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Under the previous Conservative administration in the 1990s, large-scale dumping of 
nuclear wastes in Landfill was against Government policy.1  However in March 2007, 
Labour changed this 2 so that wastes such as plutonium wastes can now be sent to 
ordinary disposal sites.3 
 
Cumbria County Council ( CCC ) has recently been developing its siting policy for 
lower level radioactive wastes.  At the end of April Cumbria finalised its proposed 
Policy which was then submitted to Government 4 for consideration. 5  
 
Cumbria’s proposed policy will be examined by the Planning Inspectorate - on behalf 
of the Government.  The start of this process is a ‘Pre-Hearing’ meeting to be held in  
 

Kendal on Thursday 29th July.  
 
Cumbria’s policy is that lower level radioactive wastes should be disposed of either at 
Drigg,  (which has been a disposal site for low level wastes for many years ) or at the 
Sellafield  nuclear site.   Alternatively Cumbria have proposed that these wastes 
should be disposed of adjacent to Sellafield.  
 

                                                
1 The radioactive wastes that could be sent to Landfill under the 1990s Conservative Government were 
wastes from: 

• non-nuclear industries that processed raw materials containing natural radioactivity 
• hospitals and universities 
• uranium enrichment and fuel fabrication; and 
• lightly contaminated excavation spoil from Sellafield 

ie – most of the wastes from the nuclear industry – even low level wastes could not – could not be sent 
to Land-fill 
( see - “Review of Radioactive Waste Management Policy – Final Conclusions” – Cm 2919 July 1995 – 
page 32 – para 114  and page 33 – para 115) 
2 Revised Policy on Re-Classification of Radioactive Waste – so that a proportion of it could go to 
Landfill – DTI / DEFRA –26  March 2007 
“Policy for the Long Term Management of Solid Low Level Radioactive Waste in the United Kingdom” 
http://www.decc.gov.uk/media/viewfile.ashx?filepath=what%20we%20do/uk%20energy%20supply/en
ergy%20mix/nuclear/radioactivity/llw-policystatement070326.pdf&filetype=4&minwidth=true 
3 Feb 2006 – Consultation on Reclassificiation of Nuclear Waste 
”A Public Consultation on Policy for the Long Term Management of Solid Low Level Radioactive 
Waste in the Untied Kingdom”  28 Feb 2006 
Department of Trade and Industry ( DTI ) and DEFRA ( Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs ) – see page 68.  Wastes with alpha activity includes plutonium wastes.  The Sellafield site, 
which is a large scale producer of wastes, is for the most part a plutonium production complex.   This 
means that it generatea a very large amount of wastes that are contaminated with plutonium 
4 to the Secretary of State, Communities and Local Government 
5 http://www.cumbriacc.gov.uk/planning-
environment/planning/policy/minerals_waste/mwdf/regulation30.asp 



Cumbria’s Policy does not fit in with what the Labour Government put forward – 
which was that the ‘nuclear landfill market’ should be opened up. 6 
 
There are two particular places in Cumbria that have applied for permission to 
become dump sites for lower level radioactive wastes – Lillyhall and Keekle Head. 
 
In June 2009, Lillyhall reported that they were planning to dispose of radioactive 
asbestos. 7  Lillyhall was the subject of national controversy earlier this year when it 
was reported that five bags of waste from the Sellafield nuclear site were dumped 
there by mistake after a faulty scanner had passed them as safe. 8 
 
The company ‘Endecom’ 9 want to dump one million cubic metres of nuclear waste 10 
at Keekle Head in Cumbria.  Keekle Head is a former open cast coal mine 11 and is 
also the source of the River Keekle.  If the project were to be given the go ahead then 
the course of the River would need to be “re-instated”. 12 
 
Recently the Keekle River was featured on BBC ‘Countryfile’ 13 as one of the best 
salmon rivers in the Lakes: 
 

“ worth £60 million to the Cumbrian economy “ 
 
The original reasoning put forward in 2006 for Labour’s change in Policy was that the 
new ‘Nuclear Decommissioning Authority’ (the ‘NDA’ ) - who had just taken on 
responsibility for dealing with the UK’s  nuclear waste 14 - were planning to 
accelerate the programme of site clearance following reactor shutdown.15  It was 

