
 

DEVELOPMENT CONTROL AND REGULATION COMMITTEE
11 July 2018

A report by the Executive Director - Economy and Infrastructure
_____________________________________________________________________

Application Reference No. 4/18/9004

Application Type: Full Planning Permission

Proposal: Storage of additional nuclear material in self shielded box store for a period of 
up to 100 years.  Provision of two additional plant rooms, increase in height of fence to 
4m and additional welfare facilities

Location: Sellafield Site, Seascale, CA20 1PG

Applicant: Sellafield Ltd, Sellafield Site, Seascale, Cumbria, CA20 1PG

Date Valid: 3 April 2018

Reason for Committee Level Decision: EIA Application

1.0 RECOMMENDATION

1.1 That having first taken into consideration the environmental information, as 
defined in the Town & Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) 
Regulations 2011, submitted in connection with the application, that planning 
permission be GRANTED subject to conditions as set out in Appendix 1 to this 
report.

2.0 THE PROPOSAL

2.1 Planning permission is sought for the storage of additional nuclear material in an 
existing Self Shielded Box Store (SSBS) (the SSBS is constructed and ready for 
use) for a period of up to 100 years, provision of two additional plant rooms, 
welfare facilities and increase in height of the fence to 4 m.  

2.2 The SSBS received planning permission on 16 November 2015 (planning 
permission 4/18/9008).  The SSBS was designed to provide an interim storage 
solution for the passively venting SSBS containing solely Intermediate Level 
Waste (ILW) from operations in the First Generation Magnox Storage Pond and 
forms part of the Waste Retrieval Hazard Reduction Programme, which is of 
strategic importance to the Nuclear Decommissioning Authority (NDA).  

2.3 The SSBS is constructed of a steel frame, clad externally with a proprietary metal 
standing seam cladding system.  The SSBS measures 23.5m x 82m x 16.75m.  
The additional features associated with this application consist of:

- Construction of a self-contained entrance structure/welfare facility 10m x 
4.2m x 3.5m adjacent to the main vehicle access

- Ancillary equipment associated with the lighting provision
- Additional future plant room at each gable 6m x 8m



 

- Service corridor between the existing plant rooms 1.75m x 6m
- Chain link perimeter fence increase in height to 4m

2.4 The planning application proposes changes to the storage periods due to the 
need to store waste for longer periods of time on the Sellafield site. The changes 
to the storage periods have changed the development under Town and Country 
Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA)) Regulations 2011 from 
Schedule 2 to Schedule 1 development requiring EIA to be submitted.

2.5 The SSBS planning application 4/15/9008 was originally screened under Town 
and Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011, the 
building was considered for short term storage up to 10 years under the Town 
and County Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011, 
Schedule 2, 3(g) installations for the processing and storage of radioactive waste 
(unless included in Schedule 1) development for short term storage up to 10 
years, was not EIA development.  The proposal now is to allow long term storage 
up to 100 years.  The proposal was scoped in November 2017 under Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 2011 
Schedule 1, 3(b)(v) installations designed solely for the storage (planned for 
more than 10 years) of irradiated nuclear fuels or radioactive waste in a different 
site than the production site.   The change in the storage timescale now results in 
the proposal EIA Development requiring an Environment Statement to be 
submitted.

3.0 SITE DESCRIPTION

3.1 Sellafield Works is located on the west coast of Cumbria which is predominately 
a rural/coastal location.  The overall Sellafield Works site covers approximately 
276ha.  Sellafield Works is accessed from three access points, Black Beck 
Roundabout, Calderbridge and Seascale. The main access for construction 
vehicles is via Black Beck Roundabout.  Calderbridge and Seascale are mainly 
used by Sellafield operational staff with occasional construction traffic.

3.2 To the north of Sellafield is agricultural fields and the village of Beckermet and 
some isolated farmsteads; to the east is A595 coastal route and village of 
Calderbridge; to the south the site adjoins agricultural fields, Seascale Golf 
Course and the village of Seascale and to the west if the main Barrow to Carlisle 
railway line and the Irish Sea.

4.0 SITE PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 Sellafield Limited have benefited from a number of planning permissions over the 
life of the site which are considered by Cumbria County Council in relation to 
waste developments and Copeland Borough Council all other developments.

4.2 The Self Shielded Box Store was approved on 16 November 2016 (Planning 
Reference 4/15/9008).

5.0 CONSULTATIONS AND REPRESENTATIONS

5.1 Copeland Borough Council Planning Department: No objection.



 

5.2 CCC Highway Authority and CCC Lead Local Flood Authority: No response 
received at the time of writing this report.

5.3 CCC Ecology: The proposal is in an existing facility, so no new ecological 
impacts will arise.

5.4 CCC Mineral and Waste Policy:  There is an extant permission for a similar 
facility which was considered at the time to comply with the then adopted policies 
of the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework (2009) and the 
emerging policies of the Draft Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan.  The 
applicant now intends to store additional types of waste, to include irradiated fuel 
and fuel bearing materials, additional operational facilities are required and the 
development also now falls into Schedule 1 EIA Development by including 
storage of irradiated fuel.

