
Allerdale Borough Council

Executive - 18 April 2018

Response to BEIS consultations on a Geological Disposal Facility

The Reason for the Decision To consider responding to two 
Government consultations relating to 
their proposed siting process for a 
geological disposal facility.

Summary of options considered There are only two options – respond or 
not.  Whatever process the Government 
use for finding a site will impact on 
Allerdale, so it makes sense to respond. 

Recommendations It is recommended that Members 
consider the draft responses attached 
and agree that they may be submitted to 
BEIS, amended as necessary.

Financial /  Resource Implications There are no financial or resource 
implications from responding to these 
consultations.

Legal / Governance Implications Under the Local Government Act 2000 
and associated legislation, together with 
the authority’s constitution, responding to 
these consultations is an Executive 
decision.

Community Safety Implications There are no community safety 
implications from responding to these 
consultations.

Health and Safety and Risk 
Management Implications

There are no health and safety and risk 
management implications from 
responding to these consultations.

Equality Duty considered / Impact 
Assessment completed

There are no equality issues arising from 
responding to these consultations.

Wards Affected Any responses would be on behalf of all 
wards, but as Government is only 
consulting on a possible process, no 
wards are affected at this time.

The contribution this decision would 
make to the Council’s priorities

Responding to these consultations has 
no direct impact on the Council priorities.



Is this a Key Decision No

Portfolio Holder Councillor Alan Smith

Lead Officer Richard Griffin
Policy Manager - Nuclear

richard.griffin@allerdale.gov.uk

Report Implications

Community Safety N Financial N
Legal N Partnership N
Social Inclusion N Asset Management N
Equality Duty N Health and Safety N
Employment (internal) N Employment 

(external to the Council)
N

Background Papers – BEIS consultation documents on the National Policy 
Statement for a GDF (www.beisgovuk.citizenspace.com/civil-nuclear-resilience/gdf-
nps/) and “Working with Communities” (https://beisgovuk.citizenspace.com/civil-
nuclear-resilience/gdf-wwc/)

1.0 Introduction

1.1 On 25 January 2018, BEIS launched two consultations relating to their revised 
siting process for a Geological Disposal Facility (GDF).  The first is entitled the 
“Draft National Policy Statement for Geological Disposal Infrastructure” and 
the second sets out how they are planning on “Working with Communities”.  

1.2 The draft National Policy Statement (NPS) provides planning guidance for 
developers of nationally significant infrastructure projects on geological 
disposal infrastructure.  This is defined as the geological disposal facility itself, 
along with any associated surface facilities, and any borehole investigations 
necessary to characterise the geology of a particular site.  The NPS has been 
informed by an Appraisal of Sustainability, which has been carried out on the 
policy and is attached to the consultation document, and assessed against all 
relevant “Habitat” regulations. 

1.3 In terms of working with communities, BEIS believes that the previous 
process put pressure on decision makers to provide their explicit support 
before they had all the information they felt they needed to allow them to 
properly determine whether they wanted to move into the next stage of the 
siting process.  They feel that they have removed that pressure by removing 

http://www.beisgovuk.citizenspace.com/civil-nuclear-resilience/gdf-nps/
http://www.beisgovuk.citizenspace.com/civil-nuclear-resilience/gdf-nps/
https://beisgovuk.citizenspace.com/civil-nuclear-resilience/gdf-wwc/
https://beisgovuk.citizenspace.com/civil-nuclear-resilience/gdf-wwc/


staged decision making and allowing communities to stay involved in the 
process up and until such time as they may wish to undertake a final test of 
public support.

2.0 Content (to include alternative options considered)

2.1 There are only two options, we either respond or we do not.  There is no 
impact on the Authority from either option, but given our extensive experience 
of these issues from our involvement in the last process and from our close 
proximity to the Sellafield site, it would seem to be a wasted opportunity if we 
were not to respond.  While there are two separate consultation documents 
and processes, the issues are clearly linked and many of our comments apply 
equally to both exercises.

2.2 As usual with such exercises, there are some specific questions that BEIS 
would welcome our views on and these are tackled in the attached draft 
responses.  However, there are a number of general over-arching comments 
that also need to be made and these are explained here:

 Both consultation documents fail to recognise the key role that West Cumbria 
has played, and continues to play, in relation to managing the UK’s nuclear 
legacy.  Much is made in the documents about the importance of identifying a 
host community for a GDF, but no mention is made of the role already being 
played by Copeland as the host for the Sellafield site and Allerdale as the 
neighbouring authority.  However this process moves forward, we are affected 
and yet, the focus is entirely on the GDF host community who will receive all 
of the benefits and any necessary infrastructure investment that is associated 
with the development.  While it is understandable that Government wants to 
open up this process to as wide an area as possible, it is ridiculous to pretend 
that all areas are starting from the same position or that they are all equally 
affected.  It also a mistake to not try to gain the maximum benefit from the 
vast experience and knowledge that this community has from over 70 years of 
“hosting” the UK’s largest nuclear facility.  

 There is a need for greater clarity.  The consultation documents are vague in 
relation to a number of key aspects of the proposals.  There is a need to 
better define a number of terms (such as “Community” or “Search Area”), to 
tighten up the language used and to remove ambiguities (for example in 
relation to the role of local government).  

 The final proposals must also set out more clearly the socio-economic 
benefits and dis-benefits to any community of involvement. The previous 
MRWS process in West Cumbria failed for a variety of reasons. These 
included a lack of trust in the UK Government, and in particular H.M. 
Treasury, and their commitment to delivering the scale of investment initially 
promised.  The consultation documents do not demonstrate in a convincing 
way that the proposed process has fully taken on board the issues that led to 
the failure of the MRWS. 



