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Minerals and Waste development Framework

From: Tony Goddard [Tony.Goddard@KingmoorPark.co.uk] 
Sent: 31 October 2011 10:10 
To: Evans, Richard G 
Cc: Brett, Sue A; Ross Nicolson 
Subject: RE: Minerals and Waste development Framework 
Richard
Thank you for your email.  I confirm my continued interest in developing an energy from waste plant at 
Kingmoor Park.
Regards 
 
Tony Goddard
Chief Executive 
 

cid:image001.
jpg@01CABC77.E05D9540

 
 
Kingmoor Park Properties Ltd,
The Marketing Suite,
Unit D, Baron Way,
Carlisle, 
Cumbria, 
CA6 4SJ
Tel: (01228) 674114
Mob: 07740536595
http://www.kingmoorpark.co.uk
 
Disclaimer: 
This document contains information that may be confidential. Unless you are the named 
addressee (or otherwise permitted to receive it) you may not copy or use it, or disclose it to 
anyone else. If you have received it in error please contact the sender.
 
This message is intended only for the use of the person(s) (The intended Recipient(s)) to 
whom it is addressed. It may contain information, which is privileged and confidential within 
the meaning of applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the 
sender as soon as possible. The views expressed in this communication are not necessarily 
those held by Kingmoor Park Properties Ltd.
We have taken every precaution to ensure that this email message is virus free, However we 
recommend that you operate your own virus protection software. 
 

From: Evans, Richard G [mailto:Richard.Evans@cumbria.gov.uk]  
Sent: 31 October 2011 09:52 
To: Tony Goddard 
Cc: Brett, Sue A 
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Minerals and Waste development Framework

Subject: Minerals and Waste development Framework
 

Tony, 

Thanks for the email. I don't think it's essential for you to make any representations although it could be 
helpful if you could confirm your continued intentions re Kingmoor Park East for an  energy from waste 
plant in Policy 4.

Richard Evans

file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/...%20111031%20Tony%20Goddard%20re%20Kingmoor%20Park.htm (2 of 2) [18/01/2012 10:43:10]
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file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repea...11/002%20-%20email%20111026%20%20Duddon%20Estuary%20Partnership.htm

From: Richard Scott [richard@thescotts-beckside.co.uk] 
Sent: 26 October 2011 09:22 
To: Evans, Richard G; mwdf@cumbria.gov.uk 
Cc: Wain, Jenny L; Pearson, Paul T 
Subject: MWDF Reg 27 consultations - Duddon Estuary Partnership 
Dear Richard,
 
I have received the letter (ref RGE/P334-26) about the re-visit to the site allocation policy, addressed to 
Jack Park, the previous chair of the Duddon Estuary Partnership (DEP).  I succeeded Jack as chair some 
years ago, and my correct address is:
 
Mr Richard Scott
Red Gables, Beckside
Pennington
Ulverston
LA12 7NX
 
If this communication has come to me as chair of DEP, this needs to be amended, as I will be succeeded 
by Brian Crawford of Millom Council at the next DEP meeting.
 
The matter in question appears to fall outside the area of interest of the DEP which stops at the mid-point 
of Walney Island, unless the area of search includes areas to the North of Jubilee Bridge and Sandy Gap.  
If the area of search does include places such as Sandscale or North Walney, there will be considerable 
public concern.
 
I hope this clarifies the position, and hope that if there are any matters of interest to DEP we can have 
more information to hand by our next meeting in mid-November, in which case it would be simpler to 
channel it through Paul Pearson and Jenny Wain.
 
Yours sincerely
 
Richard Scott
 
Chair, Duddon Estuary Partnership
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. 
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email  
______________________________________________________________________ 
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County Council - Allerdale Highways response     1 Nov 2011 
 
Mineral and Waste Development Framework Consultation Response 
 
All proposals submitted would be considered on their individual merits at the time of application. 
 
Consideration has been given to the accessibility of these sites by road, rail and sea, but in all 
cases, they would only be considered as suitable dependant on anticipated volume of traffic and 
the suitability of that volume on the local road network.  This would include the size and 
numbers of vehicles and also the proposed routes for large vehicles.  Until proposals for each 
site are put forward, the Highway Authority are unable to comment definitively as to the final 
suitability. 
 
Any sites that have a detrimental effect on highway safety and local communities, and without 
an appropriate standard of access, would be deemed unsuitable. 
 
Comments regarding individual sites and their considered suitability follows. 
 
AL03 Oldside, Workington 
 
This site is considered to be one of the preferable sites.  It is on a brownfield site, has a good 
link to the main road network on the A596 and is away from residential properties.  It is easily 
accessible by sea being next to the Port of Workington and is close to the railway line at 
Workington. 
 
However, even though the road network has capacity for increases of heavy vehicles to this 
area, they will come from one of two directions which both have inappropriate junctions.  One 
being the A596/A66 at Ramsay Brow in Workington, the other being the A596/A594 junction at 
Netherhall Corner in Maryport.  Mitigation measures would be required at both of these points 
before highways would be satisfied with regard to safety. 
 
AL08 Lillyhall Waste Treatment Centre 
 
This site is adjacent to the existing landfill site and has good connection to the main highway 
network.  It could easily be accessed by rail and sea by the use of HGV’s from Workington 
using the existing infrastructure.  If there is to be a large increase in numbers of vehicles, there 
would be a need for highway improvements in some areas. 
 
As this site is next to the A66 trunk road, the Highways Agency may also have an interest in 
this. 
 
AL17 Solway Road, Workington 
 
This site already has approval for a household waste recycling site and access improvements to 
serve this are being negotiated. 
 
AL18 Port of Workington 
 
This site is considered to be one of the preferable sites.  It is on a brownfield site, has a good 
link to the main road network on the A596 and is away from residential properties.  It is easily 
accessible by sea being next to the Port of Workington and is close to the railway line at 
Workington. 
 
However, even though the road network has capacity for increases of heavy vehicles to this 
area, they will come from one of two directions which both have inappropriate junctions.  One 
being the A596/A66 at Ramsay Brow in Workington, the other being the A596/A594 junction at 
Netherhall Corner in Maryport.  Mitigation measures would be required at both of these points 
before highways would be satisfied with regard to safety. 
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AL29 Auction Mart Cockermouth 
 
The site has good links to the mian highway network as it is served by the A66 Trunk Road.  
The Highways Agency may also have an interest in this. 
 
AL31 Lillyhall Landfill Site, Workington 
 
This site is adjacent to the existing landfill site and has good connection to the main highway 
network.  It could easily be accessed by rail and sea by the use of HGV’s from Workington 
using the existing infrastructure.  If there is to be a large increase in numbers of vehicles, there 
would be a need for highway improvements in some areas. 
 
As this site is next to the A66 trunk road, the Highways Agency may also have an interest in 
this. 
 
AL32 Safeguarding area, Rail Sidings, Siddick 
 
This site has a good link to the main road network on the A596 and is away from residential 
properties.  It is easily accessible by sea being next to the Port of Workington and is close to the 
railway line at Workington. 
 
However, even though the road network has capacity for increases of heavy vehicles to this 
area, they will come from one of two directions which both have inappropriate junctions.  One 
being the A596/A66 at Ramsay Brow in Workington, the other being the A596/A594 junction at 
Netherhall Corner in Maryport.  Mitigation measures would be required at both of these points 
before highways would be satisfied with regard to safety. 
 
AL34 Lillyhall Industrial Estate, Workington 
 
This site is close to the existing landfill site and has good connection to the main highway 
network.  It could easily be accessed by rail and sea by the use of HGV’s from Workington 
using the existing infrastructure.  If there is to be a large increase in numbers of vehicles, there 
would be a need for highway improvements in some areas.  Access would only be considered 
via Pittwood Road. 
 
As this site is next to the A66 trunk road, the Highways Agency may also have an interest in 
this. 
 
AL35 Risehow Industrial Estate Maryport 
 
The site is close to the strategic road network and occupies a site served by an existing 
industrial estate.  There may be a requirement for highway improvements to the A596 
depending on proposed traffic levels. 
 
M06 Overby Quarry, Aikshaw 
 
There has already been an extension granted on this site for which extensive highway 
improvement works were carried out.  If this is to be extended further and the life of the quarry 
prolonged, then contributions towards future maintenance of the highway network would be 
required. 
 
M24 Derwent Howe Slag Bank, Derwent Howe, Workington 
 
Ongoing, with decent access for present operations.  Downside is that with the exception of 1 
route, all access by road is via residential areas, which means any increase to the volume being 
carried by road would have major implications.  Good access by rail and sea. 
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From: Debbie Cant [debbie.cant@eunetworks.com] 
Sent: 01 November 2011 14:00 
To: Evans, Richard G 
Subject: Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
 
Attachments: Cumbria County Council - 24102011.pdf 
Dear Richard,
 
Thank you for your recent letter, a copy of which is enclosed for easy reference. 
 
Please be advised that euNetworks Fiber UK Limited plant is not be affected by your 
proposed work, nor do we have any network in the Cumbria area, therefore no strategic 
additions to our existing network are envisaged in the immediate future in this area.
 
I trust this explains that we will not be involved in your project and welcome you to contact 
us should you wish to discuss.
 
Kind regards
 
Debbie Cant
Wayleave Manager
For and on behalf of the UK Operations Team
 
ALL PLANT ENQUIRIES AND DIVERSIONARY REQUESTS SHOULD BE ADDRESSED BY EMAIL TO THE OPERATIONS TEAM 
AT fibreuk@eunetworks.com , WITH A PLAN AND FULL POSTAL ADDRESS OF YOUR ENQUIRY, THANK YOU

 
euNetworks
15 Worship Street
London
EC2A 2DT 
United Kingdom
 
D: +44 207 952 1331
M: +44 7841 676 156
S: debbiecant
E: debbie.cant@eunetworks.com 
www.eunetworks.com

 
For more information about euNetworks visit www.eunetworks.com or for details of our companies 
including euNetworks Fiber UK Ltd visit www.eunetworks.com/companies
This email and any attachments may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information.  If you 
are not the intended recipient, please delete the email without reading it and notify the sender.
 
 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. 
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email  
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From: Ian Gorton [Ian.Gorton@wrg.co.uk] 
Sent: 05 December 2011 16:12 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Cc: David Harker; David Molland; Matthew Hayes; Nicholas Blake 
Subject: WRG Comments Regulation 27 Consultation - Site Allocation Policies & Proposals Map 
 
Importance: High 
 
Attachments: Microsoft Word - REG 27 - Site Alloc Policies & Map JC070210_CCC.PDF; Microsoft 
Word - Reg 25 Comments Form FINAL Response_JC151009.pdf; Letter re Reconsultation Site 
allocations DPD Cumbria.doc 
Dear Richard,
 
Please find attached comments on behalf of Waste Recycling Group to the above re-consultation (third 
attachment). The two other attachments are WRG’s previous comments to earlier rounds of consultation.
 
I would be grateful for receipt of this e-mail. 
 
Yours sincerely,
 
Ian Gorton
 
 

 
This email and any files and/or attachments transmitted with it are confidential and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this 
email in error please notify the sender direct or contact Waste Recycling Group Limited on 01604 
826200. You are not permitted to disclose the contents of this email and of its attachments to any 
other person, nor make copies or transmit it to any other person without written consent. 
 
Waste Recycling Group Limited makes reasonable attempts to exclude any virus, or any other 
defect which might affect any computer or IT system, from this e-mail and any attachments but it 
is the responsibility of the recipient to ensure that they are virus free and we accept no liability for 
any loss or damage arising in any way from their receipt or use. 
 
Waste Recycling Group Limited. Registered Office: Ground Floor West, 900 Pavilion Drive, 
Northampton Business Park, Northampton, NN4 7RG. Registered in England and Wales No. 
2902416 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This e-mail contains confidential information (which may also be legally privileged) and is 
intended solely for the use of the intended named recipient. 
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If you are not the intended recipient you may not disclose,  
copy, distribute or retain any part of this message or its  
attachments. If you have received this message in error please notify the originator immediately 
by using the reply facility in your e-mail software. 
 
Incoming and outgoing emails may be monitored in line with  
current legislation. 
 
All copies of the message received in error should be destroyed.  
Any views or opinions expressed are solely those of the original author. This email message has 
been scanned for viruses, and declared to be virus free at the point of exit from Cumbria County 
Council's network. 
 
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/ 
 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________

 
This email and any files and/or attachments transmitted with it are confidential and are intended solely 
for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in 
error please notify the sender direct or contact Waste Recycling Group Limited on 01604 826200. You 
are not permitted to disclose the contents of this email and of its attachments to any other person, nor 
make copies or transmit it to any other person without written consent. 
 
Waste Recycling Group Limited makes reasonable attempts to exclude any virus, or any other defect 
which might affect any computer or IT system, from this e-mail and any attachments but it is the 
responsibility of the recipient to ensure that they are virus free and we accept no liability for any loss or 
damage arising in any way from their receipt or use. 
 
Waste Recycling Group Limited. Registered Office: Ground Floor West, 900 Pavilion Drive, 
Northampton Business Park, Northampton, NN4 7RG. Registered in England and Wales No. 2902416 
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This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
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Waste Recycling Group – North Western Division 
Suite D, 414 The Quadrant, Birchwood Park, Warrington, WA3 6FW 
Tel: 01925 847500  Fax: 01925 847549  Web Site: http//www.wrg.co.uk 
  
 
Waste Recycling Group – North Western Division is a trading division of Waste Recycling Group Limited.  Waste Recycling Group Limited, registered in England and Wales No. 
2674166 acts as agents for and contracts on behalf of Waste Recycling Limited No. 2902416 and all its subsidiary companies registered in England and Wales at 3 Sidings Court, 
White Rose Way, Doncaster DN4 5NU and Waste Recycling Group (Scotland) Limited, registered in Scotland No. 210275 at Oatslie Sandpit Landfill Site, Cleugh Road, Roslin, 
Midlothian EH25 9QN.  

 
Richard Evans 
Cumbria County Council 
Environment Unit 
County Offices 
Kendal 
LA9 4RQ 
 

 Direct line:  01925847500 
Direct Fax:   
 
email:ian.gorton@wrg.co.uk 

 
5th December 2011 
 

 

Our Ref: IG/WRG/CUMBRIA/REPS/RECON 

  
 

 
Dear Mr Evans 
 
SITE ALLOCATIONS POLICY 6 – LOW LEVEL RADIOACTIVE WASTE 
SITE AT LILLYHALL (REFERENCE AL31) 
 
WRG’s Lillyhall site has been identified as a site that is potentially suitable for a resource 
recovery park, including waste treatment, recovery and disposal facilities.  Established 
facilities already exist at the site including a waste treatment centre, materials recycling 
with co-located hazardous and non-hazardous landfill sites. 
 
WRG draws the Waste Planning Authority’s attention to the comments made in the 
Regulation 25 consultation response (copy attached).  The concerns identified about the 
methodology for identifying the Sellafield sites (both CO36 – Land within Sellafield and 
CO32 – Land adjacent to Sellafield identified as the reserve site still remain in the 
Regulation 27 re-consultation.  WRG still consider that the negative scoring associated 
with the two Sellafield sites is clearly overridden by the proximity to the waste arisings. 
 
Whilst WRG understand the preference of Cumbria County Council that wastes be 
managed within the Sellafield complex it is important that the Site Allocations document 
now identifies a sustainable and deliverable solution.  WRG consider it to be a very risky 
position for the County Council to adopt and provides no security that a disposal facility 
will be delivered in a timely manner.  WRG considers that there is an urgent need to 
identify an alternative route for very low level wastes derived from decommissioning 
works in accordance with latest National Policy. An alternative site be identified which is 
the best solution from a sustainability perspective and importantly is deliverable. 
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Waste Recycling Group Limited 
Ground Floor West, 900 Pavilion Drive, Northampton Business Park, Northampton.  NN4 7RG 
Tel: 01604 826 200   Fax: 01604 826 201 (General) www.wrg.co.uk 
 

Paragraph 3.13 of the Regulation 27 document states that it is particularly important that 
facilities are provided, within Cumbria, and throughout the UK, to divert the sub-category 
of Very Low Activity High Volume Wastes (or Very Low Level Waste - VLLW) away from 
the Repository.  The volumes of these wastes will increase significantly as nuclear sites 
are decommissioned. 
 
