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A Report by the Assistant Director – Environment & Regulatory Services

____________________________________________________________________________

Application No.: 4/15/9012 District: Copeland 

Applicant: LLW Repository Ltd Received: 30 October 2015

Site/Location: LLW Repository Ltd, near Drigg, Holmrook, Cumbria

Proposal: Phased construction of Vaults 9a, 10 and 11 and for the disposal of low level 
radioactive wastes within these new Vaults and within the existing Vault 9 with 
higher stacking, for the retention of temporarily higher stacked containers in 
Vault 8 with additional higher stacking.  Phased construction of a permanent 
engineered capping layer over Trenches 1 to 7 and Vaults 8 to 11, with other 
ancillary works.

____________________________________________________________________________



1.0 RECOMMENDATION

1.1 That, after first taking into consideration the environmental information, as defined in the 
Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 
submitted in connection with the application, planning permission be granted subject to 
conditions controlling time limits, working programme, landscaping, environmental 
management, hydrogeology, ecological mitigation and management, the diversion of 
Drigg Stream, drainage, waste types, HGV movement limits and waste types as set out 
in Appendix 1 to this report.

2.0 BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

2.1 The planning application proposes additional disposal capacity for Low Level 
Radioactive Waste (LLW) at the Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR) near Drigg.  It is 
proposed to increase the existing capacity of Vault 8 (which is almost full – around 
6,800m3 remaining at 9 May 2016) to 308,000m3 and provide additional disposal 
capacity within Vaults 9 to 11 of around 510,000m3. The LLWR is currently the UK’s 
principal facility for the storage of solid low level radioactive waste that require highly 
engineered containment facilities. The application would see that until the end of 2045 
(with final restoration in 2051) the LLWR would fulfil the role of the principal UK disposal 
facility for LLW requiring management by containment in an engineered facility. 

2.2 The LLWR is owned by the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) and operated on 
behalf of the NDA by a Site Licence Company – LLW Repository Ltd (the applicant). 

2.3 A planning application for the extension of the LLWR was originally submitted in July 
2011.  In November 2011 Cumbria County Council issued a formal request for further 
information pursuant to Regulation 19 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental 
Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 1999, hereafter referred to as the 
“Regulation 19 request”. This followed objections to the proposed development from 
both the Environment Agency and Natural England and issues raised by Cumbria 
County Council.  In direct response to the Regulation 19 request, the applicant 
submitted further information in October 2013 and again in April 2014.  Additional 
supporting correspondence was also received from the applicant in response to 
statutory consultee and County Council comments/objections.  

2.4 In February 2015 the applicant decided to withdraw their application, in order to make 
amendments to the scale of the development applied for, and to allow for the 
preparation and submission of additional supporting information (such as ecological 
surveys). A revised application was submitted on 30 October 2015, which is the subject 
of this report.

2.5 Whilst the County Council has been considering these planning applications, the 
Environment Agency has been considering the applicant’s Environmental Safety Case 
(ESC) for the site. Whilst the planning application and the ESC are managed under 
separate regulatory regimes, they are interrelated and, to a degree, inter-dependant on 
each other. The ESC was submitted in May 2011 and is a collection of arguments, 
provided by the operator, that seeks to demonstrate that the required standard of 
environmental safety for people and the environment is achieved at the time of disposal 
and in the future.  The ESC seeks a radiological capacity that would potentially 
accommodate disposal of much of the current UK inventory of Low Level Waste.  In this 
regard the ESC differs from the planning application in that the capacity is assessed to 
potentially require vaults out to Vault 20 (the planning application seeks consent to Vault 
11).  The ESC therefore anticipates that, based on the applicant’s current projections, 
the disposals would require operation until around 2130 (as opposed to 2045 in the 
planning application). 

2.6 The Environment Agency’s review of the ESC has concluded that the applicant’s 
proposals are able to meet the requirements of the regulatory guidance (Guidance on 



Requirements for Authorisation (GRA1)) and that adequate evidence has been provided 
to support a permit variation application. On that basis, the applicants applied for a 
permit variation in October 2013 to dispose of further waste.  Following consultation, the 
environmental permit was approved in 1 November 2015.  The environmental permit for 
the LLWR site (ref EPR/YP3293SA) and indeed all of environmental permits are not time 
limited and can only be released from the Environment Agency’s regulatory control when 
the permit holder can ensure a satisfactory standard of protection for people and the 
environment has been achieved.

2.7 The planning authority and Environment Agency have different roles in the process, 
reflected in the fact that a planning permission and environmental permit are structured 
differently and serve different purposes.

2.8 Positive planning (as stated in National Planning Policy for Waste) has a pivotal role in 
delivering sustainable waste management delivery of sustainable development and 
resource efficiency, including provision of modern infrastructure, local employment 
opportunities and wider climate change benefits, by driving waste management up the 
waste hierarchy. The planning system controls the development and use of land in the 
public interest and should focus on whether development is an acceptable use of land, 
and the impacts of those uses on the development and use of land. In considering 
planning applications for waste management facilities, waste planning authorities should 
concern themselves with implementing the planning strategy in the development plan 
and not with the control of processes which are a matter for the pollution control 
authorities. 

2.9 In respect of the planning application for the LLWR extension, the planning system is 
concerned with the principle of allowing a development of this nature, in this location. 
The planning system should assess a range of issues including making a balance 
between the need for the facility and any adverse environmental impact. It is concerned 
with issues such as the timescale for which the facility would operate, its design and 
form (particularly in respect of landscape character and visual impact), coastal erosion 
and its impacts on ecology.

2.10 The environmental permitting regime is regulated by the Environment Agency (EA) and 
requires operators to obtain permits for some facilities, to register others as exempt, and 
provides for ongoing supervision of facilities by regulators. The regime is set out in legal 
terms in the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2010 (as amended) which 
implements several European Directives into UK legislation. The principal aims of the 
regime are to prevent the pollution of the environment, to encourage the application of 
best practice and to ensure compliance with European legislation. In obtaining a permit 
for an activity, the operator must satisfy the EA that any potential risks to the 
environment and human health that are associated with that activity would be managed 
in an effective and legally compliant manner.

2.11 The principle of how the planning and pollution control regulatory regimes work together 
was established in Gateshead Metropolitan Borough Council vs Secretary of State for 
the Environment [1994]. In this case the Court supported the judgement of the Secretary 
of State in concluding that a clinical waste plant could be assumed to meet the 
emissions standards that would be required by HMIP (now Environment Agency) if an 
authorisation under the Environmental Protection Act 1990 would be required for the 
plant to operate. Thus, the planning regime should not seek to duplicate the function of 
the pollution control regulator where there is overlap between the regulatory systems.

3.0 SITE HISTORY

3.1 The LLW Repository site near Drigg covers a total area of 110 hectares which was 

1 Guidance on Requirements for Authorisation, Near Surface Disposal Facilities on Land for Solid 
Radioactive Waste, February 2009



developed in 1939 as a Royal Ordnance factory.  In 1957 unconditional planning 
permission was granted, by Millom Rural District Council, for a proposal to store 
radioactive wastes from Windscale on 36 hectares in the north east of the site. The use 
made of the site has far exceeded that which had been proposed because over the 
years it received waste from all parts of the UK.

3.2 From 1959 to 1995, 800,000m³ cubic metres of waste were tipped into seven trenches. 
A new method of managing the waste (Vault 8) commenced in 1988. Prior to the 
construction of Vault 8, the County Council gave a formal opinion that it, and the deposit 
of LLW below ground level, did not require planning permission. This was because the 
vault was in the area covered by the 1957 planning consent (referred to as the 
Reference Disposal Area). Vault 8 is, in effect, a 4.5 hectare open concrete box within 
which ISO containers are stacked.  These are mostly half height containers.  LLW is 
grouted into the containers to ensure its long term stability.  Large items of 
uncompactable wastes are cemented directly into the vault.

3.3 In 1988 the County Council granted planning permission for a landscaped mound to 
cover Vault 8 and the historic trenches. The mound was proposed to be constructed 
from soils excavated from within the site covered with a layer of pvc followed by topsoil.  
The permission required the development to be completed by 1994. In 1995, this 
planning permission was superseded by one that extended the period by which the site 
had to be fully restored until 29th March 2020, subject to a requirement for a joint formal 
review with the planning authority at least every five years.  The mound over Trenches 
1-7 related to this planning permission was completed several years ago but Vault 8 
remains open.

3.4 In 2006 the County Council granted planning permission for the temporary higher 
stacking of up to 950 half-height ISO containers above Vault 8. One of the main 
considerations of the County Council in allowing a temporary consent was that the 
higher stacking would “buy time” for alternative sites for a Repository to be investigated. 
The permission required the containers to be progressively removed after 2010 and no 
later than 31 July 2011. This period was subsequently extended to 31 December 2015 
and then again until March 2017.

3.5 During pre-application discussions for Vault 9, the County Council advised that due to 
the nature of engineering works involved, the vault could not be considered to fall within 
the 1957 planning consent and, as such, a new planning application would be required.  
In 2008 the County Council granted temporary planning permission for Vault 9 for the 
storage of LLW. The temporary permission was for 10 years with a further five years for 
wastes to be removed and disposed of elsewhere. 

3.6 The baseline situation in respect of planning for this application is that the existing 
material in the trenches and original Vault 8  is permitted to remain on site. Irrespective 
of the merits of any legal arguments on the subject, the time period for any enforcement 
action has now passed and so the retention of the material can be assumed. 

3.7 The higher stacking of material in Vault 8 and the material in Vault 9 only has planning 
permission for storage. The permission for storage is for a temporary period, and the 
baseline planning position is that this material would be removed and disposed of at an 
alternative location. Similarly, no planning permission exists for the further deposit of 
material in the proposed new vaults, and so the planning baseline in these areas is as 
the site appears currently.

4.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

4.1 The application site lies within the northern part of the wider LLWR site, which falls to the 
immediate west of the village of Drigg, on the west Cumbrian coast. Approximately 1km 
to the north is the village of Seascale, with the Sellafield complex falling a further 2km 



beyond this. The village of Ravenglass lies approximately 3.5km to the south, with 
Holmrook approximately 1.5km to the northeast.

4.2 Drigg coal yard is located adjacent to the northern boundary of the site. The Cumbria 
Coast Railway Line runs along the eastern boundary of the LLWR and is linked to the 
site via rail sidings. A former landfill site, owned by Cumbria County Council, forms part 
of the southern boundary of the LLWR site.  The land to the west of the site is 
designated Drigg Coast SSSI/SAC and a County Wildlife Trust Site lies to the north. 

4.3 The nearest residential properties are:

 properties at Summer View 50m from the north-east corner of the application site;
 The Stubble, in Stubble Green, 60m from the south–east corner of the application 

site;
 Drigg Moorside Farm, 250m from the application site, on the east side of the 

B5344;
 Sandy Acre on Shore Road, 280 m to the south of the application site; and
 properties in Drigg village, 700m from the application site. 

4.4 Access to the site is via Old Shore Road in Drigg off the B5344, a single carriageway 
road that runs west from the A595 at Holmrook to Drigg village.  The B5344 continues 
north past the site to Seascale and then east to rejoin the A595 at Gosforth. A low bridge 
and tight corner under the railway at Seascale prevents HGV access to the LLWR from 
the north. 

4.5 The LLWR site slopes gently to the south-west from approximately 20m AOD at the 
north-eastern boundary to approximately 7m AOD at the south western boundary. The 
application site is currently located between 400m and 700m inland of the coastline.  

4.6 The planning application boundary lies in the northern part of the wider LLWR site and 
includes the following key features:

 Trenches 1 to 7, a series of parallel trenches infilled with LLW, covered with a cap 
and restored to grassland and located in the north-east part of the site;

 Vault 8, in the north west part of the site, which contains LLW which was imported 
under a previous planning permission and can remain permanently, and temporary 
consent for the storage of additional waste though higher stacking until March 
2017;

 Vault 9, which lies to the immediate south of Vault 8, which has consent for 
temporary storage of LLW until 2018 (removal of waste required by 2023);

 The area identified in the planning application for future Vault construction, to the 
south of Vault 9, is currently occupied by soil stockpiles and magazines. The 
magazines were previously used for the storage of plutonium containing materials 
which has been retrieved and returned to Sellafield for storage and the magazines 
are in the process of being decommissioned and demolished; 

 The land to the west and south of Vault 9 contains two mounds excavated during 
the construction of Vault 9 and which have been retained for future use in capping 
works; 

 The north-eastern, north-western and south-western boundaries of the application 
site support a screening belt of woodland and scrub; and

 Drigg stream, which flows in a north to south direction adjacent to the western 
boundary of Vaults 8 and 9 and the magazines.



5.0 THE PROPOSAL

5.1 The planning appliation is for:

“The phased construction of Vaults 9a, 10 and 11 and for the disposal of low level 
radioactive wastes within these new Vaults and within the existing Vault 9 with higher 
stacking, for the retention of temporarily higher stacked containers in Vault 8 with 
additional higher stacking.  Phased construction of a permanent engineered capping 
layer over Trenches 1 to 7 and Vaults 8 to 11, with other ancillary works.”

5.2 It is proposed to increase the existing capacity of Vault 8 (which is almost full – around 
6,800m3 remaining at 9 May 2016) to 308,000m3 and provide additional disposal 
capacity within Vaults 9 to 11 of around 510,000m3. In undertaking these works, the 
proposal is to extend the capacity of the LLWR through the construction of new vaults, 
and by conversion of planning permissions which currently allow for the temporary 
storage of materials in Vault 9 and the higher stacks in Vault 8 to allow for its disposal. 
The proposed closure date (including restoration) of the extended facility would be 2051. 
The environmental permit for the site is for a larger 20 vault facility with an expected 
closure date around 2130. A future planning application would be required to extend the 
capacity and lifetime to accord with the permit.

5.3 The proposals would involve the following works:

 the construction in a phased manner of additional engineered vaults (10, 11 and 
an extension to Vault 9 (9a)) within the land area to the south east of the existing 
Vault 9 for the disposal of LLW;  

 the stacking (for disposal) of up to 4 no. (or equivalent) LLW containers in Vault 9a, 
8 no. LLW containers (or equivalent) in Vault 10 and 9 no. LLW containers (or 
equivalent) in Vault 11; 

 the permanent retention (disposal) of all LLW within the existing Vault 9; 
 additional stacking (for disposal) of up to 8 no. (or equivalent) LLW containers 

within the area of Vault 9; 
 the permanent retention (disposal) of waste within the existing Vault 8 including the 

higher stacking of containers which is currently consented under a temporary 
planning permission;

 the increase in height and extent of higher stacking to provide for the stacking 
(disposal) of between 5 and 8 LLW containers (or equivalent) within the area of 
Vault 8; 

 the extension of the existing vertical cut-off walls around the proposed waste 
disposal area and the extension of the existing secant pile wall adjacent to the 
trenches and new vaults;

 the phased construction of an engineered and landscaped capping layer above the 
existing Trenches 1-7 and Vaults 8-11; and

 related ancillary works and temporary construction facilities/activities, including the 
diversion of part of the existing Drigg Stream; landscaping and tree planting works; 
the formation of material stockpiles; the formation of a contractors’ compounds 
prior to each phase of construction and associated access roads, hardstandings 
and construction mitigation works. 

5.4 The planning application site has a total area of 47.5 hectares. This comprises 45.1 
hectares for the area containing the new vaults and capping for these and trenches 1 to 
7, and an additional area of 2.4 hectares outside of the reference disposal area, which is 
required for stockpiling of materials for final capping until they are required. The 
construction works would require a contractors’ compound, which would be located 
adjacent to the railway siding, outside the planning application boundary.

The proposed phasing of the new construction and engineering aspects of the 
developments is set out below:  



 Phase 1 Site Preparation (2016 – 2020) Enabling operations and site works prior 
to the main construction phases; transfer of containers from vault 9 to vault 8; 
removal of boundary tree screen and first phase of constructing the cap;

 Phase 2 (2019-2023) Cap Vault 8 and Construct Vaults 9a and 10. These works 
include the extension of cut-off wall on northern edge of cap and western edge of 
vault 8, installation of secant pile wall, diversion of Drigg Stream, construction of 
Vaults 9a and 10, completion of cap over Vault 8 and the adjacent part of the 
trenches;

 Phase 3 (2023 – 2030) Cap Vault 9 and Construct Vault 11. These works include 
the extension of the cut-off wall adjacent to vault 9a, capping and restoration of 
Vault 9/9a and the area of the trenches to the east, and excavation works and 
construction of lining system for Vault 11;

 Phase 4 (2030 – 2032) Cap Vault 10. These works include the extension of the 
cut-off wall adjacent to Vault 10, the capping and restoration of vault 10 and the 
adjacent area of trenches to the east;

 Phase 5 (2045 – 2051) Cap Vault 11 and close site. These works include 
construction of the cut-off wall around the edge of vault 11 and complete the link 
into the cut-off wall along the eastern boundary of the trenches, capping and 
restoration of vault 11 and the adjacent area of trenches to the east, profiling of the 
remaining area of the landform in preparation for final capping and then completion 
of restoration of the site.

5.5 The application requires the removal of the existing perimeter woodland planting around 
the trenches and vaults during cap construction. The woodland along the north and east 
boundaries would be removed and replaced in Phase 1. The woodland on the western 
boundary would be removed in accordance with the phased construction of the vaults. 
As summarised above, it is proposed that the cap would be installed in sections across 
each vault and adjacent area of trenches once each vault is full, developing from the 
north to the south in conjunction with preparation of each subsequent vault, such that 
only two vault areas are open at any given time. 

5.6 The proposed final landform of the cap (post settlement) at its highest point would be 
approximately 33m AOD. The site would be progressively restored to grassland through 
landraising in parallel with phased cap construction along with screening planting around 
the eastern, northern, western and south western perimeters. The cap would have a 
minimum gradient of 1 in 25 with slopes of between 1 in 10 and 1 in 5 at the edges. The 
capping works would involve a total of around 1.29 million m3 of earthworks materials 
comprising Bentonite Enhanced Sand (BES), sands, gravels, hard rock and soils. 

5.7 The capping works would also require just under 1.1 million m3 of profiling fill. Some of 
this material (around 270,000m3) would be produced as a result of cut from the 
construction of the vaults, which would leave a balance of fill to be imported of 
820,000m3.

5.8 The proposed development would require the diversion of part of the Drigg Stream.   
Drigg Stream currently runs adjacent to the western boundary of Vault 8, and through 
the proposed location of Vaults 9a to Vaults 11 (and a further stretch to all for 
construction of potential future vaults up to 14 should planning permission be applied for 
and granted in the future).  It is proposed that the stream would be diverted along the 
western boundary of the LLWR site, rejoining the existing channel beyond the proposed 
cap shoulder.  



6.0 CONSULTATION RESPONSES

6.1 Allerdale Borough Council: 

No response received.