 The role of local authorities.  The Foreword for the Working with Communities 
consultation states that ‘previous approaches were not able to secure and 
sustain the necessary level of local support’, and that to be successful this 
time there is a need to develop an ‘open and transparent site selection 
process that engages constructively with willing communities’.  While we 
would agree that the engineering, technological and geological challenges in 
delivering a GDF are undoubtedly significant. The greater challenges to a 
successful siting process relate to local politics, socio-economics and 
engagement.  Any successful siting process must therefore recognise the 
unique role, importance and expertise of local government.

3.0 Recommendations

3.1 It is recommended that Members consider the two draft responses attached 
and agree that they may be submitted to BEIS amended as necessary.

Richard Griffin
Policy Manager Nuclear



By email to: GDFlanduseplanning@beis.gov.uk 

Date:  19th April 2018

Dear Sir or Madam,

National Policy Statement (NPS) for Geological Disposal infrastructure – 
response to consultation by the UK Government

1. Introduction

Allerdale Borough Council is grateful for the opportunity to comment on this 
consultation and the related one on “Working With Communities”.  We were a key 
partner in the former Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) process and 
have been working with other local authorities under the umbrella of NuLeAF since 
that last process came to an end.  We welcome the recognition in the 2014 White 
Paper that (a) the siting process has to be based on voluntarism; (b) that all tiers of 
local government have a significant role to play across the entire siting process; and 
(c) that the GDF will only proceed if a community gives their consent in a Test of 
Support late in the process.

We feel that both consultation documents fail to recognise the key role that West 
Cumbria has played, and continues to play, in relation to managing the UK’s nuclear 
legacy.  Much is made in the documents about the importance of identifying a host 
community for a GDF, but no mention is made of the role already being played by 
Copeland as the host for the Sellafield site and Allerdale as the neighbouring 
authority.  However this process moves forward, we are affected and yet, the focus 
is entirely on the GDF host community who will receive all of the benefits and any 
necessary infrastructure investment that is associated with the development.  While 
we understand Government’s desire to open up this process to as wide an area as 
possible, it is ridiculous to pretend that all areas are starting from the same position 
or that they are all equally affected.  It also seems to us to be a mistake to not try to 
gain the maximum benefit from the vast experience and knowledge that this 
community has from over 70 years of “hosting” the UK’s largest nuclear facility.      

Local authorities are democratically elected bodies at the heart of every community, 
with responsibility for land use and waste planning, transportation, emergency 
planning and sustainable development. Councils also have expertise in economic 
development and regeneration; and skills in community engagement, outreach, 
education and the support of community networks.  It is therefore critical that the 
NPS processes work within a framework of local accountability and engagement, 
closely involving local authorities and citizens. 

2. General Comments

The Planning Act 2008 established a new development consent process for 
Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects (NSIPs) based around a single 
Development Consent Order (DCO). 



This process can be applied to large scale developments in energy, transport, waste 
and water. We accept the validity of the decision by the UK Government to designate 
the development of a GDF as an NSIP – it is of appropriate scale and significance 
and is a project that impacts on the management of radioactive waste at a national 
level. 

That said, this NPS has certain distinct characteristics. It is non-site-specific and 
therefore has to focus on high level assessment principles against which 
development consent processes will be considered. It also requires that the 
developer must obtain separate licenses and permits from the nuclear regulators 
before development can proceed. Finally, it must run effectively alongside the work 
with communities that will be essential to success. 

All these factors require a bespoke approach that places a strong emphasis on local 
engagement compared to, for example, ports or renewable energy developments 
where the NPS covers several proposals. The planning aspects of the GDF siting 
process must be driven by the highest standards of safety and intergenerational 
equity, drawing on the clearest scientific, technical and geological information 
available.

We strongly believe that the unique nature of a GDF, and the commitments made to 
community engagement and a final Test of Support, mean that there must be active 
and effective collaboration with local authorities throughout this process. We do not 
believe that at present the link between the NPS and the local siting process, likely to 
involve several ‘volunteer’ communities, is adequately reflected in this draft. There is 
a need for the NPS to clearly map out and explain how the local siting and 
development consent processes will interact within individual areas.

We would highlight two areas where the draft NPS needs to be strengthened:

i. Under Section 60 of the Planning Act, local planning authorities will have the 
scope to prepare local impact reports on the development (1.1.3). These 
must be given proper weight in considerations by the Secretary of State, 
but local impacts reports are only prepared at a relatively late stage in the 
process. The emphasis therefore needs to be on the promoter to engage 
much more during the pre-application stage to provide local authorities 
with the information, time and support needed to inform the local impact 
reports. The NPS should make clear reference to this.

ii. This NPS is very light on the pre-application process with regard to local 
authorities, mentioning only that local authorities highlight the impact on 
land use.  The role of local authorities is much broader and the NPS 
should note this. It needs to set a framework for the decision maker to 
ascertain whether the right pre-application consultation has been 
undertaken to enable the Secretary of State (SoS) to accept the consultant 
report under Section 37 (s.37).  

This NPS consultation process is being managed by BEIS, not the Ministry for 
Housing, Communities and Local Government (MHCLG). We have long argued that 
a critical weakness in the approach to radioactive waste planning issues is the 



disconnection between the land use planning system for conventional waste and that 
for radioactive waste. It is vital that, in relation to the GDF, there is effective cross-
departmental working between BEIS and MHCLG throughout the progress of the 
NPS process.

