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Ms Rachel Brophy  Rachel.Brophy@cumbria.gov.uk     

Planning Officer  

Cumbria County Council  

Economy, Culture and Environment  

County Offices                www.slacc.org.uk 

KENDAL  

Cumbria LA9 4RQ         18th February 2018 

 

 

 

Dear Ms Brophy, 

 

Re: Application ref 4/17/9007 by West Cumbria Mining Ltd for Development of an existing surface 

mine entrance for a new underground metallurgical coal mine and associated surface development 

including: […] at the former Marchon site (High Road) Whitehaven […] off Mirehouse Road, Pow 

Beck valley and area from, Marchon Site to St Bees Coast 

https://cloud2.atriumsoft.com/ePlanningCMB/loadFullDetails.do?aplId=45792  

 

1. South Lakes Action on Climate Change towards transition (SLACCtt) objects to the above coal 

mining application because the quantity of greenhouse gases it will release over its projected years of 

operation would be totally incompatible with the urgent and steep reduction in carbon emissions that 

climate scientists state we will need to ensure, in order to have any good chance of meeting the 

temperature goals of the Paris Climate Agreement that the UK and almost all other nations have signed 

up to. 

 

2. The temperature goals of The Paris Agreement are “holding the increase in global average 

temperature to well below 2⁰C above pre-industrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit the 

temperature increase to 1.5⁰C above pre-industrial levels” [1]. To comply with meeting these goals this 

would mean leaving most of the known resources of fossil fuels in the ground [2], which for coal would 

mean an even greater proportion in the ground (as it has the highest emissions per unit energy 

released when burnt – twice that of fossil gas, and for the UK (as a developed country) this would 

mean as close as possible to zero (to ensure equity). 

I will show below, that there is significant scope for reducing the use of coking coal for steel-making 

(and also carbon emissions) – and steps to implement these reductions are being taken in the UK right 

now. 

 

3. On climate urgency - it must be borne in mind that climate scientists have shown that if our current 

rate of carbon emissions is maintained we have only (i) around a couple of decades left before the +1.5 

degrees global average temperature becomes the damaging reality [3]:  

 
(IPCC draft report on 1.5C) [3] http://www.climatechangenews.com/2018/02/13/leaked-draft-summary-un-special-report-1-5c-climate-goal-full/  

and (ii) that our global carbon budget for +1.5 degrees would be used up in only about 3 years 

according to IPCC AR5 [4], and in up to around 2 decades according to the most optimistic best-case 

scenarios of more recent projections, but a co-author states: “if CO₂ emissions were to continue to 

increase along current trends, even this new budget would be exhausted in less than 20 years 1.5℃” 

[5]. 
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Some climate scientists have more pessimistic assessments for our carbon budget, for example 

Anderson and Broderick concluded that the EU countries have just 9 more years of carbon budget at 

current rate of burning to keep below +2 degrees [6]. (NB: EU/OECD countries have less to ensure equity). 

 

I quote: “… In their latest paper, published in the February issue of Nature Geoscience, Dr Philip 

Goodwin from the University of Southampton and Professor Ric Williams from the University of 

Liverpool have projected that if immediate action isn't taken, the earth's global average temperature is 

likely to rise to 1.5°C above the period before the industrial revolution within the next 17-18 years, and 

to 2.0°C in 35-41 years respectively if the carbon emission rate remains at its present-day value. …” [7]  

 

Compare these predictions with WCM’s hoped for life-span of the mine (20 to 50 years) – it overlaps 

after 20 years with decades when UK emissions need to be near to zero. And before that, with a 

decade or more when our reductions will have to be very steep indeed. What planet are WCM living 

on? Are they gambling that the UK government (and planning decisions) will continue to diverge from 

the required carbon reductions path? 

 

4. The huge UK emissions gap: Unfortunately our central government policies and actions on climate, 

fossil fuels and planning decisions – are way out of compliance with the requirements that climate 

scientists state are essential for meeting the Paris temperature goals. Sadly too – this huge compliance 

gap has been shown also by local government planning officers in a number of recent cases relating to 

fossil fuel applications, in which the climate argument has been omitted or down-played, despite NPPF 

enabling climate as a planning consideration (NPPF section 10 e.g. 

para.93). [9] 

Leaving climate consideration to central government to decide on in 

planning cases is leaving the decision to a government still 

supporting new investment in fossil fuels – in direct contradiction to 

the Agreement they’ve signed up to [10]. 
This chart shows just one example of many: (the trend should obviously 

be downwards!); and DIT SoS Liam Fox is currently promoting more UK 

fossil fuel investments abroad [10 or 11] 

Also the Committee on Climate Change (CCC) expressed concern 

that the UK government’s policies [e.g. Clean Growth Strategy] are 

insufficient to result in the carbon emissions reductions required by 

the Climate Change Act 2008 (to reduce emissions by at least 80% 

on 1990 levels by 2050) and by the Paris Agreement. ‘The CCC said 

that “even if delivered in full”, existing and new policies would fail to 

meet the interim goals set by the fourth and fifth carbon budgets 

“by a significant margin”.’ 

[https://www.desmog.uk/2018/01/16/government-climate-plan-has-

significant-gaps-experts-warn] 

Compare the recent trends in the 2 charts to the right: 

 They are both going in the opposite direction that’s required. 

Thus it is important that planning officers do not do what an SLDC 

councillor advised at a recent ctte meeting: that the climate 

considerations [of a proposed gas power station] should be left to central government. He might as 

well have said to the gas industry, or Shell and BP. There is no way in which our present central 

government (or bodies under their control) can be trusted to make planning decisions on fossil fuel 

investments that comply with the Climate Change Act or the Paris Agreement. 
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5. The above climate argument strongly rules out WCM’s coal-mining application because of its huge 

carbon emissions [from FoE figures below], unless it can be shown indisputably that our need to add 

more coking coal to the global market for new steel production (as opposed to recycled steel – which 

does not need coal) is absolutely essential within the near future, and is tied with an equal reduction of 

carbon emissions by some means that would otherwise not happen (extremely unlikely!). But there is 

no case for such an exceptional need, as other consultees have pointed out [ref], and the use of coking 

coal in steel-making can be significantly reduced. Furthermore, if there was (hypothetically) such a 

need, the Whitehaven area would be the wrong location for mining coking coal – due to the many 

negative impacts and risks that other consultees have so strongly indicated. Finally there is no scope 

for achieving the huge compensatory carbon reduction. 

 

6. Significant reductions in the requirement for coking coal in steel-making can be made  

Appendix 1 explains this more fully with relevant quotes from references, and here we summarize: 

(i) by increasing the recycling rate of steel (from 30% in or before 2013 to a claimed potential 80% in 

the future), and thus increasing the percentage of steel made using the Electric Arc Furnace (EAF) – 

which does not need coke, and:  

(ii) decarbonizing the electricity used in the EAF, and thereby reducing the need for new steel from iron 

ore and carbon, and with regards the latter:  

(iii) increasing the use of waste wood instead of coking coal in countries where the strict rules required 

for regulating the latter are feasible to achieve. 

But methods (i) and (ii) are by far the most climate-appropriate and feasible for the UK, and this month 

for example – an EAF was re-started in Rotherham by a company that is at least aware of the need to 

reduce burning of fossil-carbon in steel-making.  

 

 

7. Summary conclusions from the above: SLACCtt maintains that the over-riding climate argument is 

more than sufficient in its own right, i.e. without any other reason being needed, to rule out approving 

the application. The many other strong reasons against approving the application also include those 

that in our view look sufficient individually, but SLACC’s main expertise and remit of relevance here is 

climate change, so we focus on that. 

 

 

8. Friends of the Earth in their objections to WCM’s proposals have thoroughly assessed the carbon 

emissions and climate impacts, and have concisely compared them with the requirements of the Paris 

Climate Agreement (2015) and the Climate Change Act (2008) - with associated statements by the 

Commission on Climate Change. SLACCtt strongly endorses FoE’s arguments for objection and have 

copied their climate section “Matter 1” below - partly because it is so well put across, and also so that 

we could focus on complementing it with additional contextual background: 

For instance some readers may not realize just how large is the gap between what climate scientists 

strongly advise, and what our government policy and actions try to achieve (often the opposite!). Also 

there are those who may not realize the urgency and rapidity (over a short time frame) with which we 

must reduce emissions to have a 66% chance of avoiding exceeding +1.5 degrees.  

 

Climate change impacts of WCM’s proposals is one of four of a subset of FoE’s “key concerns” that FoE 
list and describe in their letter of 3rd July 2017. FoE “… objects in principle to the above application for 
deep surface coal mining at the former Marchon Site …” 
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Links: 

Friends of the Earth 170710 (No PI) 4179007.pdf – dated 3rd July 2017 

Friends of the Earth response to further information 171009 (NO PI).pdf – dated 9th October 2017 

- Downloadable from https://cloud2.atriumsoft.com/ePlanningCMB/tabPage3.jsp?aplId=45792 

 

Here we quote the section on climate change impacts from FoE’s letter of 9th October 2017 to 

CumbriaCC: 

 
Matter 1 – The need to consider the impact of the proposal on climate change  
 
1. Despite being an application for coking/ metallurgical coal, the projected timeframe and quantity of 
extraction is at odds with the expectations of overarching climate change legislation – namely the 
Climate Change Act (2008) – which introduced legally binding targets to reduce the UK’s greenhouse 
gas emissions by at least 80% by 2050 from 1990 levels, and the Paris Agreement.  
 
2. Paragraph 93 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) reflects this legislative approach, 
stating that:  
 
“Planning plays a key role in helping to shape places to secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change and  
supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure. This is 
central to the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development”  
 
3. Coal is described by the Committee on Climate Change as one of the fuels with the highest carbon 
intensity1 and so its extraction and combustion must be minimised on a national and global scale in 
order to comply with current and future climate budgets2. The application will not only drastically 
increase UK extraction (up to 2.1 million tonnes per annum at its expected peak), but is inextricably 
linked to the emissions impact of the burning of coal. Despite the intension to extract ore from the coal 
for steel making, rather than burning for energy generation, the development would conflict with the 
above legislative and national planning policy objectives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
1 Onshore Petroleum - The compatibility of UK onshore petroleum with meeting the UK’s carbon budgets (Committee on Climate Change 
– March 2016)  
 
4. It is clear that this is a very large mine, with a very long life span indeed. The application talks of a 
production life-span of 20-50 years, and a peak of 2.8 million tonnes a year. Assuming a 40 year life 
(following construction), and an average of 2 million tonnes a year, that is total production of 80 million 
tonnes, which will emit around 175 million tonnes of carbon dioxide. The level of emissions and 
proposed life-time of the mine is of major concern.  
 
5. As stated above, the UK already has legally binding climate change targets under the Climate 
Change Act 2008 to reduce emissions by at least 80% on 1990 levels by 2050 – with 2050 within the 
lifetime of this mine. We note that the wording is “at least” – it is the intention of the Paris Agreement 
that all nations ratchet up their ambition over time, and the UK Government has said it will “continue to 
take a lead in global action on climate change” i. Post- Paris, the CCC has said that an equal 
distribution of the remaining Global Carbon Budget implies the UK “reaching net zero CO2 emissions by 
2033-55 for 2°C and 2026-28 for 1.5°C” ii. In this context, the UK can be expected to be not emitting 
carbon dioxide well within the lifetime of this mine, and in which case the proposal to dig for coal so far 
into the future is not compatible with the UK’s climate change aims.  
 
6. We would argue that the lifetime of the mine is therefore far too long and at the very least should be 
substantially reduced in order to ensure UK carbon budgets are met. We feel operational timescales 
being put forward are excessive and will prolong the climatic impacts linked to the mining, export and 
use of the coal. There has also been little to no consideration of methane release within the 
documentation, which, as well as CO2, is very large contributor to climate change and which (as a result 
of the mine’s expected output and lifespan) requires further consideration.  
 

====== END of quote from FoE’s letter to CumbriaCC dated 9th October 2017 ====== 
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Yours sincerely, 
 

             

           Chris Rowley 
 

 

Dr Henry Adams on behalf of SLACCtt         Chris Rowley – Acting Chair and Trustee of SLACCtt 
 
Dr Henry Adams            Email: slaclimatechange@googlemail.com  
Home phone: 01539 722158 
55 Hayclose Crescent, Kendal    LA9 7NT 
Email:  henryadams@dragonfly1.plus.com 
          
 
 

APPENDICES (references for above are below the appendices) 
 

APPENDIX 1 

Coking coal - how much is it “needed” for steel-making? 

Are there lower-carbon-intensity alternative methods that don’t require coking coal, or much 

less of it? 
 

Here I quote relevant information from useful references: 

 

CAT [Climate Action Tracker] Decarbonisation Series - climateactiontracker.org - October 2017: 

MANUFACTURING A LOW-CARBON SOCIETY: HOW CAN WE REDUCE EMISSIONS FROM CEMENT AND STEEL?  

http://climateactiontracker.org/assets/publications/DecarbSeries/Memo_Decarb_Industry_Final.pdf 

… “Steel-related CO2 emissions differ, depending on the production route used. There are two main 

manufacturing routes: the blast furnace basic oxygen furnace (BF-BOF) route and the electric arc furnace (EAF) 

route. Currently, the BF-BOF route is the dominant process, responsible for roughly 70% of steel production 

(World Steel Association 2015). This process mainly uses raw materials such as coal, iron ore and limestone. The 

raw material is converted to pig iron in the BF and subsequently made into steel in the BOF. The EAF route uses 

electricity to manufacture steel from predominantly scrap metal feedstock. Currently steel manufacturing using 

the EAF route represents close to a third of global steel production (World Steel Association 2016b). There is a 

substantial difference between the final energy intensity of these routes—the intensity of the EAF route is one-

third of that of the BF-BOF route (WWF & Ecofys 2011). Of this intensity, about 95% comes from direct energy 

consumption (the use of primary energy in the production process without prior conversion or transformation) 

in the BF-BOF route, compared to about 50% for the EAF route (see Annex B).” … 

“Why is it so difficult to get emissions to near zero levels? In steelmaking, the most common method—the 

BF/BOF route—requires high carbon coke as fuel. Recycling of scrap steel through the EAF route avoids large 

amounts of emissions associated with fossil fuel combustion, but scrap availability is limited, which will constrain 

the shift towards a circular steel sector. …” 

Refers to e.g.: WWF & Ecofys, 2011. The Energy Report THE ENERGY REPORT - 100% RENEWABLE ENERGY BY 

2050 https://www.ecofys.com/files/files/ecofys-wwf-2011-the-energy-report.pdf  

https://www.ecofys.com/files/files/wwf_ecofys_2011_theenergyreport_part1.pdf 

1jan11 https://www.worldwildlife.org/publications/the-energy-report  

 

CAN WE MAKE STEEL WITHOUT COAL? - Posted by tjonescan | 24 Apr 2013 | Jeanette Fitzsimons,   

http://coalaction.org.nz/carbon-emissions/can-we-make-steel-without-coal  
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“…coal (as coke) is a reducing agent, a source of energy to drive the process and a source of carbon to incorporate in the 

steel. Alternative processes need to meet all three functions. This is why you have to do more than just substitute a 

different energy source.” … “The current global rate of steel recycling is 30%, helping keep carbon emissions from pushing 

ever higher. Obviously there are limits to what can be collected for reuse but it should be possible to raise it to 80%, and 

would be if there was a sufficient price on carbon. Failure to price environmental damage leads to massive waste because 

collecting material for reuse is “just not worth it”.” [The alternative to coal for making new steel (as cf recycled steel) that 

the article recommends is wood-waste. This source requires adhering to strict rules of e.g. of forestry management, land-

use etc]. Thank you Marianne Birkby and others for this link. E.g. it’s in: https://sciscomedia.co.uk/keep-cumbrian-coal-in-

the-hole/ 

 

NB: The shift towards lower-carbon steel-recycling methods is already happening NOW in the UK: 

16feb18 HRH The Prince of Wales reignites furnace - Liberty House Group 
http://www.libertyhousegroup.com/news/hrh-the-prince-of-wales-reignites-furnace/ “His Royal Highness, The 

Prince of Wales, will today (February 16th) mark a major milestone in the revival of Britain’s steel industry when 

he formally reignites the iconic N-Furnace at Liberty Speciality Steels in Rotherham, South Yorkshire. … the 

Alliance’s vision for an industrial revival based on renewable energy, metal recycling and integration of the 

supply chain.” 

http://www.libertyhousegroup.com/company/vision/ “GREENSTEEL” strategy: 

“… 2. Invest in green energy, not green taxes. 

We have committed investment in generation of low-cost, low carbon power for use in steel recycling. 

We will strive to reduce the impact of carbon taxes imposed on coal and gas based electricity to the 

manufacture steel (but not on coal for blast furnaces). We already hold investments in low cost power from 

hydro to bio fuel, and we are working to convert coal power plants to biomass and waste-to-energy stations. We 

will seek to grow our renewable energy portfolio to the advantage of our steel and engineering capabilities. …” 

 
 

REFERENCES 
 

[1] pdf: http://unfccc.int/resource/docs/2015/cop21/eng/l09.pdf see near top of page 2: 

“Emphasizing with serious concern the urgent need to address the significant gap between the aggregate effect 

of Parties’ mitigation pledges in terms of global annual emissions of greenhouse gases by 2020 and aggregate 

emission pathways consistent with holding the increase in the global average temperature to well below 2 °C 

above preindustrial levels and pursuing efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5 °C” 

Explanatory text (example): https://theconversation.com/the-paris-climate-agreement-at-a-glance-50465 

 

[2] Carbon Tracker produced the report Unburnable Carbon with its “carbon bubble” concept back in July 2011, 

which stated “Only 20% of the total reserves can be burned unabated, leaving up to 80% of assets technically 

unburnable”: https://www.carbontracker.org/reports/carbon-bubble/  

But this report related to keeping below +2 degrees, whereas it is now accepted that we need to keep below 1.5 

degrees if possible. 

Budgets for 1.5 degrees are much smaller, and much harder to calculate with accuracy for scientific reasons – 

e.g. we are now around +1 degrees as a global average – but regions of the world vary in this respect – especially 

the arctic which has warmed up twice as fast as the global average, yet has a lower density of temperature 

recorders despite its wider climate influence.  

 

[3] (IPCC draft report on 1.5C) http://www.climatechangenews.com/2018/02/13/leaked-draft-summary-un-

special-report-1-5c-climate-goal-full/ 

 

[4] Analysis: Just four years left of the 1.5C carbon budget [at start of 2017] – Carbon Brief 5apr17 

https://www.carbonbrief.org/analysis-four-years-left-one-point-five-carbon-budget - based on IPCC 2014 

synthesis report AR5 http://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar5/syr/ with update for 2016 from Global Carbon Project on 

world budget: http://cdiac.ess-dive.lbl.gov/GCP/ or, if this US link gets Trumped off-line, here is the pdf of Global 

Carbon Budget 2016: https://www.earth-syst-sci-data.net/8/605/2016/essd-8-605-2016.pdf  
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[5] Frame & Matthews (2017) https://theconversation.com/keeping-global-warming-to-1-5-degrees-really-hard-

but-not-impossible-84203 by 2 co-authors of Millar et al. 2017 https://www.nature.com/articles/ngeo3031  

 

[6] via www.foeeurope.org/NoRoomForGas  - 'Natural gas and climate change' (pdf) 17oct17, released 7nov17, 

by Prof Kevin Anderson, University of Manchester & Uppsala University & Dr John Broderick, University of 

Manchester & Teesside University - commissioned by Friends of the Earth Europe. Quote from FoEE press release: 

"A new study, commissioned by Friends of the Earth Europe from the Tyndall Centre for Climate Change Research and the 

Teesside University, shows that EU countries can afford just nine more years of burning gas and other fossil fuels at the 

current rate before they will have exhausted their share of the earth’s remaining carbon budget for maximum temperature 

rises of 2°C. Even with a managed phase-out, fossil fuels including natural gas, can have no substantial role beyond 2035 in 

an EU energy system compatible with 2°C. The findings  

are a stark reminder of the urgency with which Europe, as a region historically responsible for climate change, needs to shift 

to an energy system free from fossil fuels. Under the terms of the Paris climate agreement, the EU has committed to limit 

global warming to ‘well below 2°C’ and to ‘pursue efforts to limit the temperature increase to 1.5°C’. [2] For 1.5°C, gas and 

other fossil fuels would need to be phased-out even faster." Professor Kevin Anderson, Tyndall Centre for Climate Change 

Research and the Teesside University said: "If the EU is to transform its energy system to align with the Paris temperature 

and equity commitments, it cannot continue with business as usual and must instead initiate a rapid phase out of all fossil 

fuels including natural gas. This needs to begin now and be complete within the coming two decades.” There are several 

associated pdf documents linked to from the FoEE web-page. 

 

[7] 22jan18 Global temperature targets will be missed within decades unless carbon emissions reversed 

https://www.eurekalert.org/pub_releases/2018-01/uos-gtt012218.php 

 

[8] Peter Cox et al on Equilibium Climate Sensitivity (ECS). I omitted this complex reference as it may confuse the 

reader if I try to summarize its implications! Ask Henry Adams if you want more information on this or other 

climate change science papers. My start on text summarizing this: 

‘Another study – by Peter Cox et al on Equilibium Climate Sensitivity (ECS), shows that if we reach a point where 

we have doubled …, which is likely to happen around …. if current emissions trajectory is continued, then 

chances of meeting 1.5 are … [REF].’     

 

[9] NPPF 

 

[10] Why we can’t trust central government on planning decisions re fossil fuels and climate: 

Examples – a few of many (enough to fill a book!): 

 

19apr17 Revealed: UK provides billions in credit to fossil fuel industry despite clean energy pledge – Lawrence 

Carter, Greenpeace Unearthed https://unearthed.greenpeace.org/2017/04/19/uk-trade-billions-export-finance-

fossil/ 

 

11feb18 A Huge New Oil Refinery in Oman is About to Get a Big Loan with Help From the UK Government 

By Chloe Farand https://www.desmog.uk/2018/02/09/huge-new-oil-refinery-oman-about-get-big-loan-through-

uk-government 

“David Powell, environment lead for the think tank New Economics Foundation, denounced the inconsistency 

between the government’s global climate commitments and its underwriting of finance for dirty energy 

projects abroad. “Cognitive dissonance is at the heart of how the UK thinks about climate change,” he told 

DeSmog UK. 

Andrew Scott, senior research fellow at the Overseas Development Institute (ODI), said the UKEF’s potential new 

line of credit to the refinery would “effectively be a form of subsidy” to the fossil fuel industry. …” 

 

11jan18 “before the election, oil bosses gave the Conservative party £390,000 in political donations. .” - 

George Monbiot in response to May’s 25 year environment plan [my emphasis] – quoted from: 

https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2018/jan/11/theresa-may-plastic-plan-economy-consume 
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Attn : Angela Jones, Executive Director of Economy and Infrastructure, 
cc: lolanda Puzio, Chief Legal Officer 

Paul Haggin, Development Control Case Officer 

Also by email: angela.jones@cumbria.gov.uk 
iolanda.puzio@cumbria.gov. uk 
paul.haggin@cumbria.gov.uk 

Your ref: 4/17/9007 
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Email : mmcfeeley@richardbuxton.co. uk 

6 December 2019 

URGENT LEGAL LETTER 

19B Victoria Street 
Cambridge CBI lJP 

Tel: (01223) 328933 

www.richardbuxton.co. uk 
law@richardbuxton.co. uk 

Re: Decision to grant planning permission for development of a new 
underground metallurgical coal mine & associated development at 

Whitehaven; Council Ref: 4/17/9007 

Dear Sirs 

Proposed Whitehaven Coal Mine: Council Ref: 4/17/9007 

We have very recently been instructed by South Lakes Action on Climate Change -
Towards Transition in relation to the proposed metallurgical coal mine at Whitehaven. 

This letter is not intended to contain an exhaustive list of concerns with the proposed 
development and we are still reviewing documentation in relation to proposal. 
However, after reviewing certain materials in relation to this application, we write 
urgently to set out why we consider that a grant of planning permission by Cumbria 
County Council ("the Council") would be unlawful and to alert the Council to these 
legal errors and provide additional information which raises fundamental questions 
about the basis on which the Council has considered the application. 

We have reviewed the Officer's Report ("OR") for the 19 March 2019 and for the 31 
October 2019 meetings of the Development Control and Regulation Committee. As 
you will know, the Council's decision to grant permission was justified on the basis 
that the greenhouse gas emissions from the mining operations and the end use of 
the coal generated by the Whitehaven mine need not be assessed because "coal 
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Consultants: Paul Stookcs• PhD MSc LLB, Kristina Kenworthy BA (Hons) LLM Env (UCL) 
Solicitor and Practice Manager: Caroline Chilvers BA (Hons) Office Manager: Kath Kusyn 

10  



production at Whitehaven would substitute for coal production elsewhere." (October 
OR at 4.2) On this basis, the Council concluded that the "mining operations are very 
likely to be carbon neutral." (October OR at 4.6) 

Essentially the Council's rationale for not conducting any assessment of the 
greenhouse gas emissions of either (1) the mining operations at the site or (2) the 
end use of the coal generated by the proposed mine is that each tonne of coal 
produced at Whitehaven will decrease coal production elsewhere by an equivalent 
amount. Our clients have sought expert advice on this "perfect substitution 
assumption" from Professor Paul Ekins OBE, Director of the UCL Institute for 
Sustainable Resources and an expert on environmental economics1 who has 
provided a letter, attached as Annex 1, considering the validity of this assumption. 

As you will see, Dr Ekin's expert opinion is, in summary, that: 

1. The perfect substitution assumption runs contrary to "basic economic theory" 
and he is not aware of any evidence to support the assumption 

2. In the absence of strong evidence that the "coal market has one or more rare 
features (such as a cartel which sets prices independently) which override 
normal economic forces" an increase of supply in coking coal from the 
Whitehaven mine will lead to increased use of coking coal 

3. Granting permission here is thus, "highly likely to result in additional carbon 
emissions." 

We are not aware of any evidence (expert or otherwise) in the material before the 
Council to indicate that any of the 'rare features' exist that Dr Ekins identifies as 
necessary to justify the perfect substitution assumption. Indeed, we are not aware of 
any evidence at all, aside from bare assertions in the Environmental Statement and 
ORs, that this assumption is a plausible one. 

In light of this strong new evidence that the Council has proceeded on the basis of an 
erroneous assumption, it is incumbent upon the Council to: 

1. Require assessment of the greenhouse gas ("GHG") emissions arising from 
the mining operations. 

a. It is clear that the Council's reliance on the perfect substitution 
assumption extended to its justification that no assessment of the GHG 
emissions arising from the mining operations at Whitehaven 
themselves was necessary because there would be a corresponding 
and offsetting reduction in mining operations elsewhere. In light of the 
evidence that overall coal production is highly likely to increase, these 
GHG emissions must be assessed. 

b. Such an assessment is certainly within the scope of information which 
is reasonably required for reaching a reasoned conclusion on the 
significant effects of the development on the environment, taking into 
account current knowledge and methods of assessment. For 
instance, see attached assessment of the GHG emissions due to 
proposed coal mining operations at Highthorn , the most recent 

1 See Annex 1 for a more complete explanation of Dr Ekin's expertise, publications and 
appointments. 

2 
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determined planning application for a coal mine of which we are aware 
in the UK.2 (Annex 2) While we do not necessarily endorse the 
methodology therein in all respects, it is clear that an assessment of 
the GHG impacts of mining operations is well within the realm of 
current knowledge and methods of assessment. See Town and 
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) Regulations 
2017, Reg. 18(4). 

2. Require an assessment of the GHG emissions that will arise from the end use 
of the coal produced by the proposed mine. 

a. On the basis of the evidence provided , it would also be unlawful to 
proceed without an assessment of the environmental impacts of the 
burning of additional coal due to the proposed mine. See Abraham v 
Region Wallonne, CJEU Case C-2/07 [2008] at para 43 (noting that it 
would be "simplistic and contrary to [a lawful approach to EIA] to take 
account, when assessing the environmental impact of a project or of 
its modification, only of the direct effects of the works envisaged 
themselves, and not of the environmental impact liable to result from 
the use and exploitation of the end product of those works.) 

3. Refer the application back to Councillors for reconsideration and advise the 
Councillors of the material new information which this letter encloses and, 
(pursuant to the assessments conducted above) on the likely greenhouse gas 
impacts of the mining operations and the end use of the coal. Of course, on 
this basis, the Council must also reconsider the proposal's compliance with 
local and national policies including , for instance, NPPF para 148. 

We also consider that the enclosed evidence demonstrates that the Council has erred 
in advising members in regards to the likely impacts of the proposed mine on low
carbon alternatives to blast furnace steel production. In the March OR, the Council 
responded to representations arguing that steel need could be met by alternative 
technologies such as electric arc furnaces by stating that: 

". .. these issues are far broader than can be addressed or 
influenced through consideration of this planning application. If 
future demand for steel falls through substitution of 
environmentally preferable alternatives, increased regulation, or 
developments in technology which allow a reduction in the 
volumes of coal required as a raw material, it is likely that output 
from the mine would drop correspondingly. This would mean 
unextracted coal would remain in the ground, as there would be 
no demand to meet which would make the coal uneconomic to 
produce." (para 6.50) 

However, as the enclosed letter from Dr Ekins notes, additional coking coal 
production is "likely to depress investment in alternatives to the carbon
intensive blast furnace steel production" and therefore "discourage the 
deployment of these alternatives." The Council's misplaced perfect 

2 As the Council will likely be aware, this was called in and refused by the Secretary of State, in 
part on grounds of its GHG emissions, though this decision was later quashed for lack of 
adequate reasoning by the High Court and the matter is being considered anew by the Secretary 
of State. 
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substitution assumption therefore also resulted in the Council 's officers 
misleading members by indicating that there would be no effect on the 
development and deployment of low-carbon technologies, which is clearly 
incorrect. 

In light of this letter and the enclosed evidence, we trust that the Council will 
take steps as above to properly assess the GHG impacts of the proposed 
mining operations and to advise members properly once this assessment has 
been undertaken. 

Yours faithfully 

Q-,ulwvlo~~ ~6\l'~~ 
Richard Buxton Solicitors 
Planning, Environmental & Public Law 

4 
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Letter of Professor Paul Ekins OBE 
 
 
 
 
 
  

14  



 

 
5 December 2019 
 UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources 
Tel. +44 (0) 20 3108 5990 Central House 
 14 Upper Woburn Place 
 London 

WC1H 0NN 
To whom it may concern 
 BY EMAIL 
 
The economics of coal and steel, as relating to the proposal for a mine at 
Woodhouse Colliery, Cumbria 
 
I have been asked to offer my expert opinion on the planning application for a coal mine 
at Woodhouse Colliery, Cumbria.  
 
My research focuses on the conditions and policies for achieving an environmentally 
sustainable economy. I hold a Ph.D. in economics from the University of London and I 
am currently Professor of Resources and Environmental Policy at University College 
London. I am Director of the UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources. Until May 2019 I 
was also Deputy Director of the UK Energy Research Centre. My areas of expertise 
include energy-environment-economy (E3) interaction and environmental policy, 
including: sustainable development assessment methodologies; resource productivity; 
sustainable energy use; E3 modelling and scenarios; the adjustment of national accounts 
to take account of environmental impacts; environmental economic instruments and 
ecological tax reform; sustainable consumption; and environment and trade. I attach a 
brief biography with the titles of some my longer publications as an appendix. 
 
I have been asked to review assertions by Cumbria County Council in relation to the 
likely greenhouse gas (GHG) impacts of the proposed planning permission for a new 
underground metallurgical coal mine and associated development at Whitehaven 
(Council Ref. 4/17/9007). In the reports of March and October 2019 in relation to the 
proposed mine, Cumbria County Council make claims about the impact of the mine on 
emissions of GHGs. I detail the main claim below, and comment on its validity.  
 
Claim: Increases in coal production in the UK would result in decreases in 
production overseas and would therefore not add to global GHG emissions. 
 
The report of October 2019 states that coal from the new mine, sold in the UK or 
elsewhere, would result in a reduction in coal sold from mines overseas. It is claimed 
that the total amount of coal burned would therefore remain the same. 
 
In the words of the reports:  
 

“the opening of the mine would be unlikely to create additional demand for coking 
coal as the demand for coking coal is led by the demand for steel. Therefore, it is 
reasonable to assume that coking coal produced from a mine in the proposed 
location is very likely to end up as a substitute for coking coal produced further 
away” 
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“if the coking coal from Whitehaven proved more competitive because it is located 
closer to steel manufacturing plants of the UK and Europe than the rest of the 
world, then mining operations elsewhere would be very likely to reduce their 
output by a similar level of production, leaving CO2 emissions from extraction and 
processing in balance globally. Furthermore, if the coal from Whitehaven became 
less financially competitive than alternative sources, then there would be no 
market for its product, which would mean it would then remain in the ground, 
leading once again to a carbon neutral situation.” 

 
There is no evidence to suggest that coal from the new mine would result in reductions 
in coal extracted from mines overseas. Basic economic theory suggests that (absent 
special – and rare – circumstances where the demand for a product is considered to be 
entirely “inelastic”) an increase in the supply of a commodity such as coking coal will 
reduce the price of the commodity, leading to increased demand, and therefore 
increased emissions. This is a normal feature of economic markets and to refute the 
assumption that greater supply of a product will lead to increased demand would 
require a very strong argument (and evidence) that the coal market has one or more 
rare features (such as a cartel which sets prices independently) which override normal 
economic forces. I am aware of no such claim or evidence here. 
 
Furthermore, the claim that demand for coking coal is somehow constant because it is 
“led by the demand for steel” is again contrary to basic economic theory. There is no 
reason why the demand for steel would not be responsive to the price of the inputs to 
steel production.  Cheaper coking coal will, in the absence of policy incentives, result in 
more steel being produced through the traditional blast furnace method, and discourage 
investment in alternatives, even though, as I discuss below, such alternatives exist. Thus 
an additional coking coal mine is highly likely to result in additional carbon emissions. 
 
Without effective ‘supply side’ policies which limit fossil fuel extraction to a particular 
level (which currently do not exist in any exporting country cited by the Council), there 
is no reason to expect that there will be a corresponding reduction in supply upon the 
opening of the Whitehaven mine.  A recent report from the United Nations Environment 
Programme states that such policies are insufficient or, in the case of many countries, 
non-existent. Their ‘Production Gap’ report notes “governments are planning to produce 
about 50% more fossil fuels by 2030 than would be consistent with a 2°C pathway and 
120% more than would be consistent with a 1.5°C pathway.”1  
 
The only grounds on which it would be safe to assume that new coal production in 
Cumbria would not lead to an overall increase in coal production would be if one or 
more coal mines elsewhere could be identified which would shut down production as 
the coal from the new mine came on stream. Such mines elsewhere have not been 
identified, and, in the absence of policies or legislation to restrict the extraction of coal 
elsewhere, it can safely be assumed that the result of the new coal mine in Cumbria 
would be an overall increase in emissions, as per the argument above. 
 
My own research, published in the journal Nature in 20152, states that over 80 per cent 
of current coal reserves must remain unused in order to stabilise global average 
temperatures to 2°C; note that the target adopted in the Paris Agreement has a more 
stringent ‘well below’ 2°C. It makes no climate sense to open new coal capacity in this 
situation, especially as it seems to be the case that it is envisaged that the coal mine in 
Cumbria will be producing well past the 2050 date by which the UK Government has a 
legal commitment to reduce greenhouse gas emissions to net zero. 

 
1 The Production Gap: The discrepancy between countries’ planned fossil fuel production and 
global production levels consistent with limiting warming to 1.5°C or 2°C, UNEP, November 2019 
2 McGlade, C., Ekins, P., 2015. The geographical distribution of fossil fuels unused when limiting 
global warming to 2 °C. Nature 517, 187–190.  
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A further argument against increasing coal production, with the likely resulting 
decreasing coal prices, is that this is likely to depress investment in alternatives to the 
carbon-intensive blast furnace steel production. Such alternatives, including reuse and 
remanufacture of steel; recycling of steel in electric arc furnaces (EAFs); the direct 
reduced iron process (DRI) which uses gas to make new steel; and producing steel with 
hydrogen; are all technically feasible. However, the relatively low price of blast-furnace 
steel production has inhibited the development of these alternatives. Again, in the 
absence of policy or legislation, increasing the supply of coking coal will further 
discourage the deployment of these alternatives.   
 
As the UK progresses toward its statutory target of net-zero emissions by 2050, UK steel 
production will be required to shift to the low-carbon alternatives described above. 
From the arguments above it is clear that the coal produced by the Cumbria mine is 
likely both to increase emissions and to hamper the development and deployment of 
low-carbon technologies in this industry, thereby supporting the continuance of high-
carbon steel production and contributing to dangerous climate change.  
 
Conclusion 
I conclude that the claims made by Cumbria County Council, that the mine would not 
result in additional carbon emissions, are entirely unfounded. On the contrary, I would 
expect the mine to result in considerable additional carbon emissions. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 Professor Paul Ekins OBE 
 Professor of Resources and Environmental Policy 
 Director, UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources 
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Appendix: Biography 
 
Paul Ekins has a Ph.D. in economics from the University of London and is 
Professor of Resources and Environmental Policy at and Director of the UCL 
Institute for Sustainable Resources, University College London. Until May 2019 
he was also Deputy Director of the UK Energy Research Centre, and the UKERC 
Co-Director leading on its Energy Resources theme, with research publications 
on low-carbon futures, fossil fuels and hydrogen. In addition, he is a member of 
UNEP's International Resource Panel and a Fellow of the Energy Institute. He is a 
member of Ofgem’s high-level Sustainable Development Advisory Group, and 
was Chairman of the Government-funded National Industrial Symbiosis 
Programme (NISP), the UK’s most successful programme to improve resource 
productivity. From 2002-2008 he was a Member of the Royal Commission on 
Environmental Pollution. From 1997-2005 he was a specialist adviser to the 
Environmental Audit Committee of the House of Commons, from 2003-2007 was 
a Member of the Government’s Sustainable Energy Policy Advisory Board, and in 
2007 was a Specialist Adviser to the Joint Parliamentary Committee on the 
Climate Change Bill. He has extensive experience consulting for business, 
government and international organisations, which has included over 50 
projects and consultancies over the last ten years, and many advisory positions. 
He has also been a consultant to the Government’s Sustainable Development 
Commission, and an adviser to the UK Government's Advisory Committee on 
Business and the Environment and Round Table on Sustainable Development, 
and has been a frequent contributor to His Royal Highness the Prince of Wales' 
annual course for senior executives on business and the environment at the 
University of Cambridge, and the Cambridge Programme for Sustainability 
Leadership. Since 2003 he has been a member, and is now Chairman, of 
the Judging Panel, UK Ashden Sustainable Energy Awards, and he is on the 
Judging Panel of the Rushlight and Rosenblatt New Energy Awards. He was a 
member in 2010-11 of two Ministerial Advisory Panels, on the Green Deal 
(DECC) and on the Natural Environment White Paper (DEFRA), and is on the 
Advisory Board of DECC's Energy Efficiency Deployment Office. In 2011 he was 
appointed Vice-Chairman of the DG Environment Commissioner’s High-Level 
Economists Expert Group on Resource Efficiency and a member of the European 
Commission's high-level European Resource Efficiency Platform. Since 2015 he 
has been a member of the European Commission's High-Level Panel on the 
European Decarbonisation Pathways Initiative. He is currently Co-Chair of UN 
Environment's sixth edition of the Global Environmental Outlook (GEO-6)and of 
the Green Growth Knowledge Platform (GGKP)'s Research Committee on Natural 
Capital. In 1994 Paul Ekins received a Global 500 Award ‘for outstanding 
environmental achievement’ from the United Nations Environment Programme. 
In 2015 he was awarded an OBE in the UK's New Year's Honours List for services 
to environmental policy. 
 
