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South Copeland Partnership meeting - Thursday 10 December 2020

I have tried to produce an accurate representation of the questions, however if you feel any require amendments, please let me know and I will action this.
Some of the questions were answered fully in the meeting, some have been expanded on in order to provide a more detailed response

Q1: Will heat generation be monitored?
A: Safety is key priority.  The waste is currently in storage and the heat is decreasing.  Heat generating waste will be placed apart to ensure the heat between containers doesn’t build up.

Q2: Where is the waste currently stored?
A: All the High-Level Waste (HLW) from reprocessing is at Sellafield.  Intermediate Level Waste (ILW) is at all the nuclear sites around the country but a lot will also be at Sellafield.  Figures are often quoted of about 70/80% of the waste in total is currently located at Sellafield.

Q3: Cumbria Community Fund is used by LLWR to fund local projects, would there be funding involved in this process?
A: Funding will be available at Community Partnership stage, this will be up to £1 million per community per year to begin with, rising to up to £2.5 million per community per year in areas where we embark on borehole drilling investigations. The Partnership will decide how the funding is allocated.

Q4: Millom is currently looking at increasing tourism to the area, how would a GDF affect this?
A: This is different in every community and every country.  Education and discussion help perceptions.  A Community Partnership will want to examine this in detail and look at what additional support might be needed for a community to maximise benefits and mitigate risks in any particular area.  For example, underground research facilities can attract visitors and a Community Partnership could allocate the Community Investment Funding to tourism projects; but there can also be negative perception issues around nuclear sites or waste management.  

Q5: The bay and sea, is this the whole area?
A: It’s the inshore area, covering up to the UK territorial limit, which is a maximum of 22km.  The waste won’t be placed in the seabed, it could go deep in the rocks under this (down to about 1km depth) accessed by tunnels from land.  It can’t be built unless we, and the independent regulators, are convinced it will be safe for the long-term at any given location.

Q6: ILW and HLW, it would be useful if you could provide examples of what these are?  Some people already have very negative perceptions and it would be useful if we could see plans or you could provide illustrations of the sites elsewhere.
A: We will take that feedback on board and include in plans for public engagement materials.

Q7: Is there any point to this process, isn’t it a forgone conclusion that Copeland will say yes?
A: There is a point to this process and it is not a forgone conclusion that Copeland will say yes.  One of two key aims is site identification, the site must be safe and there must be a willing community.  If we get to this, there will be a test of public support so that a community can confirm it is willing to host a GDF. If there isn’t a positive result, it won’t go ahead.
The working Group is a  steppingstone to have conversations with local people.  Every step is worthwhile, Copeland has not been selected for anything.  The previous process in west Cumbria came to an end and government reviewed policy nationally.  The policy is clear that there needs to be both a suitable site and a willing community.

Q8: When was this part of South Copeland put forward?
A: March 2020, by Dave Faulkner, not South Copeland Partnership.

Q9: If the geology is right, would the population at the time be able to vote?
A: Yes, there would be a test of public support.

Q10: We’ve been here before; however, I’m pleased about this new approach as last time the community weren’t with us.
A: Yes, the government picked up on the point that the public do need to be involved.

Q11: What’s the community profile of other nations and their geology and geography?  
A very brief introduction to some examples were given verbally, including information on geology, waste types and community involvement from USA (WIPP facility), Canada, France, Sweden, Finland, Switzerland, Germany and Japan.  More information is available online and in published RWM reports. The Nuclear Energy Agency website is a good place to start.
https://www.oecd-nea.org/jcms/pl_33688/radioactive-waste-management-programmes-in-nea-member-countries?histstate=1& 
There is no ‘typical’ GDF community, but a very wide range, both in terms of geology and geography.
For geology, there are 3 main rock types that are internationally recognised as potential host rocks for a GDF and there are examples of GDFs being progressed in all 3.
Sweden and Finland are planning to build their GDFs in granite, an example of a Higher-strength Rock. France and Switzerland are planning to build in clay, a type of Lower Strength Sedimentary Rock (LSSR). In the USA, there is already a GDF operating in a salt environment, a type of evaporite.
The communities above ground are as varied as the geology under their feet.  Some potential host communities are ‘nuclear’ communities and already have other nuclear facilities operating in their locality. In Sweden and Finland, the GDF sites will be close to existing nuclear power plants. Other potential host communities have no nuclear history. The community near Bure, where the French GDF is planned, is one such example.
Similarly, some host communities are urban, and others rural; some inland and others on the coast.
The thing which all these communities do share, however, is an involvement in GDF delivery, and the opportunity to help shape the project so they gain from long-term investment in jobs and infrastructure that comes with a GDF.

Q12: Worldwide remuneration packages, what do these look like and could we engage with other host communities?
A: Again, this is something that a Community Partnership may want to look at in more detail.  There are many different programmes with very different scope and scale (e.g. types and amounts of waste) and different social, political and legal structures.  What has been acceptable in Sweden, for example, may not be acceptable in France, and so on.  Each country and programme has had to adapt to find approaches that work for them.  Lots of information is available, although direct comparisons are very difficult, due to the differences noted above. 
In 2017 RWM published a report looking at the siting process for disposal facilities in 20 countries. It looked at the roles of local decision-making bodies and the level of community investment for local communities. It can be downloaded here https://rwm.nda.gov.uk/publication/geological-disposal-overview-of-international-siting-processes-2017/ 
If a Community Partnership wanted to have a  more up to date review of these case studies, then one could be commissioned. 

Q13:  The letter from Millom Without notes our concern that there isn’t appropriate representation on the Working Group.  Could this be broadened out in order for South Copeland to feel they are represented appropriately?
A: Policy is clear that the Working Group may seek to involve Parishes or Town Councils but recognises that a representative body might be more appropriate at this stage, before any specific Search Area has been identified.  CALC have been invited to join. Policy is also clear that the Working Group must engage with, and understand the issues a community may have, so even if an area is not represented, a Working Group must engage with it. It’s great that we have the interest, and one of the key roles for the Working Group is identifying potential members for a Community Partnership, if one is to be formed, bearing in mind the limited role of the Working Group itself. Again, the Policy is clear: membership of the Community Partnership should reflect the community. 

Q14: CALC have already been invited. If you want to carry the community, they also need a voice, SCP will be in contact after tonight with a request.
The Working Group would be very happy to consider this request.  A Community Partnership, which follows the Working Group, will be able have wider representation and can co-opt individuals on to the Partnership if it wishes. Mark Cullinan, the independent chair, is prepared to attend any meetings of the SCP in the future where required.
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