria know at least a little 
about the process.  Whereas the figures actually show that 80% knew little or 
nothing about the search. If that poll were conducted again today, it would 
clearly produce a very different answer.  It is also apparent that the level of 
opposition has increased dramatically in the last few months, particularly in 
those areas identified by the geologist working for MRWS. The parish of 
Ennerdale and Kinniside has recently voted on this. 94% wished to withdraw 
our area from the search. 
In addition Q4 asked “From what you know at the moment, do you think that the 
councils should or should not take part in the search for a suitable site in the 
respective council areas for a deep underground disposal facility for higher 
activity radioactive waste”.  The response to this has been widely advertised as 
53% of West Cumbrians being in favour of taking part in a search. 
We believe that this was a serious misrepresentation, as this was a response 
based on little or no knowledge, when taking into account the 80% response 
from Question 3. We believed that these critical misrepresentations were 
symptomatic of the manipulative public engagement throughout this process. 
We therefore initiated the 38 Degrees online petition to indicate that this was not 
an issue that should be restricted to West Cumbrians alone, but one that is of 
National concern and we believe that this has been borne out by the 15,000 
online signatures we have received. 
We would like to ask the Cabinet members if they will:- 
1) Acknowledge that the disposal of Nuclear Waste is a National issue and the 
search should be based on national safe scientific identification of a site before 
a volunteer community is sought. 
2) Accept this online petition, its 15,000 signatories and their desire to stop this 
damaging search for a potential site for a Geological Disposal Facility within 
England’s Lake District with its National Park, its irreplaceable undamaged 
beauty, its SSSI’s and Ramsar Sites. 
3) Withdraw now from the search for a GDF in West Cumbria' 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘In answer to your first point, yes, I acknowledge that the disposal of Nuclear 
Waste is a National Issue, however it is also an issue for West Cumbria as 70% 
of the waste is currently stored above ground at Sellafield. The MRWS process 
starts with an expression of interest.  This expression of interest was made by 
Allerdale, Copeland and Cumbria County almost 4 years ago. The next stage 
was to rule out areas based on the geological criteria outlined by the 
government. The government decided that there were enough areas suitable in 
West Cumbria to continue supporting our involvement in the process.  
The decision being made today is whether to undertake the detailed desk-top 
geological assessment of the area, to see if any area in Allerdale might 
potentially hold promise for further exploration. If Allerdale decides to 
participate, (and the views of many that the geology is unsuitable are proven 
correct) - we should be in no doubt that this will see the end to the process. 
If the geology is suitable and a willing host community can’t be found, then 
again, be in no doubt, the process will stop. The government has made it clear 
that there needs to be both a willing host community and an area with suitable 
geology for MRWS to succeed. If either of these 2 aspects are not in place - it 
won’t happen. 



In terms of your second point, as stated earlier, I welcome the petitions that 
have been undertaken recently, and take on board the views of the people that 
have participated in them. 
Your third point will be answered by the Members of the Executive, through the 
consideration of the report and its associated recommendations later in the 
meeting.’   
 
Ruth Balogh asked the following question : 
 
‘DECC has now indicated that it wishes to change Stage Four of the MRWS 
process, in letters to CALC in November 2012 and the three Councils in 
December.  Therefore, how can the MRWS Consultation, which was carefully 
worded to describe Stage Four as originally set out in the White Paper, provide 
the Council with any basis for assessing the willingness of people in Cumbria to 
proceed?  And who in Cumbria has expressed a view on a new Stage Four, 
other than the many people who have expressed their opposition to the whole 
project?  And, given the government's apparent ability and willingness to alter 
the process in the past, and its intention to do so in the future, how can the 
Council know what it would be volunteering for? 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘Thank you for your question Ruth.  Whilst you aren’t specific in your question, I 
assume you are referring to the wording in Baroness Verma’s letter to the 
Council’s in December that says the following : 
“We commit to considering jointly with the local authorities, in light of the NDA’s 
work, what the most suitable way forward on assessing the suitability of the 
geology should be.  This should not rule out a change in the process set out in 
the 2008 MRWS White Paper.” 
This response was made by the Baroness following our letter to her in October 
2012 in which we were outlining the concerns of many expressed in the final 
consultation. We said, “the suitability of the geology was of paramount concern 
to many residents of Cumbria due to the lack of definitive information presently 
available.” 
The Baroness says on geology in her letter to CALC that, “I think it is important 
on this context to keep firmly in mind that the decision that the local authorities 
will be facing at the end of January is not to commit to host the geological 
disposal facility. Rather it is a decision to proceed to the next stage to see 
whether potential suitable sites can be identified for further investigation.” 
I do not interpret the comments from Baroness Verma as a change to stage 4. If 
Allerdale decides to participate I welcome the offer to agree the most suitable 
way forward and would be minded to call for early desk top site assessments, 
independently peer reviewed of the suitability of the geology of the area.’ 
 