The current proposal continues to comply with National Planning Policy and 
Strategy in terms of sustainable economic development, and also the need to 
pursue a programme of hazard and risk reduction associated with ongoing 
storage of legacy radioactive waste.  The adopted CMWLP (2017) confirms the 
need for appropriate interim storage proposals to be brought forward, with a 
lifespan of 50-100 years, due to the long timescale and uncertainty surrounding 
the Government’s preferred option of final disposal by Geological Disposal 
Facility.  The applicant has confirmed this facility is designed for 50 years and will 
be further adapted to achieve 100 years.

The proposal complies with Policy SP6 of the adopted CMWLP (higher activity 
radioactive waste treatment, management and storage) by providing an 
appropriate facility that accords with national policy/industry standards and 
demonstrating that alternative methods have been considered and discounted 
with good reason.  The proposal also complies with CMWLP policies SP1, SP2 
and DC1.

5.5 CCC Resilience Unit: No observations.

5.6 Office of Nuclear Regulation: Do not advise against this development.

5.7 Environment Agency: We provided response to the original consultation on this 
facility in 2015, and to the amended Environmental Scoping Report in 2017.  This 
new submission refers to the proposal to allow storage of additional waste 
streams in this same facility and additional plant rooms.  As with the original 
consultation, we are aware of Sellafield Ltd’s plants, which are part of their 
programme of hazard and risk reduction for legacy facilities at the site, which we 
support.  Prior to being brought into operation the facility will require permitting 
under the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.  Sellafield Ltd already 
holds a permit (ref: KP3690SX) to dispose of radioactive waste from its Seascale 
works and it is our understanding that, in due course, Sellafield Ltd would apply 
to vary this permit to accommodate the proposed new store facility.  In varying 
this permit, we would look to see that Sellafield would be able to comply with the 
limitations and conditions in the permit, including requirements to use Best 
Available Techniques (BAT) to control wastes and discharges into the 
environment.  Having reviewed the Updated Construction Method Statement, 
Transport and Waste Plan for Self Shielded Box Store T&CP Submission, dated 



 

5 February 2018 and it appears that the majority of the earthworks have been 
undertaken. 

5.8 Network Rail: Will not impact on the railway infrastructure.

5.9 Maritime Marine Organisation: The works do not fall below the Mean High Water 
Line.

5.10 Crime Prevention Officer: No observations.

5.11 Natural England: We agree with the conclusion of the Environmental Statement.  
Based on the plans submitted Natural England considers that the proposed 
development will not have significant adverse impacts on designated sites.

5.12 Ponsonby Parish Council: It is appropriate that we comment because the 
proposed development is located within our Parish boundary. The proposal 
seeks to increase the scope of waste to be stored in the facility which has just 
been constructed but not yet brought into operation. It also seeks to extend the 
life of the store from 50 years to 100 years. Some small physical modifications 
are required to the store to support these changes.

Sellafield Ltd wish to make the changes to enable them to accelerate high hazard 
reduction at Sellafield particularly in relation to the first generation Magnox fuel 
storage pond. We support this desire, as the sites closest neighbours our 
parishioners are amongst those most at risk. However, the currently 
unacceptable state of some older buildings at Sellafield is because of poor 
decisions that were taken many decades ago. We believe it is therefore vital that 
appropriate consideration is given to the appropriateness of, and justification for 
this change. We would not wish to create incipient problems for the future by 
taking the wrong decisions now, even if it does seem to accelerate current risks 
more quickly in the short term.

Arguably the application is for a change of use in the building. The initial facility, 
and the self-shielded boxes it will contain, was provided exclusively for the 
storage, for a period of 50 years, of spent zeolite material used for pond water 
treatment. The modelling used to support this application shows more than half 
of the stores capacity would now be used to store degraded Magnox fuel for a 
period of 100 years. This is a significant change which will need to be justified by 
Sellafield Ltd.

We wish to be reassured that a number of safety issues associated with this 
change have been evaluated appropriately. We will raise these with ONR and the 
EA directly and request that they confirm appropriate assessments have been 
made, noting that they will also comment to CCC on their view of the application.

There are four issues which we believe CCC should explore before giving their 
approval for the application to precede;

1. The applicant states that routine monitoring and care and maintenance will 
allow the life of the store to be safely extended to 100 years. We would 
like to be reassured that thorough assessments have been carried out to 
support this claim. The elongation of the building life by 50 years is a 



 

significant extension and remedial work in the future may not be easy if it 
is filled with boxes containing a significant quantity of active waste.

