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APPENDIX 4

Consultation – National Policy Statement for Geological Disposal 
Infrastructure

Proposed Cumbria County Council response

Introduction 

The NPS will be used by the Secretary of State to make decisions on Development 
Consent Order (DCO) applications for Nationally Significant Infrastructure Projects 
(NSIPs). The Secretary of State would also have to have regard to the Local Impact 
Report submitted by a local council. The draft NPS does not identify locations where 
GDFs should be sited.  

The Council considers that both consultations do not adequately address the 
recommendations made by the Committee on Radioactive Waste Management 
(CoRWM) to Government for setting a new approach to dealing with the long-term 
problems of radioactive waste management in the UK.  In 2006, CoRWM published 
their findings which led to a set of interdependent proposals which recommended 
three things: 

(1) geological disposal as the end state; 
(2) the vital role of interim storage; and 
(3) a new approach to implementation based on the willingness of local 

communities to participate, partnership and enhanced well-being. 

By only accepting part, and not all, of these recommendations the Council considers 
that Government has made the policy on a GDF undeliverable. Overall the Council 
does not believe the draft NPS sufficiently addresses the current interim storage nor 
provides evidence of the need for geological disposal infrastructure.  

1. Does the draft NPS provide suitable direction to the Planning 
Inspectorate and Secretary of State on the need for geological disposal 
infrastructure?

Chapter 3 in the draft NPS provides the Government’s reasoning as to why 
geological disposal (as a means of final disposal compared to continued long-term 
storage) is needed.  Starting with technical justification based on the needs of the 
industry and the long-term management requirements for radioactive waste, but also 
considering the ethical needs - honouring the commitment to ensure that the burden 
of management and disposal of radioactive waste does not place an excessive 
constraint on future generations. We believe that the draft NPS does not sufficiently 
set out the need for geological disposal infrastructure and the assessment criteria 
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could be made clearer within the NPS for the benefit of both developers and 
decision-makers.

The Planning Act 2008 states that ‘A national policy statement must give reasons for 
the policy set out in the statement’ s.5(7). The NPS states only that a GDF is needed 
because this was previously identified (largely in the 2014 White Paper). We do not 
believe that this is sufficient.

The NPS does not clearly evidence why the GDF is seen as the best solution, and 
provides limited information on the current interim storage of waste across the UK. 
The waste is still in situ and needs safe surface or near-surface storage facilities in 
the intervening time, assuming a GDF will be available within a 20 to 50 year period. 
These storage facilities cannot be of a sub-standard quality. Having a ‘Plan B’ for the 
safe storage of this waste during the 15 to 20 year period the government estimate 
this process, to identify and select a site, will take is vital.  

The NPS should also demonstrate how alternative solutions will continue to be 
identified and assessed, applying a Best Available Techniques (BAT) approach. In 
addition the NPS should recognise the flexibility for the facility to allow for 
‘retrievability’ of the waste. In the past 20 years technology has changed so rapidly. 
We should not be accepting now that a policy, based on current knowledge, will be 
the correct way to deal with this waste in the future.

More focus should be placed upon the need to demonstrate sufficient transport 
infrastructure to support a GDF proposal so that any requirements for additional 
infrastructure are included from the outset. The impact of spoil produced during 
construction of the facility should be properly assessed and managed by the 
developer. The impact of the construction is likely to be significant and the NPS 
should refer to the need to address the management of construction spoil.

2. Do the assessment criteria adequately address the principles that the 
developer, the Planning Inspectorate and the Secretary of State should 
take into account in an application for development consent? If not, 
what further information on the assessment criteria is required?

For the NPS to be more helpful to both developers and decision-makers more detail 
should be included in the table. In particular there should be more clarity on how the 
criteria will be assessed and on where the main responsibility for carrying out the 
assessment lies. The development of a GDF will have significant impacts on the 
environment, economy and communities. There must be clear principles to guide the 
design, environmental impacts, health, safety and security aspects of the 
development. 

One area where there is a lack of clarity is in relation to any additional uses that may 
be associated with a GDF.  The NPS appears to assume that there would be a 
single use. However, it is not clear whether the GDF might also include low level 
waste storage or a (re)packaging operation, for example, or indeed, whether it may 
include facilities such as a combined heat and power (CHP) plant.  Such uses would 
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affect the assessment criteria. It would also be helpful if the NPS stated whether or 
not there is a relationship with the overarching National Policy Statement on Energy 
(EN-1).