The 2011 UK LLW Strategic Review is clear that very large volumes of HV-VLLW which 
will exceed current disposal capacity will arise from the decommissioning of nuclear sites 
in West Cumbria, such as the Sellafield site, and will require new fit-for-purpose disposal 
facilities.  Despite the lack of a detailed assessment of feasibility, land within the Low 
Level Waste Repository site near Drigg (CO35) and land within the Sellafield site (CO36) 
are included in Site Allocations Policy 6 for potential additional disposal facilities.  In 
contrast, the Lillyhall Landfill Site is not an allocated site and is identified as another site 
considered.  Given that in accordance with Regional Spatial Strategy Policy EM 13, in 
considering any proposals for new facilities, preference should be given to using 
established wastes sites, WRG considers that the Lillyhall Landfill Site, which has a 
Permit from the EA for the disposal of HV-VLLW, should have been included in Site 
Allocations Policy 6 for the disposal of HV-VLLW.  This would accord with the 2011 UK 
LLW Strategic Review. 
 
UK Government policy encourages the use of a wide range of waste routes for the long 
term management of LLW, in order to ensure the most effective use of the limited 
remaining disposal capacity at the Low Level Waste Repository (LLWR).  Paragraph 5 of 
the policy states that with regard to LLW and HV-VLLW disposal to landfill, Government 
sees no reason to preclude controlled burial of radioactive waste from nuclear sites from 
the list of options to be considered in any options assessment, provided the necessary 
safety assessments can be carried out to the satisfaction of the environmental regulators.  
This supersedes paragraph 117 of Cm2919 (Ref 2).  In accordance with national policy 
objectives, the availability of such landfill routes would help to ensure that disposal 
capacity at the LLWR is only used for wastes that warrant a more highly engineered 
disposal solution.  This could significantly extend the operational life of the recent vault 
constructed at the LLWR and potentially the lifetime of this specialised radioactive waste 
disposal facility. 
 
WRG believe that Lillyhall should therefore be considered a deliverable disposal solution 
which scores highly when assessed alongside the currently identified preferred and 
reserve sites for very low level radioactive wastes. 
 
WRG question the methodology used to identify both ‘CO36 – Land within Sellafield and 
CO32 – Land adjacent to Sellafield, identified as the reserve site’.  Whilst we appreciate 
the subjective nature of the site appraisal work, it is apparent that a number of Site 
Selection Criteria have still been overlooked and/ or misjudged.  The site appraisal relies 
heavily upon the one factor that the site adjoins the site where decommissioning waste is 
to be generated but does not adequately consider other factors, most importantly the 
site’s deliverability, and does not adequately compare the sustainability of this site 
against others. 
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Waste Recycling Group Limited 
Ground Floor West, 900 Pavilion Drive, Northampton Business Park, Northampton.  NN4 7RG 
Tel: 01604 826 200   Fax: 01604 826 201 (General) www.wrg.co.uk 
 

 
WRG suggests that the scoring of the site should be revisited and the assessment of the 
CO32 site be reconsidered in a clear and transparent manner alongside other alternative 
sites ahead of the Site Allocation Policies and Proposals Map being finalised.  These 
comments still stand. 
 
The NDA identifies a need for fit for purpose management of HV-VLLW in their April 2011 
Strategy and state that following application of the waste hierarchy use of the most 
appropriate and proportionate disposal option should be sought, including diverting waste 
away from the LLWR.  The NDA references further discussion of alternative disposal 
options in the UK Nuclear Industry LLW Strategy which amongst other options (including 
the development of disposal facilities at or adjacent to nuclear licensed sites) identifies 
the option of disposal of HV-VLLW to landfill type facilities.  The UK 2011 Low Level 
Waste Strategic Review (a material consideration) highlights the disposal of VLLW and 
LLW to specified landfill as one of the options that can be considered for wastes with low 
levels of radioactivity and includes a summary of key infrastructure for the management 
of the UK’s LLW which identifies the Lillyhall Landfill Site as a potential facility for the 
disposal of HV-VLLW. 
 
The development of the Lillyhall Landfill Site to accept HV-VLLW from nuclear sites is 
consistent with the identified need for alternative, fit-for-purpose disposal solutions for 
such lower activity wastes.  Adequate disposal capacity is available to accommodate a 
significant proportion of the forecast arisings of HV-VLLW from Sellafield 
decommissioning.  The site is underlain by Quaternary clays and other sediments, which 
provide an effective natural barrier to the migration of radio-nuclides.  The site is at 
sufficient elevation that it will not be affected adversely by the processes of coastal 
erosion and sea-level rise.  A small number of disposals of radioactive waste have been 
made to the site previously under Exemption Orders relating to the Radioactive 
Substances Act 1993, including Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material (NORM) 
produced by the oil and gas industry.  The site therefore has procedures for and 
experience in dealing with radioactive wastes.  Following the receipt of a positive opinion 
from the EC under Article 37 of the Euratom Treaty, the Environment Agency has issued 
a Permit to WRG under the Environmental Permitting Regime 2010 for the disposal of 
HV-VLLW to the Lillyhall Landfill Site. 
 
WRG’s position is that to make the Site Allocations DPD sound there is a need to revisit 
policy 6 to allow for much more flexibility within the policy and to allow for deliverability of 
a policy solution that meets the requirements of the nuclear industry and for a solution 
that does not prejudice the void of the Drigg Repository being filled with very low level 
radioactive material as is the risk with the current policy 6 as currently worded.  The 
VLLW material could quite feasibly be dealt with at Lillyhall Landfill as it is a site available, 
deliverable and sustainable as a solution for dealing with VLLW material.  This also 
accords with National Policy. 
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Waste Recycling Group Limited 
Ground Floor West, 900 Pavilion Drive, Northampton Business Park, Northampton.  NN4 7RG 
Tel: 01604 826 200   Fax: 01604 826 201 (General) www.wrg.co.uk 
 

 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Ian Gorton 
Waste Recycling Group 
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COMMENTS FORM 
 

REGULATION 25 CONSULTATION 

CUMBRIA MINERALS AND WASTE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 
DRAFT SITE ALLOCATIONS POLICIES  

 
COMMENTS NEED TO BE RECEIVED BY THURSDAY 15

TH
 OCTOBER 2009 

 

 

ALLERDALE 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

 
AL 3 Oldside, 
Workington 

 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 
 

AL 5 St Michael’s 
Park, Workington 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

AL 8 Lillyhall waste 
treatment centre, 
Workington. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

AL 17 Solway Road, 
Workington 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

AL 18 Port of 
Workington 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

AL 29 Auction Mart, 
Cockermouth 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

AL 30 Innovia, Wigton Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

AL 31 Lillyhall landfill Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

See comments associated with Site CO32 - 
Land adjacent to Sellafield Site, Seascale. 
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ALLERDALE 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

 
 

AL 32 Siddick 
(safeguarding for 
potential rail siding) 
 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

AL 34 Part of former 
Alcan complex, 
Warrington 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

AL 35 Risehow 
Industrial Estate, 
Flimby 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

M 6 Land between 
Overby and High 
House quarries 
 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

M 24 Derwent Howe 
slag bank 
(safeguarding for 
secondary aggregates) 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

Mineral Safeguarding 
Areas 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 
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BARROW 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

BA 2 Ormsgill Yard 
extended. 
 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

Site BA2 - Ormsgill Yard, Walney Road, 
Barrow-in-Furness  
 
Waste Recycling Group welcomes the 
identification of our site at Ormsgill Yard, Walney 
Road, Barrow-in-Furness as one of the preferred 
sites.  However given the need for waste treatment 
facilities throughout Cumbria, and the apparent 
paucity of sites in and around Barrow-in-Furness, 
we request that it is made clear that the site is 
identified for the range of waste treatment facilities 
including materials recycling facility, mechanical 
biological treatment facility, bulking facility and in-
vessel composting.  There is commentary within 
the text of the Site Appraisal that any new 
proposals will be dealt with at the Planning 
Application stage however it is important that 
clarity is provided at the MWDF Site Allocations 
stage.  
 
Waste Recycling Group accept that the detailed 
proposal would form part of a planning application 
with accompanying Environmental Impact 
Assessment but the site should be identified for 
the full range of waste treatment facilities.  
 
Waste Recycling Group therefore request that the 
site be added to the list within ‘Site Allocation 
Policy 2’. 

BA 10 Goldmire quarry 
for landfill. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

Site BA10 – Goldmire Quarry, Thwaite Flat  
 
BA10 is identified as the only site within the south 
of Cumbria to provide additional non-hazardous 
landfill capacity. The site was not included within 
earlier rounds of consultation. Waste Recycling 
Group disagrees with the allocation as a preferred 
site as this is inappropriate for the uses identified.  
 
When considering the potential acceptability of 
Goldmire Quarry it is important to firstly refer back 
to the Inspectors Report of 1997 into the now time 
expired Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan 
1996 -2006. At paragraph 6.12.41 of that report it 
states that “Despite need for additional landfill 
capacity, no satisfactory sites have been 
identified. Should a satisfactory site not be found 
the result will be a dependence on transfer 
loading to landfill sites elsewhere in the County, 
or outside, with the associated environmental and 
financial costs.” 
 
At paragraph 6.17.2 it states that “The County 
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BARROW 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

Council accepts that it would be desirable to 
identify a site for the disposal of non-inert waste in 
the Furness area for the long term. Moreover, it 
agrees that the ‘proximity principle’ is an 
important principle for sustainable waste 
management. However, there is not sufficient 
evidence to allocate Goldmire Quarry with 
confidence at this time.” The report goes on to 
state that “The position will not be assisted by 
attempting to allocate sites, where there is no clear 
evidence that they can or will be developed, or 
where significant planning constraints remain 
unresolved”.  
 
Covering the specifics of the Goldmire Quarry 
site, the salient points of the Inspectors Report 
are that: 
 
6.18.2 “The Council recognises that it would be 
desirable to allocate sites in the Plan for future 
landfill in Furness.  However, it says, and I agree, 
that there is little benefit in identifying sites unless 
there is a realistic prospect that they can be 
developed and that they are likely to be available 
within a reasonable timescale.  Although landfilling 
in some parts of the Quarry may be feasible at the 
moment, it contains reserves of mineral, mainly 
below the existing floor.  It is not clear that these 
will be worked within the Plan period.” 
 
6.18.3 “In the absence of a proposal it is difficult to 
assess the landscape and visual implications of 
landfill sites.  In addition, the Barrow-in-Furness 
Local Plan identifies the Goldmire Valley as an area 
of Special Landscape Value (a local designation) 
and most of the Quarry lies within an area of local 
natural history interest.  Furthermore, the road 
access is not ideal.  There remains, also, the 
difficulty of constructing a liner up a steep rockface, 
necessary to protect a minor aquifer over which the 
Quarry is located.  On this basis, I agree with the 
Council that it is sensible not to include Goldmire 
Quarry as a potential landfill site in the Plan.  If it 
were included, then I believe it might create a false 
sense of security, and inhibited other proposals 
from coming forward.  The Council indicates, and I 
see no reason to disagree, that the Quarry should 
probably be acceptable for developments ancillary 
to landfill, possibly including composting”.  
 
6.18.5 “In summary, I agree that the Plan should 
not identify Goldmire Quarry as suitable for landfill.  
Before this can be done, the mineral reserves 
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BARROW 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

would have to be won and it will have to be 
demonstrated that any operation has a reasonable 
prospect of satisfying the criteria embodied in the 
relevant policies of the development plan.” 
 
The decision to identify Goldmire Quarry within this 
latest round of consultation is somewhat 
perplexing, and it is unclear why the site has now 
become to be considered acceptable ‘in principle’. 
This is especially given the position of the Head of 
Environment for Cumbria County Council as set 
out within the Report to the May 09 Development 
Control and Regulation Committee into the recent 
Bennett Bank planning application (recommended 
that planning be granted).  At paragraph 2.18 of 
that report its states that “No alternative landfill 
sites have been identified since the last major 
extension at Bennett Bank was granted, on 
appeal, in 1996”. At paragraph 2.20 it comments 
that “It was suggested in the course of the 
discussion at the last committee that it must be 
possible to find an alternative landfill site to replace 
Bennett Bank. However, in the period since the 
last major extension of Bennett Bank was brought 
forward in the mid 1990’s the County Council has 
produced two planning policy documents, the 
Minerals and Waste Local Plan and the Core 
Strategy of the new Minerals and Waste 
Development Framework. Neither of these was 
able to identify a site for non-hazardous landfill 
(Goldmire Quarry was put forward under the 
MWLP but rejected by the Inspector at the Plan 
Inquiry).  
 
The inclusion of Goldmire Quarry at this stage is a 
reactive decision to the refusal of the Bennett Bank 
planning application, and the recognised need for 
additional non-inert landfill capacity within the 
south of the County. It is unclear to what extent a 
landfilling proposal would sterilise consented 
minerals reserves, nor have the technical issues 
identified above been resolved to a degree to merit 
the inclusion of this site as the only landfill within 
the south of the county. Further details on this are 
provided below.  
 
National Planning Policy  
 
Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 10: Planning for 
Sustainable Waste Management at paragraph 2 
states that positive planning has an important role 
in delivering sustainable waste management: by 
providing sufficient opportunities for new waste 
management facilities of the right type, in the right 
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BARROW 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

place and at the right time. Waste Recycling 
Group contest that Goldmire Quarry is neither in 
the right place, nor could it be delivered at the 
right time.  
 
A site in the right place? 
 
Goldmire Quarry is a deep and narrow limestone 
quarry and a detailed technical assessment would 
be needed to establish whether landfilling would 
be practicable and commercially viable.  
 
There are a number of significant technical issues 
with the site which introduce a substantial degree 
of uncertainty as to the deliverability of the site.  
 
The site is located on a Minor Aquifer of local 
significance and the impact of potential long-term 
pollution must be carefully assessed.  The 
Environment Agency Regulatory Guidance Series, 
No LFD 1 details that there may be Minor Aquifer 
situations where groundwater resources have a 
particular local significance (often supporting local 
abstractions), and that objections may be 
sustained from the Environment Agency. The strict 
requirements of the Landfill Directive require the 
installation of a robust geological barrier, an 
artificial sealing liner and active management 
control systems. In this area the limestone is know 
to be massive and fissured so a robust geological 
barrier will be essential.  This is particularly 
relevant to this site given the apparent lack of 
engineering clay reserves, availability of suitable 
material to create a suitable sub-base and 
establish stable gradients within this quarry prior to 
placing engineering materials.   These issues will 
call into question the deliverability of the 
development at this site.   
 
Access constraints to the site are also widely 
accepted, in itself introducing significant planning 
risk to the successful deliverability of this site 
through the planning system.  

 
Site at the right time? 
 
The only permitted landfill capacity within the south 
of the county is at Bennett Bank. The site has a 
consented life until December 2010, however it is 
anticipated that remaining void would be fully 
utilised by circa June 2010. There is a 
demonstrable need for landfill capacity, with the 
recently adopted Core Strategy identifying a need 
for an additional 2 million cubic metres of capacity 
in addition to the void space remaining. There is a 
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BARROW 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

particular shortfall in the south of the County. 
Maximising the potential of Bennett Bank to meet 
this need is the most acceptable and practicable 
option. The likely significant technical constraints 
with the Goldmire Site would hinder its timely 
deliverability, and could certainly not be available 
to meet this need upon the expiry of the Bennett 
Bank planning permission. The resultant outcome 
would be a shortfall in void over the next 4-5 years. 
The choice is not Goldmire Quarry or Bennett 
Bank, it is Bennett Bank or transporting wastes 
considerable distances, including across 
administrative boundaries to Lancashire.  
 