6.2 Copeland Borough Council: 
No objection subject to: outstanding rail and highway issues being satisfactorily 
addressed; outstanding ecological issues being satisfactorily addressed; enhanced 
mitigation measures being secured (including off site) to compensate for significant but 
localised loss of habitats/species identified on site;  maximise use of mitigation 
measures to effectively screen the development from nearby residential properties 
where the visual impact is likely greatest; condition the provision and implementation of 
an Environmental Management Plan which would help limit potential impacts during both 
construction and operation of the development; condition controlling hours of working, 
use of lighting, noise barrier methods and dust control measures to reduce impact on 
residential amenity; securing provision and implementation of a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan; measures to secure use of local supply chain as a priority. (i.e. via 
procurement and purchasing policies); securing provision and implementation of an 
overall Construction Management Plan as well as a Site Construction Management Plan 
for each phase of development; and S106/separate legal agreement or similar to provide 
a mechanism for securing potential review of the application in the light of any proposed 
significant changes in circumstances, such as changes to the inventory, waste volumes 
or types of waste accepted by LLWR.

6.3 Lake District National Park Authority: 

No objection.

6.4 Drigg and Carleton Parish Council: 

The Council expect to see the levels of road traffic, noise, light intrusion and dust 
controlled, as a minimum, within the limits set for Vault 9. In addition, the Council 
consider that there should be a statement of commitment to embody new and improved 
technologies and practices in the works to reflect industry best standards and practices 
as they evolve over the anticipated 35 years of this project. For example, Vault 9 used 
road transport for the delivery of bentonite and cement powders, but this should not be 
the only method considered in the future. 

In terms of traffic management, the Council wish to be consulted on a Traffic 
Management Plan prior to the commencement of this project. The Council want to see 
improved emphasis and control exercised by LLWR on the amount and, particularly, the 
speed of traffic accessing the site. The latter remains a major concern in the community. 
The Council considers that the plan should include a commitment from LLWR to monitor 
actual traffic movements and driver behaviours on and off the site and include a written 
policy to deal with inappropriate actions. 

The Council have concerns that the present site railhead is inadequate for the future 
duty of importing very large quantities of infill and constructional materials. The present 
position of the railhead is likely to result in noise and dust issues particularly for those 
residential locations closest to the development; as a consequence of the potential 
double handling and on site movement of materials. The Council believe that there 
should be reconsideration of repositioning the railhead further within the LLWR site, as 
in the previous, earlier pre-vault 9 proposals. 

The Council consider that the condition of the road route to the site (B5344) for 
constructional and operational activities is already poor and visibly deteriorating and 
should be subject to improvement.



The Council consider that there should be a review process established involving LLWR, 
Cumbria Planning Services and the Parish Council to consider any learning points from 
each vault and capping phase; both to identify subsequent improvements and to 
reinforce local community confidence in the conduct of the works. 

The Council welcome some aspects of the stated working times; such as no working 
before 7.30am or after 6.00pm on weekdays and no work on Sundays etc. However, the 
Council has a strong objection to the use of Saturday working, which would have a 
detrimental impact on social and community life. The Council do not accept that this is a 
requirement for a project extending over 35 years. The Council has a record of 
cooperation with LLWR when individual requests for extended working have been made 
for specific purposes and we believe that this same approach can be applied.

6.5 Seascale Parish Council:

No objections. However, the Parish has concerns that LLWR is not sufficiently engaged 
with the Parish considering the large visual impact the plans would have on residents in 
the south facing area of the village, particularly those on Rueberry Drive. The Parish 
would also like to point out to LLWR that there has been increased rail traffic through the 
village, and that the large diesel locomotives were very noisy. While other stakeholders 
were compensated for these types of inconveniences, Seascale Parish was conspicuous 
in its lack of such consideration.

6.6 Highway Authority: 

No objection, providing that conditions are imposed which restrict the number of HGVs 
permitted to enter and leave the site. A highway condition survey, and fee for monitoring 
the proposed Travel Plan for a period of ten years, are also requested.

6.7 Highways England: 

No objection. 

6.8 Environment Agency:

Regulation

The EA undertook a detailed assessment of the 2011 Environmental Safety Case (ESC) 
and the LLWR permit variation application and issued a varied permit for the site in 
October 2015, effective from 1 November 2015. The EA concluded that further disposal 
of radioactive waste at the facility would be safe for people and the environment both 
now and in the long-term. The EA consider that the applicants have demonstrated that 
impacts would remain at acceptably low levels, using a reasonable range of cautious 
assumptions about future scenarios and behaviour of humans and biota. It is also 
considered that the applicant has the right resources and management systems in place 
to carry on operating the site in line with EA requirements. 

Engineering

The varied permit requires that the ESC continues to develop as a live case, with 
ongoing annual, periodic and major reviews. The permit also requires a forward 
programme of work to be developed and maintained by the operator. The EA will 
continue to work closely with the applicant to ensure that this forward programme meets 
regulatory expectations, monitoring progress as part of the EA’s routine regulation of the 
site.

The EA will continue to inspect the progress of the operator in designing and 
constructing these engineering features – to ensure that they are in accordance with the 
safety demonstrations set out in the ESC. The permit also includes a “Pre-Operational 



Measure” (PM1) which requires that prior to the disposal of radioactive waste in each 
vault (including Vault 9a and higher), a report shall be submitted to the Environment 
Agency to: (a) Provide assurance that the vault has been constructed in accordance with 
the environmental safety case and (b) includes Construction Quality Assurance (CQA) 
validation, with the report being agreed in writing by the Environment Agency before 
disposal takes place.

Groundwater 

In terms of groundwater, the EA remark that the main potential environmental effects 
highlighted are in relation to groundwater levels and impacts on the SSSI /SAC. The EA 
have no further comments to make on this aspect in response to the planning 
application. 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 

The EA completed an “Appropriate Assessment” (AA) to consider the implications on the 
adjoining Drigg Coast SAC, prior to issuing the varied permit. The EA’s AA covers the 
operational period of the site i.e. the assessment assumes the construction of additional 
vaults, disposal of wastes and final capping in accordance with the 2011 ESC. 

The AA has been reviewed and accepted by Natural England. In the AA the EA 
concludes that there should be no adverse effect on site integrity for the Drigg Coast 
SAC, during the period of authorisation alone and in combination. The EA have not 
considered the direct impacts of the proposed construction activities. Assessment of the 
specific construction works proposed in the planning application alone and in-
combination will be completed by Cumbria County Council. 

In terms of the potential for environmental impact from the construction of the waste 
facility proposed in the planning application, the EA refer to the environmental benefit of 
the works proposed. The construction activities proposed in the planning application 
include covering and thus providing protection from the elements for the wastes in Vault 
8 and subsequently other vaults. This is a significant regulatory priority for the EA in 
order to minimise degradation of the grouted ISO containers within the vaults over time. 
Furthermore, the issued permit includes improvement conditions. “Improvement 
Condition 1” requires the operator to submit a written plan containing their proposals for 
the protection of waste within Vault 8 and Vault 9, plus a programme of work to address 
the protection of waste in future vaults (by 28th January 2016). Note: this has been 
submitted to the EA on time by the operator.

Finally, the EA recommend that the final cap profile and re-instatement are kept under 
review. The EA have previously recommended that further consideration of an acid 
grassland / heathland mix aspiration for the final cap should be considered, where 
possible. The current proposals refer to grassland restoration, which may be simpler to 
achieve but opportunities to provide mitigation for the important and more complex 
habitats, to be lost as a result of the construction, should be considered as future 
options.

In summary, the EA raise no objection to the proposals. However, conditions are 
recommended relating to groundwater and surface water monitoring, implementation 
and reporting, in order to provide re-assurance and confirmation that major construction 
activities (e.g. cap, vault cut-off wall construction) on the LLW Repository do not 
negatively impact upon surface water and shallow groundwater within the Special Area 
of Conservation (SAC) proximate to the site boundary.

6.9 Natural England:

No objection – however, clarification is requested on matters relating to species, 



mitigation, construction and restoration proposals.

The application site adjoins European designated sites, and therefore the proposals 
have the potential to affect their interest features. European sites are afforded protection 
under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, as amended (the 
‘Habitats Regulations’). The application site is in close proximity to Drigg Coast Special 
Area of Conservation (SAC); and the newly proposed Morecambe Bay and Duddon 
Estuary potential Special Protection Area (pSPA), which are both separate European 
sites. The area of Drigg Coast SAC is also notified at a national level as Drigg Coast Site 
of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) in accordance with Section 28(I) of the Wildlife and 
Countryside Act 1981 (as amended); and the adjoining coastline as part of the Cumbria 
Coast Marine Conservation Zone (MCZ) in accordance with the Marine and Coastal 
Access Act 2009.

6.10 Office for Nuclear Regulation: 

The proposed development does not present a significant external hazard to the safety 
of the nuclear site. Therefore, the Office for Nuclear Regulation does not advise against 
this development.

6.11 Marine Management Organisation: 

No comments received.

6.12 United Utilities: 

No objections subject to conditions.

6.13 Network Rail: 

No objection. Network Rail would wish to liaise with the developer as it is noted that 
there appear to be changes in surface water run off resulting from the changes in 
topography at the location. All drainage proposals on site must be agreed by Network 
Rail prior to works commencing in order to ensure that the operational railway is not 
impacted by flooding, pollution or land instability both during construction and as a 
permanent arrangement. Network Rail would also require details of excavation works 
and any vibro-impact or percussive piling or drilling or boring works; and works on site 
must not commence until all earthworks / excavation works are reviewed and agreed 
with Network Rail. Network Rail will also need to be reassured that the construction site 
next door does not impact upon the safe operation and integrity of the railway. Network 
Rail would also require details of any works which may be required on site (both during 
construction and as a permanent arrangement) that might impact upon the usage of 
Drigg Level Crossing, including works that might impact upon the type and user, and any 
increase in usage. 

In summary, no objection has been received from Network Rail to the use of rail during 
the proposed development. Network Rail welcomes early engagement with the 
applicants regarding the development of additional Vaults 9a, 10 and 11 at the Low 
Level Waste Repository.

6.14 CCC Historic Environment:  

No objection. 

6.15 CCC Right of Way Officer:

No comments received. However, it is noted that bridleway No. 405012 runs adjacent to 
the north western boundary of the site and should not be altered or obstructed by the 
proposed development.



6.16 CCC Local Flood Risk Management Team:

No objection. Condition relating to surface water drainage is recommended. 

Note: Cumbria County Council have employed consultants (WYG) to provide advice on 
matters relating to Landscape, Ecology, Hydrology, Noise, Air Quality & Light, Waste 
Engineering, Geology, Soil & Hydrogeology. The responses marked with * below are 
made by the consultants.

6.17 CCC Landscape (WYG)*:

No objection. A review of anticipated  effects upon landscape character and visually has 
been carried out, and  the findings of the assessment overall is that the development 
would be acceptable in these terms. Conditions relating to the provision of mitigation 
planting during the initial phase of development, the submission of a detailed 
landscaping and restoration scheme and controls on the development such as limits on 
the heights of any stockpiles are recommended.

6.18 CCC Ecology (WYG)*: 

No objection subject to the imposition of planning conditions relating to ecological 
mitigation, monitoring and enhancement plans and detailed restoration and aftercare 
schemes.

6.19 CCC Hydrology (WYG)*: 

No objection subject to conditions relating to the submission of i) an environmental 
management plan; ii) a scheme for the diversion of a section of Drigg Stream; and iii)  
surface water drainage details being imposed.

6.20 CCC Noise, Air Quality & Light (WYG)*:

No objection subject to conditions relating to the submission of i) a noise management 
plan; ii) a dust management plan; iii) details and erection of a temporary 3m high close 
board fence for the duration of Phase 1 works; and iv) an environmental management 
plan being imposed.

6.21 CCC Geology, Soil & Hydrogeology (WYG)*: 

No objection subject to a condition relating to the submission of an environmental 
management plan being imposed. 

6.22 Representations:

County Councillor Keith Hitchin, of Millom Without Electoral Division, has confirmed that 
he supports the application.

6.23 The application has been advertised in the press, notice posted on the land and nearby 
properties notified by letter. At the time of writing, twenty-one letters of representation 
have been received from local residents, local business owners and other individuals 
from further afield expressing their objection to the proposals. The reasons for objecting 
are summarised below::

 weekend working; 
 traffic and HGV impacts; 
 noise impacts; 
 impacts from additional trains passing; 
 dust impacts; 



 visual impacts; 
 light pollution; 
 impacts on tourism; 
 impacts on local caravan/camping business and farm; 
 floodwater and sea inundation; 
 impacts on local species / ecology; health impacts; 
 fly-tipping of radioactive materials; 
 waste not being not low risk or short lived; 
 emissions / pollution from the site; 
 proposed ‘closure works’ being misleading; 
 no consultation from LLWR; and
 social and economic benefits not benefitting local businesses and residents.

6.24 One of the above letters of representation requests that members of the committee read 
the articles at the following addresses and then to disagree to the escalation of the 
dumping any more dangerous nuclear waste in their county at Drigg:

 http://www.theecologist.org/campaigning/2986745/cumbria_flooding_environment_
agency_issues_alert_on_drigg_nuclear_waste_site.html

 http://llwrsite.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Appendix-K2-Coastal-Erosion-
Summary.pdf

6.25 Radiation Free Lakeland reports a petition to ‘Lock the Gate’ on the proposal site, signed 
by over 1,000 people, will be delivered to Cumbria County Council by hand. They raise 
concerns about the impacts from flooding, coastal erosion and discharge at the site. 
They consider that the site is already uniquely dangerous and all effort should now be 
put into containment of existing wastes, monitoring, sea and river defences to ensure 
that the radioactive waste is not breached.

6.26 Radiation Free Lakeland’s website states the following:

“To describe the UKs nuclear waste site as a “Repository” is putting a spin on the UKs 
main nuclear dump for "low level" waste. There is "controlled discharge direct to the Irish 
Sea" not to mention run off to the Drigg Stream and River Irt. Discharges to the air of 
radioactive gases are ongoing. According to the British Geological Society the Drigg site 
is above a regional aquifer. It is also "likely to be destroyed by coastal erosion" in 500 to 
5000 years (computer modelling can be wrong either way) . Much of the waste is long 
lived and high risk. 

Below are a few of the reasons why it is important that Cumbria County Council Lock the 
Gate on Drigg:

“Planning Application 4/11/9007 Low Level Waste Repository Site Optimisation and 
Closure Works" was withdrawn and a new application has gone in claiming to be more 
"modest": Planning Application PL\1508\05 (4/15/9012): The phased construction of 
additional vaults, higher stacking of containers..capping..

1. The original planning application set the date for “closure” at 2079. So Drigg would 
continue to accept nuclear waste until that time. Mission creep under this new plan 
means it still could. "Capping" is misleading. To cap” a nuclear dump is akin to putting a 
cap on a fizzy lemonade bottle while there are holes in the bottom of the bottle. The site 
will continue to leach aqueous emissions to groundwater and gaseous emissions to air.

2. LOW LEVEL: This suggests that the waste at Drigg is low risk and short lived. Neither 
is true. As the University of Reading has pointed out: “The Drigg site uses two disposal 
systems: 1) An original system operated from 1959 to 1988 comprising a series of 
parallel trenches excavated into glacial clays, back filled with LLW and covered with an 

http://www.theecologist.org/campaigning/2986745/cumbria_flooding_environment_agency_issues_alert_on_drigg_nuclear_waste_site.html
http://www.theecologist.org/campaigning/2986745/cumbria_flooding_environment_agency_issues_alert_on_drigg_nuclear_waste_site.html
http://llwrsite.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Appendix-K2-Coastal-Erosion-Summary.pdf
http://llwrsite.com/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/Appendix-K2-Coastal-Erosion-Summary.pdf


interim water resistant cap. 2) Current disposal of compacted waste placed in steel ISO-
freight containers, with void space filled with highly fluid cement based grout. These 
containers are then disposed of in a series of open concrete vaults. Radionuclides with 
highest activities in the inventory include 3H, 241Pu, 137Cs, 234U and 90Sr, 238U and 
232Th. 

3. RADIOACTIVE FLY TIPPING: The chemical and nuclear dump site has moved on 
from the years 1940 to 1988 when chemical and radioactive waste was tumble tipped 
into trenches. Now the waste is compacted into steel shipping containers filled with 
cement. Incredibly the containers are stacked high. In 2013 the LLW management wrote: 
“in containers at the tops of stacks, the external capping grout has  undergone extensive 
physical degradation and settlement; the lids are not full of grout, and the grout is 
generally heavily cracked. The state of the capping grout in underlying layers is better; 
most containers only show sparse cracking and typical settlement in the lid is 
approximately 15 mm. Standing water, sometimes contaminated with low levels of 
radioactivity, is present in approximately half of the containers at the tops of stacks. ..In 
containers at the tops of stacks, organic matter has accumulated beneath many open 
grout ports, with vegetation growing from some grout ports. ..Corrosion, sometimes fully 
penetrating, is present in some container lids at the tops of stacks…” 

4. FLOODWATER AND SEA INUNDATION: “The Environment Agency has given a 
formal view that “the potential for disruption of the site is an acceptable risk” By 
“disruption of the site” they mean inundation by sea and flood. This is a far cry from the 
Environment Agency's previous criticism in 2005: "BNFL (Now the NDA) has not yet 
demonstrated that the wider benefits to the UK from continued LLW disposal on this site 
outweigh the potential future impacts" We would hope that Cumbria County Council 
agree with the Environment Agency's 2005 findings that that the real and present threat 
of inundation of the Drigg site by flood or by sea is not an acceptable risk to the people 
of Cumbria or to our international neighbours.

5. THE COLLAPSE in 1985 of the largest black-headed gull breeding colony in Europe 
on the Drigg dunes has never been satisfactorily explained. The official explanation is 
that a fox did it! 

6. CHILDHOOD LEUKEMIA is officially blamed on "population mixing" due to the influx 
of workers firstly to the 1940 explosives factory (Royal Ordnance Factory) at Drigg and 
then the ROF at Sellafield. The irony of this incredible argument is that the plan for 3 
new nuclear reactors at ' Moorside' a few miles from Drigg ('Moorside' is at the village of 
Beckermet) would involve a boom and bust influx of thousands of workers along with a 
further tsunami of nuclear wastes and ever more Driggs.” 

7.0 PLANNING ASSESSMENT

POLICY CONTEXT

7.1 The UK’s Policy Statement for the long term management of LLW2 recognises the 
decision on this application is for the County Council as planning authority, stating in 
Appendix 1 paragraph 113 that “Decisions on planning applications for facilities for the 
management of radioactive and other forms of waste, including LLW, are a matter for the 
planning authority concerned...”. Planning law requires applications for planning 
permission to be determined in accordance with the development plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise – Section 38(6) Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004. This section of the report presents the policy context for considering this 
application.  

2 Policy for the Long Term Management of Solid Low Level Radioactive Waste in the United Kingdom, 
Defra, DTi and the Devolved Administrators, 27 March 2007 



7.2 The Development Plan in the context of considering this application consists of the 
Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework (CMWDF) Core Strategy (2009), 
the Generic Development Control Policies (2009) and the policies of the Copeland Local 
Plan (2013-2028)3. 