                                                
6 Feb 2006 Consultation document – page 63 
7 ‘Environmental Safety Case: Disposal of Very Low Level Radioactive Waste at the Lillyhall Landfill 
Site’  - June 2009 – see page 2 and page 11 
“Waste Recycling Group” and “Energy Solutions”  
8 The Times - 26th April 2010 
Bags of radioactive waste from Sellafield dumped in landfill site 
Ben Webster, Environment Editor 
http://www.timesonline.co.uk/tol/news/environment/article7107865.ece 
9 ‘Endecom UK Ltd, which is a wholly owned subsidiary of Sita UK Ltd has been established to 
develop disposal facilities for lower level radioactive waste from the nuclear industry. 
See - Keekle Head – ‘Endecom’ Exhibition Panel  ( page 4 ) – 6 October 2009 ( page one ) 
10 Endecom – ‘Proposed Keekle Head Waste Management Centre’  - Six Page Brochure.( Summer 
2009) – reference to one million cubic metres of waste is on page 2 
11 Letter from Richard Evans  (Cumbria County Council Principal Planning Officer ) to Rachel 
Western ( Nuclear Researcher for Friends of the Earth – Cumbria Groups ) 11 December 2009  
Re - Cumbria County Council – Planning Policy on Waste – Site Allocation Policy -  page 1 
12 Keekle Head – ‘Endecom’ Exhibition Panel  ( page 4 ) – 6 October 2009 
13 Countryfile – 24th Jan 2010  
“nuclear power means nuclear waste and, as Tom Heap finds out, the biggest issue by far is 
how we get rid of it.” http://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/b00qh16l 
Youtube of Countryfile piece - http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=H2Um3Bi6yzQ 
14 Feb 2006 – Consultation on Reclassificiation of Nuclear Waste 
”A Public Consultation on Policy for the Long Term Management of Solid Low Level Radioactive 
Waste in the Unitied Kingdom”  28 Feb 2006 
Department of Trade and Industry ( DTI ) and DEFRA ( Department for Environment, Food and Rural 
Affairs ) – page 41 
15 Feb 2006 – LLW Consultation – page 8 para 6 



expected therefore that a very large bulk of low level wastes would be produced on a 
short timescale. 
 
However, just one year after the production of the 2007 revised RadWaste Policy, the 
Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee ( NuSac ) reported that the NDA were 
experiencing very severe problems in finding the funds to carry out their work. 16  As 
a result their site clearance programme had to be slowed down.  NuSac’s concerns 
were confirmed by The Times, and the NDA in November 2009. 17 
 
The fact that a key argument put forward to justify the dumping of nuclear waste in 
Landfill not longer stands – means that the status of the policy must be questioned. 
 
More importantly Nuclear Landfill must be challenged as safety cannot be 
guaranteed.  The 2007 policy states that a ‘risk informed policy will ensure safety’ 18  
However, the plutonium example demonstrates that the nuclear industry are simply 
incapable of providing the safety guarantees which are essential if nuclear waste is to 
be dumped. 
 
Cellulose - the woody compound used to make paper – breaks down into chemicals 
that can make plutonium up to 10, 000 times more likely to get into underground 
water supplies. 19 , 20   This means it would be ten thousand times more likely to get 
into crops or drinking water if it was dumped in Landfill.  The Consultation document 
from 2006 makes it quite clear that ‘alpha’ wastes – which include plutonium - in 
combination with cellulose, 21 are planned to be included in the Nuclear Landfill 
dump plans. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
16 Nuclear Safety Advisory Committee ( NuSac) 
“Review of NDA funding issues” 3rd July 2008  
Paper by A R Webb  (on behalf of Review Group 3)  
 NuSAC Paper   NUSAC (2008) P19  
17 NDA - Statement in response to Times article published Wednesday  - 25 Nov ‘09  
25 Nov ‘09  
http://www.nda.gov.uk/news/responsetotimesarticlenov09.cfm 
18 March 2007 Policy – page 22 
19 Ewart (1988) NSS/G103 
F T Ewart et al, “Chemical and Microbiological Effects in the Near Field: Current Status” p19 
20 Cross (1989) NSS/R151p3 
21 Feb 2006 Consulation docuemt – page 68 