The draft NPS does not provide enough information for a decision-maker to 
understand the scope of reasonable alternatives for this project and associated 
works. The NPS must be clearer on the extent to which the promoter needs to 
consider alternative locations in its assessment of reasonable alternatives. This is 
challenging in this context given that the White Paper is clear that only communities 
that choose to enter the siting process and approve it through the Test of Support 
can be potential hosts for a GDF. Greater clarity is also needed as to what 
alternatives would be considered if only one community enters the siting process or 
chooses to accept the development through the Test of Support.

Management of surface water also needs further definition. The NPS is rightly 
focused on flood risk and coastal change and water quality but the management of 
surface water should also be listed.  Para.4.7.9 relates to pollution but it should also 
include linkages to wider flood risk and coastal management strategies. There might 
be scope for the project, through use of rock for defence measures for example, to 
support wider mitigation measures.

In particular given the reference in 4.7 (Pollution Control) to developers being 
encouraged to engage in early pre-application discussions with other regulators, is it 
worth including in the criteria that developers should provide evidence they have 
commenced pre-application discussions with appropriate regulators. This would not 
be unduly onerous on a developer as the issues need to be addressed as part of the 
application process anyway, and it would give the decision-makers confidence that 
the appropriate technical advice was going to come forward in a timely manner.  It 
could also be worth making this a mandatory part of the application process (similar 
to statutory pre-application consultations/notifications on certain planning 
applications elsewhere in the UK).

Similarly in Section 4.8 on Common Law, there is little detail given even in the text.  
It may be better in the text, and also in the listed criteria, to identify how this “very 
important” assessment is made and to confirm if it is the developer’s responsibility to 
ensure this information is provided, perhaps aligned to Section 4.7 (environmental 
permitting) above.

As a general point, it may be helpful to include in all the Assessment Criteria, a 
comment on whose responsibility it is to provide information or to make an 
assessment.  For example, in Section 4.9 (safety) it specifically states that the 
Secretary of State should be satisfied that development will comply with relevant 
health and safety legislation but none of the other criteria identify who is responsible.   
Similarly Section 4.10 (health) might be better if the importance of the Environmental 
Statement in enabling this assessment was made clearer.
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3. Does the draft NPS appropriately cover the impacts of geological 
disposal infrastructure and potential options to mitigate those impacts?  
Please provide reasons to support your answer.

The impacts of a GDF will be significant both during the construction and the 
ongoing operations of the facility. The County Council believes that a wider scope is 
required to cover the range of impacts.  

In particular the transport impacts should be made more explicit in this section of the 
NPS. Developers should demonstrate whether there is sufficient capacity within the 
existing transport infrastructure at an early, pre-application stage of the proposals. If 
significant new transport infrastructure is going to be required in order to facilitate the 
GDF this needs to be included in the proposals from the outset and upfront 
investment will be critical. Transportation of radioactive waste from where it is 
currently stored to the GDF is another significant consideration and one that is likely 
to generate much public interest. 

One area that is not adequately addressed is the management of spoil generated 
from construction of the surface facilities and the underground vaults. This is likely to 
be significant and a statement should be included. Minerals and Waste Planning 
Authorities will need to consider the impact of any GDF schemes in their waste 
management policies from both within and outside their area. It would be helpful if 
developers were required to consider in their Site Waste Management Plans whether 
they consider the waste produced during construction - where this cannot be re-used 
or retained on site - can be accommodated within the host authority or whether they 
will be relying on transportation to a neighbouring authority.

The main focus appears to be on the positive impacts of job creation with the 
negative impacts being perceived as possible strain on infrastructure from the influx 
of more workers. We believe that a wider assessment of impacts should be included. 
For example, a new development such as a GDF, while creating new employment 
opportunities, may also result in a labour shortage for existing industries in an area. 
The developer should therefore be required to take this into account and consider 
what skills and training should be provided to enable the remaining local workforce to 
fill other vacancies in the community. 

We believe that Section 5.7 should be strengthened to help maximise the 
employment and other gains for the host community. In 5.7.2, we believe that the 
developer should seek to maximise both employment and training - at present it 
simply states that they should consider the ‘likely requirements for training.’ The 
developer should not just ‘work with local resources and organisations to ensure 
employment opportunities are effectively communicated,’ but should look to recruit 
locally wherever possible, and adopt an approach to help support marginalised 
groups and individuals gain employment. A skills engagement strategy for 
construction and operation should be proposed. This should include local authorities, 
which have a significant responsibility for 16-19 education.
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The Council notes that the protection of landscapes within the National Parks and 
AONBs is reinforced in the NPS meaning GDF proposals will face the same level of 
scrutiny as other major development proposals within these sensitive landscape 
areas.