Jill Perry asked the following question : 
 
‘DECC has said in letters to CALC in November and the three Councils in 
December, that it is considering making changes to Stage 4. This may well 
mean running some of the processes of Stages 4 & 5 together, and that some 
underground exploration may be conducted during Stage 4, rather than mere 
desktop studies which we were given to understand was the case.  Does this 
not render meaningless the MRWS process so far and the consultation which 



was held on it?  And how confident are the Executive that the Government will 
not actually change things again?’ 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘Thank you for your question Jill. This is the first time I have heard the 
suggestion that it would be possible in some way to run together stages 4 and 5 
of the process. Stage 4 very clearly outlines the need to establish if the geology 
of an area has the potential to host a geological disposal facility, through desk 
top studies, as well as further engagement with the community under the 
principles of volunteerism as outlined in the white paper. This is a key stage to 
the process and is concluded by at least one decision taken by the Councils, as 
to whether to move to stage 5. The full details of the process to be undertaken 
in stage 4 will be agreed if, and only if, an area moves into this stage.  It is 
feasible that stage 4 could include a stage 4a decision point to be taken only 
following the completion of the desk top geological studies.  A further decision 
could be taken at a later point following engagement with potential host 
communities.  The next stage – stage 5 involves more detailed geological 
assessment and community engagement and includes the drilling of bore holes 
to assess the nature and suitability of the geology. You can be assured that this 
stage, like others, will only be entered into following utmost robust investigation, 
scrutiny of the issues and public engagement. ‘ 
 
Jayne Tye asked the following question : 
 
‘At the recent public meeting in Keswick, Geologist Dr Jeremy Dearlove, who 
previously worked for the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 
Partnership told the meeting that he thought both Ennerdale and The Solway 
Plain areas had a low chance of being suitable for a repository site.  Given this 
view from the geologist most closely involved in this project to date and the 
state of the national & local economies, why are our councillors, together with 
government, considering wasting huge amounts of public money on a fruitless 
exercise that will leave local residents in limbo for up to 15 years, unable to sell 
houses or businesses or make plans for the future. Surely these matters should 
have been resolved before volunteering took place?’ 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘Thank you for your question Jayne.  You are right that the Geologist Dr Jeremy 
Dearlove has stated his view that there is a low chance of finding the geology 
suitable for hosting a repository in West Cumbria.  You will no doubt have heard 
other eminent experts in geology stating that the whole of West Cumbria is 
unsuitable for hosting a repository.  The fact is that there is disagreement on 
this issue.  If Allerdale decides to participate in the process and undertake a 
search for a site to host a repository, it will involve detailed geological desk-top 
studies to find out once and for all if anywhere in Allerdale is worth exploring 
further.  It is my view that, if we decide to participate that this work should be 
undertaken quickly, comprehensively and is independently peer reviewed.  The 
fact remains that no matter whether we like it or not the waste is currently being 
stored above ground in Cumbria at Sellafield.  The MRWS White paper and the 
process that Allerdale is considering has followed extensive work undertaken by 



CoRWM, who concluded that deep geological disposal is the best long-term 
solution to deal with higher level radioactive waste.’ 
 
Geoff Betsworth asked the following question : 
 
‘The budget for stage 4 has recently increased to £50 million and Baroness 
Verma has warned you that a change in the process cannot be ruled out. This 
probably means that, with that sort of budget, some site investigation work will 
take place as part of stage 4. These developments clearly undermine all the 
consultation work that has been carried out by the MRWS Partnership so far, as 
this was based on the original process. How can you possibly trust the 
Government and vote to proceed to stage 4 under these circumstances?’ 
 