His publications in this area include numerous papers, book-chapters and 
articles in a wide range of journals, and has written or edited twelve books, 
including Global Warming and Energy Demand (Routledge, 1995); and Economic 
Growth and Environmental Sustainability: the Prospects for Green Growth 
(Routledge, London, 2000). His most recent books of which he is editor or co-
editor are Understanding the Costs of Environmental Regulation in Europe 
(Edward Elgar, Cheltenham, 2009); Trade, Globalization, and Sustainability 
Impact Assessment: A Critical Look at Methods and Outcomes (Earthscan, London, 
2009); Carbon-Energy Taxation: Lessons from Europe (Oxford University Press, 
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Oxford, 2009); Hydrogen Energy: Economic and Social Challenges, (Earthscan, 
London, 2010); Environmental Tax Reform: a Policy for Green Growth (Oxford 
University Press, Oxford, 2011); Energy 2050: the Transition to a Secure, Low-
Carbon Energy System for the UK (Earthscan, London, 2011); Global Energy: 
Issues, Potentials and Policy Implications (Oxford University Press, Oxford, 2015) 
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1 INTRODUCTION  

 Wardell Armstrong LLP (WA) have been commissioned by HJ Banks and Company 

Limited (Part of the Banks Group) to provide an estimation of the total Green House 

Gas (GHG) emissions associated with the proposed Highthorn surface mine proposal, 

Widdrington, Northumberland.  

 GHG calculations are not a mandatory requirement for this project under English 

planning law, nor has a request to produce this assessment been made by 

Northumberland County Council, Department for Communities and Local Government 

or the Planning Inspectorate. This assessment has been voluntarily produced to 

provide a detailed calculation of the anticipated GHG emissions that will be 

attributable to the development of the Highthorn surface mine proposal (referred to 

as ‘Highthorn’ throughout the remainder of this report). 

 This assessment defines an estimate of the level of GHGs emitted by both the site 

operations and by the subsequent use of the extracted coal (including its 
transportation to end users). The assessment provides an overview of the estimated 

GHG emissions associated with the proposed development within the context of total 

UK and European GHG emissions.  

1.2 Project Background  

 The Highthorn planning application seeks planning permission for the extraction of 

approximately 3 million tonnes of coal and other minerals over a five-year period. The 
overall life of the mine is seven years including site preparation and restoration 

workings which will occur in years 1 and 7 respectively. 

 A planning application for Highthorn was submitted to Northumberland County 

Council (NCC) in October 2016 and was subsequently recommended for approval at 

Planning Committee in July 2016. Following the resolution to grant by the planning 

committee the application was referred to the Department for Communities and Local 

Government (DCLG) and was subsequently “called in” by the Secretary of State (SofS) 

in September 2016. 

 In the letter that informed both NCC and HJ Banks and Co Ltd of the decision to “call 

in” the application seven matters were outlined which the SofS particularly wished to 
be informed about. Of the seven outlined matters, the following are deemed to be the 

most relevant to this GHG assessment: 
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i) the extent to which the proposed development is consistent with Government 
policies for meeting the challenge of climate change (NPPF Chapter 10); and 

iii) the extent to which the proposed development is consistent with Governments 

policies relating to the sustainable extraction of minerals (NPPF Chapter 13). 

2 METHODOLOGY  

 The predicted GHG emissions for the proposal at Highthorn have been calculated in 

accordance with the following established guidelines and methodologies: 

• World Business Council for Sustainable Development (WBCSD) and the World 

Resource Institute (WRI) ‘Greenhouse Gas Protocol’ (2013). A Corporate 

Accounting and Reporting Standard1’; 

• Department for Environment Food and Rural Affairs’ (DEFRA) ‘Guidance on how 
to measure and report your greenhouse gas emissions’ September 2009; 

• DEFRA’s ‘Environmental Reporting Guidelines: Including mandatory greenhouse 

gas emissions reporting guidance’ June 2013; and 

• Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Guidelines for National GHG 

Inventories from 1996 and 2006, as well as Good Practice Guidance and 

Uncertainty Management in National Greenhouse Gas Inventories from 2000. 

 The GHG emissions controlled or influenced by the proposed development (Highthorn 

surface mine proposal) along with its associated infrastructure have been considered. 

The direct and indirect greenhouse gas emissions associated with the mine site have 
been identified and classified into the following two scopes (known as Scopes): 

• Direct GHG emissions (also termed as “Scope 1 emissions”): Direct GHG 

emissions include emissions that occur from sources that are owned or controlled 

by the company, for example, emissions from company owned or controlled 

boilers, furnaces, vehicles and emissions from production in owned or controlled 

process equipment. For Highthorn, the following direct emissions have been 

considered:  

o Emissions from onsite power generation (e.g. diesel generators);  

o Emissions from plant equipment and machinery; 

                                                      
1 WBCSD and WRI (2004) GHG Protocol: Corporate Accounting and Reporting Standard 2004.  

Available from the URL: http://www.wri.org/sites/default/files/pdf/measuring-to-manage.pdf (accessed April 2016) 
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o Emissions from use of explosives; and 

o Fugitive emissions from coal mining and handling. 

• Indirect GHG emissions (also termed as “Scope 2 emissions”): Indirect GHG 

emissions accounts for GHG emissions from the generation of purchased 

electricity consumed by the company. Purchased electricity is defined as electricity 

that is purchased or otherwise brought into the organisational boundary of the 

company. For Highthorn, it is anticipated that there will be a connection to the 

local electricity grid which will supply power to the offices and other administrative 

buildings on site.  

 In addition, the GHG emissions that are not directly controlled by the project, but that 

occur in the value chain, including both upstream and downstream emissions have 

also been considered. These emissions are termed as Scope 3 emissions.  

 The DEFRA’s ‘Guidance on how to measure and report your greenhouse gas emissions’ 

(Sep 2009) intends to support UK organisations by explaining how to measure GHG 
emissions and set targets to reduce them. This guidance states that reporting of Scope 

3 emissions is discretionary as these emissions are a consequence of the activities of 

the company, but occur from sources not owned or controlled by the company. 
Further, these emissions are not included in the calculation of intensity ratios. i.e. the 

total GHG emission per unit of coal produced.  

• Emissions not controlled by the Company (also termed as “Scope 3 emissions”): 
For the proposed development, the following Scope 3 emissions have been 

considered:  

Upstream Emissions 

o Emissions from transportation of raw materials to the site; 

o Emissions from employee commuting to and from the site; 

Downstream Emissions  

o Emissions due to the disposal of wastes arising from the site; 

o Emissions from transportation of the coal and by-products (fireclay and 

sandstone); and 

o Emissions that occur from the use of the coal extracted from the site. 

 A detailed description of the direct and indirect (Scope 1 and Scope 2) emission 

sources is provided in Appendix 1.  
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Reporting period  

 In accordance with DEFRA’s Guidance, the reporting period has been identified as the 

company’s financial year, which is a 12-month period from October to September.  

2.2 Calculation Approach  

 The GHG inventory for the project is based on the methodology detailed in the WBCSD 

and WRI GHG protocol and DEFRA’s guidance. A bespoke spreadsheet model was 

developed for Highthorn considering the activities associated with the proposed 

development which will lead to GHG emissions. The GHG emissions have been 

estimated using the activity data, i.e. information relating to combustion and other 

processes such as units of electricity consumed or fuel used for plant machinery and 

the emission factors provided by DEFRA/Department of Energy and Climate Change 

(DECC)2 for each activity.  

GHG emissions = Activity Data X Emission Factor 

 There are several greenhouse gases including carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4) 
and nitrous oxide (N2O), however, it is standard practice to report GHG emissions in 

tonnes of CO2 equivalents (CO2e)3. This approach accounts for the varying global 

warming potential of different greenhouse gases, which is a measure of the amount 
of infrared radiation captured by a gas in comparison to an equivalent mass of CO2 

over a fixed lifetime.  

2.3 Activity Data  

 HJ Banks and Co Ltd has been collecting data regarding its GHG emissions since 2014. 

The current reporting covers emissions across all sectors of the group, including its 

mining and renewable energy businesses. As part of this reporting, the company has 

been collating information on its emission related activities such as total fuel usage 

and electricity used. The company currently records its emissions for the following 

three surface coal mining operations:  

• Brenkley Lane – 3 million tonne coal surface mine located in south east 

Northumberland 

• Shotton – 6 million tonnes coal surface mine located in south east 

Northumberland 

                                                      
2  Available at ‘https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/government-conversion-factors-for-company-reporting’ 
3  A universal unit of measurement used to indicate the global warming potential of a greenhouse gas, expressed in terms 

of the global warming potential of one unit of carbon dioxide 
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• Rusha – 1.3 million tonne coal surface mine located in West Lothian, Scotland 

 Out of these three sites, the operations at Brenkley Lane are of a similar scale to the 

activity proposed for Highthorn due to the comparable volumes of coal and 

overburden to be extracted. 

 Since the proposed development is at planning stage and is not operational, some 

assumptions have been made based on the data available for the similar operations 

at Brenkley Lane where it has been appropriate to do so. Where corresponding 

information is not available for similar operations or where that data is deemed not 

to be representative, reasonable assumptions have been made to estimate the GHG 

emissions (for example in respect of the quantity of explosives to be used or in relation 

to fuel consumption for plant equipment and machinery). An overview of the 

assumptions made in the preparation of the GHG assessment are outlined in Table 1. 

A detailed description of the assumptions has been provided in Appendix 3.  

Table 1 : Assumptions for emission related activities 

 
Emission related 

activity 
Assumptions 

SCOPE 1 – DIRECT EMISSIONS  

a1 
Onsite power 

generation  

The quantity of fuel has been estimated using the annual fuel consumption data 

available for onsite power generation at Brenkley Lane site for 2014-2016. The 

resultant average annual fuel consumption figure derived from the Brenkley 

Lane data has been used for the Highthorn calculation. (Refer Table A3.1, 

Appendix 3) 

a2 
Plant equipment and 

machinery 

An inventory of the plant compliment and the likely hours of operation for 

Highthorn was defined by the mining engineers based on their experience with 

similar projects. The fuel consumption data was estimated using the 

manufacturer’s rating for each equipment and the likely hours of operation. The 

manufacturer’s data has been validated against the primary data available for 

Banks Mining's existing fleet. (Refer Table A3.2 -A3.3, Appendix 3)  

a3 Use of explosives  
The quantities of explosives for Highthorn have been estimated based on 

operator’s experience with similar projects. (Refer Table A3.4, Appendix 3)  

a4 

Fugitive emissions 

from coal mining and 

handling  

The fugitive emissions associated with coal mining include:  

• Methane and CO2 emitted during mining from breakage of the coal and 

associated strata and leakage from the pit floor and highwall;  

• Post mining seam gas emissions which includes emissions of methane and 

CO2 emitted after coal has been mined, processed, stored and transported.  

The GHG emissions for this category have been estimated based on the total 

tonnes of coal being produced using standard emission factors provided for coal 

mining and handling4.  

                                                      
4  Standard factors as reported in UK’s National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory and as used by UK government for its 

national GHG inventory 
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Table 1 : Assumptions for emission related activities 

 
Emission related 

activity 
Assumptions 

SCOPE 2 – INDIRECT EMISSIONS  

b1 Electricity used  

GHG emissions have been calculated based on the total units of electricity 

consumed. This has been estimated using the electricity bills for Brenkley Lane 

(averaged over three years). Standard emission factors provided in the UK 

database have been used. (Refer Table A3.5, Appendix 3)  

SCOPE 3 - EMISSIONS NOT CONTROLLED BY THE COMPANY  

Upstream Emissions  

c1 
Transportation of raw 

materials  

The emissions from transportation of raw materials has been estimated based 

on the total quantity of material to be transported over the total distance. 

Fuel(Diesel)- Quantity of fuel has been estimated by considering the total volume 

of fuel required for onsite energy generation and for plant equipment and 

machinery. It has been assumed that the same supplier as for existing sites, will 

be used for Highthorn to estimate the distance to be travelled from supplier’s 

site to Highthorn. It has been assumed that the total distance to be travelled for 

each journey would be approximately 150km (return trip).  

Aggregates – The quantity of aggregates to be used on site (e.g. for the 

construction of hardstanding areas within the compound) has been assumed to 

be the same as for Brenkley Lane. It has also been assumed that the same 

supplier will provide the aggregates for Highthorn. Total distance assumed to be 

100km for each delivery (return trip). (Refer Table A3.6, Appendix 3) 

Explosives – The quantity of explosives to be used on site has been predicted 

based on operator’s experience and the same supplier has been assumed as for 

Brenkley Lane. Total distance assumed to be 400km.  

c2 
Employee 

Commuting  

Total distance covered by employees commuting from home-Highthorn-home 

has been estimated based on the following assumptions  

Highthorn Staff  

Recent travel survey for Banks Mining’s staff at Shotton, Brenkley Lane and 

Rusha sites indicated the following: 

• 73% - Car Users  

• 24% - Car sharers 

• 3% - Cycle/motorbike 

Considering similar setup for Highthorn staff, for a total staff of 150 for the site 

there would be:  

• 110 car users 

• 36 employees carpooling (assumed 2 people share a car)  

• 4 cycle/motorcycle users  

Based on the numbers above the total number of car trips would be 110+(36/2), 

i.e. 128 trips each way and the total number of trips - 128*2 trips, i.e. 256 trips.  

It was assumed that 50% of the staff would live within 20 miles (approx. 32 km) 

and the rest within 40 miles (approx. 64km) of the site. The total distance 

travelled by the employees to commute to work was estimated considering 270 

working days (excluding Sundays, bank holidays and annual holidays).  
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Table 1 : Assumptions for emission related activities 

 
Emission related 

activity 
Assumptions 

Staff from other Offices  

Based on a review of the existing operations at Brenkley Lane, it has been 

assumed that 2 staff members from the Lab would travel together to the site 

from Thrislington Industrial Estate in Durham 5 days in a week (approximately 

68 miles’or 109km) roundtrip) and there would be two trips for staff from head 

office (Meadowfield Durham) in a week (approximately 60 miles’ or 96km 

roundtrip). The total distance covered for such trips has been assumed to be 460 

miles per week (approximately 740km).  

Downstream Emissions  

c3 Waste Disposal  

It has been assumed that a total of 50 tonnes of waste oil would be generated 

each year and 5 tonnes of industrial waste would be generated due to the mining 

operations.  

c4 
Transportation and 

distribution  

Coal  

The following assumptions have been made for the transportation of coal: 

By road - The coal from the Highthorn SCM would be taken to one of the two rail 

loading facilities, either the Port of Blyth or the Butterwell Disposal Point. For the 

purposes of this assessment, it has been assumed that all the coal would be 

transported to the farthest port, i.e. Port of Blyth. As per the Transport 

Assessment, the identified haulage route to Port of Blyth is approximately 16 

miles or 26 km (50 km round-trip distance). Further, it was assumed that 95% of 

the coal would be transported in articulated HGVs and 5% in rigid HGVs. 

(assumed distance - 50km) 

By rail - The coal from Banks Mining's existing sites at Brenkley Lane and Shotton 

is supplied to several of the UK's coal fired power stations. As part of the first 

auction in early 2015, 8.9GW of electricity capacity was awarded to several of 

the UK’s coal fired power stations including Cottam, Ratcliffe on Soar, Drax and 

West Burton, which ensures that these power stations will remain active for a 

minimum of least three years beyond 2018. It is assumed that the coal from 

Highthorn can be supplied to all these sites and an average rail distance of 250km 

has been considered for the estimation of the GHG emissions. (assumed distance 

- 250km) 

Sandstone  

Assumed that all sandstone produced from Highthorn will be supplied to 

Newcastle as for existing sites (assumed distance - 40km) 

Fireclay  

Assumed that all fireclay will be supplied to Throckley Brickworks as for existing 

sites. (assumed distance - 50km) 
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Table 1 : Assumptions for emission related activities 

 
Emission related 

activity 
Assumptions 

c5 Coal End use  

For the purposes of the estimation of GHG emissions associated with Highthorn, 

the following assumptions have been made: 

• 65% of the coal produced will be used for electricity generation  

• 5% of the coal will be used for domestic heating  

• 30% of the coal will be used for industrial purposes 

The above assumptions are based on HJ Banks and Co Ltd’s own estimation of 

the likely markets that will be available for the Highthorn coal. At this stage the 

anticipated quality of the coal has been established through the detailed 

geological assessment of the site. 

2.4 Emission Factors  

 The DEFRA/Department of Energy and Climate Change (DECC) GHG conversion factors 

for UK emissions have been considered for the estimation of GHG emissions. Where 
an emission factor was not available in the DEFRA/DECC database, in accordance with 

DEFRA guidance, appropriate emission factors from other government sources and 

global emission factors provided by IPCC have been adopted. A summary of the 
emission factors used for the calculations are outlined in Table 2. 

Table 2: Emission Factors 

 
Emission related activity 

Emission 

Factor 
Unit Source of Information 

SCOPE 1 – DIRECT EMISSIONS  

a1 
Fuel usage for onsite power 

generation  
 2.612 

kg of CO2e/litre 

of diesel 

2016 Defra / DECC GHG 

conversion factors for UK 

emissions 

a2 
Fuel usage for plant equipment and 

machinery 
2.612 

kg of CO2e/litre 

of diesel 

2016 Defra / DECC GHG 

conversion factors for UK 

emissions 

a3 

Use of explosives – ANFO  189.0 

kg of 

CO2e/tonne of 

ANFO 

http://publications.gc.ca/collecti

ons/Collection/En49-2-9-2E.pdf 

Use of explosives – Emulsion 170.0 

kg of CO2e 

/tonne of 

Emulsion  

http://publications.gc.ca/collecti

ons/Collection/En49-2-9-2E.pdf 

a4 Fugitive emissions  8.55 

kg of 

CO2e/tonne of 

coal produced 

UK’s National Atmospheric 

Emissions Inventory 

(http://naei.defra.gov.uk/data/ef

-all-results?q=97442) and UK 

                                                      
5  The National Atmospheric Emissions Inventory provides an emission factor of 0.34kg per tonnes of coal produced for 

fugitive emissions from coal mining and handling. The CO2e factors have been derived by using the Global Warming 
Potential of 25 for methane.  
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Table 2: Emission Factors 

 
Emission related activity 

Emission 

Factor 
Unit Source of Information 

Greenhouse Gas Inventory, 1990 

to 2014 report available at 

https://www.gov.uk/government

/uploads/system/uploads/attach

ment_data/file/573172/UKnation

alinventoryreport1990-2014.pdf 

SCOPE 2 – INDIRECT EMISSIONS 

b1 Electricity used  0.4121 

kg of CO2e/kWh 

of electricity 

purchased 

2016 Defra / DECC GHG 

conversion factors for UK 

emissions 

SCOPE 3 - EMISSIONS NOT CONTROLLED BY THE COMPANY 

Upstream Emissions  

c1 Transportation of raw materials  0.135726 
kg of CO2e/ 

tonnes.km 

2016 Defra / DECC GHG 

conversion factors for UK 

emissions7 

c2 Employee Commuting  0.187 kg of CO2e /km  

2016 Defra / DECC GHG 

conversion factors for UK 

emissions 

Downstream Emissions  

c3 Waste Disposal  

Waste oil  21.0 kg of 

CO2e/tonne of 

waste disposed  

2016 Defra / DECC GHG 

conversion factors for UK 

emissions 
Industrial waste 21.0 

c4 

Transportation 

and 

distribution  

Coal (by road) – 

Articulated HGVs 
0.086728 

kg of CO2e/ 

tonnes.km 

2016 Defra / DECC GHG 

conversion factors for UK 

emissions 

Coal (by road) – 

Rigid HGVs 
0.209168 

Coal – Rail  0.0295 

Sandstone  0.11436 

Fireclay  0.11436 

c5 Coal End use  

Electricity 

generation  
2258.495 

kg of CO2e 

/tonne 

2016 Defra / DECC GHG 

conversion factors for UK 

emissions 
Domestic  2856.702 

Industrial  2417.464 

2.5 Exclusions  

 The estimation of GHG emissions for the proposed development do not consider 

emissions or sequestration arising from land use change that results from the 

restoration of the site. The restoration proposals for Highthorn include significant 

                                                      
6  Emission factor for ‘All HGVs’ for average laden conditions used 
7  Emission factor for 50% laden conditions used for return trips as it is expected that the heavy goods vehicles would be 

100% laden when travelling from supplier’s stock location to site and would return empty on the way back 
8  Emission factor for average laden conditions used 
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increases in areas of tree and hedgerow planting alongside the removal of areas from 

agricultural production. Once established the restored operations will emit less GHG 

per hectare compared to the site in its current condition. These emissions are however 

anticipated to be negligible and are unlikely to impact the Scope 1 and Scope 2 GHG 

emissions associated with the proposed development in a material way.  

3 GHG EMISSIONS FOR THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT  

 The summary of the Scope 1, Scope 2 and Scope 3 emissions for the proposed 

development has been provided in Table 3. 

33  



HJ BANKS AND COMPANY LIMITED 
Highthorn Surface Mine Proposal  
Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

 

NT13013/001 
March 2017 

 Page 11 

  

u 

Table 3 : GHG emissions for the proposed development (tCO2e/Year)9 

Emission Source Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

Scope 1 Emissions  

a1. 

Stationary Combustion (Onsite 

power generation) 30.03 30.03 30.03 30.03 30.03 30.03 30.03 

a2. 

Mobile Combustion (plant 

Equipment and machinery)   4,091.46   24,923.41   24,704.80   24,340.77   24,140.57   13,532.20   2,187.19  

a3 Explosives   -   96.20   96.20   96.20   96.20   96.20   -  

a4. Fugitive Emissions   -   5,194.45   5,666.67   5,666.67   5,666.67   3,305.56   -  

   Total Scope 1 Emissions   4,121.50   30,244.10   30,497.70   30,133.67   29,933.47   16,963.39   2,217.22  

Scope 2 Emissions  

b1. Electricity Purchased from the grid 329.64 329.64 329.64 329.64 329.64 329.64 329.64 

   Total Scope 2 Emissions  329.64 329.64 329.64 329.64 329.64 329.64 329.64 

 Scope 1 and Scope 2 Emissions  4,451   30,574   30,827   30,463   30,263   17,294   2,547  

Scope 3 Emissions 

Upstream Activities  

c1. Purchased goods and services   27.22   191.14   189.71   187.33   186.02   116.65   14.77  

c2. Employee Commuting  630.94 630.94 630.94 630.94 630.94 630.94 630.94 

c3. Waste generation 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16 1.16 

Downstream Activities  

c4. 

Transportation and distribution 

(road and rail transport of coal and 

other by-products)  -   7,369.56   8,037.18   8,037.18   8,037.18  4,673.352  -  

c5. 

Processing of sold products (Coal 

Combustion)   -   1,427,616.55   1,557,397.62   1,557,397.62   1,557,397.62   908,482.20   -  

                                                      
9  This table refers to the financial years in accordance with Defra’s ‘Guidance on how to measure and report your greenhouse gas emissions’ September 2009. HJ Banks and Co Ltd financial 

year runs from September 1st to August 31st. 
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Table 3 : GHG emissions for the proposed development (tCO2e/Year)9 

Emission Source Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

   Total Scope 3 Emissions   659.32   1,435,809.36   1,566,256.60   1,566,254.22   1,566,252.91   913,904.30   646.87  

 Scope 1, 2 and 3 Emissions   5,110   1,466,383   1,597,084   1,596,718   1,596,516   931,198   3,194  
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3.2 Scope 1 and Scope 2 Emissions  

 The direct and indirect GHG emissions associated with the proposed development 

(Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions) have been estimated to be 146,419 tonnes of CO2e 

for the entire life of the mine (7 years). The GHG emissions for the project peak in Year 

2 to Year 6 which is consistent with the peak coal production figures. The combustion 

of fuels for plant equipment and machinery represents 81% of the total GHG 

emissions, whereas the fugitive emissions account for 17% of the total emissions. The 

annual average emissions for the project (Scope 1 and 2) have been estimated to be 

approximately 20,917 tonnes of CO2e.  

 
Figure 1: Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions for the life of Highthorn 

 The GHG emissions associated with onsite power generation, use of explosives and 

purchase of electricity constitute a very small fraction of the total Scope 1 and Scope 

2 emissions (less than 2% of the total GHG emissions). It is estimated that for every 
tonne of coal produced from Highthorn, 0.048 tonnes of CO2e would be released with 

the intensity ratios estimated to be in the range of 0.044-0.050 tonnes of CO2e per 

tonne of coal produced.  
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Figure 2 : Percentage breakup of Scope 1 and Scope 2 Emission Sources 

3.3 Scope 1, Scope 2 and Scope 3 Emissions  

 The total GHG emissions for the entire life of the mine have been estimated to be 7.19 

million tonnes of CO2e. This estimate includes emissions associated with the upstream 
and downstream activities associated with the mine such as transportation of raw 

materials, transportation of coal and other by-products (sandstone and fireclay), 

employee commuting, disposal of waste and subsequent combustion of coal for 
thermal power generation, domestic heating and for industrial uses. The combustion 

of the coal accounts for 99.4 % of the total Scope 3 emissions.  

 The Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions constitute only 2.03% of the total GHG emissions 
associated with the proposed development (Scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions). Therefore, 

Scope 3 emissions make up 97.96% of the total predicted GHG emissions from 

Highthorn. 

3.4 Emissions associated with the proposed development (Scope 1 and Scope 2) in 

context of the total UK and European GHG emissions  

 The DECC has estimated UK’s 2016 GHG emissions to be approximately 483.0 million 

tonnes of CO2e10 whereas the European Union (EU-28), in 2015, emitted 3.47 billion 

                                                      
10  Source – DECC’s ‘ UK Greenhouse Gas Emissions – 1st Quarter 2016 Provisional Figures’ published in June 2016. Available 

at : 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/533689/Quarterly_emissions_statistic
s_release_Q1_2016.pdf 
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tonnes of CO2e11. The project’s contribution (scope 1 and scope 2 emissions) to the 

UK’s and Europe’s total GHG emissions in an average year is estimated to be 0.004%. 

and 0.0006% respectively.  

 Even in the year 3 in which the Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions from the project would 

be highest, the project’s contribution would be to the UK’s and Europe’s total GHG 

emissions would be 0.0063% and 0.0008% respectively.  

 The UK government develops five-yearly carbon budgets, to ensure regular process 

towards its long-term target of reducing its emissions by at least 80% from 1990 levels 

by 2050. The fourth carbon budget for the year 2023-2027 is 1950 tonnes of CO2e or 

390 tonnes of CO2e per year. Considering this, the projects contribution (Scope 1 and 

Scope 2 emissions) to the UK’s total GHG emissions would be 0.005%. 

3.5 Emissions associated with the proposed development in context of UK’s GHG 

emissions from production of grid electricity 

 The Committee on Climate Change, which is a statutory body established under the 
Climate Change Act 2008 to advise the UK government on emissions targets has 

published a detailed set of data from the analysis that underpinned its advice for the 

fifth carbon budget (2015-2035). This dataset provides the following forecast of GHG 
emissions from various sectors, including generation of grid electricity from 

conventional and renewable energy sources, for the budget period.  

Table 4: GHG emissions from UK’s energy supply sector (grid electricity) 

Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Emissions from grid electricity 

(MtCO2e/yr)(all sources) 
94.8 88.0 76.2 72.0 67.3 62.9 58.8 

Total Electricity generated from 

all sources (TWH/yr) 
342 340 336 339 338 340 344 

Electricity generated from coal 

without CCS (TWH/yr) 
55.6 52.7 43.2 37.0 20.0 17.1 14.7 

Electricity generated from coal 

with CCS (TWH/yr) 
0.0 0.0 2.6 2.6 4.8 6.0 6.0 

 The project’s contribution (from ‘Scope 1 and 2’ and ‘Scope 1, 2 and 3’) to the UK’s 

GHG emissions from production of grid electricity from different sources for each year 

is provided in Table 5. 

                                                      
11  Source - Trends in Global CO2 Emissions 2016 Report published by PBL Netherlands Environmental Assessment Agency 

and the European Commission’s Joint Research Centre (JRC) available at: http://edgar.jrc.ec.europa.eu/news_docs/jrc-
2016-trends-in-global-co2-emissions-2016-report-103425.pdf 
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Table 5: Project’s Contribution to GHG emissions from UK’s energy supply sector (grid electricity) 

Year 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 

Contribution from Project’s 

Scope 1 and 2 emissions (%) 
0.005 0.035 0.039 0.039 0.045 0.026 0.004 

Contribution from Project’s 

Scope 1, 2 and 3 emissions (%) 
0.006 1.689 1.996 2.069 2.370 1.409 0.004 

 The Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions from Highthorn to the GHG emissions associated 

with production of electricity in the UK is estimated to be in the range of 0.005-

0.045%. If the Scope 3 emissions are also considered, the Highthorn proposal will 

contribute to a maximum of 2.37% of the UK’s GHG emissions from production of 

electricity. 

4 SUMMARY  

 The GHG emissions for the proposed development have been estimated using 

established DEFRA guidance and WRI’s GHG reporting protocol.  

 The direct and indirect GHG emissions associated with the proposed development 
(Scope 1 and Scope 2 emissions) have been estimated to be 146,419 tonnes of CO2e 

for the entire life of the mine. The annual average GHG emissions from the proposed 

development have been estimated to be approximately 20,917 tonnes of CO2e with 

an intensity ratio of 0.044-0.05 tonnes of CO2e per tonne of coal produced. 

 The majority (97.96%) of the GHG emissions resulting from the proposed 

development will occur because of the use of the extracted coal. The GHG emissions 

that result from the use of coal have already been incorporated in current forecasts 

of the UK GHG emissions due to the planned continued use of coal in the power 

generating sector for the life of Highthorn. 
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APPENDIX 1 : COAL PRODUCTION FIGURES  

 
Description Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

Estimated Coal Production (tonnes) - 611,111 666,667 666,667 666,667 388,889 - 

Estimated sandstone production 

(tonnes) 
- 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 - - 

Estimated fireclay production 

(tonnes) 
- 2,500 2,500 2,500 2,500 - - 
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APPENDIX 2 : DESCRIPTION OF DIRECT AND INDIRECT EMISSION SOURCES  

Scope 1 Emissions  

a1. Onsite power generation  

Diesel generators would be provided on site to power the lighting sets, the tea cabins and the 

toilets. The following arrangement is being considered for site  

• 1 kVA x 2 diesel generators for tea cabins and toilets at site  

• 6kVA x 11 diesel generators for lighting sets  

a2. Plant Equipment and Machinery  

The proposed plant fleet for Highthorn has been identified based on operator’s experience at 

similar operations.  

Table A2.1: Proposed Plant Fleet 

Machine Type Model* Operations Number 

Large excavator  RH200  Main overburden excavation  2 

Large excavator  CAT 6030  Main overburden excavation  3 

Large dump truck  CAT 785  Main overburden haul  18 

Large bull dozer  CAT D9  
Shaping overburden and working within the excavation 

void  
3 

Small excavator  CAT 365  Soil removal  2 

Small dump truck  Volvo A40F  Coal and soil haul  12 

Small bull dozer  CAT D6  Shaping soil mounds  1 

Wheeled dozer  CAT 824  Maintenance of excavation area  1 

Small excavator  CAT 323  Coal extraction and loading  4 

Tractor and water tank  N/A  Dust suppression  1 

Water bowser  CAT D400  Dust suppression  1 

Large water bowser CAT 777  Dust suppression  2 

Fuel bowser  CAT D400  Refuelling plant  2 

Maintenance truck  CAT D400  Lubricating and power washing plant  2 

Grader  CAT 16  
Maintaining haul roads, excavator areas and overburden 

tips  
2 

Four-wheel drive vehicles  Land Rovers  Site supervisors and plant maintenance vehicles  5 

Coal processing  Power screen  Crushing and screening within the compound  1 

Wheeled loading shovel  CAT 980  
Loading coal and other minerals onto HGVs and coal 

blending and processing  
3 

Water pumps 
Godwins 

HL160 
Dewatering operations 2 

Auger N/A Coal recovery from high-wall  1 
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a3. Explosives  

Based on the geotechnical investigations at site, it is anticipated that some overburden 

material may need to be blasted to fracture the rock that lies above the coal so that it is easy 

to lift with hydraulic excavators.  

a4. Fugitive emissions  

The fugitive emissions associated with site would include emissions of methane (CH4) and 

carbon dioxide (CO2) due to breakage of the coal and associated strata and leakage from the 

pit floor and highwall. Fugitive emissions will also include post mining seam gas emissions 

which includes emissions of methane and CO2 after the coal has been mined, processed, 

stored and transported.  

Scope 2 Emissions  

Electricity from the grid will be used to provide electricity to the office, administrative 

buildings and the maintenance shed.  
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APPENDIX 3 : ASSUMPTIONS MADE FOR ESTIMATION OF ACTIVITY DATA 

1. Scope 1 Emissions  

a1. Onsite power generation  

The fuel consumption for onsite power generation has been estimated using the annual fuel 

consumption data available for Brenkley Lane for 2014-2016. Average annual consumption 

for Brenkley Lane has been used as an estimate of fuel consumption for Highthorn.  

Table A3.1: Fuel Consumption Data for Onsite power generation at Brenkley 

Year Diesel Consumption (litres) 

2016 9,100 

2015 12,056 

2014 13,336 

Average 11,497 

Rounded figure used 11,500 

a2. Plant Equipment and Machinery  

The fuel consumption data for plant equipment and machinery has been estimated using the 

manufacturer’s rating for each equipment and the likely hours of operation. The 

manufacturers provide the fuel consumption scenarios for different applications of the 

equipment. The application determines the engine load factors (LF) which refers to the 
instantaneous loading of the engine relative to its maximum capability. An engine 

continuously producing full rated horsepower is operating at a load factor of 100%. 

Earthmoving machines may reach a 100% load factor intermittently, but seldom operate at 
this level for extended periods of time. Periods spent at idle, dozer and pusher travel in 

reverse, haul units traveling empty, close manoeuvring at part throttle and operating downhill 

are examples of conditions which reduce load factor. 

Appropriate application scenarios of the equipment have been considered to identify the fuel 

consumption rate for the equipment. The manufacturer’s data has been validated against the 

primary data available for Banks Mining's existing fleet. 
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Make Model Description 

 

Fuel Consumption - Litres/hour 
Explanatory Notes  

Description of Scenario 

Selected (As defined in 

Manufacturer’s Handbook) 

Source of Data  

Low medium High 
Value 

used 

Terex 

RH 

200/CAT 

6050 

Large 

excavator  
229 275 275 321 321 367 298 

Equivalent CAT model (CAT 

6050) considered. Medium 

load factor scenario 

considered. Values averaged 

for the range provided. 

 

Continuous loading 

operations with frequent 

idling periods. (Applies for 

the clear majority of 

applications) 

CAT Performance 

Handbook 45 

(Equivalent model 

of CAT considered) - 

Pg 25-19 

CAT 6030 
Large 

excavator 
134 161 161 188 188 215 174.5 

Medium LF Scenario. Values 

averaged for the range 

provided. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 45 - pg 

25-19 

CAT 785 
Large dump 

truck 
53.7 80.6 80.6 107.5 107.5 134.4 94.05 

Medium LF Scenario. Tier 1 

certified model available 

with Banks Mining.  

Continuous operation at an 

average gross weight 

approaching recommended. 

Minimal overloading, good 

haul roads, moderate load 

factor 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 45 (Pg 

25-25) 

CAT D9T 
Large bull 

dozer 
30.3 43.1 43.1 56.4 56.4 69.3 49.75 

Different models available. 

Model selected based on 

existing fleet of Banks 

Group. Medium LF Scenario 

considered based on the 

expected use of the 

equipment and primary data 

available for Banks Mining 's 

existing fleet for the last 

three years.  

Medium Production dozing 

in clays, sands, gravels. 

Medium impact conditions. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 45 (Pg 

25-9) 
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Make Model Description 

 

Fuel Consumption - Litres/hour 
Explanatory Notes  

Description of Scenario 

Selected (As defined in 

Manufacturer’s Handbook) 

Source of Data  

Low medium High 
Value 

used 

CAT 365C 

Small 

Excavator 

(Tier 3) 

15.5 31 31 46.9 46.7 62.8 38.95 

Medium Scenario 

considered. Values averaged 

for the range provided. 

Most residential pipeline 

and cabling applications. 

Continuous mass excavation 

and trenching in natural bed 

clay soils. Some traveling 

and steady, full throttle 

operation. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 45 (Pg 

25-15) 

Volvo A40F 
Small Dump 

Truck 
- - - - - - 29.2 -- - 

Volvo Construction 

Equipment - A40F 

Matris Report - Pg 5  

 

CAT D6T 
Small Bull 

dozer 
15.5 22.3 21.3 28.8 35.6 34 25.05 

Medium LF Scenario 

considered appropriate 

based on the expected use 

of the equipment and 

primary data available for 

Banks Mining's existing 

fleet.  

Medium Production dozing 

in clays, sands, gravels. Push 

loading scrapers, borrow pit 

ripping, most land clearing 

applications. Medium 

impact conditions. 

Production landfill work. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 45 (Pg 

25-9) 

 

CAT 824H Wheel Dozers 28.9 33.8 33.8 45.8 45.8 59.7 31.35 

Low LF Scenario considered 

based on the expected use 

of the equipment. Values 

averaged for the range 

provided. 

Light utility and stockpile 

work. Pulling compactors. 

Dozing loose fill. 

Considerable idling or travel 

with no load and no impact. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 43 (Pg 

24-25) 
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Make Model Description 

 

Fuel Consumption - Litres/hour 
Explanatory Notes  

Description of Scenario 

Selected (As defined in 

Manufacturer’s Handbook) 

Source of Data  

Low medium High 
Value 

used 

CAT 323D L 
Small 

Excavator 
5.8 11.7 11.7 17.5 17.5 23.3 20.4 

High LF scenario selected. 

Values averaged for the 

range provided. 

Continuous trenching or 

truck loading in rock or shot 

rock soils. Most pipeline 

applications in hard rocky 

material. Large amount of 

travel over rough ground. 

Constant high load factor 

and high impact. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 43 (Pg 

24-14) 

Not defined at this 

stage. Assumed to 

be Volvo A35 

bowser 

Tractor and 

Water Tank 
- - - - - - 12.00 

Information available from 

Bank’s existing fleet used.-- 
 

Primary data 

collected by Banks 

for existing fleet 

CAT 777 
Large water 

bowser  
37.5 56.3 56.3 75 75 93.8 65.65 

Two models 777B and 777G 

- One with higher emissions 

considered. Medium LF 

Scenario considered. Values 

averaged for the range 

provided. 

Continuous operation at an 

average gross weight 

approaching recommended. 

Minimal overloading, good 

haul roads, moderate load 

factor. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 45 (Pg 

25-25) 

CAT d400 Water Bowser 17.6 24.5 25.2 35.4 36.1 52.2 21.05 

Low LF Scenario. Values 

averaged for the range 

provided. 

Low - Large amount of 

idling. Short to medium 

hauls on well-maintained 

level haul roads. Minimum 

total resistance. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - Ed 29 

(Pg 823) 

 

CAT d400 Fuel Bowser 17.6 24.5 25.2 35.4 36.1 52.2 21.05 

CAT d400 
Maintenance 

truck 
17.6 24.5 25.2 35.4 36.1 52.2 21.05 
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Make Model Description 

 

Fuel Consumption - Litres/hour 
Explanatory Notes  

Description of Scenario 

Selected (As defined in 

Manufacturer’s Handbook) 

Source of Data  

Low medium High 
Value 

used 

CAT 16M Grader 11.9 17.5 17.5 27.9 27.9 46.6 22.7 

High LF Scenario. Values 

average for the range 

provided. 

Haul road maintenance. 

Average road maintenance, 

road mix work, scarifying. 

Road construction, ditching, 

loose fill spreading. Land 

forming, land levelling and 

elevating grader use. 