2. It is claimed that a ventilation filtration system can be back-fitted if it 
proves necessary during operations. Again we would like to be reassured 
that appropriate design work, and if necessary procurement activity, has 
been done to support this claim.

3. If more than half the store is now used to house spent Magnox fuel we 
would like to be informed of where, and how, the zeolite material which 
would have been sent there on the basis of the original design intent, will 
be safely stored for 100 years.

4. The doubling of store life to 100 years is in part caused by the lack of 
progress over 4 decades in finding a location for a GDF. Despite this, 
Government policy is still that a GDF will be available by around 2040. 
Having just reviewed that latest consultation documents from BEIS on 
GDF provision, we have little confidence that they will be any more 
successful than their predecessors. We believe that it is now appropriate 
to seek an alternative policy based upon extended surface or near surface 
storage of such waste for perhaps a century until a GDF has been 
provided. Without this it is certain that sub-optimal decisions on extensions 
to waste storage capacity at Sellafield will be taken on a piecemeal basis. 
Whilst it may still be appropriate to approve this application the line will 
need to be drawn somewhere.

Given appropriate consideration of the above points and the reassurance we will 
receive from the Regulators, we have no objections to the proposal being 
approved.

5.13 Beckermet with Thornhill Parish Council: Local residents are concerned that the 
Sellafield site is becoming a dump for nuclear waste materials.  Thereby we 
would propose that the planning application have conditions limiting storage and 
importation of non-Sellafield waste for interim storage.

5.14 Seascale Parish Council: Strongly object to a timescale of 100 years as the 
policy of the Government nuclear waste is to go to Geological Disposal which will 
be available in 2040.  Due to GDF accumulative risk, a maximum of a 40 year 
timescale would be realistic.  There is a danger that any long time scale will just 
turn the parish into a permanent store with no benefit to our community.

5.15 Local Member has been consulted on this planning application.

5.16 No representations have been received.

6.0 PLANNING POLICY

6.1 Section 38(6) of the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides that 
planning applications must be determined in accordance with the development 
plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. Government policy is a 
material consideration that must be given appropriate weight in the decision 
making process.



 

6.2 The Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2015-2030 was examined by an 
independent Inspector and her final Report to the County Council was received 
on 29 June 2017; this report set out those changes necessary to ensure that the 
Local Plan is sound and legally compliant.  The County Council formally adopted 
the Local Plan on 6 September 2017 and this replaces the Cumbria Minerals & 
Waste Development Framework, which was adopted in 2009.

- Policy SP1 – Presumption in favour of sustainable development
- Policy SP2 – Provision for waste
- Policy SP6 – Higher activity radioactive wastes treatment, management 

and storage
- Policy DC1 - Traffic and Transport
- Policy DC2 - General Criteria
- Policy DC3 - Noise
- Policy DC5 - Dust
- Policy DC16 - Biodiversity and Geodiversity
- Policy DC17 – Historic environment
- Policy DC18 - Landscape and Visual Impact
- Policy DC19 - Flood Risk

6.3 Copeland Local Plan 2013-2029 - Core Strategy and Development Management 
Policies DPD (CLP-CS&DMP) - adopted 5 December 2013.

- ER1 Planning for the Nuclear Sector 

6.4 The National Planning Policy Framework [NPPF], which was published on 27 
March 2012, and the national online Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) suite, 
which was launched in March 2014, are material considerations in the 
determination of planning applications. The following sections and paragraphs of 
the NPPF and/or PPG are considered to be relevant to the determination of this 
application:

- Paragraphs 6-10 - Achieving sustainable development
- Paragraphs 11-14 - The presumption in favour of sustainable d

development
- Paragraphs 186-187 - Decision Taking

6.5 The National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW) was published on 16 October 
2014. This sets out the government’s current waste policy to be taken into 
account by waste planning authorities and forms part of the national waste 
management plan for the UK. This has also been taken into account.

6.6 2010 to 2015 government policy: radioactive and nuclear substances and waste.  
This sets out the government’s policy on reducing hazards of using radioactive 
substances must be properly controlled to prevent harm to people and the 
environment.

7.0 PLANNING ASSESSMENT

7.1 The planning application has been accompanied with an Environmental 
Statement which covers impacts on need for the development; alternatives; 
environmental impacts; planning policy; principle of development; Statement of 



 

Consultation; Non Technical Summary.  The key planning issues relevant to the 
proposed schemes are considered to be: 

a) Is there a need for long term storage?
b) Is there any alternatives
c) Is it supported by strategic policy?
d) Are the physical alterations and extensions to the building acceptable?
Is it appropriate and safe to store waste in a building with an optimal design life of 
50 years?