Mr Betsworth  presented a petition on behalf of Solway Plain Against Nuclear 
Dump (SPAND), which said “We, the undersigned, call on Allerdale Borough 
Council, Copeland Borough Council and Cumbria County Council to 
immediately withdraw their expression of interest in the proposed siting of a 
High Level Nuclear Waste Dump on the Solway Plain in very close proximity to 
Silloth”.   There were 3750 signatures in total on the petition, and from these 
there were around 2800 from Allerdale.   
 
Councillor Smith responded to Mr Betsworth’s question as follows : 
 
‘Thank you for your questions Mr Betsworth.  As previously stated I would not 
accept moving to stage 5 of the process, which includes the digging of bore 
holes, without a specific decision point being in place.  I have no evidence of the 
government wishing to roll stages 4 and 5 together and would not proceed into 
stage 4 if I knew this was a suggestion.  My officers have recently been in 
contact with DECC to confirm that there is no suggestion from DECC that 
stages 4 and 5 be combined.  As also stated, I welcome an early indication on 
the potential suitability of the geology of the area, and therefore, if a decision to 
participate is made, I welcome the work on detailed desk-top studies to be 
comprehensively undertaken and peer reviewed as soon as possible.’ 
 
Chris Graham asked the following question : 
 
‘At recent public meetings in Silloth and Keswick, local people expressed 
extreme misgivings about the transparency of the consultation process.  It is 
clear from reactions at these meetings that there is a strong belief that, because 
only Cumbria volunteered to consult with Government on this process, then the 
right answer for the Government on siting suitability will be found irrespective of 
local geology.  People appear to feel as though the old secrecy and 'we know 
what is good for you' approaches formerly used by the nuclear industry are back 
in vogue undermining a lot of hard work over recent years to make the nuclear 
industry more transparent and better understood.  Do councillors believe it is 
wise to continue engaging with a process that could have a very destructive 
negative impact on local and national public perceptions of the nuclear industry 
when it is so vital to the Cumbrian and UK economies?  Would it not be better to 
ask Government to undertake a geology first approach and then to consult 
when a suitable site is clearly identified?' 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 



 
‘Thank you for your question.  In terms of whether I am concerned, about “a 
destructive negative impact on the local and national public perception of the 
nuclear industry”?  Whilst I personally recognise the benefits that the nuclear 
sector brings to the local and national UK economies, this is not my primary 
concern, and I can assure you that this is not a significant factor to be taken into 
account in making this decision.  My primary concern, and that of my Executive 
colleagues, is for the people of the area that we represent – the people of 
Allerdale and this very important decision will be taken for best interests of the 
people of Allerdale.  In terms of the second part of your question the 
government has decided that both geology and a willing host community are 
equally important – and that both need to be in place to proceed.  Having 
expressed an interest in looking at this with government, if Allerdale move to 
stage 4, as outlined I would want the desk top geological survey work to be 
undertaken quickly, comprehensively and independently peer reviewed.’ 
 
Kath Ostell asked the following question : 
 
‘The MRWS White Paper does not give any details about what the community 
benefits package (CBP) will comprise but does appear to indicate that this will 
only be paid to the community once the repository is built.  Furthermore, there is 
no statutory basis for any compensation in the White Paper.  Is it reasonable or 
responsible for councillors to vote to move to Stage 4 when the CBP is not 
provided on a statutory basis and does not appear to offer any compensation 
for those adversely affected during the significant disruption that will occur 
immediately prior to and during the building process?' 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘Thank you for your question Mrs Ostell.  You have touched on a key aspect of 
the work undertaken by the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 
Partnership during the 3 ½ years it was in existence.  I encourage you to read 
Chapter 12 of the Partnerships final report which outlines the various elements 
of what a community benefits package might look like. Within this chapter are 
13 proposed community benefits principles. 
The following examples are a few of the 13 principles, they include: 

• Timescale – benefits must deliver both long term and short term 
community well-being 

