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WHAT BENEFITS WILL THESE PROPOSALS BRING TO COPELAND RESIDENTS? 
 
This report provides Members of Executive with an update of the work of the 
Copeland GDF Working Group and specifically the recommendations made 
by the Working Group at its meeting on 27th September. Subject to a future 
Test of Public Support to be conducted at some time in the future, the 
development could generate significant economic and environmental 
benefits for the residents of Copeland.  
 
WHY HAS THIS REPORT COME TO THE EXECUTIVE? 
(e.g., Key Decision, Policy recommendation for Full Council, at request of 
Council, etc.) 
 
This is a key decision for Executive and is included in the Forward Plan. 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS:  
Members of Executive are asked to consider the work of the Copeland 
Working Group and the recommendations made by the Working Group 
regarding the establishment of two Community Partnerships in Copeland.  

 
1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 The purpose of this report is to. 
 

 Provide Members with an update on the work of the Copeland 
Working Group, specifically the recommendations emanating from the 



meeting of the Working Group on 27th September on completion of 
the work programme of the Working Group 

 Seek Members comments regarding the both the report considered by 
the Working Group (attached as Appendix A) and the 
recommendations made by the Working Group regarding the next 
stage of the Working with Communities process, the establishment of a 
Community Partnership 

 
2. DISCUSSION 

 
2.1 Members of the Executive will recall previous reports to the Executive 

and the Strategic Nuclear Energy Board which. 
 

 Summarised the background to the decision of the Executive in July 
2020 to open discussions with Radioactive Waste Management 
(RWM), with a view to establishing a Working Group in Copeland to 
explore any potential suitable sites for consideration as a location for a 
GDF, excluding those areas of the Borough that lie within the Lake 
District National Park boundary but potentially including the ‘in-shore 
area’ of the coast of Copeland.  

 

 Reminded Members that the Council’s engagement at the Working 
Group stage does not presuppose support for a GDF in Copeland. 
According to the WwC process, any future decision on this matter will 
be subject to a future Test of Public Support (ToPS), much later in the 
process. 

 

 Provided regular updates of the work of the Copeland Working Group, 
which is the first formal step in the Government’s ‘Working with 
Communities’ policy with 3 specific aims:   

 To begin the conversation [with the community] and to start to 
gather issues and concerns from the community [regarding the 
GDF project].   

 To identify a Search Area(s)  
 To identify prospective members for a Community Partnership.   

 



• As a reminder membership of the Working Group has been established 
and includes representatives from. 

 
 Relevant Principle Local Authorities - Copeland Borough Council 
 Radioactive Waste Management Ltd 
 Interested Parties; David Faulkner, Genr8 North Ltd, Irton Hall 

Ltd 
 Copeland District Association of Local Councils, Cllr Andy Pratt 
 Independent Chair, Mark Cullinan 
 Independent Facilitator, Nick Gardham 

 
Members will recall that Cumbria County Council has declined an 
invitation to join the Working Group.  
 

2.2 Since the launch in November the Working Group has met on several 
occasions to consider taking forward the above work-streams. Reports of 
the Working Group discussions are available via the Working Group 
website Working Group Copeland   

 
2.3 Three sub-groups were established to take forward the three main work-

streams and objectives of the Working Group.  
 
2.4 The Communications and Engagement subgroup has progressed the 

implementation of the communications plan with the aim ‘to engage with 
local people to begin to understand their views, based on achieving the 
twin aims of finding a suitable site and a willing host community’.  

 
The plan aimed to: 

 Explain what it is and why a GDF is needed  
 Explain why the public’s view matters  
 Communicate how issues or questions can be raised   
 As it identifies a Search Area(s), the Working Group will start 

work to understand the local area and any issues or questions 
the community within it may have  

 Gather a range of views which can be taken forward to any 
potential Search Area discussion 
 

https://copeland.workinginpartnership.org.uk/


2.5 A second subgroup has been meeting to identify and review the range of 
technical information to consider the identification of a Search Area. 

 
2.6 The third subgroup looking at matters relating to the potential 

establishment of a Community Partnership (CP) has developed a work 
plan, which encompasses the following key areas:  

 
 The shape of the initial work plan to transition from a Working 

Group to a CP  
 The processes required to appoint a Chair and CP members 
 What support mechanisms are required to enable the CP to 

function appropriately  
 A draft community partnership agreement between the CP 

parties  
 Defining arrangements for the management of the Community 

Investment Funding.  
 