What is the background to the Self Shielded Box Store and the justification 
for the proposed long term storage

7.2 The SSBS has been constructed in accordance with planning permission 
4/15/9008.  The principle of the building has therefore been established.  The 
SSBS was constructed to allow storage of 500 boxes containing Intermediate 
Level Waste (ILW) associated with operations from First Generation Magnox 
Storage Pond (FGMSP) for a period of up to 10 years.  The proposal would allow 
an increase in boxes stored within the SSBS to 550 (10% increase).  The 
additional capacity captures the extra storage availability within the SSBS which 
has been highlighted now that the facility detail and filling profile has been 
reviewed.  It is estimated that the capacity of the building will be circa 513 SSBs, 
by extending the capacity to 550 in the new application Sellafield Limited (SL) are 
providing operational flexibility should efficiencies in store loading be achieved 
also allow the boxes to be stored in the SSBS up to 100 years.

7.3 FGMSP is a legacy facility constructed in the 1950’s to provide storage, cooling 
and decanting of irradiated nuclear fuels prior to reprocessing.  The facility 
ceased operations over 25 years ago leaving a legacy of un-recovered inventory.  
The current inventory of the FGMSP and ancillary buildings includes ILW, fuel 
derived sludge, Miscellaneous Beta Gamma Waste and degraded fuel and fuel 
bearing materials.  The primary importance of the Legacy Ponds Programme is 
the safe remediation of the risks posed, through the expedited removal of the 
pond inventory, to more suitable and modern storage environments.

7.4 The safe remediation of the current FGMSP storage facility through the removal 
of the pond inventory, to a more suitable and robust storage environment, has 
been deemed as one of the highest priorities in Sellafield.

7.5 There is currently no immediately available treatment for disposal of legacy 
waste and nuclear material from the Sellafield site, interim storage in a suitable 
waste storage facility is therefore required.  The option allows for safer storage 
than the existing arrangements in advance of downstream processing and final 
disposal operations.  Interim storage of fuel bearing material skips within SSBS 
allows the continued hazard reduction from FGMSP and from other facilities on 
the Sellafield Site.  Each Self Shielded Box enables a local environmental impact 
solution to be resolved for an extended period whilst reducing the immediate 
hazards associated with the legacy materials on the Sellafield Site.  



 

What are the roles of the Regulators of Sellafield - Office of Nuclear 
Regulation and Environmental Agency for Sellafield Site

7.6 National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Paragraph 122 states : “local 
planning authorities should focus on whether the development itself is acceptable 
use of the land, and the impact of the use, rather than the control of processes or 
emissions themselves where these are subject to approval under pollution 
control regimes.  Local planning authorities should assume that these regimes 
will operate effectively.  Equally, where a planning decision has been made on a 
particular development, the planning issues should not be revisited through the 
permitting regimes operated by pollution control authorities”.

7.7 Sellafield Ltd is regulated by both the Office of Nuclear Regulation (ONR) and the 
Environment Agency (EA) with regards to emissions, contamination, site safety, 
licences and environmental permits.  

7.8 The ONR will approve the safety case for Sellafield for new interim storage 
facility, once this has been complied and submitted to the ONR by Sellafield.  
Prior to permission being granted by ONR for the storage of zeolites or other 
materials, ONR will carry out an assessment of the licensee’s safety case to 
satisfy themselves that any risk to works, public and the environment are 
reduced as reasonably practicable.  Should the facility be granted permission it 
would be included in ONR’s rigorous ongoing regulatory oversight process, to 
ensure the licensee remains both safe and compliant with legal requirements.

7.9 The Environment Agency (EA) regulate Sellafield’s Environmental Permit via the 
Environmental Permitting (England and Wales) Regulations, Sellafield is required 
to use the Best Available Techniques (BAT) to prevent minimise and control both 
radioactive and non-radioactive discharges into the environment.   As part of the 
Environmental Permitting process Sellafield Ltd are required to demonstrate to 
the Environment Agency the potential environmental significance of discharge 
and the use of BAT.

7.10 The ONR do not advise against this development and the EA require Sellafield to 
revise their permit to accommodate the proposed new storage facility.  I am 
satisfied that the ONR and EA have far greater control over the licensing and 
permitting of operations than the Waste Planning Authority.

What alternatives are available to the Self Shielded Box Store?

7.11 Sellafield Ltd having taken into consideration a number of alternatives to long 
term storage and they have resolved that the SSBS is the best available solution.  
In many cases adverse environmental effects could be avoided to minimise 
consideration of alternative means of achieving development proposals, for 
example through the use of different sites, alternative technologies or different 
scales of development.  Alternative storage mechanisms have been considered 
as part of this and doing nothing was not considered to be an option.