Regional Planning Policy  
 
The North West of England Plan Regional 
Spatial Strategy to 2021 (RSS) provides a 
framework for development and investment over 
the next fifteen to twenty years. The RSS at Policy 
EM13 states that “In considering proposals for 
waste management facilities (including additional 
landfill capacity) the ability of existing established 
sites to meet the needs of the region / sub region 
should be fully explored. Wherever possible such 
sites should be used in preference to other sites 
where waste management activities have not been 
previously located…” 
 
A presumption should therefore be offered to 
Bennett Bank as the existing strategic landfill site 
within the south Cumbria area. Bennett Bank has 
been excluded on application specific details which 
are currently subject to a Section 78 appeal. 
Goldmire Quarry should not be promoted above, 
and as an alternative to Bennett Bank, until that 
appeal has been heard and the specifics of the 
development fully considered.  
 
Sub-Regional Policy  
 
Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development 
Framework Generic Development Control 
Policies  
 
Policy DC2 sets out the general criteria against 
which applications will be considered. Minerals 
and Waste proposals are required to demonstrate 
that (amongst others); issues of ground stability 
have been addressed, consideration to the extent 
that adverse effects can be controlled through 
sensitive siting and design. There are significant 
environmental issues with the Goldmire site and 
considerable uncertainty over its deliverability 
within the required timescales. 
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BARROW 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

 
Local Policy  
 
Barrow Borough Local Plan Review.  
 
Goldmire Valley is designated as a Local 
Landscape whereby development that would be 
detrimental to their distinctive character as Local 
Landscapes will not be allowed. This matter was 
raised at the previous Minerals and Waste Local 
Plan Inquiry. This remains a key issue. Goldmire 
Valley is also within an area of Local Natural 
History which requires special protection, again 
discussed at the previous Inquiry when the site 
was dismissed. The scoring criteria adopted by the 
Council in their site selection process does not 
accurately reflect this position. 

 
Is the Plan Sound? 

 
In conclusion, and having regard to the above, it is 
important to consider whether the Development 
Plan Document is ‘sound’. Planning Policy 
Statement 12 states that “To be “sound” DPDs 
should be justified and effective and consistent 
with National Policy. ‘Justified’ means that the 
document must be founded on a robust and 
credible evidence base and the most appropriate 
strategy when considered against the reasonable 
alternatives. ‘Effective’ means that the document 
must be deliverable, flexible, able to be monitored.  
 
Taking each in turn it is clear that there are failings 
with the proposed allocation of Goldmire Quarry, 
with its inclusion resulting in the Plan being 
considered to be unsound. Its inclusion is not 
‘justified’ as the reasonable, and preferable 
alternative site at Bennett Bank Landfill has not 
been correctly considered. Bennett Bank has been 
discounted not because the site isn’t acceptable ‘in 
principle’, but because an application was refused 
against officer recommendation and is currently 
subject to a s78 appeal. The now inclusion of 
Goldmire Quarry is a reaction to that situation, 
without first having regard to the credible evidence 
base. Secondly, as demonstrated above, the Plan 
would not be ‘effective’ as this allocation is unlikely 
to be deliverable, and certainly not within the 
required timescales, and nor does the identification 
of this site alone provide for the required flexibility 
to meet landfill requirements in the south of the 
county.  
 
In conclusion, Goldmire Quarry should be 
discounted from further consideration due to its 
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BARROW 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

clear failings. It’s continued inclusion as the only 
site providing landfill capacity within the south of 
the county would result in the Plan being unsound. 
Site allocation BA23 should not be discounted 
from consideration as a suitable site to meet an 
identified need, until such time as the application 
specific matters of the proposed Bennett Bank 
extension have been considered through the s78 
appeal process.  Bennett Bank is an existing 
landfill site, benefiting from associated 
infrastructure and landfill development. The site is 
suitable ‘in principle’ whereby the specifics of the 
development should be considered through the 
planning application process. 
 

BA 24 Sowerby Woods 
Business Park. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

BA 25 Haws View 
Industrial Estate 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

M 5 High Greenscoe 
quarry extension: Area 
of Search 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

M 27 Roose sand 
quarry: Preferred Area 
(existing planning 
permission area). 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

 

Mineral Safeguarding 
Areas 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 
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CARLISLE 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

CA 11 Willowholme Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

CA 24 Hespin Wood Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

CA 28 Rockcliffe Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

CA 29 Heathlands Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

CA 30 Kingmoor Road Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

CA 31 Kingmoor Park 
East 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

M 7 Low Gelt quarry 
extension: Area of 
Search 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

M 8 Cardewmires 
quarry extension: 
Area of Search 
 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 
 

M 10 Silvertop quarry 
extension: Area of 
Search 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

Mineral Safeguarding 
Areas. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 
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COPELAND 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

CO 1 Whitehaven 
Commercial Park. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

CO 11 Bridge End 
Industrial Estate, 
Egremont 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

CO 12 Beckermet No 1 
Pit Industrial Estate 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

CO 32 Land adjacent 
to Sellafield 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

Site CO 32 - Land adjacent to Sellafield Site, 
Seascale 
 
It is somewhat surprising to see that the Council 
has identified a specific site for very low level 
radioactive wastes derived from decommissioning.  
This appears to be contrary to the approach 
referenced within the recent Core Strategy 
Inspector’s Report.  It was Waste Recycling 
Group’s understanding that the policies relating to 
the disposal of VLLW would be amended once 
greater certainty had been provided through the 
release of National and Regional policies.   
 

Waste Recycling Group would like to specifically 
raise the following comments about the site 
appraisal carried out. 
 
The Site Appraisal sheet for the land adjacent to 
Sellafield appears to negatively score a range of 
criteria and also raises a number of uncertain 
areas requiring further work.     
 
Proximity to waste arisings – it is apparent that 
the site does adjoin the Sellafield complex where 
substantial volumes of decommissioning wastes 
will be generated.  Much of this waste will be 
classed as High Volume Very Low Level and Low 
Level Radioactive Wastes.   
 
Although the site is adjacent to the Sellafield 
complex it is too simplistic to simply promote the 
site on this basis alone and must be subject to a 
Sustainability Appraisal alongside other potential 
sites.  There are other nearby sites which are 
better placed to accept certain volumes of specific 
decommissioning wastes, such as future phases of 
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Lillyhall Landfill.  As with other sites in the 
Preferred Options Report, the Sellafield site must 
be the subject of robust assessment to ensure that 
the right site is proposed.   
 
Accessibility – the site appears to be constrained 
from an access perspective and it will be important 
that the feasibility of access be considered at the 
Preferred Options stage.  Clearly this will 
significantly influence deliverability of the facility.   
 
It is noted that the site scores positively for its rail 
access potential however the waste will be derived 
locally so rail access should not be deemed such a 
significant factor.   
 
Sequential Approach – the site proposed is 
currently Greenfield.  The MWDF Preferred 
Options must consider the feasibility of delivering 
such a scheme.  Assuming the development to be 
a landraise then this will present significant 
landscape/ visual, ecology and environmental 
control issues.   
 
The North West of England Plan Regional Spatial 
Strategy, Policy EM13 states that “in considering 
proposals for waste management facilities 
(including additional landfill capacity) the ability of 
existing established sites to meet the needs of the 
region / sub region should be fully explored. 
Wherever possible such sites should be used in 
preference to other sites where waste 
management activities have not been previously 
located”.  The proposed facility adjoining Sellafield 
would be a new waste disposal facility and, unless 
clearly demonstrated to be otherwise, contrary to 
this adopted regional policy.   
 
Waste Recycling Group question why the site has 
scored positively for the waste management/ 
employment use allocation as it does not currently 
benefit from a formal designation within the 
Copeland Local Plan.  Waste Recycling Group 
suggests that this score should be negative and be 
consistent with the approach taken at other sites in 
a similar position.   
 
As identified previously, Waste Recycling Group 
believe that there are other sites which will score 
more positively on the sequential approach, and 
other criteria, than the proposed site adjoining 
Sellafield.  A sites such as Lillyhall offers readily 
accessible void and significant potential for future 
development as identified in the Report.  The site 
accords more closely with Regional Policies which 
advocate the sequential approach and maximising 
void available at existing facilities which are 
located in good locations.   
 
Deliverability – it appears that there is ‘too much 
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uncertainty to allocate a score’ to this criteria, 
thereby requiring further work.  Given there is this 
level of uncertainty it would be prudent for the 
Waste Planning Authority to consider the 
identification of other sites which could accept 
locally derived decommissioning wastes into the 
future.   
 
Deliverability is a critical issue with any waste 
management facility and one which the Authority is 
right to carefully consider.  The under-allocation of 
sites can further compound the issue of 
deliverability and thereby undermine the aims of 
the MWDF Site Allocations.   
 
Waste Recycling Group question the level of 
consultation undertaken with the landowner and 
why a level of certainty has not been attached to 
this score. 
 
Flood Risk – part of the eastern side of the site 
appears to be located within a fluvial flood zone of 
tributaries of the River Calder. 
 
Given the site’s location on the coast it will also be 
important to consider the potential for sea level 
rise which may lead to an increased level of flood 
risk.    
 
Further advice should be sought from the 
Environment Agency to determine their Policy 
stance on this issue. 
 
Environmental Assets 
 
Ecological features – the site appears to score 
very negatively against local ecological interests, 
including the proximity of nearby UK Priority 
Habitats along with evidence of important 
Protected Species.  Waste Recycling Group 
suggests that to reflect the location of the site a 
‘xx’ score should be identified.  
 
It is important to also identify the nearby River 
Ehen and River Calder designated water related 
Special Areas of Conservation (SAC).  Given the 
proximity of the proposed site to these SACs any 
permissions which may have an impact on the 
environment will need to be the subject of a 
detailed Appropriate Assessment.  The Site 
Appraisal fails to identify the Designated Sites.  
This should be considered as part of the MWDF.   
 
Groundwater Protection – the Sellafield area is 
underlain by the Sherwood Sandstone Group 
which is classified by the Environment Agency as 
a major aquifer of regional importance.  Above the 
Sherwood Sandstone are variable thicknesses of 
glacial and post-glacial deposits, which are 
physically highly variable but largely consist of 
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porous sands and gravel.  It is understood that 
there is hydraulic connectivity between the solid 
and drift deposits and potentially with the nearby 
rivers.  There are a number of springs identified 
both on the site and in the vicinity of the proposed 
site.  The glacial and post-glacial sand and gravel 
deposits are classified as minor aquifers by the 
Environment Agency and could support a number 
of locally significant small abstractions.   
 
It is important that this asset of the site is 
recognised and used to inform the overall Site 
Appraisal.  The Landfill Location criterion is a 
fundamental element of the Landfill Directive must 
be carefully assessed and fed into the deliverability 
assessment criteria.     
 
Geology – the site is underlain by Quaternary 
deposits and Sherwood Sandstone which form 
important local and regional aquifers.  Given the 
variability of the glacial and post-glacial deposits it 
is unlikely that there are any deposits beneath the 
site which could be considered suitable robust 
geological barriers.  In order for the site to be 
deliverable there would need to be a significant 
import of suitable engineering materials at 
substantial cost placing increased strain upon the 
infrastructure network.  This is likely to impact 
upon the deliverability of the site.  The suitability of 
the geological setting for waste disposal should 
form an important part of the Site Appraisal and 
reflected in the Sustainability Appraisal.   
 
Alternative sites should be considered and 
appraised accordingly.   
   
Economic Potential – Waste Recycling Group 
question why the site scores so highly for this 
criterion.  The site will employ relatively few 
addition employees and whilst be accept scoring is 
subjective it must be consistent and stand up to 
scrutiny.  The score allocated should be consistent 
with other landfill extensions, such as AL31 and 
CO33, and be awarded a ‘�’ score.   
 
Sustainability Appraisal 
Waste Recycling Group consider that the Plan fails 
to carry out an adequate sustainability appraisal of 
each of the sites identified, along with the other 
potential sites identified on the ‘long list’ of 
possible sites.   
 
On the assumption that a sustainability appraisal 
has taken place of all possible VLLW disposal 
sites, Waste Recycling Group request a copy of 
the Sustainability Appraisal conducted for the 
‘CO32 – Land Adjacent to the Sellafield site’, 
‘AL31 - Lillyhall Landfill Site, Lillyhall’ and ‘CO31 - 
Keekle Head’, along with any other considered 
sites for waste disposal.   
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Conclusion 
In conclusion, Waste Recycling Group question 
the methodology used to identify the ‘CO32 – Land 
adjacent to Sellafield Site, Seascale’.  Whilst we 
appreciate the subjective nature of the site 
appraisal work, it is apparent that a number of Site 
Selection Criteria have been overlooked and/ or 
misjudged.  The site appraisal relies heavily upon 
one factor (that the site adjoins the site where 
decommissioning waste is to be generated) but 
does not adequately consider other factors and 
does not adequately compare the sustainability of 
this site against others.   
 
Waste Recycling Group suggests that the scoring 
of the site should be revisited and the assessment 
of the CO32 site be reconsidered in a clear and 
transparent manner alongside other alternative 
sites.   

CO 34 Redhills 
(extended), Millom. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

CO 35 the Low Level 
Waste Repository 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

M 15 Peel Place quarry 
extension: Area of 
Search 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

M 17 Ghyll Scaur 
quarry extension: Area 
of Search 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

M 22 Birkhams 
buiding stone quarry 
extension: Area of 
Search 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

M 31 Salthouse 
(safeguarding for 
potential rail siding) 
 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

Mineral Safeguarding 
Areas. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 
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EDEN 
 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

ED 1 Blencowe 
quarry. 
 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 
 

ED 7 Thackwood clay 
pit for landfill. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

ED 10 Crosscroft 
Industrial Estate, 
Appleby. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

ED 31 Flusco waste 
management complex. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

ED 33 Tebay, former 
rail siding 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

M 18 Stamphill 
Preferred Area for 
gypsum. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 

 
 
 
 

 

Mineral Safeguarding 
Areas. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 
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SOUTH LAKELAND 

Commenting on: site  Response – 
tick box 

If you disagree please say why . 

SL 1A Kendal Fell 
quarry 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

SL 1B land adjacent to 
Kendal Fell quarry 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

M 30 Roan Edge 
quarry extension Area 
of Search. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 

 
 
 
 
 

Mineral Safeguarding 
Areas. 

Agree          � 
Disagree     � 
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.  
 

Personal Details  Agents Details (if applicable) 

Title Mr  

First Name James  

Last Name Cook  

Job Title (if any) Estates Manager (NW)  

Organisation (if 
any) Waste Recycling 

Group Ltd 

 

Address line 1 

Barton House 
 

Line 2 

Darland Lane 
 

Line 3 
Lavister 

 

Line 4 Nr Wrexham  

Post Code LL12 0EL  

Telephone Number 07920 823792  

E- Mail Address james.cook@wrg.co.uk  

 
 
Thank you very much for responding to the Minerals and Waste Development 
Framework Draft Site Allocations Policies Preferred Options:  
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Richard Evans 

Principal Planning Officer 

Cumbria County Council 

County Offices 

Kendal  

LA9 4RQ 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Office Number:  01244 572524 

Fax Number:  01244 579200 

Mobile No: 07920 823792 

Email:  james.cook@wrg.co.uk 

  

  

7
th
 February 2010 Cumbria/ MWDF/ JC070210 

  

 

Dear Richard, 

 

SITE ALLOCATIONS POLICIES & PROPOSALS MAP (REGULATION 27) 

CONSULTATION 
 

Waste Recycling Group Ltd (WRG) welcomes the opportunity to comment upon the Regulation 

27 consultation on Cumbria County Council’s Minerals and Waste Development Framework 

(MWDF).   