• Making a difference – benefits must put the area in a better position, both 
economically and socially than if no repository were to be developed 

• Scale – the scale of benefits must have the potential to transform the 
economic and social well being of West Cumbria – taking best practice 
from other countries into account and; 

• Longevity – agreements on community benefits will need to endure over 
a substantial period of time because of the multigenerational nature of 
the proposed development 

 
Vivian Russell asked the following question : 
 
‘You say that no sight has been identified thus far, but this is plainly not the 
case.  Why else would the British Geological Survey remove the Solway Plain 
from the exclusion zone which it applied to the whole of North Allerdale up to 



and including its leaked draft screening report of June 2010, and is now the 
most obvious target on the MRWS map on page 90 of its August 2012 Final 
Report.  I ask you to consider the devastating impact turning the Solway Plain 
into an industrial Armageddon will have on the thousands of migrating birds who 
use it as their winter feeding grounds, the recklessness of burying nuclear 
waste under the SSSI protected marshes of the Solway estuary vulnerable to 
tidal incursion and rising levels, or the major groundwater contamination that will 
result from piling 15 million cubic metres of excavated spoil containing toxic 
levels of chromium across the surface of the Solway Plain.  Given this horrible 
scenario, what is the point of pursuing the Solway Plain as a potential site when 
it is highly likely to fail the environmental impact requirements that form part of 
the nuclear licensing regime?’ 
 
Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘Thank you for your question Mrs Russell.  I can assure you that no site has 
been identified thus far.  The early draft of the British Geological Survey report 
excluded an area of the Solway plain because they initially concluded “that this 
area might be prospective for oil or gas in the future” and noted that the area 
“has already been investigated with exploration wells, but without success”. 
The final report was modified in response to comments from a wide range of 
stakeholders including CoRWM and the Partnership’s independent consultants, 
because the screening criteria was specifically related to “known oil and gas 
fields”. Therefore the area was not excluded, as there were no “known” oil and 
gas fields.  
The final report also removes some volumes of rock under the Solway Plain at 
between 200 and 500 meters due to the presence of an aquifer above 500 
metres from the surface. Should a geological disposal facility ever be 
considered in this area, I am told that it should be possible to provide an 
engineered access to below such a sub-surface aquifer.  
Clearly the safe engineering of a repository is of paramount importance and 
such a facility would only progress if the safety case was able to be 
substantiated to the satisfaction of the nuclear regulators.   
Similarly a Strategic Environmental Assessment will be undertaken should a 
potential site be identified to assess the total environmental and socio-economic 
impact that developing and hosting a disposal facility would have on an area. 
Until this is done it is too early to say what the likely environmental impact would 
be. If Allerdale did progress to the next stage of the process, identifying 
potential sites would, of course, take into account the designations of sites like 
the AONB within Allerdale.  
 
Councillor Finlay asked the following question: 
‘The Executive's decision was originally scheduled to take place on 11th 
November last, but was delayed to allow the 3 Decision-Making Bodies (DMBs) 
to secure additional information and reassurances from the Government and 
specifically from the Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC). That 
being the case: 
1. Can you now clearly outline what assurances and clarifications Allerdale and 
the other two DMBs asked for, and of these what was agreed and was not 
agreed? 
2. Specifically, has the Government now put into statute legislation 
guaranteeing a Right of Withdrawal? 



3. If so, can you confirm that Right is entirely unconditional, and now extends to 
the the actual host community of people living above and besides any proposed 
repository site and its associated facilities, with their consent to be secured by a 
local Referendum or similar means, and not left to their District and County 
Councils to act on their behalf? 
4. Assuming that not everything you sought was forthcoming, why are you now 
confident you have sufficient assurances and guarantees to consider voting to 
proceed to Stage 4? 
5. During the period of deferment, Did DECC propose any modifications to its 
position and intentions, and if so what? Did you and the other two DMBs agree 
to any or all of these? 
6. Are you aware that DECC now intends to concertina Stage 4 into Stage 5 
including spending £40M over 4 years on fieldwork while Phase 4 desk studies 
are being carried out1, and if so, have you established that the next Right of 
Withdrawal will now apply at the end of Stage 5, and only then? 
7. Have you established from DECC when this modified Stage 5 is now 
scheduled to be completed? 
8. Given that the 2008 White Paper clearly specified separate Stages 4 and 5 
with the former being a Desk Study and involving no fieldwork, have you 
obtained a view from independent Counsel that this major change to the 
process contained in the White Paper is permissible and legal, or could it 
invalidate the whole consultation process? 
9. Given these significant revisions introduced by DECC, why do you remain 
confident you have a sufficiently robust basis of information, assurances, 
guarantees and an unambiguous plan of the remaining processes and timetable 
upon which to vote to proceed to Stage 4? 