2.7 The next stage in the Working with Communities policy, subject to the 

Working Group having met its policy objectives, is the formation of a 
Community Partnership. According to the policy the role of the 
Community Partnership is to: 
 

 facilitate discussion with the community 
 identify relevant information that people in the Search Area and 

Potential Host Community want or need about the siting process 
 be the key vehicle for community dialogue with RWM 
 review and refine the boundaries of the Search Area as RWM’s 

investigations progress 
 identify priorities for Community Investment Funding 
 make recommendations to the relevant principal local 

authorities on the Community Partnership on whether to invoke 
the Right of Withdrawal and if and when to launch a Test of 
Public Support 

 agree a programme of activities to develop the community’s 
understanding of the siting process and the potential 
implications of hosting a GDF 



 develop a community vision and consider the part a GDF may 
play in that vision 

 monitor public opinion in relation to siting a GDF within the 
Search Area and the Potential Host Community 

 
2.8 At the Executive meeting in July Members considered and supported a 

report outlining the contents of a draft Community Partnership 

Agreement. This is the framework proposed by the Working Group for 

the operation of a Community Partnership, and is subject to agreement 

by the members of any Community Partnership(s) that might be formed. 

 

2.9 Report of the Copeland Working Group considered at its meeting of 27th 
September  

 

2.9.1 Appendix A is a copy of the ‘Objectives Summary 

Report’ considered by the Copeland Working Group at its meeting on 

27th September. This Report serves to summarise the activities 

undertaken by the Copeland GDF Working Group to demonstrate that 

it has met the 3 key objectives as described in section 2.1 above, and 

as determined by the Government’s Working with Communities 

policy.   

 

2.9.2 The introduction to the report also provides background to the 

establishment of the Copeland Working Group, initial evaluation work 

undertaken and the position of the Interested Parties including in 

relation to the exclusion of the Lake District National Park from the 

process of identifying a potential Search Area. It also includes 

reference to the position of Cumbria County Council which was 

invited to participate but has to date chosen not to.  

 
2.9.3 The report then goes on to summarise the work undertaken to fulfil 

the 3 objectives. A summary of the key points and recommendations 

is as follows.  

 



2.9.4 Workstream 1 – to begin the conversation [with the community] 

and to start to gather issues and concerns from the community 

[regarding the GDF project].   

 
2.9.5 The report highlights the work carried out under this workstream in 

terms of Online Engagement, Face-to-Face Engagement and Outreach 

and Promotion. The report analyses the range of activities 

undertaken within these headings and quantifies the ‘reach’ of such 

activities. The report acknowledges the fact that ‘the timing and 

extent of face-to-face engagement activities of the Working Group 

were severely limited by the constraints of the COVID19 lockdown 

measures, until these were lifted in late July 2021’. 

 
2.9.6 The report goes on to provide a summary of the conversations with 

those who engaged and notes that this will ‘provide a basis from 

which any subsequent Community Partnership(s) can begin its 

engagement activities and understand the perception of geological 

disposal in the community’. The report summarises the conversation 

into a number of emerging themes: Policy and Process; Geology and 

Siting; Science; Inventory; Socio Economic; Safety.   

 
2.9.7 The convenor of this workstream concludes with the following 

statement.  

Despite the challenges presented by COVID19 restrictions, the 

Working Group has fully met the policy requirement and has 

built sufficient evidence to show that it has begun a conversation 

with the community of Copeland. This conversation has 

developed from an initial position of ‘inform’ and ‘educate’ to 

‘engage’ by starting a process of listening to the perceptions and 

aspirations of people around geological disposal. 

 

 

 



2.9.8 Workstream 2 – To identify a Search Area or Areas  

 

2.9.9 The report highlights the significance of this task in relation to the 

Government’s Working with Communities Policy and defines the 

Search Area(s) as ‘the geographical area within which RWM would 

seek to identify potentially suitable sites to host a GDF’. The Search 

Area(s) is derived from the area first put forward for consideration by 

the Interested Parties, via investigation by RWM and agreement of 

the Working Group. The Search Area(s) is defined using district 

electoral ward boundaries. 

 

2.9.10 The activities undertaken in this workstream included;  

 

 Preparing the supporting materials and developing an approach 

that the full Working Group would adopt to identify a Search 

Area(s) that it judged to have the potential to host a GDF.     

 The approach adopted consisted of two steps.  The first step 

reviewed subsurface attributes and the second step reviewed 

surface attributes, both steps utilising the Initial Evaluation work 

carried out by RWM when Interested Parties first proposed an 

area for consideration and other relevant reference materials 

such as the National Policy Statement, RWM’s Community 

Guidance document and the National Geological Screening.  

 The Working Group also considered feedback received during its 

early engagements with the public and stakeholders in 

Copeland.  This included feedback relating to community factors, 

environmental and landscape impacts, community wellbeing, 

socio-economic data and safety.   

