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Decision	  Day	  11	  October	  

•  A	  cri9cal	  point	  or	  a	  stage	  in	  the	  process?	  

•  To	  Proceed	  

•  Not	  to	  proceed	  

•  Defer	  decision	  



MRWS	  Process	  
•  CoRWM’s	  View	  on	  New	  Build	  

•  ‘The	  main	  concern	  in	  the	  present	  context	  is	  that	  the	  
proposals	  might	  be	  seen	  as	  providing	  a	  green	  light	  for	  new	  
build.	  That	  is	  far	  from	  the	  case.	  New	  build	  wastes	  would	  
extend	  the	  9mescales	  for	  implementa9on,	  possibly	  for	  very	  
long,	  but	  essen9ally	  unknowable,	  future	  periods.	  Further,	  
the	  poli9cal	  and	  ethical	  issues	  raised	  by	  the	  crea9on	  of	  
more	  wastes	  are	  quite	  different	  from	  those	  rela9ng	  to	  
commiQed	  –	  and	  therefore	  unavoidable	  –	  wastes.	  Should	  a	  
new	  programme	  be	  introduced,	  in	  CoRWM’s	  view	  it	  would	  
require	  a	  quite	  separate	  process	  to	  test	  and	  validate	  
proposals	  for	  the	  management	  of	  the	  wastes	  arising.’	  



CoRWM’s	  Recommenda9ons	  
•  1.	  Within	  the	  present	  state	  of	  knowledge,	  CoRWM	  considers	  geological	  

disposal	  to	  be	  the	  best	  available	  approach	  for	  the	  long-‐term	  management	  
of	  all	  the	  material	  categorised	  as	  waste	  in	  the	  CoRWM	  inventory..’	  

•  2.	  A	  robust	  programme	  of	  interim	  storage	  must	  play	  an	  integral	  role	  in	  the	  
long-‐term	  management	  strategy.	  

•  4.	  There	  should	  be	  a	  commitment	  to	  an	  intensified	  programme	  of	  
research	  and	  development	  into	  the	  long-‐term	  safety	  of	  geological	  disposal	  
aimed	  as	  reducing	  uncertain9es	  at	  generic	  and	  site-‐specific	  levels.	  

•  5.	  The	  commitment	  to	  ensuring	  flexibility	  in	  decision	  making	  should	  leave	  
open	  the	  possibility	  that	  other	  long-‐term	  management	  op9ons	  (for	  
example,	  borehole	  disposal)	  could	  emerge	  as	  prac9cal	  alterna9ves.	  

•  6.	  At	  the	  9me	  of	  invi9ng	  host	  communi9es	  to	  par9cipate	  in	  the	  
implementa9on	  processs,	  the	  inventory	  of	  material	  des9ned	  for	  disposal	  
must	  be	  clearly	  defined.’	  



Government’s	  claim	  on	  Disposal	  

•  ‘effec9ve	  arrangements	  will	  exist	  for	  the	  
management	  and	  disposal	  of	  waste	  produced	  
by	  new	  nuclear	  power	  sta9ons’	  



Ques9ons	  on	  Geology	  

•  Is	  the	  geology	  in	  West	  Cumbria	  sufficiently	  
inves9gated	  to	  jus9fy	  proceeding	  further?	  

•  Is	  the	  area	  iden9fied	  as	  poten9ally	  suitable	  
too	  small	  for	  compara9ve	  site	  inves9ga9ons?	  	  

•  Should	  there	  be	  a	  na9onal	  screening	  
programme	  to	  iden9fy	  areas	  unacceptable	  on	  
scien9fic	  or	  other	  grounds?	  



Ques9ons	  on	  Compara9ve	  Methods	  

•  Long-‐term	  storage	  will	  be	  necessary	  un9l	  the	  repository	  is	  
ready.	  In	  the	  event	  of	  new	  build	  or	  failure	  of	  the	  repository	  
programme	  storage	  facili9es	  will	  be	  needed	  indefinitely	  

•  Is	  there	  sufficient	  knowledge	  on	  the	  implica9ons	  of	  long-‐
term	  storage?	  

•  Is	  there	  sufficient	  informa9on	  on	  other	  possible	  long-‐term	  
management	  strategies?	  

•  Is	  a	  lack	  of	  informa9on	  on	  alterna9ve	  methods	  a	  sufficient	  
reason	  not	  to	  proceed	  at	  present?	  	  



Ques9on	  on	  Compara9ve	  Sites	  

•  Only	  one	  area,	  West	  Cumbria,	  has	  so	  far	  
expressed	  an	  interest.	  In	  Sweden	  and	  Finland	  
alterna9ve	  sites	  within	  geologically	  promising	  
areas	  were	  iden9fied.	  

•  Is	  the	  lack	  of	  alterna9ve	  sites	  a	  reason	  to	  
pause	  before	  proceeding	  further?	  	  



Ques9ons	  on	  Inventory	  
•  Government	  has	  seized	  on	  concept	  of	  co-‐disposal	  including	  new	  build	  wastes	  in	  one	  repository.	  

	  ‘The	  Government	  considers	  that	  it	  would	  be	  technically	  possible	  and	  desirable	  to	  dispose	  of	  both	  
new	  and	  legacy	  wastes	  in	  the	  same	  geological	  disposal	  facili9es’	  

	  
The	  Partnership	  has	  set	  out	  inventory	  principles	  and	  the	  Government	  has	  given	  a	  posi9ve	  response	  

to	  be	  developed	  once	  a	  decision	  to	  proceed	  has	  been	  made.	  
	  
•  Should	  a	  commitment	  to	  the	  principles	  be	  agreed	  before	  proceeding?	  