3. Response to consultation questions

Draft National Policy Statement

1. Chapter 3 - Does the draft NPS provide suitable direction to the Planning 
Inspectorate and Secretary of State on the need for geological disposal 
infrastructure?

Allerdale supports geological disposal, supported by appropriate monitoring and 
retrievability and the need to consider any alternative solutions that may become 
available.  

The section on the need for a GDF does note:
 The recommendations of the Committee on Radioactive Waste 

Management (CoRWM)
 The fact that geological disposal is agreed to be the best way forward by 

all countries, with the exception of Scotland, and
 The support for this policy provided by the EU Spent Fuel and Radioactive 

Waste Directive.

However, we believe greater clarity is required. The Planning Act 2008 states that 
‘A national policy statement must give reasons for the policy set out in the 
statement’ s.5(7). The NPS says a GDF is needed because this was previously 
identified (largely in the 2014 White Paper). We do not believe that this is 
sufficient.

To help understanding, we would suggest that additional information should be 
provided within Chapter 3:

 It would be useful to provide more explanation on how the multiple barrier 
approach would be expected to prevent harmful levels of radioactivity 
reaching the surface, and over what timescales.

 The NPS should illustrate the present distribution of HAW within the UK 
and set out the urgent need to clean up high hazard facilities at Sellafield. 
It should note the role played by all communities across the country that 
currently play host to HAW stores and that the great majority of HAW, 
including the most hazardous material, is currently located at Sellafield 
and will remain there until a GDF is constructed. 

 The NPS should demonstrate in more detail why the GDF is seen as the 
best solution to this issue, and how this will continue to be reviewed, with 
other alternative solutions considered applying a Best Available 
Techniques (BAT) approach. A decision maker should have guidance on 
the scope of the issues that an applicant will need to demonstrate.

 The NDA’s current work on options for the near surface disposal of some 
of the HAW inventory should be explained along with the likely impact of 
this on proposals for a GDF. Discussion of near surface disposal may lead 



to a degree of uncertainty among potential host communities as to what 
they are being asked to accept.

 More information should be provided on the current interim storage 
measures being taken (3.2.4). This should include the expected lifetime of 
current stores, as well as the impacts that interim storage has on host sites 
and the process by which waste will be moved from where it is now and 
emplaced within the GDF.

 More information should be provided on why the retrievability of wastes is 
not viewed as appropriate.

2. Chapter 4 – Do the assessment criteria adequately address the 
principles that the developer, the Planning Inspectorate and the 
Secretary of State should take into account in an application for 
development consent? If not, what further information on the 
assessment criteria is required?

As Section 4 accepts, the development of a GDF will have significant impacts on 
the environment, economy and communities. There must be clear principles to 
guide the design, environmental impacts, health, safety and security aspects of 
the development. 

We note the Assessment Principles in Table 1 (page 29) and in general accept 
these cover the required areas. One area where there is a lack of clarity is in 
relation to any additional uses that may be associated with a GDF.  The NPS 
appears to assume that there would be a single use. However, it is not clear 
whether the GDF might also include low level waste storage or a (re)packaging 
operation, for example, or indeed, whether it may include facilities such as a 
combined heat and power (CHP) plant.  Such uses would affect the assessment 
criteria. It would also be helpful if this NPS were to state whether or not there is a 
relationship with the overarching National Policy Statement on Energy (EN-1).

The draft NPS does not provide enough information for a decision maker to 
understand the scope of reasonable alternatives for this project and associated 
works. The NPS must be clearer on the extent to which the promoter needs to 
consider alternative locations in its assessment of reasonable alternatives. This is 
challenging in this context given that the White Paper is clear that only 
communities that choose to enter the siting process and approve it through the 
Test of Support can be potential hosts for a GDF. Greater clarity is also needed 
as to what alternatives would be considered if only one community enters the 
siting process or chooses to accept the development through the Test of Support.

The Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA), Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) 
and the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), along with the associated 
Health Impact Assessment (HIA) must be given significant weight and be used to 
help guide the development in ways that minimise adverse environmental 
impacts. 

Regarding the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), we note the statement 
that if a GDF development might have an adverse impact on a European site that 
development consent could still be granted where there are:



 No feasible alternatives
 Imperative reasons
 Adequate and timely compensation measures in place.

While we accept that this complies with the requirements of HRA, we feel that it is 
highly unlikely in reality that there would be no feasible alternatives. There is 
scope for locating the headworks a significant distance from the underground 
operations, greatly reducing the need to impact on protected sites.

We agree with the proposed criteria for ‘good design’ of the facilities (4.5) and 
that the design should not just observe regulatory requirements but be ‘attractive, 
durable and adaptable’ (4.5.5) and underpinned by sustainable development 
principles. Any facilities developed should seek not just to ‘minimise adverse 
impacts’ (4.5.7) but aim to be exemplars of good practice.

Given the long time over which the GDF will operate, we welcome the clear 
statement on climate change adaptation (4.6). Given the nature of the facility, it is 
right that the impact of high impact, low likelihood scenarios are considered fully 
and that a risk averse approach is adopted. (4.6.10).

Management of surface water also needs further definition.  The NPS is rightly 
focused on flood risk and coastal change and water quality but the management 
of surface water should be listed.  Para.4.7.9 relates to pollution but it should also 
include linkages to wider flood risk and coastal management strategies.  There 
might be scope for the project – through use of rock for defence measures for 
example – to support wider mitigation measures.

3. Chapter 5 – Does the draft NPS appropriately cover the impacts of 
geological disposal infrastructure and potential options to mitigate 
those impacts? Please provide reasons to support your answer.