Medium to heavy snow 

removal. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 45 (Pg 

25-11) 

 

Land Rovers 
Four-wheel 

drive vehicles 
- - - - - - 

11.5 

litres/

100 

km 

- - 

http://www.landrov

er.com/vehicles/def

ender/specification

s.html 

 

CAT C4.4-110 

 

Engine for 

power screen 
- - - - - - 

23.8l/

hr 
- - 

Technical data 

Sheet (CAT)-Diesel 

Generator Set CAT 

C4.4-110 (DE110E3) 

47  



HJ BANKS AND COMPANY LIMITED 
Highthorn Surface Mine Proposal  
Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

 

NT13013/001  
March 2017 

 Page 22  

  

Make Model Description 

 

Fuel Consumption - Litres/hour 
Explanatory Notes  

Description of Scenario 

Selected (As defined in 

Manufacturer’s Handbook) 

Source of Data  

Low medium High 
Value 

used 

CAT 980H 
Wheeled 

loading shovel 
15.4 20.7 20.7 26.2 26.2 33.2 29.7 

High LF scenario considered 

appropriate.  

Continuous truck loading 

from stockpile and hopper 

charging. Loading from bank 

or load and carry on normal 

surfaces with low to 

medium rolling resistance 

and slight adverse grades. 

Low to medium density 

materials in properly sized 

bucket. Assumes normal 

travel distances associated 

with high productivity 

stockpile load-out and batch 

plant applications. 

CAT Performance 

Handbook - 45 (Pg 

25-37) 

 

Godwins  HL160 Water Pumps - - - - - - 49 - 

 Primary data 

collected by Banks 

for existing fleet 

Auger N/A Auger - - - - - - 72.45 - - 

Primary data 

collected by Banks 

for existing fleet 

48  



HJ BANKS AND COMPANY LIMITED 
Highthorn Surface Mine Proposal  
Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

 

NT13013/001  
March 2017 

 Page 23  

  

The fuel consumption for each year of operation has been estimated using the fuel consumption rates and estimated hours of operation.  

Table A3.3: Estimated Fuel Consumption 

Machine Type  Model*  Fuel 

Consumption 

Rate (litres/hr) 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

Large excavator  RH200  

298 

Total Hours  200   4,830   4,860   4,860   4,020   1,360   -  

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   59,600   1,439,340   1,448,280   1,448,280   1,197,960   405,280   -  

Large excavator  CAT 6030  

174.5 

Total Hours  1,670   7,320   7,290   7,290   7,290   4,770   -  

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   291,415   1,277,340   1,272,105   1,272,105   1,272,105   832,365   -  

Large dump truck  CAT 785  

120.95 

Total Hours 5,820 42,790 41,310 41,310 42,430 22,420 - 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
547,371 

 4,024,400   3,885,206   3,885,206   3,990,542   2,108,601   -  

Large bull dozer  CAT D9  

49.75 

Total Hours 1,920 7,320 7,290 7,290 7,290 3,170 1,720 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
95,520 364,170 362,678 362,678 362,678 157,708 85,570 

Small excavator  CAT 365  

38.95 

Total Hours 1,160 2,520 1,250 - - 1,570 860 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
45,182 98,154 48,688 - - 61,152 33,497 

Small dump truck  Volvo A40F  

29.2 

Total Hours  -   19,120   21,980   19,440   21,780   10,960   -  

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   -   558,304   641,816   567,648   635,976   320,032   -  

Small bull dozer  CAT D6  

25.05 

Total Hours 1,160 1,260 660 - - 900 - 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
29,058 31,563 16,533 - - 22,545 - 
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Table A3.3: Estimated Fuel Consumption 

Machine Type  Model*  Fuel 

Consumption 

Rate (litres/hr) 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

Wheeled dozer  CAT 824  

31.35 

Total Hours  640   2,440   2,430   2,430   2,430   1,130   -  

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   20,064   76,494   76,181   76,181   76,181   35,426   -  

Small excavator  CAT 323  

20.4 

Total Hours  -   8,960   9,720   9,720   9,720   5,440   -  

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   -   182,784   198,288   198,288   198,288   110,976   -  

Tractor and water 

tank12  

N/A  

12.00 

Total Hours 192 732 729 729 729 549 258 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
691 2,635 2,624 2,624 2,624 1,976 929 

Large water 

bowser 
CAT 777  65.65 

Total Hours 741 857 850 850 850 - - 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
48,646 56,248 55,802 55,802 55,802 0 0 

Water Bowser CAT D400 

21.05 

Total Hours 422 950 943 943 943 687 568 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
8,892 19,989 19,850 19,850 19,850 14,461 11,948 

Fuel bowser  CAT D400  

21.05 

Total Hours 721 3,416 3,402 3,402 3,402 1,932 602 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
47,334 224,260 223,341 223,341 223,341 126,836 39,521 

Maintenance 

truck  

CAT D400  

21.05 

Total Hours 721 3,416 3,402 3,402 3,402 1,932 602 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
15,177 71,907 71,612 71,612 71,612 40,669 12,672 

                                                      
12  Assumed to be operational for 30% of the total hours  
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Table A3.3: Estimated Fuel Consumption 

Machine Type  Model*  Fuel 

Consumption 

Rate (litres/hr) 

 Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

Grader  CAT 16  

22.7 

Total Hours 1,280 4,880 4,860 4,860 4,860 2,050 860 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
29,056 110,776 110,322 110,322 110,322 46,535 19,522 

Four-wheel drive 

vehicles13  

Land Rovers  

11.5 l/100km 

Total Hours 2,560 9,760 9,720 9,720 9,720 6,864 1,376 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption  
7,581 28,901 28,783 28,783 28,783 20,326 4,075 

Coal processing  Power screen  

23.8l/hr 

Total Hours  -   2,240   2,430   2,430   2,430   1,360   -  

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   -   53,312   57,834   57,834   57,834   32,368   -  

Wheeled loading 

shovel  

CAT 980  

29.7 

Total Hours  -   6,720   7,290   7,290   7,290   4,080   -  

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   -   199,584   216,513   216,513   216,513   121,176   -  

Water Pumps Godwins 

HL160 49 l/hr 

Total Hours  6,552   13,104   13,104   13,104   13,104   13,104   12,852  

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   321,048   642,096   642,096   642,096   642,096   642,096   629,748  

Augers  N/A 

72.45 l/hr 

Total Hours  -   1,118   1,118   1,118   1,118   1,118  0 

Estimated Fuel 

Consumption   -   80,999   80,999   80,999   80,999   80,999   -  

Total Fuel Consumption   1,566,635   9,543,257   9,459,550   9,320,162   9,243,506   5,181,525   837,482  

                                                      
13  Assumed to be operational for 80% of the total hours. Total distance covered estimated using hours of operation and considering travel at maximum speed limit of 20 miles per hour 

(mph)/32kmph 
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a3. Quantities of Explosives  

The quantities of explosives to be used on site have been estimated based on operator’s 

experience with similar sites.  

Table A3.4: Estimated quantities of explosives 

Explosive Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

ANFO (tonnes) 0 500 500 500 500 500 0 

Emulsion 

(tonnes) 
0 10 10 10 10 10 0 

2. Scope 2 Emissions  

b1. Purchased electricity  

The units of electricity likely to be consumed have been estimated using the electricity bills 

for Brenkley Lane (averaged over three years).  

Table A3.5: Electricity Consumption data for Brenkley Lane 

Year Electricity consumption (kWh) 

2016 782,473 

2015 766,849 

2014 808,993 

Average 786,105 

Rounded figure used 800,000 

3. Scope 3 Emissions  

c1. Purchased Goods and Services 

The transportation of the following materials from supplier’s site to Highthorn have been 

considered: 

Diesel - Quantity of fuel has been estimated by considering the total quantity of fuel required 

for onsite energy generation and for plant equipment and machinery. It has been assumed 

that the same supplier as for existing sites, will be used for Highthorn to estimate the distance 

to be travelled from supplier’s site to Highthorn. It has been assumed that the total distance 

to be travelled would be approximately 150km for delivery and return trip.  

Aggregates – The quantity of aggregates has been assumed to be the same as for Brenkley 

Lane and it has been assumed that the same supplier will provide the aggregates for 

Highthorn. Total distance assumed to be 100km for delivery and return trip.  
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Table A3.6: Quantity of Aggregates imported for Brenkley Lane 

Year 
Quantity of Aggregates 

imported (tonnes) 

2016 20 tonnes 

2015 20 tonnes 

2014 20 tonnes 

Average 20 tonnes 

Explosives – The quantity of explosives to be used on site has been predicted based on 

operator’s experience and the same supplier has been assumed as for Brenkley Lane. Total 

distance assumed to be 400km for delivery and return trip. 
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Appendix 4 : Detailed GHG Calculations 

 S.N Description  

Emission 

Factor (kg 

of CO2e 

per unit) 

Unit of 

Activity 

Data 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

Activity 

Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

Activity 

Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

A. Scope 1 Emissions (Direct Emissions) 

a1.  Onsite Power Generation (Stationary Combustion)  

a1 Diesel Generators  
2.612 per 

litre 

Litres of 

diesel 
11,500  30,034 11,500 30,034 11,500 30,034 11,500 30,034 11,500 30,034 11,500 30,034 11,500 30,034 

a2.  Plant Equipment and Machinery (Mobile Combustion)  

a2 

16H/16M  

2.612 per 

litre 

 

Litres of 

diesel 

 

 29,056   75,883   110,776   289,305   110,322   288,120   110,322   288,120   110,322   288,120   46,535   121,532   19,522   50,984  

CAT 323   -   -   182,784   477,363   198,288   517,854   198,288   517,854   198,288   517,854   110,976   289,828   -   -  

CAT 824C/824H   20,064   52,400   76,494   199,774   76,181   198,955   76,181   198,955   76,181   198,955   35,426   92,518   -   -  

CAT 980H   -   -   199,584   521,239   216,513   565,451   216,513   565,451   216,513   565,451   121,176   316,466   -   -  

CAT D400 Fuel bowser   47,334   123,618   224,260   585,684   223,341   583,284   223,341   583,284   223,341   583,284   126,836   331,248   39,521   103,215  

CAT D400 Maintenance truck   15,177   39,637   71,907   187,794   71,612   187,024   71,612   187,024   71,612   187,024   40,669   106,211   12,672   33,095  

CAT D400 water bowser   8,892   23,221   19,989   52,204   19,850   51,841   19,850   51,841   19,850   51,841   14,461   37,768   11,948   31,204  

CAT D6   29,058   75,889   31,563   82,431   16,533   43,178   -   -   -   -   22,545   58,879   -   -  

CAT365   45,182   117,998   98,154   256,341   48,688   127,154   -   -   -   -   61,152   159,705   33,497   87,482  

CAT777 water bowser   48,647   127,047   56,249   146,901   55,803   145,735   55,803   145,735   55,803   145,735   -   -   -   -  

CAT785   547,371   1,429,528   4,024,400   10,510,223   3,885,206   10,146,701   3,885,206   10,146,701   3,990,542   10,421,799   2,108,601   5,506,876   -   -  

D9R / D9T   95,520   249,462   364,170   951,076   362,678   947,178   362,678   947,178   362,678   947,178   157,708   411,873   85,570   223,477  

Landrovers   7,581   19,798   28,901   75,479   28,783   75,170   28,783   75,170   28,783   75,170   20,326   53,083   4,075   10,641  

Power screen   -   -   53,312   139,231   57,834   151,041   57,834   151,041   57,834   151,041   32,368   84,533   -   -  

RH120E/ CAT 6030   291,415   761,067   1,277,340   3,335,933   1,272,105   3,322,261   1,272,105   3,322,261   1,272,105   3,322,261   832,365   2,173,825   -   -  

RH200   59,600   155,653   1,439,340   3,759,017   1,448,280   3,782,365   1,448,280   3,782,365   1,197,960   3,128,623   405,280   1,058,439   -   -  

Tractor and water tank   691   1,805   2,635   6,882   2,624   6,854   2,624   6,854   2,624   6,854   1,976   5,162   929   2,426  

VOLVO A40E/A40F   -   -   558,304   1,458,081   641,816   1,676,183   567,648   1,482,484   635,976   1,660,931   320,032   835,804   -   -  

Water Pumps   321,048   838,457   642,096   1,676,914   642,096   1,676,914   642,096   1,676,914   642,096   1,676,914   642,096   1,676,914   629,748   1,644,666  

Auger   -   -   80,999   211,539   80,999   211,539   80,999   211,539   80,999   211,539   80,999   211,539   -   -  

Subtotal   1,566,635   4,091,463   9,543,257   24,923,411   9,459,550   24,704,800   9,320,162   24,340,769   9,243,506   24,140,573   5,181,525   13,532,202   837,482   2,187,188  

a3.  Explosives  

a3 

 

ANFO  189.0 per 

tonne 

tonnes of 

ANFO 0 0.00 500 94500 500 94500 500 94500 500 94500 500 94500 0 0 

Emulsion  170.0 per 

tonne 

tonnes of 

Emulsion 0 0.00 10 1700.00 10 1700.00 10 1700.00 10 1700.00 10 1700.00  0   

Subtotal    0.00   96200.00 510 96200.00 510 96200.00 510 96200.00 510 96200.00 0 0 

a4.  Fugitive emissions  

a4.  
Fugitive Emissions  8.5 per 

tonne 

tonnes of 

coal  0 0  611,112   5,194,452  666667 5666666.695 666667 5666666.695 666667 5666666.695 388889 3305556.5 0 0 

Scope 1 Emissions  
 4,121,496     30,244,097     30,497,700     30,133,670     29,933,473    

  
 16,963,992  

    2,217,222  

B. Scope 2 Emissions (Indirect Emissions)  

b1.  Energy imported from grid  
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Appendix 4 : Detailed GHG Calculations 

 S.N Description  

Emission 

Factor (kg 

of CO2e 

per unit) 

Unit of 

Activity 

Data 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

Activity 

Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

Activity 

Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

b1 Energy imported from grid 
0.4121 per 

kWh 

kWh of 

electricity 
800,000 329,640 800,000 329,640 800,000 329,640 800,000 329,640 800,000 329,640 800,000 329,640 800,000 329,640 

Scope 2 Emissions 

 
329,640  329,640  329,640  329,640  329,640  329,640  329,640 

C. Scope 3 Emissions (Indirect Emissions) 

Upstream Activities  

c1 Purchased goods and Services - Deliveries of Supplies  

c1 

Diesel  0.13572 

per 

tonnes.km 

tonnes.k

m 

 

 198,592   26,952.86   1,202,366   163,185.10   1,191,832   161,755   1,174,292   159,375   1,164,645   158,065.66   653,488   88,691.35   106,835   14,499.71  

Aggregates   2,000   271.44   2,000   271.44   2,000   271.44   2,000   271.44   2,000   271.44   2,000   271.44   2,000   271.44  

Explosives   -   -   204,000   27,686.88   204,000   27,686.88   204,000   27,686.88   204,000   27,686.88   204,000   27,687   -   -  

  Subtotal     27,224     191,143     189,714     187,333     186,024     116,650     14,771  

c2 Employee Commuting  

c2 

Total Distance covered by Staff 

from home-office-home 

0.187 per 

km  

km 
3,336,422 623,744 3,336,422 623,744 3,336,422 623,744 3,336,422 623,744 3,336,422 623,744 3,336,422  623,744   3,336,422   623,744  

Distance covered by staff from 

other offices  
38,487 7,195 38,487 7,195 38,487 7,195 38,487 7,195 38,487 7,195 38,487  7,195   38,487   7,195  

  Subtotal   630,939  630,939  630,939  630,939  630,939   630,939     630,939  

c3 Waste generated in operations 

  Waste oil  21.0 per 

tonne of 

waste tonnes of 

waste 

50 1,050 50 1,050 50 1,050 50 1,050 50 1,050 50  1,050   50   1,050  

Other wastes  21.0 per 

tonne of 

waste 

5 105 5 105 5 105 5 105 5 105 5  105   5   105  

  Subtotal   1,155  1,155  1,155  1,155  1,155   1,155     1,155  

Downstream activities 

c4 Transportation and distribution 

 

By road - Articulated HGVs 

  

0.08672 

per 

tonnes.km 

tonnes.k

m 

 -   -   29,027,820   2,517,293   31,666,667   2,746,133   31,666,667   2,746,133   31,666,667   2,746,133   18,472,228   1,601,912   -   -  

By road - Rigid HGVs 0.20916 

per 

tonnes.km  -   -   1,527,780   319,550   1,666,667   348,600   1,666,667   348,600   1,666,667   348,600   972,223   203,350   -   -  

By Rail  0.0295 per 

tonnes.km   -   -   152,778,000   4,507,004  

 

166,666,668   4,916,725   166,666,668   4,916,725   166,666,668   4,916,725   97,222,250   2,868,090   -   -  

Sandstone 0.1143 per 

tonnes.km  -   -   100,000   11,430   100,000   11,430   100,000   11,430   100,000   11,430   -   -   -   -  

Fireclay  0.1143 per 

tonnes.km  -   -   125,000   14,288   125,000   14,288   125,000   14,288   125,000   14,288   -   -   -   -  
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Appendix 4 : Detailed GHG Calculations 

 S.N Description  

Emission 

Factor (kg 

of CO2e 

per unit) 

Unit of 

Activity 

Data 

Year 1 Year 2 Year 3 Year 4 Year 5 Year 6 Year 7 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

Activity 

Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

Activity 

Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions 

(kg of CO2e) 

Activity Data 

 GHG 

Emissions (kg 

of CO2e) 

  Subtotal     -     7,369,565     8,037,176     8,037,176     8,037,176     4,673,352     -  

c5 Processing of sold products 

c5. 

Thermal power generation  2258.495 

per tonne 

tonnes 

 -   -   397,223   897,125,899   433,333   978,681,380   433,333   978,681,380   433,333   978,681,380   252,778   570,897,632   -   -  

Household  2856.702 

per tonne  -   -   30,556   87,288,262   33,333   95,223,420   33,333   95,223,420   33,333   95,223,420   19,444   55,547,011   -   -  

industrial  2417.464 

per tonne  -   -   183,334   443,202,393   200,000   483,492,819   200,000   483,492,819   200,000   483,492,819   116,667   282,037,557   -   -  

  

Subtotal  

  

   -    

 

1,427,616,55

4    

 

1,557,397,61

9    

 

1,557,397,61

9    

 

1,557,397,61

9     908,482,200     -  

Scope 3 Emissions 

 659,319   -  

 

1,435,809,35

6   -  

 

1,566,256,60

3   -  

 

1,566,254,22

2   -  

 

1,566,252,91

3   -   913,904,296   -   646,866  

Scope 1 and 2 Emissions (tonnes of CO2e/year)  4,451     30,574     30,827     30,463     30,263     17,294     2,547  

Scope 1, 2 and 3 Emissions (tonnes of CO2e/year)  5,110     1,466,383     1,597,084     1,596,718     1,596,516     931,198     3,194  
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Mr Paul Haggin 
Planning Manager 
Cumbria County Council 
County Offices 
Busher Walk,  
Kendal 
LA9 4RQ 

South Lakes Action on Climate Change –towards transition  
7 Grizedale Avenue 

Kendal 
Cumbria  
LA9 6BQ 

21 June 2020 

Dear Mr Haggin 

Planning Application: 4/17/9007 West Cumbria Mining 

I am writing on behalf of Lakes Action on Climate Change –towards transition, known 
usually as SLACC, to maintain SLACC’s objection to the above amended planning application. 
We consider that the revised application and supporting documents from West Cumbria 
Mining (“WCM”) do nothing to address the issues we have raised, and indeed create 
additional significant reasons for our objection to the proposal.  

In short, the amended planning application does not comply with the development plan, in 
particular policy DC13, because the proposal will have unacceptable environmental impacts 
(in particular greenhouse gas impacts and the loss of ancient woodland) and enviro-social 
impacts (in particular, climate change, the resultant negative impacts on people and 
communities from that change, and embedding a “stranded asset” in the community). It 
cannot be made acceptable by planning condition or obligation. It should be noted that 
WCM accepts that it does not comply with this “First Stage” of policy DC13, although it 
underestimates the extent of the negative impact. 

Turning to the Second Stage of the assessment in policy DC13, the proposal does not 
provide national, local or community benefits which clearly outweigh the likely impacts of 
granting planning permission, in particular because there is no need for coking coal to be 
mined for a period of 50 years. Therefore, planning permission should be refused, unless 
material considerations indicate otherwise. They do not. The proposal does not comply with 
paragraphs 148 and 211 of the NPPF, which are key material considerations.  
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This objection has been compiled with input from a number of experts1 and is accompanied 
by the following appendices: Appendix 1: Letter from Richard Buxton Solicitors (6 December 
2019) and Letter from Professor Paul Ekins OBE (5 December 2019); Appendix 2: Expert 
Report from the Material Processing Institute (11 June 2020); Appendix 3: “Statement on 
the future need for coal in the steel industry” (June 2020), Appendix 4: Written Ministerial 
Statement on the Clean Steel Fund and the Low Carbon Hydrogen Production Fund (3 
September 2019).  

The objection covers the following topics:  

1. The previous Officer’s Reports and Committee decision 
2. The “Reasons for the 2020 Update” and WCM’s revised position 
3. The need for coking coal in steel making  
4. Result of errors in the need case – offshoring GHG; building a stranded asset and 

carbon lock-in 
5. The “perfect substitution” error 
6. Serious flaws in the revised Environmental Statement and AECOM’s GHG assessment 
7. The section 106 agreement 
8. Other environmental harms, including to ancient woodland 
9. The planning balance 
10. Conclusion 

1.  The Previous Reports and Decision - SLACC’s urgent legal letter of 6 December 2019  

We draw attention to the letter sent to Cumbria County Council by Richard Buxton Solicitors 
(“Richard Buxtons”) on SLACC’s behalf on the 6 December 2019,2 and the accompanying 
letter from Professor Paul Ekins.3 Richard Buxtons set out why the County Council, in its 
Officer’s Reports of 19 March 2019 and 13 October 2019 to the Development Control and 
Regulation Committee, had proceeded on an “erroneous assumption”, and erred in advising 
Members in regards to the likely impacts of the proposed mine on low-carbon alternatives 
to blast furnace steel production. 

Professor Ekins’ expert opinion was, in summary that: the perfect substitution assumption – 
i.e. that UK and EU steel producers would replace coal produced in the USA with the coal 

                                                           
1  Maggie Mason, BA (Arch), Diploma in Town and Regional Planning, who was a senior Minerals planner in 

Kendal for 10 years and who was involved in drafting the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan 2015-
2030, including policy DC13; Dr Henry Adams: BSc PhD: is an Ecological Consultant; Mike Berners-Lee 
:Professor and at Lancaster University is a leading expert in supply carbon management and respected 
author on climate change; Dr Rebecca Willis: BA MA PhD, is also a Professor at Lancaster University and has 
held a number of senior advisory positions; including Vice-Chair of the Sustainable Development 
Commission. Becky currently holds a £1.2m UK Research and Innovation Fellowship, investigating energy 
and climate governance 

2  Appendix 1 to this representation 
3  Letter from Professor Paul Ekins-Appendix 1 to this representation. 
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produced by the proposed development on a perfect one-to-one tonne basis, resulting in 
saving in transport carbon emissions – runs contrary to “basic economic theory”; he is not 
aware of any evidence to support the assumption; an increase in supply of coking coal from 
the proposed mine will lead to an increase in the use of coking coal, and granting permission 
is “highly likely to result in additional carbon emissions”. 

Richard Buxtons set out actions that the Council should take: require assessment of the GHG 
emissions of the mining operations and of the GHG emissions from the end use of the coal 
produced by the mine; refer the application back to Councillors for reconsideration; and 
advise members properly once this assessment has been undertaken. 

2.  A Fresh Decision - The “Reasons for the 2020 Update” and WCM’s revised position  

The Revised Planning Statement (2020) begins with a section headed “Reasons for the 2020 
Update”. This explains the amendment to the application and that the amended application 
is accompanied by an additional chapter to the Environmental Statement (“ES”) with an 
Appendix headed “Expert evidence of metallurgical coal and steel markets”, written by Dr 
Neil Bristow, and a Greenhouse Gas (“GHG”) assessment by AECOM that purports to 
quantify and assess GHGs from the mining operations themselves but not the end use (Tier 
3) emissions of the coking coal produced by the mine. There is also a “Rebuttal of the Green 
Alliance Report “Appendix.  Together, we will refer to all these documents as the “Revised 
EIA”.  

The Revised EIA maintains the “perfect substitution” claim and urges the County Council to 
continue to accept it, but it fails to address the expert opinion of Prof Paul Ekins, which 
SLACC provided to the Council and WCM in December 2019. 

Instead, the Revised EIA includes a purported worst case assessment of the GHG emissions 
that would arise if the offsets and transportation savings did not happen. As set out in detail 
below, this underestimates the level and impact of GHG emissions from the operation of the 
mine. It also fails to assess the emissions from the burning of the coal and also does not 
address the expert opinion of Prof Ekins. Nor do the Revised EIA materials even claim that 
the metallurgical coal or steel markets exhibit the traits Prof Ekins says would be necessary 
to refute the presumption that normal economic principles apply.4 

Finally, WCM relies on amendments to a S106 legal agreement concerning GHG emissions. 
These amendments implicitly recognise that the UK’s Carbon Budgets will reduce and that 
net zero emissions are required by 2050. AECOM concedes that the emissions from the 
proposed development “may therefore increase in significance after 2050 without an 
                                                           
4  Prof Ekins’ letter indicated that “to refute the assumption that greater supply of a product will lead to 

increased demand would require a very strong argument (and evidence) that the coal market has one or 
more rare features (such as a cartel which sets prices independently) which override normal economic 
forces.”  No such evidence has been provided, nor even any reasoned explanation why any feature of the 
coal or steel market would ‘override normal economic forces.’ 
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emissions reduction strategy”.5 The s106 agreement proposes a periodic review of the 
operational GHG emissions of the development. We set out below detailed reasons why the 
Council should not rely on the s106 Agreement to address the GHG impact of the proposal, 
but note here that: (1) the s106 agreement does not address the points made by Prof Ekins 
but continues to rely on the perfect substitution assumption to ignore emissions from the 
end use of the coal; (2) in any event it provides no enforceable mechanism to limit 
operational emissions and would only kick in after 2030 and (3) WCM accepts in the 
Planning Statement that the s106 agreement does not make the GHG impact of the 
proposal acceptable.6  

Both prior to the amendment of the application and in response to it, the Council has been 
provided with additional information from objectors. SLACC has commissioned two expert 
witness reports, one of which the Council saw in December 2019,7 and one which is entirely 
new.8 Neither of them has yet been considered by the Development Control and Regulation 
(DC&R) Committee, so we will present them in some detail.  

Furthermore, there has been confirmation by the Government’s own experts that there is 
no “spare capacity” in the UK carbon budgets because UK action to curb greenhouse gas 
emissions is lagging behind what is needed to meet legally-binding emissions targets.9  

It is incumbent on the Council to ensure that the new information is taken into account by 
the Council in this (third) DC&R Committee hearing and that all members enter into the 
hearing with an open mind. The County Council stated, when it compromised the judicial 
review proceedings which challenged the 31 October 2019 Committee resolution to grant 
planning permission, that it no longer relies on the previous (October 2019) decision. This is 
the correct approach. It should be emphasised that the new information before the County 
Council means that its officers and the Development Control and Regulation Committee are 
entitled to reach a different conclusion from the previous decision and are entitled to refuse 
planning permission.  

SLACC’S RESPONSE 

This representation is SLACC’s response to WCM’s revised submissions, which we do not 
find satisfactory. SLACC believes that unless Cumbria County Council takes a very different 
approach to their consideration of WCM’s submissions, and uses independent expertise to 
test the assertions and assumptions within them, there is a grave risk that the County 

                                                           
5  Revised Planning Statement (2020) paragraph 4.2.24. 
6  Revised Planning Statement (2020) paragraphs S17-S22 and paragraphs 5.3.8-5.3.10 ; 5.3.23-5.3.25. If the 

s106 agreement made the impacts acceptable, then WCM would not address GHG impact in the second 
stage of the tests under DC13 and NPPF paragraph 211. 

7  Appendix 1 to this objection. 
8  Appendix 2 to this objection. 
9  Committee on Climate Change https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/reducing-uk-emissions-2019-

progress-report-to-parliament/ 
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Council will again err in their advice to the Development Control and Regulation Committee 
on a range of serious issues. 

As set out above, the relevant planning policies (DC13 and NPPF para 211) require a two-
stage approach. WCM accepts that the proposed development fails the First Stage of these 
policies, as it acknowledges that it will cause unacceptable environmental impacts and that 
these cannot be made acceptable by the s106 Agreement.10 WCM’s application therefore 
stands or falls on the Second Stage of these policies: does the proposal provide national, 
local or community benefits which clearly outweigh the likely impact.  

SLACC’s response is that it does not. The benefits relied on by WCM are either illusory 
(because misconceived) or the weight given to those benefits is unjustifiably high. In 
balancing the benefits against the impacts, WCM underestimates the severity of the 
impacts, in part because of errors in the Revised EIA and failures in the assessment process.  

3.  An Illusory Benefit: The need for coking coal in steel making  

SLACC has always accepted that steel is essential and has never argued that steel 
manufacture should be reduced or limited. What is not accepted is the justification given for 
the coal that this development will produce. 

The key statement that councillors and public figures in West Cumbria repeat in defence of 
the proposal is “You can’t make steel without coal”, and it is very important that DC&R 
members are informed that this is unfounded.  

Two paragraphs in WCM submissions express the statement in a more subtle way: 

"Emerging technologies are capable of producing steel without metallurgical coal. 
However these technologies are in their infancy and, as Dr Bristow explains, will not 
replace blast furnace steel production as the primary process for steel production for 
the foreseeable future, and indeed for the proposed life of the planning permission. 
WCM Planning Statement p21, paragraph 4.2.11 
 
“in this case the use of the WCM coal produced by the Proposed Development would 
not, as assessed by AECOM, give rise to any additional environmental impacts above 
the existing baseline (of “Do Nothing”), because as explained in the AECOM Report, it 
would simply be replacing coal that is already being used in existing steel works or 
else would otherwise be supplied from existing sources elsewhere for any future steel 
works. Based upon the evidence before it and upon the professional judgement of 
AECOM, the Proposed Development would not give rise to any additional effects as a 
result of its coal being burnt at steel plants. Any such effects would not be significant 
or materially different from the existing baseline should the proposed development 
not be granted planning permission (the “Do Something” scenario in the AECOM 
Report )”. WCM Environmental Statement p5, paragraph 10 ii  

 
                                                           
10  Revised Planning Statement (2020) paragraphs 5.3.8-5.3.9 
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WCM’s case therefore appears to be: 
a) That although there are methods to make high quality steel without coal they will 

remain unviable or small scale throughout the life-time of the planning permission 
(i.e. probably to 2074), and that coking coal use will be maintained at the current 
levels throughout this period, and  

b) If planning permission were NOT granted (the Do Nothing baseline) both existing and 
new steel plants in the areas WCM aims to supply (Europe including the UK) would 
use the same quantities of coking coal but from the current suppliers (in the US). 

The need case is central to WCM’s assertion that the proposal complies with policy DC13 
and paragraph 211 of the NPPF, because it is one of the key benefits relied on as “clearly 
outweighing” the admitted unacceptable environmental impacts of the proposed 
development. 

SLACC commissioned an independent report from the Materials Processing Institute (MPI) 
to consider these claims.11 MPI was established 75 years ago as the British Iron and Steel 
Research Association and has a team of internationally recognised steel industry experts, 
and we recommend that the report is studied in detail including by all Members of the 
DC&R Committee. The MPI Report addresses the key points within WCM’s claims and Dr 
Bristow’s evidence, by providing detail on the current UK and EU steel market, alternative 
technologies not using metallurgical coal, future market demand and societal need for steel 
in the UK.  

The MPI agrees with one statement in Dr Bristow’s report: that the proposal to supply 
360,000tpa of coking coal to the UK Steel industry is reasonable as at 2020. However, In 
summary, the MPI Report directly refutes a number of the key claims made by Dr Bristow, 
concluding that: 

a) The reasons cited by Dr Bristow as limiting the capacity for Electric Arc Furnace (EAF) 
technology to replace primary steel production using metallurgical coal are not, in 
fact, significant constraints. 

b) It is incorrect to assert that emerging low-carbon technologies to replace blast 
furnace steelmaking using coal are “in their infancy”.  In fact numerous companies 
and steelworks intend to produce steel with EAF or hydrogen by the mid-2020s or 
early 2030s.  While some of the companies the report highlights “aim to achieve zero 
carbon steelmaking and some aim to be carbon neutral, … none foresee the 
continuation of the existing blast furnace technology in its current form.” 

c) Metallurgical coal in the UK and Europe is expected to decline considerably from 
2030 onwards, as a result of actions being taken by producers to invest in new 
technologies. Therefore the “production of steel in the quality and quantity that is 

                                                           
11  Expert opinion on matters in relation to planning application:-4/17/9007:MPI June 2020: Appendix 2 to this 

representation. 

63  



 

7 
 

likely to be required by society will not require significant use of metallurgical coal in 
the coming decades”. 

d) It is incorrect to state that the infrastructure required to facilitate the UK’s transition 
to a low carbon economy will be dependent on steel using metallurgical coal; in fact 
steel used in transport and infrastructure can be produced using other technologies 
and a number of these products are already produced in the UK using EAF or are 
expected to be due to planned conversion of steelworks to EAF technology. 

Some of the key points are highlighted below: 

1. Feasibility for displacement of blast furnace steel with scrap steel 

The MPI Report makes clear that the vast majority of UK and European steel production 
could be replaced by use of electric arc furnace (EAF) technology to recycle scrap steel. It 
also shows why the claims of WCM that this is prevented by (i) limited availability of scrap 
steel and (ii) the need for certain high-grade products to be made from primary (as opposed 
to recycled) steel do not withstand scrutiny.  

In relation to the availability of scrap steel, the MPI Report demonstrates that there is 
currently sufficient scrap steel to replace all UK steel production and 76% of total European 
production. It would appear, therefore, that the availability of scrap steel would not 
represent a constraint until EAF (alone) had replaced approximately three quarters of 
European steel production and all of the UK market.  

In relation to WCM ‘s second claim, the MPI Report notes that apart from “a small range of 
high quality strip grades for exposed autobody” which constitute a “small subset” of the 
15% of global steel production that is devoted to automotive grades, EAF is capable of 
producing steel of sufficient quality for other uses. The report concludes: 

 “ It is therefore not possible to assert that a general switch from blast furnace to electric 
arc furnace processing is not possible for quality reasons, though it is true that a small 
percentage of high value grades can only be made from primary steel making (non EAF) 
route. It is also worth noting that even for any blast furnace steelmaking that were to 
remain, the use of metallurgical coal in these furnaces will decline, due to initiatives such 
as biomass. “ 

2.  Alternative technologies for steel production and future market demand 

The MPI Report directly contradicts the WCM claim that “Other alternative mechanisms of 
steel production, such as Direct Reduced Iron (DRI), are unlikely to be commercially viable 
for large-scale steel production for several decades” citing multiple examples of large 
commercial steel companies that intend to utilise hydrogen furnaces before the end of the 
decade.  
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The report elsewhere states that “It is incorrect to assert that emerging technologies are in 
their infancy. As has been shown a combination of electric arc steelmaking and alternative 
primary production, such as hydrogen based DRI, are technologically capable of producing 
all but a very limited range of steels.” 

On this basis, the report concludes that “It is to be expected that the number of operational 
blast furnaces in Europe will decline considerably and that those that continue to operate 
will do so with a greater use of alternative fuels, such as hydrogen and biomass. The 
evidence presented clearly shows that production of steel in the quality and quantity that is 
likely to be required by society will not require significant use of metallurgical coal in the 
coming decades.”  

3. Societal need for steel in the UK 

The MPI Report states ”The steel most used in infrastructure (including both transport and 
low carbon energy as highlighted above), are: coated sheet, hot rolled coil, rebar and heavy 
sections. It is therefore correct to state that the UK has a societal need for more steel in 
these areas and that strong growth is forecast in the need for steel. However, the claims 
from West Cumbria Mining assert that these particular steels are dependent on the 
availability of metallurgical coal. This is not the case.” 

The MPI Report goes on to provide an overview of UK steel manufacturers of these key 
products, which already use steel from Electric Arc Furnaces (EAF) not using metallurgical 
coal, and ones which are shortly to be switched from blast-furnace steel routes to EAF 
(including Jingye at Scunthorpe). Other products such as hot rolled coils and coated coils, for 
future transport and infrastructure, do (in the UK) currently use steels from the blast 
furnace route. MPI does note that the one rail steel mill in the UK currently uses the blast 
furnace method but goes on to say: :”However, there is no technical or metallurgical barrier 
to this production being switched to electric arc furnace (EAF) production, as is the case in 
other countries.” 

The conclusions of the MPI Report therefore directly contradict multiple assumptions which 
underlie the WCM planning statement and EIA. In particular, the Report directly refutes 
claims that: 

 “There is currently no viable and scaleable alternative to metallurgical coal in the 
steel making process.” 

 “Alternatives to blast furnace production of steel “are not yet commercially tested 
or viable, and are certainly several decades away from being a meaningful 
competitor to the blast furnace method” 

 “The needs of this generation could be compromised in the event that 
metallurgical coal production, and by extension steel production, is significantly 
curtailed. Indeed, much of the infrastructure required to facilitate the UK’s 
transition to low carbon energy production and transport which will be crucial for 
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future generations, will be dependent upon steel made using metallurgical coal.” 
(the MPI report clearly shows that the steel used in these applications can be 
produced using other methods and therefore the implication that failing to allow 
further metallurgical coal production would hinder construction of low-carbon 
energy and transport infrastructure is incorrect). 

Statement on the future need for coal in the steel industry 

Following discussions between SLACC and academics with specialist knowledge in the steel 
industry, 11 academics have developed and signed an agreed “Statement on the future 
need for coal in the steel industry”12 . It has also been submitted to the County Council with 
a separate representation from the authors of the 2019 Green Alliance Report. 

The fifth and final point in the agreed Statement is as follows:  

 “Given these developments, and the EU and UK’s climate change commitments, we consider 
that the need for metallurgical coal in the European market will reduce very significantly in 
the next few decades, and will need to do so if the temperature targets in the Paris 
Agreement are to be met”. 

Inconsistencies in Dr Bristow’s Work 

It may be noted, separately, that Dr Bristow’s evidence to WCM, and other statements of 
his published online are somewhat contradictory. For instance in a presentation in 2016 to 
the EuroCoke Summit Conference in Barcelona, Spain,13 a portion of his presentation 
entitled “Long term future, where will we be in 50 years?” predicted, among other things 
that:  

 Under the heading “The ‘known’”: 

o “The recycling pool will grow, size and efficiency –more scrap available” 

o “There is sufficient met[allurgical] coal for the next 50 years” 

 Under the heading “The ‘unknown’”: 

o “Technology, will we see the end of the BF [blast furnace] –finally cokeless 
ironmaking” 

o “Substitute’s penetration into premium high value steel markets –autos” 

o “DR could become a rising threat to coke/BF” 

In other words, it appears that only a few years ago, Dr Bristow was of the opinion that 
there would be increasing recycling as an alternative to blast furnace production and that 
we might well “see the end” of the blast furnace in the coming 50 years.  

                                                           
12 “Statement on the future need for coal in the steel industry” attached as Appendix 3 to this representation. 
13  Available at https://thecoalhub.com/wp-content/uploads/attach_250.pdf 
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It is also noteworthy that he apparently acknowledged that substitutes to primary steel 
production might penetrate even the market for high-grade steel which the MPI report 
notes is a “small subset” of the 15% of global steel production devoted to automotive steel. 
In other words, at least as of 2016, Dr Bristow seemed to think that alternative technologies 
would potentially compete to produce even the highest-grade steel products within 50 
years.  

It may perhaps be noted that Dr Bristow’s language in his report for WCM does not actually 
assert explicitly that alternatives to metallurgical coal will not be widely commercially used 
during the period in which the mine is envisaged to operate. He, instead, states that “There 
is likely to continue to be a demand for metallurgical coal for steel-making in Europe 
throughout the lifespan of the Proposed Development.” But it is noteworthy, for instance, 
that he does not assert that this there will be a demand for the full production of 2.78mt per 
year, nor for the full 360,000tpa WCM says will go to UK steel producers.  