 Two workshops involving all Working Group members were held 

and considered a comprehensive range of relevant Geographical 

Information System (GIS) data layers, supported by RWM’s 

subject matter experts to provide information and answer 



questions, and the Working Group debated the relative merits of 

individual wards for inclusion.  

 

2.9.11 After careful consideration, the wards identified in Figure 1 were 

proposed by the Working Group as being included within two Search 

Areas. A Mid-Copeland Search Area would include the district electoral 

wards of Beckermet and Gosforth and Seascale (and the adjacent 

inshore area) and a South Copeland Search Area consisting of Black 

Combe & Scafell Ward and Millom Ward (and the adjacent inshore 

area to Copeland Borough). 

Fig 1 



 
2.9.12 The report notes that the inshore area adjacent to the Borough of 

Copeland remains under consideration, although the term “Search 

Area” defined in Policy is based only on the relevant electoral wards on 

land. Also, the Borough Council electoral wards, do not match the 

National Park boundary. This means that the Search Areas include 

parts of electoral wards that overlap with the National Park. The 

Working Group confirmed that RWM would only consider hosting a 

GDF within or beneath the area outside of the National Park boundary 

and the proposed extension area, although all the people within those 

electoral wards would continue to be engaged as part of the local 

community.  

 
2.9.13 The convenor of this workstream concludes with the following 

statement. 

In line with the requirements of Policy the Working Group has 
identified two Search Areas derived from the area first put 
forward for consideration by the Interested Parties. The Search 
Areas are defined using district electoral ward boundaries.  
Following RWM’s evaluation of the identified Search Areas, the 
Working Group have recommended the identified Search Areas.   

 
2.9.14 Workstream 3 – To identify prospective members for a Community 

Partnership   

2.9.15 The report summarises the activities carried out in this Workstream to 

meet the objective as laid out in the Working with Communities policy 

document.  

 

2.9.16 Community Partnership Membership   

The Working Group considered that any Community Partnership(s) 

that might be formed in Copeland would do so with an initial 

membership, to manage the transition from Working Group to 

Community Partnership(s). It also considered that a membership 

Selection Panel be established (as required by policy) and would 



comprise the Independent Chair, Copeland Council and RWM, and a 

process was agreed with input from the Working Group members by 

which the Selection Panel would define the initial membership of any 

Community Partnership(s). This selection process takes into 

consideration the knowledge, skills and experience required by the 

Working Group, as well as the need for the Community Partnership(s) 

to recruit community members to reflect the Search Area(s). The 

Selection Panel will also consider the membership of the Interested 

Parties.  

 

2.9.17 The Working Group considered and agreed that the parties to be 

invited to join the initial membership of any Community Partnership(s) 

in Copeland are:  

 

 Independent Chair  

 RWM Ltd  

 Relevant Principal Local Authorities  

 All Borough Councillors within the Search Area, excluding the 

Lake District Nation Park will be invited to join the Community 

Partnership   

 Parish Councils Representatives from within the Search Area(s), 

and outside the Lake District National Park boundary  

 Copeland Association of Local Councils, to represent parishes 

outside of the Search Area(s) but inside the Borough Council 

Ward  

 All County Councillors within the Search Area will be invited to 

join the Community Partnership  

 

2.9.18 At launch, an initial Programme of Activities will be in place, and a key 

objective will be for the interim members to recruit the full 

membership of the Community Partnership(s), including putting in 

place mechanisms to ensure proper and adequate representation from 

community stakeholders.  



 

2.9.19 Chair Selection Process  

The Working Group considered options for the selection of a Chair for 

the Community Partnership(s). It was agreed that the Independent 

Chair of the Working Group would be invited to continue as initial 

Chair of up to two Community Partnership(s), but that the Community 

Partnership(s), once formed, should then decide on the Chair selection 

process beyond the transition period.  

 

2.9.20 Community Partnership Agreement and Terms of Reference  

A draft Community Partnership Agreement was developed in 

consultation with the Working Group members, which sets out the 

principles of how the members of the Community Partnership(s) will 

work together and Terms of Reference to clarify roles and 

responsibilities and how the Community Partnership will operate.  

 

2.9.21 Other activities carried out by this workstream included.  

 

 Establishing a mechanism for the distribution of the Community 

Investment Funding  

 An initial Programme of Activities for the Community 

Partnership(s) has been developed  

 The Working Group has also considered the support 

requirements to enable the Community Partnership(s) to 

operate.  