7.12 The proposed Bulk Uranium Fuel Treatment Plant will not be ready until the 2032 
at the earliest and significant funding is required to achieve this facility.  Storage 
in the SSBS would allow for exit routes to be further developed whilst maintaining 
Hazard and Risk Reduction.



 

7.13 The purpose built SSBS already allows for ILW to be stored up to 10 years.  The 
proposed increase in timescale for storage would be the best solution to 
accommodate waste and fuel materials from decommissioning projects, as this is 
close to the source of the waste and reducing minerals and waste road miles.  
Sellafield Ltd considered whether or not this was the most appropriate solution to 
building a centralised facility or whether to construct separate stores, in 
determining the position the following factors were taken into account.

- Build a single store rather than separate store for each potentially 
generating facility on Sellafield site requires fewer resources and it 
environmentally less damaging.

- A single store at Sellafield is preferred to multiple stores at varying donor 
facilities as there are fewer associated space constraints and less material 
usage involved.

- A facility at Sellafield minimises transport as this allows the material 
currently on the Sellafield Site to be managed close to their source of 
production, thereby reducing road miles.

- As a publicly funded body, Sellafield Ltd needs to have due regard for the 
cost implications.  Other potential locations within the NDA estate to which 
the SSBs might be exported were considered, including the sites of the 
decommissioned Magnox power stations.  However, none of these 
operations proved viable owing to the fact that the Magnox sites are 
packing/storing their ILW in different containers to SSBs and the stores 
already built or planned to be built on the Magnox estates are not 
compatible.

7.14 Having taken the above into consideration locating the HLW within the SSBS 
within the Sellafield site provides a storage option close to the point of origin for 
the materials to be stored thereby supporting proximity principle and reducing 
minerals and waste road miles.

Is the long term storage supported by Local Plan Policies?

7.15 CMWLP Policy SP6 identifies the need of providing an appropriate facility that 
accords with national policy/industry standards and demonstrating that 
alternative methods have been considered and discounted with good reason.  In 
this instance there is currently no alternative facility available for the long term 
storage of HLW/ ILW.  I consider the long term storage of nuclear waste within 
the Sellafield site complies with CMWLP Policy SP6.

What would be stored in the SSBS?

7.16 The extant planning permission 4/15/9008 allows for the storage of 500 SSBs 
containing ILW.  The proposal would allow upto 550 HLW/ILW storage containers 
consisting of zeolite skips from the FGMSP.  The material stored within the SSBS 
would be solely material generated from the Sellafield site.  No material would be 
imported from other sites to Sellafield for storage in the SSBS.



 

What is the life span of the SSBS?

7.17 The SSBS has been constructed in Kal-Zip cladding which is the best available 
cladding material in terms of longevity, proven to last on the Sellafield site for 40 
years, the manufacturer claims the cladding will last in excess of 60 years.  The 
life span of the cladding reduces the number of times the cladding would need to 
be replaced throughout the life of the building. It is anticipated that the building 
should last longer.

7.18 In light of the lengthy time period proposed for the storage re kept up to date on 
any changes to the fabric of the building and surrounding land.

Would there be any aerial or liquid discharges from the facility?

7.19 The building has a plant room and stack to ensure that emissions can be dealt 
with appropriately.  The SSBS would passively emit minimal volumes of non-
radioactive gas (hydrogen) through engineered vents.  Hydrogen is naturally 
occurring in the atmosphere and is stable dissipating readily.  There would be no 
environmental affect associated with this emission from the stack.

7.20 There would be a very low slow evaporation/condensation process which would 
be largely contained.  Only a very small proportion of radioactive vapour may be 
released via the engineered lid vents.  Sintered metal filters with a minimum 
Decontamination Factor (DF) of 1000 are provided on the lid penetrations of the 
SSBs to minimise the radioactive release.  Discharges from the stored SSBs are 
therefore insignificant.  The ventilation system maintains the environmental 
conditions within the SSBS.    This would provide a discharge point to the 
environment for emissions arising from SSBs.  The ventilation system would not 
incorporate High Efficiency Particulate Air (HEPA) filtation; however contingency 
arrangements for the addition of further abatement would be included in the 
ventilation system design.   The discharge point is anticipated to be an “other 
outlet” and will be required to be registered with the EA and listed in the 
Compilation of EA Requirements, Approvals and Specifications (CEAR) 
document.

7.21 Trade effluent would be generated through the welfare facility and waste water 
would be discharged into the existing onsite mains foul sewer onsite.

7.22 NPPF paragraph 122  states that “the control of processes or emissions 
themselves are subject to approval under pollution control regimes.  Local 
authorities should assume these regimes will operate effectively”. I am satisfied 
that any potential discharges would be controlled under the Environmental Permit 
and sufficiently controlled by both the ONR and EA.

Would the additional buildings and increase in height of security fence 
have an impact on the setting of the existing building and overall Sellafield 
Site?

