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MANAGING RADIOACTIVE WASTE SAFELY: THE SITING 
PROCESS FOR A GEOLOGICAL DISPOSAL FACILITY 
CONSULTATION RESPONSE  

1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

1.1 The Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC), Welsh 
Government and the Northern Ireland Department of the Environment 
are reviewing the Managing Radioactive Waste Safely (MRWS) siting 
process for a geological disposal facility (GDF).  This review was 
prompted by Cumbria County Council’s decision not to participate in 
Stage 4 of the MRWS process (see paragraph 4.2 below for the Cabinet 
Decision, taken in January 2013), and the immediate termination by 
Government of proposed GDF site identification and assessment work 
in West Cumbria.  

 
1.2 To assist its review, The UK Government has launched a consultation 

on a revised proposed process for working with communities in order 
to agree a site for a GDF (consultation document attached at Appendix 
1).  The consultation runs from 12 September to 5 December and 
follows a ‘call for evidence’ earlier this year).  It will be supported by a 
series of events that will be run across the country involving the public 
and interested parties. The consultation document has nine questions, 
and the same questions will be used as the basis for discussion at the 
events.    

 
1.3 The consultation document outlines a number of ways in which 

government thinks the MRWS siting process could be improved.  Key 
proposals include: 

 
§ In two tier areas, giving decision making powers to district level 

authorities, with county level authorities playing a prominent role 
in a newly proposed Consultative Partnership.  Unitary authorities 
in other parts of England, and in Wales and Northern Ireland, 
would have decision making powers for their areas;  
 

 
 



§ Preparing a geological report and a socio-economic assessment 
for any area potentially interested to learn more about the costs 
and benefits of GDF development.  These studies would be 
provided free of any obligation to continue local enquiries;  
 

§ Providing greater clarity on the scope of a community benefits 
package and releasing some funds early, subject to conditions 
being met, and before GDF construction; and 

 
§ Bringing the development consent process for a GDF, and 

ancillary planning permissions required to facilitate GDF 
preparatory work, within the regime for ‘Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Projects’ (NSIP) under the Planning Act 2008.  
Government intends to publish for public consultation in 2014 a 
draft National Policy Statement specifically for a GDF, if its 
consultation proposals are supported. 

 
1.4 A number of aspects within the consultation have not changed since 

its conception within the original MRWS white paper, these are: 
 

§ Government is still committed to underground disposal;  
 

§ Government still favours an approach based on voluntarism, and 
working in partnership with communities that may ultimately host 
a facility;  
 

§ The NDA (through the Radioactive Waste Management 
Directorate) remains the developer and CoRWM retains its 
oversight/scrutiny role;  
 

§ The NDA still needs to factor into its design process the ability to 
retrieve waste from the GDF. 

 
1.5 The purpose of this report is to seek Cabinet approval to submit the 

suggested response to the Government’s MRWS consultation, as set 
out in Appendix 2 (and amended as necessary) as the County Council’s 
submission to Government. 

 

2.0 STRATEGIC PLANNING AND EQUALITY IMPLICATIONS 
 

2.1 County Council policy supports deep geological disposal of higher 
activity radioactive wastes, subject to monitoring and retrievability of 
wastes should circumstances require it.  

2.2 Cabinet, on behalf of the County Council, decided not to participate in 
the MRWS process in West Cumbria on 30 January 2013.  Cabinet’s 
decision was due to uncertainty relating to the geology of Cumbria and 
the ‘right of withdrawal’.  

 



2.3 This issue relates to the 2011-14 Council’s ‘high quality and 
sustainable environment’ objective. 

2.4 There are no equality implications linked to this consultation. 
 

3.0 RECOMMENDATION  
 

3.1 Cabinet is recommended to consider and endorse the consultation 
response set out in Appendix 2 to this report. 

 

ADVICE OF CORPORATE DIRECTOR -  ENVIRONMENT  
 
4.0 BACKGROUND  

 
4.1 In August 2012, the West Cumbria Managing Radioactive Waste Safely 

(MRWS) Partnership’s Final Report was published and submitted to the 
three local authorities (Allerdale Borough Council, Copeland Borough 
Council and Cumbria County Council) as a key piece of evidence to support 
their consideration of whether or not to participate in the next Stage of the 
MRWS process.  Following receipt of the Report, the three local authorities 
wrote to DECC requesting a three month pause in the process to allow for 
further discussion around a number of key issues, including the right of 
withdrawal and the process for agreeing community benefits.  On 19 
December 2012, Baroness Verma responded and clarified a number of 
issues, including that for the process to continue in West Cumbria, there 
needed to be three “green lights” reflecting consent at the three levels of 
borough council, county council and national government.  In the absence of 
three green lights, the process could not continue in West Cumbria. 