We believe that this section addresses many of the likely impacts of geological 
disposal infrastructure and sets out reasonable options to mitigate against them. 
We welcome the statement of the need to take account of the links between 
different impacts, e.g. between transport, air quality and noise (5.1.2).

One area that is not addressed is the management of material (rock and soil) 
generated from construction of the surface facilities and the underground vaults. 
This is likely to be significant and a statement should be included. It would be 
helpful if developers were required to consider in their Site Waste Management 
Plans whether they consider the waste produced during construction - where this 
cannot be re-used or retained on site - can be accommodated within the host 
authority or whether they will be relying on waste management facilities from a 
neighbouring authority.

More information is also required on the transport infrastructure impacts of a GDF 
during construction and operational phases. Developers should be required to 
demonstrate that there is sufficient capacity within the local transport 
infrastructure at an early, pre-application phase. If significant new transport 
infrastructure is required to support the GDF then this must be included in the 



proposals from the outset and placed in the public domain prior to submission of 
any application for development consent. Transportation of radioactive waste 
from where it is currently stored to the GDF is another significant consideration 
and one that is likely to generate much public interest. This should be addressed 
in the text.

Across all impacts, we believe that more weight should be given not just to 
meeting legislative standards and to mitigation, but in encouraging the use of 
innovative techniques that help deliver the GDF as an exemplar of good and 
sustainable practice. For example:

 The material generated from a GDF development (soil and rock) could 
have potential to be used for innovative landscaping or the creation of new 
habitats or recreational facilities.

 While we welcome the statement that the Secretary of State should give 
air quality substantial weight. (5.2.11), we would suggest that the aim 
should not just be to meet existing targets but to strive for the lowest 
possible levels of air pollution, given the increasing evidence about the 
adverse health impacts of even low levels of certain pollutants.

Allerdale believes that a GDF should deliver substantial direct and indirect socio-
economic benefits for any host community (5.7) and also properly consider 
demographic impacts and the needs of all minority and marginalised groups.

The NPS is right that applicants should describe existing socio-economic 
conditions in consultation with those affected and show how the development’s 
socio-economic impacts correlate with local planning policy (5.7.4). It is also right 
that applicants should assess any likely positive and negative socio-economic 
impacts (5.7.5).

We believe that section 5.7 should be strengthened to help maximise the 
employment and other gains for the host community. In 5.7.2, we believe that the 
developer should seek to maximise both employment and training - at present it 
simply states that they should consider the ‘likely requirements for training.’  The 
developer should not just ‘work with local resources and organisations to ensure 
employment opportunities … are effectively communicated,’ but should look to 
recruit locally wherever possible, and adopt an approach to help support 
marginalised groups and individuals gain employment. A skills engagement 
strategy for construction and operation should be proposed. This should include 
local authorities, which have a significant responsibility for 16-19 education.

In considering socio-economic impacts, the document seems to focus narrowly 
on the positive impacts of job creation and the negative pressure on infrastructure 
caused by an influx of new people. We believe that a wider assessment of 
impacts should be included. For example, a new development such as a GDF, 
while creating new employment opportunities, may also result in a labour 
shortage for existing industries in an area. The developer should therefore be 
required to take this into account and consider what skills and training should be 
provided to enable the remaining local workforce to fill other vacancies in the 
community. 



We would also welcome a clear statement of the Government’s commitment to 
the range of other support intended to boost the local economy throughout the 
siting process, including the substantial investment in the community selected as 
the site of the GDF. The developer should work with the Government and 
Community Partnership to ensure that an integrated approach to investment and 
employment is taken, to deliver the maximum benefit possible.

Appraisal of Sustainability; Habitats Regulations Assessment

4. Chapter 5 – Do you agree with the findings (of ‘likely significant effects’) 
from the Appraisal of Sustainability Report and the recommendations 
for enhancing the positive effects of the draft NPS? Please provide 
reasons to support your answer.

Given the large scale and sensitive nature of a GDF development and associated 
boreholes, the Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) is of great importance. This 
particular AoS is challenging due to the non-site-specific nature of the planned 
developments, limiting the ability to determine quantitative impacts. We accept 
this largely qualitative assessment is all that is possible at this stage, but would 
stress the need for a detailed quantitative appraisal of impacts and mitigations 
once individual sites have come forward.

As the consultation draft NPS notes, the AoS meets the requirements of the 
Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive (4.2) while also appraising 
wider sustainable development impacts. We welcome this. The communities that 
could enter the siting process may currently suffer from a degraded natural 
environment and/or be in need of regeneration. Appraising the social, economic 
and environmental impacts of the potential development, in an integrated way, is 
the correct approach.

The AoS objectives and associated questions cover most key sustainability 
issues. There is nothing though on the democratic and participative aspects of 
the process, something that is particularly important in this context.

The AoS has appraised current policy and two alternatives, namely a non-site-
specific NPS that includes exclusionary criteria, and no NPS. The draft NPS 
including exclusionary criteria is assessed to have a more positive impact than 
current policy (Table 2, AoS non-technical summary). However, the AoS report 
states that ‘exclusion of these areas could also reduce the scope of community 
engagement and unnecessarily exclude communities in those areas from the 
potential socio-economic benefits of hosting a GDF.’ (AoS non-technical 
summary, xix). The report also states (AoS report, 6.16) that such exclusionary 
criteria would ‘challenge the Government’s ability to ensure that a GDF is located 
within a geologically suitable environment.’ 