7.3 CMWDF Core Strategy Policy 12 (Low Level Radioactive Waste) and its supporting text 
makes provision for the Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR) at Drigg to continue to fulfil 
a role as a component of the UK’s radioactive waste management capability.  It advises 
that proposals for very long-term storage or disposal of waste would have to 
demonstrate that they are feasible in relation to the long-term integrity of the site with 
regard to sea level rise and coastal erosion. Proposals for additional storage or disposal 
facilities are required to demonstrate that they are within the site’s radiological capacity. 
The acceptance, by the County Council, of a national role for the Repository is on the 
basis of the NDA’s and the site operator’s (currently the applicant, LLWR Ltd) initiatives 
for reducing the proportions of waste that are consigned to it.

7.4 CMWDF Core Strategy Policy 5 (Afteruse and Restoration) states that in relation to 
aftercare and restoration, best practicable measures should be taken to secure full 
advantage of their potential to help deliver sustainability objectives relating to the 
environment and the economy of the county.

7.5 CMWDF Development Policy DC 16 (Afteruse and Restoration) requires that proposals 
for temporary waste facilities (such as landfill) should be accompanied by detailed 
proposals for restoration including proposals for afteruse, financial provision and long 
term management where necessary. The policy requires that the restoration proposed is 
appropriate for the landscape character and wildlife interest of the area, and that 
restoration is completed within a reasonable timescale and is progressive as far as 
practicable.

7.6 Copeland Local Plan Policy ER1 provides support for the nuclear sector’s contribution to 
low carbon energy production in the Borough, and in specific relation to the LLWR site 
advises that the Council will work with Cumbria County Council and the site operators of 
the Low Level Waste Repository and Sellafield site in the development and 
management of waste facilities and associated infrastructure requirements (see also 
Policy DM 1 for detailed planning considerations).  

7.7 Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan relates specifically to radioactive waste storage 
and disposal. The parts of the policy of direct relevance to this proposal are ensuring 
that: proposals for any new facilities are submitted with long term management plans to 
set out operations will be co-ordinated to minimise any harmful effects and mitigate or 
compensate for physical environmental impacts; proposals include provision for 
adequate infrastructure to support new facilities; proposals involve and secure the 
support of the local community and stakeholders, and; proposals include measures to 
meet local community needs and to mitigate the adverse effects of the proposed 
development on the social and economic wellbeing of the community.

7.8 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is a material consideration for 
decisions on planning applications, but does not change the statutory status of the 
development plan as the starting point for decision-making. The over-riding principle that 
underpins the NPPF is that planning should contribute to the achievement of sustainable 
development by performing its economic, social, and environmental roles. (NPPF 
Paragraph 7 refers). 

7.9 National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) (October 2014) sets out the detailed waste 
planning policies and should be read in conjunction with the NPPF. This document 
3 Including Copeland Local Plan 2013-2028 Core Strategy and Development Management Policies, 

Copeland Local Plan 2013-2028 Proposals Map and Copeland Local Plan 2001-2016 'Saved' Policies

http://www.copeland.gov.uk/attachments/core-strategy-and-development-management-policies-0
http://www.copeland.gov.uk/attachments/proposals-map-2013-28-and-saved-policies
http://www.copeland.gov.uk/attachments/proposals-map-2013-28-and-saved-policies
http://www.copeland.gov.uk/attachments/proposals-map-2013-28-and-saved-policies


states that positive planning plays a pivotal role in delivering the country’s waste 
ambitions in a number of ways. These include through delivering sustainable 
development and resource efficiency by driving waste management up the waste 
hierarchy; ensuring waste management is considered alongside other spatial planning 
concerns such as housing and transport; providing a framework in which communities 
take more responsibility for their own waste; help secure the re-use, recovery or disposal 
of waste without endangering human health and without harming the environment. 

7.10 The NPPW states that when determining waste planning applications, waste planning 
authorities should take into account considerations which include: 

 only expect applicants to demonstrate the need for new or enhanced waste 
management facilities where proposals are not consistent with an up-to-date Local 
Plan. In such cases, waste planning authorities should consider the extent to which 
the capacity of existing operational facilities would satisfy any identified need;

 recognise that proposals for significant waste management facilities that cut across 
up-to-date Local Plans reflecting the vision and aspiration of local communities can 
give rise to justifiable frustration, and expect applicants to demonstrate that waste 
disposal facilities not in line with the Local Plan, would not undermine the 
objectives of the Local Plan through prejudicing movement up the waste hierarchy;

 consider the likely impact on the local environment and on amenity and ensure that 
waste management facilities in themselves are well-designed, so that they 
contribute positively to the character and quality of the area in which they are 
located; 

 focus on whether the development itself is an acceptable use of the land, and the 
impact of the use, rather than the control of processes which are a matter for the 
pollution control authorities. Waste planning authorities should assume that the 
relevant pollution control regime will operate effectively; 

 ensure that land raising or landfill sites are restored to beneficial after uses at the 
earliest opportunity and to high environmental standards through the application of 
appropriate conditions where necessary.

7.11 Other key policy documents which fall outside of the Development Plan include the 
Policy for the Long Term Management of Solid Low Level Radioactive Waste in the UK 
(DEFRA, DTI, Welsh Assembly and Scottish Executive; March 2007), the Government 
Policy document relating to LLW, and the UK Strategy for the Management of Solid Low 
Level Radioactive Waste from the Nuclear Industry (February 2016), which has been 
developed by the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA) on behalf of the UK 
Government and published jointly by the UK Government, the Scottish Government, the 
Welsh Government and the Northern Ireland Department of the Environment. These 
documents are part of national policy guidance and are material considerations of 
significant relevance to the determination of this application. 

7.12 The 2007 Policy Statement states that disposal of solid LLW to an appropriately 
engineered facility, either below or above ground, with no intent to retrieve, should be the 
end point for LLW that remains following the application of the waste hierarchy; that this 
position is held because new disposal facilities will be of sufficiently robust design to 
ensure that risks to the public will be acceptable, and that postponing final disposal to 
future generations is therefore unjustified.  It refers, without prescription or preference, to 
a range of disposal options including disposal at or adjacent to nuclear licensed sites 
and disposal at specified landfill sites. The Policy states that in determining where such 
disposal facilities should be located, the ‘proximity principle’ should be applied to enable 
waste to be disposed of in the nearest appropriate facility, but that whilst the desire to 
avoid excessive transportation of materials is an important consideration, it must be 
balanced with all other relevant factors. It also states that the need to consider 
alternatives to long distance transport where possible applies in particular to large 
quantities of lower activity soil and rubble that will arise from large nuclear site 



decommissioning activities. With specific reference to the application site the Policy 
Statement states “Use of centralised facilities, such as the LLWR near Drigg in Cumbria, 
or any similar future facility, may be the appropriate point of disposal for much LLW”.

7.13 The 2016 Strategy notes that since the publication of previous UK Strategy for the 
Management of Solid Low Level Radioactive Waste from the Nuclear Industry in 2010 
the LLW management environment has changed considerably, reflecting that many of 
the transformational activities identified in the strategy document have been delivered. 

These changes include:

 the diversion of significant volumes of LLW from the LLWR;
 the development and use of alternative treatment and disposal routes;
 the application of the waste hierarchy by waste producers when making waste 

management decisions;
 the identification of opportunities for improvement and the sharing of good 

practices for LLW management; and
 the engagement of a broad group of stakeholders within the process.

7.14 The 2016 Strategy remains unchanged in its intentions from 2010. Furthermore the three 
strategic themes of application of the waste hierarchy, making the best use of existing 
LLW management assets and the need for new fit-for-purpose waste management 
routes also remain. The Strategy states at paragraph 2.5.6 that “the aim of the strategy 
is to ensure continued capability and capacity for the management of LLW. Whilst the 
strategy wants to significantly reduce the reliance on disposal for the management of 
LLW, it recognises that there are some wastes that are not amenable to being managed 
at higher levels in the waste hierarchy. Where waste does require disposal, this should 
be achieved in the most optimised way in order to minimise the impact of those disposal 
activities.” The Strategy recognises that a range of disposal options are in use by the 
nuclear industry and that disposal facilities for all wastes are a precious resource that 
should be used sparingly and that every effort should be made to avoid the use of 
disposal wherever practicable. 

7.15 The UK Strategy states that the “LLWR is a key asset to the UK. LLW has been 
disposed of at LLWR since 1959. Continued availability of this facility is central to this 
strategy, ensuring that the UK is able to effectively manage LLW. The strategy looks to 
extend the life of this facility to ensure capacity for the long term...” and, “...The LLWR 
provides a high level of safety, security and environmental protection for the disposal of 
LLW by offering a multi-barrier containment system. However, capacity at the site is 
limited, both volumetrically and radiologically. Continuing to manage LLW as we have 
done in the past, with a focus on disposal, is not sustainable and therefore in order to 
make best use of the facility it is important that only wastes that require engineered 
multi-barrier containment are consigned to the site for disposal. Appropriate alternative 
waste management routes must be used for wastes diverted from LLWR in the future.” 

Environmental Permit 
7.16 In order to operate, the proposed facility requires an Environmental Permit from the 

Environment Agency. A permit for the continued operation of the site was issued on 1 
November 2015 (ref EPR/YP3293SA). The NPPW states (para 7) that planning 
authorities should not concern themselves with “the control of processes which are a 
matter for the pollution control authorities. Waste planning authorities should work on the 
assumption that the relevant pollution control regime will be properly applied and 
enforced.” 

7.17 In respect of the permit, key regulatory framework of relevance to this application is 
provided by the Environment Agency and the planning authority will need to consider this 
insofar as to how it impacts on the control of the development and use of the land in the 



public interest and whether the proposed development is an acceptable use of the land 
and whether its impacts are acceptable.

7.18 The document Near-surface Disposal Facilities on Land for Solid Radioactive Wastes 
Guidance of Requirements for Authorisation (February 2009), provides information on 
issues that the Environment Agency will take into account when considering applications 
for Environmental Permits.

7.19 Under the Radioactive Substances Act 1993, the Environment Agency is responsible for 
regulating disposals of radioactive waste from nuclear licensed sites and other premises 
using radioactive substances across the UK. Under the Act, disposals of radioactive 
waste include discharges into the atmosphere, surface waters and groundwater, 
disposals to land and disposals by transfer to another site. If operators do not comply 
with the limitations and conditions within the environment permit, or if they dispose of 
radioactive waste without an authorisation, they would be committing an offence under 
Section 32 of the Act.

7.20 It is also a legal requirement of the environmental permit held by the Low Level Waste 
Repository (LLWR) that the holder maintains an Environmental Safety Case (ESC). The 
ESC must demonstrate that members of the public and the environment are adequately 
protected, both at the time of disposals and in the future. An ESC is a collection of 
arguments, both qualitative and quantitative and using multiple lines of reasoning, that 
demonstrates understanding of the disposal system, uncertainties and safety. It must 
address a wide range of issues such as site understanding, inventory, human and non-
human impacts, radiological and non-radiological impacts, engineering, design and 
uncertainty. The ESC must be consistent with the principles and requirements detailed in 
the Guidance on Requirements for Authorisation (GRA). The Environment Agency have 
assessed the ESC for the LLWR site and have concluded that further disposal of 
radioactive waste at the facility would be safe for people and the environment both now 
and in the long-term. The Environment Agency consider that the applicant has 
demonstrated that impacts would remain at acceptably low levels, using a reasonable 
range of cautious assumptions about future scenarios and behaviour of humans and 
biota. It is also considered that the applicant has the right resources and management 
systems in place to carry on operating the site in line with EA requirements. Going 
forwards, the ESC will need to be kept up to date and used actively as a site 
management tool.

7.21 The environmental permit for the site (ref EPR/YP3293SA) and all of the environmental 
permits are not time limited and can only be released from the Environment Agency’s 
regulatory control when the permit holder can ensure that a satisfactory standard of 
protection for people and the environment has been achieved.

7.22 In summary, the Planning Authority should focus on whether the development itself is an 
acceptable use of the land and any impacts of the use. The Environment Agency is 
responsible for the control of processes and the Planning Authority should assume that 
the relevant pollution control regimes will operate effectively.

Other Legislation and Controls

7.23 In respect of climate change and coastal erosion, Guidance on the management of 
landfill sites and land contamination on eroding or low-lying coastlines produced by Ciria 
(January 2013) is also relevant, in particular the sections on how the erosion of coastal 
landfill sites is best managed.

7.24 The proposed activities are also subject to a submission to the European Commission 
under Article 37 of the Euratom Treaty which requires the Department of Environment 
and Climate Change (DECC) to consult the European Commission on any plan for the 
disposal of radioactive waste. The Environment Agency would not issue any permit until 
a positive decision had been made against a submission containing an assessment of 



the potential impact of the proposed disposals on other member states. 

Emerging Policy and Quashed Plans

7.25 The Draft Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2014 to 2029 has been published in 
consultation form and is expected to be submitted to the Secretary of State in August 
2016. Given the Plan is not yet formally adopted, and has not undergone Examination, 
no weight can be given to the emerging policies at this time. 

7.26 The Sites Allocations DPD was quashed and therefore is not a material consideration.

8.0 PLANNING ISSUES

8.1 The planning issues associated with the proposal relate to the following:

 Interpretation of national policies for managing LLW and the role of the 
repository near Drigg in this policy, in particular:

o Disposal as a last resort
o Impact of disposal capacity on other management options
o Length of planning permission

 Coastal erosion and climate change
 Ecology and biodiversity
 Landscape and visual issues
 Hydrology
 Hydrogeology
 Transport and highways
 Radiological issues
 Noise, Dust, Air Quality and Lighting  
 Socio-economic
 Decentralised / Renewable / Low Carbon Energy

National Waste and Radioactive Waste Policy

8.2 The following section of the report discusses planning issues in respect of the way LLW 
should best be managed. In particular it covers the baseline situation in respect of 
existing capacity at the LLWR, the planning principles in association with applications for 
disposal facilities, optimal use of the LLWR and application of the waste hierarchy, and 
finally the potential for alternative sites and issues associated with sustainable transport. 

Disposal as a last resort 

Capacity of the LLWR

8.3 The UK Strategy states, “...some wastes are not amenable to being managed at higher 
levels in the waste hierarchy...” and “continued availability of [the LLWR] is central to this 
strategy, ensuring the UK is able to effectively manage radioactive waste”. Making best 
use of the LLWR makes both environmental and economic sense, and there is much to 
support this approach in national policy. In particular, one of the three key strategic 
themes in the Policy Statement is to make the best use of existing LLW management 
assets.

8.4 The LLWR currently has negative capacity, because material has been imported for 
temporary storage, which will need to be removed at a future point. NPPW states that 
the planning system should be “driving waste management up the waste hierarchy” 
within which disposal is the least preferable option, and application of the waste 
hierarchy is another of the three strategic themes of the UK Strategy. According to the 
Environmental Statement, this proposed extension of the facility would increase the 



existing capacity of Vault 8 (which is almost full – around 6,800m3 remaining at 9 May 
2016) to 308,000m3 and provide additional disposal capacity within Vaults 9 to 11 of 
around 510,000m3 through the construction of new vaults, landraising by the higher 
stacking of containers and the implementation of new restoration contours to 
accommodate a redesigned cap. 

Projected LLW arisings

8.5 A paper addressing Need for Disposal Capacity at the LLWR (the Need Report) was 
prepared in January 2015 and submitted as appendix 4 of the Planning Statement. The 
paper addresses waste composition and source (consignor), and highlights assumptions 
and uncertainties in respect of future projections. The report considers a number of 
alternative future waste models and scenarios including assessments of the potential 
impacts of improvements in recycling rates, compaction and efficiency in waste 
segregation.

8.6 The Need Report concludes that “...there is a high probability that in the next few 
decades up to 2050 there will be a need to construct at least two further vaults, Vaults 10 
and 11, at the LLWR and possibly more. In a number of cases considered [in the report], 
construction of Vault 12 would be required before 2050.” The report also concludes that 
“Based on the revised PIER model calculations, it is likely that Vault 11 would be 
required to be constructed within the timescales needed to develop an alternative 
disposal facility. Developing an alternative facility would require engaging with 
stakeholders, identifying an alternative site, gaining the necessary regulatory and 
planning permissions, and constructing the facility. These activities would take many 
years or even decades.”

8.7 Figure 1 of the Need Report shows a profile of waste arisings over time, and shows that 
these would slowly decline from approximately 10,000m3/annum currently, to around 
3000m3/annum in around 2035, when the profile is expected to remain flat, before a 
spike up to around 10,000m3/annum between about 2046 and 2049. In the period up to 
2050, between 50-60% of the material in the United Kingdom’s Radioactive Waste 
Inventory (UKRWI) comes from within Cumbria, the great majority of it from Sellafield 
and resulting from decommissioning. 

8.8 With regard to the information submitted with the planning application, and the data 
contained within the UKRWI it is considered that there is a clear need for a facility (or 
facilities) to manage LLW in the UK, the majority of which comes from within Cumbria 
during the period up until 2050. 

Impact of disposal capacity on other management options

Managing waste in accordance with the hierarchy

8.9 The Policy Statement recognises (para 27) that “technical developments in radioactive 
waste management occur in this progressive field” and will look for the NDA and other 
bodies to support and encourage new developments, particularly in the fields of 
increased re-use and recycling and the opening of new markets for recycled wastes and 
reduction initiatives (amongst other things). In the period since publication in 2007, the 
industry has made considerable progress with managing LLW in more innovative ways, 
and as a result has diverted considerable volumes of material from disposal at the 
LLWR. 

8.10 Although falling outside the remit of the planning system, the management of radioactive 
waste in accordance with the waste hierarchy is, in part, secured by the use of LLW 
management plans, which currently require producers of LLW to consider the waste 
hierarchy in their proposed approach to its management. Assuming LLW management 
plans (or something similar) would continue to apply throughout the lifetime of the 



proposed development, it should be possible to ensure that only waste which requires 
disposal to an engineered facility would be deposited at the LLWR.

8.11 However, LLW management plans can only evaluate options which are actually in 
existence, in determining the most appropriate methods of managing waste. For 
example, if a recycling facility does not exist because investment cannot be secured to 
develop it, an LLW management plan would not propose that one be constructed, but 
would instead look at next most preferable management option.

8.12 Therefore when considering proposals such as this which are intended to dispose of 
waste, it is important to consider the adverse impact of a significant disposal site on the 
ability of future innovators to secure resources and finance to bring forward 
developments involving methods of management higher in the waste hierarchy, as 
envisaged in the Policy Statement and UK Strategy. This would be particularly important 
if there is there is an apparent cost disadvantage from their proposal at the point it is set 
up, if there would be a planning argument that their proposal might then cause harm by 
significantly adversely impacting on the timescale for restoration of the LLWR. This issue 
of financial viability is recognised in the Policy Statement (para 13) which states, “In 
many cases managing waste at a higher level in the waste hierarchy appears to cost 
more than disposal. However, this is often because the true lifecycle costs are not easily 
recognised.” The UK Strategy recognises that “Recycling materials for further use 
presents a significant opportunity to the nuclear industry. Specifically, this strategy 
recognises metal treatment and recycling as the main opportunity in this area, although 
there are opportunities for recycling of other wastes, such as concrete and rubble.”