  
4.2 On the 30 January 2013, the County Council’s Cabinet decided not to 

participate in stage 4 thereby excluding the Allerdale and Copeland areas of 
Cumbria from further consideration in the MRWS process and to encourage 
the Government to make the necessary investment to improve surface 
storage facilities at Sellafield (taking account of the findings of the National 
Audit Office Report HC 630 dated 7 November 2012). 

 
4.3 The decision to encourage Government to invest in storage at Sellafield is to 

ensure that there is a robust surface storage arrangement in the decades to 
come while the Government finds a permanent solution for the country’s 
higher activity wastes.  This issue has been raised with both the NDA and 
DECC and continues to be a high priority for the County Council.   

 
4.4 The nuclear industry is, and will continue to be, a key part of the Cumbrian 

economy.  The County Council wishes to see West Cumbria become a world 
renowned centre of nuclear excellence.  Most of the UK’s high level 
radioactive waste is stored at Sellafield, and therefore what happens to that 
waste in the future is, and will continue to be, of vital interest to Cumbria.   

 
 
 



4.5 The reasons stated for the County Council’s decision were: 
 

§ The Right of Withdrawal not enshrined in statute. The County may 
have (according to our external legal advice) a "legitimate expectation" 
that their withdrawal would bring the process to an end, but that could 
only be tested through judicial review.   
 

§ The County Council did not receive a DECC/Government commitment 
to increase investment in surface/sub-surface storage at Sellafield as a 
priority which is required.  
 

§ There was no clear commitment on the timing or magnitude of any 
'community benefits', which might be forthcoming whilst managing the 
nation's nuclear waste in perpetuity.  
 

§ The clear and apparent lack of credible public support.  
 

§ Whilst not questioning the statistical rigour of the Mori poll results, it 
must be significant that, notwithstanding that 70% overall of the random 
sample of Cumbrian people surveyed by telephone knew little or 
nothing about the MRWS process, the Ipsos MORI poll net results 
showed that only 45% of the people of Copeland in favour of 
proceeding to Stage 4. In Allerdale the Mori poll result showed only 
14% net in favour of proceeding to Stage 4. Ipsos Mori does accept 
that knowledge of an issue is not normally used to disqualify people 
from having a valid view.  
 

§ Whatever approach is finally adopted for the disposal of nuclear waste, 
however, it is quite clear that citizen participation and empowerment 
are fundamental to the success of the process, and that there must be 
clear and transparent decision making throughout.   
 

§ Notwithstanding the investigation, analysis and results achieved by the 
MRWS Partnership, the opposition to proceeding to Stage 4 from 
groups such as CALC, the business communities, many environmental 
organisations as well as concerned citizens, was and remains 
overwhelming. The County Council understand that in Sweden it took 
over 16 years of painstaking communication to persuade communities 
to volunteer and accept a GDF.     
 

§ The only acceptable safety standard must be 100% safety. Even the 
Office for Nuclear Regulation agreed with the words of the MRWS 
Partnership Report which stated that “Safety can never be 100% 
guaranteed for any development in any industry, but mechanisms, 
checks and processes can be put in place to minimise the risk of 
anything going wrong.” This clearly implies a need for human 
intervention and therefore our case for retrievable storage; the County 
Council remain to be convinced that can be guaranteed, even with 
engineered containment.  

 
4.6 In light of the decision of the County Council, and with the Secretary of 

State’s written Ministerial statement of 31 January 2013, Government 
considered what lessons can be learned from the experiences of the MRWS 



programme in West Cumbria and elsewhere.  Government invited views on 
the site selection aspects of the MRWS process in this ‘call for evidence’, 
particularly from those who have been engaged in (or have been interested 
observers of) the MRWS process.  

 
4.7 The County Council responded to this ‘call for evidence’ and considered the 

issues associated with the MRWS process, and decision on 30 January 
2013.   

 
4.8 A summary of the County Council’s response is below: 
 

§ Throughout our consideration of the decision about participation, the 
County Council remained concerned about the legal underpinning to 
both the right of withdrawal and community benefits. 