Conclusions on the need for coking coal in steel making 

It is clear, from both SLACC’s evidence and other representations already submitted to 
Cumbria CC that alternative methods for steel making are more advanced than Dr Bristow 
has advised (he does not mention the Hybrit Process using hydrogen at all), and UK society’s 
needs for new infrastructure for 2050 and beyond will increasingly be met without 
metallurgical coal.   

To date, Cumbria County Council appears to have relied solely on Dr Bristow14 in spite of 
efforts by SLACC and others to point out credible and current sources of information that 
contradicted WCM’s submissions.  

Highly relevant data on the cost of low carbon hydrogen and ammonia and the speed with 
which metallurgical coal will become uneconomic as a reducing agent has been also 
submitted directly to the County Council by Mike Mason as separate objection, dated 9 June 
2020.  

Dr Bristow himself does not even provide evidence that there is a need for all the coal that 
will be generated by the proposed development.  His conclusions are merely that there will 
“continue to be a demand for metallurgical coal for steel-making in Europe throughout the 
lifespan of the Proposed Development.”  He does not anywhere assert that there will be 
European demand for 2.78t of metallurgical coal by the 2070s, nor that there will be UK 
demand for the proportion that WCM asserts will stay in the UK.  This latter point is crucial 
for the Council to carefully consider when evaluating WCM’s case that there are national 
benefits that clearly outweigh the likely impacts of the proposal, in evaluating compliance 
with DC13 and NPPF 211. 

                                                           
14  The graph of future global steel demand the first planning Officers Report in February 2019 was from H&W 

Worldwide Consulting, which is the Hong Kong based consultancy provider of which Dr Bristow is an 
associate 
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Further, the proposal runs against the current of Government policy.  In August 2019, the 
Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy announced a £250 million 
Clean Steel Fund to “to provide dedicated support to our steel industry, to help put it on a 
pathway to decarbonisation in line with our net zero commitments.”15 In September 2019 
the Secretary of State announced a Low Carbon Hydrogen Production Fund and, in a Written 
Ministerial Statement, which set out that the Government was putting the steel industry 
“on a pathway to decarbonisation in line with our net zero commitments” (HLWS1769).16 
The SOS noted that the UK steel sector is a significant source of greenhouse gas emissions, 
contributing 15% of the total emissions from industry, and that the integrated steel works at 
the British Steel site in Scunthorpe and the Tata Steel UK site Port Talbot are the two largest 
industrial sources of emissions in the UK. 

As has been shown above, the proposed development would hamper the transition to 
lower-carbon alternatives to blast furnace steel production.  It would also therefore work at 
cross-purposes to the Government’s investment of hundreds of millions of pounds to 
accelerate this transition.   

Based on all of the above, it is clear that there is no local or national need for metallurgical 
coal because there are viable alternatives which are currently available and are likely to 
become increasingly widespread and cost-competitive over the coming decades. The 
transition to these alternative technologies will only be hindered by investing heavily in the 
creation of a mine and associated infrastructure which is designed to produce a huge 
amount of coking coal (approximately 40% more than the current size of the entire UK 
market17) for five decades.  

Finally, in planning terms, the Local Planning Authority is obliged to consider the societal 
need for mineral resources. This is different from market demand for coal. That is why the 
minerals section of the NPPF treats some minerals differently. While development of some 
minerals is encouraged, paragraph 211 of the NPPF has a presumption against the grant of 
planning permission for extraction of coal. SLACC’s evidence shows that there is no societal 
need for a new metallurgical coal mine in the UK.  

4. Result of errors in the need case – offshoring GHG; building a stranded asset and 
carbon lock-in 

The logical implications of the evidence before the Council that there is no need in the UK 
and the EU for the coal proposed to be produced by WCM are threefold: 

(1) WCM cannot rely on one of the “significant benefits” it claims weighs in favour of 
the proposal, because of the GHG impact of having to selling the coal further afield; 

                                                           
15  Hansard, 3 September 2019, DBEIS Written Ministerial Statement ref HLWS1769, attached as Appendix 4. 
16  Ibid. 
17  See MPI Report page 5, final paragraph. 
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(2) The mine may become a stranded asset, diminishing the promised economic 
benefits; and 

(3) It is not safe to assume production will simply stop if demand is lower than 
anticipated, because WCM will have an incentive to produce every last tonne of coal 
that they can, as long as doing so exceeds the operational costs of extraction.  

1. Negative impact rather than significant benefit – the greater GHG impact from selling 
coal further afield 

WCM states that a “significant benefit that weighs in favour of the Proposed Development” 
is the “potential” for “significant reductions in GHG emissions from international shipping” 
because transportation of the coal within or from the UK is less impactful than 
transportation from the USA.18 This relies on the “Perfect Substitution error”, which we 
address below. It also assumes that UK and EU steel producers need, and will continue to 
need, WCM’s coal for the duration of the lifetime of the mine. Given the evidence of MPI 
and others, that assumption is baseless. Instead, it is much more likely that WCM will need 
to sell the coal to other steel producers, such as China, India, Japan or Brazil.19 

We address below why the GHG emissions exported beyond the UK need to be assessed as 
indirect impacts of the proposed development. 

2. Stranded asset 

The term “stranded asset” is used to describe situations where infrastructure or other 
development (termed “man-made assets”) has to be retired prematurely or is underutilised 
or devalued, because reduction in the use of fossil fuels makes it unprofitable or it can 
simply no longer compete against the falling costs of alternative technologies.20 The 
evidence from MPI and others shows that there is a significant risk that the proposed 
development could become a stranded asset. This could happen as early as 2030, given that 
the commercialisation of hydrogen steelmaking technology is feasible by that time and in 
light of the number of steel-making companies announcing conversion or decommissioning 
of their blast furnaces. The cost of a large coal-mining operation and its associated 
infrastructure becoming a stranded asset because it is underutilised or devalued, or has to 
close prematurely, is considerable. Not only will millions of pound of investment be lost and 
numerous promised jobs disappear, but there is the potential for negative impacts on 
investment in low-carbon development.  

WCM do not address this risk. Nor do Dr Bristow or AECOM. The Council needs to consider 
the potential negative impact of the proposed mine becoming a stranded asset and the 
benefit of avoiding this outcome. 

                                                           
18  Revised Planning Statement (2020) paragraph 4.2.26. 
19  See Dr Bristow’s 2016 presentation, slide 9, available at https://thecoalhub.com/wp-content/uploads/ 

attach_250.pdf 
20  See the UN Environment Programme’s report “The Emissions Gap Report 2017” pg 41, available at 

https://www.unenvironment.org/resources/emissions-gap-report-2017. 
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3. Carbon lock-in 

Once the large costs of the initial infrastructure have been invested, WCM will have an 
incentive to produce every last tonne of coal that they can, as long as doing so exceeds the 
operational costs of extraction. In other words, it is not safe to assume that production will 
simply stop if it turns out that the demand for metallurgical coal was lower than expected. 
Because the large upfront costs of the mine are already ‘sunk’, WCM will be driven to 
recoup as much of its investment as possible, even if it would never have opened the mine 
in the first place had it known the true position.  

This is a critical part of what is sometimes referred to as “carbon lock-in” and was described 
by the Stockholm Environment Institute (in 2015) in the following terms: 

The essence of carbon lock-in is that, once certain carbon-intensive investments 
are made, and development pathways are chosen, fossil fuel dependence and 
associated carbon emissions can become “locked in”, making it more difficult to 
move to lower-carbon pathways and thus reduce climate risks.  

For example, near-term investments in coal-fired power plants, with their low 
operating costs, long technical life-spans, and strong institutional and political 
support, increase the future costs of achieving a given emissions target. So, too, 
might natural gas power plants, fossil-fuelled vehicles, and inefficient buildings 
and heating technologies. Overall, the International Energy Agency (IEA) has 
found, if energy investments favour high-carbon technologies through 2020 
instead of low-carbon alternatives, the medium-term investment (through 2035) 
needed to reach low-carbon objectives would increase fourfold.21 

Furthermore, even if it is assumed that there is a current need, the duration of that “need” 
impacts on the assessment of economic benefits, whether benefits outweigh the harms 
from the proposed development, and also the risk of the site not being restored. 

Without the “plank” of coking coal demand in Europe enduring for the lifetime of the 
development, the case for the mine is fatally damaged. 

5.  An Underestimated Impact: The “Perfect Substitution” Error 

Another key “plank” in WCM’s case is that emissions resulting from the proposed mine 
would not increase GHG because the coal produced from the Whitehaven mine would 
simply “substitute” for coal produced elsewhere. As WCM acknowledges, this argument 

                                                           
21 Stockholm Environment Institute, “Carbon lock-in from fossil fuel supply infrastructure” (citations in 

quotation omitted), available at https://mediamanager.sei.org/documents/Publications/Climate/SEI-DB-
2015-Carbon-lock-in-supply-side.pdf.  

70  



 

14 
 

hinges on the supposition that one or more pre-existing metallurgical coal mines would 
close down. WCM apply the concept to operational22 as well as end-use GHG emissions.  

Many objectors, including Friends of the Earth West Cumbria, have challenged this 
assumption from the start, a position that was supported by the expert evidence from 
Professor Paul Ekins that was submitted to the County Council in December 2019.  

Professor Paul Ekins,23 Director of the UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources writes, “it is 
clear that the coal produced by the Cumbria mine is likely both to increase emissions and to 
hamper the development and deployment of low-carbon technologies in this industry, 
thereby supporting the continuance of high carbon steel production and contributing to 
dangerous climate change”.  

Professor John Barrett, another recognised expert on UK energy and climate policy has 
submitted a representation directly to Cumbria CC that also categorically states that 100% 
substitution will not be achieved. Even if the WCM coal only added a very small amount of 
coal to the market, this would be likely to outweigh any possible GHG savings from 
transportation of the coal. With any less than 100% substitution the percentage of coal, and 
GHG that is NOT substituted are additional, and are direct or indirect impacts of approving 
this application which must be assessed. 

It is notable that WCM and Dr Bristow repeatedly state that the coal from the proposed 
mine will outcompete other coal because it will be cheaper. For instance, Dr Bristow states 
that the Cumbrian coal will outcompete US coal because it will be “significantly cheaper, 
much more readily available, [and have] better retained quality due to shorter shipping 
distances.”24 However, Dr Bristow concludes that: 

“WCM coal would be competitive on cost, which would encourage its 
substitution for imported coal. However, its production will not affect global 
metallurgical coal prices. Furthermore, any cost savings that do arise in relation 
to WCM coal would be unlikely to affect the cost of steel production, or the 
demand for steel. This is because there are many variable components in steel 
production, and because steel consumption is driven by demand for it from the 
market (rather than its availability or price).” 

However, this conclusion is constructed on a series of assumptions which are unjustified:  

 First, global metallurgical coal prices need not be affected for there to be an effect 
on coal consumption. If the coal is ‘significantly cheaper’ than alternatives, economic 
theory indicates that the lower price will lead to greater consumption.  

                                                           
22 On the basis that another mine elsewhere with similar emissions is no longer operating, if no longer 

producing.  
23 Appendix 2 to this representation 
24 EIA Chapter 19: Greenhouse Gas Emissions, page 25. 
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 It is completely unexplained how the costs savings to steel producers would be 
“unlikely to affect the cost of steel production.” This statement is clearly false – if the 
cost of an input of steel production is cheaper, it must obviously affect the cost of 
steel production.  

 What Dr Bristow presumably is attempting to say is that the effect on the cost of 
steel production would be minor in the context of “many variable components in 
steel production”. But even if the price effect is not large, cheaper coking coal must 
mean that, compared to the situation without the mine, use of the blast furnace 
method is cheaper than it otherwise would be when compared to lower-GHG 
alternatives. 

 Further, Dr Bristow’s assertion that “steel consumption is driven by demand for it 
from the market (rather than its availability or price)” provides no explanation why 
the demand for steel would not be not be driven by the price of steel (or what 
factors he says do affect the demand, which he seems to take as fixed, no matter the 
availability or price!). As Prof Ekins explained: “to refute the assumption that greater 
supply of a product will lead to increased demand would require a very strong 
argument (and evidence) that the coal market has one or more rare features (such 
as a cartel which sets prices independently) which override normal economic 
forces.” The same must hold for the steel market. It simply cannot be the case that 
steel consumption would remain constant no matter the price of steel. This 
conclusion of Dr Bristow’s is also clearly wrong.  

To adopt the most charitable possible interpretation of Dr Bristow’s claims, it could be 
assumed that he essentially is trying to say that despite the Cumbrian coal being 
“significantly cheaper” this will have only a small effect on the use of coal and the 
production of steel via the blast furnace method.  

However, as Professor Barrett notes, the effect need not be a large one to completely 
overwhelm the claimed GHG ‘savings’ from lesser transportation emissions.  

As a hypothetical, even if 95% of the coal produced from the Whitehaven mine was a 
substitute for coal that would have been produced elsewhere (i.e. this resulted in other 
mines elsewhere reducing their production by 2.64 Mt per year and only 5% of the 2.78 Mt 
per year was new production), this would result in an additional 140,000 tonnes of coal 
being burned each year – or approximately 6.7 million tonnes of additional coal burned over 
the life of the mine.25 Using the latest government conversion factors26, this would equate 
to approximately 21.6 million tonnes CO2e, or an average of approximately 429,000 tCO2e 

                                                           
25  Taking into account that the mine will only reach full production at year 5, and taking only 5% of the lower 

figures for years 1-4, the figure is 6,661,000 tonnes of additional coal (ie 5% of the total 50-year tonnage of 
mettalurgical coal of 133,220,000). 

26  https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/greenhouse-gas-reporting-conversion-factors-2020  
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per year over the 50-year life of the mine.27 It will be noted that these emissions would be 
more than 10 times the “average annual emissions” WCM projects during the 2-year 
construction phase and that the total emissions from burning this 5% of coal would more 
than double WCM’s “worst case” estimate of 18.4 million tCO2e. If the substitution figure 
was “only” 90%, this figure would be approximately 43.2 million tCO2e, which would 
quadruple the ‘worst case’ estimate. 

It may also be noted that these figures are orders of magnitude greater than WCM’s claimed 
‘savings’ due to reduced transport distances of 5.4 million tCO2e over the life of the mine.28 
This gives the lie to the claim that they have adopted a “precautionary and robust approach 
to GHG emissions” for the purposes of EIA29. 

To help decision makers visualise this: any mining operations at the “current source” of the 
coal that continue after WCM’s mine commences; any metallurgical coal from there 
exported to another part of the world, or used as thermal coal instead (because the 
marginal cost of continuing to extract from an already-built almost depleted mine may be 
low enough to make this economic); or any coal used in a European blast furnace that stays 
in operation for a few (or more) years longer because WCM coal, with its lower cost base 
(according to Dr Bristow) is cheaper, is additional.  

The impacts on GHG may not be easy to quantify or predict, but WCM (and the County 
Council) cannot claim that they are zero and must adopt a precautionary approach based on 
evidence and currently available information about what additional GHGs the project would 
likely lead to. WCM’s repeated statements throughout the submissions that there would no 
additional GHG emissions from the development are not evidenced or credible. 

It should be clear therefore that this “plank” of WCM’s case is not valid. Without either a 50 
year “need” for the coal, or any evidence of any “special and rare circumstances where the 
demand for a product is considered entirely “inelastic” 30 substitution is not perfect, and the 
development would increase global GHG, both from the mine itself, and from the use of the 
coal. 

6.  Serious Flaws in the Revised Environmental Statement and AECOM’s GHG Assessment 

There are at least five serious flaws in the Revised ES and AECOM’s assessment of 
greenhouse gases: 

(1) It is built on a wholly erroneous baseline; 
(2) It underestimates of the extent of operational GHG Emissions; 

                                                           
27  6,661,000 tonnes of coking coal x 3,222.04 [government conversion factor for tonnes of coking coal to kg 

CO2e] = 21,462,008,440 kg CO2e = 21.4 million tonnes CO2e. 
28  Revised Planning Statement (2020) para 4.2.14. 
29  EIA Chapter 19: Greenhouse Gas Emissions, para 13. 
30  Letter of Paul Ekins OBE – Appendix 2 of this representation 
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(3) It wrongly and unlawfully omits from the assessment the impact of GHG emissions 
from the use of the coal;  

(4) It underestimates the significance of the GHG impact; and 
(5) The magnitude criterion for GHG emissions’ significance is laughable.  

We address each in turn below. We have done so in detail because of the importance of the 
ES in the Council’s decision-making process. As a result of the EIA Regulations, the Council’s 
decision on planning permission will be flawed and open to challenge if it does not have a 
proper and lawful ES that it can take into account when it makes its decision on the impacts 
and benefits of the proposed development.  

1. Wholly erroneous baseline 

The Revised EIA is built on a flawed foundation. It is structured around comparing a “Do 
Nothing” scenario, without the development, compared with a “Do Something” scenario 
where the development is built. It states as follows: 

“‘Do Nothing’ scenario where the Proposed Development does not go ahead. Although not 
part of the assessment under the EIA Directive, it is nonetheless material to note that, 
metallurgical coal which would otherwise be replaced by coal produced by the Proposed 
Development will continue to be shipped from sources outside of Europe and transported to 
UK and EU-based steel works, as illustrated in Figure 4.1, with consequential effects (H&W 
Worldwide Consulting Ltd, 2020)”. 31 

“If this Proposed Development is not permitted, these shipments will continue to meet the 
demand from the UK as well as elsewhere in the EU steel industry (H&W Worldwide 
Consulting Ltd, 2020).Any GHG emissions at the steel works from the combustion of coal 
mined from the Proposed Development would therefore not be additional as these will occur 
whether or not the Proposed Development is permitted to operate. 32  

The”Do Nothing” scenario is based on both Dr Bristow’s evidence and “perfect 
substitution”. As has been set out in detail above, the supposition that “any GHG emissions 
at the steel works from the combustion of coal mined from the Proposed Development 
would … not be additional” is clearly untenable. Yet this is the fundamental error on which 
the entire analysis of the effects of the project on GHG emissions is built. 

2. Underestimation of operational emissions – fugitive methane emissions 

Even apart from the points made above about why the WCM analysis ignores certain 
impacts altogether, the assessment of operational emissions also dramatically 
underestimates the likely true emissions.  In particular, the assessment uses a fugitive 

                                                           
31  WCMs Environmental Statement Chapter 19 Appendix 2 GHG Assessment (AECOM) paragraph 4.1  
32  Ibid paragraph 4.5 
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methane emissions factor that is unjustified and out of line with international guidance and 
scientific evidence.   

Chapter 19 of the EIA on GHG Emissions adopts a figure of 6 m3 of methane released per 
tonne of coal mined.33  This is on the basis that “Proponent sampling and analysis of the coal 
seam deposits have shown a methane release range of between 2 and 6 m3 per tonne of 
coal mined.”34  However, as the scientific literature makes clear, “[t]here is a predictable 
correlation between the volume of gas contained in coal and the internal pressure of the 
coal seam from which it is extracted. Generally, pressure on a coal seam increases with 
depth, as does the volume of methane contained by the coal.”35  For this reason, IPCC 
guidance for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories is to use emissions factors for 
underground coal mines of: 10 m3 per tonne for depths less than 200 m, 18 m3 per tonne for 
depths from 200 to 400 m, and 25 m3 per tonne for mines deeper than 400 m.36   

As the March 2019 Committee Report noted at para 4.3  

“Onshore, the coal outcrops in the north near the former Main Band Colliery and dips to the 
southwest to reach depths of 200m – 400m beneath the surface. There is also a significant 
area of extraction proposed under the sea, which will be the subject of a separate 
application to the Marine Management Organisation (MMO). Offshore, the target seams are 
400m – 700m below sea level.” 

WCM provide no information on the depth at which the “proponent sampling and analysis 
of the seam deposits” occurred, but it is very likely to have been at the shallower depths at 
which the onshore seams exist.  If this is the case, it is likely that the offshore seams will 
contain more methane due to the greater depth, as described above.  As the March 2019 
Committee Report acknowledges, “The company has 3 licences granted by the Coal 
Authority, including 2 large offshore licence areas and a smaller onshore licence area.”   

As the above makes clear, sampling undertaken at the shallow depths (which are more likely 
currently accessible to WCM) cannot be used as a reasonable proxy figure for the fugitive 
emissions that are likely to arise from the deeper undersea deposits, which represent the 
vast majority of the coal to be mined.  Adoption of the 6 m3 of methane per tonne figure as 
an estimate of the average methane emissions throughout the 50-year life of the mine is 
therefore completely unjustified.  In fact, guidance from the IPCC indicates that the figure 
used for the deep coal seams should be more than 4 times higher than the figure the ES 

                                                           
33  ES Chap. 19, page 54, para 7.6.   
34  ES Chap. 19, page 59, para 9.4.   
35  Kholoh et al, Global methane emissions from coal mining to continue growing even with declining coal 

production, 256 J of Cleaner Production (May 2020) available at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/ 
article/pii/S0959652620305369#fn1.  

36  IPCC Guidelines for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories, vol. 2 (2006) Energy. (Chapter 4): Fugitive 
Emissions. Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, available at http://www.ipcc-
nggip.iges.or.jp/public/2006gl/pdf/2_Volume2/V2_4_Ch4_Fugitive_Emissions.pdf.  
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adopts.  As 74% of the total operational emissions of the mine are due to fugitive methane 
emissions, a more plausible figure could easily double or triple the overall assessment of the 
GHGs which are likely to arise from the proposed development.   

It would therefore be contrary to international guidance and scientific principles to adopt 
the WCM proposed figure for fugitive methane emissions of only 6 m3 of methane per 
tonne without further evidence.  It should also be noted that condition 64,37 to require a 
“Mine Gas Capture Management Scheme” at the mine, does not specify what % of fugitive 
methane must be captured, or when it should commence.  The Council must, at minimum, 
require information on the depths at which the proponent sampling was done and further 
evidence as necessary to determine whether this figure is a reasonable (and precautionary) 
estimate of likely fugitive methane emissions from the deep undersea coal seams.  In the 
absence of this information, it would be contrary to the EIA Directive and the EIA 
Regulations 2011 to accept the estimate in Chapter 19 of the ES as a reasonable estimate of 
the GHG emissions of the mine. 

3. Error concerning indirect emissions – failure to assess usage emissions 

WCM has strongly resisted all legitimate obligations to assess the GHG from the use of their 
coal in steel making (downstream or Tier 3 emissions) and although the ES assesses the 
operational GHG, WCM claims that it is not required to provide more information about 
downstream emissions.  

This is based primarily on a misunderstanding of the EIA Directive and the EIA Regulations. 
WCM, relying on AECOM’s methodology, asserts that the emissions from combustion of the 
coal in steelworks are not “indirect emissions” under the EIA Regulations.38 This is incorrect. 
The term “indirect effects”, which is what EIA requires to be measured, is to be “construed 
broadly” and includes the environmental impacts “liable to result from the use and 
exploitation of the end product of works”39. So use and exploitation of the coal are included.  

WCM states that “subsequent use of coal produced by the Proposed Development is 
completely outside of the control of the Applicant and the local planning authority.” This is 
not relevant and is not the test under the EIA Regulations. In the same way that the impact 
on the roads of increased traffic caused by a housing development have to be taken into 
account (although this is outside of the control of the developer and the LPA), so too does 
the GHG impact of the proposed development. 

SLACC hopes that the Council will stand by their 2016 Scoping Report which correctly said 
“3.67 The ES should include detailed information about the nature of the coking coal, the 
carbon implications of its extraction and utilisation, including any assessment that may be 

                                                           
37 As drafted in the Officers Report to DC&R Committee October 2019   
38  ES Ch 19 pg 5 paragraphs 8-9. Referring to AECOM’s methodology Ch 19 Appendix 2 pg 44 paragraph 3.12. 
39  Decision of the Court of Justice of the European Union in Abraham v Wallonia [2008] Env LR 32 at 

paragraph 43. 
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required with regards to climate change, and the current and anticipated future outlook in 
respect of demands/markets” (emphasis added).40 

The failure of the Revised EIA to assess the GHG emission resulting from the combustion of 
the coal means that the ES is deficient, because it fails to assess an indirect effect that it was 
required to assess. The Council should, before making any decision on the Revised 
Application, require WCM to provide an assessment of the impact of the GHG emissions 
from the combustion of all the coal expected to be mined over the 50 year lifespan of the 
proposed mine.  

Equally incorrect is WCM and AECOM’s fallback position, if they are wrong about whether 
the GHG impact of burning the coal is an indirect effect of the proposed development. In 
that case, AECOM states “it is not considered that [the burning of the coal] would result in 
any additional GHG emissions due to the likely reduction in shipping distances.”41 This is 
based on the substitution argument, which is untenable, for the reasons set out above. 

In fact, WCM goes so far as to claim42 that they met the requirement in the Scoping Opinion 
to assess the “carbon implications of [the coal’s] extraction and utilisation” by referring back 
to Chapters 3 and 5 of the original ES, which says “The assessment explained that the coal 
produced by WCM would replace an equivalent volume of coal that is used in the UK and 
Europe which is currently being imported primarily from the east coast of the USA”. In other 
words, the claims are based on the discredited 100% substitution argument.  

SLACC is therefore clear that WCM is required to include detailed information about the 
carbon implications of the utilisation of the coal extracted in the ES and that it would be 
wrong to make a decision without having this information. 

4. Underestimation of the significance of the GHG impact  

An important aspect of EIA is that it provides the Council with information on the 
significance of any impact that is identified. This allows the Council to weigh the impact 
properly in the planning balance. The Revised EIA makes two serious errors in assessing the 
significance of the GHG emissions that will be caused by the proposed development. 

The first relates to how AECOM uses the UK Carbon Budget in its assessment. AECOM 
correctly states that: “The identified receptor for GHG emissions is the global climate. As the 
effects of GHGs are not geographically constrained, all GHG emissions have the potential to 
result in a cumulative effect in the atmosphere”.43 However, AECOM then state: “In order to 
assess the impact of GHG emissions from Proposed Development, UK Carbon Budgets have 
been used as a reasonable proxy for the climate”. 44 

                                                           
40  ES Ch 19 Page 4 paragraph 5 
41  Ibid page 53 paragraph 7.4 
42  Ibid paragraph 6 
43  Ibid paragraph 3.6 
44  Ibid paragraph 3.6 
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SLACC does not agree that UK Carbon Budgets are a reasonable proxy for the climate. While 
the UK Carbon Budgets are relevant, they are not the global climate. WCM and AECOM 
consistently use a phrase such as “would not compromise the ability of the UK Government 
to meet its carbon emissions reduction obligations”, however, (1) the EIA Directive requires 
an assessment of all direct and indirect effects of the project, regardless of where these 
occur, and (2) UK Government carbon emissions reductions obligations do not consist solely 
of those under the Climate Change Act. Since the February 2020 Court of Appeal Judgement 
on Heathrow Expansion45, the UK‘s legal obligation, as a signatory to the Paris Agreement 
beyond and irrespective of the Climate Change Act has been clarified.  

Under the Paris Agreement, it would not be legally sufficient for the UK to achieve net-zero 
by 2050 (which is the minimum requirement under the Climate Change Act) if it were 
supporting other countries in producing higher levels of emissions than are incompatible 
with limiting global average temperature rise to 1.5°C. The Court of Appeal explicitly 
recognised the Paris Agreement as Government policy and quoted evidence from 
Government in the form of statements from ministers that led the Court to conclude that: 
“the Government’s expressly stated policy [is] that it is committed to adhering to the Paris 
Agreement to limit the rise in global temperature to well below 2˚C and to pursue efforts to 
limit it to 1.5˚C.”46 The Court of Appeal also decided that, in any event, the Paris Agreement 
is an obviously material consideration47.   When assessing the GHG impact of development, 
it is therefore necessary to look not just at the UK’s Carbon Budgets, but also to consider the 
UK’s further legal commitment under the Paris Agreement.  

This is important in the context of the present application, because WCM is explicitly 
justifying the proposed development on the basis that it will export an average of 2,319,000 
tonnes of coal to the EU each year for 5048 years. The portion of the coal extracted from the 
WCM mine that is exported to other countries for steelmaking will not figure in the UK’s 
carbon accounts. In light of the Government’s policy, reflected in the Paris Agreement 
commitments, it is incorrect for WCM and AECOM to ignore these exported emissions. The 
UK Government must adhere to its “carbon reduction obligations”, not just the UK Carbon 
Budgets, and this should have been reflected in the Revised EIA.  

                                                           
45  The Court of Appeal’s recent judgement regarding the proposed expansion of Heathrow Airport –

paragraph 228 https://www.judiciary.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/02/Heathrow-judgment-on-planning-
issues-27-February-
2020.pdf?fbclid=IwAR3OQKZqQ_Wd41jVtcxrBimnVuqWMogMaPXgi1JYWrAA6XCF3lqhZL1uowQ 

46  CA judgment paragraph 216. The full analysis on the Paris Agreement as Government policy is from 
paragraph 196-233. Although the CA’s decision about the Paris Agreement being Government policy was 
made in the context of the Planning Act 2008, it is equally applicable to the planning regime under the 
Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 

47  CA judgment paragraphs 234-238.  
48   Planning Statement Paragraph 2.6.1, Table 1: European exports are 2,420,000tpa by year 5; as 87% of coal 

is exported in years 5-50, this figure is applied to the figures for years 1-4 as a reasonable estimate of the 
proportion going to the EU in years 1-4.  

78  



 

22 
 

The second error is that WCM uses the 100% substitution to argue that GHG from the use of 
WCM coal “attract very limited or low weight49, even though they accept that downstream 
emissions “are capable of being material considerations”50. If the Council do decide to reject 
the “100% substitution” case, the balance of harms and benefits for Policy DC13 and NPPF 
paragraph 211 must be made consistent and the level of harm from additional end use GHG 
emissions increased.  

It is not for SLACC to provide such calculations or assessments, but as the “back of an 
envelope” calculation of the GHG that would arise if 5% or 10% of the coal was additional 
has shown above, the proposal will have major adverse impacts, because emissions from 
coal’s use are (at least) 10 times those of extraction. If European steel making was to 
refurbish rather than replace the current blast furnaces around 2035 (when MPI suggests 
that choice will arise) because of the availability of a ‘locked-in’ source of cheap coal, then 
this could lead to essentially all of the coal from the mine leading to additional (rather than 
‘substituted’) emissions for decades, which could easily result in hundreds of millions of 
tonnes of additional CO2e being generated.  

Irrespective of the inclusion or not of emissions from the use of the coal in the ES as indirect 
effects, the Council must in any case consider carefully the likely adverse impact of the use 
of the coal when weighing up the harms and benefits of the proposed mine under Policy 
DC13 and NPPF paragraph 211. 

It is incumbent on the Council to assess the proposal as it stands, so the Council cannot 
assume that the mine would close, and discount the emissions accordingly, unless there is 
an accurate and enforceable mechanism to ensure that this happened early enough to 
prevent harmful GHG emissions and severe harm from the consequent rising global 
temperature. Please also note that export to other regions of the world is not precluded by 
any conditions. 

5. The magnitude criterion for GHG emissions’ significance is laughable  

Quite apart from the other flaws that have been identified above, and the inescapable fact 
that the GHG assessment fails entirely to measure the vast majority of the emissions that 
the project will cause, the magnitude criteria adopted in the EIA and AECOM report is also 
indefensible.   

The WCM Revised Planning Statement, EIA Chapter on GHG emissions and the AECOM 
Report all adopt a criterion that GHG emissions which comprise less than 1% of the UK 
Carbon Budget should be considered to be of “low” magnitude and that this should lead to 

                                                           
49  Planning Statement Page 50 Paragraph 5.3.24 
50  Ibid Page 23 Paragraph 4.2.25 
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these emissions having “minor adverse significance”, while emissions greater than 1% are of 
“high” magnitude and have “major adverse” significance”.51 

Frankly, whilst we would normally hesitate to use a word such as ‘laughable’ in a document 
of this nature, there is no better word to describe this. The necessary implication is that 
facilities which contribute less than 1% of the total UK budget have GHG emissions of low 
magnitude.  We would be surprised if WCM or CCC could identify any single UK facility 
which meets this threshold. For instance, Drax Power Station, the largest-capacity power 
station in the UK, does not come close to meeting this threshold.52           

The justification given for adopting this threshold is also completely spurious.  
WCM/AECOM state that  “Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment (IEMA) 
guidance of 2017, [] acknowledges that there is no agreed method to evaluate levels of GHG 
significance and that professional judgement is required to contextualise the emissions 
impacts of a project or activity by reference to the carbon budgets”.53 This is uncontroversial 
enough, so far as it goes.  However, first, it should be noted that IEMA Guidance indicates 
that it is good practice to contextualise a project’s carbon footprint budget against local, 
sectoral and national carbon budgets,54 and that nowhere does it set out any significance 
threshold.  Further, the IEMA Guidance specifically notes at the outset of the chapter on 
evaluating GHG significance that: 

“GHG emissions have a combined environmental effect that is approaching a 
scientifically defined environmental limit, as such any GHG emissions or 
reductions from a project might be considered to be significant.  

The thread through these principles is that 1) all projects create GHG emissions 
that contribute to climate change; 2) climate change has the potential to lead to 
significant environmental effects; and 3) there is a cumulative GHG emission 
budget that defines a level of dangerous climate change whereby any GHG 
emission within that budget can be considered as significant.”55   

However, it is clear that IEMA does not adopt any clear thresholds for significance.  
WCM/AECOM therefore state that a criterion of 1% of the UK Carbon Budget is in line with 

                                                           
51  See AECOM Report at tables 3.1 and 3.2 and accompanying text; Planning Statement at para 4.2.21, ES 

Chapter 19, paras 74-75,    
52  In 2019, carbon emissions from Drax Power Station were below 1 million tCO2.   

https://www.drax.com/sustainability/carbon-emissions/  Total net UK emissions in 2019 were provisionally 
estimated to be 351.5 million tonnes.  DBEIS, 2019 UK greenhouse gas emissions, provisional figures (26 
March 2020), available at: https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/ 
uploads/attachment_data/file/875485/2019_UK_greenhouse_gas_emissions_provisional_figures_statistic
al_release.pdf.  As UK emissions are currently near, but within legislated carbon budgets, total emissions 
figures (including for sectors and local authorities) are a reasonable proxy for the portion of the carbon 
budget that might reasonably be allocated to these industries/local authorities.   

53  ES Ch 19 Page 16, Paragraph 73. 
54  IEMA, Environmental Impact Assessment Guide to: Assessing Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Evaluating 

their Significance (2017), page 16, Para 6.2 and Figure 4, avaliable at  https://www.iema.net/assets/ 
newbuild/documents/IEMA%20GHG%20in%20EIA%20Guidance%20Document%20V4.pdf . 

55  Id. at page 14.  Internal citations omitted.  
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two publications, namely Department of Energy and Climate Change (2013) and the PAS 
2050 Specification (British Standards Institution, 2011), which “allow emissions sources of 
<1% contribution to be excluded from emission inventories.”  On this basis, they conclude 
that “Therefore, emissions considered to give rise to a ‘high’ magnitude of significance are 
considered as those that equate to equal or more than 1% of total emissions across the 
relevant 5 year UK carbon budget.”56   

This is a clear misapplication of the guidance in the cited documents.  The PAS 2050 
specification relates to the assessment of lifecycle GHG emissions from goods and services 
and seeks to provide a “consistent method” for assessing “the emissions that are released 
as part of the processes of creating, modifying, transporting, storing, using, providing, 
recycling or disposing of” a particular good or service. 57 It notes that its “primary objective” 
is to “provide a common basis for GHG emission quantification that will inform and enable 
meaningful GHG emission reduction programmes.”58  At para 3.31 the document states that 
“A materiality threshold of 1% has been established to ensure that very minor sources of life 
cycle GHG emissions do not require the same treatment as more significant sources.”59  In 
other words, this threshold has been set to simplify the process of assessing the overall 
lifecycle emissions of a particular good or service – it does not follow that the emissions 
generated are not significant.  Furthermore, it is obviously a misuse to transpose this 
materiality threshold which was created to simplify measurement of the overall GHGs 
generated by a particular supply chain.   

The reference to guidance from the former Department of Energy and Climate Change is 
similarly misplaced.  This guidance60 related to individual entities reporting for the purposes 
of the former UK emissions registry.  It set ‘de minimis’ and ‘minor’ thresholds for emissions 
sources.  However, it was not even the case that such sources could be excluded altogether 
from reporting – the guidance states that the plan should specify how emissions will be 
calculated from these sources “and the verifier should simply  check  that  the  appropriate  
activity  data  and  factors  have  been used in the calculations”.61  Thus, the guidance allows 
reasonable estimates of certain emissions from small sources for the purposes of reporting, 
but does not indicate that these sources can be ignored altogether.  Moreover, the guidance 
set an absolute limit of 20kT CO2 pa for ‘de-minimis’ sources and 100kt for ‘minor’ sources. 
Even ignoring the flaws outlined above, the proposed mine’s operational emissions will 
exceed the “minor emissions” threshold by many times.   

                                                           
56  ES Ch 19 Page 16, Paragraphs 74- 75.   
57  PAS 2050:2011, Specification for the assessment of the life cycle greenhouse gas emissions of goods and 

services (2011) at iv. 
58  Id. 
59  Id. at page 5. 
60 Department of Energy & Climate Change, Guidance on Annual Verification for emissions from stationary 
installations emitted before 1 January 2013, available at https://bit.ly/2YRl5RI.   
61 Id. at para 219.   
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In any event, the leap to the supposition, based on the documents cited, that an entire 
industrial operation can discount their entire GHG emissions as of low significance because 
they are less than 1% of the UK Carbon Budget is simply untenable.   

More generally, there is no rationale for applying this threshold to the proposed mine, 
particularly as a criterion in EIA to assess significance of impact.  There is no justification for 
the figure in relation to the national carbon budget, and comparisons to sectoral and local 
emissions make clear that it is untenable.   

Sectoral emissions 

According to the most recent Report to Parliament by the Government’s own Committee on 
Climate Change, all industry accounted for 21% of total UK emissions in 2018.  Of this 
amount, 61% of total industry emissions were due to manufacturing, while 39% represented 
emissions from “petroleum refining, fossil fuel production and fugitive emissions.”   
Therefore, all petroleum refining, fossil fuel production and fugitive emissions in the UK 
currently result in 8.2% of total UK emissions.   

This means that any fossil fuel production project which reached the 1% threshold 
advocated by AECOM would be generating emissions of over 12% (or just less than 1/8th) of 
this entire UK sector which, according to a recent House of Commons Committee report  
contains:  

• 207 offshore oil fields 
• 115 offshore gas fields 
• 8 surface coal mines, and  
• 6 oil refineries 
• (no information was listed on the number of onshore oil and gas wells) 

Thus, adopting this approach is essentially equivalent to saying that no existing UK industrial 
facility generates GHG emissions that should be assessed as being of high significance and 
that a new fossil fuel production facility that would generate emissions equivalent to 12% of 
the production emissions of the sector is not significant.   

Local Carbon Emissions 

It can also help to contextualise the 1% significance threshold to compare to the emissions 
generated in Cumbria.  The government produces local and regional CO2 emissions statistics 
estimates,62 which show that in 2017 (the most recent year for which data are available): 

 All industry and commercial (including agricultural) CO2 emissions in all of 
Cumbria were 0.48% of UK CO2 emissions63, and 

 Cumbria’s total CO2 emissions (including all industry, commercial, agricultural, 
domestic gas and electricity use, road and rail transport and other emissions) 
were 1.08% of UK CO2 emissions64 

                                                           
62  https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/ 

file/812142/2005-17_UK_local_and_regional_CO2_emissions_tables.xlsx  
63   Cumbria industry and commercial total (2017): 1699.9 kt CO2 versus total UK emissions of 351,501.3 kt CO2.   
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In other words, all industry, commerce and agriculture in Cumbria doesn’t even surpass one 
half of the threshold advocated by WCM/AECOM.  However, aggregating all emissions from 
every single home, factory, farm, car and train in Cumbria just meets the threshold for ‘high’ 
significance set out by WCM/AECOM.     