7.23 Sellafield is an extensive built up site with a number of large buildings structures, 
which dominate the landscape.  There is currently in excess of 1300 buildings on 
the Sellafield site.  The additional welfare support facilities, plant rooms and 
changes to the height of the fence impact on the character and appearance of 



 

the site or area when viewed within the context of the Sellafield site.  There are 
two existing plant room buildings, it is proposed to add two smaller plant room 
buildings and a welfare cabin which would act as main pedestrian access point to 
the SSBS.  The proposed plant rooms and welfare cabin are of a minor scale and 
appearance in comparison to the existing SSBS and plant rooms.  These would 
not be seen outside the Sellafield site.  The increase in height of the fence from 
3m to 4m, requires planning permission.  The fence is an internal fence around 
the SSBS and would not be visible from any public view points.  The outer fence 
to the overall Sellafield site is 4.5m and located approximately 250m from the 
proposed fence to the SSBS, there is also a landscaping mound between the 
outer fence and the fence to SSBS.  There would be no landscape and visual 
impact of the fence to the SSBS from outside the overall Sellafield site.

7.24 I consider the proposed additional accommodation and the increase in height of 
the security fence complies with CMWLP Policy DC18 landscape and visual 
impact as the development would not have any impact outside the existing 
Sellafield site.

What is the status of the Geological Disposal Facility (GDF)?

7.25 Currently there is no facility within the United Kingdom (UK) for the Geological 
Disposal of nuclear waste.  The UK is accumulating radioactive waste from a 
range of sources including generating electricity in nuclear power stations, using 
radioactive materials in industry, medicine and research and from defence 
related nuclear programmes.

7.26 The UK Government is committed to implementing geological disposal for the 
safe and secure management of higher activity radioactive waste over the long 
term.  The geological disposal involves, isolating radioactive waste deep inside a 
suitable rock volume to ensure that no harmful quantities of radioactivity ever 
reach the surface environment.  It is anticipated that the facility would take 100 
years to construct.  

7.27 Until such time the GDF is operational there is a need to store the material safely 
and securely.  The most appropriate and readily available location is the SSBS 
which is on site and close to the source of production. 

How would the facility impact on environmental or other impacts?

7.28 The environmental impacts considered with the Environmental Statement have 
all been duly considered:

7.29 Biodiversity:  A preliminary Ecological Appraisal was carried out as part of 
planning application 4/15/9008.  The proposed development does not include 
demolition of any buildings or any additional lighting to the facility.  Thereby there 
would be no impact on biodiversity.  I therefore consider the proposal complies 
with CMWLP Policy DC16 – Biodiversity and would not have an impact on 
biodiversity of the existing site and operations.

7.30 Landscape and Visual Impact: The SSBS is an existing structure within the 
existing Sellafield complex.  The proposed small scale additions to the 
development would not have any impact outside the overall Sellafield Site as the 



 

southern screening mound protects views inside the site from Seascale Golf 
Course, I therefore consider the proposal complies with CMWLP Policy DC18 – 
Landscape and visual impact and would not have an impact outside the overall 
Sellafield site.

7.31 Noise: Sellafield currently has a number of noise generated activities within the 
overall site.  There is currently routine movement of skips within the building.  
Thereby any issue of noise is already existing and have been considered under 
planning permission 4/15/9008.  I therefore consider the proposal complies with 
CMWLP Policy DC2 – General criteria and the placing of SSBs within the 
existing building would not generate any additional noise impacts.

7.32 Dust:  There may be some dust generated from the operational development 
under this proposal during construction works and dry/windy weather.  This 
would be contained within the overall Sellafield site and would not create a 
nuisance outside the Sellafield Site.  I therefore consider the proposal complies 
with CMWLP Policy DC2 – General criteria, dust would not be an issue as no 
additional construction activities would generate dust.

7.33 Vibration: The siting of containers in the SSBS building were considered as part 
of the planning permission 4/15/9008.  I therefore consider the proposal complies 
with CMWLP Policy DC2 – General criteria, the siting of containers within the 
building would not generate any addition vibration.

7.34 Cultural Heritage: There are no historic buildings in close proximity to Sellafield.  
The nearest Scheduled Ancient Monument is Stone Circle north west of 
Seascale How Farm 550m south of the Sellafield Site.  I therefore consider the 
proposal complies with CMWLP Policy DC17 – Historic Environment, the building 
is existing and thereby would not impact on the cultural heritage of the area.

7.35 Ground Contamination: The proposed development involves some construction 
elements which are small scale in context to the overall building.  Ground 
Contamination was considered and addressed under planning permission 
4/15/9008.  