•  Should	  the	  inventory	  for	  the	  proposed	  repository	  be	  confined	  to	  legacy	  wastes	  only?	  

•  Should	  there	  be	  a	  separate	  process	  for	  deciding	  on	  the	  long-‐term	  management	  of	  new	  build	  
wastes?	  

•  Is	  the	  lack	  of	  clarity	  and	  uncertainty	  surrounding	  the	  inventory	  sufficient	  to	  jus9fy	  further	  
considera9on	  and	  commitment	  before	  proceeding	  to	  Stage	  4?	  



The	  ques9on	  of	  9me	  

•  Two	  principles,	  
– The	  achievement	  of	  a	  sufficient	  concurrence	  of	  
view	  at	  various	  stages	  to	  legi9mise	  a	  decision	  to	  
proceed	  with	  a	  par9cular	  course	  of	  ac9on.	  

– Provision	  of	  adequate	  9me	  for	  explora9on	  and	  
resolu9on	  of	  complex	  technical	  issues.	  

– Has	  there	  been	  sufficient	  9me	  to	  resolve	  issues	  
and	  achieve	  consensus?	  



Objec9ve	  of	  Process	  

•  A	  means	  to	  reach	  a	  decision	  on	  whether	  to	  
par9cipate	  further	  in	  a	  process	  that	  may	  lead	  
to	  geological	  disposal	  

•  Not	  a	  means	  to	  secure	  geological	  disposal	  as	  
quickly	  as	  possible	  	  



A	  conclusive	  process?	  
•  At	  this	  point	  process	  may	  be	  regarded	  as	  inconclusive	  because,	  

•  Evidence	  of	  doubt,	  lack	  of	  trust	  in	  process	  and	  uncertainty	  
•  Opposi9on	  from	  parish	  councils;	  approval	  from	  survey	  
•  Partnership	  expresses	  reserva9ons	  and	  cau9on	  on	  several	  issues	  
•  No	  final	  recommenda9on.	  	  Instead,	  

	  ‘We,	  as	  the	  Partnership,	  feel	  it	  is	  important	  for	  the	  Councils	  to	  be	  
able	  to	  weigh	  up	  our	  work	  and	  opinions	  across	  the	  range	  of	  topics	  
and	  issues…before	  making	  a	  decision’	  

•  Is	  this	  an	  acceptable	  or	  conclusive	  approach?	  



Decision	  Making	  Bodies	  

•  Two	  of	  the	  three	  councils	  (including	  Cumbria	  
CC)	  must	  be	  in	  favour	  of	  proceeding.	  

•  Should	  it	  be	  all	  three	  councils	  at	  this	  stage?	  

•  Decision	  taken	  by	  execu9ves.	  	  
•  Should	  full	  council	  take	  or	  recommend	  the	  
decision	  for	  execu9ve	  to	  ra9fy?	  



Government’s	  role	  
•  Wishes	  to	  legi9mate	  new	  build	  and	  is	  pressing	  for	  
a	  GDF	  as	  soon	  as	  possible.	  

•  Is	  government	  exer9ng	  undue	  pressure	  on	  West	  
Cumbria?	  

•  There	  is	  no	  plan	  B.	  	  
•  If	  the	  process	  fails	  government	  should	  consider	  
reasons	  for	  failure.	  	  

•  The	  voluntarist	  process	  should	  not	  be	  
abandoned.	  



Poten9al	  Candidate	  Site	  Communi9es	  

•  Not	  yet	  iden9fied.	  	  
•  Is	  it	  acceptable	  to	  impose	  a	  site	  on	  an	  
unwilling	  community?	  

•  How	  might	  that	  situa9on	  be	  avoided?	  



Benefits	  
•  Aim	  is	  to	  achieve	  well-‐being,	  to	  improve	  on	  
present	  situa9on.	  
	  ‘By	  well-‐being	  we	  mean	  those	  aspects	  of	  living	  
which	  contribute	  to	  the	  community’s	  sense	  of	  
iden9ty,	  development	  and	  posi9ve	  self-‐
image’	  (CoRWM)	  

•  Not	  inducements	  or	  bribes	  but	  compensa9on,	  
recogni9on	  and	  enhancement.	  

•  Partnership	  has	  set	  out	  principles.	  	  Government	  
sees	  these	  as	  basis	  for	  nego9a9on.	  Is	  this	  
acceptable?	  



Ethical	  Ques9ons	  
Ethics	  act	  as	  a	  guide	  to	  what	  is	  acceptable	  or	  unacceptable,	  what	  we	  should	  do,	  what	  

is	  right	  or	  wrong,	  good	  or	  bad.	  
In	  terms	  of	  the	  decision	  whether	  to	  proceed	  some	  of	  the	  key	  ethical	  ques9ons	  are,	  
	  
•  Is	  the	  process	  fair;	  representa9ve,	  consulta9ve,	  democra9c?	  

•  Is	  it	  right	  that	  West	  Cumbria	  is	  the	  sole	  focus	  of	  the	  process	  at	  present?	  

•  On	  the	  basis	  of	  present	  knowledge	  is	  it	  in	  the	  best	  interests	  of	  future	  genera9ons	  
to	  proceed	  towards	  geological	  disposal?	  

•  Is	  it	  fair	  to	  introduce	  new	  wastes	  and	  accompanying	  storage	  and	  processing	  
facili9es	  to	  this	  area?	  

	  
If	  there	  are	  doubts	  on	  any	  of	  these	  issues	  it	  may	  be	  prudent	  not	  to	  proceed	  to	  Stage	  4	  

at	  this	  9me.	  