Based on all of the above it is clear that there is no justification whatsoever for adopting the 
1% threshold advocated by WCM/AECOM once this is properly considered in the context of 
national, sectoral and local emissions and carbon budgets.   

7.  The Section 106 Agreement 

According to the WCM Planning Statement, as “the AECOM report recognises that 
operations and decommissioning activities will intersect reducing future Carbon Budgets and 
the net zero emissions target of 2050” the Applicant has indicated that it will enter into a 
“Section 106” legal agreement “the provisions of which would require the periodic (5 yearly) 
review and re-assessment of anticipated GHG emissions” in order “[t]o secure the 
implementation of GHG emissions mitigation measures.”65   

The Planning Statement further indicates that “[e]ach assessment of GHG emissions would 
need to confirm that the continued operation of the mine, taking account of any carbon 
reduction mitigation including that provided offsite, would not compromise the ability of the 
UK Government to meet its carbon emissions reduction obligations.”66   

However, the Section 106 in fact fails entirely to do this, and is so vague that it may well be 
unenforceable. It therefore cannot be relied upon as a valid planning obligation that the 
Council should take into account for these reasons: 

1) Fails to address actual emissions due to the proposed project  

This objection has set out above, at length, the reasons why the methods adopted in the ES 
and the AECOM Report do not accurately capture the actual GHG emissions of the proposed 
mine, including (1) the failure to assess any emissions from the end use of the coal produced 
in reliance on the faulty “perfect substitution” assumption and (2) the reasons why the 
methods dramatically underestimate the operational emissions (including the fact that the 
fugitive methane emissions factor adopted appears to be contrary to scientific evidence and 
international guidance).   

The Section 106 indicates that the GHG Reports produced by WCM will include an 
assessment of the GHG emissions that is: 

“to be carried out in compliance with up to date legislation government policy 
and accepted national guidance and standards as shall be in force and/or 

                                                                                                                                                                                     
64  Cumbria total (2017): 3788.3 kt CO2 versus total UK emissions of 351,501.3 kt CO2.   
65  Planning Statement at 4.2.24.   
66  Id.  
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published from time to time in the absence of which such assessment shall be in 
accordance with the methodology followed for the purposes of the AECOM 
Report …”67  

In other words, it would appear that in the absence of national legislation, government 
policy or “accepted national guidance and standards” which clearly state that (1) the end-
use emissions of coal must be included for purposes of an assessment of this nature, and 
that (2) fugitive methane emissions from underground coal mines are to be calculated 
differently, the methodology of the AECOM report is to be used.  This means that without 
such new policy or guidance, the County Council would presumably have legal difficulty 
arguing that mitigation is required, even if it is clear that the actual emissions from the 
proposed project would “compromise the ability of the UK Government to meet its carbon 
emissions reduction obligations”.   

2) The S106 GHG mechanism does not kick in before 2033 

The Section 106 sets the first “GHG Review Date” as being 1 January 2033.  Therefore the 
Council would have no power to do anything about the GHG emissions from the proposed 
development prior to that date.  This means that even if the operations of the coal mine 
were to jeopardise compliance with the 4th or 5th UK Carbon Budgets, the Council would be 
powerless to address this.  

3) No workable standard in S106 for CCC to exercise its discretion 

More generally, the language of the Section 106 agreement does not set any clear standard 
for the evaluation of the GHGs and mitigation associated with the project and when the 
Council will issue a “GHG Rejection Notice”.  Whist the planning statement sets out the 
standard quoted above (i.e. “compromise the ability….”), this is not clearly incorporated 
anywhere in the agreement.   

This language does appear once in the AECOM report – as one of three bullets in a list 
setting out the rationale for the statement that the “sensitivity of the climate to GHG 
emissions is considered to be ‘high’” (at para 3.17) – but the concluding chapter of the 
AECOM report which sets out a “Summary of GHG Emissions and Impacts” simply parrots 
the argument that the “impact of the Proposed Development is therefore considered ‘low’ 
against the current UK Carbon Budgets. As per Table 3.2, the significance of effects is 
considered as ‘minor adverse’” on the basis that the emissions do not rise to the threshold 
of being 1% or more of the UK-wide carbon budget.  There is therefore no clear standard on 
which the Council should exercise its discretion.   

To the extent that the standard set by the AECOM report is the 1% threshold, it has already 
been shown in detail in this objection why that standard is indefensible.  Similarly, if the 
standard is the one which the Planning Statement indicates, it would be almost impossible 
                                                           
67  Freeths, Draft S106 Agreement (17 June 2020), Definitions and Interpretation, Proposed GHG Report, 

subpara (b).   
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for the Council to show that this mine, by itself (and ignoring end-use emissions, actual 
fugitive emissions, etc) would “compromise the ability of the UK Government to meet its 
carbon emissions reduction obligations”.  It may almost always be said that something else 
could be done to allow the UK to meet its obligations.  That is inherent in the nature of any 
type of airborne pollution which comes from myriad dispersed sources, none of which 
individually can be said to be “the cause” of the problem.   

In fact, the only thing that appears fairly clear from the Section 106 is that the Council will 
have full discretion at any point to issue a “GHG Approval Notice”.  (See para 12.5.2.3)   

On the basis of the above, it appears to SLACC that the Section 106 does not provide any 
assurance that emissions will be limited or mitigated in any way, and therefore we do not 
consider that it can reasonably be taken into account by the Council when evaluating the 
planning merits of the proposed development.  As set out above, it is may even be that the 
agreement is so vague as to be legally unenforceable.  For these reasons we urge the 
Council to disregard the Section 106 Agreement when considering the proposed 
development.   

We note that WCM does not in fact argue in the Revised Planning Statement that the 
environmental impacts of the proposed development arising from GHG are mitigated by the 
section 106 such that the unacceptable impacts are made acceptable.68 

8. Other environmental harms, including to ancient woodland 

As a community-based charity focused on climate change, the understandable focus of 
SLACC’s comments are climate-related issues.  However, it should be noted that there are 
many other significant environmental harms associated with the proposed development, 
including harm to landscape and the heritage coast, potential risks from undersea mining, 
loss of ancient woodland, and many more.  We do not seek to address each of these in 
these comments.   

However, we note that it is acknowledged by WCM (and CCC) that the proposed 
development would lead to the loss of ancient woodland.  NPPF para 175(c) requires that 
“development resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats such as ancient 
woodland should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable 
compensation strategy exists.” (emphasis added)  Wholly exceptional reasons is a very high 
standard – it may be noted that the only other place that the NPPF uses a “wholly 
exceptional” standard is where there would be “substantial harm to or a loss” of a heritage 
asset “of the highest significance” which includes registered battlefields, grade I listed 
buildings and World Heritage Sites, among others.     

Neither WCM nor CCC has identified anything which truly qualifies as “wholly exceptional 
reasons.”  The reasoning in the March 2019 Committee report stated that only a “relatively 
                                                           
68  Revised Planning Statement (2020) paragraphs 5.3.8-5.3.9. 
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small” amount of irreplaceable ancient woodland would be lost, despite the fact that this 
standard applies even to individual ancient or veteran trees on a site.  There is no evidence 
that the Council has even considered how many such trees are present in the 284 square 
metres of irreplaceable habitat that would be lost.  Further, the basis on which the Council 
concluded that the ‘compensation strategy’ was suitable was that it involved planting of ‘at 
least twice the area of loss.’  However, ancient woodland is considered irreplaceable 
precisely because of its age and the fact that the habitat it provides is not capable of easy 
replication.  No consideration appears to have been given as to whether new planting (even 
if it is many times the area of the ancient woodland that will be lost) will in fact compensate 
for the loss of habitat.   

Finally, in planning terms, the loss of ancient woodland means that there is a strong 
presumption against the grant of planning permission. That presumption can only be 
displaced by wholly exceptional reasons justifying the loss. Previously the Council failed to 
take this approach in determining the application. Applying the correct approach now, 
SLACC urges the Council to find that the presumption has not been displaced and planning 
permission should be refused. 

9. The Planning Balance 

The Development Plan 

The Development Plan Policy specifically related to coal is MWLP Policy DC13 (Energy 
Minerals). The first part is on hydrocarbons, the second on Underground Coal Gasification; 
and the third is based on NPPF Paragraph 211 with three tests as it was in the 2012 NPPF, 
but including social impacts in test 1. It states: 

DC13 Applications for coal extraction will only be granted where;  

 the proposal would not have any unacceptable social or environmental impacts; or, if 
not  

 it can be made so by planning conditions or obligations; or, if not  
 it provides national, local or community benefits which clearly outweigh the likely 

impacts to justify the grant of planning permission. 

DC13 is the relevant Development Plan Policy and the inclusion of unacceptable social 
impacts was found sound in its approval and Adoption process. The 2019 NPPF essentially 
combines the first 2 tests of the 2012 NPPF and changes the words “have no unacceptable 
environmental impacts” to “environmentally acceptable”, so we do not consider that the 
amendments to the NPPF in 2019 supersede DC13 or its inclusion of social impacts. 

WCM asserts in the Revised Planning Statement that “it is uncontroversial that the 
development does not give rise to any unacceptable social impacts” (paragraph 5.3.2). This 
shows the extent to which WCM has underestimated or misunderstood the impacts of the 
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proposed development. In fact, the amended planning application has a number of 
unacceptable social impacts. First, there are the impacts related to climate change, sea level 
rise69 and coastal flooding, which will affect Whitehaven itself. By 2050 Whitehaven Harbour 
and the Pow Beck valley up to Mirehouse Community Centre could be70 below the Annual 
Flood Level.  Increased rainfall intensity and flooding are already having financial effects and 
mental health impacts on the least advantaged communities across Cumbria including from 
the River Derwent which affects Keswick, Cockermouth and Workington. This development 
would add to those impacts.  

Second, there are social impacts from the evident conflict with Copeland Local Plan Strategic 
Policies ST3 and ST4, which seeks Renaissance through Tourism with Tourism Opportunity 
Sites both on the proposed site of the mine, and also Policy ER10 and ENV2 and ENV3. This 
development, including the rail loading facility adjacent to, and the conveyor travelling over, 
the Coast to Coast Walk would harm the coastal fringe strip and links to the Heritage Coast 
and. ST4 states “The importance of linkages between the different areas via footpaths and 
cycleways cannot be overstated.” The impacts of the conflicts with CLP policies noted in the 
Revised Submissions are not minor, and will impact directly on the social and mental 
wellbeing of local residents.  

It is informative to compare the table of impacts on page 47 of the Revised Planning 
Statement 2020 with that on page 42 of the now superseded Planning Statement of 
November 2018 which contained a row on Economic Benefits. So although the Revised 
Planning Statement refers to adverse impacts on listed buildings and the Heritage Coast 71 it 
omits adverse impacts related to the Economy and in particular those associated with 
tourism, Copeland Local Plan Policy ER10 -Renaissance through Tourism72.  The policy states 
that “the council will maximise the potential of tourism in the borough, particularly outside 
the Lake District National Park Boundaries”. Anyone who knows Whitehaven, and the desire 
to attract the very large number of people enjoying Wainwright’s Coast to Coast Path into 
Whitehaven in order to boost its tourist economy, will appreciate how important conflict 
with this policy is. It was also a major aim of the County Council’s support for the extension 
of the Heritage Coast designation northwards to Whitehaven.  

The conflict with ecology, landscape/visual and historic environment policies WCM refers to 
as limited in fact has a cumulative effect on adverse impacts on the West Cumbria economy. 

Third, the adverse social impacts of the proposal would continue in the event of the 
financial failure and early closure mine. A “stranded asset” would be embedded in the 

                                                           
69  Copeland Local Plan Policy Page 48 Policy ER10 and pages  
70  https://coastal.climatecentral.org/map/16/-3.6054/54.539/?theme=sea_level_rise&map_type= 

coastal_dem_comparison&contiguous=true&elevation_model=best_available&forecast_year=2050&path
way=rcp45&percentile=p50&return_level=return_level_1&slr_model=kopp_2014 

71  WCM Revised Planning Statement April 2020 page 47 
72  Copeland Local Plan Policy Page 48 Policy ER10 https://www.copeland.gov.uk/attachments/ core-strategy-

and-development-management-policies-0 
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community. West Cumbria is all too familiar with the adverse social impacts of failing 
industries, the brake on regeneration, leisure and confidence from chemical contamination 
and pollution from Marchon, and the unrestored Keekle Head Opencast Coal Mine.  SLACC 
considers that the proposed development would have unacceptable social impacts. These 
impacts weigh heavily against the proposed development. They are major adverse impacts.  

For the reasons given below in relation to paragraph 211 of the NPPF, SLACC also considers 
that the development has unacceptable environmental impacts. These, too, are major 
adverse impacts.  

The unacceptable social and environmental impacts cannot be made acceptable by 
condition or via the proposed section 106 agreement, so the development fails to comply 
with the first two bullet points of Policy DC13. WCM essentially accepts this in the Revised 
Planning Statement, and makes the planning case for the development under Second Stage 
of NPPF para 211, which equates to the final bullet point of DC13.  

For the reasons given below, SLACC considers that the proposed development does not 
provide national, local or community benefits which clearly outweigh the likely impacts to 
justify the grant of planning permission. It is therefore contrary to DC13. 

National Planning Policy Framework  

The NPPF is a material consideration in determining whether to grant planning permission. 
The section which applies specifically to coal extraction is contained in paragraph 211. 

Stage 1 NPPF Paragraph 211 

This paragraph is, unusually, framed in negative terms rather than positive ones, i.e.  
Planning permission should NOT be granted for the extraction of coal unless the relevant 
tests are met.  Paragraph 211 states: 

211. Planning permission should not be granted for the extraction of coal unless:  

a) the proposal is environmentally acceptable, or can be made so by planning 
conditions or obligations; or  

b) if it is not environmentally acceptable, then it provides national, local or community 
benefits which clearly outweigh its likely impacts (taking all relevant matters into 
account, including any residual environmental impacts) 

In its Revised Submissions, WCM has accepted that the proposal fails the first test of 2019 
NPPF paragraph 211 by proceeding to the second test73. SLACC agrees. It is not 
environmentally acceptable on the basis of GHG emissions, loss of Ancient Woodlands, and 
other issues. 

                                                           
73  Revised Planning Statement (2020) paragraphs 5.3.6 – 5.3.10. 
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It is important in considering Stage 1 to appreciate the extent to which the proposal is 
environmentally unacceptable. This sets the bar which has to be exceeded by the benefits 
under Stage 2 for those benefits to “clearly outweigh” the environmentally unacceptable 
impacts. WCM underplays the extent of the adverse environmental impacts. This is clear 
from the table on page 47 of the Revised Planning Statement. Major conflicts with policies 
and adverse effects are either omitted from the table or minimised. As set out above, the 
tourism impacts are wholly omitted, despite being directly linked to environmental impact, 
because it is the quality of the environment which is the tourism draw. 

Furthermore, WCM wrongly treats the GHG impact of the proposed development as minor 
adverse. SLACC has set out in detail above why that is incorrect. The GHG impact is major 
adverse. This is so in light of: 

a) The net-zero obligation in the Climate Change Act 2008, which is a material planning 
consideration; 

b) The Paris Agreement, which the Council is obliged to take into account as 
Government policy (in light of the Heathrow decision) and which is in any event a 
material planning consideration; 

c) Paragraph 148 of the NPPF, which required “the planning system” to “shape places 
in ways that contribute to radical reductions in greenhouse gas emissions” – 
decision-taking is an important way in which the planning system can achieve this; 

d) The scientific evidence, supported by the UK Government’s own Climate Change 
Committee, establishes very clearly the catastrophic impact of global heating, the 
need for a very steep trajectory in carbon reduction and the fact that UK Carbon 
Budgets are not being met. 

There is nothing ”spare” in those budgets that could justify the increase in GHG emissions  
that will be caused by the proposed development, even if only the 18.4MtMTCO2e from Tier 
1 and 2 emissions were considered. If the full impact of the GHG emissions, including the 
Tier 3 emissions from the use of the coal, is considered (as it should be under the EIA 
Directive), the adverse impact is plainly of the highest order.   

Stage 2  NPPF Paragraph 211 and Stage 3  DC13 

SLACC contends that the planning application clearly fails the second test of para 211, and 
of the almost identical phrase in step 3 of DC13. The environmentally unacceptable 
elements of the proposal are not outweighed by national, local or community benefits. 

WCM assigns a moderate weight74 to the GHG of the proposal (taking into account the 
supposed benefit of the S106 Agreement) and, quoting only ecology, landscape/visual and 
historic environments to which WCM also assigns moderate weight. On the other side of the 
balance WCM state that the socio-economic impacts of the proposal are the potential for 

                                                           
74  Rather than minor adverse in stage 1 consideration 
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significant socio economic benefits for the local area including those in need in the medium 
to long-term. WCM also claims benefits from the long distance transportation of coal and 
support to the British Steel industry. 

The first thing to say is that ascribing any benefit from the long distance transportation of 
coal is based on the flawed Perfect Substitution theory. Such purported benefits should be 
ignored. Similarly, for the reasons given above, the section 106 Agreement should not be 
taken into account and should certainly not be weighed in favour of the proposed 
development as a benefit.  

Secondly, little weight can be attached to the supposed benefit of “support to the British 
steel industry.” The report from MPI makes it clear that most of the products WCM claims 
are dependent on metallurgical coal, because they cannot be made with steel from the EAF 
route, are now in fact being made via EAF. Scunthorpe’s steel plant itself will be switched 
from blast furnace based production to EAF by Jingye, its new owner.  

Interestingly WCM is not claiming a major national benefit from the proposal as the NPPF 
requires, perhaps because SLACC has challenged this in the past by pointing out that 87% of 
the coal will be exported.  

Overall local economic and community benefits of the proposal 

This is where the impact on tourism and regeneration needs to be balanced with the benefit 
from wages for the jobs WCM has promised.  The weight that Copeland Local Plan 2013 -
2028 placed on Renaissance through Tourism cannot be overestimated. It was expressed in 
Policy ER10, ST3 and ST4 and in infrastructure Policies ST3 and ST4 and in ENV2 and ENV5 
envisaged the Marchon site (site of the above ground development) as part of a 
regeneration scheme linked to the Heritage Coast and the foot path networks, both the 
Coast to Coast linking in from the National Park and also the Coastal footpath.   

Whilst it is true that the Copeland Local Plan also placed a great deal of hope in the 
economic benefits from “new nuclear”, which was stopped when the major partner 
dropped out, SLACC urges the Council to look again how much the jobs created by the WCM 
proposal compensate for the planned renaissance through tourism and strategic planning 
benefits, or outweigh the conflicts with Copeland Local Plan policies. 
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Jobs 

WCM has always promoted their offer of 500 jobs for 50 years, and that most of these 
would be provided to people already resident in the area. There are good reasons to 
question both promises, and whether they should be assigned significant weight in the 
planning balance. 

i. WCM’s case continues to rely on previously submitted chapters of the 
Environmental Statement 2018. Chapter 5 makes it clear that future exploration and 
operations in the offshore section of the mine will be contingent on what is found as 
the development proceeds75. There is no guarantee that there will be sufficient 
recoverable reserves to provide 500 jobs for 50 years. 

ii. In light of the expert report provided by MPI, there is a real risk that the proposed 
development could quickly become an underutilised stranded asset, with resultant 
decrease in job and lack of stability of any remaining jobs. 

iii. There is no planning condition that can ensure that jobs go to local people. No 
evidence has been presented that there are sufficient suitable employees in the local 
area or of the number of jobs available for lesser skilled individuals. Other matters 
will naturally take precedence, qualifications and experience cannot be totally over-
come by the offer of apprenticeships and it is very unclear whether “place of 
residence, birth or local connections” can legally override them in an appointment 
policy.  

iv. The “500 jobs for 50 years” promise relates to the whole mining operation, including 
the offshore element, and should not be weighed against the potential adverse 
impacts of the onshore element of the mining operation. Some potential impacts 
have a short assessment in the ES, but no statutory consultee has responded to 
them or estimated their significance. There is also no quantification of the % of coal 
that will be extracted from the onshore element, or the years/work that could be 
attributed. This is a major flaw of the assessment of the WCM application. 

v. There has been no real consideration of the potential for mechanisation to 
progressively reduce the number of employees. Over 50 years that must be a real 
possibility given the potential for robotic working and AI. The April 2020 Submissions 
have narrowed the economic benefit down to the wages for workers (both direct 
and indirect) and the vast majority of the economic benefit will go to WCM and its 
investors. The benefit to West Cumbria cannot be relied on as a long term benefit. 

vi. A further aspect, as yet unexplored, is the potential for a switch from extraction of 
coal to Underground Coal Gasification (UCG). SLACC has reason to believe that coal 
extraction leading to UCG was proposed before this application was submitted. It is 
not clear whether it was with the same company under a different name, and SLACC 
is currently waiting for the County Council’s response to a Freedom of Information 

                                                           
75 WCM Environmental Statement Chapter 5 paragraph 5.2.18 
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request that is theoretically to be answered by the 3rd of July. This is relevant 
because UCG involves slow combustion of the coal underground to produce syngas, 
which is used to generate electricity. This would provide very few jobs after 
construction was complete. “Two people to flick the switches”, is how one coal 
expert described it to us.  

 

Environmental impacts related to the under-sea bed, offshore element of the mining 
operation. 

SLACC understands that Radiation Free Lakeland has submitted a report on Seabed 
Seismicity and Fault Reactivation. SLACC has always been concerned about the potential for 
such issues to mobilise radioactive and chemical sea bed sediments and consequent impacts 
on the marine environment, (especially the MCZ). At this point we would merely remark 
that these would raise even greater concerns for UCG where large scale subsidence is 
possible and controllability is reduced. Potential for methane leaks to atmosphere would 
need to be assessed, as would the need for carbon capture and storage of CO2 from the 
electricity generation. 

SUMMARY of consideration of MWLP DC13 and NPPF 211  

SLACC believes that the proposed development fails test 1 of both DC13 and the NPPF 
paragraph 211, but also the relative weights ascribed by WCM to impacts and benefits are 
gravely in error. The impacts from the GHG emissions are major adverse and the overall 
benefits fall only into local and community benefits, and are moderate. 

SLACC appreciates that local Cumbrian representatives, and in particular those from the 
West Coast, will balk at the description of the benefits of WCM’s proposal as moderate. 
Unfortunately planning convention limits itself to minor, moderate and major, and we have 
no higher category to describe the long term and catastrophic impacts of climate change.  
These are in any case not a simple categorisation, and the weighing of benefits is not just 
manipulation to make one side lower than another. Environmental Impact Assessment is 
about values and people, and while it is very understandable that local representatives 
would place a high value on benefits to people they know and understand, and problems 
that are immediate or relatively near term, this process should attempt to also consider the 
value of people a bit further away, and those who are younger than the last generation of 
miners who would like to see those jobs return. 

The County Council as Local Planning Authority needs to make it clear that people 
elsewhere in Cumbria are suffering from flooding, those in Whitehaven will relatively soon 
be suffering from sea level rise, and the impacts for society as a whole from climate change 
are catastrophic. SLACC consider that in reality, the needs of both groups of people are 
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actually on one side of the balance, and the only real benefit, if this mine were granted 
planning permission, would be to the investors of West Cumbria Mining. 

Other Conflicts with NPPF  

The NPPF paragraph 148, which the Revised Submissions referred to in76 as a conflict states:  

148. The planning system should support the transition to a low carbon future in a changing 
climate, taking full account of flood risk and coastal change. 

These issues have been addressed above.  SLACC argues that the proposal is significantly in 
conflict with Para 148  

NPPF paragraph 205 “When determining planning applications, great weight should be given to 
the benefits of mineral extraction, including to the economy” is footnoted-“Except in relation to the 
extraction of coal, where the policy at paragraph 211 of this Framework applies”  

This makes it clear that the inclusion of a separate paragraph (211) related to coal overrides 
NPPF paragraphs 203 -205 which refer to the importance of minerals and the fact they can 
only be worked where they are found. Any arguments made by WCM that refer to those 
NPPF paragraphs should not be included as considerations. 

Finally, under NPPF paragraph 175(c), the loss of ancient woodland means that there is a 
strong presumption against the grant of planning permission. That presumption can only be 
displaced by wholly exceptional reasons justifying the loss. Given the assessment of the 
benefits of the proposed development, set out above, that presumption has not been 
displaced and, for that reason too, planning permission should be refused. 

10. Conclusion 

The Revised EIA provided in support of the application is shot through with errors. It starts 
from an erroneous baseline; it underestimates the extent of operational GHG emissions; it 
fails to assess usage GHG emissions; it takes the wrong approach to assessing the 
significance of the emissions that it has calculated and it uses a significance criterion that is 
laughable. The errors in the Revised EIA mean that the Council does not at present have a 
proper ES on which it can base a decision.  

The proposed Section 106 Agreement fails entirely to provide the GHG mitigation that WCM 
claims, and is so vague that it may well be unenforceable. It cannot be relied upon as a valid 
planning obligation that the Council should take into account.  

Therefore WCM’s revised application as now before the County Council is still founded on 
the two, now discredited “planks” of perfect substitution and a 50 year enduring need for 
the coal in the UK and European Market. 
                                                           
76 WCM Revised Planning Statement Page 47  
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It would cause significant additional GHG emissions, which SLACC has shown to be highly 
significant, even though WCM has made no rational or consistent attempt to quantify, and 
granting consent to this planning application would not be consistent with the UK 
government’s carbon reduction obligations under the Climate Change Act 2008 or the Paris 
Agreement and clearly contrary to Paragraph 148 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 

No exceptional circumstances have been established that would justify the harm to an area 
of Ancient Woodland, because the coal from this mine is not essential, and would not make 
any significant contribution to the UK economy or to society’s need for steel. 

It is contrary to the Development Plan Policy DC13, and fails both the first and the second 
test of NPPF paragraph 211. It is environmentally unacceptable, and the significant impacts 
are not outweighed by the, on balance, moderate community benefits.  

As the Council does not at present have a proper ES on which it can base a decision, it is 
open to the Council to ask WCM to remedy the failings in the ES. However, SLACC notes that 
WCM have so far resisted all requests to provide the necessary GHG assessments, and this is 
the third time that the proposal will have been put before the DC&R Committee. The 
technological advances in steel making, escalating speed of global heating and clarity on 
international and national policy since 2016, when this proposal was first presented to the 
County Council, mean that this proposal for a new deep metallurgical coal mine is no longer 
tenable and SLACC urges the Council to refuse planning permission. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

Maggie Mason: BA (Arch) Diploma in Town and Regional Planning 
On behalf of South Lakes Action on Climate Change:towards transition 
7 Grizedale Avenue 
Kendal 
LA96BQ  
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Maggie Mason 
South Lakes Action on Climate Change 
maggiem.mason@gmail.com 
 
 

11 June 2020 
 

 
Dear Ms Mason, 
 
Please find enclosed our expert opinion on the matters raised by you, in relation to planning 
application 4/17/9007, for the development of an underground metallurgical coal mine, currently 
before Cumbria County Council. 
 
The Materials Processing Institute is the UKs centre for innovation in the steel and metals industry.  
The Institute offers research, consultancy and training services from its campus in Teesside, 
delivering expert advice and new technology to the steel industry internationally.  Established 75 
years ago as the British Iron and Steel Research Association, the Institute has a team of 
internationally recognised steel industry experts.  Consultancy services include advice on mergers 
& acquisitions, technology strategy and capital investment. 
 
1. FEASIBILITY FOR DISPLACEMENT OF BLAST FURNACE STEEL WITH SCRAP 

STEEL 
 
In the evidence from West Cumbria Mining, it is stated that blast furnace steelmaking using 
metallurgical coal will continue until the end of the century due to: 
 
i. The limited availability of scrap steel. 
 
ii. The need for high grade steel for some industries, which cannot usually be made from 

recycled steel. 
 
In relation to the availability of scrap steel, in 2019 the EU produced 158.8 million tonnes (MT) of 
steel1, via a combination of electric arc furnace and blast furnace routes.  The total scrap available, 
including exports was 120.1MT, or 76% of total steel production.  For the UK, the total scrap 
produced was 145% of total steel production.  These figures show that from an availability 
perspective the UK has more than enough scrap to meet it steel making needs, but it would be 
correct  to assert that within the EU as a whole there would be a shortfall of 24% of steel if entirely 
scrap based routes were pursued. 
 

 
1 Source: worldsteel Association 
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It does not follow however, that there being an ongoing need for primary steel production will 
necessarily lead to a continuation of blast furnace technology, or a demand for metallurgical coal.  
In any event, even a partial switch from blast furnace to electric arc furnace production could lead 
to collapse in the European and global market for metallurgical coal. 
 
Regarding the quality limitations of steel made in the electric arc furnace using scrap, these relate 
specifically to the presence of elements that cannot be removed in the melting process and which 
cause quality problems in the final steel product, primarily copper and nitrogen.  From a 
technological perspective, the issue of copper can be dealt with adequately via a combination of 
high density scrap separation and dilution, or with alternative technologies, such as direct casting.  
Nitrogen presents a more intractable problem as there are, as yet, no commercialised technology 
solutions to resolve this.  There are ongoing research projects, but they are between five and ten 
years from full commercialisation. 
 
Accepting the quality limitation of nitrogen described above, it is important to note that the nitrogen 
issue applies primarily to a small range of high quality strip grades for exposed autobody.  
Worldsteel estimate that automotive grades account for 15% of global steel production and exposed 
autobody grades are a small subset of these.  It is therefore not possible to assert that a general 
switch from blast furnace to electric arc furnace processing is not possible for quality reasons, 
though it is true that a small percentage of high value grades can only be made from primary steel 
making (non EAF) route.  It is also worth noting that even for any blast furnace steelmaking that 
were to remain, the use of metallurgical coal in these furnaces will decline, due to initiatives such 
as biomass. 
 
 
2. ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES FOR STEEL PRODUCTION 
 
The elimination of coal from the steelmaking process is considerably more difficult than from power 
stations.  In energy generation coal is used as a source of heat, but in the blast furnace it is a 
chemical reductant.  This means that to continue making steel from iron ore into the future, an 
alternative chemical needs to be found and a process developed that can replace coal.  There are 
currently several such alternative, low, or zero carbon, steelmaking technologies in different stages 
of commercialisation. 
 
The most mature technology is the electric arc furnace, which can be operated using recycled steel 
scrap, or with alternative raw materials, such as directly reduced iron (DRI).  The latter is a source 
of virgin iron material that is refined using gas and is preferred in territories where scrap availability 
is insufficient, gas prices are low, or to dilute impurities in the scrap.  As has been described above, 
wholesale replacement of blast furnaces with electric arc furnaces could be limited by both quality 
and availability of scrap.  The use of DRI would largely resolve this problem, but natural gas based 
reduction is both expensive and an emitter of greenhouse gases.  It is for this reason that many 
governments and steel companies are investing in hydrogen reduction for steel.  This involves the 
conversion of the DRI process from gas reduction to hydrogen reduction. 
 
It is estimated that commercialisation of hydrogen steelmaking technology will be possible by 2030.  
However, the Swedish steel company SSAB aims to replace coking coal entirely with hydrogen and 
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bring fossil free steel to the market by 20262.  The Austrian steel producer voestalpine has invested 
in the world’s largest hydrogen pilot plant, with an aim to reduce CO2 emissions in steelmaking by 
80%3.  The German steelmaker ThyssenKrupp4 has conducted trials with hydrogen and aims to 
commission new hydrogen furnaces in the mid-2020s.  The world’s largest steelmaking company, 
ArcelorMittal, has demonstrated the replacement of coal with hydrogen in the blast furnace.  They 
are also in the process of converting their Ilva works (the largest steel plant in Europe) to EAF5.  
The first blast furnace is scheduled for closure and replacement with an EAF as early as 2024.  
Liberty Steel group, operating largely in Australia and Eastern Europe, has announced that it 
intends to be carbon neutral by 2030.  It intends to achieve this by investment in new hydrogen 
steelmaking technologies. 
 
Whilst there are other potential zero carbon steelmaking technologies available (including 
electrolysis6), hydrogen is the clear leader, with significant investment both from companies and 
governments in Europe, including in the UK.  Some of the companies highlighted above aim to 
achieve zero carbon steelmaking and some aim to be carbon neutral, but none foresee the 
continuation of the existing blast furnace technology in its current form and all are aiming for a 
significant reduction in the use of metallurgical coal. 
 
3. FUTURE MARKET DEMAND 
 
West Cumbria Mining expect that there is likely to be a continued demand for metallurgical coal for 
steelmaking throughout the lifespan of the proposed development, i.e. for fifty years.  Sections 1 
and 2 above have demonstrated that the demand for metallurgical coal in the UK and Europe is 
expected to decline considerably from 2030 onwards, as a result of actions being taken by 
producers to invest in new technologies.  It is incorrect to assert that emerging technologies are in 
their infancy.  As has been shown a combination of electric arc steelmaking and alternative primary 
production, such as hydrogen based DRI, are technologically capable of producing all but a very 
limited range of steels.   
 
The EU has set out the ‘European Green New Deal’7, which aims for Europe to be carbon neutral 
by 2050.  Within this there is a European industrial strategy that was published in March 20208, 

 
2 https://www.ssab.com/company/sustainability/sustainable-operations/hybrit 
 
3 https://www.voestalpine.com/group/en/media/press-releases/2019-11-11-h2future-worlds-largest-green-
hydrogen-pilot-facility-successfully-commences-operation/ 
 
4 https://reneweconomy.com.au/another-nail-in-coals-coffin-german-steel-furnace-runs-on-renewable-hydrogen-in-
world-first-55906/ 
 
5 Kallanish Commodities, 10 June 2020 
 
6 https://www.bizjournals.com/boston/news/2019/01/10/boston-metal-raises-20m-from-billionaires-energy.html 
 
7‘A European Green Deal’, European Commission, https://ec.europa.eu/info/strategy/priorities-2019-
2024/european-green-deal_en 
 
8 ‘A New Industrial Strategy for Europe’, European Commission, March 2020, p7, 
https://ec.europa.eu/info/sites/info/files/communication-eu-industrial-strategy-march-2020_en.pdf 
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which states that: ‘the Commission will support clean steel breakthrough technologies leading to a 
zero-carbon steel making process.’  This ambition for a zero carbon steel industry in Europe (as 
opposed to simply a carbon neutral European steel industry), is being supported by investment in 
research and innovation at both the national government and European level. 
 
Given that the operating life of a blast furnace is around 20 years, all of the blast furnaces in Europe 
will require relining between now and 2030 to 2035 in order to then be phased out prior to the date 
of the zero carbon target in 2050.  The last new blast furnace in the EU was built in the early 2000’s 
and no further new ones are being planned. In this context, the emerging strategy of steel 
companies, to invest heavily in zero carbon steelmaking technologies, while also reducing the coal 
consumption of their existing furnaces makes sense.  It is to be expected that the number of 
operational blast furnaces in Europe will decline considerably and that those that continue to 
operate will do so with a greater use of alternative fuels, such as hydrogen and biomass.  The 
evidence presented clearly shows that production of steel in the quality and quantity that is likely to 
be required by society will not require significant use of metallurgical coal in the coming decades. 
 
4. SOCIETAL NEED FOR STEEL IN THE UK 
 
The evidence from West Cumbria Mining, makes the following assertions: 
 
i. That future needs could be compromised ‘in the event that metallurgical coal production, 

and by extension steel production is significantly curtailed’. 
 

ii. That ‘much of the infrastructure required to facilitate the UK’s transition to low carbon energy 
production and transport… will be dependent on steel using metallurgical coal’. 

 
The UK has and will continue to have a need for steel, in line with all modern advanced economies.  
Indeed, the UK demand for finished steel is forecast to grow in line with GDP and population9, to a 
level of 11mt pa by 2030.  The primary demand growth is anticipated to be in coated sheet, stainless 
steels, hot rolled coil, rebar and heavy sections.  These five product lines account for two thirds of 
future predicted growth.   
 
The steel most used in infrastructure (including both transport and low carbon energy as highlighted 
above), are: coated sheet, hot rolled coil, rebar and heavy sections.  It is therefore correct to state 
that the UK has a societal need for more steel in these areas and that strong growth is forecast in 
the need for steel.  However, the claims from West Cumbria Mining assert that these particular 
steels are dependent on the availability of metallurgical coal.  This is not the case.  Of the steels 
mentioned, stainless steel and rebar are already produced in the UK using 100% electric arc 
furnace (EAF) steelmaking, a process which does not use metallurgical coal.  Heavy sections are 
produced at the Lackenby Beam Mill in Teesside, using blast furnace-route steel from Scunthorpe.  

 
9‘Future Capacities and Capabilities of the UK Steel Industry’, BEIS Research Paper No. 26, Summary Report, 
December 2017, 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/668089/UK_St
eel_Capabilities_-_Summary_-_FINAL_141217.pdf 
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However, the new owner of this facility, Jingye Steel, has announced that it will switch this feedstock 
to electric arc furnace (EAF) production10. 
 
Both hot rolled coils and coated coils are produced at the Tata Steel Port Talbot steelworks.  These 
steels are currently produced via the blast furnace route using metallurgical coal.  However, it is 
incorrect to assert that these steels must be produced via this route.  Several steel producers in the 
USA11 are producing hot rolled coil, galvanised and coated sheet from the EAF route.  For the 
period in question, production of these steels in the UK need not therefore ‘be dependent on steel 
using metallurgical coal’. 
 
For completeness, it is worth noting that future transport and infrastructure investment will include 
rail.  The UK has one rail steel mill based at Scunthorpe and supplied currently via the blast furnace 
route.  However, there is no technical, or metallurgical barrier to this production being switched to 
electric arc furnace (EAF) production, as is the case in other countries12. 
 
GENERAL COMMENTS RELATING TO THE MARKET 
 
It was noted that the proposal is to supply coal at a rate of 360,000tpa to the UK steel industry, from 
total production of 2.78mtpa.  The total UK metallurgical coal market is currently in the region of 
2mtpa.  As steel producers blend a variety of different coals, with different properties, to achieve 
the most economic and technically desirable outcome, the proportion of total planned output being 
intended for the UK market seems reasonable given the current size of the market. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
10 ‘China’s Jingye acquires British Steel; to expand into EAF steelmaking on Teesside’, S&P Global Platts, 9 March 
2020, https://www.spglobal.com/platts/en/market-insights/latest-news/metals/030920-chinas-jingye-acquires-
british-steel-to-expand-into-eaf-steelmaking-on-teesside 
 
11 Big River Steel: https://bigriversteel.com/products/hot-rolled 
Nucor: https://www.nucor.com/products/Steel-Sheet 
Steel Dynamics: http://www.steeldynamics.com/Products/Flat-Roll.aspx 
 
12 Steel Dynamics: http://www.steeldynamics.com/Operations/Steel/Structural-And-Rail-Division.aspx 
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Statement on the future need for coal in the steel industry 
 
Submission to Cumbria County Council Development Control 
Committee, 12 June 2020 
 
There is a planning application (ref 4/17/9007) currently before Cumbria 
County Council, for the development of an underground metallurgical coal 
mine. 
 
The developers, West Cumbria Mining, state that coal from the mine will be 
needed for steelmaking throughout the fifty-year lifetime of the permission (i.e. 
until about 2070).  West Cumbria Mining’s planning statement says: 
 

"Emerging technologies are capable of producing steel without 
metallurgical coal. However these technologies are in their infancy and, 
as Dr Bristow [the expert employed by West Cumbria Mining; his 
statement is here] explains, will not replace blast furnace steel 
production as the primary process for steel production for the 
foreseeable future, and indeed for the proposed life of the planning 
permission. Therefore, the production of steel in the quality and quantity 
that is likely to be required by society will require continued blast 
furnace production in Europe with the use metallurgical coal throughout 
the lifetime of the Proposed Development” 
WCM Planning Statement p21, paragraph 4.2.11 
 

West Cumbria Mining further state that if the planning application were refused 
(what they term the ‘Do Nothing’ Scenario) the same amount of coal would be 
used in existing or future steel works, so there are no additional greenhouse 
gas emissions caused by the use of the coal they intend to extract: 

 
“in this case the use of the WCM coal produced by the Proposed 
Development would not, as assessed by AECOM [the consultants 
commissioned by WCM; their report is here] give rise to any additional 
environmental impacts above the existing baseline (of “Do Nothing”) , 
because as explained in the AECOM Report  (also evidenced 
elsewhere in the application documentation) it would simply be 
replacing coal that is already being used in existing steel works or else 
would otherwise be supplied from existing sources elsewhere for any 
future steel works.  Based upon the evidence before it and upon the 
professional judgement of AECOM, the Proposed Development would  
not give rise to any additional  effects as a result of its coal being burnt 
at steel plants. Any such effects would not be significant or materially 
different from the existing baseline should the proposed development 
not be granted planning permission” WCM Environmental Statement p5, 
paragraph 10 ii  
 

As independent experts with specialist knowledge in this area (listed at the end 
of this statement), we do not agree with this position. In contrast, we state that: 
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1. Currently, 95% of primary steel is made in blast furnaces, using 
metallurgical (coking) coal1. Steelmaking is responsible for around 
5-7% of global carbon emissions2.  