 

2.9.22 The convenor of this workstream concludes with the following 

statement: 

Based on the summary above, I am confident to confirm to the 
Working Group that the policy objective, to identify prospective 
members for a Community Partnership, has been met. 
Furthermore, the Working Group has put in place arrangements 
for the establishment of up to two Community Partnerships in 



Copeland, including the provision of a draft Community 
Partnership Agreement, initial Programme of Activities, 
Community Investment Funding arrangements and operational 
support requirements. As such, I believe that we are in a position 
of policy compliance and launch readiness. 

 

2.9.23 Recommendation from the Working Group  

 

2.9.24 At its meeting on 27th September the Working Group concluded its 

work by making the following recommendation.  

 
The Working Group has met its objectives and identified two Search Areas –  

‘Mid Copeland Search Area’ and ‘South Copeland Search Area’ - that could 

have the potential to host a Geological Disposal Facility. Based on the 

community engagement activities undertaken and the work done to identify 

prospective members for a Community Partnership, the Working Group now 

recommends to RWM and the relevant Principal Local Authorities that two 

Community Partnerships are formed, one for each Search Area. 

The identified ‘Mid Copeland Search Area’ and ‘South Copeland Search Area’ 

should be considered further on the basis that: 

I. The inshore area adjacent to Copeland Borough is considered by 

RWM as its initial focus  

II. The area within the Lake District National Park and its proposed 

extension are excluded from consideration to host a GDF above or 

below ground 

III. The current and future coal mining areas are excluded from 

consideration to host a GDF. 

3. COMMENTS FROM MEMBERS OF THE STRATEGIC NUCLEAR AND 
ENERGY BOARD 
 
A Member briefing was held on 28th September when the Chair of the 
Copeland Working Group presented the conclusions and 
recommendations of the Working Group’s work.  
 



At a meeting held on 6th October Members of SNEB considered and 
discussed the work and recommendations of the Copeland Working 
Group and, following a vote, a decision to recommend to Executive for 
the Council to participate in the two proposed Community Partnerships 
was supported.  

 

4. ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED 
 

3.1 The Government’s Working with Communities policy requires a principal 
local authority to be engaged in the process. Without that engagement 
the process stops. If Executive chooses not to support the next stage of 
the Working with Communities Policy, the establishment of a Community 
Partnership then the process in Copeland would stop. Supporting the 
next stage would mean that the establishment of a Community 
Partnership could proceed. However, it is the Council’s agreed position 
that it has a duty to represent Copeland’s people and communities in the 
process in order to understand the potential implications of GDF for 
Copeland. 

 
5. CONCLUSIONS 

 
5.1 This report provides a summary of the work carried out by the Copeland 

Working Group and provides the context for Executive to consider the 
recommendations made by the Working Group regarding the 
establishment of two Community Partnerships in Copeland. 
 

5. STATUTORY OFFICER COMMENTS  
 
5.1 Legal comments are: included in Monitoring Officer’s comments. 
  
5.2 The Monitoring Officer’s comments are: A Community Partnership (C.P.) 

would operate under an agreement in the form of a non-legally binding 
MOU, and Terms of Reference to be drawn up. The Working With 
Communities Policy (2018) section 6.33 requires that a Selection Panel is 
formed by the Working Group to identify and select potential members 
to be invited to join a Community Partnership, which could be via direct 
invitation, an open process or a combination, and it should consider the 
skills, knowledge, experience required by the C.P., adequately reflecting 



the community and the community’s interests. A C.P. requires 
membership of at least one principal authority – it is suggested Copeland 
BC would fulfil this role if a CP is established. 

 
5.3 The Section 151 Officer’s comments are: there are no direct financial 

implications for the Council arising from these recommendations. 
 
5.4 EIA Comments: N/A 
 
5.5 Policy Framework: N/A 
 
5.6 Other consultee comments, if any: None 

 
6. RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS 

 
6.1 The Council’s engagement in the Working with Communities process is 

subject to a reimbursement agreement, through which all officer costs 
are recovered from RWM.  

 
7. HOW WILL THE PROPOSALS BE PROJECT MANAGED AND HOW ARE    

THE RISKS GOING TO BE MANAGED? 
 
7.1 The Council’s engagement in the Working with Communities policy and 

the work of the Community Partnership is led by the Council’s Head of 
Nuclear, Energy & Sustainability with support from the Nuclear and 
Energy Team and from several departments within the Council. Regular 
reports are provided to Members via the Strategic Nuclear and Energy 
Board and Executive as necessary. 

 
8. WHAT MEASURABLE OUTCOMES OR OUTPUTS WILL ARISE FROM THIS 

REPORT? 
 
8.1 If Executive Members are supportive of the proposals from the work of 

the Copeland Working Group, then the next stage in the process is the 
establishment of two Community Partnerships. 
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