8.13 The previous planning application was submitted in July 2011, before the full extent of 
the success of new measures designed to improve the diversion of LLW from disposal at 
the LLWR had become fully apparent. This revised planning application has therefore 
been considerably reduced in scale and requires further improvements in efficiency in 
the management of LLW (a 10% “stretch” factor over the volumes anticipated under the 
most likely arising scenario) to complete within the timescale proposed. In light of this, it 
is considered that granting planning permission for a disposal facility would not 
undermine the waste planning strategy through prejudicing the movement of waste up 
the hierarchy in the future, as improvements in waste management and recycling are 
required for the facility to operate within the constraints of the planning permission. 

8.14 In view of the above, it is considered that the proposal is required and is consistent with 
the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework Core Strategy and the 
National Planning Policy for Waste.

 
Alternative disposal sites and sustainable transport

8.15 The Policy Statement contains a number of statements which suggest that alternative 
options to a centralised LLW disposal facility at Drigg, or elsewhere, will need proper 
ongoing evaluation, with application of the waste hierarchy and reduction in the 
distances waste is transported for management important considerations. Paragraph 37 
states that the “Government wishes to see the maintenance of the required disposal 
routes for [non-nuclear industry LLW] that minimise the effect on the environment, 
including the need for long distance transport.” The UK Strategy repeats this aspiration 
for the development of alternative treatment and disposal routes.

8.16 There are various options available that may be considered for the disposal of the wide 
spectrum of waste types and activity concentrations within LLW (including Very Low 
Level Radioactive Waste (VLLW)) in the UK. Currently these options could include 
disposal to engineered near-surface facilities (like the LLWR), disposal at or adjacent to 
existing nuclear licensed sites, burial at the point of arising, disposal at specified landfill 
sites or incineration. Given sufficient time, and subject to identifying suitable sites and 
securing planning permissions, these potential alternatives could also be planned to 



provide a more effective geographical spread, particularly those associated with the 
management of less active LLW streams.

8.17 However, in relation to the LLWR, the UK Strategy states that, “The LLWR is a key asset 
to the UK. Radioactive wastes have been disposed of at the LLWR since 1959 and the 
facility provides a high level of safety, security and environmental protection for the 
disposal of a wide range of solid low level wastes by offering a multi-barrier containment 
system. Continued availability of this facility is central to this strategy, ensuring that the 
UK is able to effectively manage radioactive waste. The strategy looks to extend the life 
of this facility to ensure capacity in the long term for existing and new build waste 
producers.” 

8.18 Research undertaken as part of the preparation of the 2010 UK Strategy anticipated that 
in order to identify, secure planning permission and other regulatory consents, design 
and build an alternative to the LLWR would take approximately 15-20 years. In the event 
the identification is process were to begin immediately this would mean an alternative 
would be unlikely to be operational before around 2030. Although there is some 
uncertainty in forecasting, it is likely that proposed Vault 11 would need to be operational 
at or around 2030 and so the scope for alternative facilities to be developed within the 
proposed timescale is limited.

8.19 As well as its wider role as a key part of the UK Strategy, the proposed extension to the 
LLWR would be serving a demand for disposal of materials which are from Cumbria. As 
stated previously in paragraph 8.7 of this report, during the proposed lifetime of the 
development, between 50-60% of the material received is expected to be from Cumbria, 
primarily Sellafield. The LLWR has a rail link, which enables containers to be brought in 
by train from Sellafield, and so the LLWR is relatively well located in order to minimise 
the movement of waste by road over its lifetime until 2051.

8.20 In respect of the above, it is considered that the proposal is in accordance with CMWDF 
Core Strategy Policy 1 (Sustainable Location and Design) in that its location would 
minimise, as far as practicable, the “minerals and waste road miles” involved in 
managing the wastes.

Length of planning permission

8.21 NPPW states that the planned provision of new capacity and its spatial distribution 
should be based on robust analysis of best available data, and an appraisal of options, 
and that waste should be managed in accordance with the Waste Hierarchy (within 
which disposal is the least environmentally preferred option). 

8.22 The Need Report submitted with the planning application has demonstrated that there is 
a need for this disposal capacity over the period until 2051. Furthermore, as set out in 
paragraph 8.6 of this report, the construction of the final Vault 11 is likely to be required 
at or around the time in which it would take to identify an alternative facility, secure 
planning permission and bring the site into operation (were this process to begin 
immediately). Therefore, in order to provide certainty in respect of capacity for continued 
disposal of LLW requiring an engineered disposal facility, the proposed twenty nine year 
lifetime is considered appropriate.

8.23 Based on the arguments set out above, it is considered that the proposed operational 
lifetime of the development until 2045, with restoration by 2051 is justified, and therefore 
the application accords with Core Strategy Policy 12 (Low Level Radioactive Waste), 
CMWDF Development Control Policies DC 2 (General Criteria), DC 5 (Criteria for 
Landfill), DC 12 (Landscape). and the National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) which 
requires WPAs to ensure that such sites are restored to beneficial after uses at the 
earliest opportunity and to high environmental standards through the application of 
appropriate conditions where necessary.



Coastal erosion and climate change 

8.24 The LLWR currently lies between 400m and 700m from the Irish Sea Coastline and the 
applicant advises that current scientific evidence leads to the conclusion that disruption 
and dispersion by coastal erosion is the likely fate of the LLWR site. The ES submitted in 
support of the application includes a chapter on climate change and coastal erosion 
which summarises information submitted as part of the ESC. The applicant advises that 
the repository is likely to be subject to coastal erosion processes within a period of 300 
to a few thousand years. They advise that it is not possible to clearly identify a “best 
estimate” for when this erosion might occur within this time period. Once erosion does 
begin to occur then the process could continue for many hundreds of years into the 
future. It is acknowledged that there are significant uncertainties associated with such 
long term predictions due to the associated uncertainties around climate change, sea 
level rise and the response of the coastal environment. These uncertainties will influence 
the timing, nature and direction of the erosion of the site.  

8.25 The applicant advises that disruption would primarily occur through cliff recession, rather 
than site inundation, as recession is projected to lead to initial disruption of the facility 
before the sea-level rises sufficiently to cause inundation.  Projections also indicate that 
disruption would be by undercutting of the vaults.  Once undercutting has begun, the 
vaults would rapidly collapse and wastes would disperse onto the beach and foreshore. 
It is considered that erosion of the vaults and trenches would be complete within one to 
a few thousands of years.  On this timescale some parts of the trenches (which do not 
form part of this application) may be subject to direct erosion and inundation, rather than 
undercutting. Although the southern part of the LLWR site may become tidally inundated 
as sea level rises, it is anticipated that such inundation would not reach the area subject 
to this planning application before erosion of its coastal face commences.

8.26 At the request of the Environment Agency, the applicant has considered the potential 
consequences of coastal erosion on people and the environment in the future, assuming 
no future intervention would be made by a future society in any erosion processes 
impacting on the site.  This is considered by the Environment Agency to be a reasonable 
worst case scenario. 

8.27 Although the introduction of future measures such as coastal defences could potentially 
be implemented, it should be noted that these are not proposed as part of the planning 
application, and nor has their potential impact been assessed through the EIA process. 
Since this application should be determined on its own merits, it would be inappropriate 
to speculate about the introduction of potential future mitigation measures, which there is 
no mechanism to secure through the planning system. 

8.28 Guidance on the management of landfill sites and land contamination on eroding or low-
lying coastlines was produced by Ciria in 2012, and assimilates a lot of research and 
knowledge including learning based on case studies. Whilst it is not planning policy, it is 
a useful reference document in respect of the likely impact of future coastal erosion and 
the LLWR. Based on this research, it is considered unlikely that society at the time would 
deem it to be acceptable to allow material from the site (which could include pucks 
(compacted waste), containers and other material which had been subject to quite 
limited degradation) to erode in an unmanaged way, and would conduct appropriate risk 
assessments and introduce a proactive management strategy, which would then be 
likely to need to remain in place over a very extended period, probably spanning 
hundreds or thousands of years. 

8.29 In principle it is therefore considered inappropriate to manage the LLW which would be 
disposed of in this proposed extension to the Repository in a way which means there is 
a very strong likelihood future generations would be left to address issues surrounding 
the future erosion of the site. This would be contrary to the principle of sustainable 



development in that it would leave potential problems with the site unaddressed for 
future generations to solve, and in this respect runs contrary to a significant underlying 
principle of the planning system. 

8.30 However, whilst in respect of its likely future erosion the proposed development runs 
contrary to the principle of sustainable development, in coming to a balanced overall 
conclusion on the merits of this proposed development in respect of future coastal 
erosion, other material considerations also need to be taken into account. 

8.31 Material has previously been deposited at the Repository in the historic trenches and in 
Vault 8 under previous planning permissions which date back as far as 1957. This 
material would obviously also be subject to coastal erosion, and falls outside the scope 
of the Planning Authority to control. The existence of this historic material does not justify 
making probable future problems worse by increasing the volumes of waste material 
which would need to be managed, and it is important to consider this planning 
application on its own merits. However, when the likely future erosion of the site occurs, 
it would nevertheless happen in the surrounding context of this other material disposed 
of in Vault 8 and the Trenches.

8.32 The applicant’s ES provides a chapter on radiological and non-radiological impacts (i.e. 
from hazardous wastes). With direct reference to climate change and coastal erosion of 
the site the potential radiological impacts arising from natural disruption and dispersion 
are considered. In the event of coastal erosion as described above, sections of vault 
bases and large waste items may remain on the beach below the cliff for years to 
decades, but the majority will be smaller sized materials that are more quickly dispersed 
or mixed with natural beach gravel, sand and sediments. 

8.33 The Environment Agency have advised that they consider the potential for coastal 
erosion of the repository at some point in the future to be an acceptable risk. Through 
the Environmental Permitting process they consider that the applicant has 
demonstrated:

 the specific requirements of the Guidance on Requirements for Authorisation (GRA) 
are met, including that radiation dose and risks to the public both during the 
operational and post closure periods are met;

 the risks presented by the site are optimised; and
 while the site is under operational management, all necessary measures are taken to 

contain the wastes

8.34 In this context, it is important to understand that the lack of objection from the 
Environment Agency relates to matters for which it has a remit (such as public health 
and safety and protection of the environment) and not for wider issues such as amenity 
and the overall sustainability of the approach in principle. Although amenity is a factor 
which the Environment Agency would take into account in making a determination on the 
permit, it carries a much lower weight as a consideration than under the planning 
system.

8.35 The Environment Agency also advised that as part of the ESC process, LLWR 
investigated potential mitigation and engineering measures that could be applied now to 
past or future disposals, for example development of coastal defences, retrieval or 
treatment of selected wastes. The Environment Agency have concluded that, at present, 
such interventions would not be reasonable or proportionate, but that future safety 
assessments may change these conclusions of increasing environmental safety 
associated with coastal erosion. The Environment Agency also advise that LLWR has 
provided evidence that the proposed design and operations of the facility now did not 
preclude future mitigation being put in place should it be deemed necessary in the 
future, this might for example include retrieval of wastes from the vaults or trenches. 



8.36 A Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) has been undertaken as part of the 
EIA process. The LVIA includes assessment of the future erosion of the site and 
concludes that the effects upon landscape character at a national and local scale would 
be no greater than minor adverse which are not considered significant. The effects upon 
landscape character are therefore considered acceptable in landscape terms presuming 
that the formation of the vaults and associated replanting of trees takes place as set out 
within the assessment.

8.37 The LVIA does not address amenity and the impact upon any recreational users of the 
beach in the future whilst the erosion of the site is ongoing. Due to the timescales 
involved (300-1000s of years), it is extremely difficult, if not impossible, to make a useful 
objective assessment of potential impacts upon amenity and how they might manifest 
(even to the extent of whether the beach might still exist and be accessible to society at 
the time). However, it is clear that this section of coastline would look very different at the 
time the site begins to erode, and that debris from existing Vault 8, and subsequently 
from the Trenches would be part of the context within which any future users of the 
beach might experience it. 

8.38 Supporting the transition to a low carbon future in a changing climate is one of the Core 
planning principles of the NPPF. In doing so, the planning system should take “full 
account of flood risk and coastal change.”  Local planning authorities should reduce the 
risk from coastal change by avoiding inappropriate development in vulnerable areas or 
adding to the impacts of physical changes to the coast”. Although not designated as a 
Coastal Change Management Area (CCMA), the site is vulnerable to future coastal 
erosion. The NPPF sets out that planning authorities should consider developments in 
CCMAs appropriate where is demonstrated that: it would be safe over its planned 
lifetime and would not have an unacceptable impact on coastal change; the character of 
the coast including wider designations is not compromised; the development provides 
wider sustainability benefits; and the development does not hinder the creation and 
maintenance of a continuous signed and managed route around the coast.

8.39 CMWDF Core Strategy Core Strategy Policy 12 (Low Level Radioactive Waste) requires 
that proposals for very long term storage or disposal of waste at the Low Level 
Repository will have to demonstrate that they are feasible in relation to the long term 
integrity of the site with regard to sea level rise and coastal erosion. No additional 
explanation for the term “feasible” is included within the plan, which is defined by the 
Oxford English Dictionary as “Capable of being done, accomplished or carried out; 
possible, practicable.” The Oxford English Dictionary defines “practicable” as meaning 
“Able to be done or put into practice successfully; feasible; able to be used; useful, 
practical, effective.”

8.40 Overall it is considered that making a judgement in respect of Core Strategy Policy 12, 
and in particular whether the development is “feasible in relation to the long term integrity 
of the site with regard to sea level rise and coastal erosion.” is extremely challenging in 
respect of the timescales over which the erosion is expected to occur, and the likely 
changes to society and the environment which might occur in the intervening period. In 
relying on the dictionary definition of “feasible”, it is highly likely the proposed 
development is “Capable of being done, accomplished or carried out; possible”. 
However, to be “feasible” it should also be “practicable”, and in particular, “Able to be 
done or put into practice successfully”. This is a subjective matter, and a judgement 
needs to be made in the light of the difficult considerations set out above and in the rest 
of this report.

8.41 Having taken these issues into account, it is considered that overall the development 
could not be described as wholly “able to be done or put into practice successfully”, 
because this would have required the waste to have entirely degraded by the time 
coastal processes started to impact upon the site. The proposed development is 
therefore not considered to wholly accord with Policy 12 in respect of its “feasibility” in 



relation to the long term integrity of the site with regard to sea level rise and coastal 
erosion. However, due to the wider impacts from erosion of Vault 8 and Trenches 1-7, 
and the fact that the Environment Agency does not consider the site at this time would 
represent an environmental risk, the development, on balance, is considered to be 
acceptable in this regard.

Ecology and Biodiversity 

8.42 The Environmental Statement (ES) accompanying the planning submission provides a 
detailed baseline which has addressed the County Council’s previous queries and 
comments on the ecological content of the earlier application submitted in 2014. Detailed 
discussions have taken place with the applicants and their ecological consultants over 
the last two years, resulting in all main issues relating to ecology being adequately 
addressed. In addition, the ecology surveys have now followed Natural England’s 
standing advice and currently recommended survey methodologies. 

Designated sites

8.43 The application site itself and the surrounding area both contain potentially sensitive 
ecological receptors.  The site lies immediately adjacent to the Drigg Coast Site of 
Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and Special Area of Conservation (SAC).  It is also 
within 3km of the potential Morecambe Bay and Duddon Estuary Special Protection Area 
(pSPA) [sent out for consultation in January 2016]. The Cumbrian Coast Marine Coastal 
Zone (MCZ) was designated in November 2013 and is an inshore site stretching 27km 
which includes the intertidal coastal area to the west of the LLWR site. A Cumbria 
Wildlife Trust site (CWT) also lies to the immediate north of the application site. 

Mitigation and Compensation

8.44 The proposed works were assessed as likely to impact on flora, fauna and habitats, 
including direct impacts on protected species on site such as great crested newts, 
common lizard, adder, slow worm, and other species and sensitive receptors during the 
various phases of development. Ecological mitigation measures were therefore 
proposed to address these issues, and details are provided with the application. 

8.45 The proposed mitigation and compensation measures are complex and whilst it is 
considered that the proposals are acceptable in principle, it is recommended that 
detailed information should be submitted, for consideration and approval of the Council, 
prior to the commencement of each phase of development.

8.46 It is therefore recommended that a suitably worded planning condition be included to 
require an initial Outline Ecological Mitigation, Monitoring and Enhancement Plan 
(OEMMEP) to be submitted prior to any preliminary works on the site. It is also 
recommended that this is followed by detailed Phase-Specific EMMEP (PSEMMEP) 
prior to the start of each phase of development. These should include details of (but not 
be limited to) the following:

 roles and responsibilities;
 updated protected species survey information, as appropriate;
 mitigation measures;
 biodiversity enhancement;
 habitat Management schedule;
 monitoring schedule; and
 review and progress reporting mechanism.



Site Restoration

8.47 The restoration proposals within the ES and Appendices are not entirely consistent, with 
some sections statements stating that the whole cap will be replaced with a similar 
grassland sward, while others say that a diverse mosaic of scrub and acid grassland 
habitats would be created. Some mitigation has been proposed on land outside the 
control of the applicant. However, this cannot be considered as it is not currently secured 
or therefore deliverable. 

8.48 In order to demonstrate that the scheme would not result in the long-term loss of 
biodiversity, detailed restoration plans for the site should submitted within 12 months of 
commencement, should permission be granted. The final restoration strategy should aim 
to deliver a mosaic of diverse habitats to fully compensate (and preferably demonstrate a 
net gain in biodiversity) for losses over the operational period, replacing the favourable 
habitats for protected species that will be disturbed or relocated during the 35 year 
period of consent (which includes restoration).

Habitats Regulations Assessment

8.49 Due to the proximity of the site to European designated sites, Cumbria County Council, 
as the competent authority, has completed a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of 
the scheme. The initial Assessment of Likely Significant Effects (ALSE) found a number 
of potential likely significant effects from some aspects of the development. Therefore a 
full Appropriate Assessment has been undertaken.

8.50 Cumbria County Council was able to adopt many of the findings of the Environment 
Agency’s (EA’s) HRA, which was produced in October 2014. This document was 
prepared to support an application to vary the existing Environmental Permit for this site, 
in order to accommodate these new proposals. Elsewhere, new assessments have been 
made in order to cover aspects which were not covered by the EA, as the scope of the 
two assessments differ (for example, the Local Planning Authority have to consider 
construction, closure and post-restoration phases, whereas the EA were concerned with 
the Permit to discharge during the operational phase and associated potential effects 
during the Period of Authorisation).

8.51 The ES was written on the basis of non-intervention in relation to coastal erosion (which 
was a requirement of the Environment Agency is respect of the assumed baseline for the 
Environmental Safety Case for the permit). However, initial assessment found that non-
intervention would likely result in adverse effects on the integrity of the designated sites, 
due to the unacceptably high levels of contaminants and waste material that would be 
released onto (and spread beyond) the foreshore when the facility is eventually 
breached. However, the permitting regime already provides a mechanism for regulating 
these provisions – which the EA have confirmed they are responsible for monitoring and 
enforcing – it was therefore not necessary to include any additional mitigation measures 
to secure future management through the planning permission, in order to avoid 
advance impacts on ecology in the event of coastal erosion. On this basis, it was 
concluded overall there will be no adverse effects on the integrity of these designated 
sites.  