 
2. Decarbonising the global economy, in line with the Paris Agreement 

to avoid dangerous climate change, will require a significant 
reduction in the amount of metallurgical coal used for steelmaking. 

 
3. There are existing and emerging technologies which eliminate or 

reduce the need for coking coal. These include improving the 
process efficiency of blast furnace steel production; Direct Reduced 
Iron (DRI) using natural gas; recycling steel using Electric Arc 
Furnaces (EAF); and hydrogen direct reduction (H-DRI). Examples 
of innovation include Arcelor Mittal’s Torero project, using biocoal to 
substitute for coal;3 and the Hybrit project, Sweden, using hydrogen 
in place of coal, which aims to produce fossil-free steel by 2026.4 

4. The Energy Transitions Commission states that “a complete 
decarbonisation of the steelmaking industry is achievable by mid-
century”.5 Many steel companies have reduction targets – for 
example, Arcelor Mittal has pledged to reduce its emissions in 
Europe to zero by 2050. The Swedish company SSAB will cut 
emissions by 25% by 2025.  

5. Given these developments, and the EU and UK’s climate change 
commitments, we consider that the need for metallurgical coal in 
the European market will reduce very significantly in the next few 
decades, and will need to do so if the temperature targets in the 
Paris Agreement are to be met. 

 
Signatories: 
 
Professor Paul Ekins OBE, Director; Professor of Resources and 
Environmental Policy, UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources, University 
College London 
 
Dr. Pao-Yu Oei, Head of Research Group CoalExit, Technische Universität 
Berlin 
 
Professor Michael Grubb, Professor of Energy and Climate Change at 
University College London (Institute of Sustainable Resources & Energy 
Institute) and Hub Leader for Sustainability, ESRC Programme on Rebuilding 
Macroeconomics 
 
Professor John Barrett, Chair in Energy and Climate Policy, University of 
Leeds 
 
Dr Piotr Śpiewanowski, Assistant Professor, Institute of Economics, Polish 
Academy of Sciences (specialist in commodity markets & mining sector) 
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Professor Peter Newell, University of Sussex and co-founder and research 
director of the Rapid Transition Alliance 
 
Professor Adrian Smith, Professor of Technology & Society, SPRU - Science 
Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex 
 
Dr Matthew Lockwood, Senior Lecturer in Energy Policy, Sussex Energy 
Group, Science Policy Research Unit, University of Sussex Business School 
 
Valentin Vogl, MSc, PhD student in steel industry transitions, Environmental 
and Energy Systems Studies, Lund University, Sweden.  
 
Professor Rebecca Willis, Professor in Practice, Lancaster Environment 
Centre. 
 
Professor Mike Berners-Lee, Lancaster Environment Centre; director, Small 
World Consulting. 
 
                                            
1 Energy Transitions Commission, July 2018, ‘Reaching zero carbon emissions from steel’, 
consultation paper 
2  Energy Efficiency and CO2 Reduction in the Iron and Steel Industry, European Commission, 
n.d. 
https://setis.ec.europa.eu/system/files/Technology_Information_Sheet_Energy_Efficiency_and
_CO2_Reduction_in_the_Iron_and_Steel_Industry.pdf 
3 http://www.torero.eu/ 
4 http://www.hybritdevelopment.com/ 
5 Energy Transitions Commission, July 2018, ‘Reaching zero carbon emissions from steel’, 
consultation paper 
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Clean Steel Fund and Low Carbon Hydrogen Production Fund 
Department for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy written statement 
made on 3rd September 2019.

Andrea Leadsom
The Secretary of State for Business, Energy and Industrial Strategy

Moving to net zero greenhouse gas emissions for the UK economy requires transformation across all sectors of the economy 
and unprecedented levels of investment in                                                                               green and low carbon technologies. The UK is a world leader in clean growth and 
in setting our ambitious, legally binding, target of achieving net zero emissions across the economy by 2050 we have 
demonstrated our commitment to maintain this position.

A vibrant steel sector is of vital importance to the UK economy. The sector employs 32,000 people and supports up to a further 
40,000 jobs through its supply chains. With longstanding expertise in steel making, the UK is well positioned to demonstrate 
international leadership in clean steel and realise domestic growth and export opportunities in associated products and 
technical knowledge.

Today, the UK steel sector is a significant source of emissions contributing 15% to industrial greenhouse gas emissions. The 
integrated steel works at the British Steel  site in Scunthorpe and the Tata Steel UK site Port Talbot  are the two largest industrial
sources of emissions in the UK.

We believe the time is right to provide dedicated support to our steel industry, to help put it on a pathway to decarbonisation in 
line with our net zero commitments. As a signal of                                                                                            that support, on 29 August, Government announced a £250 million Clean 
Steel Fund.

There are a range of di�erent decarbonisation options for steel production: switching to lower carbon fuels, including 
hydrogen; industrial carbon capture; and energy and material e�iciency. In order to better understand the needs of the steel 
sector and which pathways best meet our objectives we issued a call for evidence alongside the fund’s announcement to 
inform its future design. We will work with the steel sector and other stakeholders to develop timelines for the fund and to 
identify how to maximise the economic and environmental benefits of these decarbonisation options.

Recognising that availability of low carbon hydrogen at scale is a constraint to large industrial users considering fuel switching, 
Government has also announced a new £100 million Low Carbon Hydrogen Production Fund. The fund will support the 
deployment of low carbon hydrogen production capacity and encourage private sector investment. This could enable a 
pathway to lower carbon steel production and support broader e�orts to reduce emissions across the energy system, including 
transport, other industry, power and potentially heat in buildings. The Government intends to consult on the shape of the Fund 
during 2020 with a view to launching the Fund for bids in 2021.

Together these funds will be a vital part of transforming UK industry and allow us to seize the opportunities of clean growth, which 
are at the heart of our modern Industrial Strategy.

This statement has also been made in the House of Lords : HLWS1769

Hansard source
(Citation: HC Deb, 3 September 2019, cWS)

th
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Mr Paul Haggin 
Manager Development Control and Countryside Management 
Environment and Economy 
County Offices 
Kendal 
Cumbria 

Mrs M Mason 
c/o Barley Bridge Cottage 

Staveley 
LA8 9PQ 

 

1 October 2020 

Dear Mr Haggin 

Planning Application 4/17/9007  

I am writing on behalf of South Lakes Action on Climate Change – towards transition (SLACC) to 
submit a second objection to the above application. As you know from our lawyers, Richard Buxton 
Solicitors, we believe that there has not been enough time to comprehensively consider the large 
amount of significant new information placed on the Councils website late on the 21st September, 
and on the 24th September 2020 and that it does not afford an adequate opportunity for objectors 
to consider this information (with their experts) and respond, and because of this also prevents the 
Council from proceeding to consider the issues with full information.   

We were lucky to find that Professor Paul Ekins was able to provide a further view on the 
conclusions in the Officer’s Report.  His letter (attached1) confirms his expert opinion, that “none of 
the evidence provided alters my conclusions that the proposed coal mine is likely to result in 
considerable additional global carbon emissions and to hamper the development and deployment of 
low-carbon technologies in the steel industry.”  As a result of his expert opinion, SLACC wishes to 
object in the strongest terms to the Council’s continued insistence on the “substitution myth”, to 
justify their stance that the GHG emissions from the “end-use” of the coal in steel making can be 
ignored, and that proposed mine will have a beneficial impact on global GHG emissions.  

Although this submission is later than the Council’s preferred deadline, I have endeavoured to send 
this to you as early as possible given the circumstances, and would ask you to ensure that it is drawn 
to the attention of the Development Control Committee as a valid representation, and the detail of 
Professor Ekins evidence given the consideration that it is due.  

I also attach as evidence to the Council, a letter2 dated 18 September 2020 from academics to UK 
ministers that also addresses the notion of “substitution”. 

However, the majority of the significant new information related to the amended Coal Handling and 
Processing Plant, the Revised Application’s request to amend the definition of High Volatility A Coal, 
and the Council’s investigations on the future of coking coal of steel making and the suitability of the 
                                                           
1 Ekins response letter 1.10.20 
2 18.9.20 Academics letter_to_ministers_re_new_coal_mines_in_uk_200918_release 
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coal for the proposed markets in the UK and mainland Europe.  SLACC’s expert adviser on this 
subject, the Materials Processing Institute (MPI), has not had enough time available to review the 
relevant evidence and complete a response. If, as might be the case, this application is called in by 
the Secretary of State or there are other legal procedures, we will wish to make a comprehensive 
response based on their, and / or others, expert advice.  

In the mean time, the following comments are SLACCs alone. 

Firstly the Officers Report continues to underplay the speed with which European steel-making is 
working to turn away from Blast Furnaces.  Paragraph 7.63 of the report says that commercial 
demonstration plants by SSAB are likely by 2035, whereas SSABs own email to the Council confirms 
our MPI report that says this will be in 2025.  SSAB also say that “two blast furnaces and a BOF 
meltshop are being converted so as to be ready for Hybrit DRI (Direct Reduced Iron) also by 2025”. 
Even if the OR were correct in suggesting it would be 15 years before a large number of blast 
furnaces were replaced by DRI plants with hydrogen injection, that takes us to 2040, not 2050. 
Arcellor Mittal’s email also confirms the shift to DRI with hydrogen injection, but also their Smart 
Carbon route”. 

Furthermore SLACC  points out that World Steel Association data shows that EU-28 steelmaking 
volume in 2008 (i.e. before the full effects of the global financial crisis hit) totalled 198 million 
tonnes, whereas the corresponding figure for 2019 was a mere 158.8 Mt.  Whilst it has fluctuated 
within the 160-mt band in the 2012 to 2018 period, Wardell Armstrong’s assertion that European 
steelmaking activity will remain at current levels for another 30 years until 2050 cannot be relied 
upon. 

So while SLACC welcomes the Councils recognition that they were previously wrong to conclude that 
as much coking coal would be needed for the European market in 2070 as in 2020, the background 
information collected by the Council does not support 2049 as an end date for the mine, or 
contradict MPIs previous evidence (11.6.20) that  

“The last new blast furnace in the EU was built in the early 2000’s and no further new ones are being 
planned. In this context, the emerging strategy of steel companies, to invest heavily in zero carbon 
steelmaking technologies, while also reducing the coal consumption of their existing furnaces makes 
sense. It is to be expected that the number of operational blast furnaces in Europe will decline 
considerably and that those that continue to operate will do so with a greater use of alternative 
fuels, such as hydrogen and biomass. The evidence presented clearly shows that production of steel 
in the quality and quantity that is likely to be required by society will not require significant use of 
metallurgical coal in the coming decades”. 

 This means that: the “do nothing” and “do something” scenarios in the EIA are still wrong; that 
perfect substitution will not occur; there will be additional GHG emissions, and that the Scoping 
Opinion requires these be assessed. If this were done it is clear that there would be significant 
adverse impact on global climate change, which should have considerable weight in the planning 
balance. 

Moving to the benefits claimed by the Council in the Officers Report, we note that the Council’s 
consultant, Wardell Armstrong, (WA) has not been given access to the revised specification, or the 
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results of the exploration programme that has been undertaken by WCM.  Furthermore Javelin has 
declined to update their advice to reflect the up to date specification, which it appears will give a 
range of sulphur content of 1.6 – 1.8%, and an increase of 1% in ash content. WA has raised 
concerns about the lack of information, and the likelihood of WCM substituting for High Volatility A 
(HVA) Coal that is currently imported to meet UK and European steel makers (especially British Steel) 
needs. 

In response, the Officers Report has proposed a revised condition: 

“4. The permission hereby granted authorises the Winning and Working of High Vol A Coking Coal 
suitable for use in steel manufacture only. 

 Reason: So that the coal produced is the same as that assessed in the Environmental Statement and 
planning application” 

And a revised definition of HVA coal as follows; 

“High Vol A Coking Coal  

Coal with particular physical and chemical characteristics that makes it suitable for use in the 
production of coke for steel-making and separated from reject material during processing at the Coal 
Handling and Processing Plant. For the avoidance of doubt ‘High Vol A Coking Coal’ shall be defined 
as having a maximum ash content of 8% and a maximum sulphur content of 1.6% and an average 
(mean) sulphur content of no more than 1.4%.” 

With this condition in place, the OR  believes that  the mine would provide essential raw material to 
UK and EU steelmakers and that the supply of indigenous metallurgical coal to support the UK steel 
industry for the next three decades in place of currently imported coal is positive and should be 
afforded considerable weight, however  Paragraph 7.328 continues :. However I acknowledge the 
level of sulphur content would need to be managed to supply a product currently suitable for British 
Steel, and it is not clear whether this can be achieved – so it this case I have considered that is 
cannot. 

I have to assume that the typographical error will be corrected in a final update at the start of the 
Committee meeting, and the most likely correction would read “so in this case I have considered that 
it cannot.” 

This would be because, as Wardell Armstrong (WA) says, British Steel is constrained on sulphur 
input. However British Steel produce roughly half of the UK steel output. The only other significant 
UK steel producer, Tata Steel Port Talbot, has replied to the Council’s enquiry with a general 
lukewarm response saying that they will use it if the specification is suitable. The licences of both 
operations are a matter of public record and the control of sulphur output (which causes acid rain) 
from the steel plants is dependent on investment in monitoring and desulphurisation. These being 
the only two UK customers, WCM would therefore have to find export markets, most probably in 
Europe. However, please note that most of the steel plants in Europe operate under similar 
constraints, with respect to sulphur and acid rain, as the UK plants. 
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It is also a matter of public record that both British Steel and Tata Steel are working on a switch from 
at least some of their blast furnaces to EAF which bring significant investment.   

It is hard to comprehend how the Council can continue to argue that there is an economic need for 
the (mitigated) coal output from WCM that outweighs the acknowledged significant impact on 
tourism due to the impacts on the Coast to Coast Walk, and the landscape of the area. In addition, 
and crucially, the unsuitability of WCM coal for use by the two main British steel producers (even if 
meeting the new condition) as an “indigenous supply of UK coking coal” surely makes the NEED 
argument, and the economic benefits argument, fall by the wayside. 

The Council’s case for a need for, and economic benefit of considerable weight from, this coal has 
not been indicated by the evidence, and is not reasonable, and as a result the Council’s argument of 
wholly exceptional circumstances that outweigh the acknowledged harm to Ancient Woodland is 
also unreasonable. 

SLACC notes that the Council (para  8.5) states that it would have been preferable to have fewer 
conditions and the security of more secure plans and evidence. We consider that the evidence that 
is available justifies the refusal of this outdated and now irrelevant planning application. SLACC 
continues to assert that the late publication of information that formed a significant part of the 
applicant’s proposal has prevented us from considering the proposals in detail, and in particular 
from consulting with our expert advisers. 

 

Yours sincerely 

Mrs M Mason  

On behalf of South Lakes Action on Climate Change 
Maggiem.mason@gmail.com 
07551 180221 
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1 October 2020 
 UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources 
Tel. +44 (0) 20 3108 5990 Central House 
 14 Upper Woburn Place 
 London 

WC1H 0NN 
To whom it may concern 
 BY EMAIL 
 
The economics of coal and steel, as relating to the proposal for a mine at 
Woodhouse Colliery, Cumbria 
 
I previously offered my expert opinion on the planning application for a coal mine at 
Woodhouse Colliery, Cumbria by letter of 5 December 2019.   
 
I have now been asked to offer my expert opinion in relation to a report by Executive 
Director, Economy and Infrastructure of the Cumbria County Council (“the Council”) in 
advance of a 2 October 2020 meeting of the Council’s Development Control and 
Regulation Committee.   
 
I have been asked to consider the Report, and certain materials on which it has based its 
conclusions in relation to the greenhouse gas impacts of the proposed coal mine and 
indicate whether these change the opinions offered in my previous letter or constitute 
evidence of “one or more rare features . . . which override normal economic forces” which 
I referred to therein.   
 
In short, my conclusions are that none of the evidence provided alters my conclusions 
that the proposed coal mine is likely to result in considerable additional global carbon 
emissions and to hamper the development and deployment of low-carbon technologies 
in the steel industry. 
 
The economic rationale in the Report for the claim that normal economic forces would be 
displaced so that new coal supply from the Woodhouse Colliery would be offset on a 
perfect one-for-one tonne basis by supply reductions elsewhere (which I refer to as the 
‘perfect substitution’ assumption) is not entirely clear.  Whilst a number of factors are 
raised which are said to support a conclusion that the perfect substitution assumption is 
valid, it is never explained precisely why these factors should lead to perfect substitution.   
 
In contradiction to the vague arguments in the Report, I would note that: 
 

1) The Report indicates acceptance of the applicant’s assertions that “demand for 
steel is driven by demand in the wider economy” (§ 7.18) and that “the 
competitive pricing of Cumbrian coal compared to its US equivalent will have no 
impact on the price of steel, because metallurgical coal is just one of a number of 
ingredients in the steel making process”.  (§ 7.22)  The claim here appears to be 
that larger economic factors drive steel demand, rather than the availability or 
price of coking coal.   
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Elsewhere Dr Bristow states the argument clearly, asserting that the production 
of coal by WCM is unlikely to affect steel supply or demand because “there are 
many variable components in steel production, and because steel consumption is 
driven by demand for it from the market (rather than its availability or price).”  
The latter part of this statement by Dr Bristow is obviously wrong.  Of course steel 
consumption will be affected by macroeconomic factors, as with any product, but 
it is nonsensical to assert that demand for steel is not affected by its availability 
nor by its price.  Clearly if the price of steel were to increase, this would cause 
buyers to purchase less (economists refer to this as ‘the law of demand’ and it is 
one of relatively few points of consensus among economists about goods, 
including steel), both because some projects would become uneconomic and 
because alternative materials could be identified in at least some instances.   
 
This same fallacy undermines the Council’s own conclusions.  The Council accepts 
the idea that because there are a number of inputs to steel production which may 
vary in price, the price of a single input (metallurgical coal, in this case) will not 
affect the price of the end product.  (§ 7.22). Again, this is incorrect – outputs 
obviously reflect the prices of inputs.  Whilst the prices of other inputs may well 
vary, it is contrary to basic economic orthodoxy to argue that a cost reduction of 
a key input to high-carbon steel production (i.e. using metallurgical coal) will not 
lead to any change in the price of the steel produced.  It is likewise ‘economics 
101’ that if the price of steel is reduced, the amount supplied to the market will 
increase, because there will be new buyers that are willing to purchase steel at the 
slightly-lower price.   
 

2) It is important to appreciate that the price differences discussed above need not 
be large to affect behaviour.  Even a small local price difference for a major input 
such as metallurgical coal is likely to lead steel mills (which are often operating at 
low margins) to increase or decrease production.  A reduction in coal prices also 
makes steel produced by low-carbon technologies less competitive. 
 
Furthermore, when UK and EU steel producers are considering whether to 
convert to alternative lower-carbon technologies or to instead continue to 
produce steel using coal, the existence of a significant, stable, long-term supply of 
lower-priced metallurgical coal is clearly likely to affect this decision-making, 
inhibiting the switch to lower-GHG-producing methods.1 Thus, this mine is likely 
to have further ‘lock-in effects’ which discourage investment in low-carbon steel 
making technologies, even beyond the impacts discussed above.   
 

3) The Report itself (and many of the documents on which it founds its conclusions) 
appears to accept that there will be price differences.   
 
For instance, the Report states that it is considered likely that Whitehaven Coal 
“the Cumbrian HVA coal would be at a competitive advantage over US coal in the 
European market”.  (§ 7.86, my emphasis)  This must mean that, compared with a 
US coal of similar quality, there are cost savings to using Cumbrian Coal (whether 
they be because of the actual price at which it is supplied or other factors such as 
the lack of interruption in supply that would make the coal more attractive and 
lead to reduced costs for steel producers).   
 
Dr Bristow, for the applicant, likewise states that in his judgment Cumbrian coal 
will be “significantly cheaper, much more readily available, [and have] better 

 
1 For instance, a long-term, low-cost and stable supply of coking coal is likely to influence 
whether steel producers make the outlay to re-line a blast furnace, prolonging high-carbon steel 
production at that facility for decades, potentially, or instead to direct those capital investments 
towards lower-carbon technologies. 
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retained quality due to shorter shipping distances.”2  Elsewhere he states that the 
operating costs of the Whitehaven mine will be “much lower than the majority of 
other mines producing HCC coal and this cost advantage is of significant interest 
to steel makers.”3  Likewise, Wardell Armstrong, for the Council, conclude that 
“the price of the coal delivered from WCM into the UK and EU markets should have 
a significant advantage …”4  
 
The Report therefore essentially accepts that there will be a reduced cost to the 
metallurgical coal from the mine.  It proceeds to state that “This proposed 
development would contribute a tiny fraction of global coking coal supply at 
maximum output, and so I would agree with the view of UK Steel that this mine 
itself would be unlikely to significantly impact on the price of coking coal.” (§ 7.83, 
my emphasis)  UK Steel, which the Report approvingly cites above, is quoted two 
paragraphs earlier as stating that “whilst an increase in coal production will 
naturally reduce prices, this mine in and of itself would not impact prices to any 
significant extent. However, they consider that having a new source of domestic 
coking coal could result in a small reduction in delivered prices for UK producers 
…” (§ 7.81, my emphasis)  It therefore appears clear that it is accepted by the 
Council that there will be some price difference.   
 
Similarly, the Report goes on to say that “There is very good evidence to suggest 
that the opening of a new mine would not materially impact on the demand for 
steel.”  However, what is ‘material’ to steel markets is not the proper question.  
Precisely because there are many variable-cost inputs to steel production, a 
change in prices may not be obvious to many observers, but that does not mean 
that behaviour has not been affected.  A few pence per tonne may be enough to 
influence a large-scale purchaser to switch an order from low- to high-carbon 
steel, for instance, or to use more steel in its next project instead of alternative 
construction materials.   

 
4) In essence, the Report appears to conclude that whilst coal from the Woodhouse 

Colliery will be cheaper, it will not be so much cheaper as to affect “global 
metallurgical coal prices.”  However, first, it must be noted there is, in reality, no 
such thing as a single “global” metallurgical coal price.  There are prices which are 
agreed between buyers and sellers of metallurgical coal all over the world.  If the 
price demanded in one area rises significantly above those in others, it may 
become economical to transport coal from elsewhere, and so prices are unlikely 
to diverge significantly beyond these transport costs.  So it is certainly the case 
that the price of coal in other parts of the globe may affect the price in any 
particular location. But additional supply need not affect ‘global metallurgical coal 
prices’ writ large in order to affect behaviour.  Here, supply of metallurgical coal 
in the UK and certain other EU countries of the magnitude proposed is essentially 
certain to affect the cost of metallurgical coal in these locations.  This in turn will 
have an effect on the decisions of steel producers, including how much steel is 
produced and how much of this production is via higher- and lower-carbon 

 
2 Appendix 1 to Amended ES Chapter 19: Evidence of Dr Neil Bristow, at page 25. (my emphasis) 
Elsewhere Dr Bristow describes Cumbrian coal as “significantly more cost-competitive to the 
equivalent grade of coal from the east coast of the USA, or anywhere else in the world, primarily 
due to significantly reduced shipping costs.” Ibid. at page 26.  See also page 23, where the phrase 
“significantly more cost-competitive” is also used.  Both of these are clearly euphemisms for 
“significantly cheaper.”  WCM likewise state that their “coal would be competitive on cost, when 
compared with an equivalent grade of coal from the USA” acknowledging the price difference. ES 
Chapter 19 para 45. 
3 Ibid. page 23 (my emphasis). 
4 Wardell Armstrong report at 9.1.6. 
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methods (specifically, it will increase steel production and incentivise higher-
carbon production methods5).   
 

5) The Report notes that metallurgical coal and manufactured steel are generally not 
stockpiled and/or stored for significant periods of time because they may degrade 
over time.  (§ 7.18, 7.20) (Industries in which goods are delivered without a 
significant delay before use are sometimes referred to as having a ‘just-in-time 
supply chain’.) However, this is not a factor that would be expected to alter the 
normal forces of supply and demand.  This is a relatively common feature of 
supply chains in many different industries and it is not clear why this should alter 
the normal working of economic markets.   
 
Indeed, as above, the Report notes that Cumbrian coal “will also be attractive 
because . . . there would be less degradation of quality, more flexibility in 
scheduling delivery and lower risks to supply (for example through trans-Atlantic 
weather difficulties)” 6  (§ 7.86, my emphasis).  This is an implicit 
acknowledgement that supply from Woodhouse Colliery is also likely to lead to 
more coal use because any delay in supply which would previously have caused a 
steel mill to reduce its output will no longer occur.   
 

6) A further fundamental error in the ‘perfect substitution’ theory, my arguments 
against which the Report’s author has not addressed at all, is the assumption that 
if the Whitehaven mine opens, some metallurgical coal mine somewhere else will 
close. This again shows a fundamental misunderstanding of market behaviour, 
which has been shown time and again in respect of coal and other commodities. 
The potential demand for steel is very great – indeed, between 2010 and 2019 the 
global demand for steel grew by 30% 7 . If the Whitehaven mine opens, and 
supplies British steel mills, then the coal that is currently supplying them will go 
somewhere else stimulating underlying steel demand, so that the Whitehaven 
mine will have contributed directly to increasing carbon emissions. The only way 
out of this kind of development is to move to low-carbon steel or develop 
substitutes for steel, and the Whitehaven mine will actively inhibit such moves 
and such developments, in the UK and elsewhere. 

 
7) The Report thus appears to demonstrate the author’s confusion about certain 

basic economic concepts and it is not clear to me if the author has actually 
understood the evidence against ‘perfect substitution.’  As one example, at §§ 7.18 
and 7.19 the Report states that “There is no evidence that coking coal is mined 
and stockpiled generating a subsequent demand for steel … ” and “The view that 
the demand for steel leads to demand for coking coal (rather than the other way 
round) is further illustrated by examining the historic relationship between the 
production of steel and the price of coking coal.”   

 
Both of these sections appear intended to rebut the idea that increased coking coal 
production creates demand for steel. This demonstrates a misunderstanding of 
the economic evidence put to the Council (and is, frankly, difficult to even parse 
when these terms are properly understood). The proper economic analysis is that 
the demand for steel is affected by the price of steel, which in turn is affected by 

 
5 In relation to the latter point, see the discussion about ‘lock-in’ effects at number 2, above. 
6 WCM, in its Environmental Statement, echoes this, stating that coal buyers are likely to prefer 
Woodhouse Colliery coal because there would be a shortened time between order and delivery 
and the lesser distances would also “de-risk the supply of a product from impacts such as delays 
due to bad weather.”  ES Amended Chapter 19, para 40.   
7 World Steel: https://www.worldsteel.org/en/dam/jcr:f7982217-cfde-4fdc-8ba0-
795ed807f513/World%2520Steel%2520in%2520Figures%25202020i.pdf  
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the cost of the ‘inputs’ into steel production including metallurgical coal prices.8  
These sections may simply represent unfortunate wording, but they do appear to 
raise questions about whether the author of the Report has understood the 
evidence provided to the Council.   
 
Furthermore, the Council has neglected to address (other than by bare assertion 
in paragraph 7.301) the impact of lower-cost coking coal on the economics that 
underpin decisions to move to lower-carbon methods of steel production.  As 
discussed in my previous letter and above at items 2 and 6, one of the effects of 
opening the Woodhouse Colliery would be to discourage the conversion to lower-
carbon steel making technologies. 
 

Conclusion 
In short, on the applicant’s own admission, the Whitehaven mine would produce lower-
cost metallurgical coal. This will add to the global supply of coal, which will put 
downward pressure on coal prices. With coal a major input into steel production, this 
will reduce steel prices. This will encourage further demand for high-carbon steel. It will 
also impede the development of low-carbon steel, which is the only long-term route to 
the decarbonisation of the sector, as demanded by the net-zero carbon emissions by 
2050 to which the UK is legally committed. This is basic economics. 
 
Nothing in the Report or the evidence it cites has therefore changed the conclusions set 
out in my previous letter.  I conclude that there is no basis for claims asserting that the 
significant coal production from the Woodhouse Colliery would be ‘carbon neutral’.  On 
the contrary, I would expect the coal produced from the mine to result in considerable 
additional global greenhouse gas emissions and make it more difficult for the UK to 
meet its carbon reduction targets. 
 
Yours sincerely, 

 
 
 Professor Paul Ekins OBE 
 Professor of Resources and Environmental Policy 
 Director, UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources 
 
 

 
8 Separately, I would note in relation to these two paragraphs that it is very surprising that the 
author believes any conclusions can be drawn from the appended graphs.  The fact that the 
global production of steel and coking coal have historically been correlated is a logical result of 
the fact that until relatively recently the vast majority of global steel production has required the 
use of coking coal.  The idea that the second graph somehow disproves “that decreasing HCC 
prices result in increasing steel production and vice versa” is also non-sensical. Of course many 
factors play a role in both the level of steel production and the price of coking coal and one would 
not expect to see a clear correlation in a simple graph of this kind, which would only be identified 
through more sophisticated econometric tools such as regression analysis. (This is quite apart 
from the fact that the graph appears designed to preclude any visual correlation appearing, as (1) 
there appears to be only one data point annually for each variable and (2) the variation in coking 
coal prices is impossible to discern in most years because the scale at which HCC price is graphed 
is inappropriate, being highly compressed near the axis.) 
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UCL INSTITUTE FOR SUSTAINABLE RESOURCES 
Central House, 14 Upper Woburn Place 
London WCIH 0NN, UK 
Tel. (home): 020 7228 2781 

September 18th 2020 
 
Rt Hon Kwasi Kwarteng, Minister of State at the Department of Business, Energy and Industrial 
Strategy 
Rt Hon Lesley Griffiths, Welsh Minister for Energy, Environment and Rural Affairs 
Rt Hon Robert Jenrick, Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government. 

By email: kwasi.kwarteng.mp@parliament.uk; robert.jenrick.mp@parliament.uk; 
Correspondence.Lesley.Griffiths@gov.wales 

RE: The implications of new UK coal mines for greenhouse gas emissions 
 
Dear Ministers, 
 
We the undersigned, including economists and natural resource experts, are writing to make clear the 
connection between opening new coal mines in the UK and an increase in UK and global greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions. This is to correct assertions by those proposing such developments that new 
UK coal mines will have no effect on, or even decrease, global GHG emissions. 
 
Over the past 18 months, coal mining companies, local authorities and even some government 
ministers have claimed that coal from these new UK mines would substitute for coal which would 
otherwise be imported from abroad, so that opening these new coal mines in the UK would be 'carbon 
neutral' or even offer 'carbon savings'. See Appendix 1 for examples of this claim. We call this claim 
the 'substitution error'. 
 
We write here to correct this error, and to explain on the basis of the well-accepted economics of 
natural resources that: 
 

1. The expansion of the global coal supply will, in the absence of market features for which 
there is no evidence in respect of demand for coal, lead to downward pressure on the price of 
coal and an increase in demand for it. 

2. This downward price pressure will worsen the competitive position of those developing coal-
free technologies in such currently carbon-intensive industries as steel and cement 

3. The result of these economic forces is highly likely to be an increase in GHG emissions in 
both the short and long term. 

 
For expansion on these arguments, see Appendix 2,3 and 4: Letters by Professor Paul Ekins to three 
UK planning authorities involved in the potential permitting of new UK coal mines. 
 
We are extremely concerned that acceptance of the ‘substitution error’ is in danger of influencing 
important decisions on coal at a local and national level that will lead to an increase in GHGs, put the 
UK’s net-zero targets at risk (some of these proposed new mines are projected to be producing 
beyond 2050) and damage the UK's standing as a world leader in phasing out coal. This would be 
particularly unfortunate as the UK prepares for COP26 in 2021, a major objective of which must be to 
persuade other countries to turn away from this most polluting and GHG-intensive of fossil fuels. 
 
We hope that we can count on you to reinforce the UK’s position as a world leader in decarbonisation 
by making clear that new coal mines have no place in the UK, and look forward to your response. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
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Professor Paul Ekins OBE, Director of UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources, University College 
London 
(signed by email in a personal capacity; titles and affiliation for identification purposes only) 
 
Professor Raimund Bleischwitz, Professor of Sustainable Global Resources, University College 
London 
 
Professor Sam Fankhauser, Director, Grantham Research Institute, London School of Economics 
 
Professor Tim Jackson, Professor of Sustainable Development, University of Surrey 
 
Professor Karsten Neuhoff, Professor at Faculty of Economics and Management, Technische 
Universität Berlin 
 
Professor Rick van der Ploeg, Professor of Economics, University of Oxford 
 
Professor Elizabeth J Z Robinson, Professor of Environmental Economics, University of Reading 
 
Professor Julia Steinberger, Sustainability Research Institute, University of Leeds 
 
Dr George Adamson, Senior Lecturer in Geography, King’s College London 
 
Emeritus Professor Keith Barnham, Distinguished Research Fellow, Physics Department, Imperial 
College London 
 
Professor John Barrett, Professor of Energy and Climate Policy, University of Leeds 
 
Dr Emma Boland, Physical Oceanographer, British Antarctic Survey 
 
Professor Sarah Bracking, Professor of Climate and Society, King's College London  
 
John Broome, Emeritus Professor at the University of Oxford  
 
Dr Stuart Capstick, Deputy Director, Centre for Climate Change and Social Transformations, Cardiff 
University 
 
Professor Peter Cox, Professor of Climate System Dynamics, University of Exeter 
 
Dr Elizabeth Cripps, Senior Lecturer in Political Theory (Climate Justice), University of Edinburgh  
 
Dr Helen Czerski, Lecturer, Mechanical Engineering, University College London 
 
Professor David Demeritt, Professor of Geography, King's College London 
 
Dr George Dibb, Head of Industrial Strategy & Policy Engagement, University College London 
 
Professor David Farrier, Chair in Literature and the Environment, University of Edinburgh 
 
Professor Paul Fennell, Professor of Clean Energy, Imperial College London  
 
Professor Hayley Fowler, Professor of Climate Change Impacts, Newcastle University 
 
Professor Tim Foxon, Professor of Sustainability Transitions, SPRU - Science Policy Research Unit, 
University of Sussex  
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Dr Philip Goodwin, Associate Professor in Earth System Dynamics, University of Southampton 
 
Professor Ian Gough, Visiting Professor in CASE and Associate of GRI, London School of 
Economics 
 
Professor Sir Andy Haines, London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine 
 
Dr Sian Henley, Lecturer in Marine Science, School of GeoSciences, University of Edinburgh 
 
Dr Llewelyn Hughes, Crawford School of Public Policy, Australian National University 
 
Dr Daniel C. Jones, Physical Oceanographer, British Antarctic Survey 
 
Professor Tim Lenton, Director, Global Systems Institute, University of Exeter 
 
Professor David Lewis, Professor of social policy and development, LSE 
 
Dr Matthew Lockwood, Senior Lecturer in Energy Policy, Science Policy Research Unit, University 
of Sussex 
 
Professor Bill McGuire, Professor Emeritus of Geophysical & Climate Hazards, University College 
London 
 
Professor Anson Mackay, Professor of Environmental Change, Department of Geography, University 
College London 
 
Professor David Marshall, Department of Physics, University of Oxford 
 
Dr Mari Martiskainen, Senior Research Fellow, University of Sussex Business School 
 
Professor Christopher Merchant, Department of Meteorology, University of Reading  
 
Professor Hugh Montgomery, Professor of Medicine, University College London 
 
Dr Larissa Naylor, Reader in Physical and Environmental Geography, University of Glasgow 
 
Professor Jenny Nelson FRS, Imperial College London 
 
Professor Peter Newell, Professor of International Relations, University of Sussex UK 
 
Dr Matthew Patterson, Research Director, Sustainable Consumption Institute, University of 
Manchester 
 
Dr Mark Paul, Assistant Professor of Economics and Environmental Studies, New College of Florida 
 
Dr Wouter Peeters, Lecturer in Global Ethics, Department of Philosophy, University of Birmingham 
 
Professor Lloyd Peck, British Antarctic Survey and Cambridge University 
 
Dr Simon Proud, NERC Fellow, University of Oxford 
 
Professor Chris Rapley CBE, Department of Earth Sciences, University College London  
 
Professor Dave Reay, Chair in Carbon Management and Executive Director of ECCI, University of 
Edinburgh 
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Professor Geraint Rees FMedSci, University College London 
 
Professor Nilay Shah, Professor of Process Systems Engineering, Imperial College London 
 
Dr Francesco Sindico, Co-Director, Strathclyde Centre for Environmental Law and Governance, 
University of Strathclyde Law School 
 
Professor Martin Siegert, Co-Director, Grantham Institute, Imperial College London 
 
Professor Pete Smith, FRS, Professor of Soils & Global Change, University of Aberdeen 
 
Dr Olivia Stevenson, Head of Public Policy, University College London 
 
Professor Philip Stier, Head of Atmospheric, Oceanic and Planetary Physics, Department of 
Physics, University of Oxford 
 
Professor Andy Stirling, Professor of Science and Technology Policy, Sussex University 
 
Professor Phil Taylor, Pro Vice-Chancellor for Research and Enterprise, University of Bristol 
 
Professor Richard Templer, Hofmann Professor & Director of Development, the Department of 
Chemistry, and Director of Innovation, Grantham Institute, Imperial College London 
 
Professor Rachel Warren, Professor of Global Change and Environmental Biology, University of East 
Anglia  
 
Dr Duncan Watson-Parris, Atmospheric Physicist, University of Oxford 
 
 
Appendices 
 
Appendix 1:  
Examples of statements involving the ‘substitution error’ by coal mining companies, planning 
authorities and ministers 
 
Appendix 2:  Re. Decision to Grant planning permission for a new underground coal mine (Prof 
Paul Ekins to Cumbria County Council) 
 
Appendix 3: Re. The economics of coal and steel, as relating to the proposal for an extension to 
the ‘Bradley’ opencast coal mine (Prof Paul Ekins to Durham County Council) 
 
Appendix 4: The economics of coal and steel, as relating to the proposal for 'Dewley Hill' 
surface mine (Prof Paul Ekins to Newcastle City Council) 
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Planning Inquiry case reference number ‘APP/H0900/V/21/3271069’

I once again find myself for the third time writing to support the application to build a coal mine in 

my community. Cumbria County Council planning board have agreed this application on three 

occasions yet I still find myself still fighting for much needed investment, jobs and opportunities for 

my community. 

The community that I represent is steeped in coal mining history and traditions, and it is an honour 

to represent the people of the community and those that worked within the pit industry. West 

Cumbria mining are offering a generational opportunity to reintroduce mining into West Cumbria 

and I believe this is an opportunity that we should be seizing with both hands. 

The creation of 500 jobs, skilled jobs with appropriate levels of pay is a major boost for our 

communities. 80% of these jobs are guaranteed to be created within a 20 mile radius of the mine. 

These jobs will not only be life changing for the employees but will also give the surrounding 

communities a much needed economic injection via indirect employment and local businesses 

enjoying the knock on effect of people being able to spend locally.

The effects of Covid-19 has already began to have a significant impact towards employment 

opportunities in West Cumbria and the reality is that employment opportunities of the kind being 

proposed by West Cumbria mining are increasingly rare in our deprived communities. 