Councillor Smith responded as follows : 
 
‘Thank you for your question Councillor Finlay, I will answer each point you 
have raised.  The letter from the 3 Council’s sent to DECC dated 1 October 
2012 and included in todays’ Executive report at Appendix 1, outlines the issues 
raised with government by the 3 Councils.  In brief the first issue related to the 
right of withdrawal and the Councils asking that the right of withdrawal is put on 
a firmer footing by the end of stage 4. 
The second issue asked to clarify the process for a future negotiation on 
Community Benefits in stage 4. The third issue was in relation to geology, 
outlining that geology is of paramount importance to many residents in Cumbria 
due to the lack of definitive information currently available. The fourth issue 
related to Brand Protection of the area and the fifth issue related to the 
economic future of West Cumbria. 
The response from DECC through the letter to the 3 Council’s from Baroness 
Verma dated 19 December 2012 is attached to days report at Appendix 2.  
You have highlighted the Right of Withdrawal in your question asking if the 
government have now put the right of withdrawal into statute. As stated above 
the Councils asked that the Right of Withdrawal is put on a firmer footing by the 
end of stage 4. The detailed response from the Baroness on this issue is 
outlined in page 21 of today’s report. It states that the commitment from 
government in November 2011 will roll forward. These commitments are 
attached at page 23 of the report and state, “The Government accepts that if we 
reach a point where Q.. a Borough Council or the County Council continues to 



have genuine concerns and no longer wishes to participateQQ we would not 
proceed with the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely processQ.” 
The Baroness also states that government is minded to make the Right of 
Withdrawal legally binding through new primary legislation, with a timeframe of 
18 months following a decision about participation. 
In answer to your third point about the Right of Withdrawal being entirely 
unconditional, and extending to the host community of people living above and 
besides any proposed repository site and its associated facilities. The White 
Paper issued in June 2008 following consultation, outlined 3 levels of 
Community: 

1) Wider Local Interests 
2) Decision Making Body, and 
3) Host Community  

For volunteerism to work, all three levels of community would need to be fully 
engaged in whether to proceed or withdraw beyond stage 4 of the process. The 
MRWS Partnership covered how this decision might be taken at the end of 
stage 4 by saying, “the consultation carried out at the end of stage 4 would 
involve a further step change in the level of communications and engagement 
across Cumbria and beyond, with a particular focus on the potential host 
communities. We also anticipate that it would be useful to consider a method 
such as a representative opinion poll to gauge whether there is support for 
moving to stage 5 from within the suggested potential site areas.”  
From my own perspective, I would not at this stage rule out the possibility of 
hosting a referendum as suggested.   It is suggested in the Partnerships final 
report that, “one or more communities may decide that they do not want to take 
part in surface based investigations Q.. the Community Siting Partnership 
would need to understand the reasons for the community not wishing to 
participate and make a judgement about whether QQ the potential site areaQ 
has credible local support.” It is suggested that the siting partnership would 
make its recommendations to the Councils, who as the decision making bodies, 
would need to decide whether to move to stage 5. This decision would only be 
acceptable to government if the decision was credible. 
Your fourth point assumes that “not everything was forth-coming”. Myself and 
my colleagues now assess that we have enough information to be able to meet 
today and consider the options presented in the report. 
Your fifth point asks if DECC proposed any modifications to its position, if so 
what, and if the Councils have agreed. The details of the Councils concerns and 
response from DECC is outlined in the report. As just outlined DECC have 
agreed to look at putting the Right of Withdrawal on a legal footing in stage 4. 
This is arguably a change of position as it’s not included in the MRWS White 
Paper. 
Your sixth, seventh and eighth points ask about DECC combining stages 4 and 
5. I have no knowledge of this and my officers have recently confirmed with 
officers in DECC that government has no intention of proposing to bring these 
stages together, and that a decision point will be taken by the Councils if stage 
5 is entered into – i.e. the surface based investigation through the drilling of 
bore holes.  
Based on recent correspondence with DECC, and following 3 ½ years’ work 
undertaken by the MRWS Partnership, I therefore remain confident that myself 
and my colleagues have sufficient evidence in front of us to be able to 
contemplate the recommendation of the report we are considering today.’ 
 



