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Summary and Recommendation: 
 
This report concerns the County Council’s proposed allocation of sites for 
managing Low Level and Very Low Level Radioactive Waste as part of its 
Minerals and Waste Local Development Framework. 
 
The Nuclear Working Group is asked to make recommendations to the Council’s 
Executive which will be discussing the overall Site Allocations consultation 
document in due course and responding to the County Council.  Officer 
recommendation is that: 
a) All Very Low Level Waste arising on the Sellafield site should be disposed of 
within that site 
b) The site identified adjacent to the Sellafield eastern boundary should only be 
consented for the management of Low and Very Low Level Waste following a 
comprehensive investigation of all environmental, economic and social concerns 
and  
c) No other sites in Copeland should be considered for managing Low and Very 
Low Level Waste until there is a rigorous examination of alternative sites close to 
Sellafield 
                                                                         
 
 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 The County Council is the Planning Authority responsible for decisions on 

all minerals and waste development in Cumbria outside the National Park.  
For this purpose it is required to produce a Minerals and Waste Local 
Development Framework (MWLDF).  Last year it adopted two of three 
documents which make up the MWLDF: the Core Strategy containing 
strategic policies and a Generic Development Control Policies document 
which sets out the approach to managing development in more detail.  
The third item involves the identification of specific sites for development 
in the “Site Allocations Policies and Proposals Map” and a consultation 
draft of this is currently on public deposit – the deadline for comment is 8th 



February.  A full report on the document as a whole is being made through 
the Executive.  Its members’ deliberation on a recommendation to the 
County Council will, however, be assisted if the Nuclear Working Party 
was to discuss the issues relating to Low Level Radioactive Waste 
covered by the document.      
 

 
2. ARGUMENT 
 
2.1 In its Core Strategy (Policy 12) the County Council envisaged that the Low 

Level Waste Repository near Drigg would continue to operate as the 
principal site for this form of waste.  It now states that “it has (since) 
become clearer that initiatives are needed within Cumbria and throughout 
the UK to divert the sub-category of Very Low Activity High Volume 
Wastes (or Very Low Level Waste – VLLW) away from the Repository.” 
This will maximise the lifespan of the remaining vault space near Drigg.  
The draft Site Allocations document the County Council proposes 3 sites 
to deal with the two streams of low level waste:  
2 “first preference sites”: 

 CO 35 the Repository near Drigg and  
 CO 36 Land within the Sellafield site  

 
and a reserve site 

 CO 32 Land adjacent to Sellafield 
 

Such reserve sites would only come forward if the preference sites are 
taken by other development, do not come forward for development, or 
prove to be unsuitable e.g. following a more detailed assessment as part 
of a planning application. 
 

2.2 It is interesting that the former coal extraction site at Keekle Head, Pica is 
not identified by the County Council at this stage.  In a previous, less 
formal consultation last year it discussed the merits of Keekle Head in the 
knowledge that a waste company was actively considering the site for the 
management Of VLLW from Sellafield and other arisings in the North 
West.  Copeland officers at that time indicated a preference for dealing 
with Sellafield waste streams as close to the Sellafield plants as possible 
to reduce unnecessary transport hazards and to ensure that other 
Minerals and Waste Planning Authorities make provision for their own 
VLLW arisings within their own areas which is supposed to be a principle 
of national waste policy.  In the event the County Council stated in the 
previous draft document that it did not support the idea of using the Keekle 
Head site for this purpose and has therefore omitted it from the Site 
Allocations document.  A planning application is, however, expected 
shortly on this site which the County Council will have to deal with 
irrespective of the timetable for its MWLDF completion. 



 
2.3 Plans identifying the three sites together with extracts from the Site 

Allocations document are appended.     
 
3. OPTIONS TO BE CONSIDERED 
 
3.1 The Working Party is asked to consider the County Council’s comments in 

the appendix to this report (the full consultation document is available for 
reference in the Members’ Room) and to make recommendation to the 
Council’s Executive accordingly. 
 

3.2 Officer recommendation is to support the County Council position on the 
sites identified including the status of “first preference” and “reserve” but to 
clarify the point that:  
a)VLLW arising on the Sellafield site should be disposed of within that site 
unless there are overriding reasons not to and only then as an alternative  
within a consented site closeby   
b) site CO 32 adjacent to Sellafield should only be consented for 
managing LLW and VLLW following comprehensive investigation of all the 
environmental, economic and social issues raised by consultees  e.g.as 
regards the presence of a major aquifer and  
c) no other sites in the Copeland area should be considered for managing 
LLW and VLLW until there is a rigorous examination of alternative sites 
close to Sellafield. 
These recommendations are in line with Minute ref.NWG 07/09 when 
Members discussed some of these issues last year in relation to a site at 
Lillyhall as well as the Keekle Head site.  At that stage it was also agreed 
that the two Councils’ policy on such matters should be resolved directly 
as part of joint discussions before further strategies/plans were formalised 
and members must decide if the County Council has taken on board the 
matters they discussed with the County’s MWLDF officer, Mr  R Evans, at 
the last Group meeting in December.    
 

 
5.       FINANCIAL AND HUMAN RESOURCES IMPLICATIONS (INCLUDING      
 SOURCES OF FINANCE) 
 
5.1 None other than Member and Officer time 
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CHECKLIST FOR DEALING WITH KEY ISSUES 
 
Please confirm against the issue if the key issues below have been addressed . 
This can be by either a short narrative or quoting the paragraph number in the 
report in which it has been covered. 
Impact on Crime and Disorder None directly 
Impact on Sustainability Yes significantly 
Impact on Rural Proofing None directly 
Health and Safety Implications None 
Project and Risk Management  None 
Impact on Equality and Diversity Issues None 
Children and Young Persons 
Implications 

None 

Human Rights Act Implications None 
Monitoring Officer Comments  
Section 151 Officer Comments  
 
 
Please say if this report will require the making of a Key Decision     NO 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
APPENDIX A:  
Site Plans and extracts from CCC’s Draft Allocations Document    
 
 


