This is a chance for our young people to be aspirational in their career options as our reliance as 

previously leant towards the Nuclear sector the mine is another industry that will offer long term 

sustainable investment not only in our communities but also in our people. 

I want to work to attract MORE businesses off the back of the success of the mine.

I want more businesses that provide the people of Copeland - particularly the younger generation 

and those still in school – with the opportunities to use their skills and talents and build successful 

prosperous lives.

I have worked with WCM to bring forward a project that is supported by your ward and by the 

community at large. I have spoken to and visited groups such as pit craic who gave me a fantastic 

insight into the life of a coal miner, they described the camaraderie of communities the pits created

and the feelings of accomplishment having employment that was the lifeblood of communities. 

Levels of poverty in our local communities are far too high especially child poverty which I fear will 

only increase as the Covid pandemic continues to grip us. 

What is abundantly clear is that this is a very unequal country and that we are a community 

desperately short of opportunity.

This is a chance for change, to change for a better hope of well-paid aspirational employment and I 

for one am fully supportive of it as these type of life changing chances don’t come around very 

often.   

We only have one planet, one environment and we all share it. Denying permission for the mine 

won’t solve our environmental crisis, but granting permission can help to improve it because of the 

reduction in co2 emissions through coal imports and other measures laid out in the environmental 

impact assessment.
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I recognise that there is opposition to the mine and you don’t dismiss the motives behind this 

opposition. We all care about the environment and we all care about the economic opportunities for 

this County. I say to those opposed to this application - let’s talk, not fight. I care about the 

environment as much as you, and I want you to understand just how important this project is for this 

part of Cumbria.

Kindest Regards 

Cumbria County Councillor and Resident for Kells 
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To Whom It May Concern 
 
I write as the  in respect of support for the West Cumbria Mining 
Project. 
 
I have taken a close interest in, and closely followed the progress of Chief Executive Officer Mark 
Kirkbride and his team at West Cumbria Mining ever since I was elected in May 2015. 
 
I have discussed and engaged with local people on the topic of the mine on a number of 
occasions and I have found a consistently high level of support from many residents. 
Those residents want to see jobs for their families and children so that they receive financial 
security and real opportunities. 
 
The support from Copeland Borough Council, who have a range of experts with extensive 
knowledge of the local area and sites which West Cumbria Mining are seeking to develop, clearly 
suggests that they believe that the mine would not have negative impacts and fits well within 
the development plans of the area. 
 
West Cumbria Mining are a model developer who have raised the bar in terms of how 
companies should undertake public and stakeholder engagement. 
 
Copeland has been almost completely reliant on the nuclear industry for decades however; 
transformation of Sellafield Ltd will see a significant reduction in jobs. 
 
The West Cumbria Mining project offers a diversification that will give opportunity to offer a 
wide range of jobs in different skill set requirements. 
 
I applaud West Cumbria Mining’s commitment to recruit at least 80% of its workforce locally 
within a 20-mile radius. 
 
The creation of 500 jobs and 50 apprenticeships is to be applauded as is their desire to create 
and internal training and development programme to upskill its workforce. 
Wherever possible services and materials will be sourced from Cumbria with an annual spend 
projected to be £100m 
 
West Cumbria Mining will bring long term benefits to Copeland and indeed West Cumbria. 
I absolutely support this proposed development and am sure that the benefits that this project 
will bring will be enjoyed by residents for generations to come. 
 
Yours faithfully  
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Development Control - Planning Dept address

From: developmentcontrol@cumbria.gov.uk
Sent: 15 June 2020 08:41
To: Development Control - Planning Dept address
Subject: New comments for application 4/17/9007

New comments have been received for application 4/17/9007 from 

Comments:
As one of the two local members within whose divisions the application site falls, I
would like to stress that both I and the vast majority of those of the people in the
area I represent who have communicated with me strongly support the proposal for
a new mine to extract metallurgical coal. Since the proposed revisions put forward
in 2020 appear to reduce the environmental impact these too would be welcome.

The committee originally imposed a hundred conditions on the application for very
good reasons, and I would reiterate the hope that any proposals for further changes
to these would be reported to the committee and to local members.

I would appreciate an opportunity as local member to speak at the virtual meeting of
the committee when the application is considered.

WARNING: Email attachments may contain malicious and harmful software. If this
email is unsolicited and contains an attachment DO NOT open the attachment and
advise the ICT Service Desk immediately. Never open an attachment or click on a
link within an email if you are not expecting it or it looks suspicious.
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Colliery’
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Dear Stewart,
As elected officers of the three trade unions at Sellafield, representing around 10,000
members, we write to express our concern and disappointment that an industrial project
important to our communities is in danger of being curtailed.  The West Cumbria Mining
(WCM) project can bring substantial employment and career opportunities to our region
supplying the UK with the high-quality coking coal needed to produce steel for decades to
come.  The national necessity for steel is obvious - that’s not in question.  Environmentally,
the question is where should the UK get its coal from to produce the steel?  Should we be
transporting it halfway around the world when we have an abundance on our doorstep?

In the post-COVID economic climate we see the project providing a welcome shot in the arm
for the local and regional economies and a boost to the nation’s export drive. Directly it can
create 500 new jobs, many of which will be highly skilled, and of course we expect WCM to
fulfil a commitment to our communities by providing apprenticeships for future
generations.  The new jobs won’t stop there.  The project will stimulate a new supply chain
in which many more (Circa 1,000) jobs can be created.  It will inject significant new economic
investment into the region diversifying it away from its dependency on the nuclear
industry.  Surely this is what levelling up is all about?

We acknowledge that there are concerns about coal mining.  In our response we understand
that the construction of the plant will be to the highest international standards and has
passed extensive greenhouse gas assessments.  It will operate with due care for the
environment, the safety of the workers and without detriment to the landscape. Quite
frankly we wouldn’t be supporting the project if it was any other way.

There will be others in Cumbria who will not be looking at the project so favourably, many
who do not see the need for industrial development in the county at all.   They are not the
voices of those that live in some of the most economically deprived areas of the UK!  This
project represents an opportunity to bring good quality employment and prosperity to the
communities of west Cumbria.   We urge you to resist all attempts to halt the plans and let
the developers push on with this vitally important project.

Finally, we believe it is an objective fact that the UK cannot move to a lower carbon future
without steel production and we see the WCM as a necessary ‘enabler’ and a ‘bridge’ to a
cleaner environment. We also believe that this important context is being lost in the
extreme ‘For and Against’ stances that are being depicted in the media.

We thank you for your consideration.

Yours Truly
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Whitehaven Town Council, The Civic Hall, Lowther Street, Whitehaven, Cumbria, CA28 7SH

Telephone Number 01946 67366

Email: clerk@whitehaventowncouncil.co.uk

Ms Elizabeth Humphrey
The Planning Inspectorate
Room 3/J Kite Wing
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN

6th May 2021

Dear Ms Humphrey

West Cumbria Mining
Application No 4/17/9007
Call-in Reference APP/H0900/V/21/3271069

I am writing to submit the representations of Whitehaven Town Council to be 
considered by the Inspector as part of the Planning Inquiry in respect of the above.

The Council supports the application by West Cumbria Mining for the following 
reasons:-

 Our area of West Cumbria is an area rich in mining history and experience.

 This proposed mine will have the benefits of first-class levels of health and 
safety as well as a much cleaner and more pleasant environment and has 
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attracted significant support and interest locally in the range of employment 
available.

 This project will prove beneficial to the local West Cumbrian community, 

the core industry in the North of England and the prosperity of the wider 

UK. Its strategic economic importance is significant.

 The extensive programme of coal exploration, both onshore and offshore,

has proven the presence of high-quality steel-making coking coal.

 Until an alternative for coking coal is found, such coal production is 

essential also playing a crucial part in the renewable energy supply chain 

which relies upon steel for wind turbines and other key infrastructures

 Many who have written critically about the mine do not seem to 

understand and appreciate the industrial processes and requirements for 

steelmaking and how the UK will simply continue to import millions of 

tonnes of steelmaking coal from overseas for the foreseeable future if the 

UK does not have an indigenous supply of its own.

 The proposal makes it very clear that the only coal that will be extracted is 

that which is suitable to be used in the industrial process for steel 

manufacture not domestic use as many objectors believe.

 It is the clear stated intention of WCM to fully conform to UK Climate 
Change policy and assist the steel industry migration towards the 
government objective of a zero net carbon emissions target by 2050.

The Council has also commissioned a petition at change.org asking people to sign 
if in favour of the application  by West Cumbria Mining and this is shown below:-
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THE GREEN MINE IS THE FUTURE FOR 
GREEN STEEL

BRIAN O KANE started this petition to Change.org (The world's platform for change)

THE GREEN MINE IS THE FUTURE FOR GREEN STEEL

We in Whitehaven are sitting astride massive seams of top quality metallurgical coal essential at the present 
time for the global production of steel. This is not to be confused with the domestic coal that is mined 
throughout the world on a daily basis much to the disappointment of those concerned with the present climate 
debate. Steel is recognised as an essential commodity within our society and the pursuit of global climate 
control.
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WCM has so far invested over £35,000,000 and has been supported from all sides of the political spectrum 
during the three planning appeals, with all environmental objections carefully answered appropriately. Jobs
totalling 500 within the mine directly and up to 1500 within the supply chain are estimated. The future of our 
town and the local area would benefit significantlt for years to come.

The plans have been continually challenged by various pressure groups who see the mine as increasing 
Britain’s carbon emissions and must be stopped at all costs It almost appears as a sacrificial lamb, whilst 
ignoring the massive international production of all types of coal elsewhere, dwarfing the proposed output 
within West Cumbria of coking coal. Little recognition is given to the environmental benefits of this production 
counterbalancing the negative climate effects of the global sea transportation required within the UK and the 
EU of imported coking coal for steel production.

Members of Whitehaven Town Council have supported the plans throughout the process viewing it as essential 
for future employment.

On 1st April 2021 the Council agreed to set up a petition and ask residents in our area to sign our petition 
at change.org to support the plan being put before the Inspector in September to show the strength of local 
support to a project that is a positive contribution locally, nationally and internationally in both economic and 
environmental terms.

Councillor Brian O’Kane          Councillor Julie Rayson             Councillor Edwin Dinsdale

Councillor Raymond Gill         Councillor Chris Hayes              Councillor Charles Maudling

Councillor Graham Roberts      Councillor Carl Walmsley          Councillor Louise Walmsley

THE GREEN MINE IS THE FUTURE FOR GREEN STEEL
MenuView petition

722
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Supporters

Only 278 more supporters to the next goal!

10,466 Views

477 Shares

Attached to this letter is a list of the people who have signed the Council’s petition

The Town Council has supported this scheme fully from its inception, viewing 
it as having a major impact in improving the economic growth and recovery 
of our region for the future of generations to come. Councillors fully 
understand the need to debate issues around climate change, however, overall 
see this scheme as a positive contribution to this debate, alongside significant 
social and economic development to an area in decline

Yours sincerely

Marlene Jewell
Clerk and Responsible Financial Officer to Whitehaven Town Council and on 
behalf of Whitehaven Town Council
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LIST OF PEOPLE TAKEN FROM CHANGE.ORG WHO HAVE SIGNED THE COUNCIL’S PETITION

Recipient: Change.org
Letter: Greetings,
THE GREEN MINE IS THE FUTURE FOR GREEN STEEL

Signatures
Name Location Date
Brian o'Kane Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-08
Gerard Richardson MBE Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Rob Romano Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Charles McCormack
grogan
Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Lynne Mcbride Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Michael Inman Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
June Patrickson Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-08
Chris Maxwell Distington, UK 2021-04-08
Andy Walkingshaw Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Adrian Strand Edinburgh, UK 2021-04-08
Shaun Bird Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-08
peter dixon whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Karen Wilson Workington, England, UK 2021-04-08
Alison Dowler Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Harrison Irving Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Julie Rayson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Vanessa Gray Maryport, UK 2021-04-08
Barry Harrison Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Sheila Napier Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Kenneth Bird Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Name Location Date
Alan Monkhouse Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Carl Walmsley Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
William Currier Workington, UK 2021-04-08
RYAN McCartney Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Christine O'Kane Workington, England, UK 2021-04-08
Dave Siddall Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-08
Susan Robinson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
helen edwards Arlecdon, UK 2021-04-08
Nicholas Wilson whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
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Jonn Harvey Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-08
Rob Nicholson Workington, UK 2021-04-08
jacqueline carruthers Maryport, UK 2021-04-08
Shirli Drummond Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-08
keith garner frizington, UK 2021-04-08
Tracey Cowley Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
David Nicholson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Kevin McAdam Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Stephen Calvin Barrow In Furness, UK 2021-04-08
John Wigham Middlesbrough, UK 2021-04-08
William Holmes Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-08
Chris Newton Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-08
Russell Norman Beckermet, UK 2021-04-08
Name Location Date
Louise Pater Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
neil messenger whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-08
Anne Cartner Workington, UK 2021-04-08
Stephen Hogg Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
John kane Workington, UK 2021-04-08
N A WHITEHAVEN, UK 2021-04-08
Dave Adamson Stafford, UK 2021-04-08
Angela Holmes Torrens Park, Australia 2021-04-08
michelle slater distington, England, UK 2021-04-08
john mcgibbon Great Broughton, England, UK 2021-04-08
Barbara Telfer Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
John Greasley Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Shaun Haywood London, UK 2021-04-08
Sally Lennox Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Andrew Bowman Stoke on Trent, England, UK 2021-04-08
John Welsh Kettering, UK 2021-04-08
Wayne McCarron Moor Row, UK 2021-04-08
Paula Kerr Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
David Fletcher Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-08
Allan Woodward Workington, UK 2021-04-08
Lorraine Holliday Cumbria, UK 2021-04-08
Steve Pattinson Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-08
Name Location Date
Sharon Morton London, UK 2021-04-09
Joshua Coulson Bolton, UK 2021-04-09
Liam Hawthorn Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Paul Graham Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
John Paul Murray Workington, UK 2021-04-09
Valda Young parton, Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
Gary Graham Grays, UK 2021-04-09
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Stuart Dobson-Burns Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
Kevin Richardson Worksop, England, UK 2021-04-09
noreen coid Workington, UK 2021-04-09
John Mossop Bristol, UK 2021-04-09
Lisa Carter Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Jo Blackburn Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Paul Chapman Workington, UK 2021-04-09
emma cooper Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
Michael Starkie Edinburgh, UK 2021-04-09
Christine Fell Aylesbury, UK 2021-04-09
Susan Roberts Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Gail Dobson-Burns Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Glyn Morgan Male, Maldives 2021-04-09
Christopher Gormley Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Maz Fee Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
Name Location Date
Ronald Benson Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
Richard Tanguy Worksop, UK 2021-04-09
Keith Dobie London, England, UK 2021-04-09
Paul Nelson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Joshua Moore Moorrow, England, UK 2021-04-09
Mary Christine Heald Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Yvonne Mahaffy Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
joe Cowell Wigton, UK 2021-04-09
Gavin Morgan Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Mark Bennett UK 2021-04-09
Shaun Sweeney Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Bryan Bowness Egremont, UK 2021-04-09
katrina Paterson Kingston upon Thames, UK 2021-04-09
Barbara Barwise Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
John Michael Allonby Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Les Skinner Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Ian Smith Edinburgh, UK 2021-04-09
George Collins Wigton, UK 2021-04-09
owen corner Workington, UK 2021-04-09
Eva Watson-Graham Egremont, UK 2021-04-09
Robin Adair Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Chris Woods Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Name Location Date
Kenneth Kegg Egremont, UK 2021-04-09
ian maxwell Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
brian clements egremont, UK 2021-04-09
Megan Turner Telford, UK 2021-04-09
Salma Joomaye Croydon, UK 2021-04-09
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Arnold Auch Reading, UK 2021-04-09
Daniel Dixon Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
Chris Dobson Egremont, England, UK 2021-04-09
ALLAN BECK Pica, UK 2021-04-09
rosina robinson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Des Byrne Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Julie Snow Worcester, UK 2021-04-09
Paul Halcrow Egremont, UK 2021-04-09
Cheryl O'pray Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-09
Christine Butler Cambridge, UK 2021-04-09
Matthew Pullin Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Claire lawler Carlisle, Scotland, UK 2021-04-09
Philip Brannan Glasgow, UK 2021-04-09
amanda smith Egremont, UK 2021-04-09
Christine Cameron Stirling, UK 2021-04-09
Matt Lynch Wigton, UK 2021-04-09
Ryan Pattinson Workington, UK 2021-04-09
Name Location Date
Albert Wilkinson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Mark Rimmer Northampton, UK 2021-04-09
William Wren Egremont, UK 2021-04-09
TONY QUINN Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
Michele Davidson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
John SIDOROWICZ Peterborough, UK 2021-04-09
Reuben McAvoy Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
david ward Carlisle, UK 2021-04-09
Donald Hetherington Hammersmith, UK 2021-04-09
Ali Walton Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Elizabeth Pennington Workington, UK 2021-04-09
Jean Murray Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Richard Lofthouse Stoke-on-trent, UK 2021-04-09
william Meagan Cleator moor Cumbria, UK 2021-04-09
Gary Ryecroft Ryecroft Workington, UK 2021-04-09
Martin Southward Egremont, UK 2021-04-09
Helen Dixon Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Joseph Campbell Frizington, UK 2021-04-09
Martin Wignall Workington, UK 2021-04-09
riei jsie Saint Ives, UK 2021-04-09
Carlos Valery Birmingham, UK 2021-04-09
Luke Richardson Leeds, UK 2021-04-09
Name Location Date
Ravinder Dhanjal Brighton, UK 2021-04-09
Helen Clark High Wycombe, UK 2021-04-09
Martin Oak HALIFAX, UK 2021-04-09
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A H London, UK 2021-04-09
Filiz Roberts London, UK 2021-04-09
Georgia Keen Trowbridge, UK 2021-04-09
Lesley Devoy Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Hayden Ling Forncett, UK 2021-04-09
# maz # Purley, UK 2021-04-09
Mark GIBSON Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-09
Michael Mcluckie Workington, UK 2021-04-09
Mark Bennett Egremont, UK 2021-04-09
Sallie Thompson Moor Row, UK 2021-04-09
Jim Armitage Seaton, UK 2021-04-09
denis mc keown Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Craig Mccluskey Frizington, UK 2021-04-09
Howard Cooper Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Alan Pickering Rochdale, UK 2021-04-09
Patricia Johnson Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-09
Simon McAnulty Bolton, UK 2021-04-09
Josef Brown Cardiff, UK 2021-04-09
Nick Fox Swindon, UK 2021-04-09
Name Location Date
Anne Birkett Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-09
Ysabel Trow York, UK 2021-04-09
paul crewdson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
David Tomlinson Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-10
Yvonne Quayle Parton, England, UK 2021-04-10
Jason Robinson Workington, England, UK 2021-04-10
Paul Chapple Wigan, UK 2021-04-10
Stephen Davidson Alnwick, UK 2021-04-10
Sandra Smith Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Kevin Knowles Retford, UK 2021-04-10
Alan O Connor Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Ru Lochlea Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Vivienne Anderson Cumbria, UK 2021-04-10
Darren Stanaway Workington, England, UK 2021-04-10
Paul Stanton Newcastle upon Tyne, UK 2021-04-10
Alison Greenwood Marple, UK 2021-04-10
Ruth Edge Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Sharon Sinclair Workington, UK 2021-04-10
Catherine Woodburn Egremont, England, UK 2021-04-10
Rob Smith Cumbria, UK 2021-04-10
Sally Sables Doncaster, UK 2021-04-10
Stephen Nichol Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Name Location Date
George Savage Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
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Colin Bailey Egremont, UK 2021-04-10
William Sables Doncaster, UK 2021-04-10
Joe Stewart Workington, UK 2021-04-10
Sue Beatty Okotoks, Alberta, Canada 2021-04-10
Terry Ashmead Birmingham, UK 2021-04-10
michael fulton Workington, UK 2021-04-10
Gary McCartney Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Andrew ascroft Workington, UK 2021-04-10
Stan Cass Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Alan goulding I'm, UK 2021-04-10
Elizabeth Harrison Workington, UK 2021-04-10
Clive Coleman Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Neil Ivison Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-10
Moe Holmes Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Dave Wilson Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-10
Robert Cloudsdale Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-10
Neil Burns Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-10
Liam Meredith Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Stephen Kirby Colchester, UK 2021-04-11
Michael Ferguson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
John Rothery Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Name Location Date
Stephen Lee Lindal, UK 2021-04-11
Marc Shackley Workington, UK 2021-04-11
Alan McGuinness Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Eileen Horsfall Maryport, UK 2021-04-11
Neil Henderson Manchester, UK 2021-04-11
Carl Kirkbride Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Carl Sice Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
Darren Goodwin Colchester, UK 2021-04-11
Kayleigh Morgan Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Carl Forsyth Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Paul Messenger Workington, UK 2021-04-11
Katrina McKinney Cumbria, England, UK 2021-04-11
Jen Kennedy Workington, UK 2021-04-11
Lena Hogg Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Lisa Selkirk Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
lee cunningham whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
Karen Tanguy Nottingham, UK 2021-04-11
Ken Nichol 22 leconnfield street cleator moor,
UK
2021-04-11
Debbie Richardson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Christina Beattie Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
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Gavin Spence Stockton-on-tees, UK 2021-04-11
Name Location Date
David Seeds Maryport, UK 2021-04-11
Christine Piper Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
Shirley Skeet Colchester, UK 2021-04-11
judith vickers CUMBRIA UNITED KINGDOM,
England, UK
2021-04-11
Joseph Pattinson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Wendy Ormond Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Paul Merrin Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Catherine Hetherington Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-11
Peter Lee Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
rachal hudson Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
Ashley Brannigan Lancaster, UK 2021-04-11
Mike Nichols Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Sadie Mcloughlin Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Jackie Doran Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
Susan Ritson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Sophie Grace Jackson Slack Torquay, UK 2021-04-11
Adele Hall Cardiff, UK 2021-04-11
JEREMY MOORE Cheddar, UK 2021-04-11
Lyndsey Scott Islington, UK 2021-04-11
Chris Flynn Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
allan lindsay Irvine, UK 2021-04-11
Name Location Date
maisie dodd Wallsend, UK 2021-04-11
Adam Hutchinson London, UK 2021-04-11
K BUTLER CLEATOR MOOR, UK 2021-04-11
Ian Callander Workington, UK 2021-04-11
Chris Mckee Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Sarah Prince Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Mark Cockbain Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Stuart MURFITT Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Simon Waugh Egremont, UK 2021-04-11
Steven Boyd Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-11
Philip Dear York, UK 2021-04-11
Jo Cloudsdale Beckermet, UK 2021-04-11
Ryan Powe Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Bob Steele Barrow, UK 2021-04-11
Mark Morfoot Thornhill, UK 2021-04-11
Peter Brewis Sunderland, UK 2021-04-11
glen charlesworth Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
Andrew Miller Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
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Jim Harrison Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Julie Starling Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Ashleigh Wise Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
Francis Cunningham Maryport, UK 2021-04-11
Name Location Date
Gavin Eilbeck Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-11
Kyah Frazer Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-11
Gaynor Hawkins Windermere, England, UK 2021-04-11
Jade Rodrigues Perth, Australia 2021-04-12
Ian Littleton Egremont, UK 2021-04-12
Malcolm Southward Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Hilary Dorney woodhouse whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Louise Reid Workington, UK 2021-04-12
Andy Jones Birmingham, UK 2021-04-12
Jill Pye Glasgow, UK 2021-04-12
John Wright Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Holly Freestone Workington, UK 2021-04-12
jayne currie Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
tony curwen Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Elaine Rose Workington, UK 2021-04-12
Amanda Lithgow Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Claire Nelson High Harrington, UK 2021-04-12
Donna Fidoe Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-12
Clare Rudd Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
karl holme Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Denise Allan Moor Row, UK 2021-04-12
Jacqueline Fisher Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Name Location Date
John Bell Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Kevin Parkes Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
josephine little Carlisle, UK 2021-04-12
KAY MASSICKS Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-12
J Bush Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-12
Marian Muir Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Luke Connor Workington, UK 2021-04-12
David Harris Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Jill Stewart Moresby Parks, UK 2021-04-12
David Purchase Retford, UK 2021-04-12
Melissa Pearson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Aimee Clark Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Mandy Hooley WHITEHAVEN, England, UK 2021-04-12
Toni Pears Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Cheradean Wilson Cumbria, England, UK 2021-04-12
Jenna Cairns Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
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Caragh Pritchard Dearham, UK 2021-04-12
Emma Broatch Egremont, UK 2021-04-12
Michelle Rudd Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
John Gaffney Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Ann armstrong Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Francis Brown Mansfield, UK 2021-04-12
Name Location Date
Mary Gaffney-Vallely Roehampton, UK 2021-04-12
Kelly-ann Gatenby Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Dorothy Mason Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-12
Sharon Cunningham Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Lyndsey Smitham Workington, UK 2021-04-12
Lorraine Lepley whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-12
Nicola Rickerby Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Silas Mason Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Tanya Hodgson Cumbria, UK 2021-04-12
Wendy Ennis Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Ann Bridge Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Susie Que Middleton, UK 2021-04-12
Kristian Wood Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Chris Eglin Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
David Adamse Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Barbara Roberts Tanygrisiau, UK 2021-04-12
Ray Crawford Northwich, UK 2021-04-12
Charlotte Gray Ellesmere Port, UK 2021-04-12
Lisa Mason Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
James Raven Eastbourne, UK 2021-04-12
Steven Wood Cumbria, UK 2021-04-12
David Cowley Egremont, UK 2021-04-12
Name Location Date
SUSAN O’NEILL WHITEHAVEN, UK 2021-04-12
Dale Mcadam Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Christopher Clark Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Vivien Wood UK 2021-04-12
Ria Wheadon Cardiff, UK 2021-04-12
Lily Notreal Farnborough, UK 2021-04-12
Mollie Busby Birmingham, UK 2021-04-12
Cameron Romano Lancashire, UK 2021-04-12
Sheena Grundill Workington, England, UK 2021-04-12
Claireanne Wright Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Dannielle Grearson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Andrea Smith Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-12
Catherine Akester Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Nicola Fleming Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
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Kevin Dobie Bradford, UK 2021-04-12
Liam Chambers Cumbria, UK 2021-04-12
sean quinn whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
antony mcdonald Frizington, England, UK 2021-04-12
Steve Nichols Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Kevin Mcgarry Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Andy Sellers Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Julie Cartmell Buckley, UK 2021-04-12
Name Location Date
Kyle Barlow Leeds, UK 2021-04-12
Lisa Smurthwaite Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Angela Quinn Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-12
Mike Gaffney Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Gary Malkinson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Kady Hodson Workington, UK 2021-04-12
John Kegg Workington, UK 2021-04-12
deborah fouracre Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Susan Thompson Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-12
Isobel Potter Daventry, UK 2021-04-12
Jason Spires Workington, UK 2021-04-12
john bowes whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Danielle Telford Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-12
Roan McCluskey Frizington, UK 2021-04-12
Judy Reynolds Great Broughton, England, UK 2021-04-12
Amber Sullivan Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-12
Joshua Bayliff Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-12
Mike Foster US 2021-04-12
Nisha Murphy Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Ian Williams Brisbane, Australia 2021-04-13
Andy Webb Sydney, Australia 2021-04-13
Martin Barwise Workington, UK 2021-04-13
Name Location Date
Matt Limbrick Australia 2021-04-13
Natalie hodson Workington, UK 2021-04-13
Joanne Douglas Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Lee Grears Carlisle, UK 2021-04-13
Adrianne Bell Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Russell Jones Oldham, UK 2021-04-13
Gillian Moses Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Trevor Palmer Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Keith Allan Preston, UK 2021-04-13
Peter Burns Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-13
Christopher Fletcher Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Adele Bayliff Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
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Sean High Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Craig Ackerley Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Liam Campbell Frizington, UK 2021-04-13
Andrew Morton Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-13
Ian Carter Workington, UK 2021-04-13
Phillip Mayhew Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Scott Kenmare Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
Claire Jones Llangollen, UK 2021-04-13
joseph Trethewey Plymouth, UK 2021-04-13
Emily Truman Brighton, UK 2021-04-13
Name Location Date
Paul Stevens Doncaster, UK 2021-04-13
Cameron Dudgeon UK 2021-04-13
Courtney Haines Piper Cwmbran, UK 2021-04-13
Muhi Seenj Reading, UK 2021-04-13
Nathan Bradshaw Blaydon, UK 2021-04-13
Joy Lai Manchester, UK 2021-04-13
Michelle Harwood Perth, UK 2021-04-13
Madeleine Lane Middlesbrough, UK 2021-04-13
Carolyn Dodds Letchworth, UK 2021-04-13
Donna McKendrick Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-13
bob mcfarlane Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-13
Kish Parmar Harrow, UK 2021-04-13
Christine Rowley Workington, UK 2021-04-13
Ralph Mitchell Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Mark Scowcroft Birmingham, UK 2021-04-14
Philomena Stanley Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Gillian Jaffray South Shields, UK 2021-04-14
stella dobinson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
M Connor Liverpool, UK 2021-04-14
Katie McGuire Glasgow, UK 2021-04-14
George Moore Bristol, UK 2021-04-14
Erin Jones London, UK 2021-04-14
Name Location Date
Debra Marrriott-Webster Neston, UK 2021-04-14
Aleena Nadesan Croydon, UK 2021-04-14
Vanessa Gorley Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-14
William Cowx Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Miss claudia Miller Plymouth, UK 2021-04-14
Rachel Conquest Kent, UK 2021-04-14
Sinead May Sittingbourne, UK 2021-04-14
Benedict nott Little Down, UK 2021-04-14
Matthew Corcoran Glasgow, UK 2021-04-14
Judy Elsmore Milton Keynes, UK 2021-04-14
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Robert Prosser Wisbech, UK 2021-04-14
Monthicha Lertkiattrakul Nottingham, UK 2021-04-14
S McCann Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Alistair Hewetson St. Bees, UK 2021-04-14
Paul fairfield Ulverston, UK 2021-04-14
John Anthony Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
John Renouf-Barwise Renfrew, UK 2021-04-14
mustansir khawaja Manchester, UK 2021-04-14
Gary Bragg Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Sarah Leatherbarrow Macclesfield, UK 2021-04-14
catherine paterson Burnley, UK 2021-04-14
David Byrne Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Name Location Date
Kimberley Harris Exmouth, UK 2021-04-14
Stephanie Mccomb Cumbria, UK 2021-04-14
Judith Wigham Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Alan Hewitt Workington, UK 2021-04-14
Jasmine Nock Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-14
Jacob Armstrong Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-14
Jen McGregor Oxford, UK 2021-04-14
allan baldwick carlisle, England, UK 2021-04-14
Anne Steele Carlisle, UK 2021-04-14
Glenda Greggain Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-14
Ian McGregor Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Maurice Tate Workington, UK 2021-04-14
Richard Cardy carsile, UK 2021-04-14
Sarah Oldfield Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Peter Armstrong Wigton, UK 2021-04-14
Graham Dicker Seascale, UK 2021-04-14
christine legge UK 2021-04-14
Simon Smiler Ilford, UK 2021-04-14
Jenny Goble London, UK 2021-04-14
Sue Fardar-Herd Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-14
Alexandra Thomas Kintbury, UK 2021-04-14
stephen robinson Liverton, UK 2021-04-14
Name Location Date
Anna Lady Kent, UK 2021-04-14
Epic J Southampton, UK 2021-04-14
Vincent Hawieson Altrincham, UK 2021-04-14
Michael Atkinson London, UK 2021-04-14
Andrew Todhunter Maryport, UK 2021-04-14
Caroline Cordy Yeovil, UK 2021-04-14
Darren Jackson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Anne Blaney Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
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NICHOLAS CARR Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Lorna Armstrong Truro, UK 2021-04-14
Liz Allen Keswick, UK 2021-04-14
James Aitken Carlisle, UK 2021-04-14
Chris Cooper Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Andrea Byrne Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Barry Pickthall Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-14
stephen coulthard egremont, England, UK 2021-04-14
Sally Nicols Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-14
ROBERT NICOLS Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-14
Karen James Saint Bees, UK 2021-04-14
H England Gateshead, UK 2021-04-14
bRIAN CURRAN curran Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-14
Steven Southam Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-14
Name Location Date
Sean Oneill Cleator moor, UK 2021-04-14
stewart hellon whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Nicola Harrison Workington, UK 2021-04-15
Jonathan Allen Carlisle, UK 2021-04-15
BILL KIRKLEY Brampton, UK 2021-04-15
Dianne Richardson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Ryan McGuinness Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-15
Alan Southward Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
robb hetherington whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Helen Williams Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Michael Wilson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Jacqueline Ruddy Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Caroline Kitchingman Batley, UK 2021-04-15
Chris Phillips Seascale, UK 2021-04-15
Samir Hasni London, UK 2021-04-15
Mabel Todhunter Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Craig Richardson Frizington, UK 2021-04-15
David Hatton Barrow-in-Furness, UK 2021-04-15
Trevor Ennis whitehaven Cumbria, UK 2021-04-15
Hudson Irving Workington, UK 2021-04-15
Rachel Keenan Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Cllr Carole Armstrong Swansea, UK 2021-04-15
Name Location Date
Chris Boyd Brampton, UK 2021-04-15
Lily Corrie Mitcham, UK 2021-04-15
Keith Chisholm Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
James McGloin Egremont, UK 2021-04-15
Catherine Wildig Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-15
Hayley Hodgson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
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John Ridley Carlisle, UK 2021-04-15
Harry Moody Workington, UK 2021-04-15
Stephen Tabner Heswall, UK 2021-04-15
David McGraffin Workington, UK 2021-04-15
David Hetherington Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Martyn Richardson Cumbria, UK 2021-04-15
Frances Hipkin Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-15
Diane Hetherington Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-15
Anthony Stasiuk Alnwick, UK 2021-04-15
Troy Middleton London, UK 2021-04-15
Don Reay Lockerbie, UK 2021-04-15
Maureen Cook Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Janet Cox Manchester, UK 2021-04-15
Patricia Jenkins Chelmsford, UK 2021-04-15
Lexman Sukasuka Manchester, UK 2021-04-15
Jadene A Leicester, UK 2021-04-15
Name Location Date
Khateen Salah Coventry, UK 2021-04-15
AUDLEY BURTON London, UK 2021-04-15
emma maddocks Basingstoke, UK 2021-04-15
Amy Royle UK 2021-04-15
Daniel Watkins Henfield, UK 2021-04-15
Lee Dean Stansfield UK 2021-04-15
David Messenger Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Chris Norman Bristol, UK 2021-04-15
Robert Wilson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Brenda Holden Egremont, UK 2021-04-15
Alan Prince Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Ronald Hughes Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-15
E Brereton London, UK 2021-04-15
John Pearson Workington, UK 2021-04-15
Owen Runeckles Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Carol Horrocks Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Brian Stamper Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-15
Clive Griffiths Gloucester, UK 2021-04-15
Cai Docherty Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-16
Jill Watson Seaton, UK 2021-04-16
John Watson Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-16
Amy Rennie York, UK 2021-04-16
Name Location Date
Anna Burns Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-16
Peter Hadfield Rowrah, UK 2021-04-16
Nichola Perkins Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-16
Ken Kirkpatrick Carlisle, UK 2021-04-16
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Mark Jackson Seascale, UK 2021-04-16
TONY BARNETT Sandwith, UK 2021-04-16
Edwon Garner Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-16
Jason Lewthwaite Skipton, UK 2021-04-16
Lynda Thorns At Bees, UK 2021-04-16
Bryan Scott Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-16
Di Hadfield Rowrah, UK 2021-04-16
Muhammed Kayani Solihull, UK 2021-04-16
Christopher Collins Teignmouth, UK 2021-04-16
j c London, UK 2021-04-16
Dorothy Beckett Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-16
Craig Calvert Cockermouth, UK 2021-04-16
Anne Wear St Bees, UK 2021-04-16
Jamie G Newport, UK 2021-04-17
Monica Malobo Birmingham, UK 2021-04-17
Susan Horrill Grays, UK 2021-04-17
Eleanor Moore Barnard Castle, UK 2021-04-17
Mikaela Abela Edinburgh, UK 2021-04-17
Name Location Date
jason alazia skipton, UK 2021-04-17
Claire Jeffrey WELLINGBOROUGH, UK 2021-04-17
Linda Badham Halstead, UK 2021-04-17
Reggie Bell Hexham, UK 2021-04-17
John Walton Howden, UK 2021-04-17
Emma James Rotherham, UK 2021-04-17
Judith Fairchild Wakefield, UK 2021-04-17
David O'Toole EXMOUTH, UK 2021-04-17
Mandy Riley Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-17
Andy Hardie Narangba, Australia 2021-04-18
John Harkness Workington, UK 2021-04-18
Ady Blythe Derby’s, UK 2021-04-18
Hilda Moore Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Jeffrey Tonge Nottingham, UK 2021-04-18
Daniel McGuinness Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Paul Bennett Mansfield, UK 2021-04-18
Anne Todd Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Richard Bathgate Windermere, UK 2021-04-18
Robert Flint Wingate, UK 2021-04-18
Alistair Barham Bodham, UK 2021-04-18
Alan Goldie Wingate, UK 2021-04-18
david ledger Normanton, England, UK 2021-04-18
Name Location Date
Mark Tomlinson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Kevin Clark Rotherham, UK 2021-04-18
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IVOR HISLOP Stockton-on-Tees, UK 2021-04-18
Geoffrey Bateman Wetherby, England, UK 2021-04-18
tubby goddard Wath upon Dearne, UK 2021-04-18
Maria Amaral Tring Herts, UK 2021-04-18
kris warren Radcliffe, UK 2021-04-18
rebecca hoills Scarborough, UK 2021-04-18
James Bartle Winchester, UK 2021-04-18
Judith Marriott Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Becky Watson Bristol, UK 2021-04-18
Paul Price Chester, UK 2021-04-18
Martin Wilks Barnsley, UK 2021-04-18
William Mcguckin Rugeley, UK 2021-04-18
Richard Power Keelby, UK 2021-04-18
Nolan Elliott Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Kevin Regan Salisbury, UK 2021-04-18
Curtis Robinson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Nina Wilson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
m a holt manchester, UK 2021-04-18
Paul Marshall Sheffield, UK 2021-04-18
Edward Brough Workington, UK 2021-04-18
Name Location Date
HOWARD HIND Rotherham, UK 2021-04-18
Clive Belfield Sheffield, UK 2021-04-18
Stephen Robert Boyd HESSLE, UK 2021-04-18
Derek Bradley Chilton, UK 2021-04-18
David Ramsay NEWTON AYCLIFFE, UK 2021-04-18
Anthony Marrin Seaham, UK 2021-04-18
Andrew Woodward Swadlincote, England, UK 2021-04-18
alan leighton Shildon, UK 2021-04-18
Eric Richardson Sheffield, England, UK 2021-04-18
Harry Johnson Aslackby, UK 2021-04-18
Steve Jones Tonypandy, UK 2021-04-18
Anne Craig Kensington, UK 2021-04-18
Alan Ellis UK 2021-04-18
Lisa MacPherson Erskine, UK 2021-04-18
Stephen Blacklock Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-18
Mick Ohare Newcastle Upon Tyne, UK 2021-04-18
Mark Haywood Sheffield, UK 2021-04-18
john lockwood Scarborough, UK 2021-04-18
Kieron Davies Cumbria, UK 2021-04-18
Michael Ashley Alfreton, UK 2021-04-18
Donald Parsons Chesterfield, UK 2021-04-18
Ian Hurst Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Name Location Date
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Paula Ainsworth Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Philip Stephen Barnes Newcastle Upon Tyne, UK 2021-04-18
Jon Dyer Burry Port, Wales; Cymru, UK 2021-04-18
Stephen Bowes Workington, England, UK 2021-04-18
John Story Ulverston, UK 2021-04-18
Chris Hall Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-18
Tony Haslam Carlisle, UK 2021-04-18
Nelly Andriukaityte London, England, UK 2021-04-19
Jenna Kane Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-19
Ian Gray Barnsley, UK 2021-04-19
Lance Scurr Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-19
Claude Stewart Darlington, UK 2021-04-19
Tom Eltis Ashington, UK 2021-04-19
Nathan Quinn Cleator Moor, UK 2021-04-19
Chris Goldsworthy Flintshire, UK 2021-04-19
Ann Casson Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-19
James Nesbitt Newcastle Upon Tyne, UK 2021-04-19
alan hulme Manchester, UK 2021-04-19
Mr Graeme Palmer Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-19
Derek Argent Benfleet, UK 2021-04-19
Morgan Blair Glasgow, UK 2021-04-19
Lauren Roberts Aberdare, UK 2021-04-19
Name Location Date
Matthew Vecchio Camberwell, UK 2021-04-19
Liam Glazzard Stourbridge, UK 2021-04-19
Robert Stone Eastbourne, UK 2021-04-19
Philip Cousins Belfast, UK 2021-04-19
Susan Furnival Southampton, UK 2021-04-19
Lee Bristoe Whitehaven, England, UK 2021-04-20
Michele Middleton Carlisle, UK 2021-04-20
Andrew Weston Cleator, England, UK 2021-04-20
William Gunning Preston, UK 2021-04-20
Steven Woolgar Cambridge, UK 2021-04-20
Clare Corcoran Cambridge, UK 2021-04-20
Kelly Smith Birmingham, UK 2021-04-20
Judith Weston Cleator, England, UK 2021-04-20
Ian Hancock Wallsend, Australia 2021-04-20
Joe Walker Workington, UK 2021-04-20
John Green Durham, UK 2021-04-20
Andrew Martin York, UK 2021-04-20
Ben Smith Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-21
Christine Garner Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-21
John Lister Seascale, UK 2021-04-21
Paul Kenmare Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-22
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Philip Jones Liverpool, England, UK 2021-04-22
Name Location Date
Andrew Nichols London, UK 2021-04-22
Simon Spencer Beckermet, UK 2021-04-23
Karen Wilshere Buckingham, UK 2021-04-23
Mary Wells-Walker Aspatria, UK 2021-04-23
James McDonald Whitstable, UK 2021-04-24
Paul Murphy London, UK 2021-04-24
Stephen Wilshere Whitehaven, UK 2021-04-25
Peter Battensby Newcastle Upon Tyne, UK 2021-04-25
Toni Savage Margrove Park, UK 2021-04-26
Phil Savage Margrove Park, UK 2021-04-27
Tim Abram Cockermouth, England, UK 2021-04-28
Jackie Grundill Workington, UK 2021-04-29
Robert Clayton Nottingham, England, UK 2021-04-30
Neil Harrison Workington, England, UK 2021-04-30
Ian Oglanby Workington, UK 2021-04-30
Mary Adams Newport, UK 2021-05-02
Angela Jimenez Isleworth, UK 2021-05-02
David Schofield Manchester, UK 2021-05-03
Helena Morgan Buckley, UK 2021-05-03
Yas Smith Sutton In Ashfield, UK 2021-05-03
WILLIAM EDGAR Whitehaven, UK 2021-05-04
David Callow Whitehaven, UK 2021-05-04
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Ms Rachel Brophy 
Planning Officer  
Cumbria County Council 
Economy, Culture and Environment 
County Offices 
KENDAL 
Cumbria 
LA9 4RQ 
 
 
Via email only:  rachel.brophy@cumbria.gov.uk 
 
   
3rd July 2017 
 
 
Dear Ms Brophy,   
 
Re Application Ref: 4/17/9007 – Development of Existing surface mine entrance for a new 
underground metallurgical coal mine and associated surface development […] Pow Beck Valley and 
area from Marchon Site to St Bees Coast, Cumbria 
 

Friends of the Earth (FoE) England, Wales and Northern Ireland objects in principle to the above 
application for deep surface coal mining at the former Marchon Site, Pow Beck Valley, Cumbria. Our key 
concerns include: 
 
- The need to consider the impact of the proposal on climate change;  
- Conflict with the approach to considering coal developments in the NPPF; and  
- Incompatibility with recent government announcements/ consultations on coal phase-out 
- Regulation 22 consultation required regarding ‘Climatic Factors’ as per EIA regulations and scoping 

requirements 
 

Matter 1 – The need to consider the impact of the proposal on climate change 
 

1. Despite being an application for coking/ metallurgical coal, the projected timeframe and quantity of 
extraction is at odds with the expectations of overarching climate change legislation – namely the Climate 
Change Act (2008) – which introduced legally binding targets to reduce the UK’s greenhouse gas 
emissions by at least 80% by 2050 from 1990 levels, and the Paris Agreement. 
 