While we agree that suitable geology is critical to the acceptability of any GDF 
development, we do not believe that the exclusionary criteria used here would be 
detrimental to a successful siting process. Given the potential to locate the 
headworks a considerable distance from the underground repository, we feel that 



the application of exclusionary criteria will not provide a sufficient barrier or 
impact significantly on the ability of interested communities to enter the process.

More fundamentally, we feel that the report is blurring the lines between the AoS, 
which should be an appraisal of the relative sustainability impacts of the different 
options, and the view of the Government. The AoS should set out an independent 
assessment of the impacts, and it is up to Government to accept or reject the 
conclusions in terms of the best option appraised, explaining their reasons for 
doing so. This report appears to be conflating these two aspects of the process.

5. Chapter 6 – Do you agree with the conclusions of the Appraisal of 
Sustainability Report? If not, please explain why.

We note that the Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) argues that there ‘are no 
reasonable alternatives at a strategic level to meeting the need for geological 
disposal’ (4.4.3). 

We accept that the Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) is of the draft National Policy 
Statement rather than of the GDF itself, that the NPS reflects agreed UK 
Government policy and that it is in line with the recommendations of CoRWM. 
However, it is the case that one of the UK’s devolved administrations, the 
Scottish Government, has endorsed an alternative approach based on near 
surface, near site disposal. While Allerdale is supportive of GDF development, we 
do question why the alternative approach in Scotland was not assessed as a 
‘reasonable alternative.’

6. Do you agree with the findings from the Habitats Regulations 
Assessment Report for the draft NPS? Please provide reasons to 
support your answer.

We note that in the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) report, the 
Government has argued that there is an overriding public interest that means, in 
the context of a non-site specific NPS, it is impossible to fully rule out adverse 
effects on European conservation sites.

We accept that this is a technically valid position in terms of the HRA regulations. 
However, we believe that in reality there should be no need for a properly run 
GDF siting process to risk jeopardising European sites. 

We do not agree with 5.29 which argues that alternatives to current policy would 
‘(i) not provide any additional certainty that adverse effects on European sites 
could be avoided or reduced, compared to the current National Policy Statement; 
(ii) not be feasible; and (iii) compromise the ability to ensure the successful and 
timely delivery of the GDF in a geologically suitable environment (and hence not 
fulfil the Government’s policy objective on the disposal of higher activity 
radioactive waste).’ 

Within any potential host community there should be a significant degree of 
flexibility about the specific location of the headworks and related infrastructure 



and that therefore there should be a strong commitment to avoid negative 
impacts on European conservation sites. 

The HRA is an independent appraisal of the NPS and reasonable alternatives in 
terms of the impact on habitats. It should be an assessment of the best possible 
approach that is then used to guide policy. It is clear to us that operating an NPS 
with exclusionary criteria would deliver better outcomes in terms of habitats and 
that it would not jeopardise the ability to locate a suitable site to an unacceptable 
degree. 

All documents

7. Do you have any other comments on the draft NPS and the 
accompanying documents (Appraisal of Sustainability, Habitats 
Regulations Assessment)?

The draft National Policy Statement does not provide any information on the 
scope for a waste packaging or encapsulation plant to be developed alongside a 
GDF. Indeed, paragraph 1.5.8 of the draft statement is clear that ‘The primary 
purpose of the surface facilities will be to receive waste packages from a port or 
the rail and road network and transfer them to the underground disposal 
facilities.’ 

Such a development would create additional employment, but communities may 
take differing views as to whether they would be interested in this additional 
facility, as it would increase the above ground footprint of the development. We 
feel that the NPS should provide more clarity on this issue. If such associated 
development might form part of the final surface facilities, then this should be 
considered by the AoS and the HRA.

I hope these comments are helpful.

Yours faithfully



By email to: GDF-WWC@beis.gov.uk

Date:  19th April 2018

Dear Sir or Madam,

Implementing Geological Disposal: Working with communities – response to 
consultation by the UK and Northern Irish Governments

1. Introduction

Allerdale Borough Council is grateful for the opportunity to comment on this 
consultation and the related one on the draft National Policy Statement.  We were a 
key partner in the former Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) process and 
have been working with other local authorities under the umbrella of NuLeAF since 
that last process came to an end.  We welcome the recognition in the 2014 White 
Paper that (a) the siting process has to be based on voluntarism; (b) that all tiers of 
local government have a significant role to play across the entire siting process; and 
(c) that the GDF will only proceed if a community gives their consent in a Test of 
Support late in the process.

We feel that both consultation documents fail to recognise the key role that West 
Cumbria has played, and continues to play, in relation to managing the UK’s nuclear 
legacy.  Much is made in the documents about the importance of identifying a host 
community for a GDF, but no mention is made of the role already being played by 
Copeland as the host for the Sellafield site and Allerdale as the neighbouring 
authority.  However this process moves forward, we are affected and yet, the focus 
is entirely on the GDF host community who will receive all of the benefits and any 
necessary infrastructure investment that is associated with the development.  While 
we understand Government’s desire to open up this process to as wide an area as 
possible, it is ridiculous to pretend that all areas are starting from the same position 
or that they are all equally affected.  It also seems to us to be a mistake to not try to 
gain the maximum benefit from the vast experience and knowledge that this 
community has from over 70 years of “hosting” the UK’s largest nuclear facility.      

2. General Comments

We welcome the recognition in the 2014 White Paper that (a) the siting process has 
to be based on voluntarism; (b) that all tiers of local government have a significant 
role to play across the entire siting process; and (c) that the GDF will only proceed if 
the community gives their consent in a Test of Support late in the process.