Drigg Coast SSSI & Cumbrian Coast MCZ Assessment

8.52 A number of the interest features contained within these sites were not covered by the 
HRA, as whilst they share some qualifying features of the SAC designation, the HRA 
was not directly concerned with fauna which are supported by them, for example 
natterjack toad, great crested newt, invertebrate populations and marine organisms of 
the MCZ such as Sabellaria reefs.



8.53 Using both the EA and the Council’s HRA, it is considered that no significant residual 
impacts on these designated sites are predicted to occur – however that is under the 
same assumption as stated above, that the risks posed by coastal erosion continue to be 
managed in the long-term through the Environmental Permitting regime. On this basis, it 
is considered that the proposed development is consistent with Policy 4 of the Mineral 
and Waste Core Strategy and Policy 10 of the Generic Development Control Policies 
DPD.

Landscape and Visual Appraisal: 

8.54 The site is situated within National Character Area 07 West Cumbria Coastal Plain and 
at a local level it is within the transition of two areas, Low Farmland (LCA 5b) and  Dunes 
& Beaches (LCA 2a), as defined in the ‘Cumbria Landscape Classification’ (1995) and 
‘Technical Paper 5 – Landscape Character’ published by Cumbria County Council.

8.55 The landscape setting around the application site comprises sand dunes, low lying fields 
used as pasture and hedgerows. There is a dense network of public rights of way within 
the locality of the site and a public footpath passes along the northern boundary of the 
site connecting with the Access Land (as defined by the Countryside and Rights of Way 
Act 2000) within the foreshore. The Cumbria Coastal Way also passes along the 
foreshore to the west of the site. 

8.56 The application site is positioned between 20m and 30m AOD (excluding the excavated 
vaults). Within the wider landscape context the land rises steeply towards the Cumbria 
Coastal Fells at a height of over 200m AOD and beyond to a height of 900m within the 
Scafell massif.

8.57 The assimilation of the proposed development into the transitional character between 
the Low Farmland and Dunes & Beaches character areas over the period of the 
proposed development and beyond is fundamental in preventing disassociation of these 
two areas. Visually, the site area is contained within the panoramic views from the 
Cumbria High Fells and, albeit less so, from the Scafell massif. Whilst the site area is 
located within a diverse panoramic landscape view, distant views of the site are possible 
and the context of the views from within the National Park, together with views from 
closer by, are important material considerations. 

8.58 The proposed development comprises two main elements of landscape and design 
significance – the formation of Vaults 9a to 11 and the phased installation of a single 
domed landscaped cap (over the existing trenches (1-7), Vaults 8 and 9, and Vaults 9a – 
11). 

8.59 The slopes of the cap and landform have been designed to gradients to minimise visual 
impact, subject only to the existing constraints of ground and perimeter details.  The 
applicant has advised that a minimum gradient of 1 in 25 is needed to meet technical 
requirements of the EA to minimise infiltration.  The edge of the cap would have slopes 
of gradients between 1 in 10 and 1 in 5.  

8.60 It is proposed that the cap would be installed in sections across each vault and adjacent 
area of trenches once each vault is full, developing from the north to the south in 
conjunction with the preparation of each subsequent vault, such that only two vault areas 
are open at any given time. The proposed final landform of the cap (post settlement) at 
its highest point would be 33m AOD. It is suggested that if differential settlement is found 
to occur over the longer term then a management plan should be put in place to allow 
localised areas to be remediated with additional soils should this be necessary, to 
ensure that the overall landform profile is maintained and which could be controlled by 
condition. The proposed final height of 33m AOD is 7 metres higher than the currently 
approved cap which covers trenches 1-7 (26m AOD). The site would be progressively 
restored to grassland in parallel with phased cap construction.



8.61 To allow for the proposed cap shoulders, existing perimeter woodland on the western, 
eastern and northern boundaries of the application site would be required to be 
removed. The application suggests that the woodland along the northern and eastern 
boundaries would also need to be removed. The areas affected would then be replanted 
within Phase 1 of the proposed development.  

8.62 The planting along the western boundary would be removed in accordance with the 
phased construction/closure of the vaults. Replacement planting was originally proposed 
along the western boundary of the site but following discussions with Natural England 
and the Environment Agency it was considered that the proposed scheme should look to 
provide a more gradual transition between the sand dunes and the LLWR site in order to 
better assimilate the site into the landscape context. A more sand dune orientated 
restoration scheme for the western boundary is therefore proposed by the applicant 
although this is not explicit in the plans and LVIA as provided to the Council. It is 
therefore recommended that this is  controlled through the imposition of a condition 
required the submission of a detailed landscaping and restoration scheme.  

8.63 The applicant also advises that the capping works would involve a total of some 1.29 
million m³ of earthworks materials (including bentonite enhanced soils, sands, gravels, 
hard rock and soils) and 1.09 million m³ of profiling fill (excavated cut material and 
clays).  Excavated material from vault construction (estimated 270,000 m³) would be 
used either for profiling fill or for other capping layers if it is suitable. Areas to stockpile 
this material are identified within the planning application. 

8.64 A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) has been provided as part of the ES 
supporting the application.  In terms of landscape, the assessment concludes that there 
would be no unacceptable landscape effects at any stage of the development.  They 
advise that the perimeter planting that would be lost is a relatively recent landscape 
element introduced as a result of the LLWR and is capable of being successfully 
replaced with similar planting, although it is acknowledged that given the exposed 
location this may be slow growing. It is also acknowledged that the primary role of this 
replacement planting would be to soften the capped landform in the longer term, rather 
than as a primary means of mitigation screening in the earlier stages of the 
development.   

8.65 The applicant considers that their landform analysis indicates that the proposed landform 
of the cap is appropriate for the context and would not significantly increase ground 
levels such that they would become incongruous in the locality.  Overall the applicant 
considers that the development would have a negligible effect on the National Character 
Areas. They consider that the effects on local landscape types are of minor significance 
during the operational period and neutral post operation.  

8.66 In terms of visual effects, the following viewpoints as previously agreed with the 
applicant have been assessed in detail:

Viewpoint 1: Bridleway along north boundary of Repository near Summer View (approx 
25m from site)

Viewpoint 2: Bridleway along North Boundary of LLW Repository (adjacent to site)
Viewpoint 3: Lane passing Stony How Farm (440m from site)
Viewpoint 4: Rueberry Drive, Seascale (approx 970m from site)
Viewpoint 5: Shore Road - Cumbria Coastal Way Adjacent to Sandy Acre (approx 

320m from site)
Viewpoint 6: Dunes between Shore Road and Carl Crag (approx 240m from site)
Viewpoint 7: Bridleway between Drigg and Drigg Cross (approx 940m from site)
Viewpoint 8: Ravenglass Village (approx 3.95km from site)
Viewpoint 9: A595 Near Ravenglass Village (approx 4.3km from site)
Viewpoint 10: Muncaster Fell at the Top of Hooker Crag (approx 5.85km from site)



Viewpoint 11: Road Adjacent to Railway Near Hall Carleton (approx 2.2km from site)
Viewpoint 12: Top of Irton Pike (approx 6.9km from site)
Viewpoint 13: Footpath Near Wind Hall Above Gosforth (approx 5km from site)
Viewpoint 14: B5344 Near Stubble Green (approx 220m from site)
Viewpoint 15: The Stubble (approx 50m from site)

8.67 It is assessed that moderate visual effects would occur over a relatively short period (5 
years) for locations closest to the LLWR site boundary, including the public right of way 
to the north of the site and, to a lesser extent, the residential properties at Summer View, 
The Stubble and Drigg Moorside.  

8.68 In terms of views from the open access land to the west of the site, the assessment 
concludes that moderate visual effects would occur for viewpoints within the sand dunes 
closest to the site during initial clearance of the boundary planting and during 
construction, operational and capping phases. 

8.69 A visual effect of minor significance would occur at various stages throughout the life of 
the development at Summer View, the bridleway along the northern boundary of the site, 
adjacent to Stoney How Farm, from the vicinity of Sandy Acre on Shore Road from the 
dunes closest to the site, from Muncaster Fell, at Stubble Green and at The Stubble.  
They consider that for all other viewpoints, including locations within the Lake District 
National Park, visual effects would be of negligible significance or neutral.  For all 
locations, it is considered that views of containers would be screened by the intervening 
trench capping or perimeter landform supplemented by perimeter woodland planting in 
the longer term. The assessment therefore concludes that there would be no 
unacceptable visual effects at any stage of the development and that for residential 
locations, the maximum effects would be from upper floors and relatively short duration. 

8.70 In terms of cumulative effects, works associated with the North West Coast Connections 
project have been considered, along with the proposed Drigg Moorside Farm turbine and 
the erection of the new security fence at the application site. It is considered that no 
unacceptable cumulative landscape or visual impacts would result from the proposed 
development in conjunction with the other developments identified. 

8.71 In summary, the submitted landscape and visual impact assessment identifies that the 
effects upon landscape character at a national and local scale would be no greater than 
minor adverse, which are not considered significant. The effects from the proposed 
development upon landscape character are therefore considered acceptable in 
landscape terms presuming that the formation of the vaults and associated replanting of 
trees takes place as set out within the assessment.

8.72 A review of anticipated visual effects has been carried out and, in general, the findings of 
the assessment are accepted. Although assessment of sensitivity and magnitude is 
disputed within photo viewpoints 2, 7, 9 and 10, it is considered that this would not result 
in the occurrence of significant effects. The visual effect at photo viewpoint 15 is 
considered to be moderate adverse rather than minor adverse due to the potential 
duration of exposure which would result in a significant adverse effect. Giving due 
consideration to the assessment undertaken, although significant adverse visual effects 
are identified, these are from a limited number of viewpoints and restricted to the initial 
construction phase. As a result, it is considered that the proposed development is 
acceptable in landscape and visual terms. As such, the proposals are considered to be 
in accordance with CMWDF Core Strategy Policy 4 (Environmental Assets) and CMWDF 
Development Control Policy 12 (Landscape).

Hydrology

8.73 The applicant has submitted a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) in support of the proposal. 
The FRA considers the existing flood risk posed to the site from all sources and the 



effect of the proposed works on flood risk, both to the proposed development itself and 
elsewhere. The impacts of climate change on flood risk over the lifetime of the proposed 
development are also considered and are dealt with separately in paragraphs 8.24 to 
8.41 of this report.

8.74 There are a number of water features local to the application site: the Cumbria Coastal 
Area lies adjacent to the site; the manmade Drigg Stream runs along the entire length of 
the south-west boundary of the LLWR site flowing in a southerly direction before joining 
the River Irt approximately 0.5km south of the LLWR site boundary; the East-West 
Stream enters the LLW site via a culvert under the railway line and sidings on the north-
eastern perimeter of the site; and the Carl Cragg Gulley is located to the west of the 
LLWR site within the dune system of the Cumbrian Coastal Area. It should also be noted 
that four existing ponds within the site would be lost through the proposed development. 
The impacts from the loss of these ponds are considered under the ecology chapter 
within this report. The FRA advises that the linear drain along the LLWR boundary fence 
effectively forms a hydrological barrier between surface water draining from the 
SAC/SSSI and from the LLWR site. It concludes that there is no hydrological 
connectivity between the LLWR site and Carl Cragg Gulley.

8.75 The site is located in Flood Zone 1 and is therefore deemed to be at low risk of flooding 
from tidal and fluvial sources. The planning application proposals are classed as ‘Highly 
Vulnerable’ to flood risk. In line with the National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) the 
types of works proposed are considered to be appropriate within Flood Zone 1 and 
therefore meet the requirements of the Sequential Test. 

8.76 A review of publically available information has indicated there are no historical records 
of flooding from any source at the site. The FRA advises that the risk of flooding from 
sewers and pluvial flooding, groundwater and artificial waterbodies is low. The FRA 
concludes that there would not be any off-site flood risk impacts as a result of the 
proposed scheme.

8.77 The applicant has submitted details of proposals for the diversion of watercourses and 
crossings, along with a surface water management strategy to ensure that the proposed 
development does not increase flood risk either on-site or off-site. 

8.78 Drigg Stream would be diverted as part of Phase 1 of the proposed works. A 1km long 
section of the Drigg Stream, upstream of the East-West Stream adjacent to the 
proposed development, would be permanently relocated approximately 50 metres to the 
south-west of the current channel for, to allow for construction of Vaults 9A to 11 and 
capping of Vaults 8 to 11. It is understood that there would be no change in the 
catchment or flow of Drigg Stream. The applicant has submitted a Drigg Stream 
Diversion Method Statement. Full design details relating to the diversion of this 
watercourse would need to be provided and formally approved by Cumbria County 
Council as Lead Flood Risk Authority with consent required under Section 23 of the 
Land Drainage Act 1991. The works would also require a Water Framework Directive 
Assessment. For the purposes of planning, the detailed design and approval of the 
method statement covering the Drigg Stream diversion works can be controlled by 
condition  should permission be granted. 

8.79 The applicant proposes that surface water would be managed through the provision of 
an attenuation pond. In order to meet with the requirements of the NPPF, surface water 
from the site would be restricted to the existing greenfield run-off rate for the Drigg 
Stream / East-West stream catchment of 1,170 litres per second via the settlement / 
attenuation lagoon. The water from the site would discharge to the Drigg Stream. 

8.80 It is suggested that the detailed design and maintenance of the lagoon be provided 
under a planning condition. The Environment Agency also have also requested, were 
permission to be granted, that prior to the commencement of each phase of vault 



excavation, cap construction and cut-off wall works, the applicant should submit, 
implement and report on the outcome of a groundwater and surface water monitoring 
programme.

8.81 With regards to the use of SuDS, the applicant has advised that due to the installation of 
a clay capping and engineered cap the use of infiltration systems would not be viable as 
the system has to be designed to minimise infiltration. The creation of temporary and 
permanent attenuation ponds and improvement to the existing watercourses would, 
however, provide an element of SuDS.

8.82 With regards to leachate and water quality, the applicant’s FRA advises that the onsite 
leachate system for two existing open vaults is only being designed  for the 1 in 50 year 
storm event and that during storm periods in excess of this leachate overflows into Drigg 
Stream and hence downstream into the SAC/SSSI. It notes that this system is under 
review with proposals to install new drainage to meet current legislation and 
requirements.  It is recommended that if planning permission is granted then a condition 
requiring submission of the full detail of the drainage systems should be imposed. 

8.83 In summary, the FRA advises that there would be a low risk of flooding associated with 
the proposed works. With the mitigation measures put forward by the applicant, there 
would remain only a residual risk of flooding associated with failure of the surface water 
drainage system or exceedance of the system’s design capacity. Regular maintenance 
and inspection of the drainage system would need to be undertaken to ensure that the 
system continues to perform as designed. In this regard the proposal is considered to be 
compliant with NPPG and CMWDF Development Control Policy DC13 (Flood Risk), 
subject to the imposition of appropriate planning conditions. 

Hydrogeology

8.84 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) together with the National Planning 
Practice Guidance (NPPG) and the adopted development plan include policies relating 
to the protection of the water environment. CMWDF Development Control Policy DC14 
(The Water Environment) requires that development should have no unacceptable 
quantitative or qualitative adverse effects on the water environment, including surface 
water and groundwater resources. It goes on to say that proposals that minimise water 
use and include sustainable water management will be favoured.

8.85 The planning application is supported by an Environmental Statement (ES) which 
incorporates a hydrogeological assessment and additional supporting information 
relating to hydrogeology. In particular this focuses on the potential disturbance of the 
Drigg Coast SAC/SSSI, the effects of dewatering and the diversion of the Drigg Stream. 
This provides a reasonable and scientifically defendable Conceptual Site Model for the 
site and Drigg Coast SSSI/SAC area. Therefore it is considered that the impacts to 
ecological features on Drigg Coast SSSI/SAC are unlikely as a result of the proposed 
development works at LLWR.

8.86 Groundwater modelling at the site has demonstrated that there would only be a small 
change in groundwater levels of the order of a few centimetres within 50 m of the 
boundary between LLWR site and the SAC/SSSI. Onsite and off-site groundwater level 
monitoring has also demonstrated that ‘Upper’ groundwater levels are controlled by 
rainfall and infiltration from rainfall fed surface water bodies in the SAC/SSSI rather than 
vice versa. In view of these conclusions, it is considered that changes to water level on 
the LLWR site would not affect the behaviour of surface water bodies on the SSSI/SAC. 
The Solid geology is expected to remain unaffected by development proposals, so there 
are no residual impacts predicted on the bedrock environment.

8.87 It is noted that the operator acknowledges that there is a degree of uncertainty in relation 
to the timing of post restoration activities; however, the best available information in 



relation to Climate Change predictions has been used to inform the assessment. It is 
expected that over hundreds to thousands of years, the properties of the cap, cut-off 
walls and vault bases would degrade so that infiltration through both trench and vault 
wastes would increase. Over the same timescale, sea level will rise and the coast will 
erode, such that the groundwater flow path to the tidal zone will shorten. More 
significantly, sea level rise will reduce the hydraulic head difference between the site and 
the coast. 

8.88 With a sea-level rise of about 10 metres and, assuming that the cut-off walls may be also 
be degraded, there is the potential for contaminated groundwater from the site to migrate 
southwards from the disposal area into a future East-West/Drigg Stream and thence to 
the estuary. At this time, with sea-level rise and coastal erosion, the estuary is liable to 
have developed into a more open tidal bay, and the Drigg Stream will have become tidal. 
The rate of coastal recession is related to the rate of sea-level rise, that is more rapid 
sea-level rise will lead to more rapid erosion. Thus, although there is uncertainty about 
the rate of sea-level rise and timing of erosion, the understanding and modelling 
indicates that the vaults are most likely to be disrupted by undercutting, with consequent 
distribution of engineered materials and wastes onto the beach. Such erosion would 
occur mainly during storm events and at the time of occurring the containers and the 
grout would be substantially degraded, so that they are liable to break up quickly on the 
storm beach. As erosion proceeds and sea level continues to arise, the trenches are 
also most likely to be undercut, but with a possibility of direct erosion at sea level for the 
more inland trenches.

8.89 It is noted that earthworks on site would result in the excavation of earth and substrate 
particularly during vault excavation and the realignment of Drigg Stream. It is considered 
that there is a risk of radiological material being excavated where there is historical 
contamination from the trenches or leachate in the substrate is encountered. No 
evidence has been provided as part of the ES in relation to the expected quality of the 
soils to be excavated. It is suggested that most of the excavated material from vault 
construction would be used either for profiling fill or for other capping layers if suitable. 
The issue of this potential contamination would need to be managed through a specific 
scheme agreed under a condition, which would fall outside of the scope of a CEMP. 
Appropriate conditions are therefore recommended to address this matter. 