2. Paragraph 93 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) reflects this legislative approach, stating 
that:  
 

“Planning plays a key role in helping to shape places to secure radical reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions, minimising vulnerability and providing resilience to the impacts of climate change and 
supporting the delivery of renewable and low carbon energy and associated infrastructure. This is 
central to the economic, social and environmental dimensions of sustainable development” 
 

3. Coal is described by the Committee on Climate Change as one of the fuels with the highest carbon 
intensity1 and so its extraction and combustion must be minimised on a national and global scale in order to 

                                                
1 Onshore Petroleum - The compatibility of UK onshore petroleum with meeting the UK’s carbon budgets (Committee on Climate Change – 
March 2016)  
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comply with current and future climate budgets2. The application will not only drastically increase UK 
extraction (up to 2.1 million tonnes per annum at its expected peak), but is inextricably linked to the 
emissions impact of the burning of coal. Despite the intension to extract ore from the coal for steel making, 
rather than burning for energy generation, the development would conflict with the above legislative and 
national planning policy objectives to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  
 

4. It is clear that this is a very large mine, with a very long life span indeed. The application talks of a 
production life-span of 20-50 years, and a peak of 2.8 million tonnes a year. Assuming a 40 year life 
(following construction), and an average of 2 million tonnes a year, that is total production of 80 million 
tonnes, which will emit around 175 million tonnes of carbon dioxide. The level of emissions and proposed 
life-time of the mine is of major concern. 
  

5. As stated above, the UK already has legally binding climate change targets under the Climate Change Act 
2008 to reduce emissions by at least 80% on 1990 levels by 2050 – with 2050 within the lifetime of this 
mine. We note that the wording is “at least” – it is the intention of the Paris Agreement that all nations 
ratchet up their ambition over time, and the UK Government has said it will “continue to take a lead in 
global action on climate change” i. Post- Paris, the CCC has said that an equal distribution of the remaining 
Global Carbon Budget implies the UK “reaching net zero CO2 emissions by 2033-55 for 2°C and 2026-28 
for 1.5°C” ii. In this context, the UK can be expected to be not emitting carbon dioxide well within the lifetime 
of this mine, and in which case the proposal to dig for coal so far into the future is not compatible with the 
UK’s climate change aims. 

 
6. We would argue that the lifetime of the mine is therefore far too long and at the very least should be 

substantially reduced in order to ensure UK carbon budgets are met. We feel operational timescales being 
put forward are excessive and will prolong the climatic impacts linked to the mining, export and use of the 
coal.  There has also been little to no consideration of methane release within the documentation, which, 
as well as CO2, is very large contributor to climate change and which (as a result of the mine’s expected 
output and lifespan) requires further consideration.  
 
 
Matter 2 – Conflict with the approach to considering coal developments in the NPPF 
 

7. The application is also in conflict with paragraph 149 of the NPPF. This states that: 
 

“Permission should not be given for the extraction of coal unless the proposal is environmentally 
acceptable, or can be made so by planning conditions or obligations; or if not, it provides national, 
local or community benefits which clearly outweigh the likely impacts to justify the granting of planning 
permission.”  

 
8. In terms of economic benefits, the proposal aims to provide around 500 jobs linked to the operation of the 

mine itself. We note however the high number of jobs in the tourism industry in Cumbria (i.e. 63,316 roles3) 
or 35000 FTE tourism jobs (as put forward by the applicants) that could be impacted on as a result of the 
negative perception of the proposal and the landscape and visual impacts. 
  

9. The applicants also suggest mitigation benefits, such as planting of a substantial number of trees, creation 
of footpaths, as well as restoration (although this will not be undertaken for up to 50 years based on current 
timescales). 

 
10. There are however a number of negative impacts identified within the documentation as a result of the 

proposal, including those which represent significant effect in EIA terms: 
 

Landscape and Visual Impact 
 
i) The LVIA suggests the main Marchon site will introduce the most potential for significant adverse 

                                                
2 The current 2nd Climate Change budget runs until the end of 2017 and requires a 29% reduction below 1990 levels. This will increase to 25% in 
the 3rd budget (2018-2022). According to the CCC, we are not however on track to meet the 4th budget (i.e. 2023 to 2027) and so more action is 
needed to reduce carbon emissions going forward.  
https://www.theccc.org.uk/tackling-climate-change/reducing-carbon-emissions/carbon-budgets-and-targets/ 
3 https://www.cumbriatourism.org/ 
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landscape effects. This is in part due to its scale and extent, as well as proximity to sensitive uses such 
as residential developments (some sites where outline permission has been agreed) and dependant on 
geographical location. The LVIA states in terms of Urban Fringe LCT (5d) “the overall magnitude of 
change within the vicinity of the site would be substantial/moderate…This would be considered 
significant within close proximity to the site”. Areas within vicinity of the site include High Road, a 
proposed housing development and agricultural properties located east of High Road, and such 
significant effects would be long term; at least 12 years before possible reduction by proposed 
landscaping (although this is only likely during spring and winter months).  
 

ii) In terms of visual effects, the scale of change as a result of the main development at the Marchon site 
is considered to be ‘large’, with the LVIA suggesting major/moderate significant adverse effects from 
a range of viewpoints around the site, including from a number of properties (including those not yet 
built re Story Homes development). For Houses to the north of Sandwith (Group 5), such significant 
adverse visual effects remain for the duration of the scheme (50 years). Such impact is unacceptable 
for such a duration of time in an area so close to sensitive landscape features such as St Bees Head 
Heritage Coast (west) and the Lake District National Park (east). Indeed, residents located along High 
Road (Group 1) will also experience major/moderate significant adverse effects, resulting due to a loss 
of current long range views towards St Bees due to the sheer scale of the proposed complex. Even with 
landscape planting and bunding, such adverse impact is considered to reduce only after 10 years when 
planting schemes have matured (see paragraph 10.10.24 of LVIA). Once again, the report’s authors 
however fail to mention that landscape screening could be less effective when plants and trees are not 
in bloom (depending on types planted). Similar levels of major/moderate significance of effect would 
also result for ‘Houses along Wilson Pit Road’ (group 4) and only 15 years after the development has 
been in existence might such effects reduce beyond significant effect (again as a result of landscaping).  
 

iii) Major /moderate significant adverse effect is also expected as a result of the improvements to the rail 
sidings and siting of the welfare office and Rail Loading Facility (RLF) within the more sensitive Pow 
Beck Valley. The report states such visual impact would continue for the duration of the scheme (i.e. 50 
years) from views such as ‘Lake View’, as no screening is available. While impact to views from public 
roads would not be significant, such impacts are expected on views from parts of the Coast to Coast 
path (a well-used recreational route). These include between Bell House and Stanley Pond when 
passing the site, with a prominent adverse view of the RLF due to its scale and lack of screening. Other 
views where significant effect would be experienced include local footpaths (para 10.11.29) within and 
away from the RLF.   

 
iv) Consideration of cumulative visual effects, include significant effect for houses associated within the 

unconsented NPL Housing scheme, as well as users of the Hutbank Landfill footpath. There would also 
be significant effects if the Nugen Mirehouse Housing development was consented, although the 
applicant claims such cumulative effect would result from that development rather than from the RLF 
(which would already be located). Again, the North West Coast Connections Project (i.e. new larger 
pylons and a new electricity line) would result in significant cumulative effects with the scheme.  

 
v) The proposals thus have the potential to introduce strong potential for significant landscape, visual and 

cumulative effects around both the main Marchon site and the RLF situated in the Pow Beck Valley. 
Such significant effect will impact a large number of high sensitivity receptors, including existing houses 
and those not yet built (but considered part of the baseline due to having planning consent), as well as 
footpaths (such as the Coast to Coast walk).  There is also a high potential for significant cumulative 
landscape and visual effects, as a result of forthcoming development. Such potential for long term 
significant landscape and visual effect is simply unacceptable (especially in light of limited other 
benefits) and while it may dissipate over distance, the legacy is that many users living at or 
experiencing views from these receptors will experience significant levels of impact for the lifetime of 
the development (currently 50 years). The LVIA’s conclusions seems to underplay such impact, with 
the EIA technical summary almost misleading readers with its summary of the LVIA’s actual findings: 
“Whilst the development will bring change to the local area, it is not expected to be negative” (page 7 – 
Non-Technical Summary).  

 
vi) The reality is that the development will introduce significant effect to the landscape and visual 

experience of the area in two different locations, representing large scale change and with limited other 
benefits – 500 jobs notwithstanding – compared to other types of scheme (e.g. renewable energy) 
which actually help the UK is reduce its carbon footprint. Such impacts should carry significant weight in 
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the planning balance.  Appendix A also lists other issues with the submitted LVIA.  
 
The potential for subsidence 
 

11. While the remaining chapters of the ES suggest few other instances of significant effect to air, noise, 
ecology, historic environment, highways, some doubts remain in terms of possible marine subsidence 
which, while out of the remit of consideration of Town and Country Planning Act 1990, should nonetheless 
be a material consideration in coming to a decision for this EIA level application. There are big questions 
regarding the potential for sea bed subsidence adjacent to the St Bees Head Marine Coastal Zone, SSSI 
and Heritage Coast, despite an underwater (‘no mine’) buffer proposed by the applicants and use of 
vaguely described “appropriate excavation techniques” 4. While the applicants suggest a possible range of 
between 5-40cm of vertical displacement on the sea bed, Chapter 17 Marine Ecology of the ES also states: 

 
“The direct impacts on the marine and intertidal environment are therefore likely to be limited to 
subsidence of the seabed following mining works. The impact of this subsidence cannot yet be fully 
assessed…” 5 

 
12. Despite estimates, it’s clear the applicants cannot accurately predict actual levels of subsidence, with the 

only potential “remedy” comprising ongoing monitoring of subsidence (with information from the ES used 
as a baseline). We would question whether or not this is suitable enough mitigation or robust enough 
analysis of the possible impacts, especially if impacts from subsidence end up being greater than that 
proposed. In light of the importance of St Bees Head re its flora, fauna and geological make up as well as 
species associated with the MCZ (hence its subsequent varied designation), we would suggest the 
authority work closely with Natural England (and other statutory bodies) regarding possible impacts to 
protected species in this highly designated area as a result of impacts from under-sea mine working.  
 
Seismicity 
 

13. We would also query whether or not there has been robust enough analysis of the potential for seismicity 
(and subsidence) relating to well-known nuclear facilities in the wider area, including Sellafield and 
proposed new facility at Moorside? What potential is there for seismicity to effect these and other facilities 
(including low level waste repository at Drigg) and the possible high level radioactive waste facility which 
has been proposed in West Cumbria for some time. Further consideration on the potential effects on these 
sensitive uses is needed before the risks can be ruled out, and consultation with the owners of these 
facilities would be advisable (if not yet done already).  
 
Discharge of mine water 
 

14. There is also a question mark over potential for discharge of mine water from the existing anhydrite mine at 
the Marchon site. This will require a pipeline from the site through the SSSI for temporary discharge into 
the sea within the MCZ designation. Chapter 17 states this will be subject to additional applications and 
permitting, however we would argue consideration of this should be incorporated into this EIA assessment 
for the scheme, as it links to the potential of utilising the Marchon site. While some of the site has been de-
designated as contaminated land6, it’s suggested other parts of the site not under the client’s ownership 
may still be. We acknowledge however that the Rhodia UK part of the Marchon ownership was since de-
designated. The Geo-Environmental Desk Study supplied with this application (Westlakes Engineering) 
however states there is no record as to “what steps, if any, have been taken to treat the mine entries.” (pg 
3 – Appendix 13.3). This suggests some doubt as to how the former mine was closed off.  
 

15. Chapter 12 Hydrology and Hydrogeology of the ES also provides some information as to the condition of 
mine water, albeit there does not seem to have been analysis at mine water at all available depths in the 
anhydrite shaft:   

 
“Further analyses of water quality from deeper within the mine workings is planned for the near future 
to confirm that the collected water quality within the shaft is representative of the water within the 
historic workings as a whole.”  

                                                
4 See para: 17.31.2 – Chapter 17 (ES) 
5 See footnote 5 above 
6 See Appendix 13.5 – letter from Copeland Council.  
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16. We would suggest a request for further evidence is made by council under Regulation 22 for the benefit of 

the EA – as a statutory consultee linked to this application – and linked to its own responsibilities regarding 
preserving water quality. PPG states that: 
 

“Applicants should provide sufficient information for the local planning authority to be able to identify 
the likely impacts on water quality.”7  

 
17. In this instance it would appear that the applicant needs to undertake more surveys in terms of establishing 

the quality of all mine water expected to be pumped out to sea. This would clarify the quality of all mine 
water (compared to EA groundwater data), and enable determination beyond scientific doubt as to its 
suitability and whether it should be pumped into the MCZ at St Bees Head.   

 
18. In light of the above significant landscape and visual aspects of the scheme, as well as doubts as to 

subsidence or a lack of information regards the quality of coal water to be pumped from the mine into the 
MCZ, it is certainly unclear whether or not the application’s ‘benefits’ (mainly employment) “clearly 
outweigh” the environmental impacts that could result. The planning balance should lean towards refusal, 
with the application unlikely to meet the expectations of paragraph 149 of the NPPF as to whether effects 
can be mitigated, despite the “great weight” attached to the benefits of mineral extraction (which are mainly 
economic in this case).  
 
Matter 3 – Incompatibility with recent government announcements and consultations on coal 
phase-out 
 

19. Despite the applicant’s stated intentions for the use of coke coal, the proposal is nonetheless incompatible 
with recent government announcements and consultations linked to coal phase-out. Its use within ore 
extraction and steel making will inevitably lead to its being burnt and CO2 release. Amber Rudd stated in 
her speech on UK Energy Policy (Nov 2015) that; “Unabated coal is simply not sustainable in the longer 
term” and that government would begin consultation in 2016 to set out proposals to “…close coal by 2025 - 
and restrict its use from 2023”, with the overall aim of “being one of the first developed countries take coal 
off the system”.8 We would suggest this is a clear sign that coal is on the way out and applications for its 
extraction are incompatible with government’s strategic approach which aims to reduce its well 
documented contribution to climate change.  

 
Matter 4 – Regulation 22 consultation required regarding Climatic Factors as per EIA regulations 
and scoping requirements 
 

20. There is a clear lack of consideration regards climate change within the EIA documentation, despite the 
intension for coal to be used in steel-making rather than for energy creation in power stations. The 
extraction of such large quantities of coke coal for the use in domestic and European steel markets over 
such a long period is highly likely lead to inevitable climate change impacts – many of which have not been 
assessed in this application. This is despite Schedule 4 of the 2011 EIA regulations which require 
consideration of significant impacts on…” climatic factors”9. Any such analysis should also consider the 
developments extraction impact on methane release, which is likely to be relevant to this application.  
 

21. The emissions impacts of transporting coal by train (albeit admittedly better than HGV) and boat haulage to 
mainland Europe is also not considered fully; with only very limited comparison of the proposed application 
option with the ‘do nothing’ scenario that suggests offsetting of transport emissions linked to importing such 
coal from the US10.   

 
22. We would urge the planning authority to invoke regulation 22 of the 2011 EIA Regs in respect of requesting 

further information regards the potential for significant effect on climatic factors as a result of the burning of 
coal at the mine. 
 

    Conclusion  

                                                
7 016 Reference ID: 34-016-20140306 - https://www.gov.uk/guidance/water-supply-wastewater-and-water-quality 
8 Amber Rudd’s speech https://www.gov.uk/government/speeches/amber-rudds-speech-on-a-new-direction-for-uk-energy-policy 
9 See 2011 EIA regulations - http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2011/1824/pdfs/uksi_20111824_en.pdf 
10 See Chapter 3 of ES - Alternatives 
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23. The application is incompatible with the aims of reducing carbon dioxide emissions as per UK carbon 

budgets linked to the 2008 Climate Change Act (and as embraced within national planning policy).  
 

24. While the extracted coke coal is to be used in the manufacturing (not in the generation of electricity)  
in order to meet both current and future carbon budgets its use should be limited going forward (as 
ultimately the coal is still burned for ore extraction). This proposal aims to extract immense quantities of 
coal over the next 50 years (up to 2.1million tonnes per annum), and as such is not aligned with UK climate 
change legislation. If permission is not refused, then its proposed lifespan of the scheme should be 
drastically reduced.  
 

25. Linked to the above, the ES has also not considered how the burning of extracted coal or release of 
methane would affect ‘climate factors’ (as intimated by Schedule 4 of the 2011 EIA Directive). The council 
should request additional information as they present clear environmental impacts as a result of the 
proposal.  

 
26. The environmental statement has demonstrated the likely introduction of significant landscape and visual 

(and cumulative) impacts at a number of receptors as a result of the proposals. These are major impacts 
that should weigh heavily against the scheme due to the scale of impact. There are also doubts raised as 
to the potential for subsidence in the sea bed at the St Bees Head MCZ, as well as questions over the 
quality of the mine water scheduled to be pumped out into the Irish Sea. These combined factors – without 
further investigation and information from the applicants – could be reasonably considered to have 
potential for impact on the objectives of the MCZ. Finally, there appears to be a lack of consideration 
regarding seismicity impacts for existing nuclear and waste facilities in the wider area.  

 
27. As such, a range of additional information should be sought from the applicants to enable robust 

consideration of the scheme’s potential for significant effect in terms of water quality, subsidence and 
seismicity (and climatic factors). This should be undertaken under Regulation 22 of the EIA Regulations 
(2011)11.  

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Magnus Gallie 
Planner  

 
Email: magnus.gallie@foe.co.uk 

 
 

Helen Rimmer/ Polly Steiner 
Regional Campaigner (North West) 

 
Email: helen.rimmmer@foe.co.uk 
 
 
CC 
 
Stewart.Young@cumbria.gov.uk 
 

                                                
11 As the scoping opinion request was made before May 2017, the application is considered under the 2011 regulations, rather 
than newly adopted 2017 EIA regulations.   

157  

mailto:magnus.gallie@foe.co.uk
mailto:helen.rimmmer@foe.co.uk
mailto:Stewart.Young@cumbria.gov.uk


 

       Appendix A: Other issues/queries with the LVIA submission include:  
 
- The scoping exercise included concern from the National Trust that the 10km study area for landscape 

and visual impact would not be adequate to take into account all possible instances of significant effect. 
This concern was echoed by Friends of the Lake District, who suggested such a distance was not 
justified, with the Lake District National Park being only within 6.5km of the site. Considering GLVIA (3rd 
Edition) considers such discussion should “include landscape professionals at the competent authority, 
as well as statutory consultees, interest groups and local people”, its surprising further justification has 
not been supplied as to why 10km was chosen. Chapter 10 of the ES simply states the LVIA study area 
has been defined as 10km…“as agreed as agreed with Cumbria County Council (CCC) and their 
consultants White Young Green (WYG)”. We would question the point of the scoping exercise if 
concerns from a statutory consultee and local group have not been rectified. 

 
- The LVIA fails to consider those landscape policies within the new Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local 

Plan which has undergone Examination-in-Public and where the Inspector has suggested Main 
Modifications. These should be given consideration within the LVIA, in order to better substantiate the 
policy context and possible instances of significant effect.  

 
- The LVIA suggests the Marchon site to be more than 7km west of the Lake District National Park. Our 

own calculations put it closer to 6.6km (from Hazel Holme to the eastern edge of the Marchon site). Is 
this correct? 

 
 

i  https://www.conservatives.com/manifesto , page 42. May 2017. 
ii  https://www.theccc.org.uk/publication/uk-action-following-paris/ Box 2.3. An equal distribution is still very generous to 

the UK as it ignores historical responsibility. 
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Ms Rachel Brophy 
Planning Officer  
Cumbria County Council 
Economy, Culture and Environment 
County Offices 
KENDAL 
Cumbria 
LA9 4RQ 
 
 
Via email only:   
CC - 
   
15th January 2019 
 
 
Dear Ms Brophy,   
 
Maintained Objection 
Application Ref: 4/17/9007– Development of existing surface mine entrance for a new underground 
metallurgical coal mine and associated surface development […] Pow Beck Valley and area from 
Marchon Site to St Bees Coast, Cumbria 
 

1. Friends of the Earth (FoE) England, Wales and Northern Ireland maintains its original objection to the 
above development. Despite submission of additional information by the applicants which have 
appeased some of our concerns, the following matters remain:  
 
 

Matter 1 – Compatibility with the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Plan and NPPF (2018) 
 

2. We note since the original 2017 submission, the weighting afforded coal extraction (of any sort) has 
been further diminished by the revised National Planning Policy Framework (2018). Para 205 states: 
 

“When determining planning applications, great weight should be given to the benefits of mineral 
extraction, including to the economy65 
 
Footnote 65: Except in relation to the extraction of coal, where the policy at paragraph 211 of this Framework 
applies.” 

 
3. NPPF Para 211 then goes on to state that planning permission “should not be granted for the 

extraction of coal” unless the development is “either environmentally acceptable or provides national, 
local or community benefits that clearly outweighs its impacts (taking all relevant matters into 
account, including residual environmental impacts)”.  

 
4. Without any “great weight” to the benefits of the coal’s extraction (including economic benefits) now 

taken into account, the applicants seem keen to portray the economic benefits of the proposal – 
including job creation. While we are not adverse to new employment creation and multiplier effects for 
businesses in Cumbria, do such purported economic benefits outweigh potentially significant adverse 
effects of the proposal, including landscape and visual impacts.   

 
5. CMWLP policy DC18 seeks to ensure that development is compatible with the distinctive 

characteristics of Cumbria’s Landscapes and avoid significant adverse effects on natural landscapes. 
Our previous representations detailed how the scale of key above ground buildings and infrastructures 
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associated with the mine would warrant major landscape and visual impact concerns, despite the 
mitigation proposed by the applicants.  

 
6. As a result, the proposals’ scale results in significant adverse visual and landscape impacts, with the 

development remaining at odds with the objectives of local and national policy framework; the latter 
which has diminished the weight attached to the benefits of coal extraction. In the unlikelihood that any 
amount of visual mitigation is possible to reduce the significant adverse visual and landscape impacts, 
a reduction in scale of the principal infrastructures is needed, especially as the economic benefits alone 
would not outweigh such impact.  

 
7. We appreciate the council has a duty to plan for sustainable development but would also encourage a 

balance is struck between the environmental and social arms, as well as the economic, in the context of 
this development. With Government support for coal extraction waning1, and with devolved national 
planning policy for Wales taking a much stricter stance2, we urge the council to refuse the scheme in its 
current form.  

 
Matter 2 – Incompatibility with recent government announcements and consultations on coal 
phase-out 

 
8. The revised planning statement (December 2018) states that 12% of the coal extracted inevitably be of 

industrial quality, useful for its “heat generating properties for example in cement kilns”3 . We feel that at 
the scale of extraction (2.8 million tonnes per annum) the potential of 335,000 tonnes of non-
metallurgical coal being burnt (for whatever purpose) would put an additional burden on existing carbon 
budgets and remains incompatible in the face of UK government objectives on coal phase-out (as per 
our previous response).  

 
    Conclusion  
 

9. Despite a revised submission, the documentation still fails to mitigate against the acknowledged 
significant adverse landscape and visual (cumulative) impacts of the proposal; especially for residents 
of housing development further north and footpath users in proximity to the two principal above-ground 
developments. Such long lasting visual impact, together with significant effects to grassland (re Rail 
Loading Facility - see para 4.7.18 of planning statement), together with reduced weight attached to 
economic benefits suggest the proposals are contrary the Cumbria Minerals and Waste Plan (2017) 
and NPPF (2018) and should be refused.    

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Magnus Gallie 
Planner  
Email: 

 
Helen Rimmer 
Regional Campaigner (North West) 
Email: 

                                                
1 Note para 205 of NPPF 2018 discussed above and in  
2 Planning Policy Wales 10 stating coal extraction should be “wholly exceptional” (in the context of – inter-alia – climate change 
emissions reductions targets and national energy security), 
3 Para 4.2.26 – Revised Planning Statement (WCM) 
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Ms Rachel Brophy 
Planning Officer  
Cumbria County Council 
Economy, Culture and Environment 
County Offices 
KENDAL 
Cumbria 
LA9 4RQ 

Via email only:  rachel.brophy@cumbria.gov.uk 
CC - Stewart.Young@cumbria.gov.uk 

9th October 2017 

Dear Ms Brophy,  

RESPONSE TO REGUATION 22 CONSULTATION  
Application Ref: 4/17/9007– Development of Existing surface mine entrance for a new underground 
metallurgical coal mine and associated surface development […] Pow Beck Valley and area from 
Marchon Site to St Bees Coast, Cumbria 

Friends of the Earth (FoE) England, Wales and Northern Ireland maintains its objection for deep surface 
coal mining at the former Marchon Site, Pow Beck Valley, Cumbria.  

Following submission of additional documentation by the applicants following a regulation 22 consultation, 
our key concerns have still not been addressed, namely: 

- Failure to consider the impact of the proposal on climate change
- Conflict with the approach to considering coal developments in the NPPF and newly adopted Cumbria

Minerals and Waste Plan (Policy DC13); and
- Incompatibility with government announcements and consultations on coal phase-out

Matter 1 – The impact of the proposal on climate change 

1. As per our original objection, the projected timeframes and quantities of coal envisaged for extraction is at
odds with the requirements of UK climate change legislation – namely the Climate Change Act (2008). The
Act introduced legally binding targets for the UK to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions by at least 80%
by 2050 from 1990 levels. Despite the principal intention to extract ore from the coal for steel making -
rather than burning for energy generation - the development still conflicts with the aim of the Act (and
national planning policy objectives) to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.

2. The applicants have submitted an additional planning statement, where they argue that the mine’s
operation would lead to reduced imports of metallurgical coal, thereby leading to carbon savings from less
container shipping journeys arriving from the US. Similarly – they argue – as the mine could also satisfy
some European coke coal demands, there would be additional reductions of container ships from the US to
EU markets (again leading to carbon savings).

3. We would argue such rationale over-simplifies the potential for carbon savings, by excluding geo-political
and economic factors that might otherwise disrupt potential carbon savings – namely factors that could
influence the price of the coal. Despite being a much closer supplier for European markets, surely
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uncertainty over the UK’s Brexit strategy (i.e. whether we stay in the European Single Market1) has the 
potential to impact on the procurement decisions of domestic and European coke coal buyers? While the 
Marchon coal might be the nearest available, whether it will be the cheapest compared to US or other 
foreign imports following a “Hard Brexit” (and possible imposition of EU import tariffs) could impact on 
demand for Marchon coal and therefore not lead to the level of carbon savings purported from a reduction 
in US container ship journeys.  

 
4. It’s also possible that while the amount of US coal coming into the UK might reduce, the ability of US 

producers to satisfy their export quotas elsewhere in Europe has not been considered. Therefore the 
frequency of container ship movements from the US to other parts of Europe could remain constant – 
regardless of the Marchon site becoming operational; thereby lowering purported emissions savings.  
Overall, the reliance put on EU/Single Market stability by the WCA appears too simplistic and any EU tariff 
imposition could dramatically alter levels of carbon offsetting WCA have argued in their statement.  

 
5. We therefore fail to see how the assumed reduction in demand for US metallurgical coal would directly 

result in less US container ships, and therefore a reduction in carbon emissions. It’s equally hard to link 
such carbon reduction within the expectations of UK carbon budgets. In addition, despite plans to ensure 
BREAAM principles are incorporated into the design of the main site office (as well as low lux lighting and 
use of electric vehicles instead of diesel (“where possible”)), such measures are unlikely to mitigate 
greenhouse gas emissions of the coal’s extraction (e.g. methane release) and the coal’s use in the 
industrial process.  

 
6. Our view is that the applicants have failed to demonstrate the scheme’s ability to comply with UK carbon 

budgets and to satisfy Schedule 4 of the 2011 EIA regulations (re consideration of significant impacts 
on…” climatic factors”2). More robust arguments are needed to justify how the scheme is able to minimise 
its carbon footprint (re Cumbria Policy DC2 – General Criteria), and further information required on how 
expected GHG release linked to the coal’s extraction will be mitigated (re DC 133). Without such 
information, it’s very difficult to see how the scheme will satisfy the requirements of local policy and the 
EIA Regulations.   

 
Matter 2 – Conflict with the approach to considering coal developments in the NPPF 
 

7. Para 149 of the NPPF states: 
 

“Permission should not be given for the extraction of coal unless the proposal is environmentally 
acceptable, or can be made so by planning conditions or obligations; or if not, it provides national, 
local or community benefits which clearly outweigh the likely impacts to justify the granting of 
planning permission.”  

 
8. As far as we can see, despite submission of additional documentation, a disproportionate number of 

negative impacts remain compared to the scheme’s potential benefits. In our view, the proposals are likely 
to introduce unacceptable impacts linked to: 

 
Landscape and Visual Impact 
 

9. Despite additional photomontages and increases in the height of the southwest landscape bund proposed 
within the addendum, the proposals are still likely to introduce significant effect in landscape and visual 
impacts, from vantage points both near to and further afield from the two principal development locations. 
Even with long-term effects of planting, the development is of such a large scale that it cannot escape 
having such impacts. Such effects should carry significant weight in the planning balance.  
 
Seismicity 
 

10. While the newly submitted addendum includes a revised chapter on seismicity, it’s still uncertain whether 

                                                
1 https://www.ft.com/content/52fb4998-573f-11e7-9fed-c19e2700005f 
2 See 2011 EIA regulations - http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2011/1824/pdfs/uksi_20111824_en.pdf 
3 Para 15.16 “Mineral planning authorities are also required to encourage the capture and use of methane from coal in active coal mines 

(known as CMM), in order to minimise greenhouse gas emissions and contribute to energy supply, and this is also included as a criterion within 

policy DC13”. 
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the applicants have an accurate handle on the extent of seismicity any mining might cause. While it’s 
suggested the proposed mining methodology will lower such risk, would not a more objective opinion be 
more beneficial to evaluating the potential for overall risk (N.B. this section of the addendum submission 
has been drafted in-house by WCM). Are these conclusions sufficient to over-ride what valid concerns that 
have been raised? 
 
Subsidence  
 

11. In light of the importance of St Bees Head linked to its flora, fauna and geological make-up, as well as 
species associated with the Marine Coastal Zone, the applicants claim that the risk of subsidence would be 
reduced by the backfilling of any mined tunnels. We would ask that if this is a suitable form of mitigation, 
that it be conditioned, rather than “considered” (as WCM are currently suggesting4).   
 

12. Also, have the wider environmental impacts of works associated with mining phase – e.g. boring and 
blasting – been considered in terms of disturbance to nesting birds associated with the SSSI? The 
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 are relevant here, as is Planning Practice 
Guidance, which states: 

 
It may also be necessary to undertake an appropriate assessment under the Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 2010 if the proposed development is likely to have a significant effect on a 
European site.5  
 

Groundwater Quality and Discharge of Mine Water 
 

13. We note the Environment Agency’s extensive comments with regard to groundwater quality and issues 
surrounding discharge into St Bees SSSI and Cumbria Coast MCZ. Notably, the following:  
 

o The EA object to the application because WCM has “not supplied adequate information to 
demonstrate that the risks of impact and pollution from the dewatering can be managed.”  

o They have advised that the scheme does not have a permit for temporary discharge works as 

currently claimed, but rather a “Position Statement”. Relevant permits are still required to 
facilitate such works, and the abstraction may also require a permit in the future. Such 
claims should be redacted by the applicant in their submission; 

o They note potentially significant impacts in terms of dewatering;  
o No evidence supplied in terms of claimed “negligible” changes to groundwater levels; 
o Limited evidence supplied to conclude negligible degree of change to groundwater levels for the 

identified receptors (re table 12.26)   
o Objection as the application has not supplied “adequate information to demonstrate that the 

risks of pollution posed to surface and groundwater water quality can be safely managed.” 
o Lack of sufficient information to indicate the means of disposal of foul/surface water or a method 

statement detailing how surface water run-off will be dealt with during the construction phase; 
o Failure to supply sufficient information about a Site Waste Management Plan to detail all waste 

generated during the construction phase; 
o Requirements for an “application for consent to discharge effluent from this site under the 

provisions of the Environmental Permitting (England & Wales) Regulations 2010 as amended, 
and such a consent may not be granted”. 

o Note that discharge into the St Bees SSSI and Cumbria MCZ “appears to be essential to the 
development and the water quality has potential to be of concern”.  If the discharge is polluting 
this could disrupt the migration of Atlantic salmon, sea lamprey and river lamprey species 
(linked to the SAC) and eels to the River Derwent catchment. They believe further detail is 
needed to ensure this is not the case.  

 
14. Linked to the last point, its clear that the applicants have not fulfilled the requirements of PPG to enable full  

consideration of such impact, re para 7: 
 

“Where it is likely a proposal would have a significant adverse impact on water quality then a more 
detailed assessment will be required… the components are likely to include: 

                                                
4 Page 91 – EIA Addendum - WCM 

5 Paragraph: 032 Reference ID: 4-032-20170728 
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how it is intended the development will comply with other relevant regulatory requirements 
relating to the water environment (such as those relating to bathing waters, shellfish 
waters, freshwater fish and drinking water) bearing in mind compliance will be secured 
through the Environment Agency’s permitting responsibilities.6 

 
15. It’s clear that in a number of instances, the applicants have failed to consider all potential effects of the 

underground mine or propose satisfactory mitigation to alleviate concern. It seems evermore unlikely that 
all such effects can be made acceptable or that the scheme will provide the national, local or community 
benefits needed to outweigh environmental impacts (as is required by NPPF and Cumbria Minerals and 
Waste Plan Policy DC13).  
 
Matter 3 – Incompatibility with recent government announcements and consultations on coal 
phase-out 
 

16. The newly submitted planning statement states that 12% of coal extracted will be sold and utilised for its 
“heat generating properties for example in cement kilns”7 . The extraction of (and end-use) of non-
metallurgical coal will undoubtedly add to the burden on existing carbon budgets and flies in the face of UK 
government objectives on coal phase-out.  
 

17. The proposal therefore continues to be incompatible with recent government announcements and 
consultations linked to coal phase-out (as provided in our previous response). The extraction of coke coal 
and its use within ore extraction and steel making will inevitably lead to GHG release. As an application for 
coal extraction, the proposal remains incompatible with the UK government’s strategic approach to 
significantly reduce coal production and reduce associated climate change impacts.  
 

    Conclusion  
 

18. Despite additional information supplied, the proposals remain incompatible with the aim of reducing climate 
change emissions, as per UK carbon budgets linked to the 2008 Climate Change Act (and as embraced 
within national planning policy). The applicant’s arguments put forward that the operation of the site will 
reduce cargo ship transport emissions are limited, and pale in light of the potential for methane (and other 
GHG) release from the coal’s extraction.  

 
19. Despite additional increases to bunding and screening, the addendum documentation fails to mitigate 

against the likely significant adverse landscape and visual (cumulative) impacts; especially for residents of 
housing developments and users of footpaths in proximity to the two principal development locations. Such 
impact is contrary to Cumbria Minerals and Waste Policy DC18.   

 
20. Significant doubts remain as to potential levels of seismicity and subsidence at St Bees Head/ Cumbria 

Coast MCZ, associated residual impacts (e.g. possible disturbance to nesting birds), as well as doubts over 
impacts to ground water quality and ability of the EA to permit for all activities. As other statutory 
consultees have also highlighted, the addendum documentation omits the level of detail required to satisfy 
concerns in these areas. In the absence of such detail, it’s highly unlikely that the range of environmental 
impacts can be made acceptable or that the scheme provides the national, local or community benefits 
needed to outweigh such concern (as is required by NPPF and Cumbria Minerals and Waste Plan Policy 
DC13). The application should be refused as a result.  

 
Yours sincerely, 

 
Magnus Gallie 
Planner  

 
Email: magnus.gallie@foe.co.uk 

 
Helen Rimmer/ Polly Steiner 
Regional Campaigner (North West) 

                                                
6 Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 34-016-20140306 
7 Para 4.2.28 – Planning Statement (WCW) 
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Email: helen.rimmmer@foe.co.uk 
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