493 Managing Radioactive Waste Safely  
 
The subject of the decision : 
 
The Head of Community Services submitted a report which sought members to 
consider participation in Stage 4 of the Governments process for Managing 
Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS).  
 
Members noted the details of the report and the contents of the West Cumbria 
MRWS Partnership Final Report, as well as the many views that had been 
expressed to them from both Councillors and members of the public.  
 
Councillor Heaslip said that the waste was already stored in the area, on the 
surface at Sellafield.  He thought that it should not be left for future generations 
to have to clean up and there were options of what to do with it, such as 
building new surface stores, but in time these would decay as well, so an 
underground repository was an option that should be considered.   
Councillor Heaslip said he wouldn’t vote for large scale excavation of either 
Ennerdale or the Solway Plain, but he thought that doing nothing was not an 
option.  He said that he thought the only responsible option was to remain 
engaged with Government in the process so that a consensus on the geology of 
the area could be sought, to know one way or the other whether or not there 
was any suitable geology in West Cumbria.   
 
Councillor Holding said that he thought that managing radioactive waste was 
the whole country’s responsibility, not just that of West Cumbria, and asked 
Councillor Smith about the right of withdrawal. 
 
Councillor Smith said that he had campaigned to get the right of withdrawal 
strengthened by ensuring it was in primary legislation, which would happen 
within 18 months, and assured members that if after the conclusion of Stage 4 it 
was proven that there was no suitable geology, then the process would end.  
He also said that Stage 4 would take 4 years to complete, and the primary 
legislation including the statutory right of withdrawal would be in place in 18 
months.   Councillor Smith said that it would be irresponsible for the current 
situation regarding the storage of waste to remain, and he would not vote for 
anything that put people at risk. 
 
Councillor Cannon said that she was also concerned about the right of 
withdrawal, and asked Councillor Smith to speak to Government to speed the 
primary legislation up.  She thanked the people who had asked questions and 
sent letters and e-mails to her regarding MRWS and said that she had been 
prevented from entering into any dialogue with people regarding their concerns 
because of the rules regarding pre-determination.  Councillor Cannon asked 
what a Community Siting Partnership was, and who the ‘community’ would be, 
and it was explained that it would be a decision for members as to who would 
become part of such a partnership.      
 
Councillor McCarron-Holmes said that the right of withdrawal was something 
that she too wanted to see at every step of the process, and that Stage 4 of the 
process must be the desk based study, and nothing more.  
 



Councillor Tibble said that he had thought long and hard about this decision, 
and that he agreed with Councillor Holding that it was a national issue.  He said 
that he thought the waste needed to be dealt with, but felt that the process was 
flawed as the suitability of the geology should have been considered first.  
Councillor Tibble said there may be a better location for a repository elsewhere, 
and this process would not establish whether this was the case.  He also said 
that even if suitable geology was found in the area, it was unlikely that the 
community would support it, therefore he would vote against proceeding to the 
next stage.  
 
Councillor Fryer said that he agreed with Councillor Heaslip’s comments, and 
also agreed that this was a national issue.  He said that it was imperative that 
there was a right of withdrawal and that safety was of paramount importance.  
Councillor Fryer said that although he thought it had been a back to front 
process, he would be voting to go forward to Stage 4 and it was important that a 
timetable for the next 18 months be set as a priority.   
 
Councillor Cannon said that she wanted the waste to be made safe, and it was 
important to be part of the discussions as to how that happens – it was wrong to 
do nothing.   
 