 
§ Agreeing a process for decision making in Cumbria both for 

progression to Stage 4 of the MRWS process and beyond was difficult 
and, after much prompting, resulted in letters from Government setting 
out the so-called “green light” system.  Despite this, there were still 
those that suggested, for example, that a district could proceed without 
a green light from the County Council.  
 

§ Whilst both geological suitability and a volunteer community are 
necessary conditions for MRWS to progress, there may be a case for 
reviewing the approach taken by successful programmes overseas 
where identification of geology preceded identification of volunteer 
communities.  
 

§ It remains our view that DECC did not make it clear enough that the 
current policy of safe and secure interim storage would continue to be 
prioritised in parallel to the approach set out under the MRWS 
programme. Our assessment is that there was not clear enough 
proposals set out as to how the waste could be alternatively managed 
in the long-term, in the event that the establishment of a GDF was not 
successful.  
 

§ Significant uncertainties exist about the ‘footprint’ of any future GDF 
and its environmental impact.  
 

§ How DECC moves forward in the wake of the Cumbria decisions will be 
important for the maintenance of, or rebuilding of, public confidence in 
national policy towards long term management of higher activity 
wastes, given our clear understanding that the previous site selection 
process in West Cumbria has come to an end. 

 

4.9 The evidence provided during the ‘call for evidence’ has helped the 
Government shape the proposals set out in the Geological Disposal Facility 
siting process review consultation document which was launched on 12 
September 2013.  
 

4.10 This consultation document seeks views on proposals which aim to revise 
and improve the site selection process for a GDF, while, it asserts, 
maintaining an approach based on voluntarism and partnership.  The key 



points from the consultation document are summarised below.   
 

4.11 Raising National Awareness - DECC propose to conduct a ‘national public 
awareness and engagement programme’ to run for up to 12 months before 
formally seeking to implement a revised GDF siting process.  Government 
considers this will help ensure greater general public awareness and 
understanding.  

 
4.12 A More Continuous Process - the host community’s position will be protected 

through an on-going Right of Withdrawal, but unlike the current MRWS 
process this will be without artificial decision points.  This is a reference to 
the current requirement for a formal ‘Expression of Interest’ to enter the 
MRWS process and the formal ‘Decision to Participate’ before commencing 
site identification and assessment work.   

 
4.13 A local decision by the ‘representative authority’ would still be needed to 

enter a ‘Learning phase’, and decisions would be needed locally to enter a 
‘Focusing phase’.  The pace of progression would be for the decision making 
authority to decide on behalf of its potential host community.  

 
4.14 Representative Authority - DECC propose changes to decision making 

processes in English two tier areas.  To meet expectations about ‘credible’ 
levels of local support the MRWS White Paper has until now been 
interpreted as requiring decisions from both first and second tier authorities 
to agree to progress MRWS.  It is proposed that joint decisions no longer be 
required and that the power to exercise (or not) the ‘Right of Withdrawal’ 
should be for “Jthe relevant District Council in England.”   

 
4.15 DECC argue that this is the lowest practical level of local administration 

consistent with Government’s commitment to subsidiarity under the Localism 
Act 2011 and is consistent with the practice applied in successful 
international GDF siting programmes.  (In Wales it is proposed that decision 
making powers would rest with Welsh unitary authorities.) 

 
4.16 District and Unitary authorities would be designated ‘Representative 

Authorities’ for the purpose of exercising a right of withdrawal; “Jensuring 
community concerns are addressed by the relevant bodiesJ”; and to “Take 
the final decision to volunteer to host a GDF, subject to the final test of 
community support.”  

 
4.17 DECC also say that “Jthe County Council has a major and legitimate 

interest in the outcome of the siting process. As such, it is important that the 
County is represented in, and able to influence, the siting process.” 

 
4.18 Demonstration of Community Support - DECC propose a new requirement – 

a demonstration of community support - without which development of a 
GDF could not proceed. This requirement would be additional to the 
regulatory and planning requirements for GDF development.   How 
‘community support’ is demonstrated, and at precisely what point in the GDF 
siting process  ‘community support’ should be demonstrated, and over what 
area ‘community support’ should be canvassed, is not prescribed. 

 
 



4.19 The ‘Learning’ Phase - Any ‘local body’ can indicate their interest to the UK 
Government in a revised GDF siting process, but the UK Government would 
need to contact the representative authority to explain that interest had been 
expressed from within the community.  Subject to the representative 
authority’s support Government could then ask it to consent to NDA’s 
Radioactive Waste Management Directorate (RWMD) commissioning two 
reports, on geology and on socio-economic impacts.  These reports, 
commissioned at RWMD expense, are expected to take one to two years to 
prepare.   