8.90 In summary, residual impacts on the soil and hydrogeological environments are 
considered negligible, provided the mitigation measures proposed are adopted to 
address accidental spills of fuels and oils during the construction phase. The effects of 
the construction and capping operations are assessed as “negligible”. However, further 
mitigation in the form of standard best practice working processes is proposed and which 
could be controlled by planning condition in the event planning permission is granted. As 
such the proposals comply with the NPPF/NPPG and CMWDF Development Control 
Policy 14 (The Water Environment). 

Transport 

Rail

8.91 The LLWR site is directly accessible from the Cumbrian Coast Railway Line (CCL). The 
applicant’s transport strategy for the future development and capping of the site is to 
utilise the existing sidings and rail reception facilities. It is proposed that the majority of 
construction materials required for the project will be delivered to site by rail. Currently, 
up to one delivery (two movements) is made to the site each day to import materials. It is 
proposed that two additional train movements are required for the proposed 
development.

8.92 The applicant has submitted a report considering the feasibility of importing potential 
sources of profiling fill by rail. It is considered that this is achievable.



8.93 It is proposed that LLW will continue to be delivered to site during the phases of 
construction, with the majority of LLW delivered to site by rail from Sellafield in half 
height ISO steel containers. The majority (approximately 67%) of LLW delivered to the 
LLWR is transported via rail.

8.94 A number of major development projects are proposed in West Cumbria which may 
potentially utilise paths on the Cumbria Coastal Line over the timescale of the proposed 
development. These comprise the proposed Moorside nuclear new build at Sellafield; 
West Cumbria Mining’s proposed coking coal mine at Whitehaven; and National Grid’s 
North West Coast Connections project.

8.95 In response to queries raised by Cumbria Highways in regard to the potential cumulative 
effect of these developments, the applicant has illustrated how demand can be managed 
in order to ensure sufficient rail capacity exists to accommodate the needs of the LLWR. 
Notwithstanding this, the applicant acknowledges the need to understand the issues 
around transport infrastructure in the county arising from future development proposals, 
identify solutions and secure the necessary funding for improvements to the CCL from 
the Government. To this end, they have stated a commitment to engage in the process 
via membership of the Nuclear Transport Group – a working group made up of key 
stakeholders including the promoters of the developments referenced above, Network 
Rail, DRS, Cumbria Local Enterprise Partnership and local authorities (including the 
County Council).

Highways

8.96 The LLWR is accessed via a private access road. The private access road merges with 
the public highway network at Old Shore Road Railway Bridge which passes over the 
Cumbrian Coast Line (CCL). Old Shore Road is an unclassified single carriageway road 
and is subject to a 30 mph speed limit. A number of isolated residential properties and a 
working farm are located either side of the road. A footway is located along the eastern 
edge of the carriageway, which is street lit.

8.97 Old Shore Road meets the B5344 at a priority T-junction. The B5344 is a single 
carriageway road that runs west from the A595 at Holmrook to Drigg, continuing north to 
Seascale and then east to rejoin the A595 at Gosforth. A low bridge under the railway at 
Seascale (10’-9” or 3.3m) prevents HGV access to the LLWR from the north, therefore 
direct access for HGVs is from the junction of the A595 with the B5344 at Holmrook.

8.98 Currently, on average, 18 HGVs arrive at the site per day (peaking at 24 in January). 
This comprises mainly non-waste deliveries, required for the day to day operation of the 
site. This figure is predicted to remain constant throughout the lifetime of the proposed 
development. In addition, the following daily increase in HGV movements is predicted, 
as a result of the proposals:

 Phase 1: 3.2 average; 9.6 peak
 Phase 2a: 3.8 average; 11.4 peak
 Phase 2b/c: 0.8 average; 2.4 peak
 Phase 3: 4.2 average; 12.6 peak

8.99 This represents a relatively small increase on the current numbers. As noted above, this 
is due to the emphasis to be placed upon rail transport. The only construction materials 
to be delivered by road will be bentonite and cement powders. Drigg and Carleton Parish 
Council consider that the condition of the road route to the site (B5344) for constructional 
and operational activities is already poor and visibly deteriorating and should be subject 
to improvement. The County Highway Authority request a condition survey. It is 
considered that this can be addressed under the provisions of Highways legislation.



8.100 The following mitigation measures are proposed by the applicant to minimise the impacts 
upon the road network, and local community:

 all HGV deliveries to the site will be made between 0900 and 1530 hours (Monday to 
Friday) to avoid peak traffic, the school run and to reduce the interface between 
deliveries and the movement of dairy cattle by local farmers. (Current planning 
conditions associated with the LLWR state that no HGVs shall pass through Drigg 
village between 0730 and 0900 and 1530 and 1630 hours);

 an assessment would  be undertaken to review the construction vehicular impact 
associated with each phase;

 road sweeping would be provided on internal haul roads to prevent mud being 
deposited on local roads. In addition a wheel wash facility will be installed to ensure 
that HGVs leave the site in a clean condition; and

 a Travel Plan would be prepared to illustrate how the number of vehicular journeys 
arising from the development will be minimised, including through the provision a 
construction worker shuttle bus to the site.

8.101 The number of HGVs permitted to enter the site; hours of vehicle access, the routeing of 
HGVs and abnormal load; restrictions on vehicle numbers, recording of vehicle numbers, 
and a travel plan could be controlled via conditions if planning permission is granted. It is 
therefore considered that, subject to appropriate conditions there would be no adverse 
impact on the operation of the highway network as a result of the proposed 
development. With regard to the Highways Authority’s request for a fee for the 
monitoring of the Travel Plan, it is considered that the nature of the development would 
not justify the imposition of the planning obligation necessary to secure such a fee in this 
case.

Radiological Capacity

8.102 Several representations refer to issues relating to the types of waste being disposed of 
at the site; that the materials are not low risk or short-lived; and that there is potential for 
emissions from the site. The Environment Agency conclude that the development 
proposed does not have any significant impacts on the development assessed within the 
2011 Environmental Safety Case (ESC). The ESC prepared for the Environmental 
Permit application presents evidence for the total amount and form of radioactivity the 
repository can safely take whilst remaining consistent with relevant dose and risk criteria 
specified within the GRA. On this basis the applicant has proposed a total radiological 
capacity and a number of other specific limitations and controls on radiological capacity.

8.103 In their permit variation application, the applicant has proposed that the total radiological 
capacity of the site be controlled over its lifetime (as opposed to the current annual 
limits) using a sum-of-fractions approach which would be used to monitor disposals 
across all radionuclides and ensure the total radiological capacity of the site is not 
exceeded. The applicant predicts, based on the UK National Low Level Waste inventory, 
that to accommodate the proposed radiological capacity, vaults up to around Vault 20 
would be required, taking account of a number of assumptions around the inventory, the 
construction and operation of new build reactors and the effect of implementation of the 
waste hierarchy by producers of LLW.

8.104 The Environment Agency are satisfied that the evidence presented within the ESC 
supports the proposals made by the applicant, and an Environmental Permit has now 
been issued that contains controls which regulate radiological issues at the site. Use of 
the full proposed radiological capacity implies the potential use of what has been termed 
the ‘Extended Disposal Area (EDA)’ which continues until a potential Vault 20, which 
extends further south than the ‘Reference Disposal Area (RDA)’ submitted for planning 
permission, which only extends to Vault 11. However, a further planning permission 
would be required for additional vaults. 



8.105 The Environment Agency expect the ESC to continue to be reviewed over the lifetime of 
the facility including major reviews at intervals of no more than around 10 years. As part 
of these reviews it is expected the risk assessments associated with the facility would be 
reviewed and in turn the calculations used to develop the radiological capacity. These 
reviews would be expected to take account of any developed understanding of the site, 
further data which becomes available, advances in modelling and assessment 
approaches and changes to legislation and guidance. 

8.106 On the basis of the Environment Agency’s comments, it is considered that the proposal 
is acceptable in terms of the radiological issues, and that ongoing regulation under the 
Environmental Permit would ensure this continues to remain the case over the lifetime of 
the development.

Noise / Dust / Air Quality / Lighting:  

8.107 The proposals involve extensive construction and earthmoving operations as well as 
activities associated with the movement and operation of mobile plant and rail / road 
movements.  Lighting would be used in winter months to enable work to take place 
within the proposed hours of working. 

8.108 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), National Planning Practice Guidance 
(NPPG), Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan, CMWDF Development Control Policies 
DC2 (General Criteria) and DC3 (Cumulative Environmental Impacts) relate to these 
environmental impacts.

Noise 

8.109 The applicant’s ES includes a noise assessment which considers on and off-site 
construction and operational phases, including impacts arising from road and rail 
movements. In addition it deals with vibration effects, as well as providing a qualitative 
assessment of noise disturbance to the Drigg Coast SAC/SSSI. 

8.110 Although undertaken prior to publication of the NPPF, the assessment as set out in the 
initial noise report (June 2011) and the Regulation 19 response, applied a methodology 
consistent with the NPPF Technical Guidance (TG).  In determining acceptable noise 
criteria, reference was made to BS 5228: Part 1 (2009) which remains widely used.

8.111 The NPPG specifies a temporary daytime noise limit of up to 70 dB(A) LAeq,1hr, for 
essential site preparation works for periods of up to 8 weeks a year,  and (up to) 55 
dB(A) LAeq,1hr during normal working hours (0700 – 1900). The noise assessment was 
based on long-term baseline noise measurements undertaken at properties located 
around the site which identified existing noise levels at receptors.

8.112 During the construction phase, high levels of noise are predicted on occasions as a 
result of site plant, particularly to the east of the site.  The greatest noise levels would 
occur during the Phase 1 site preparation works with some levels predicted to exceed 70 
dB(A).  However, the predicted noise levels present a worst case scenario with the 
calculations comprising simultaneous operation of a large number activities occurring 
continuously over a 1 hour period.  It is therefore proposed to provide a 3m high close 
boarded barrier on the boundary of the site closest to residential receptors – in this case, 
on the boundaries near Summer View and The Stubble. It is anticipated that the barrier 
would provide between 5 and 10 dB attenuation and therefore it is considered that with 
this mitigation in place, the predicted noise levels at the above locations would be below 
70 dB(A) LAeq,1hr. For site construction activities occurring from Phase 2 onwards, noise 
levels are predicted to fall below 55 dB(A) LAeq,1hr at the nearest receptors to the site and 
thus would be within the NPPG limits.  



8.113 The ES states that as a worst case scenario, there could be an increase in construction 
traffic along Old Shore Road of up to 8 HGV movements (4 in / 4 out) and 120 light 
vehicle movements (60 in / 60 out) over the course of a working day during Phase 2b. 
However, in order for significant changes in noise level to occur, there would have to be 
a large change in traffic flow and given the above figures, it is considered that the 
significance of noise from the construction traffic travelling along public roads would be 
negligible. 

8.114 Whilst it appears that the number of construction deliveries by rail would increase, when 
considering a 1 hour assessment period (as per the NPPF criteria), and only 1 delivery 
occurring at any one time, it is not anticipated that the actual noise generated from rail 
deliveries in isolation would increase.

8.115 The ES advises that there would be negligible noise impacts during the operational 
phase. Although not based on quantitative assessment or cumulative assessment with 
the construction phase, the dominant source of noise would be from construction works 
particularly during phase 1. Additionally from Phase 2 onwards, noise levels are 
expected to be below the 55dB (A), LAeq,1hr NPPF limit.

8.116 It is noted that Drigg and Carleton Parish Council make reference to the location of the 
railhead within the LLWR and that there should be consideration of the reposition of the 
railhead further within the site. However, it is considered that, subject to implementation 
of the proposed mitigation measures, the proposals as submitted would not result in 
unacceptable impacts in terms of noise. The Parish Council also object strongly to the 
use of Saturday working. Should permission be granted, a planning condition is 
proposed to limit the stacking and de-stacking of containers to weekdays only. However, 
it is considered acceptable for a limited level of construction and HGV deliveries to occur 
on Saturdays, but that this should be limited to between 0800 and 1300 hours. A 
planning condition is recommended to control this restriction.

8.117 Noise on the Drigg Coast SAC/SSSI are not likely to increase over and above the levels 
of construction and operational noise activity that have previously occurred and which 
have been considered acceptable. .

8.118 Vibration impacts are not usually associated with mobile plant, fixed plant or haul routes.  
The ES states that vibration impacts on residential receptors are not a problem 
associated with the type of development proposed and have been scoped out of the 
assessment. Given the type of development proposed and the relatively large distance 
between the plant and nearest residential properties, it is considered that the operation 
of the proposed site would not result in any impact from vibration. 

8.119 For certain periods of time, especially during the Phase 1 construction works, noise from 
the site would be likely to be the dominant noise source or be audible, within the area 
surrounding the site. However, it has been demonstrated that with mitigation measures 
in place, predicted noise levels would fall within noise limits which are compliant with the 
NPPG. Therefore no objection is raised to the proposals in terms of noise, subject to 
appropriate planning conditions. As such the proposals are considered to be compliant 
with Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan and CMWDF Development Control Policy 
DC2 (General Criteria). 

Air Quality and Dust

8.120 The applicant’s submission includes an air quality assessment, which considers impacts 
from on-site and off-site construction and operational phases. The assessment identifies 
a number of potential types of emissions including dust and emissions from plant, road 
traffic and rail traffic. The ES concludes that both individually and cumulatively, none of 
these sources would result in any perceptible change and would remain within 
acceptable air quality limits set by Air Quality Standards Regulations 2010. 



8.121 Mitigation measures would need to be employed to reduce emissions in line with good 
practice, with the impact from vehicle emissions mitigated by means of the use of 
catalytic converters and the regular maintenance of vehicle engines. Additional  
mitigation to minimise emissions could include dust suppression measures, use of wheel 
washes, restricting vehicle speeds within the site, the grass seeding of longer term soil 
stockpiles and not undertaking soil stripping above certain wind speeds, all of which 
could be controlled schemes submitted through planning condition. 

8.122 The ES reviews the effects of air quality on the Drigg Coast and Drigg Holme SSSIs and 
makes specific reference to Smothering and Toxic Contamination, Nutrient Enrichment 
and Acidification. The assessment concludes that the proposed development would be 
unlikely to significantly affect the condition of these habitats. The findings of the 
assessment are considered to be acceptable and dust management on the site could be 
controlled by condition should planning permission be granted. 

8.123 Several representations refer to concerns about emissions from the site and the potential 
for dust impact. However, given the above, with appropriate mitigation measures in place 
and through controls imposed through planning conditions, it is considered that the 
proposed development would not result in any unacceptable impact in terms of air 
quality. The proposals are therefore considered to be in accordance with CMWDF 
Development Control Policy DC2 (General Criteria).   

Artificial Lighting

8.124 No additional permanent lighting is proposed for the construction or capping phases of 
the development. Temporary lighting columns would be installed within the construction 
compound area for safety reasons and low level safety lighting would be installed on site 
cabins. The level of lighting proposed is not dissimilar to that already on site, which 
includes lighting columns along the main access roads and within site compounds and 
low level safety lighting associated with office blocks and welfare units. The proposed 
temporary lighting would only be used in early mornings and late afternoons during the 
winter months. 

8.125 There are not expected to be significant additional artificial light sources associated with 
the development. Temporary lighting would only be used during the winter months to 
enable activities to take place within the proposed hours of working. Lighting is not 
proposed on the capping of the containers or in areas close to residential properties, 
thereby ensuring that no adverse impacts from light intrusion or spillage would result.

8.126 Due to the very limited lighting proposed and the fact that it would only generally be used 
during winter months, it is unlikely that this would result in any adverse impacts upon the 
bats which use the corridor. 

8.127 Light pollution from the site is a matter raised by local residents in their representations. 
However, given the above, it is considered that the proposed lighting would not result in 
any adverse impact upon occupiers of nearby residential properties. The requirement to 
submit full details of any lighting to be installed at the site would controlled through the 
recommended planning conditions. The proposals are therefore considered to be in 
accordance with CMWDF Development Control Policy DC2 (General Criteria).   

Environmental Monitoring Requirements

8.128 A detailed monitoring protocol for implementation during vault construction and capping 
has been submitted by the applicant. This includes measures that should be 
implemented should noise limits and air quality/dust thresholds be exceeded and 
complaints received from local residents.  This is a comprehensive document and with 



the appropriate mitigation measures in place, is considered suitable to minimise noise 
and dust effects during construction.  

Socio-economic

8.129 CMWDF Core Strategy Policy 2 (Economic Benefit) advises that proposals for new 
minerals and waste developments should demonstrate that they would realise their 
potential to provide economic benefit. This includes such matters as the number of jobs 
directly or indirectly created or safeguarded and the support that proposals give to other 
industries and developments.  It will also be important to ensure that such developments 
would not prejudice other regeneration and development initiatives.

8.130 The Environmental Statement submitted by the applicant includes a chapter considering 
the economic and social impacts of the proposal. It states that the proposed 
development would deliver a range of important direct and indirect socio-economic 
benefits.  These are predominantly the protection of existing jobs and the creation of new 
ones during both the construction and operational phases of the development and the 
continued well being of the local community.

8.131 The applicant advises that in 2011 the existing LLWR employed 152 staff, with 95% 
living within Cumbria.  They set out that the vast majority of these positions are paid well 
in excess of the UK national average.  The applicant estimates that the 152 direct jobs 
indirectly generate a further 34 jobs e.g. purchasing, distribution, hotels and hospitality, 
catering, financial and business sectors. The applicant anticipates that this level of jobs 
would remain until at least 2020, after which it would fall to stabilise at around 90 FTE 
direct jobs and 20 indirect jobs for the remainder of the operational period. Beyond the 
operational phase through remediation up to site closure, it is estimated that direct 
employment would range from 40 to 60 jobs per annum. 

8.132 The applicant has also provided information relating to the construction workforce 
required for Vault 9. They advise that Vault 9 created 122 direct jobs of various durations 
(3 months to 2 years) through the construction period.  It is estimated that a further 28 
supply chain/support service jobs were also created. It is anticipated that similar levels of 
employment would be required for each of the future phases of the proposed 
development.

8.133 In addition to the creation and safeguarding of jobs, the applicant also identifies the 
support given to local schools, universities, training schemes/apprenticeships, workforce 
development and local training providers.  The applicant advises that the proposed 
development would benefit and support of the wider nuclear sector in West Cumbria.  

8.134 The applicant’s assessment concludes that the proposed development would make a 
positive ongoing contribution to the long term sustainability of the local economy and 
community in Drigg, Copeland and wider West Cumbria area. The assessment identifies 
no significant negative social or economic impacts.  

8.135 Copeland Borough Council recognise that the LLWR is a key employer in the local area 
and that the proposals would deliver a range of direct and indirect socio-economic 
benefits including the protection of existing jobs, the creation of new jobs during 
construction and operation of the development and the supporting of the local economy 
through the supply chain. Copeland Borough Council request that measures are applied 
to secure the use of the local supply chain as a priority, however it is not considered that 
this is something that can be satisfactorily addressed through the planning system. 

