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Question One:
There is a long history of attempts to site radwaste repositories in this country, and this represents another element in the government's latest approach. The most recent attempt was the MRWS process in Cumbria, and the MRWS Partnership itself drew many lessons from its experience.

The attempt here to set out the background is inadequate. It is as though there is no history, and no experience to be drawn upon in the search for a solution to the problem of intermediate and high level waste. In particular there is no evidence that the proposals here have drawn on the available evidence from the most recent MRWS process and its evaluation [1].

Nor does the document explain the recent – let alone long-term – policy context. In para 2.19 it acknowledges that the National Policy Statement is yet to be finalised, and that a further consultation may take place when that happens – raising the question of why RWM didn't wait for it.

And nor does the document make reference to approaches used elsewhere in the world to geological disposal. There is much to be learned from others' experiences, yet here we have no sign of it.

By not rehearsing the background, history and policy (both local and international) more fully, the consultation document is set out in a way that will be confusing to anyone not familiar with the issues; indeed it is confusing to this consultee who IS familiar with them. 
Attitudes towards nuclear waste & the concept of a 'willing community'
The baseline for any project to deal with nuclear waste must be that attitudes generally towards it are very negative. The presumption in this document that there will be a 'willing community' glosses over this basic issue. Absence of discussion on this is breathtaking, but it it also very unwise, and not unlike the attitude that got us here in the first place: nuclear waste posing such a difficult problem that it would be best to shelve it till later. Getting a 'community' to cohere around a proposal to host a disposal facility is going to be very difficult too, and recognising this at the outset holds the only prospect of success. 
If the question of dissent in potential host communities is not addressed, then it will at some point manifest, and it will do so outwith the remit of RWM and the Community Hosting process. When dissent is sidelined, it will more likely emerge in confrontational form. One of the main perceived shortcomings of the MRWS process was its inability to accommodate alternative perspectives and dispute. The result of this was that important aspects of debate took place outside of the Partnership's operations, and thus undermined its credibility. As the independent evaluators stated: 'exclusion or ignoring NGO's and dissenting voices is just not an option.' para 1.49 [1].
On the other hand, if the legitimacy of alternative viewpoints is acknowledged and taken seriously at the outset, there is potential for dialogue and discussion. This will take time, but it is recognised that this is a feature of the whole process anyway.
Dissent and critique is likely to emerge from a wide variety of quarters. The MRWS Partnership commissioned a Brand Protection Report [2] which showed clearly the negative effects of siting a repository in Cumbria to its brand image. The Partnership's Final Report states: 'We acknowledge that there are potential risks to some parts of the economy in the county if the process moves forward, in particular the visitor, land-based and food and drinks sectors' p 161 [3]. Not only do the views of people in the potential host areas matter, but so do their customers and the views of people intending to visit, live, work and study there.
It is government policy to include a package of 'Community Benefits'. Given the above, it is easy to see how such benefits must be essential, both as an incentive and in mitigation. But it is also easy to see there is no way a potential host community can avoid facing the allegation that they are in fact a bribe. The recent years of austerity in the UK and their impact on the ability of many local councils to provide basic public services must now make such community benefits much more attractive than a decade ago when the idea was first mooted. 

All this means that there are complex motivational and ethical uncertainties surrounding any expression of interest in hosting a repository. Given these motivational and ethical uncertainties, it is essential that any such process must be trusted by all concerned parties. Without trust there is too great a risk of failure to find a host site, and although failure must be countenanced, extending the existing list of such failures will only prejudice any further attempts. 
In MRWS the issue of trust was identified as central, both according to the MRWS Partnership's analysis of the responses it received to its final consultation [3] and to the report of the Independent Evaluators [1]. For there to be trust, there needs to be a negotiated governance over the way the process works. The marginalisation of governance issues to 'oversight and scrutiny' (Part 6) to be undertaken or led by RWM is a cause for concern. For example, if anyone with a legitimate interest in the process had grounds for complaint over how it was working, who would they address? RWM? This is self-evidently an unsatisfactory situation for such a major and potentially controversial project.

Within the process, provision needs to be made for conflicts to be rehearsed in a constructive, well-informed and fair manner. The absence of this is a cause for concern.
Recommendation: There should be a further high level requirement: Community and Governance. 

This should not be prescriptive as to how such matters are handled, since it will be up to those involved to agree them. Better to start with a statement of values, which could be developed by those involved to guide working practices. The MRWS Final Report offered a series of principles – in that case for a Stage Four process which did not materialise p.195 [3] - but which could inform future initiatives such as the one being consulted upon here. If a community is able to articulate its values, then this would provide a basis for decision-making and challenge. 

Question Two
The six Siting Factors may be divided into two categories: (1) physical issues – safety, environment, engineering feasibility, transport, and cost and (2) social issues – community.

But community issues cannot just be treated as a 'factor'. 'Community' is highly complex and different in important ways to all the others and has not been given sufficient weight. 

The reduction of 'community' to two considerations relating to the impact of the facility seems extraordinary, and again reflects an instrumental approach to a process that is human and social, with all the ethical and motivational complexities this entails.

The governance arrangements for Site Evaluation are confined to 'Oversight & Scrutiny' (Part 6)  to be handled internally within the NDA. This seems contrary to involving a 'willing' community, who might legitimately ask how their interests are to be represented in such arrangements.

Recommendation: 'Community' cannot be relegated to a 'factor' like physical matters. There should be a further high level requirement: Community and Governance. 
Question Three
Once again, the societal element has been marginalised here, and evaluation considerations envisage a kind of cost-benefit approach of 'socio-economic implications balanced with 'potential opportunities to enhance the well-being of the host community' along with alignment with 'Host Community objectives or vision' – though how these have been arrived at is not discussed.  

This fails to provide for any meaningful community engagement with the evaluation itself nor with the evaluation process. Such engagement holds great potential for formative evaluation, enabling learning and improvement of the quality of the process. It could also provide an important guard against the risk of withdrawal. 

Recommendation: The Potential Host Community should be formatively involved in the evaluation process.
Question Four
It could be that RWM has decided that 'Implementing Geological Disposal – Working with Communities' [4] is sufficient in itself to provide for the social elements of the process, enabling RWM to relegate its intentions to a mechanistic interpretation of policy  implementation of 'Working with Communities' (Part 4) and not asking the public's advice on the complex issues connected with the way it will work with communities. But the processes of arriving at decisions cannot be separated from the people involved, the people affected and those with an otherwise legitimate view. 
Recommendation
There should be another consultation on how RWM intends to interpret 'Working with Communities' and how it maps on to the Site Evaluation process.
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