 
4.20 A geological report would be undertaken by the British Geological Survey 

(BGS) and incorporate the current MRWS ‘unsuitability criteria’ to exclude 
rock formations containing minerals and aquifers.  Other geological 
information about a local area obtainable by non-intrusive techniques (e.g. 
aerial geophysical survey) could be included. 

 
4.21 An independent study of the socio-economic prospects for an area and its 

surroundings would also be prepared, and the impact of GDF investment 
would be assessed.  A report would include proposals for investments that 
could benefit an area and these proposals could inform development of a 
community benefits package.   

 
4.22 Both reports would inform a decision between the representative authority, 

Government and RWMD about whether there were ‘reasonable prospects’ of 
an area being potentially suitable to host a GDF.  If it was agreed that the 
reports offered ‘reasonable prospects’, then the UK Government and the 
representative authority could agree that it would be worth moving to the 
‘Focusing’ phase of the siting process, and a formal Steering Group and 
Consultative Partnership to oversee the process would be formed. 

 
4.23 The ‘Focusing’ Phase - This phase is designed to narrow down the 

potentially suitable areas for both the surface and subsurface facilities.  Work 
would be overseen by a Steering Group made up of DECC, RWMD and the 
representative authority would Chair.  It would be advised by a Consultative 
Partnership made up of local stakeholder interests.  Members would be 
appointed by the Steering Group who would themselves be Partnership 
members.  In two tier areas the upper tier authority would be expected to 
play a prominent role, in this case the County Council. 

 
4.24 These proposals significantly depart from the current arrangement which 

locates decision making within a Community Siting Partnership in which 
relevant local authorities participate and Government, RWMD and regulators 
observe and advise as requested.   

 
4.25 Should a Steering Group identify potential surface or subsurface areas for 

development, then RWMD would apply for planning permission for borehole 
investigation.  More than one area could be progressed if more than one 
area is engaged in the ‘focusing’ phase of MRWS work.    

 
4.26 Regulators role - Within the consultation document, it was stated that 

Regulators should play a more prominent role, engaging with communities 
throughout the siting process, to explain their role, and increase public 
confidence in the stringent safety and environmental protection standards 



that a GDF will have to meet in order to obtain a nuclear site licence and 
environmental permits.”    

 
4.27 Geological Settings - DECC are proposing to publish information on regional 

geology in advance of any ‘call’ for volunteers.  This would help areas decide 
if there was a basis for engaging in discussion with Government about 
MRWS.   

 
4.28 This would be followed by a more detailed report in the ‘Learning Phase’.  

This will: provide factual information; “Enable any community that was 
interested to access peer reviewed, information on the geology of their area 
from a trusted source early; provide a balanced and open appraisal of local 
geo-scientific factors, in relation to local socio-economic and environmental 
factors; and “Allow a community to know early in the siting process whether 
there was a reasonable chance of identifying a suitable geological volume in 
their area.”  

 
4.29 As within the previous process, RWMD would consider any location against 

its six high level site selection criteria i.e. geological setting; potential impact 
on people; potential impact on the natural environment and landscape; effect 
on local socio-economic conditions; provision of transport and infrastructure; 
cost, timing and ease of implementation.   

 
4.30 Planning - The MRWS White Paper is not specific about responsibility for 

GDF development consent.  DECC now propose to clarify the position, and 
bring more certainty to the siting process, by giving the Planning 
Inspectorate responsibility under the Planning Act 2008 nationally significant 
infrastructure projects regime.  DECC contend that GDF development is 
clearly an infrastructure development of national significance and point to the 
requirements on the developer, RWMD, to consult local communities, local 
authorities, statutory bodies and other relevant groups. 

 
4.31 Inventory - The Government intends to clearly define a single Baseline 

Inventory for the purposes of geological disposal.  This will comprise: 
Intermediate Level Radioactive Waste (ILW) arising in England and Wales; 
Low Level Radioactive Waste (LLW) unsuitable for disposal at the  LLW 
repository; High Level Radioactive Waste (HLW) arising at Sellafield; ILW 
and spent fuels from the defence programme (excluding those covered by 
Scottish Higher Activity Waste Policy); spent fuels from existing reactors and 
other sites; uranium stocks; spent fuel and ILW from any new nuclear build 
programme; and spent mixed oxide fuel (MOX) and any residual plutonium 
not suitable for MOX fuel fabrication.   