 

WRG is assured to see the identification of Kendal Fell Quarry and Lillyhall Waste Management 

Centre as ‘preferred sites’ for future waste management facilities, along with the Willowholme 

facility which has been identified as a ‘reserve site’.  We are also content to see that the Ormsgill 

Yard site has been reassessed as part of the site search work and the Waste Planning Authority 

consider that “…there may be potential for these, it is not considered necessary to identify an 

existing site in these policies.  The matters are considered to be ones for the planning application 

process rather than these site allocations policies.”   

 

WRG continue to be committed to offering the sites proposed and ensuring the delivery of 

sustainable waste management throughout Cumbria.   

 

However we would also like to make a number of comments about our sites at Bennett Bank 

(BA23) and Lillyhall (AL31).  We trust that the comments will be considered alongside the 

various comments made during submissions to previous consultations associated with the MWDF.   

 

SITE ALLOCATIONS POLICY 4 – ADDITIONAL NON-INERT LANDFILL CAPACITY 

 

SITE AT BENNETT BANK (REFERENCE BA23) 

 

Bennett Bank Landfill Site continues to provide valuable void for the disposal of municipal solid 

waste derived from the South of Cumbria.   

 

WRG understands that it the Councils view that additional sites need to be sought because of the 

refusal of planning permission at Bennett Bank. WRG disagree with this in that the purpose of the 

plan is to identify sites that are ‘suitable in principle’ to meet the additional need for landfill 
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capacity. The Bennett Bank planning application was refused on application specific details and 

does not reflect on the site as being unsuitable.   It is apparent from the MWDF Regulation 25 and 

27 consultations that site search work has been unsuccessful in identifying a feasible alternative 

site.  The current consultation identifies Goldmire Quarry as a ‘reserve site’ for future non-inert 

landfill thus leaving the South of Cumbria without a ‘preferred site’.  Clearly this is not an 

acceptable solution particularly when considering the details of the adopted Core Strategy which 

identified a need for approximately an extra 2 million cubic metres of landfill void to 2020, in 

addition to that already consented.  The Core Strategy also emphasized the urgent need for landfill 

void in the south of the County and the need to reduce the need to transport waste significant 

distance, either to other areas of the County or beyond the County boundaries. 

 

As with the Regulation 25 consultation WRG questions the reasons for failing to identify the 

Bennett Bank site as a preferred site for future landfill in Cumbria.  It is considered that, when an 

systematic, consistent and transparent site assessment is conducted Bennett Bank significantly 

outperforms other competing sites.  Previous work completed by the Waste Planning Authority as 

part of the earlier Core Strategy consultations, to identify the site for future void capacity still 

remains valid.  The scoring criteria adopted by the Council in the site selection process do not 

accurately reflect the position at Bennett Bank.  There are serious issues associated with the 

deliverability of other sites identified in the consultation, such as access issues, technical 

reservations and concerns from key consultees, which are not issues at Bennett Bank.   

 

Whilst the proposed Bennett Bank landfill extension scheme is currently awaiting a decision from 

the Planning Inspectorate following the recent Public Inquiry, the site should still be identified 

within the Site Allocations Policies and Proposals Map as a preferred site for landfill disposal.  In 

our opinion the site is acceptable ‘in principle’ and the reasons for refusal of planning permission 

by the Council relate to the specifics of the scheme rather than the acceptability of the site to meet 

the identified need. WRG defended this position at the recent Public Inquiry. Whilst not pre-

judging the Planning Inspector’s decision, should the appeal be dismissed then it may be possible 

for an alternative scheme to be presented through a revised planning application addressing any 

shortfalls in the previously submitted scheme.  It became apparent during the recent Public Inquiry 

that the landfilling of the southern extension phase was the only significant area of disagreement 

between parties.  Should a scheme be presented which minimizes this conflict then such an 

opportunity should be given, rather than excluded, through the Site Allocations Policies and 

Proposals Map.   

 

WRG draws your attention to the comments made in response to the Regulation 25 consultation 

and specifically that “…Bennett Bank has been discounted not because the site isn’t acceptable ‘in 

principle’, but because an application was refused against officer recommendation and is 

currently subject to a Section 78 appeal.  The now inclusion of Goldmire Quarry [as a reserve site 

in the Regulation 27 consultation] is a reaction to that situation, without first having regard to the 

credible evidence base.  Secondly, as demonstrated above, the Plan would not be ‘effective’ as this 

allocation is unlikely to be deliverable, and certainly not within the required timescales, and nor 

does the identification of this site alone provide for the required flexibility to meet landfill 

requirements in the south of the county.”  These comments, along with the other comments 

detailed in the Regulation 25 consultation response, still remain relevant and have not yet been 

addressed.     

hayton-swindleh
Text Box
5



 

 

 

SITE ALLOCATIONS POLICY 5 – LOW LEVEL AND VERY LOW LEVEL 

RADIOACTIVE WASTE 

 

SITE AT LILLYHALL (REFERENCE AL31) 

 

WRG’s Lillyhall site has been identified as a site which is potentially suitable for a resource 

recovery park, including waste treatment, recovery and disposal facilities.  Established facilities 

already exist at the site including a waste treatment centre, materials recycling with co-located 

hazardous and non-hazardous landfill sites.   

 

WRG draws the Waste Planning Authority’s attention to the comments made in the Regulation 25 

consultation response (copy attached).  The concerns identified about the methodology for 

identifying the Sellafield sites (both CO36 – Land within Sellafield and CO32 – Land adjacent to 

Sellafield identified as the reserve site) still remain in the Regulation 27 consultation.  The 

negative scoring associated with the two Sellafield sites is clearly overridden by the proximity to 

the waste arisings.   

 

Whilst WRG understand the preference of Cumbria County Council that wastes be managed 

within the Sellafield complex it is important that the Site Allocations document identifies a 

sustainable and deliverable solution.  The Regulation 27 consultation document states that 

“…there is uncertainty about whether land can be made available there. In order to make this 

position clearer, Sellafield is now identified as the first preference site and land next to it as the 

reserve or contingency if the wastes cannot be managed within Sellafield.”  This is a very risky 

position to adopt and provides no security that a disposal facility will be delivered in a timely 

manner.  WRG considers that there is a need to identify an alternative route for very low level 

wastes derived from decommissioning works.  An alternative site be identified which is the best 

solution from a sustainability perspective and importantly is deliverable.   

 

The Waste Planning Authority is aware that WRG is in the latter stage of an application which will 

allow the well established Lillyhall site to accept very low level wastes derived from 

decommissioning activities.  In accordance with Regional Spatial Strategy Policy EM 13, in 

considering proposals for new facilities, preference should be given to using established waste 

sites.  WRG believe that Lillyhall should therefore be considered a deliverable disposal solution 

which scores highly when assessed alongside the currently identified preferred and reserve sites 

for very low level radioactive wastes.   

 

In conclusion, WRG question the methodology used to identify both ‘CO36 – Land within 

Sellafield and CO32 – Land adjacent to Sellafield, identified as the reserve site’.  Whilst we 

appreciate the subjective nature of the site appraisal work, it is apparent that a number of Site 

Selection Criteria have been overlooked and/ or misjudged.  The site appraisal relies heavily upon 

the one factor that the site adjoins the site where decommissioning waste is to be generated but 

does not adequately consider other factors, most importantly the site’s deliverability, and does not 

adequately compare the sustainability of this site against others.   

 

WRG suggests that the scoring of the site should be revisited and the assessment of the CO32 site 

be reconsidered in a clear and transparent manner alongside other alternative sites ahead of the Site 

Allocation Policies and Proposals Map being finalised. 
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Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

 

James Cook 

Estates Manager (North West) 
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From: Page, Edward on behalf of Development Control - Planning Dept address 
Sent: 07 November 2011 09:38 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Cc: Evans, Richard G; Brett, Sue A 
Subject: FW: Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework Site Allocations 
From: TownPlanning LNW  
Sent: 04 November 2011 12:06 
To: 'mwdf@cumbria.gov.uk' 
Subject: Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework Site Allocations
 
FAO RICHARD EVANS
CUMBRIA MINERALS AND WASTE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK - SITE ALLOCATIONS 
POLICIES AND PROPOSALS MAP REPEATED REGULATION 27 CONSULTATIONS
 
Richard
 
Thank you for consulting Network Rail on the above policy consultation.
 
In regard to the above Network Rail has the following comments to issue to the council.
 
LEVEL CROSSINGS:
 
Should the council have a proposal / planning application as a result of the site allocations policy 
consultaiton or should any proposal for minerals and waste be submitted the council should examine the 
application for impacts upon Network Rail’s level crossings. I would like to bring to the coucnil’s attention 
that a proposal site need not be next to or close to a level crossing for the type and amount of traffic to 
increase over the level crossing and that level crossings could be impacted by increased frequency or 
indeed initial usage by HGVs frquently associated by such mining schemes or by any new users of any 
proposed sites. 
 
May I remind the council that under Schedule 5 (f)(ii) of the Town & Country Planning 
(Development Management Procedure) Order, 2010 requires that….
            “Where any proposed development is likely to result in a material increase in 
volume or a material change in the character of traffic using any type of level 
crossing over a railway (public footpath, public or private road) the Planning 
Authority’s Highway Engineer must submit details to both Her Majesty’s Railway 
Inspectorate and Network Rail for separate approval.” 
 
Therefore the council has a statutory duty to flag to Network Rail any form of development that may impact 
upon the level crossing. Any development that may take place in the Cumbria CC area in connection with 
any mining or waste proposals must be flagged up to Network Rail and the ORR for investigation and 
review.  
 
Network Rail reserves the right to object to any proposal that may adversely impact upon a level crossing.
 
We would request that as part of the site allocation policy that the council includes (or agrees to include in 
principle) as policy the need for any minerals and waste sites to be examined with a view to their effect 
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upon any Network Rail level crossings as above. And that the developers / applicants for any sites should 
via S106 contributions provide financial support for the enhancement of any impacted level crossing. This 
may include enhancing the type of level crossing, or fully contributing to its closure and replacement 
bridges, footbridges or underpasses as deemed necessary by Network Rail.
 
In addition, Network Rail will seek to protect their interests/infrastructure from the potential impacts of 
mineral extraction and waste management operations, so we do not put forward sites for consideration 
due to the potential high risk impact of mining, minerals extraction and waste on the railway land and 
infrastructure. Network Rail is prepared to meet with applicants to discuss significant proposals prior to the 
submission of planning applications. It is requested that Network Rail is consulted on all planning 
applications for minerals and waste management proposals within 250 metres of the boundary with 
Network Rail owned land and any operational railway land.
 
Regards
 
Diane Clarke
Town Planning Technician LNW
Network Rail
 
Please send all Notifications and Consultations to TownPlanning.LNW@networkrail.co.uk or by 
post to Network Rail, Town Planning Team LNW, 1st Floor, Square One,  4 Travis 
Street, Manchester, M1 2NY
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From: Evans, Richard G 
Sent: 11 November 2011 15:05 
To: 'Townplanning.LNW@networkrail.co.uk' 
Cc: Brett, Sue A; Mason, Maggie M; Fairlamb, Iain 
Subject: Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework Site Allocations 

Policies 
 
Fao Diane Clarke 
 
RGE/p.334/26 
 
11 November 2011 
 
Dear Diane, 
 

Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Site Allocations Policies Repeated Reg 27 Consultations 

 
Thank you for your email of 7 November concerning the above Policies. 
 
Our copy of the Development Management Procedure Order 2010. and the one 
on a relevant independent legal website that we use, have different wording for 
Schedule 5 (f) (ii) to that which you have quoted and I am not aware of a recent 
update.  I shall be grateful if you can correct me if I am wrong about this. 
 
In accordance with our copy of the Order, the operator of the network and the 
Secretary of State for Transport have to be consulted and this has been the case 
for a long time.  The requirement is where there would be an increase or a 
material change in the traffic using a level crossing, I am not aware of a 
requirement to consult on all minerals and waste proposals. 
 
Your request with regard to the content of the Site Allocations Policies will be 
reported to Cabinet and County Council for consideration as one of the 
consultation responses.  It will also be included in the Pre-submission 
Consultations Statement that is required to be submitted to the Secretary of 
State.  As you will be aware, anyone making representations is given the 
opportunity to make them in person to the Inspector during the Hearing in Public 
sessions' part of the Examination process for submitted development plan 
documents. 
 
In the meantime, my personal opinion is that it would be inappropriate to include 
a policy that reiterates what is an existing statutory requirement with regard to 
level crossings.  I also feel that the possible S.106 measures that you mention 
could be relevant considerations for a planning application, but would be difficult 
to set out as a development plan policy. 
 
We will give further consideration to your request to be consulted on all minerals 
and waste management planning application proposals within 250 metres of 
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operational railway land. 
 
I am not sure I understand what the purpose would be, in terms of material 
planning considerations, of your request to be consulted within the same 
distance of other Network Rail owned land. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
Richard Evans 
 
Team Leader 
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From: Alder, Lindsay [lindsay.alder@highways.gsi.gov.uk] 
Sent: 08 November 2011 15:36 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework; Evans, Richard G 
Subject: Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework, Site Allocations Policies and 
Proposals Map, Repeated regulation 27 Consultations 
Dear Mr Evans
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above documents.
 
I have had a look through the revised sites and can inform you that the Agency has no further 
comment to make with regard to this document.
 
It is recognised that where any of the sites are next to the Strategic Road Network, Transport 
Assessments will have to be carried out for planning application proposals.  This would need to 
assess, among other matters, whether improvements would be necessary.
 
Please feel free to contact me if I can be of any further assistance.
 
Regards Lindsay
 
 
Lindsay Alder, Assistant Asset Manager 
Highways Agency | Piccadilly Gate | Store Street | Manchester | M1 2WD 
Tel: +44 (0) 161 9305642 | Mobile: + 44 (0) 7796192350 
Web: http://www.highways.gov.uk 
GTN: 4315 5642  
 
Safe roads, Reliable journeys, Informed travellers 
Highways Agency, an Executive Agency of the Department for Transport. 
 
 
The original of this email was scanned for viruses by the Government Secure Intranet virus scanning 
service supplied by Cable&Wireless Worldwide in partnership with MessageLabs. (CCTM Certificate 
Number 2009/09/0052.) On leaving the GSi this email was certified virus free. 
Communications via the GSi may be automatically logged, monitored and/or recorded for legal purposes. 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. 
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email  
______________________________________________________________________ 
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From: Claire Streather [clairestreather@coal.gov.uk] on behalf of The Coal Authority-Planning 
[PlanningConsultation@coal.gov.uk] 
Sent: 08 November 2011 15:52 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Subject: Site Allocations Polices and Proposals Map 
Dear Richard Evans
 
Thank you for consulting The Coal Authority on the above.  
 
Having reviewed your document, I confirm that we have no specific comments to make on this 
document at this stage.
 
We look forward to receiving your emerging planning policy related documents; preferably in an 
electronic format.  For your information, we can receive documents via our generic email address 
planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk, on a CD/DVD, or a simple hyperlink which is emailed to our 
generic email address and links to the document on your website.  
 
Alternatively, please mark all paper consultation documents and correspondence for the attention of 
Planning and Local Authority Liaison.
 
Should you require any assistance please contact a member of Planning and Local Authority Liaison at 
The Coal Authority on our direct line (01623 637 119).
 
Regards

Claire Streather
Admin Officer
Planning and Local Authority Liaison 

The Coal Authority
*        200 Lichfield Lane, Berry Hill, Mansfield, Nottinghamshire NG18 4RG

'  Planning Enquiries: 01623 637 119

9  Planning Email: planningconsultation@coal.gov.uk

8        Website: www.coal.gov.uk/services/planning

 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. 
For more information please visit http://www.messagelabs.com/email  
______________________________________________________________________ 
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From: Tipple, Kevin [Kevin.Tipple@northumberland.gov.uk] 
Sent: 15 November 2011 08:47 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Subject: Site Allocation Policies and Proposals Map - Regulation 27 consultation 
Dear Sirs
 
Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework
Site Allocation Policies and Proposals Map
Repeated Regulation 27 consultation
 
Thank you for consulting Northumberland County Council on the draft Site Allocations Policies 
Development Plan Document and Proposal Map for the Cumbria Minerals and Waste 
Development Framework.
 