In addition to the responses we have provided on the consultation questions, we 
would offer the following general comments on these draft proposals for Working 
with Communities.

 Need for greater clarity



The consultation lacks clarity in relation to a number of key aspects of the proposals. 
If not addressed this is likely to lead to issues and challenges in the local siting 
processes. 

There is a need to better define a number of terms (such as ‘Community’ or ‘Search 
Area’), to tighten up the language used and to remove ambiguities (for example in 
relation to the role of local government). 

The final proposals must also set out more clearly the socio-economic benefits and 
dis-benefits to any community of involvement. The previous MRWS process in West 
Cumbria failed for a variety of reasons. These included a lack of trust in the UK 
Government, and in particular H.M. Treasury, and their commitment to delivering the 
scale of investment initially promised. We are not convinced that the current process 
has fully taken on board the issues that led to the failure of the MRWS. It is 
imperative that the final proposals demonstrate that all lessons learned from the last 
siting process have been reflected on and addressed this time round.

 The role of local authorities
We note that within the Foreword for the Working with Communities consultation, the 
Minister states that ‘previous approaches were not able to secure and sustain the 
necessary level of local support’, and that to be successful this time there is a need 
to develop an ‘open and transparent site selection process that engages 
constructively with willing communities’. 

We agree with this. The engineering, technological and geological challenges in 
delivering a GDF are undoubtedly significant. However, we believe that the greatest 
challenges to a successful siting process relate to local politics, socio-economics and 
engagement. 

In particular, we believe that any successful siting process must recognise the 
important and unique role and expertise that local government has. Local authorities 
are democratically elected bodies at the heart of every community, with responsibility 
for and skills in community engagement, outreach, education and the support of 
community networks. They have expertise in economic development and 
regeneration, both directly and as key players within Local Enterprise Partnerships 
(LEPs). They have a long track record of managing community funds and resources 
and maximising the benefits of local spend. They also have responsibilities for land 
use planning, transportation, emergency planning and sustainable development.

To effectively deliver a GDF, the final approach to Working with Communities must 
therefore place local government and communities at its heart, ensuring that they are 
able to enter into and remain within the siting process over the decades it will take to 
identify a host site. Our comments on the specific consultations questions draw on 
this perspective.  

 Recognition of the current situation
The Government should more clearly recognise the current situation for HAW 
management. Higher Activity Wastes are currently stored or located at a number of 
sites across the UK, with by far the largest and most challenging inventory at 
Sellafield. Until a GDF is delivered, a number of communities will be adversely 



impacted by these wastes, and delays and changes to the GDF siting process will be 
detrimental to them. They and other communities will also be affected by the 
transportation of wastes to a GDF. Their contribution, and the impacts on them, 
should be properly reflected in the final Working with Communities document.

3. Response to consultation questions

1. Do you agree with this approach of identifying communities? Do you 
have any other suggestions that we should consider?

The current consultation document lacks clarity in terms of defining what the 
‘community’ is within any local GDF siting process and determining the ‘Search 
Area’. We appreciate the need for some degree of flexibility and for local areas to 
have an element of freedom to define this for themselves but believe a clearer 
vision and context for any local decisions is required. The final Working with 
Communities text and/or associated guidance should give this clarity.

While we believe the ‘Search Area’ needs better definition, the proposed use of 
ward boundaries to form the edge of the Area is as good a place to start as any. 
While any method of defining boundaries is likely to cause a negative reaction 
from some on the periphery, either inside or outside. An area based on existing 
ward boundaries is less contentious than a boundary detached from existing 
political units, as this may be perceived as an arbitrary new line.

The definition of boundaries needs to be responsive to future reorganisation of 
local government. The structure of local authorities, their functions, and the area 
they cover, may alter significantly in coming decades, and Ward boundaries may 
also change. It is important that the Search Area or Potential Host Community, 
once agreed, remain constant throughout the process.

In terms of the Potential Host Community (PHC) we again agree that Ward 
boundaries are appropriate to use to define its edge and support the proposal 
(4.19) that the Community Partnership will be responsible for agreeing the PHC. 
However, we believe the suggested criteria for defining the PHC may lead to a 
Host Community being established that is too small, both geographically and in 
terms of the local population. 

Beyond those directly affected by the development impacts, there is a larger area 
containing those who will have an interest in any employment or socio-economic 
activities flowing from the GDF. It may also prove challenging at an early stage of 
the process to define clearly what the development impacts will be.

We believe that the suggested approach may exclude many people with a clear 
interest in the proposal and may also reduce the likelihood that the Host 
Community will consent to the development. A wider Host Community is required, 
based around Ward Boundaries that reflect not just the site specific and transport 
impacts but also socio-economic interests and environmental concerns.



2. Do you agree with the approach of formative engagement? Do you 
support the use of a formative engagement team to carry out 
information gathering activities? Are there any other approaches we 
should consider?

We agree that anyone within an area should be able to commence discussion 
and seek information on geological disposal from the delivery body. We would 
however welcome more clarity (4.23) on the scope for Government Departments 
and agencies (e.g. Ministry of Defence, Forestry Commission, etc) to initiate 
discussions or propose consideration of some of their land as a potential site.

We support (4.24) the proposal that there is no requirement that any preliminary 
or exploratory discussions should be made public but believe that there is a need 
for openness and transparency as soon as a decision is taken to move towards 
formative engagement. We agree that the local authority (or authorities) should 
be involved in discussions at this stage if they have not been involved in the initial 
discussions. 