 
4.32 This inventory will be translated into waste volumes, waste package 

numbers and transport movements on a periodic basis by the NDA and 
made available as part of the planned information programme. 

 
4.33 Community Benefits - The Government recognises the need for greater 

clarity about the purpose, amount, recipient bodies, delivery mechanism and 
timing of community benefits and recognises that in order to be meaningful 
for communities, a proportion of community benefits should be released 
before the start of underground operations. It is proposed that the 
Government will make clear that community benefits are additional to 



Engagement Funding, and additional to any payments required of the 
developer as identified by the planning process.   

 
4.34 Socio-Economic and Environmental Effects - In light of lessons learned in 

Cumbria and elsewhere, DECC proposes that the strategy for environmental 
assessment and sustainability appraisal should be changed, bringing 
forward certain elements, and starting to address local environmental and 
socio-economic issues earlier in the process.  

 
Council Debate 7 November 2013 
 

4.35 On 7 November, full Council considered the DECC consultation proposals.  
The main comments and concerns raised by Members are at Appendix 3. 

 
Proposed Response  
 

4.36 Full details of the response are attached within Appendix 2.  The highlights 
of the response are:  

 

§ The County Council agrees that a test of public support should be 
taken before the representative authority loses the Right of Withdrawal, 
but stresses the importance of ongoing public and stakeholder 
engagement.   
 

§ The County Council’s main comments relate to the changes proposed 
at the local government level.  We do not believe that the current 
process failed in West Cumbria simply because the decision making 
power was shared at both the district and county level.  By making the 
“representative authority” the district council, you effectively sideline 
county councils until the focusing phase.  County Councils have 
minerals and waste expertise and economic development teams that 
could usefully input to the commissioning and review of those reports 
proposed for the “learning phase”.  County councils also represent 
those who live in districts and they have a useful and wider perspective 
on all the issues related to a GDF which should be brought to bear from 
the beginning of any process.  The proposed approach assumes that 
the siting of a GDF would fit neatly into the geography of one district 
authority and that only the community of that district is relevant to the 
siting decision.  This may not be the case and risks excluding 
communities outside the district who may genuinely be affected by the 
proposal and have a legitimate interest in it.  County Councils have a 
role in representing the interests of the wider community.  

 
§ The County Council has expertise which would assist in the ‘learning’ 

phase, including experience in the planning, co-ordination and delivery 
of strategic projects.  Its strategic role and its responsibility for matters 
that are relevant to the siting of a GDF, such as highways and 
transportation, and minerals and waste, means it should have a central 
role in the process.  

 
§ The County Council agrees that any and all geological information that 

can be provided would be useful for communities, but feels it is 
misleading to imply that geological uncertainty is something that can 



easily be addressed.    
 

§ The proposal to apply the Nationally Significant Infrastructure Project 
(NSIP) regime to the GDF is logical.  The project is similar in scale (or 
larger) than the type of projects currently assessed under this regime.  
It is also clearly an issue of national significance.   

 
§ Clarification on the inventory to be disposed of in a geological disposal 

facility is also concerning as DECC are now using what was the upper 
level inventory (i.e. the maximum amount of waste to be disposed) as 
the baseline and they make no reference to the inventory principles 
which were the subject of much discussion between DECC and the 
West Cumbria MRWS Partnership.  
 

§ The County Council supports the proposal for early payment of 
community benefits associated with a GDF.  However, in terms of scale 
and timing, the language is as vague as in the White Paper and it takes 
no account of the discussions that Government had with the three 
Cumbrian local authorities where DECC committed to establishing a 
community fund and agreed to make specific funding proposals 
covering the nature, scope, scale, timing and governance of a fund 
within 18 months of any decision to participate.  
 

§ The County Council agrees with the approach to addressing potential 
socio-economic and environmental effects that might come from 
hosting a GDF. 

 
4.37 The purpose of this paper is to set out Cumbria County Council’s response 

to the MRWS consultation, and to seek a recommendation to approve 
Officer’s response to the consultation: whilst providing any additional 
comments.  
 

5.0 OPTIONS  
 

5.1 Cabinet could:-  
 
§ Endorse the attached draft recommended response as the County 

Council’s agreed response (Appendix 2);  
 

§ Amend  the response – for example, Cabinet could be more or less 
supportive of the Government’s proposed way forward on MRWS; 
 

§ Not respond to the consultation.  
 