With regards to the presentation of the Mineral Consultation Areas, Part 4 of the Proposals 
Map shows Mineral Consultation Areas within the administrative area of Northumberland 
County Council. Parts of these Mineral Consultation Areas extend into Northumberland for 
over 3 kilometres. A minor amendment should be made to the Proposals Map to revise the 
extent of the Mineral Consultation Areas to ensure they do not extend into the administrative 
area of Northumberland County Council.
 
If you would like to discuss this comment in any more detail, please do not hesitate to contact 
me.
 
Yours faithfully
 
Kevin Tipple
Planning Officer
Planning Strategy
Local Services Group
Northumberland County Council
County Hall
Morpeth
Northumberland
NE61 2EF
 
Telephone: 01670 533988
Fax: 01670 533409
 
Email: Kevin.Tipple@northumberland.gov.uk
Website: www.northumberland.gov.uk
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Northumberland made the following annotations 
--------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Northumberland added fact: Now You Can Do It Online ! 
We are committed to making all of our services easy to access and easy to use online. We have grouped 
together our most popular online requests: Library Books, School Admissions, Household Waste Pass, 
Reporting Road Issues and more...  
Go to: http://www.northumberland.gov.uk 
 
Northumberland added disclaimer: This email is intended solely for the individual or individuals to 
whom it is addressed, and may contain confidential and/or privileged material. If you are not the 
intended recipient you are notified that disclosing, copying, distributing or taking any action in reliance 
on the contents of this email is prohibited. If you receive this email in error, please contact the sender 
and delete the email from any computer. All email communication may be subject to recording and/or 
monitoring in accordance with internal policy and relevant legislation. 
Please, consider your environmental responsibility. Before printing this e-mail ask yourself: "Do I need 
a hard copy?" 
 
--------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. 
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From: Brett, Sue A 
Sent: 21 November 2011 10:38 
To: 'Tipple, Kevin' 
Subject: Cumbria Site Allocation Policies and Proposals Map - Regulation 27 consultation 
 
Attachments: Minerals Consultation Areas proposed protocol - 110325.doc; MCA-Checklist(110508)-
DRAFT.xls; Statutory Class Codes - Carlisle City Council May 2011.doc 
Hello Kevin
 
thanks for your e-mail concerning our Site Allocations Policies consultation.
 
Further to our telephone conversation on 15 November, I confirm that we are looking again at how to 
handle our Mineral Consultation Areas at the County boundary.  We certainly will need to cut the 
MCAs back where the British Geological Survey data crosses the boundary to the extent you note 
(3km).  There needs to be discussion with your authority (and with North Yorkshire, Durham and 
Lancashire) about whether we have a 250m MCA buffer that crosses the boundary - that would be our 
intention at the moment.
 
As I said last week, we have had discussions earlier this year with our District Councils, and the Lake 
District National Park Authority, about a protocol for planning applications that they receive, which fall 
into our MCA.  Obviously, your situation is different as a Unitary Authority, but I attach some data that 
may be of use to you, when you consider your Mineral Safeguarding Areas and other Local Authority 
MCAs at the Northumberland boundaries.
 
I hope the attachments are quite straightforward, but if you have any questions, please get back to me.
 
Regards,
 
Sue Brett
Minerals & Waste Policy Team
Cumbria County Council
01539-713409
sue.brett@cumbria.gov.uk
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From: Shaw, Liz [Liz.Shaw@enwl.co.uk] 
Sent: 17 November 2011 12:07 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Cc: Richard.Evans@cumbira.gov.uk 
Subject: Your ref: RGE/P334-26 Our ref: PA938 Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework  
 
Attachments: PA938 RGE-Pee4-26.xls 
F.a.o Richard Evans
 
With regards to the reference above please find attached our letter of response.  Please note also that the details have 
been passed onto our Estates and Wayleaves department in Kendal.
 
Many thanks
 
Regards
 
Liz Shaw
Electricity North West
Commercial Section
Oldham WWTW
 
Tel: 0161 909 8807
liz.shaw@enwl.co.uk
 
THINK BEFORE 
YOU PRINT====================================================================== 

The information contained in this email is intended only for the individual to whom it is addressed. It may contain legally privileged 
or confidential 
information or otherwise be exempt from disclosure. If you have received this message in error or there are any problems, 
please notify the sender  
immediately and delete the message from your computer. YOU MUST NOT use, disclose, copy or alter this message for 
any unauthorized purpose. 
Neither Electricity North West Limited nor any of its subsidiaries will be liable for any direct, special, indirect or 
consequential damages 
as a result of any virus being passed on, or arising from the alteration of the contents of this message by a third party. 
 
Electricity North West Limited 
304 Bridgewater Place, Birchwood Park  
Warrington WA3 6XG, Registered in England and Wales  
Registration No 02366949  
=========================================================================================== 

 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. 
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Richard Evans
Cumbria County Council
Environment Directorate
Planning and Sustainability
County Offices
Kendal
LA9 4RQ

Richard.Evans@cumbria.gov.uk

Your Ref: RGE/P334-26 Direct Line 0161 909 8807

Our Ref: PA938 Cumbria Direct Fax 0161 909 8891

liz.shaw@enwl.co.uk

Date: 17th November 2011

Dear Richard

Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework

 We have considered the above planning application submitted on  21/10/2011
and find it could have an impact on our infrastructure.

The development is shown to be adjacent to or affect Electricity North West operational land 
or electricity distribution assets.  Where the development is adjacent to operational land the 
applicant must ensure that the development does not encroach over either the land or any 
ancillary rights of access or cable easements.  If planning permission is granted the applicant 
should verify such details by contacting Electricity North West Limited, Estates and 
Wayleaves, Frederick Road, Salford, Manchester M6 6QH.

The applicant should be advised that great care should be taken at all times to protect both 
the electrical apparatus and any personnel working in its vicinity.   

The applicant should also be referred to two relevant documents produced by the Health and 
Safety Executive, which are available from The Stationary Office Publications Centre and 
The Stationary Office Bookshops, and advised to follow the guidance given.

The documents are as follows: -
HS(G) 47 - Avoiding danger from underground services. 
GS 6 - Avoidance of danger from overhead electric lines.

Electricity North West 
Oldham WWTW
The Causeway,
Oldham Broadway Business Park
Chadderton, Oldham
OL9 9XD

it d tiliti

Electricity North West Services Limited is a wholly owned  
subsidiary of Electricity North West Limited .   Electricity 
North West Services Limited Registered in England & Wales 
No: 6027314 Registered  Office: 304 Bridgewater Place, 
Birchwood Park, Warrington, WA3 6XG
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Yours sincerely,

Eric Roberts,
Commercial Manager.

The applicant should also be advised that, should there be a requirement to divert the 
apparatus because of the proposed works, the cost of such a diversion would usually be 
borne by the applicant. The applicant should be aware of our requirements for access to 
inspect, maintain, adjust, repair, or alter any of our distribution equipment. This includes 
carrying out works incidental to any of these purposes and this could require works at any 
time of day or night.  Our Electricity Services Desk (Tel No: 0870 6870501) will advise on any 
issues regarding diversions or modifications. 

Electricity North West Limited offers a fully supported mapping service at a modest cost for 
our electricity assets. This is a service, which is constantly updated by our Data Management 
Team (Tel No: 0800 1954749) and I recommend that the applicant give early consideration in 
project design as it is better value than traditional methods of data gathering. It is, however, 
the applicant's responsibility to demonstrate the exact relationship on site between any assets 
that may cross the site and any proposed development.
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Aldingham Parish Council 

Clerk:  Neil Whalley, Orchard Cottage, Gleaston, Ulverston, Cumbria, LA12 0QE 

01229 869213  parish.clerk@aldingham.org.uk 

 
Environment Unit 

County Offices 

Kendal 

LA9 4RQ 

21
st

 November 2011 

To Whom It May Concern: 

 

CUMBRIA MINERALS AND WASTE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK: SITE ALLOCATION 

POLICIES RE-CONSULTATION 

 

I am writing to inform you that the Parish Council have reviewed the amended plans 

regarding the extension to the sand and gravel quarry at Roosecote (M12) and can 

see no major problems with the proposals.  The Council did raise a few minor points, 

which they hope you will take into consideration.   

 

There were concerns about disruption to traffic if vehicles are frequently moving 

back and forth across the A5087 and with the potential for the road to become 

messy.  The Council would like to see that, if necessary, measures are put in place for 

road-cleaning when the site becomes functional. 

 

The only other concern was that footpath number 601014, which runs alongside the 

proposed site, is fully protected from damage by operations. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 
Neil Whalley 

Clerk to the Council 
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file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repeated_Site_Allocations_P...27_Consultation_Responses_Autumn_2011/011%20-%20email%20to%20Aldingham%20111121%20SAB.txt

From: Brett, Sue A
Sent: 21 November 2011 12:21
To: 'Neil Whalley'
Subject: RE: Site Allocations Response

Thanks for your response, Neil.

The comments are duly noted.

Regards

Sue Brett
Minerals & Waste Policy Team
Cumbria County Council
01539-713409
sue.brett@cumbria.gov.uk

-----Original Message-----
From: Neil Whalley [mailto:n.whalley85@googlemail.com]
Sent: 21 November 2011 12:08
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework
Subject: Site Allocations Response

Please find attached a letter from Aldingham Parish Council regarding their response to the current re-consultation on Site Allocations.

Regards

Neil Whalley
Clerk to Aldingham Parish Council

______________________________________________________________________
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com ______________________________________________________________________
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file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repe...011/012%20-%20email%20111122%20Ponsonby%20and%20Gosforth%20PCs.htm

From: DAVID POLHILL [d.polhill@btinternet.com] 
Sent: 22 November 2011 16:02 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Subject: Cumbria Minerals & Waste Development Framework 
Dear Mr Evans - I am responding to your letter of 24th Oct 2011. I assume 
that there is no need for Parish Councils to respond again to the original 
consultation unless they have been included within those areas which were 
subject to judicial review. If this is the case I would just reiterate that the 
stance of Ponsonby and Gosforth Parish Councils has not changed and the 
original objections still stand. Yours
DA Polhill
Clerk - Ponsonby PC
            Gosforth PC
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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Environment Agency 
Ghyll Mount (Gillan Way) Penrith 40 Business Park, Penrith, Cumbria, CA11 9BP. 
Customer services line: 03708 506 506 
www.environment-agency.gov.uk 
End 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cumbria County Council 
County Hall (County Offices)  
Busher Walk 
Kendal 
Cumbria 
LA9 4RQ 
 
 

 
 
Our ref: NO/2011/103029/01-L01 
Your ref: CCC 
 
Date:  23 November 2011 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
CUMBRIA MINERALS AND WASTE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK 
RECONSULTATION ON ADDITIONAL SITE ALLOCATION 
SITE ALLOCATIONS, CORE STRATEGY, GENERIC DEVELOPMENT CONTROL 
POLICIES, MAPS 
 
Thank you for consulting us on the above revision to site allocations. We have the 
following comments to make: 
 
The inclusion of the M12 Roose quarry extension creates no further issues at a 
strategic level, and the generic comments from the previous consultation still apply. 
 
For information, the Agency has a water level observation borehole within the area of 
the M12 extension, and the details are as follows: 
 
Name of site: Roosecote 
WRB No : SD26/11 
Approx NGR: SD 23030 68658 
This monitoring point has the benefit of a lease. 
 
If you have any further questions please contact me on the details below. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Amy Heys 
Planning Liaison Technical Specialist 
 
Direct dial 01768 215716 
Direct fax 01768 865606 
Direct e-mail penrith.planning@environment-agency.gov.uk 
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file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repea...011/017%20-%20email%20111128%20Carlisle%20and%20Eden%20Highways.htm

From: Brett, Sue A 
Sent: 28 November 2011 16:05 
To: Hayward, Richard 
Subject: RE: Repeated Regulation 27 Consultation on the MWDF Site Allocations Policies 
Thanks for the comments, they are duly noted.
 
If a new surface gypsum mine is given planning permission, it would be expected (and likely given a 
condition) that raw materials are moved by conveyor to the existing processing works.
 
Regards,
 
Sue Brett
Minerals & Waste Policy Team
01539-713409
sue.brett@cumbria.gov.uk
 

From: Hayward, Richard  
Sent: 28 November 2011 10:19 
To: Brett, Sue A 
Cc: Wynne, Jennifer; Lawley, Rob 
Subject: RE: Repeated Regulation 27 Consultation on the MWDF Site Allocations Policies 
 
I  confirm that Cumbria Highways are content with this document, insofar as the entries for the Carlisle 
& Eden districts are concerned. I am asked to mention that there were significant concerns about the 
extraction of Gypsum in the Long Marton area and should use of this resource be undertaken it would 
be expected there would be an internal means of transport to the British Gypsum processing plant and 
gypsum would not be hauled as a raw material elsewhere by road haulage.
 
Regards,
T Richard Hayward
Development Manager (Carlisle & Eden)
Cumbria County Council Environment Directorate
Highways & Transportation
Barras lane | Dalston | Cumbria | CA5 7NY
 
t. 01228 227659
f. 01228 607658
 
 

From: Page, Edward On Behalf Of Development Control - Planning Dept address 
Sent: 24 October 2011 18:20 
To: Hayward, Richard; Barnard, Pieter GF; Masser, Keith J; Raymond, Nick AF; Goodwill, Mark; Wain, 
Jenny L; Palmer, Judy A; Parsons, Jeremy N; Hale, Graham RM 
Cc: DMCarlisle H&T - Mailbox; DMeden H&T - Mailbox; Moultrie, James M; Evans, Dawn; Whitehead, 

file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p...0email%20111128%20Carlisle%20and%20Eden%20Highways.htm (1 of 3) [18/01/2012 10:45:21]
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file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repea...011/017%20-%20email%20111128%20Carlisle%20and%20Eden%20Highways.htm

David I; D C Southlakeland; D C Barrow 
Subject: Repeated Regulation 27 Consultation on the MWDF Site Allocations Policies 
 

Environment Directorate  – Planning and Sustainability  
County Offices – Busher Walk – Kendal – LA9 4RQ 
Fax: 01539 713439 – Tel 01539 713 425  
Email:  MWDF@cumbria.gov.uk  

 
 

Date:                 24  October 2011
 References:       RGE_ Reg27_Re-Consult_Autumn2011_EP  
 

 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
 
Site Allocations Policies and Proposals Map: Repeated Regulation 27 
Consultation
 
In 2009 and 2010 we consulted you about the above policies and maps.  They were 
subsequently submitted to the Secretary of State, examined by the Planning Inspectorate and 
formally adopted by the County Council in January 2011.
 
At a very late stage in the process, there was a successful legal challenge in connection with a 
procedural matter and the documents were quashed by the High Court.  It is, therefore, 
necessary for the consultations to be repeated before the documents can be resubmitted to the 
Secretary of State.
 
The challenge was about the inclusion, without a further round of consultations, of an Area of 
Search for sand and gravel known as M12 Roosecote quarry extension in Site Allocations 
Policy 7.  This Area of Search was intended as a possible replacement for the nearby Roose 
sand and gravel quarry near Barrow in Furness, which is identified as a Preferred Area in the 
policy.  The Inspector who examined the documents, concluded that the Area of Search needed 
to be included in the policy.
 