8.136 Representations have been received from a nearby business which hosts a caravan and 
camping site and holiday cottages. The owners raise concerns principally about noise, 
dust and lighting impact from the site and the effect this could have upon their business 
and tourism. Lack of liaison with the site operators is also referred to. Having reviewed 



comments from local residents and taken into account the information submitted with the 
planning application, it is considered that with appropriate planning conditions restricting 
working hours and requiring the submission and implementation of detailed management 
and monitoring plans, any potential effects in terms of noise, dust and lighting at nearby 
receptors would be minimised and would not be likely to result in any unacceptable 
impact. This matter has been discussed in more detail in the ‘Noise / Dust / Air Quality / 
Lighting’ chapter above. It is also proposed to include a requirement for the applicants / 
operators of the site to set up a regular community liaison meeting.

 
8.137 There is also reference within representations to concerns about radioactive materials 

being ‘fly-tipped’. However, the management of such waste in the UK is extremely tightly 
regulated and it is considered that there is no significant likelihood of this occurring. 

8.138 Copeland Borough Council comment that they consider that there should be a legal 
agreement or similar to provide a mechanism for securing potential review of the 
application in the light of any proposed changes in circumstances, such as changes to 
the inventory, waste volumes or waste types accepted by the LLWR. However, should 
there be any significant material changes in the operation of the site in the future then a 
further planning application would be required to be submitted for consideration of the 
Waste Planning Authority.

8.139 The proposal would undoubtedly safeguard some existing jobs and create additional 
construction related jobs at the relevant phases within the proposed development.  The 
proposal is considered to satisfy the objectives of CMWDF Core Strategy Policy 2 
(Economic Benefit).

8.140 CMWDF Core Strategy Policy 3 (Community Benefits) advises that where national or 
regional waste management facilities are proposed, particularly for the nuclear industry, 
the County Council would expect that packages of community benefits would be 
provided to help to offset the impacts of hosting such facilities.  A package of community 
benefits has been offered by the applicant, which could be secured through a legal 
agreement. Although this may be welcomed locally, it is not a material consideration in 
determining this planning application because it is not possible to say the benefits would 
be necessary to make the development acceptable or fairly and reasonably related to 
the development, having regard to Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Levy 
Regulations. 

Decentralised / Renewable / Low Carbon Energy

8.141 CMWDF Core Strategy Policy 1 (Sustainable Location and Design) requires that all 
proposed waste management developments with a gross floor space of over 1000 sq m 
gain at least 10% of energy supply, annually or over the design life of the development, 
from decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy supplies. Any exceptions to this 
should demonstrate that this would not be feasible or viable for the specific development 
and that the development would form part of an integrated process for reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions or for carbon off-setting measures.  

8.142 The actual storage of waste in vaults does not use energy. However, where appropriate 
it is considered that the potential for using technology such as photo-voltaics and bio-
fuels for the activities and operations associated with the proposed developments should 
be addressed.

8.143 The applicant is of the view that whilst the development would have an indirect energy 
requirement during the construction period(s), CMWDF Core Strategy Policy 1 
(Sustainable Location and Design) is not intended to cover such circumstances. 

8.144 The supporting text for the policy suggests that it is not intended to be a blanket 
requirement and that it is necessary to take into account the purpose of a particular 



proposal and how it would fit into the overall integrated waste management process.  In 
this particular case there are no new permanent buildings proposed as part of the 
development.  It is likely that some buildings would be placed on site as part of the 
construction.  However, such buildings are not expressly waste management facilities 
and, as such, the policy may not be considered to be applicable.  

8.145 Furthermore, the applicant has stated that providing at least 10% of the energy supply 
from decentralised and renewable or low carbon energy is not feasible or viable for this 
specific development for the following reasons:

 the site’s operational activities do not include any new permanent structures with a 
known energy use on which to base a 10% requirement;

 the very low operational heating and hot water demand of the development proposals 
would not make technologies such as CHP, Biomass or Solar Thermal Hot Water 
feasible or viable at the site; and

 the ability to utilise any electricity generated on site would be limited and would 
require significant additional infrastructure to enable connection and export to the 
electricity distribution network which again would not be feasible.

8.146 It is therefore considered that the proposals are not inconsistent with policy CMWDF 
Core Strategy Policy 1 (Sustainable Location and Design).

9.0 CONCLUSION

9.1 The planning application proposes additional disposal capacity for Low Level 
Radioactive Wastes (LLW) at the Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR) near Drigg.  It is 
proposed to increase the existing capacity of Vault 8 (which is almost full – around 
6,800m3 remaining at 9 May 2016) to 308,000m3 and provide additional disposal 
capacity within Vaults 9 to 11 of around 510,000m3. The LLWR is currently the UK’s 
principal facility for the storage of solid low-level radioactive wastes that require highly 
engineered containment facilities. The application would see that until the end of 2045 
(with final restoration in 2051) the LLWR would fulfil the role of the principal UK disposal 
facility for LLW requiring management by containment in an engineered facility. 

9.2 It is considered that there is a clear need for a disposal facility (or facilities) to manage 
LLW in the UK, the majority of which comes from within Cumbria during the period up 
until 2050. There is strong policy support for continued provision of capacity at the 
LLWR, with the UK Strategy confirming that the LLWR is a key asset to the UK and that 
continued availability of this facility is central to this strategy, ensuring that the UK is able 
to effectively manage LLW. Granting planning permission for a disposal facility of this 
size is unlikely to undermine the waste planning strategy through prejudicing the 
movement of waste up the hierarchy in the future, and in order to provide certainty in 
respect of capacity for continued disposal of LLW requiring an engineered disposal 
facility, the proposed twenty-nine year lifetime is considered acceptable.

9.3 Based upon current predictions, it is extremely likely that the site would be subject to 
coastal erosion processes starting at some point within the next 300-1000 years. Coastal 
defences or other forms of management are not proposed as part of this planning 
application due to the uncertainty in respect of how impacts could be best managed at 
the time. The application has therefore been assessed on a “worst case” scenario of no 
future intervention in natural coastal erosion processes.

9.4 Managing the LLW which would be disposed of in this proposed extension to the 
Repository in a way which means there is a very strong likelihood future generations 
would be left to address issues surrounding the future erosion of the site would be 
contrary to the principle of sustainable development. However, whilst it could be 
considered that the proposed development is not wholly in accordance with Core 



Strategy Policy 12 in respect of its “feasibility” in relation to the long term integrity of the 
site with regard to sea level rise and coastal erosion, modelling shows that the future 
coastline is anticipated to be quite different to the one encountered today, with other 
coastal developments being eroded into the sea. There would also be wider impacts 
from erosion of material already in Vault 8 and Trenches 1-7, which would occur in any 
case, even were this development not to proceed. The Environment Agency does not 
consider the site at this time would represent an environmental risk and there are no 
objections on the ground of the future erosion of the site from technical consultees, 
including specialists in landscape, hydrogeology and ecology. It is also noted that the 
Environment Agency has issued an environmental permit for the continued operation 
and extension to the site, which would continue to apply for as long as required. 
Therefore, overall, on balance the development is considered to be acceptable in this 
regard.

9.5 Finally, it is considered that all other identified effects can be adequately controlled 
through the proposed mitigation measures which are proposed to be secured through 
the planning conditions set out in Appendix 1 of this report. It is considered that no 
unacceptable cumulative or in-combination effects would result from the proposed 
development.

9.6 Section 38(6) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires applications for 
planning permission to be determined in accordance with the development plan unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. It is considered that, on balance, the 
proposals are in accordance with the development plan when considered as a whole.  It 
is considered that there are no material considerations that detract from this conclusion. 
It is therefore recommended that planning permission be granted, subject to the 
conditions within Appendix 1 of the report

9.7 An Environmental Statement was produced in accordance with the Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 in support of this 
proposal. The Environmental Statement and all additional environmental information has 
been taken into account in reaching the conclusion to recommend that planning 
permission be granted. 

Angela Jones  
Environment and Regulatory Services

Contact
Stuart Perigo, Kendal: Tel No 07881007832
Richard Pearse, Kendal: Tel No   01539 713427
Adrian Lynham, WYG: Tel 02382 022 800
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Appendix 1
Ref No. 4/15/9012

       Development Control and Regulation Committee 15 July 2016

Proposed Conditions

Approved Plans and Documents

1. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved documents, 
hereinafter referred to as the approved scheme except where modified by these 
conditions. The approved scheme shall comprise the following: 

 The submitted application form 
 Figure 0 BE 2672747 Mod B dated 28 June 2011
 Figure 3.5
 Figure 3.6
 Figure 3.7
 Figure 3.8 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Figure 7.3
 Figure 8.1
 Figure 11.1
 Figure 14.1
 Drawing 47070159/ENG/001
 Drawing 47070159/ENG/002
 Drawing 47070159/ENG/003
 Drawing 47070159/ENG/004
 Drawing 47070159/SWM/001 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/SWM/002 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/SWM/003 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/SWM/004 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/SWM/005 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/SWM/006 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/RES/001 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/RES/002 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/RES/003 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/RES/004 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/RES/005 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing 47070159/RES/006 Mod A dated 4 September 2015
 Drawing C-01 dated 08/15
 Drawing C-02 dated 08/15
 Drawing C-03 dated 08/15
 Drawing C-04 dated 08/15
 Drawing C-05 dated 08/15
 Drawing D-03 Rev A dated 24 March 2011
 Drawing D-04 Rev A dated 24 March 2011
 Drawing D-05 dated 6 April 2010
 Drawing D-06 dated 6 April 2010
 Drawing D-07 Rev A dated 24 March 2011
 Drawing E-01 dated 28 October 2015
 Drawing E-02 dated 28 October 2015
 Drawing E-03 dated 28 October 2015

All schemes and programmes approved in accordance with the conditions to this 
permission.



Reason: For the avoidance of doubt and to enable the Waste Planning Authority to 
adequately control the development and to minimise its impact on the amenities of the 
local area and to conform with Policies DC 2, DC 12 and DC 16 of the Cumbria MWDF 
Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan.

Timescales

2.  The waste disposal operations hereby approved shall cease by no later than 31 
December 2045. The site shall be fully restored within 5 years of the permanent 
cessation of the disposal of waste as defined by this permission or by no later than 31 
December 2050.

Reason: To ensure that the site is restored within an acceptable timescale, in 
accordance with Policies DC 2, DC 12 and DC 16 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

Site Phasing

3.  With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development shall commence until a scheme and 
programme for the overall phasing / sequencing of phases 1 to 5 has been submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority. 

Prior to the commencement of each phase, a detailed scheme, programme and 
sequencing for that phase shall be submitted to the Waste Planning Authority for its 
approval in writing prior to the commencement of that phase.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the overall scheme and 
programme and each phase of the development shall be carried out in accordance with 
the approved scheme, programme and sequencing for that phase. 

Reason: To ensure that the site is developed in an acceptable  phased manner, in 
accordance with Policy DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control 
Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

Perimeter Cut-Off Wall

4. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development of phases 1 to 5 shall commence until full 
details of the cut-off wall to be provided around the perimeter of the vaults as shown on 
approved plan ref. FIGURE 3.5 from existing ground levels to at least 2m below the base 
of the low permeability liner to each vault have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Waste Planning Authority. The details shall include the cut-off wall 
location, levels, specification, programme for its construction and details of subsequent 
maintenance. The approved cut-off wall shall thereafter be constructed in accordance 
with the approved details prior to the deposit of waste and thereafter maintained to the 
standard of the approved details throughout the operational life of the site.

Reason: To ensure that the site is developed in a way that contains the waste materials, 
in accordance with Policy DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control 
Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan.

Outline Ecological Mitigation, Monitoring and Enhancement Plan

5. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9 no development shall commence until an Outline Ecological 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Enhancement Plan has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Waste Planning Authority. 



The Outline Ecological Mitigation, Monitoring and Enhancement Plan shall provide full 
details of:

a) Roles and responsibilities;
b) Any necessary updated protected species surveys;
c) Ecological mitigation strategies including, where required, Precautionary Working 

Method Statements, pre-construction surveys, translocation and licensing where 
considered necessary;

d) Proposed biodiversity enhancement;
e) Future conservation management of habitats; and
f) The monitoring of ecological interests; provision of monitoring reports to be 

submitted to the Waste Planning Authority by 31 March on an annual basis and 
regular review of the Outline Ecological Mitigation, Monitoring and Enhancement 
Plan to the Waste Planning Authority.

g) The Outline Ecological Mitigation, Monitoring and Enhancement Plan should 
clearly define where ecological mitigation or enhancement matters have been 
adjusted in order to ensure compliance with safety function requirements on the 
engineering and cover design, as required by the Environmental Safety Case for 
the site and in accordance with the radioactive substances environmental permit 
regulated by the Environment Agency

The approved Outline Ecological Mitigation, Monitoring and Enhancement Plan shall be 
implemented in full for the duration of the development.

Reason: In the interests of biodiversity, in accordance with Policy DC 10 of the Cumbria 
MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local 
Plan.

Close Boarded Fencing

6. With the exception of the preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development shall commence until a 3m high wooden close 
boarded fence has been erected at the locations identified on approved plan ref. 
FIGURE 3.5. The fencing shall be retained and maintained for the duration of Phase 1 
works. The fencing shall be removed within 3 months of the completion of works within 
Phase 1.

Reason: To safeguard local residential amenity, in accordance with Policies DC 1 and 
DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of 
the Copeland Local Plan. 

Drigg Stream Diversion

7. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development shall commence until a scheme for the 
diversion of Drigg Stream along the route as shown on approved plan ref. Figure 3.6 has 
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority. The scheme 
shall provide details of the location, alignment, construction engineering detail, gradient, 
a timetable for its implementation and  details of the long term maintenance of the 
diversion channel The implementation timetable shall provide for the completed 
diversion channel to become established for a minimum of 18 months prior to its 
connection with the site’s wider drainage system. The approved scheme shall be 
implemented prior to the commencement of new vault construction in accordance with 
the approved scheme and thereafter the diversion route shall be maintained in 
accordance with the scheme for the duration of the development.



Reasons: In the interest of sustainable drainage, to manage the risk of flooding and 
pollution and to avoid the pollution of any watercourse or groundwater resource, in 
accordance with Policies DC 1, DC 2, DC 13 and DC 14 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. To protect 
and mitigate for effects on protected species and habitats, and prevent damage to and 
loss of biodiversity, in accordance with Policy DC10 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies.

Surface Water Drainage

8. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development shall commence until details of surface water 
drainage and means of disposal, based on sustainable drainage (inclusive of how the 
surface water drainage shall be maintained and managed after completion and any 
necessary infrastructure) have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste 
Planning Authority. Full design details of all drainage ditches, the attenuation lagoon, 
outfall design, scour protection and any associated features shall be provided. Any 
discharge of surface water shall be attenuated to a maximum discharge rate of 400 l/s 
from the attenuation lagoon for any storm event (including allowance for climate 
change). The surface water drainage and means of disposal shall be completed in 
accordance with the approved details prior to the completion of Phase 1 and thereafter 
maintained and managed in accordance with the approved details for the duration of the 
development. 

Reasons: In the interest of sustainable drainage, to manage the risk of flooding and 
pollution and to avoid the pollution of any watercourse or groundwater resource, in 
accordance with Policies DC 1, DC 2, DC 13 and DC 14 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. To protect 
and mitigate for effects on protected species and habitats, and prevent damage to and 
loss of biodiversity, in accordance with Policy DC10 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies.

Wheel Cleaning

9. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development shall commence until full details of the location, 
design, maintenance and specification of wheel-cleaning facilities have been submitted 
to and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority.  Thereafter, the approved 
facilities shall be installed and made available in advance of each construction phase of 
the development, maintained in working order and be used by all Heavy Goods Vehicles 
leaving the site throughout each of the construction phases of the development to 
ensure that no debris from the site is deposited by vehicle wheels upon the public 
highway.

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and to safeguard the amenity of local 
residents and adjacent properties/landowners and land users in accordance with 
Policies DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies 
and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

Travel Plan

10. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12, or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development shall commence until a Travel Plan has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority. The Travel Plan 
shall include:

a) A summary of the particular car parking, transport and road safety issues at the 
site including confirmation of the existing and proposed car parking areas for cars 



(including disabled spaces), motor-cycles, HGV plant and machinery and 
enclosed/covered cycle storage facilities;

b) Targets and measures to minimise the impact of/reduce private car use for the 
journey to and from the site by staff and other visitors including the provision of a 
shuttle bus throughout the construction periods within each phase;

d) Proposals for monitoring progress of the Travel Plan including a timetable for its 
implementation and review.

The approved travel plan shall be implemented within 4 weeks of its approval. 

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policies DC 1 and DC 2 of 
the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the 
Copeland Local Plan. 

Parking Facilities

11.  With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12, or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development in each phase of the development shall 
commence until details of the existing and proposed location of vehicle parking areas for 
cars, motor cycles, HGVs plant and machinery and enclosed/covered cycle storage 
facilities required for that phase of development have been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Waste Planning Authority. The car parking area shall include a minimum of 
two disabled parking spaces. The approved car parking and motor cycle areas shall be 
surfaced and marked out and the enclosed/covered cycle storage provided prior to the 
commencement of that phase of the development and shall thereafter be provided and 
maintained throughout the operational life of the site including the restoration period of 
that phase. The approved parking areas for HGVs and plant and machinery for each 
phase of the development shall be laid out, retained and maintained and made available 
for use for the corresponding phase of the development.

Reason: To ensure parking provision in accordance with adopted standards in 
accordance with Policies DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development 
Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan and to encourage 
sustainable means of travel in accordance with adopted standards in accordance with 
Policies DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies 
and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

PRIOR TO COMMENCEMENT OF WORKS WITHIN EACH PHASE

Preliminary works

12. Prior to the carrying out of any works in each phase of the development (excluding the 
placing of waste in existing vaults [Vaults 8 and 9]) permitted under this permission, a 
Preliminary Works Scheme for that phase of the development shall be submitted to and 
approved by the Waste Planning Authority.  

The PWS shall define the works which constitute preliminary works and shall identify 
where these works shall take place within the site and shall include a Preliminary Works 
Construction Environmental Management Plan.

The Preliminary Works Construction Environmental Management Plan shall contain 
details of:

a) Details of contractor’s compound 
b) Lighting; 
c) The location and profile of any temporary stockpiles of materials to be used 

within the perimeter landform associated with the Preliminary Works;



d) A Preliminary Works Ecological Mitigation Plan detailing, where required, 
Precautionary Working Method Statements, pre-construction surveys, 
translocation and licensing where considered necessary. 

The Preliminary Works shall be carried out in each phase of the development in 
accordance with the approved Preliminary Works Construction Environmental 
Management Plan.  

Reason: To safeguard local residential amenity and to avoid the pollution of any 
watercourse or groundwater resource, in accordance with Policies DC 1, DC 2 and DC 
14 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the 
Copeland Local Plan.
 