6.0 RESOURCE AND VALUE FOR MONEY IMPLICATIONS  
 

6.1 There are no direct financial implications in relation to Cabinet’s 
consideration of the consultation response to the siting process of a 
Geological Disposal Facility.  
 

6.2 DECC have previously supported the costs associated with stakeholder 
engagement but no such funding is available in relation to this consultation.   



7.0 LEGAL IMPLICATIONS  
 

7.1 Following the Cabinet decision in January 2013, the Department for Energy 
and Climate Change (DECC), Welsh Government and the Northern Ireland 
Department of the Environment are currently reviewing the MRWS siting 
process for a geological disposal facility and released a consultation on 12 
September 2013 which runs until 5 December 2013. 
 

7.2 The consultation proposes to bring the development consent process and 
ancillary planning permissions required to facilitate the geological disposal 
facility preparatory work within the regime for Nationally Significant 
Infrastructure Process under the Planning Act 2008.  Government intends to 
publish for consultation in 2014 a draft National Policy Statement specifically 
dealing with the GDF if the proposals in the consultation are supported. 
 

7.3 Part 3 of the Constitution provides that one of Cabinet’s main responsibilities 
is to agree responses to consultation papers where appropriate.  

8.0 CONCLUSION  
 

8.1 A key element of the recommended response is that the differences between 
the proposed process, and the current, are minimal.  The County Council’s 
main comments relate to the changes proposed at the local government 
level.  The County do not believe that the current process failed in West 
Cumbria simply because the decision making power was shared at both the 
district and county level.  By making the “representative authority” the district 
council, county councils are sidelined until the focusing phase and then, they 
would only be granted a seat on the “consultative group” which is 
subservient to a “steering group” where decisions are taken.  The proposed 
process is therefore divisive and does not address the key issue of trust.  
Within the current process, it was evident that there was a lack of trust in the 
decision making process from stakeholders. 
 

8.2 The County Council agrees that a test of public support should be taken 
before the representative authority loses the Right of Withdrawal (RoW), but 
believes the Government needs to make clearer commitments on the RoW 
and community benefits.     

 
8.3 The Report sets out the process to date so that Members may now decide 

how they wish to proceed. 
 

Jim Savege 
Corporate Director for the Environment 
 

11 November 2013 
 
  
 
APPENDICES 
 
Appendix 1 – DECC Consultation Document  
Appendix 2 – Draft CCC Response to Consultation 
Appendix 3 – Note of Council Debate on 7 November 2013 



 
Electoral Division(s): All 
 
*  Please remove whichever option is not applicable 
 

Executive Decision Yes  

 

Key Decision Yes  

 

If a Key Decision, is the proposal published in the current Forward Plan? Yes*   

 

Is the decision exempt from call-in on grounds of urgency?  No* 

 

If exempt from call-in, has the agreement of the Chair of the relevant 
Overview and Scrutiny Committee been sought or obtained? 

  N/A* 

   

 

Has this matter been considered by Overview and Scrutiny? 
If so, give details below. 

 No* 

  

 

Has an environmental or sustainability impact assessment been 
undertaken? 

 No*  

   

 

Has an equality impact assessment been undertaken?  No*  

   

 
N.B. If an executive decision is made, then a decision cannot be implemented until the 

expiry of the eighth working day after the date of the meeting – unless the decision is 
urgent and exempt from call-in and the Corporate Director has obtained the 
necessary approvals. 

 
 
PREVIOUS RELEVANT COUNCIL OR EXECUTIVE DECISIONS 
 
County Council policy as reflected in its agreed submission to the 
Consultation on Managing Radioactive Waste safely by letter to DEFRA, 1 
November 2007 
 
County Council policy as determined by decision of the full County Council 
meeting on 26 June 2008 
 
County Council policy as determined by decision of the County Cabinet 
meeting on 9 December 2008 
 
County Council policy as expressed in the Minerals and Waste Development 
Framework, Core Strategy, adopted April 2009 
 
County Council policy as expressed by decision of the County Cabinet 
meeting on 15 September 2011 
 
County Council policy as expressed by decision of the County Cabinet to 
withdraw from the MRWS process on 30 January 2013 
 
 
 
 



CONSIDERATION BY OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
 
Not considered by overview and scrutiny. 
 
BACKGROUND PAPERS 
 
No background papers. 
 
RESPONSIBLE CABINET MEMBER 
 
David Southward – Cabinet Member for Economic Development 
 
REPORT AUTHOR 
 
Contact: Richard Griffin, Strategic Nuclear Policy Development Manager 
 