We also support the proposal (4.26) that communities must be involved during 
the formative engagement phase. We believe that the approach taken to this first 
engagement with the community is critical. Sections 4.28 and 4.29 propose the 
establishment of a formative engagement team by the delivery body to provide 
guidance on engagement and to build confidence in the plans for community 
engagement. We believe it is essential that:

(a) the developer works with experts (e.g. NuLeAF) and other parties with an 
expertise in local engagement processes to refine the broad approach 
proposed here before the siting process is launched. 

(b) full recognition is given by the developer, in formative engagement 
processes, to the expertise and knowledge that the local authorities within 
a Search Area have in communicating and engaging with local people.

We also note the suggested participants in the formative engagement team set 
out in Table 2. We support the proposal that local authorities be involved at this 
time if they wish. We feel it is important that the developer engages effectively 
with both the political leadership and the senior executive officers of local 
authorities and gives adequate time for discussion and consideration by all 
relevant parts of the council, including economic development, transportation, 
education, and environmental protection/enhancement. 

The developer must ensure that a decision by a local authority not to engage at 
this point is made in the light of a full understanding of what is proposed and its 
implications for the area they serve. 

We do not believe that it is necessary for the Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) 
to be part of the formative engagement team.



3. Do you agree with this approach to forming a Community Partnership? 
Are there other approaches we should consider?

We agree with the proposed size of the Community Partnership (around 12 
people) and the means by which the membership is agreed. The Partnership 
should involve the local authorities (if they wish) along with others representing 
different interests or sectors of the local population. We believe that both the 
District and County Councils (in two tier areas) should have representation on the 
Partnership if they so wish and welcome the statement made in 4.51. We also 
believe that it will be necessary to offer financial support to local authorities to 
enable them to participate in the Community Partnership. This should cover all 
their direct and indirect costs.

RWM (NDA) was not a full member of the previous MRWS Partnership in 
Cumbria and we believe it is important that Government explain clearly the 
reasons for RWM membership in the Partnership and define the role they will 
play.

While we believe it is important that Local Enterprise Partnerships (LEPs) are 
kept informed of the work of the Community Partnership, and involved as 
appropriate, we do not believe it is necessary for the LEP to be a full member of 
the body.

The Government is right to recognise that the Partnership’s membership will 
evolve, given the long timeframe over which this process will operate. As such, it 
is important that the final framework for Working with Communities is worded so 
as to be adaptable to changes in local government structure, either within a 
specific area or due to national level reforms. We would expect that the 
geographic area covered by the Partnership would remain constant over the 
entire siting process, even if electoral boundaries alter.

Given that the requisite skills and perspectives needed by the Partnership may 
change over time, we also believe it may be beneficial for the Partnerships to 
have the ability to co-opt additional members on a fixed term basis.

4. Do you agree with the approach to engaging people more widely in the 
community through a Community Stakeholder Forum? Are there other 
approaches we should consider?

As the Community Partnership will involve only a limited number of people and 
organisations, making links to the wider community is essential. We support the 
proposals for a Community Stakeholder Forum and for ad-hoc working 
groups. The structure set out in Figure 4 is appropriate, but this is also an area 
that will evolve over the life of the project, so all parties should keep an open 
mind towards new methods of engagement and communication. 

As the consultation recognises, it is vital that throughout the process there are 
opportunities for local people to engage, raise concerns and have their questions 
answered. It is also important that those locally who oppose the plans for a GDF 
are given a voice and an opportunity to criticise and challenge. 



In addition to the use of a formal Community Stakeholder Forum, there should be 
opportunities for effective engagement through social media and mainstream 
media, and outreach work with particular groups such as the young. Local further 
education colleges should also be involved, providing as they do a forum for 
engaging with young adults and a means of developing the skills that local people 
will need to access employment opportunities flowing from the GDF.

The current wording of 4.55 is vague on this issue and needs clarification and 
strengthening.

5. Do you agree with the proposal for a Community Agreement and what it 
could potentially include?

We agree with this proposal. The Community Partnership and the delivery body 
must be clear about what is expected of them, the ways in which progress can be 
monitored and assessed, and how disputes can be resolved. It is also important 
that the Agreement is flexible and able to respond to changing circumstances or 
issues that may arise.

It would be helpful if, before the launch of the siting process itself, the 
Government could provide example Community Agreements to enable local 
authorities and communities to understand their form and scope, and also 
comment on how they might be enhanced.

6. Do you agree with the proposed approach to the way community 
investment funding would be provided? Are there alternatives we 
should consider?

At present this section lacks clarity. There is a need to better explain how the 
separate and distinct aspects of the overall investment in any potential host 
community are managed and how they complement each other. 

There are 4 main elements to the proposed community investment in a potential 
host community:

 The direct economic benefits that will flow from the hundreds of jobs that 
will be required to construct and operate the GDF along with indirect 
economic benefits e.g. to the local supply chain, skills, or in terms of the 
impact of additional local spend on shops, hotels, etc.;

 The community investment funding of £1million and then £2.5million 
that every community entering the process will receive;

 The investment in mitigation measures that will be needed to reduce or 
eliminate negative socio-economic or environmental impacts; and

 The additional investment (4.62) that will flow to the successful host 
community or communities.

We would like to see a clearer explanation of how each element of community 
investment will be designed to maximise local benefit.



In terms of direct economic benefit, the employment opportunities offered by 
GDF construction and employment should be available, wherever possible, to 
local people. The indirect benefits and spin offs should also be maximised.  
Government must provide clarity on whether business rates generated by the 
GDF will be retained locally. This is an important issue for local authorities but not 
one that has so far been addressed. More information on all direct and indirect 
benefits should be provided. 