The documents being consulted upon can be viewed on and downloaded from our website: 
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/planning-environment/planning/policy/minerals_waste/mwdf/SAP-
Reconsult.asp
 
A statement about the consultation and the representations procedures is  attached . 
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If you wish to make comments on the Site Allocations Policies and Proposals Map, they need to 
be received no later than Monday 5 December 2011.  Please contact me if you need 
any further information.
 
Yours faithfully,
 

 
 
 

Richard Evans
Minerals & Waste Policy Team Leader
 
 
 Planning & Sustainability
Environment Directorate | Cumbria County Council
County Offices | Busher Walk | Kendal | LA9 4RQ
 
T. 01539 713 425 
F. 01539 713 439
Dept. E-mail: MWDF@cumbria.gov.uk  
 
 www.cumbria.gov.uk
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mailto:MWDF@cumbria.gov.uk
http://www.cumbria.gov.uk/


file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repe...ponses_Autumn_2011/018%20-%20email%20111118%20Mr%20D%20Gallyer.htm

From: margal.thornhill@talktalk.net 
Sent: 18 November 2011 09:28 
To: Evans, Richard G 
Subject: letter dated 21.10.2011 MWDF Site Allocations Policies Topic 
Dear Mr Evans
 
,
                  Re Map 3 of topic paper 5, suggested areas to be removed. Can you please advise me on 
the outcome of this. 
                 
                  Regards, Dennis Gallyer.
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repe...mn_2011/018%20-%20email%20to%20Mr%20D%20Gallyer%20111130%20rge.htm

To: margal.thornhill@talktalk.net 
Subject: RE: letter dated 21.10.2011 MWDF Site Allocations Policies Topic 
RGE/p.334/26
 
30 November 2011
 
Dear Mr Gallyer,
 
I apologise for having missed your email dated 18 November, and for not replying before now.
 
Map 3 in Topic Paper 5, (Document reference ED56e) is a copy of a slide that I had shown at one of 
the earlier public meetings as a possible alternative way of defining the Mineral Safeguarding Area. 
That alternative was not taken up. 
 
The map next but one in the Topic Paper,  on page 25,  shows, cross hatched in green, the larger 
safeguarding area that was included on the Proposals Map Insert E, That is the version that was 
submitted to the Secretary of State in April 2010 and which was discussed at the Hearing in Public 
session at Kirkby Thore on 11 October 2010. It is the one that is included in the current consultation 
version. It shows a rather amorphous shaped Area around the main gypsum resources.
 
What was agreed with the Inspector during the Hearing in Public sessions was that the map would be 
reviewed on the basis that the 'B' bed data should be used, as well as that for the 'A' bed, to define the 
Mineral Safeguarding Area. That is likely to result in a much larger Minerals Safeguarding Area, more 
akin to those for other minerals.
 
This is a matter that we intend to include as part of a review of the Minerals and Waste Developmnt 
Framework Core Strategy which is anticipated to be commenced in the near future.
 
yours sincerely,
 
 
Richard Evans
 
Team Leader
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019 - email 111130 Aggregate Industries
From: Geoff.Storey@aggregate.com
Sent: 30 November 2011 15:52
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework; Evans, Richard G
Subject: Cumbria MWDF Site Allocation Policies Re-Consultation

Importance: High

I can confirm the following comments on behalf of Aggregate Industries UK 
Limited (the operator of Holmescales and Ghyll Scaur Quarries ).In relation to 
Holmescales Quarry ,I must again advise that this is a site of Regional 
importance for the supply of High Specification Aggregates which has limited 
consented reserves remaining but has potential for extension (M16 in the Site 
Assessment Report ).The potential extension at Holmescales should be included as
an area of search in Site Allocations Policy 7.

The inclusion of M17 the Ghyll Scaur Quarry Area of Search is supported 
bearing in mind that the stone is of national importance for high grip asphalt 
surfacing .Please note that the Ghyll Scaur Area of Search has been drilled and 
I am expecting a report including psv test results by the end of February 
2012.The inclusion of M31 Salthouse potential railhead is supported .

In relation to the future supply of High Specification Aggregates it 
will be necessary to review the Core Strategy and Site Allocations bearing in 
mind the current short life at Ghyll Scaur (2021),Holmescales (reserves may be 
exhausted 2013),Ingleton (2018) ;Dry Rigg (2021) and Arcow (2015).
Please acknowledge receipt of this e-mail.I may make further submissions when 
the results of the Ghyll Scaur drilling are known.

Regards,Geoff Storey

Estates Manager
_____________________

Geoff Storey
Aggregate Industries
Carnforth
Phone 01524 738839
Fax 01524 730816
Mobile 07710575344
Geoff.Storey@aggregate.com
www.aggregate.com

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed.

If you have received this email in error please notify the originator of the 
message. This footer also confirms that this email message has been scanned for 
the presence of computer viruses.

Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender, except 
where the sender specifies and with authority, states them to be the views of 
Aggregate Industries.

Aggregate Industries Limited,  Registered in England Number 5655952. Registered 
Office: Bardon Hall, Copt Oak Road, Markfield, Leicestershire, LE67 9PJ.

______________________________________________________________________
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________
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Please send consultations via email to: consultations@naturalengland.org.uk 
Natural England, Consultation Service, Hornbeam House, Crewe Business Park, Electra Way, Crewe, Cheshire, CW1 6GJ 

29 November 2011 
 
Our ref:  SBH/36923 

Your ref:  RGE/P334-26 
 

 
Richard Evans 
Minerals and Waste Policy Team Leader 
Environment Directorate 
Cumbria County Council 
Kendal 
LA9 4RQ 
 
 
BY EMAIL ONLY 
 

 
 

Land Use Operations 
Team 
Natural England 
Hornbeam House 
Crewe Business Park 
Electra Way 
Crewe 
Cheshire CW1 6GJ 
 
T  0300 060 3900 
   

 
Dear Mr Evans 
 
CUMBRIA MINERALS AND WASTE DEVELOPMENT FRAMEWORK – SITE ALLOCATIONS 
POLICIES AND PROPOSALS MAP – REPEATED REGULATION 27 CONSULTATIONS 
 
Thank you for your consultation on the above dated 21 October 2011, which was received by Natural 
England on 24 October. 
 
As you know, Natural England is a non-departmental public body.  Our statutory purpose is to ensure 
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of present and 
future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development.   
 
We have, of course, commented on the Site Allocations Policies and Proposals Map previously. Those 
comments are already on record and we understand that we do not need to repeat them.  
 
Our understanding is that the need for the re-consultation arises only as a result of the inclusion of an 
Area of Search for sand and gravel known as M12 Roosecote Quarry Extension in Site Allocations 
Policy 7. Our comments are as follows. We note that paragraphs 5.52 and 5.53 refer to this site and 
state that the Habitats Regulations Assessment concludes that ‘this site is unlikely to have impacts on 
the Morecambe Bay SAC, SPA and Ramsar’. In addition, we welcome that the text points out that 
‘surveys for wildlife interest would be needed for a planning application’, and ‘there is potential for 
habitat creation and enhancement within a restoration scheme.’ Clearly, we support the carrying out of 
wildlife and habitat surveys and would strongly support the creation and enhancement of habitat within 
any restoration scheme for the site.  
 
Further Information / Consultations 
 
For any correspondence or queries relating to this consultation response please do not hesitate to contact  
me using the contact details below. For all other correspondence, please contact the address  
above or the Natural England consultations email address at consultations@naturalengland.org.uk 
. 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
STEPHEN HEDLEY 
Lead Adviser 
Land Use Operations Team 
Direct dial:  07900608442 
Email:  stephen.hedley@naturalengland.org.uk 

mailto:consultations@naturalengland.org.uk
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Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework - Site allocations Policies and Proposals Map - Repeated Consultations

From: Hedley, Stephen (NE) [Stephen.Hedley@naturalengland.org.uk] 
Sent: 01 December 2011 11:18 
To: Evans, Richard G; ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Subject: Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework - Site allocations Policies and 
Proposals Map - Repeated Consultations 
 
Attachments: Cumbria MWDF Site Allocations etc Repeated Consultations.pdf 

Dear Mr Evans,

Thank you for your consultation with Natural England. I’ve attached a letter setting out our response.

Please let me know if you have any queries on this and I’d be pleased to assist.

Kind regards,

Stephen Hedley

Lead Adviser, Land Use Operations Team

Natural England

3rd Floor

Bridgewater House

Whitworth Street

Manchester

M1 6LT

Tel. 0300 060 1792, Mobile 07900608442

Please note my usual working days are Tuesday and Thursday.

<<Cumbria MWDF Site Allocations etc Repeated Consultations.pdf>> 

www.naturalengland.org.uk

We are here to secure a healthy natural environment for people to enjoy, 
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Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework - Site allocations Policies and Proposals Map - Repeated Consultations

where wildlife is protected and England's traditional landscapes are 
safeguarded for future generations.

In an effort to reduce Natural England's carbon footprint, I will, wherever possible, avoid 
travelling to meetings and attend via audio, video or web conferencing.

 
 
 
 
This email and any attachments is intended for the named recipient only. If 
you have received it in error you have no authority to use, disclose, store 
or copy any of its contents and you should destroy it and inform the sender. 
Nothing in the email amounts to a legal commitment on our part unless 
confirmed by a signed communication. Whilst this email and associated 
attachments will have been checked for known viruses whilst within the 
Natural England systems, we can accept no responsibility once it has left 
our systems. Communications on Natural England systems may be monitored 
and/or recorded to secure the effective operation of the system and for 
other lawful purposes. 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Scanned by IBM Email Security Management Services powered by MessageLabs. For more information 
please visit http://www-935.ibm.com/services/us/index.wss/offerfamily/iss/a1026954 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
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From: Leo Oliver [Leo.Oliver@durham.gov.uk] 
Sent: 02 December 2011 10:13 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Cc: Rick Long; Jason Mckewon 
Subject: Site Allocations PoliciesRepeated Reg27 
 
Attachments: CumbriaMWDFRepeatedSiteAllocationsPolicies&MapsNov2011.doc 
Dear Sirs
 
Please find attached the consultation response from Durham County Council to the Cumbria MWDF Site 
Allocations Policies and Proposals Map Repeated Regulation 27 Consultation.
 
Kind regards
 
Leo
 

 
Help protect our environment by only printing this email if absolutely necessary. The information it contains and any files 
transmitted with it are confidential and are only intended for the person or organisation to whom it is addressed. It may be 
unlawful for you to use, share or copy the information, if you are not authorised to do so. If you receive this email by 
mistake, please inform the person who sent it at the above address and then delete the email from your system. Durham 
County Council takes reasonable precautions to ensure that its emails are virus free. However, we do not accept 
responsibility for any losses incurred as a result of viruses we might transmit and recommend that you should use your own 
virus checking procedures. 
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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Regeneration and Economic Development 
Durham County Council, County Hall, Durham, DH1 5UQ 
Main Telephone 0300 1237070 
 

 

www.durham.gov.uk    
 

Contact: Leo Oliver 
Direct Tel: 0191 383 4113 

Fax:  
email: Leo.Oliver@durham.gov.uk 

Our Ref: 203/91/LO 
Your Ref: RGE/P334-26 

 
 
 

 
Mr Richard Evans 
Minerals & Waste Policy Team Leader 
Environment Directorate 
Planning and Sustainability 
County Offices 
Kendal, Cumbria 
LA9 4RQ 

18 January 2012 
 
 
 
 
Dear Mr Evans 
 
 

Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Site Allocations Policies and Proposals Map 

Repeated Regulation 27 Consultations 
 
 
Thank you for your letter of consultation dated 21st October 2011 in relation to the above 
matter. The following comments are made by Durham County Council as an adjoining 
strategic, minerals planning and highways authority. 
 
Overall, the County Council welcomes the general approach of the document to identifying 
sites of economic importance. We note the identification of Mineral Safeguarding Areas, 
and the safeguarding of potential rail infrastructure and welcome the County Council’s 
intent. We also welcome the approach to reserve sites, as this gives possibilities should 
the first choices prove unsuitable and provides the necessary flexibility. 
 
 
 
 
Continued… 
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Page 2 of 2 
 
 
There appears to be a cartographic error on the Proposals Map Part 4 in that it shows 
Minerals Consultation Areas within the administrative boundaries of Durham County 
Council and other administrative areas. A simple minor amendment should be made to 
“white out” the areas outside of Cumbria County Council’s area to ensure that Minerals 
Consultation Areas do not extend beyond Cumbria’s administrative boundaries. 
 
I should mention that as part of our ongoing restructuring of the Regeneration and 
Economic Development Directorate, the Planning Policy Team are now based in County 
Hall in Durham. The new address will be: 

 
Spatial Planning Policy Team 
Regeneration & Economic Development 
Durham County Council 
County Hall 
Durham 
DH1 5UQ 

 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
Leo E Oliver 
Planning Policy Team 
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022 - email 111204 Steve Balogh
From: steve.balogh@phonecoop.coop
Sent: 04 December 2011 20:39
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework
Subject: Re:Minerals & Waste rerepresentation

     Dear Richard Evans
     I wish to respond to your letter of 21/10/2011.
     My comments do not relate to changes you find necessary to make for areas 
of search for sand/gravel.
     It is, however noticeable that there have been NO changes to bring our 
minerals and waste plan into line with national policy - which we need to make -
and review - to conform to the stricture the inspectors imposed. No other local 
authority makes provision for geological disposal facilities for deep reburial 
of radwastes - a plan that has currency for only a decade is not the place for 
policies that will devolve on future Cumbrians for millennia; CCC's MWDF, 
however devotes an entire chapter to this project. Chapter 8 remains unfit for 
purpose because, although it appears to countenance it's siting, excavation and 
installation in Cumbria, it makes no provision for the gargantuan quantities of 
spoil such a proposal entails.
     Whether such spoils are wastes or mineral resources, their extraction, 
transport, and removal, hopefully to some useful purpose, most certainly DOES 
need to be in our plan. Our plan needs to cover those aspects of the project 
that may arise before it is superceded.
  It will be inconsistent with present national policy, were the proposal to go 
ahead, with no planned provision for so large a scale excavation.
Repeated requests for their estimates of these wastes and their proposed 
management to NDA, W.Cumbria MRWS & DECC have so far elicited nothing 
approaching a considered calculation of their bulk, their ultimate fate or the 
impact of the transport arrangements to convey them to it.

I believe that the Inspectors intention in making early review their proviso was
to gain clarification of such unknowns and the method for assessment and 
mitigation of their impact.
Respectfully yours,
Stephen Balogh

______________________________________________________________________
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service.
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________
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Richard Leafe, Chief Executive  

A member of the 
Association of National Park Authorities 
A member of the Federation of Nature and  
National Parks of Europe 

 

 
 
 
 
 

Mr Richard Evans 
Minerals & Waste Policy Team Leader 
County Offices 
Kendal 
LA9 4RQ 

 

Lake District National Park Authority 
Murley Moss, Oxenholme Road 
Kendal, LA9 7RL 
Telephone: 01539 724555 
Fax: 01539 740822 
Minicom:  01539 792690 
Email: hq@lakedistrict.gov.uk 
Website: www.lakedistrict.gov.uk 

Direct email: paulaallen 
 @lakedistrict.gov.uk 
Direct dial: 01539 792677 
Our ref: PP/SPC/PEA/001 
Your ref: RGE/P334-26 

Date: 01 December 2011  

 

 

Dear Richard 
 

Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Site Allocations Policies and Proposals Map 

Repeated Regulation 27 Consultations 
 
 
Thank you for your letter dated 21 October 2011, inviting comments on the above document. 
We do not have any comments regarding the Area of Search for sand and gravel known as M12 
Roosecote quarry extension in Site Allocations Policy 7. 
 