7.36 Traffic and Transport: The main traffic and transport issues were considered 
under planning permission 4/15/9008 as these involved construction and 
demolition materials.  The sections of the new buildings to be constructed would 
only have a minor short scale impact on the highway network.  The zeolite skips 
are transported from within the Sellafield Site to the SSBS thereby there is no 
external transport impacts.  I therefore consider the proposal complies with 
CMWLP Policy DC1 – Traffic and Transport, the proposal does not generate any 
additional off site traffic and transport issues as the source of the material is 
already within the Sellafield site.

7.37 Staffing: The SSBS will be manned during import operations and maintenance 
activities.  The staff would be deployed as and when required from existing jobs 
within the Sellafield site.

7.38 Lighting: There would be no additional external lighting required.  External 
lighting was considered and approved under planning permission 4/15/9008.



 

7.39 Increase in height of fencing: The existing fencing is 3m high -  it is proposed 
to increase the height of the fencing to 4m in height.  The fencing cannot be seen 
outside the site Sellafield Site.  Thereby in the scale and context of the fence and 
the SSSB building this would be not have an impact.

7.40 Flood Risk/Surface Water Flooding:  Flooding and surface water flooding was 
considered under planning permission 4/15/9008.  The proposed increase in 
storage time would not have any impact flooding and surface water flooding in 
the area.  I consider the proposal complies with CMWLP policy DC19 – Flood 
Risk, the impacts on Flood Risk and Surface Water Flooding have already been 
considered under 4/15/9008.

7.41 Waste: The only waste which would arise from the development is during the 
construction of the welfare cabins and plant rooms and would be disposed of 
accordingly on Area D1 or Area H on the Sellafield Site which have planning 
permission under 4/16/9004 and 4/16/9012.

7.42 Coastal Erosion:  The SSBS is located approximately 450m from the coast.  
Between the application site and the coast is CLEASA landfill site and the Barrow 
to Carlisle railway line.   Sellafield is currently under no threat of coastal erosion 
the coast line is currently monitored by Sellafield due to the its location and the 
fact that the Sellafield is a national security importance.  It is unlikely that coastal 
erosion would be a problem.  However, as we cannot determine what will happen 
in a 100 years, it is proposed that the monitoring condition monitors the coast 
line.

What are the concerns raised by the Parish Councils?

7.43 Sellafield Ltd engaged with the Parish Councils regarding the proposed planning 
application.  A meeting was held on 27 November 2017.  The Parish Council’s 
were presented with an overview of the development.

7.44 Ponsonby, Beckermet with Thornhill and Seascale Parish Councils have all 
raised concerns with regards to the potential timescale for the storage of material 
in the building being up to 100 years.  The Parish Council comments are 
produced in Section 5 Ponsonby Para 5.12; Beckermet Para 5.13 and Seascale 
5.13.  The concerns have considered and addressed below.

7.45 Ponsonby Parish Council: The concerns raised by the Parish Council have 
been submitted directly to Sellafield and the ONR.  Through these negotiations 
Ponsonby Parish Council are now satisfied that the concerns raised in their 
original consultation response have been significantly addressed and are happy 
to support the proposed development.

7.46 Beckermet with Thornhill Parish Council: Concern has been raised that 
Sellafield is becoming a dump for nuclear waste materials.  The waste proposed 
to be stored in the SSBS is waste which has arisen solely from the Sellafield site. 
Sellafield have confirmed that the SSBs stored in the building will solely be from 
the Sellafield site. The treatment and storage on site complies with CMWLP 
Policy DC1 which reduces minerals and waste roads miles and ensure storage is 
close to source of the material.



 

7.47 Seascale Parish Council: Concern has been raised over the timescale being of 
100 years.  It is considered that a maximum of 40 year timescale would be more 
realistic.  The GDF is not currently available and is going to be a number of years 
before this will be available.  Thereby the material needs to be stored in 
appropriate facility until such time the GDF is available for storage.  A 
maintenance condition is proposed to ensure the SSBS is fit for purpose for the 
lifetime of the proposed storage up to 100 years.

7.48 The concerns of the three Parish Councils have been taken into consideration 
and where appropriate the concerns have been addressed directly by Sellafield 
and ONR.  I therefore consider the long term storage within SSBS is acceptable.

8.0 CONCLUSION

8.1 In conclusion Sellafield is an established site and the use of the overall site has 
been established since 1940’s.  The Sellafield site is a long term establishment 
which is used for the reprocessing and storage of nuclear fuels/waste.  Thereby 
the principle of development and storage within the Sellafield site has been 
established.  

8.2 There is a need for long term storage; there are currently no alternative facilities; 
Sellafield is therefore the correct place for the storage of the material; the 
physical alterations are and acceptable.  Whilst the proposal is seeking 100 year 
use in a building with a design life of 40/60 years, the safety of the building falls 
to other Regulators to ensure compliance.