It should also be recognised that the scale of employment and direct economic 
benefits from a GDF, while very welcome, will not have a ‘transformative effect’ 
(4.60) on most communities. What is therefore critical to generating interest in the 
GDF siting process and sustaining communities in it is the delivery of significant 
additional investment and other spin off benefits.

In terms of community investment funding it is stated that funding of ‘up to’ 
£1million or £2.5 million will be available (4.61). We feel that more explanation 
should be provided as to the circumstances in which the full amount (e.g. 
£1million per annum) would not be disbursed within a given year. One concern 
local authorities have is that, during the siting process, there may be years in 
which activity is limited. Government should clarify that this in itself will not lead to 
a reduction or withdrawal of community investment funding within a particular 
year. This should also be made clearer within 4.73.

The consultation also states that support should ‘aim to ensure that best use can 
be made of the additional funding’ (4.68) by focussing on ‘issues or themes that 
may increase the ability of local businesses and members of the community to 
benefit from a geological disposal facility development. (4.69). While we agree 
that, in the early years of the process, the community should be actively engaged 
in considering the potential use of the larger scale additional investment that will 
flow to the host community (see below) we do not agree that community 
investment funding should be used to support activities directly connected to the 
GDF development. Firstly, most of the communities entering the siting process 
will not be successful but should receive these benefits to spend on local projects 
as they see fit. Secondly, these statements seem to contradict the wider 
principles for the use of these funds set out in 4.66.

Most local authorities have direct experience of managing or overseeing local 
community funds and in applying proper ‘public value’ criteria. Based on this 
experience, we believe the aims and objectives of such funds; the means of 
operation and membership of the panel overseeing fund disbursement; the 
approach to raising awareness of the fund locally; and the audit and reporting 
processes have to be clear and effective. Failure to do so runs the risk that 
funding will not be taken up, will be poorly managed, or will be allocated to 
projects of dubious value. Poor operation of the community investment funding 
could affect the wider siting process.

In terms of mitigation measures, we would like to see more information 
provided about how negative environmental impacts will be minimised and 
compensated for. 



We would also like to see clarity on how any potential negative economic impacts 
(for example on property prices or inward investment) will be addressed. In doing 
so it should be recognised that all communities entering a GDF siting process 
may suffer negative economic impacts, for example on house prices, even if the 
GDF does not ultimately proceed in an area. For example, a property owner near 
a possible GDF site may be unable to sell their property for many years based 
only on the suggestion that a GDF might be developed nearby. 

The consultation is weak on the scale of additional investment. The lack of 
clarity on this was one of the main reasons that the previous process came to an 
end.  Many communities and local authorities considering entering the current 
siting process will be particularly interested in the potential for such large-scale 
funding and its potential impact on their local economy, environment or 
infrastructure over the long term. The final framework should be much clearer on 
the scale of such funding, the process for engaging the community in helping 
shape their priorities for the use of such funds, and the types of projects for which 
investment would be provided. 

Given that the area of the Potential Host Community (PHC) may be limited, there 
should also be the potential for additional investment to be used to fund 
infrastructure projects that fall out-with the PHC. For example, improvements to a 
rail line may require investment over a larger area.

7. Do you agree with the proposed approach to the right to withdrawal? Do 
you have any views on how else this could be decided? Are there 
alternatives we should consider?

We agree with the proposed approach to the right of withdrawal. To minimise the 
risk that the community exercises its right of withdrawal, the developer will need 
to ensure it is responsive to the issues and concerns that inevitably arise and is 
also able to build relationships as the Community Partnership membership 
evolves over time. Of particular importance will be that changes in local 
government representation e.g. as a result of elections, are managed carefully.

8. Do you agree with the approach to the test of public support? Do you 
agree that the Community Partnership should decide how and when the 
test of public support should be carried out? Do you have views on how 
else this could be decided? Are there alternatives we should consider?

We agree that the Community Partnership should decide how and when the test 
of public support should be carried out.

The consultation states that ‘If at this stage the relevant principal local authority 
representatives, at county council, unitary authority and district council levels (as 
appropriate) no longer wish to support the process proceeding, then we 
recognise it is unlikely that the Community Partnership will be able to launch or 
demonstrate a test of public support.’ (4.86). This is a vague and ambiguous 
statement: it appears to assign councils neither a clear veto nor an advisory role 
in the decision on the Test of Public Support.



We feel that this wording is likely to lead to confusion and may result in conflict 
between local authorities and other members of the Community Partnership. This 
wording must be changed.

We believe that Government must:
 Establish a clear position on this issue, so that there is no ambiguity on the 

role of local authorities in determining whether to proceed with the Test of 
Support;

 Recognise that, at every stage of the process right up to and including the 
Test of Support, local government must play a pivotal role, drawing on 
their expertise, democratic mandate, and community leadership role. 

9. Do you feel this process provides suitably defined roles for local 
authorities in the siting process? Are there alternatives we should 
consider?

We welcome the statement in Section 5 of the consultation that ‘principal local 
authorities…will need to play an integral role in any Community Partnership.’  
However, as noted in our response to Question 8, we have significant concerns 
about the currently defined role of local authorities in deciding on the Test of 
Support.

10.  Do you have any other views on the matters presented in this 
consultation?

The issue of monitoring and retrievability needs some clarity.  If retrievability is 
being ruled out, Government should provide more information on why this is not 
viewed as appropriate.  Similarly, more clarity would be helpful on the issue of 
inventory and the role of the host community, if any, in deciding the final inventory 
for a facility.

I hope these comments are helpful.

Yours faithfully