Land Contamination and Site Investigation

13. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no excavation works within any phase of development shall 
commence until the following have been submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Waste Planning Authority in respect of that phase of development:

a) A site investigation report identifying and documenting the extent, scale and nature 
of any contamination and ground conditions in areas to be excavated;

b) A detailed scheme for any remedial works and measures to be undertaken to avoid 
risk from contaminants identified by the site investigation during excavation and 
construction works and proposals for future maintenance and monitoring, along with 
verification methodology. The scheme shall include nomination of a competent 
person to oversee and implement the works;

c) A verification plan providing details of the data that will be collected to demonstrate 
that the works set out in (b) are complete and identifying any requirements for 
longer-term monitoring of pollutant linkages, any maintenance required and any 
arrangements for contingency action. Where step (b) above is implemented, 
following completion of the measures identified in the approved scheme, a 
verification report that demonstrates the effectiveness of the remediation shall be 
submitted to the Waste Planning Authority for approval in writing prior to the deposit 
of waste.

Each phase of development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance with the 
approved scheme for that phase.

Reason: To ensure that any ground contamination has been addressed prior to the 
construction of the waste disposal vaults in the interests of amenity and pollution 
prevention and in accordance with Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan.

Construction Environmental Management Plan

14. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12 or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no development in any phase shall commence until a 
Construction Environmental Management Plan relating to that phase has been 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority. The Construction 
Environmental Management Plan shall provide details of:

a) Temporary fencing to be installed, including provision for its removal;
b) The contractor’s compound;
c) Wheel washing facilities;
d) Drainage, including measures to prevent pollution of the watercourse / 

groundwater;
e) Lighting;



f) Temporary internal roads and management of traffic within and accessing the 
site;

g) An assessment of construction traffic which shall include details of the numbers 
and frequency of construction vehicles expected, construction vehicle routes to 
and from the site and specific measures to be adopted to mitigate construction 
traffic impacts.

h) The means of receiving materials by rail and the means of handling such 
between the rail head and the materials stockpile area;

i) The monitoring of Drigg Stream flows and water quality downstream of the 
attenuation lagoon;

j) The monitoring of surface water quality in any attenuation lagoon prior to 
discharge to Drigg Stream;

k) A dust management plan.  The plan shall be concurrent with the monitoring 
scheme specified within the application and detail measures by which dust will be 
further mitigated.

l) A noise management plan. The noise management plan shall:

1) Provide for the monitoring of background noise levels;
2) Identify noise monitoring locations; and
3) Set out the monitoring and reporting frequency and programme for 

submission of reports to the Waste Planning Authority.

The approved Construction Environmental Management Plan for each phase of the 
development shall be implemented throughout the duration of that phase of 
development.

Reason: To safeguard local residential amenity and to avoid the pollution of any 
watercourse or groundwater resource, in accordance with Policies DC 1, DC 2 and DC 
14 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the 
Copeland Local Plan. 

Details of Excavation / Piling / Boring Works

15. With the exception of preliminary works as defined by condition 12, or the disposal of 
waste in vaults 8 and 9, no excavation, piling, drilling or boring works within any phase 
shall commence until full details of any excavation, piling, drilling or boring works to take 
place within that phase have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste 
Planning Authority.  The details shall include a full specification of all such works 
including depths, duration, location, mitigation and monitoring. All excavations, piling or 
boring works in each phase of the development shall thereafter be carried out in 
accordance with the approved details for that phase. 

Reason: To safeguard local residential amenity, in accordance with Policies DC 1 and 
DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies. To protect and 
mitigate for effects on protected species and habitats, and prevent damage to and loss 
of biodiversity, in accordance with Policy DC10 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan.

Phase-Specific Ecological Mitigation and Enhancement Plan

16.  Prior to the commencement of any works within each phase of the development, a 
detailed Phase-Specific Ecological Mitigation and Enhancement Plan for that phase shall 
be submitted and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority. 

The Phase-Specific Ecological Mitigation and Enhancement Plan shall provide details of:

a) Roles and responsibilities;
b) Any necessary updated protected species surveys;
c) Ecological mitigation measures;



d) Proposed ecological enhancement;
e) Management of habitats; and
f) The monitoring of ecological interests and provision of monitoring reports to the 

Waste Planning Authority.

The approved plan for each phase of the Phase-Specific Ecological Mitigation and 
Enhancement Plan shall be implemented in full for the duration of that phase of the 
development.

Reason: In the interests of biodiversity, in accordance with Policy DC 10 of the Cumbria 
MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local 
Plan. 

Groundwater & Surface Water Monitoring

17. Prior to the commencement of any excavation and vault construction works within each 
phase, a groundwater and surface water monitoring programme for that phase shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority for approval in 
writing. The submitted details shall:

a) Set out proposals for the monitoring and observation of groundwater levels and 
the extent of surface water features (including those within the adjacent Drigg 
Coast SAC) before and during excavation and vault construction works;

b) Be sufficiently comprehensive so as to take account of seasonal changes in 
groundwater levels  and provide a baseline prior to the commencement of 
construction works;

c) Incorporate, where appropriate, groundwater trigger levels corresponding to 
potentially significant changes resulting from construction activities; 

d) Provide for a report and risk assessment (specific to the excavation, cut off wall 
and vault construction activities) on the outcome of the groundwater and surface 
water monitoring programme to the Waste Planning Authority on an annual basis 
or at an agreed periodicity dependent on the timings of construction activities; 
and

e) Provide for the updating of the hydrogeological risk assessment (contained at 
Appendices J1 and J2 of the Environmental Statement) and submission to the 
Waste Planning Authority on an annual basis or otherwise agreed in writing by 
the Waste Planning Authority.

The approved monitoring scheme for each phase shall be implemented in accordance 
with the agreed details and maintained for the duration of that phase of the development.

Reasons: In the interest of sustainable drainage, to manage the risk of flooding and 
pollution and to avoid the pollution of any watercourse or groundwater resource, in 
accordance with Policies DC 1, DC 2, DC 13 and DC 14 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. To protect 
and mitigate for effects on protected species and habitats, and prevent damage to and 
loss of biodiversity, in accordance with Policy DC10 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies.

Operational Environmental Management Plan
 
18. Prior to the deposit of waste within vaults 9A, 10 or 11, an Operational Environmental 

Management Plan shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste Planning 
Authority. 

The Operational Environmental Management Plan shall provide full details of:



a) Drainage, including measures to prevent pollution of the watercourse / 
groundwater;

b) Lighting;
c) Traffic management; and
d) Temporary internal roads and management of traffic within the site.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved Operational 
Environmental Management Plan. 

Reason: To safeguard local residential amenity and to avoid the pollution of any 
watercourse or groundwater resource, in accordance with Policies DC 1, DC 2 and DC 
14 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the 
Copeland Local Plan. 

PRIOR TO IMPORTATION OF CAPPING AND RESTORATION MATERIALS FOR 
STOCKPILING

Stockpiling Areas

19. Prior to the importation of any capping and restoration materials requiring stockpiling, full 
details of the stockpiling areas (Stockpiles A, B and C) shall be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority. 

The details shall include drainage, surfacing, measures to prevent contamination leaving 
the stockpiling area, types of materials to be stored, and dust management measures to 
ensure that surface dust from the stockpiles is adequately controlled. The details shall 
also provide for the landscaping, grass seeding and maintenance of the stockpile if the 
mound will be in situ for a period in excess of six months and comprises principally soils 
or soil forming material. 

All stockpiling shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details. 

Reasons: To safeguard local residential amenity, in accordance with Policies DC 1, DC 2 
and DC 14 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies. To protect and 
mitigate for effects on protected species and habitats, and prevent damage to and loss 
of biodiversity, in accordance with Policy DC10 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan.

Maximum Stockpile Heights

20. Materials within the area identified as ‘Stockpile A’ on plans reference 
47070159/SWM/01 Mod A and 47070159/SWM/02 Mod A both dated 4 September 2015 
shall be stored at a level no higher than the final contour levels shown within the 
corresponding area on plan reference 47070159/SWM/06 Mod A dated 4 September 
2015.

Materials within the area identified as ‘Stockpile B’ on plans reference 
47070159/SWM/02 Mod A dated 4 September 2015 shall be stored no higher than 8m 
above existing ground level.

Materials within the area identified as ‘Stockpile C’ on plans reference 
47070159/SWM/02 Mod A dated 4 September 2015 shall be stored no higher than 4m 
above existing ground level.

Reason: To safeguard local residential and visual amenity, in accordance with Policies 
DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy 
DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 



Restoration & Landscaping Scheme

21. Within 12 months of the date of this planning permission a restoration and landscaping 
masterplan / framework shall be submitted to the Waste Planning Authority for approval 
in writing.  It shall include a timetable for implementation and the date for the submission 
to the Waste Planning Authority of a detailed restoration and landscaping scheme for 
each phase of development for approval in writing.

The detailed restoration and landscaping scheme for each phase shall include:

a) Subsoil and topsoil profiles;
b) Permanent drainage provision;
c) Boundary details and means of enclosure;
d) Planting plans and / or seeding;
e) Schedules of planting including species, planting sizes and proposed 

numbers/densities; 

Each phase of the development shall be restored in accordance with the approved 
details for that phase of the development. 

Reasons: To ensure that the site is restored to an acceptable standard, in accordance 
with Policies DC 2, DC 12 and DC 16 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development 
Control Policies and in the interests of biodiversity in accordance with Policy DC 10 of 
the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the 
Copeland Local Plan. 

Aftercare

22. Within 3 months of the certification in writing by the Waste Planning Authority of the 
completion of restoration, as defined in this permission, of each phase of the 
development, a scheme and programme for the aftercare of that phase of the site for a 
period of five years to promote the amenity afteruse of the site shall be submitted to the 
Waste Planning Authority for approval in writing.  

The schemes and programmes shall contain details of the following:

a) The management of the site to promote its amenity use including details of seeding 
grazing or cultivation;

b) Proposals for soil sampling in each year of the aftercare period to determine 
requirements for fertilizer and lime application and the submission of annual soil 
sampling results and proposed fertilizer/lime application to the County Planning 
Authority for approval in writing;

c) Details of any drainage installation including measures for replacement of any field 
drainage system damaged during the development;

d) Details of any further works to relieve compaction or regrading to alleviate surface 
ponding;

e) Details of any measures required to control noxious weeds.
f) An annual inspection to be undertaken in conjunction with

representatives of the County Planning Authority to assess the
aftercare works that are required in the following year.

Reason: To ensure that the site is restored to an acceptable standard, in accordance 
with Policies DC 2, DC 12 and DC 16 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development 
Control Policies and in the interests of biodiversity in accordance with Policy DC 10 of 
the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the 
Copeland Local Plan. 



GENERAL & OPERATIONAL

HGV Limits

23. No more than 37 (74 movements) Heavy Goods Vehicles as defined by this permission 
shall enter or leave the site in any one day (Mondays to Friday).  No more than 127 (254 
movements) Heavy Goods Vehicles as defined by this permission shall enter or leave 
the site in any single week (Monday to Friday).  No more than 19(38 movements) Heavy 
Good Vehicles as defined by this permission shall enter or leave the site on Saturday. 
No Heavy Goods Vehicles shall enter or leave the site on Sundays or Public Holidays.

This condition shall not apply to emergency vehicles or vehicles that are required to 
enter or leave the site to undertake emergency works within the site.

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and to safeguard the amenity of local 
residents and adjacent properties/landowners and land users in accordance with 
Policies DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies 
and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

Approved Hours of Operation

24. No stacking or de-stacking of containers shall take place outside the daylight hours 
between 0630 and 2100 hours on weekdays only and no artificial lighting shall be 
employed to facilitate the staking and de-stacking of containers. There shall be no 
stacking or de-stacking operations on Saturdays and Sundays or on public holidays.  
Construction of the vaults 9A, 10 and 11 and capping and restoration works shall only 
take place between 0730 and 1800 hours on weekdays and between 0800 and 1300 
hours on Saturdays.  No construction of the vaults and restoration works shall take place 
outside these hours or at all on Sundays or Public Holidays.

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and to safeguard the amenity of local 
residents and adjacent properties/landowners and land users in accordance with 
Policies DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies 
and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

Hours of Exclusion for Heavy Goods Vehicles 

25. Heavy Goods Vehicles as defined by this permission associated with construction of the 
vaults, capping and restoration shall only enter or leave the site between the following 
hours:

0730 and 0830 (Monday to Friday);
0930 and 1445 (Monday to Friday);
1545 and 1800 (Monday to Friday);
0800 and 1300 (Saturday).

No Heavy Goods Vehicles shall enter or leave the site at any other times or on Sundays 
or Public Holidays.

This condition shall not apply to emergency vehicles or vehicles that are required to 
enter or leave the site to undertake emergency works within the site.

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and to safeguard the amenity of local 
residents and adjacent properties/landowners and land users in accordance with 
Policies DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies 
and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 



Recording of Vehicle Movements

26.  A written record shall be maintained at the site office of all movements into and out of 
the site by Heavy Goods Vehicles, as defined in this permission; such records shall 
contain the vehicle’s weight, registration number and the time and date of the movement 
and shall be made available for inspection by the Waste Planning Authority or their 
representative at all reasonable times. True copies of the records shall be made 
available to the Waste Planning Authority for their retention if required. The records shall 
be retained at the site for a period of 12 months.

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and to safeguard the amenity of local 
residents and adjacent properties/landowners and land users in accordance with 
Policies DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies 
and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

Approved access 

27. The sole highway access to and egress from the site shall be from the A595 / B5344 /  
Old Shore Road as shown on Figure 7.3 except for abnormal loads  as defined by this 
permission, which will access the site from Station Road via the landfill site entrance.

Reason:  In the interests of highway safety and to safeguard the amenity of local 
residents and adjacent properties/landowners and land users in accordance with Policies 
DC 1 and DC 2 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy 
DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

Noise Levels

28. Noise levels during essential temporary construction site preparation works shall not 
exceed 70 dB(A) Leq (1 hour) for a period of up to 8 weeks per year following 
commencement of development on site.  During all other periods, noise levels at the 
locations identified in condition 8, attributable to on-site construction and operational 
activities shall not exceed 55 dB(A) Leq (1 hour). A written record of the noise monitoring 
shall be maintained at the site office; such records shall be made available for inspection 
by the Waste Planning Authority or their representative at all reasonable times. True 
copies of the records shall be made available to the Waste Planning Authority for their 
retention if required. The records shall be retained at the site for a period of 12 months.

Reasons: To safeguard local residential amenity and to avoid the pollution of any 
watercourse or groundwater resource, in accordance with Policies DC 2 and DC 3 of the 
Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland 
Local Plan. To protect and mitigate for effects on protected species and habitats, and 
prevent damage to and loss of biodiversity, in accordance with Policy DC10 of the 
Cumbria MWDF Generic Development Control Policies.

Revised Restoration in the Event of Cessation

29. In the event that the disposal of waste ceases prior to the full implementation of the 
approved scheme, a revised scheme to include details of the restoration, aftercare and 
timescale for the completion of the restoration works, shall, following a written request by 
the Waste Planning Authority, be submitted to the Waste Planning Authority for approval 
in writing, within 6 months. The approved revised scheme shall be fully implemented, in 
accordance with the agreed timetable. For the purpose of this condition, cessation 
means no disposal of waste has taken place for a period of 2 years. 

Reason: To secure the proper restoration of the site in the event that operations cease 
prior to the full implementation of the scheme, in accordance with Policy DC 16 of the 



Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework (MWDF) Generic Development 
Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

30. No tree felling or scrub/shrub clearance shall take place during the bird breeding season 
(March to August inclusive) unless an inspection has been undertaken to confirm if and 
when nesting has ceased before works take place, or measures have previously been 
taken to prevent birds nesting. Details of any measures to exclude nesting birds shall be 
submitted to and approved in writing by the Waste Planning Authority prior to their 
implementation. 

No scrub root clearance or tree root removal shall take place during reptile / amphibian 
hibernation season from October through to March inclusive.

Reason: To protect nesting birds, in accordance with the Wildlife and Countryside Act 
1981 (as amended) and to protect reptiles / amphibians from death and / or injury whilst 
in hibernation and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan.

Separate Drainage for Foul and Surface Water

31. Within three months from the date of this permission a scheme and programme for the 
drainage of the trench area and vaults 8, 9, 9a, 10 and 11 shall be submitted to the 
Waste Planning Authority for approval. The scheme and programme shall provide for the 
separation of surface and foul drainage. Following approval the approved scheme and 
programme shall be implemented in full. The site shall be developed with separate 
systems of drainage for foul and surface water associated with the operation of the 
development. 

Reason: In the interest of sustainable drainage, to manage the risk of flooding and 
pollution and to avoid the pollution of any watercourse or groundwater resource, in 
accordance with Policies DC 1, DC 2, DC 13 and DC 14 of the Cumbria MWDF Generic 
Development Control Policies and Policy DM5 of the Copeland Local Plan. 

DEFINITIONS

Cessation of the disposal of waste: no deposit of waste within the vaults having been carried 
out for a continuous period of 1 year.

Restoration: The date the Waste Planning Authority certifies in writing that the works of 
restoration in a phase or for the site as a whole whichever is appropriate have been completed 
satisfactorily.

HGV: ‘Heavy Goods Vehicle’ or ‘HGV’ is defined as any commercial motor vehicle having a 
gross weight capacity of over 7.5 tonnes.

Abnormal load: ‘Abnormal load’ is a vehicle that has any of the following:

 a weight of more than 44,000 kilograms
 an axle load of more than 10,000 kilograms for a single non-driving axle and 11,500 

kilograms for a single driving axle
 a width of more than 2.9 metres
 a rigid length of more than 18.65 metres

Free field:  At least 3.5 metres away from the facade of a property or building.



Planting Season:  The period between 1 October in any one year and 30 March in the following 
year.



Appendix 2
 Ref No. 4/15/9012

        Development Control and Regulation Committee 15 July 2016

Acronyms Used in This Report

AA Appropriate Assessment 

AOD Above Ordnance Datum

BES Bentonite Enhanced Sand 

CCC Cumbria County Council

CCL Cumbrian Coast Railway Line 

CCMA Coastal Change Management Area 

CEMP Construction and Environmental Management Plan

CMWDF Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework

CQA Construction Quality Assurance

dB(A) A measure of environmental noise corrected to allow for the characteristics of the 
human ear

DECC Department of Energy and Climate Change

DEFRA Department of Energy 

DTI Department of Trade and Industry

ECC Department of Environment and Climate Change 

EA Environment Agency 

ESC Environmental Safety Case 

ES Environmental Statement 

EDA Extended Disposal Area 

FRA Flood Risk Assessment 

GRA Guidance on Requirements for Authorisation 

HGV Heavy Goods Vehicle

ISO International Standards Organisation

LAeq 

(or dBLaeq) Noise at equivalent continuous level

LVIA Landscape & Visual Impact Assessment 

LLW Low Level Radioactive Wastes 



LLWR Low Level Waste Repository 

MCZ Marine Conservation Zone 

NO2 Nitrous Dioxide

NPPF National Planning Policy Framework 

NPPW National Planning Policy for Waste 

NDA Nuclear Decommissioning Authority 

PIER Projected Inventory Evaluation Routine

SAC Special Area of Conservation 

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest 

SuDS Sustainable Drainage Systems

TG Technical Guidance

UKRWI United Kingdom’s Radioactive Waste Inventory

WYG White Young Green – CCC Consultants