4. Chapter 5 – do you agree with the findings (of ‘likely significant effects’) 
from the Appraisal of Sustainability Report and the recommendations 
for enhancing the positive effects of the draft NPS? Please provide 
reasons to support your answer.

Broadly the Draft NPS provides sufficient information for applicants and decision-
makers to fully consider the potential impact of a GDF against the relevant criteria. 
However, given the large scale and sensitive nature of a GDF development and 
associated boreholes, the Appraisal of Sustainability (AoS) is of great importance. 

This particular AoS is challenging due to the non-site-specific nature of the planned 
developments, limiting the ability to determine quantitative impacts. We accept this 
largely qualitative assessment is all that is possible at this stage, but would stress 
the need for a detailed quantitative appraisal of impacts and mitigations once 
individual sites have come forward.

Consideration of the reasonable alternative of a Draft NPS including exclusionary 
criteria is of particular relevance to Local Authorities with National Parks and those 
areas with landscape and heritage assets of national and international significance. 
This alternative would exclude these designated areas from the outset so that a GDF 
would simply not be considered within these areas. This would clearly be of 
significant benefit in protecting these areas. However, it is worth noting that this 
approach would not prevent GDF being considered outside but close to the 
designated areas so there would still be risk of adverse impact. 

The AoS report states that ‘exclusion of these areas could also reduce the scope of 
community engagement and unnecessarily exclude communities in those areas from 
the potential socio-economic benefits of hosting a GDF.’ The report also states (AoS 
report, 6.16) that such exclusionary criteria would ‘challenge the Government’s ability 
to ensure that a GDF is located within a geologically suitable environment.’ 

Whilst we agree that suitable geology is critical to the acceptability of any GDF 
development, we do not believe that the exclusionary criteria used here would be 
detrimental to a successful siting process. Given the potential to locate the 
headworks a considerable distance from the underground repository, we feel that the 
application of exclusionary criteria will not provide a sufficient barrier to, or impact 
significantly on, the ability of interested communities to enter the process.

More fundamentally, we feel that the report is blurring the lines between the AoS, 
which should be an appraisal of the relative sustainability impacts of the different 
options, and the view of the Government. The AoS should set out an independent 
assessment of the impacts, and it is up to Government to accept or reject the 
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conclusions in terms of the best option appraised, explaining their reasons for doing 
so. This report appears to be conflating these two aspects of the process.

5. Chapter 6 – Do you agree with the conclusions of the Appraisal of 
Sustainability Report?  If not, please explain why.

See answer 4. 

6. Do you agree with the findings from the Habitats Regulations 
Assessment Report for the draft NPS?  Please provide reasons to 
support your answer.

There is existing national planning policy and legislation to guide any GDF 
proposals, and ensure appropriate assessment of the impact on European protected 
sites. Having an NPS which relates these existing requirements specifically to 
proposals for GDF development provides greater clarity for both developers and 
decision-makers. It reduces the risk of policy being misinterpreted or inconsistently 
applied in the context of GDF applications. On balance this would suggest an 
enhanced level of protection for European sites by minimising this risk.

It is accepted that whilst excluding protected sites from the NPS does reduce the 
direct impact on those sites, it does not protect them entirely from adverse impacts of 
any GDF located nearby. It also precludes the opportunity for a GDF to be 
appropriately located within a European site with appropriate mitigation and no 
unacceptable adverse impacts. The Council is satisfied that the requirement for a 
site-specific HRA on any particular location would ensure the appropriate 
assessment is carried out in order to avoid any unacceptable impact.   

The Council agrees that the reasonable alternatives identified for the purposes of the 
HRA do not provide any additional certainty that adverse effects on European sites 
can be avoided or reduced, compared to the current Draft NPS. The Council 
therefore agrees with the findings of the HRA report that a GDF development can be 
justified within a European site for reasons of overriding public interest based on 
human health, public safety and the environment.

7. Do you have any other comments on the draft NPS and the 
accompanying documents (Appraisal of Sustainability, Habitats 
Regulations Assessment)? 

No further comments 