8.3 The main impacts have been considered as being is there a need to allow long 
term storage facility; what would the environmental impacts be on long term 
storage; would there be any pollution impacts from the long term storage; would 
waste be transported to Sellafield to be stored in the SSBS. The impacts have all 
been considered and addressed within the report.  The material stored in the 
SSBS would be controlled by the ONR and EA, who have greater means of 
environmental control than any planning condition.  

8.4 The main consideration of the Waste Planning Authority is the use of the land 
and is this appropriate for long term storage due to the nature of activities 
currently undertaken on the Sellafield site.  In this instance the answer is yes as 
Sellafield is considered the most appropriate location for the storage of the 
zeolite skips for longer term storage due to the nature of the activities undertaken 
on the Sellafield site.

8.5 Sellafield are pursuing a programme of hazard and risk reduction associated with 
ongoing storage of legacy radioactive waste.  The long term storage goes a long 
way to Sellafield continuing their programme of hazard waste and reduction.  The 
proposal is supported by CMWLP Policy SP6 which confirms the need for 
appropriate interim storage proposals to be brought forward.

8.6 In summary, it is considered that the proposed development is in accordance 
with the development plan, there are no material considerations that indicate the 
decision should be made otherwise and with the planning conditions proposed, 
any potential harm would reasonably by mitigated.  Furthermore, any potential 
harm to interests of acknowledged importance is likely to be negligible and would 



 

be outweighed by the benefits of the development. It is therefore recommended 
that this application be granted subject to conditions.

Human Rights

8.7 The proposal will have a limited impact on the visual, residential and 
environmental amenity of the area.  Any impacts on the rights of local property 
owners to a private and family life and peaceful enjoyment of their possessions 
(Article 8 and Article 1 of Protocol 1 of the Human Rights Act 1998) are minimal 
and proportionate to the wider social and economic interests of the community.

8.8 The Human Rights Act 1998 requires the County Council to take into 
consideration the rights of the public under the European Convention on Human 
Rights.  Article 8 of the Convention provides that everyone has the right to 
respect for his private life and home save for interference which is in accordance 
with the law and necessary in a democratic society in the interests of, amongst 
other things, public safety, the economic wellbeing of the country or the 
protection of the rights and freedoms of others.  Article 1 of Protocol 1 provides 
that an individual’s peaceful enjoyment of his property shall not be interfered with 
save as necessary in the public interest and subject to conditions provided for by 
law. For any interference with these rights to be justified the interference needs 
to be proportionate to the aims that are sought to be realised. The County 
Council has a duty to consider the policies of the development plan and to 
protect the amenities of residents as set out in those policies. 

Dominic Donnini
Corporate Director Economy and Highways

Contact: Mrs Jayne Petersen

Electoral Division Identification: Gosforth – Mr C P Turner 



 

Appendix 1
Ref No. 4/18/9004

Development Control and Regulation Committee – 11 July 2018

Appendix 1 - PROPOSED PLANNING CONDITIONS

Time Limit for Implementation of Permission

1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three 
years from the date of this permission.

Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as 
amended by Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.

Approved Scheme

2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out, except where modified 
by the conditions to this permission, in accordance with the following: 

a. The submitted Application Form – dated 23 March 2018.
b. Design and Access Statement – dated 13 March 2018
c. Plans numbered and named:
i) 1 BE 2900971 Rev B – Proposed location plan
ii) BE 2956340 Mod B – Site plan – as existing
iii) BE 2956341 Mod E – Site plan – as proposed
iv) BE 2956342 Mod E – Proposed ground floor layout
v) BE 2956343 Mod D – Proposed elevations sheet 1 of 2
vi) BE 2956343 Mod D – Proposed elevations sheet 2 of 2
vii) BE 2956345 Mod D – Pedestrian entrance/welfare facility
d. The details or schemes approved in accordance with the conditions 

attached to this permission. 

Reason: To ensure the development is carried out to an approved appropriate 
standard and to avoid confusion as to what comprises the approved scheme.

3. If, during development, contamination not previously identified is found to be 
present at the site then no further development (unless otherwise agreed in 
writing with the Local Planning Authority) shall be carried out until the developer 
has submitted, and obtained written approval from, the Local Planning Authority 
for an amendment to the remediation strategy detailing how this unsuspected 
contamination shall be dealt with.

Reason: This condition is recommended due to the industrial nature of the site and 
presence of sandstone aquifer at shallow depth on site.  The major aquifer is at 
risk from contamination within the soils at the site and from spills during 
construction works due to the lack of drift cover.

4. Prior to the commencement of development measures shall be in place to protect 
ground nesting birds.

Reason : To prevent harm to breeding birds.



 

Appendix 2
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Development Control and Regulation Committee – 11 July 2018

Appendix 2 - PLAN OF SITE LOCATION/EXTENT