However, we would like to ask whether this additional consultation provides an opportunity to 
add clarity to the presentation of site SL 1A (Site Allocations Policy 3). It is noted in the Policy, 
and accompanying map (page 39), that the site is in the Lake District National Park and 
therefore outside the scope of this document. With this in mind, is it appropriate to refer to it in 
policy? The context is provided on page 25, which with some amendments to the text would 
provide sufficient information to demonstrate your aspirations for the site as a whole and how 
the two components fit together. For further clarity, the shading on the map (page 39) should be 
amended to reflect the circumstance. 
 
I hope you find these comments helpful. 
 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
Paula Allen 
Policy Planner 
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file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repeat...esponses_Autumn_2011/025%20-%20email%20111205%20National%20Trust.htm

From: Hubbard, Alan [alan.hubbard@nationaltrust.org.uk] 
Sent: 05 December 2011 13:40 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Subject: Cumbria MWDF: Site Allocations Policies and Proposals Map repeated Reg 27 Consultation - 
response from National Trust 
 
Attachments: FINAL NT response to Site Allocns pref sites and policies2 5-2-10.doc 
Dear Sir/Madam,
Thank you for your letter of 21st October 2011 (Ref RGE/P334-26) relating to the above consultation.
The National Trust has no additional comments to make to those previously submitted, in particular in its 
letter of 5th February 2010 – a copy of that letter is attached for convenience.
Lastly, attention is drawn to my amended contact details as set out below.
Kind regards,
Alan Hubbard
Planning Adviser
t National Trust 
 
Please note amended contact details:
61 Oxford Road
MANCHESTER
M1 6EQ
Tel: 0161 234 9983 
Fax: 0161 234 9989
Mob: 07876 544969
 
Email: alan.hubbard@nationaltrust.org.uk

The National Trust is a registered charity no. 205846. Our registered office is Heelis, Kemble Drive, 
Swindon, Wiltshire SN2 2NA.
The views expressed in this email are personal and may not necessarily reflect those of the National 
Trust unless explicitly stated otherwise. 
This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to 
whom they are addressed. If you have received this email in error, please notify me immediately. If you are not the 
intended recipient of this email, you should not copy it for any purpose, or disclose its contents to any other person. 
Senders and recipients of email should be aware that, under the Data Protection Act 1998, the contents may have to 
be disclosed. 
This email has been scanned by the MessageLabs Email Security System. For more information 
please visit <http://www.messagelabs.com/email>. However the National Trust cannot accept liability 
for viruses that may be in this email and we recommend that you check all emails with an appropriate 
virus scanner.

 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 
Scanned by IBM Email Security Management Services powered by MessageLabs. For more information 
please visit http://www-935.ibm.com/services/us/index.wss/offerfamily/iss/a1026954 
_____________________________________________________________________________ 

file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334...utumn_2011/025%20-%20email%20111205%20National%20Trust.htm [18/01/2012 10:45:53]
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National Trust 
North West Region 
Stamford Estates Office 
18 High Street 
Altrincham 
Cheshire WA14 1PH 
Tel: +44 (0)161 928 0075 
Fax: +44 (0)161 928 6819 
www.nationaltrust.org.uk 

President: HRH The Prince of Wales 
Regional Chairman: Professor James Keaton 
Regional Director: Tiffany Hunt 
 
Registered office:  
Heelis, Kemble Drive, Swindon, Wiltshire SN2 2NA 
Registered charity number 205846 

 

 alan.hubbard@nationaltrust.org.uk 
Direct line: +44 (0) 161 925 4330 
8th February 2010 

Mr R Evans 
Principal Planning Officer 
Environment Unit 
Cumbria County Council 
County Offices 
KENDAL 
LA9 4RQ 

 
Dear Richard, 
 
Re: Cumbria MWDF Draft Site Allocations Policies and Proposals, Regulation 27 

Consultation – response from the National Trust 
 
Thank you for your letter of 11th December 2009 (ref: RGE/P334-005-001) regarding the 
above consultation. 
 
The National Trust has previously commented upon the Site Allocations component of the 
MWDF and in particular it draws attention to its e-mail dated 4th July 2009 and its letter of 
14th October 2009 commenting upon specific sites.  Those comments remain the views of 
the National Trust and it is requested that they continue to be given consideration at this 
stage. 
 
The Trust’s views upon the Policies now presented for consultation have been formed 
following review of the latest consultation material and are set out below. 
 
Response to Site Allocations Policies 
Site Allocations Policy 1 – No objections. 
 
 
Site Allocations Policy 2 – Objection to site BA24: Sowerby Wood Business Park 
extension maintained. 
 
Para 4.249 does not appear to include a summary of the National Trust’s representations in 
response to last autumn’s consultation – as set out in our letter of 14th October, i.e.: 
 
BA24 Sowerby Wood Business Park extension – There remains concern about the 
overall scale of this possible facility and its impacts.  In particular the fact that it cannot be 
accommodated on the site currently allocated for employment purposes but requires the use 
of greenfield land is considered to be inadequately dealt with – i.e. there is an adverse 
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impact in terms of the need to allocate greenfield land and the site should be scored 
negatively as a result, not neutrally.  The analysis also does not draw out the potential 
conflict with the use of nearby sites for leisure and recreation purposes; and it is unclear 
about the implications for designated nature conservation sites of international importance 
nearby from the range of processes that potentially would be undertaken – it is considered 
that there is a greater degree of uncertainty here than is acknowledged in the assessment. 
 
 
Site Allocations Policy 3 – No objections. 
 
 
Site Allocations Policy 4 – Objection to site BA10: Goldmire Quarry maintained.  The 
Trust’s previously expressed concerns are if anything now stronger given the clarification 
that non-inert landfill is being proposed, albeit it is acknowledged that the site is on the 
reserve list. 
 
Overall it is considered that although this site is preferable to that Bennetts Bank (having 
regard to the environmental impacts of waste disposal activities at that site as set out in the 
Trust’s submissions on the planning application and appeal) that does not lessen the 
concerns in respect of Goldmire Quarry.  The scoring in the assessment table (page 151 of 
the consultation document) does not appear to have had regard to the feedback previously 
provided, including that from the National Trust, in respect of the potential heritage 
implications of development of the site for landfill.  In addition wider landscape and heritage 
impacts were identified as likely as a result of necessary related works such those in respect 
of the access.  It is also the case that the traffic associated with a landfill operation will itself 
have adverse impacts on the wider area, including noise impacts within Dalton town centre 
and it’s Conservation Area. 
 
 
Site Allocations Policy 5 – No comments to make. 
 
 
Site Allocations Policy 6 – No objections; the removal of site M22 – Birkhams Quarry is 
welcomed and supported in accordance with the Trust’s previous submissions. 
 
 
Site Allocations Policy 7 – No comments to make. 
 
 
Site Allocations Policy 8 – No comments to make. 
 
 
In respect of sites CO29 – Haig Enterprise Park and M22 – Birkhams Quarry the decision 
not to include these sites as specific allocations is again supported, in particular having 
regard to the negative impacts upon the major coastal landscape initiative to the south of 
Whitehaven Harbour towards St Bees; however, it is considered that these matters remain 
inadequately identified and considered in the assessment. 
 
 
 
Yours sincerely, 
Alan Hubbard 
Alan Hubbard 
Land Use Planning Adviser (East Midlands and North West) 
 
 

hayton-swindleh
Text Box
25





hayton-swindleh
Text Box
26






hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27




hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27




hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27




hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27




hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27




hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27




hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27



hayton-swindleh
Text Box
27




Allerdale Borough Council 
 

Executive Meeting – 1 December 2011 
 

Site allocations proposed by Cumbria County Council as part of the Minerals and 
Waste Development Framework 

 
  
The Reason for the Decision As part of the Minerals and Waste 

Development Framework, Cumbria County 
Council has formally published their site 
allocation proposals for consultation. 
Allerdale Borough Council has been invited to 
make comment on these proposals. 

  
Summary of options considered The site allocations proposals identify the 

sites and areas required to implement the 
Minerals and Waste Development Framework.  
These include sites within the Allerdale 
Borough for waste management facilities and 
areas for safeguarding minerals. 

  
Recommendations That the comments highlighted in the report 

be approved as the formal response by 
Allerdale Borough Council to Cumbria County 
Council. 

  
Financial/Resource Implications Allerdale BC may be invited to discuss our 

comments at the Examination in Public (EIP). 
Attendance at the EIP will obviously incur the 
Council costs in terms of travel expenses and 
staff time. 

  
Legal Implications In the event that Allerdale BC is requested to 

attend the Examination in Public (EIP), the 
Council will be required to defend any 
submitted comments. 

  
Community Safety Implications None 
  
Health and Safety and Risk 
Management Implications 

None 

  
Equality Duty considered/Impact 
Assessment completed 

The site allocation proposals have been the 
subject of a Sustainability Appraisal. This is 
an integral part of the preparation of any 
development plan documents and assesses 
any potential social, environmental and 
economic effects. 

  
Wards Affected All wards lying outside of the Lake District 

National Park (also including the areas of 
those wards bisected by the Park boundary) 
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The contribution this decision would 
make to the Council’s Strategic 
Objectives 

This decision would support strategic 
objectives 1, 5 and 6 

  
Is this a Key Decision No 
  
Portfolio Holder Cllr Mark Fryer 
  
Lead Officer Julie Ward - Principal Planning Officer 

Telephone: 01900 702767 
Email: julie.ward@allerdale.gov.uk 

 
 
Report Implications (Please delete where applicable) 
 
Community Safety N Employment (external to the Council) N 
Financial Y Employment (internal) N 
Legal Y Partnership N 
Social Inclusion N Asset Management N 
Equality Duty N Health and Safety N 
 
Background papers: Proposed site allocations maps (attached) 
 
1.0 Introduction 
 

Cumbria County Council continues the process of preparing the Minerals and Waste 
Development Framework (MWDF) for the parts of the County lying outside of the 
Lake District and Yorkshire Dale National Parks. The MWDF Core Strategy and 
Development Management Policies were formally adopted in April 2009 and the 
County has now reached the stage of publishing their proposals for site allocations 
for mineral extraction and waste disposal. This is the formal consultation stage when 
stakeholders and third parties can make comments that will inform the forthcoming 
examination of this Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD). 
 
The County has already formally consulted on their site allocation options and 
Allerdale Borough Council (ABC) submitted their comments in February 2010. 
These comments were duly considered at the Public Examination. The County 
Council intended to adopt the Site Allocations Development Plan Document in 
January 2011. However, due to a successful High Court challenge in connection 
with a procedural matter relating to a site in Barrow, it is necessary for the 
reconsultation exercise to be repeated. 
 
The deadline for comments is the 5th December 2011. The County Council will, once 
all the comments are collated, consider their responses and may suggest 
amendments before submitting the Site Allocations DPD to the Secretary of State for 
Examination. 

 
2.0 Proposals for site allocations for mineral extraction and waste disposal 
 

The report shall address each of the proposed site allocations in turn, followed by a 
recommended response by officers. Previous comments and recommendations from 
Members have been carried forward. Plans showing the location of each of the sites 
are included as background papers to this report. 

hayton-swindleh
Text Box
28




2.1 Sites for Household Waste Recycling Centres (HWRC) 
 
  Preferred Sites; 
 

1. Solway Road Workington; (Site Ref; AL17); this was Member’s preferred site for 
a replacement HWRC for Workington and so this allocation is welcome. 

 
Recommended comment; That this allocation be supported as the 
Council’s preferred site for a replacement HWRC for Workington. 
 

2. Auction Mart Cockermouth; (Site Ref; AL29); it is understood that this is a new 
facility for Cockermouth and will not replace the recycling collection point at 
Sullart Street. On this basis the allocation can be supported. 

 
Recommended Comment; That this allocation be supported. 
 

3. Risehow Industrial Estate Flimby; (Site Ref; AL35); it is understood that this is 
put forward only if it is needed to replace the existing one at Glasson, Maryport. 
On this basis it can be supported; better alternatives would be difficult to find. 

 
Recommended Comment; On the basis that this proposal will only be 
implemented if a replacement for the Glasson, Maryport Centre is required, 
this allocation be supported. 

 
 Reserve Site; 
 

Joseph Noble Road, Lillyhall; (Site Ref; AL8); this site is shown as having potential 
for a range of recycling activities (see below) and there is no objection to the 
principle of having a HWRC here also, though not as an alternative to Solway Road 
(Site Ref; AL17). A facility here would be accessible to a wide area of southern 
Allerdale. 
 
Recommended Comment; whilst the principle of a HWRC can be supported 
here, the Council would not support it as an alternative to Solway Road (AL17) 
unless that site cannot be delivered. 

 
2.2 Sites for Waste Treatment Facilities 
 
  Preferred Sites 
 

1. Port of Workington; (Site Ref; AL18); this is a logical location for such a facility, 
which is accessible by sea, road and rail. 

 
Recommended Comment; That this allocation be supported. 

 
2. Lillyhall Waste Treatment Centre; (Site Ref; AL8); this area of Lillyhall already 

has a specialism in waste treatment and so this allocation is logical. 
 

Recommended Comment; That this allocation be supported. 
 

3. Part of former Alcan Complex; (Site Ref; AL34); this is the rear part of the old 
Alcan complex and is close to the existing Distington Landfill site and so is well 
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Recommended Comment; That this allocation be supported. 

 
 Reserve Site; 

 
Oldside; (Site Ref; AL3); this site has similar advantages to the Port site. (Ref; 
AL18 above) and so can be supported. 

 
Recommended Comment; That this allocation be supported. 

 
2.3 Sites for “Energy from Waste Plants” 
 

Preferred Sites; 
 

1. Port of Workington; (Site Ref; AL18); as above, this is a very accessible location; 
however, such facilities can have a very severe blighting effect on neighbouring 
land uses and could constrain the range of development deliverable nearby. 

 
Recommended Comment; It must be recognised that this kind of facility 
can have a severe blighting effect on neighbouring land and users, and 
this would not be our preferred site for such a use. 

 
2. Lillyhall Waste Treatment Centre; (Site Ref; AL8); this kind of facility would fit 

more easily into the Lillyhall context than many other areas, any blighting effects 
will be significantly less, and so this could be regarded as the Council’s preferred 
site for this type of use. 

 
 Recommended Comment; This allocation is supported and is Allerdale’s 

preferred site for this kind of facility. 
 
Reserve Sites; 
 
1. Oldside; (Site Ref; AL3); the same comments apply here as at the Port (see 

above). 
 
2. Innovia, Wigton; (Site Ref; AL30); it is understood that this is a facility purely for 

the use of Innovia involving their waste products. This site is liable to flooding 
and it is also very close to domestic dwellings. It is assumed that the 
Environment Agency has not objected to this allocation; however, bearing in 
mind the proximity of dwellings, the Council should only support this allocation if 
the facility is relatively small scale and for the use of Innovia only. 

 
Recommended Comment; The Council is aware that this site is liable to 
flooding and would not support such a development here if it were subject 
to an objection from the Environment Agency. Notwithstanding this, the 
Council could support this allocation only if it were relatively small scale 
and for the use of Innovia only. 
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2.4 Site for Landfill 
 

Preferred Site; 
 

Lillyhall; (Site Ref; AL31); this site is part of the former Alco landfill site and is 
therefore a logical choice for further landfill capacity, although it must be 
remembered that landfill now comes low down in the sequential approach to waste 
disposal. Subject to the proposal not exacerbating the existing odour issues this site 
can be supported 
 
Recommended Comment; this allocation is supported subject to there being 
no worsening effect on the existing odour issues 
 

2.5 Sites for Mineral Extraction 
 

Preferred Site for Sand Extraction; 
 

Overby and High House Quarries; an “Area of Search” is designated between these 
2 quarries; (Site Ref; M6); this locality has been subject to sand extraction for 
decades and the impact on local communities has been significantly detrimental, 
especially the levels of quarry traffic on the inadequate local highway system. It is 
not clear that these extra reserves will be needed in the Plan Period (to 2020); in 
fact it is likely they will not be needed, and in such circumstances it would not be 
appropriate to support this Area of Search. 
 