Councillor Holding said that he thought the chances of finding suitable geology 
in West Cumbria was low, and the process of assessing the geology would be 
another delay in finding a solution to the storage of the waste.  
 
Councillor Heaslip said that they key for him had been that there would be a 
renewed commitment from Government to invest in safe and secure waste 
storage arrangements, including remaining open to alternative locations for a 
GDF and researching alternative methods of dealing with higher activity waste.   
 
Councillor Heaslip moved that Allerdale Borough Council participate in Stage 4 
of the MRWS process, subject to the conditions set out in paragraph 6.2 of the 
report.  This was seconded by Councillor Smith.  
 
A vote was taken, 5 in favour and 2 against.  The motion was carried.  
 
Alternative options considered : 
 

• Not to participate. 

• To defer, including deciding what would need to be done to enable a 
decision. 

• To participate without conditions. 
 
The reason for the decision : 
 
To consider a ‘Decision about Participation’ in the next stage of the 
Government’s process for Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS). 
 
The decision : 
 
Resolved – That it be agreed to participate in Stage 4 of the MRWS process, 
with the following conditions : 



 
1 – Participation of Allerdale Borough Council is limited to Stage 4a only, 
i.e. it ends after initial identification of potential site areas, and Allerdale 
Borough Council has a formal decision-point to participate or not at that 
point.   

 
2 - The application of national siting criteria to those areas of West 
Cumbria not ruled out by the BGS screening study is started immediately 
by NDA so that Allerdale Borough Council can understand at the earliest 
opportunity if there are any potential site areas worth assessing or not.   

 
3 - The DMBs, in liaison with local partners, set up a panel of 4-6 
independent geologists to scrutinise the NDA's work on geology during 
Stage 4a.  This panel would report initially to the DMBs, and later the 
CSP/s, on 3 tasks in particular: 
 

- the acceptability of NDA's work to identify potential site areas 
(PSAs) in Stage 4a; 
- what possible Local Criteria for geology there might be, and 
when they should be applied  
- the acceptability of the NDA's methodology for assessment of 
PSAs during Stage 4b 

 
The panel should deliver these tasks in the light of international 
experience as well as UK experience.   

 
4 - Government decides how and when it will put key aspects of the 
MRWS process on a firm legal footing before the end of Stage 4a.   

 
5 - Government agrees to the principle that risks of impacts in the 
process should be borne by Government, not the local community.  This 
should include risks to the area's brand, and so a budget of £500,000 
should be made available for this purpose in the first instance, with 
additional resources as yet to be agreed following the three strands of 
work currently being undertaken in the draft management plan. 

 
6 - Government agrees that outline Community Benefits Packages and 
governance arrangements should be developed and agreed in Stage 4.   

  
7 – Should a suitable site for a repository be found in West Cumbria, it 
will be for UK waste only (allowing for the Government’s policy on 
substitution).  Any decisions by Government or the NDA to take title to 
overseas owned nuclear material should be discussed in advance with 
the DMBs. 

 
8 - Government decides, by the end of Stage 4a, whether the project will 
or will not be considered as a major infrastructure project in current 
legislation.  

 
9 - An Engagement Package is made available to allow the DMBs, and 
later the CSP/s, to deliver a robust and extensive programme of scrutiny 
to ensure local interests are well informed, consulted with, and 



represented.  This includes ensuring community representatives have 
access to a wide range of external expertise.  

 
10 – There must be no acceleration of the MRWS process by either the 
 Government or the NDA without local agreement from the relevant DMBs 
in close liaison with any CSP/s. 

 
11 – Retrievability of waste must be explicitly included within any generic 
designs for a GDF.  Any decisions on whether or not to build in 
retrievability to a site-specific design would only be made through 
discussions between the DMBs, local communities, the Government, the 
site operator and the independent regulators. 

 
12 - The role of both District and County Councils continues to be 
acknowledged in the decision making process i.e. one cannot agree to 
proceed without the other. 
 
13 – There is a renewed commitment from Government to investing in 
safe and secure waste storage arrangements, to remain open to 
alternative locations for a GDF in the UK, and to research alternative 
methods of dealing with higher activity waste which were not available at 
the time of the CoRWM report.  

 
The meeting closed at 5.25 pm 