Recommended Comment; This Area of Search is not supported because it 
appears to be unlikely that these extra reserves will be needed in the Plan 
Period to 2020. In these circumstances Allerdale Borough Council considers it 
inappropriate to identify this Area of Search at this time. Should a proposal 
emerge that would lead to increased traffic movements we would wish to see 
highway improvements implemented. 

 
Preferred Site for Secondary Aggregates; 

 
Derwent Howe Slag Bank (Site Ref; M24); this proposed Minerals Safeguarding 
Area is for secondary aggregates. There are serious concerns in relation to the 
potential impacts arising from extraction which might result from this safeguarding 
proposal. If it is a short period, the infrastructure, environmental and amenity issues 
which would arise with traffic movements would be significant and potentially 
unacceptable. If it is a longer period, it would restrict the possibility of beneficial 
post-restoration development, have a severely blighting effect on the redevelopment 
of the former Corus Steelworks site immediately south of the safeguarded area. 
 
There is a strong possibility of the presence of protected species within the 
proposed safeguarding area – particularly Natterjack Toads and the Small Blue 
Butterfly. The area is also identified within the North West and Cheshire Shoreline 
Management Plan as a ‘no active intervention’ zone, and therefore the continued 
natural erosion of the coastline. 
 
Recommended Comment; Allerdale has serious concerns about the 
deliverability of any extraction which might be proposed subsequent to this 
Safeguarding designation. We cannot support such a designation without 
further information about timescales and scale of extraction, means of 
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transportation of the aggregate, biodiversity, and the implications for adjacent 
development. 

 
2.6 Site for Railhead Safeguarding 

 
Siddick; (Site Ref; AL32); it is understood that the safeguarding of this site north of 
the Workington WWTW for new rail sidings, is for the potential purpose of 
transporting minerals, specifically for coal which might be extracted from Derwent 
Forest. On the original consultation report to the Executive Committee, officers 
recommended that this safeguarding proposal should not be supported given that 
(a) it is based upon assumptions which might not be deliverable or appropriate, (b) it 
does not take into consideration the needs of other potential rail users in this area 
and (c) there are other optional locations for providing such a facility, particularly in 
north Workington/Siddick area. 
 
Members did not concur with this recommendation and were minded to support this 
railhead safeguarding proposal. 
 
Recommended Comment; That this allocation be supported. 

 
3.0 Customer Focus 
 
3.1 No direct implications 
 
4.0 Locality Working 
 
4.1 No direct implications 
 
5.0 Finance/Resource Implications 
 
5.1 Following the submission of the Site Allocations DPD to the Secretary of State for 

Examination, Allerdale BC may be invited to discuss our comments at the 
Examination in Public (EIP). Attendance at the EIP will obviously incur the Council 
costs in terms of travel expenses and staff time. 

 
6.0 Legal Implications and Risks 
 
6.1 The need to attend the EIP is not guaranteed, as it is at the discretion of the 

presiding Inspector. However, in the event that Allerdale BC is requested to attend 
we must therefore, be prepared to defend the comments we make, in a public forum. 

 
7.0 Recommendations 
 
7.1 That the recommendations set out in this report form the basis of the Council’s 

submission to the consultation by Cumbria County Council on the proposals for site 
allocations for mineral extraction and waste disposal. 

 
8.0 Conclusion 
 
8.1 The site allocations proposals identify the sites and areas required to implement the 

Minerals and Waste Development Framework for the areas of Cumbria lying outside 
of the Lake District and Yorkshire Dales National Parks. The majority of the 
preferred and reserve sites proposed within the Allerdale Borough raise no 
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objections and can be supported. However the inclusion of sites with the Port of 
Workington and adjacent to Corus could affect the Council’s ambitions for the future 
development/regeneration of those sites. Similarly, there have been concerns in 
relation to the impacts of traffic movements associated with mineral extraction the 
Overby quarry and therefore, the continuation of such operations long-term at the 
site need to be considered carefully. 

 
Jill Elliott 

Strategic Manager Business 
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file:////ccc-prdc-fp05/kendal/filing/planning/policy/p0334-26_Repea...Responses_Autumn_2011/028%20-%20email%20111205%20Allerdale%20BC.htm

From: Ward, Julie [Julie.Ward@Allerdale.gov.uk] 
Sent: 05 December 2011 20:17 
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework 
Subject: site allocations consultation 
 
Attachments: minerals and waste site allocations report.doc 
Please find attached Allerdale's comments regarding the site allocations. The comments are the same as previously 
submitted, as set out in the recommendations in the attached report with the exception that the Council would wish 
to see the Solway road site allocated for employment use.
 
please let me know if you wish to discuss any of our comments
 
regards
 
Julie Ward
 
 
 
Allerdale Borough Council 
Allerdale House, Workington, Cumbria, CA14 3YJ 
 
Follow us on: 
Web: http://www.allerdale.gov.uk 
Twitter: http://twitter.com/allerdale 
Facebook: http://www.allerdale.gov.uk/facebook 
YouTube: http://www.youtube.com/user/allerdalebc 
 
EMAIL DISCLAIMER 
 
The views expressed in this document are those of the individual and are not necessarily the same as the Council's. 
 
This electronic transmission is only intended for the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain  
information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient or  
employee or agents responsible for delivering the message to the intended recipient you are hereby notified that any  
dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication and its attachments is strictly prohibited. If you have  
received this communication in error please notify us by telephone and return the original communication and  
attachments to us at the e-mail address above. The Council is not responsible for any changes made to this message  
after it has been sent. 
 
This footnote also confirms that this email message has been swept for the presence of computer viruses.
 
______________________________________________________________________ 
This email has been scanned by the Symantec Email Security.cloud service. 
For more information please visit http://www.symanteccloud.com 
______________________________________________________________________ 
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029 - email 111205 Barrow BC
From: Elizabeth Murphy [emurphy@barrowbc.gov.uk]
Sent: 05 December 2011 17:24
To: ECE - Minerals and Waste Development Framework
Cc: Phil Huck; Tifany Battersby
Subject: Cumbria MWDF Site Allocation Policies DPD

Attachments: BBC SAP DPD Reg 27-28 Response 5 Dec 2011.pdf

Dear Richard

Please find the officer comments on behalf of Barrow Borough Council attached.

Elizabeth Murphy
Local Development Framework Officer
Barrow-in-Furness Borough Council
Direct Dial (01229) 876360
Barrow Borough Council - Enhancing the economic and social future of the 
Borough.

Think - UK businesses use 2 million tonnes of paper each year - do you really 
need to print this e-mail?

This e-mail and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended 
solely for the use of the individual to whom it is addressed. Any view or 
opinions presented are solely of the author and do not necessarily represent 
those of Barrow Borough Council.
If you are not the intended recipient you may not use, disclose, distribute, 
copy, print or rely on this e-mail. If you have received this e-mail in error 
please contact the sender.

_____________________________________________________________________________
Scanned by IBM Email Security Management Services powered by MessageLabs. For 
more information please visit 
http://www-935.ibm.com/services/us/index.wss/offerfamily/iss/a1026954
_____________________________________________________________________________
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Page 1 of 4 
 

Director of Regeneration & Community Services Chief Executive Director of Corporate Services  Borough Treasurer  
Phil Huck  Tom Campbell Ola Oduwole  Mohamed Saleh 

 
       
 

 

 
 

                      

 
Barrow Borough Council 

Local Development Framework Section
 

TOWN HALL . DUKE STREET 
BARROW-IN-FURNESS . CUMBRIA . LA14 2LD 

   FAX: (01229) 876317 
DX No: 63917 BARROW-IN-FURNESS 

www.barrowbc.gov.uk
Email: developmentplans@barrowbc.gov.uk 

 

 
 
 
 
Richard Evans 
Cumbria County Council 
Environment Unit 
County Officers 
Kendal 
Cumbria LA9 4RQ 
 
 
 
 
Our Ref:   ELM/LPP3/3/1  Contact Name:  Elizabeth Murphy   Date:5 December 2011 
Your Ref:       Direct Line:       (01229) 876360 

 
Dear Richard 
 
Re: Cumbria Minerals and Waste Development Framework. Repeated 
Regulation 27 Publication of Site Allocations Policies DPD and Proposals 
Map 
 
I refer to your letter dated 21 October 2011 regarding the above. Please find below 
Officer comments on behalf of Barrow Borough Council. 
 
General 
 
We note that following the quashing of the Adopted Plan, the County Council have 
opted to repeat the Regulation 27 Publication stage, and that the Regulation 25 
stage is not to be repeated. The Council have no objection to this in principle and 
consider this to be a sensible way forward.  
 
Although the Council’s legal challenge was made solely on the matter of the 
inclusion of Site M12, the Council was never invited to comment on the content of 
the previously submitted DPD or the subsequently modified adopted document as it 
should have been in view of the fact that these documents were markedly different 
from the previously published Regulation 27 DPD on which the Council’s comments 
had been invited. 
 
Paragraph 1.7 of the current Publication document indicates that the published 
document may be altered. Any alterations, other than minor post-publication 
changes (editing) which are proposed to improve the legibility of the Plan or ensure 
it is up to date, should be republished to allow further representations in accordance 
with the legislation and established procedures. 
 
It is not clear whether the County Council will be relying solely on the three rounds 
of Regulation 25 consultation carried out in 2009 or using the previous Publication 
and Examination stages as additional informal Regulation 25 consultation? There 
does not appear to have been published the statement described under Regulation 
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24 and required to be published at the Regulation 27 stage which would have 
explained this? 
 
Coherence of the overall strategy  
 
The Borough Council is concerned about the overall coherence and effectiveness of 
the proposed strategy as a whole, and the Site Allocations Policies DPD in particular, 
and whether or not it effectively identifies the sites required for minerals and waste 
purposes in the County and the Borough. This has implications for this Borough’s 
LDF. This Council will be identifying and consulting on the locational criteria and 
quantities of land required for development in its Core Strategy and then identifying 
sites e.g. for housing and employment, without sufficient certainty as to whether 
the County Council will be granting planning permission for minerals and waste uses 
on or near these sites.    
 
Whilst it is acknowledged that there will always be occasional ‘windfall’ sites that 
come forward and are approved, the strategy, particularly in respect of energy from 
waste plants, but also other waste facilities, is not considered to provide the clarity 
that development plans are meant to provide. 
 
In particular, the Council objects to the text at paragraph 2.3 which effectively 
seeks to reinterpret Policy 9 of the Core Strategy (which included the estimates of 
the number of facilities of each type that will be needed for minerals and waste 
purposes in Cumbria), to state that it is not intended to be used restrictively and 
that proposals may be able to demonstrate a need for additional facilities. It is not 
considered appropriate to use the Site Allocations Policies DPD to change the 
strategic application of the Core Stagey policies – this should be done, if sought, 
though a review of the Core Strategy. The Site Allocations Policies DPD already 
identifies more sites than are needed (in line with the Core Strategy policy). 
 
The Council’s concerns are illustrated by the discussions which took place when the 
Plan was previously Examined, in respect of a site at Sandscale Park near Barrow, 
which was put forward as an energy from waste site by a third party in their 
previous Regulation 28 representations and at the Hearing (paragraph 57-59 of the 
Inspector’s report). The Inspector decided not to include the site within the DPD 
stating in paragraph 59 that: “On balance, I agree with the (County) Council that it 
is not appropriate to recommend the inclusion of this site in the DPD in order for it 
to be consistent with the CS and thus sound. In reaching this conclusion, I have 
attached considerable weight to the explanation given by the Council about the way 
the CS and GDCP policies will be applied and the likelihood that this acknowledged 
gap in provision can be filled by a planning proposal which accords with the policies 
of the development plan as a whole.”  
 
No ‘gap in provision’ was apparent then or now. The Core Strategy sought to 
identify two sites for Energy from Waste incinerators and paragraph 7.26 explained 
that, at the time it was written, flexibility was needed to accommodate both bids for 
the municipal waste management contract. However, this was subsequently signed 
and did not require Energy from Waste plants.  
 
The Site Allocation Policies DPD as previously considered by the Inspector, and the 
current Publication document, acknowledges this and explains that planning 
permission for 3 Energy from Waste plants has been granted, one in Barrow, one in 
Kendal and one in Silloth. It goes on to say that “It is considered that two more 
sites are likely to be needed.” Four ‘First Preference’ sites are then proposed, none 
of which are in Barrow. The strategy and justification here is not understood. 
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Identified Sites: 
 
The current Publication document identifies 4 sites in Barrow: Goldmire Quarry as 
additional non-inert landfill capacity; High Greenscoe Quarry as an ‘Area of Search’ 
for Minerals; Roose Sand Quarry as a ‘Preferred Area’ for minerals; and Roosecote 
sand and gravel quarry extension as an ‘Area of Search’ for minerals. 
 
Goldmire Quarry (BA10) 
 
Barrow Borough Council objects to the inclusion of this site and reiterates its 
comments made at previous stages of the DPD production on 6 July 2009, 14 
October 2009 and at the previous Publication Stage on 26 January 2010. In the 
absence of technical and feasibility studies, it is considered premature to allocate 
the site for non-inert landfill. Without such studies, the suitability of the site, its 
capacity and its deliverability cannot be adequately demonstrated.  
 
The apparent justification for the allocation in terms of alignment with the Core 
Strategy and evidence of need as set out in the supporting text in paragraph 3.10 
appears illogical. Robust and up-to-date data is essential for the justification of 
proposed sites and clear evidence should be made available to support such 
proposals. 
 
It is clear from the Inspectors Report of the 1 December 2010, that the Inspector 
and the County Council shared the Borough Council’s concerns about deliverability 
(para 66), and I am not aware of any evidence that has become available since the 
Inspector’s Report, to demonstrate deliverability.  
  
High Greenscoe Quarry (M5) 
 
No objections. 
 
Roose Sand Quarry (M27) 
 
No objections. 
 
Roosecote Sand and Gravel Quarry Extension (M12) 
 
Barrow Borough Council objects to the inclusion of this site and reiterates its 
comments first made on the 6 July 2009 that the site is a completely stand alone 
area of land separated from the existing Roosecote Quarry by Rampside Road. It is 
noted that the area of the site is reduced from that identified in 2009 and included 
in the adopted DPD. The area is a prominent area of greenfield land located in an 
area of valuable open countryside, the development of which for sand and gravel 
extraction has not been demonstrated to be justified in accordance with policies 
CSP4, DCP3, DCP6 and DCP12. 

 
Sustainably Appraisal & Appropriate Assessment 
 
The Sustainably Appraisal (SA) for site M12 identifies no adverse 
environmental/sustainability impacts under its assessment against criteria EN2 and 
NR4. The Council does not agree with these conclusions and would therefore 
question the methodology used in the SA.  The Commentary/Explanatory/Issues 
text at the bottom page 88 is cut off. The SA also states that ‘This site is within a 

hayton-swindleh
Text Box
29



Page 4 of 4 
 

Director of Regeneration & Community Services Chief Executive Director of Corporate Services  Borough Treasurer  
Phil Huck  Tom Campbell Ola Oduwole  Mohamed Saleh 

 
       
 

Minerals Safeguarding Area’. This is incorrect - are not the MSAs are to be identified 
by the Site Allocations Policies DPD? 

 
We note that Site M12 is not included in the Habitats Regulations Assessment, 
which states in paragraph 1.8 “The Assessment does not include land that the 
Council is proposing should be indentified as Areas of Search for extending quarries 
or as Minerals Safeguarding Areas.”  

 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion and for the above reasons, Barrow Borough Council objects to the 
Published Cumbria and Minerals and Waste Development Framework Site 
Allocations Policies DPD and Proposals Map and considers it unsound. The Council 
would further urge the County Council to satisfy itself that its processes will 
ultimately lead to a legally compliant Plan. 

 
Yours sincerely 

 
 
 
Phil Huck 
Director of Regeneration & Community Services 
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