
FAO Paul Haggin 55 Hayclose Crescent 
Planning Development and Control Kendal 
Cumbria County Council Cumbria 
County Offices LA9 7NT 
KENDAL  
Cumbria 15 June 2020 
 
 
Dear Sirs/Madams, 
 
Re West Cumbria Mining’s Planning Application ref 4/17/9007 for amended proposals for the 
land part of a new deep coal mine at Whitehaven which they name “Woodhouse Colliery” 
 
I am writing to object to the amended proposals by West Cumbria Mining (WCM), principally because the 
huge consequent carbon emissions would be incompatible with the requirements of the temperature goals 
statement in the 2015 Paris Agreement. This was signed up to by the UK government and puts both central 
and local governments under legal obligation to reduce carbon emissions accordingly (as confirmed by the 
Appeal judgement in February), not just those emissions in the UK but also those elsewhere that result 
from decisions within the UK. There are also other unacceptable negative impacts other than the main 
climate one, but they are better covered by other objectors. 
 
I have already written to object to WCM’s proposals on a number of occasions as from February 2018 and 
these letters still remain very valid. These I wrote on behalf of South Lakes Action on Climate Change 
(SLACCtt). I am now very pleased that Maggie Mason is currently lead author for SLACCtt’s letters of 
objection, and I fully endorse what she writes. My present letter is to add a personal viewpoint focusing in 
depth on a few important aspects and does not aim to be at all comprehensive. I also fully endorse the 
letters and statements produced by other members of the SLACC team against the mine such as those by 
Professors Rebecca Willis and Mike Berners-Lee and their expanding networks of relevant expertise. 
 
Climate impacts 
 
The end-use emissions at the mine’s peak production from year five of 2.78 million tonnes of metallurgical 
coal per year, would amount to around 8.52 million tonnes CO2e per year, and if we add to that AECOM’s 
figures for the site-related emissions we have a total of 8.9 Mt CO2e before adding transport costs from the 
UK. So we have a total rounded figure of 9 million tonnes per year for most of up to 50 years. 
 
9 million tonnes CO2e is a huge quantity and of national significance (where-ever it is emitted): 
 
It is equal to 2% of the UK's annual territorial (production) emissions in 2018 of 448.5 Mt CO2e, and this 
figure will increase as a percentage as UK’s emissions are reduced over the coming years (if our 
government complies with UK’s emissions reduction targets).  
 
9 Mt CO2e is also over double the emissions of Cumbria in 2017 (3.8 Mt CO2) as stated in the 2019 BEIS ‘UK 
local authority and regional carbon dioxide emissions national statistics: 2005 to 2017’ This holds true even 
if we only consider the mine’s CO2 end-use emissions (not just total CO2e emissions). 
It is also equal to more than the emissions of a million British citizens (and only half that number reside in 
Cumbria). 
 
This analysis is summarized from the following online pdf which includes links to sources: 
 



The magnitude and scale of carbon emissions which would result from WCM Ltd’s proposal for 
Whitehaven, Cumbria, in comparison with the carbon emissions of Cumbria and the UK 
www.dragonfly1.plus.com/EmissionsfromWCM-cf-Cumbria&UK.pdf 
 
These comparisons are to give an idea of the scale of the emissions, not to imply that all or any of the 
emissions fall within the categories I’ve compared with. 
 
Most of the end-use emissions (c.87%) would occur outside the UK, but they will add to global emissions 
wherever in the world the coal is combusted or used. The climate impact is not affected by what 
percentage of it appears on the UK’s accounts of its national territorial emissions, nor how much of it is 
within or not, the scope of the 2008 Climate Change Act as amended, but depends totally on whether or 
not the coal is extracted – and that is now Cumbria County Council’s decision and responsibility. Cumbria 
CC is deciding on whether emissions from that coal happen or not, and WCM’s evidence-free 100% 
‘substitution’ hypothesis does not affect this logic, even if it could be legally guaranteed, which it cannot. 
CumbriaCC would “own” those emissions, and their harmful consequences.1 
 
The UK government signed up to the Paris Agreement on climate change back in 2015, but has yet to 
update its polices, including on coal extraction, to comply with the temperature goals statement of the 
Accord. This does not mean Cumbria County Council (or central government) can ignore the Paris 
Agreement until planning laws have been updated: 
 
In February this year the Court of Appeal ruled the Heathrow expansion illegal because, as Lord Justice 
Lindblom said: “The Paris agreement ought to have been taken into account by the secretary of state. The 
national planning statement was not produced as the law requires.” 
27/2/20 Heathrow third runway ruled illegal over climate change - Appeal court says decision to give go-
ahead not consistent with Paris agreement – Damian Carrington 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/feb/27/heathrow-third-runway-ruled-illegal-over-
climate-change 
 
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” [] 
 
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  
 
This begs the question (not addressed by WCM, nor yet by Cumbria County Council): 
 

 
When are we likely to cross +1.5 degrees C? – The climate timeline 
 
This question is highly relevant as it shows the climate-heating time-line according to climate science, 
which I advise you to compare with the misleading after-2070 delayed-timeline assumed by WCM and their 
commissioned consultant Neil Bristow. 
 

 
1 The substitution hypothesis reminds me in a philosophical way of UK government’s claim that UK arms to Saudi would kill fewer 
Yemeni civilians than if another country sold the same quantity. 



If we look at projections from charts showing global temperature rise starting with a conservative one by 
the IPCC several years ago, you will see that as new temperature records get added, the date climate 
scientists reckon we will hit +1.5 C has come forward from 2040 (IPCC), to 2030 (Xu et al. Nature) and Glen 
Peters:   
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
This shows why 2030 has been chosen as a scientifically 
realistic Net Zero target by those groups who look at the 
climate science. 
 
 
 
But very recently, the addition of new temperature data 
such as to NASA’s Giss dataset, we see that a linear 
projection from the last 10 years data hits +1.5 degrees C 
at 2025. See chart below. 
 
Source: 23may20 The climate crisis looms as the Coalition 
fiddles with fossil fuels - Greg Jericho  
https://www.theguardian.com/commentisfree/2020/may/24/t
he-climate-crisis-looms-as-the-coalition-fiddles-with-fossil-fuels 



We hope this doesn’t happen – but it is possible: 
  
 
These charts show that the UK’s choice of a 2050 
target for Net Zero is at least 20 years too late 
for the UK to be compliant with a +1.5 degrees 
path, unless most of the 100% emissions 
reduction is carried out in the present decade. 
 
If we now consider that the Committee on 
Climate Change has yet to publish updates for 
UK carbon budgets to comply with the 2019 
amendment to the Climate Change Act 2008 
(CCA2008), and that UK government policies 
have yet to change to be compliant with a path 
to meet the CCA2008 “80% reduction by 2020” 
this decade… 
… you may hopefully see why planning 
legislation is hopelessly out-of-date as regards 
coal extraction and other fossil projects. And 
even with such out-dated legislation – 
CumbriaCC has yet to comply with due process! 
(more on that from Maggie Mason and others, if 
not now, then in the future) 
 
The harsh climate reality is that UK policy and UK emissions are on track for not just exceeding +1.5 
degrees, but also exceeding +2 degrees, and heading for around +3 degrees or +3.5 degrees. (Ref: UNEP’s 
2019 Emissions Gap Report and first Production Gap report). 
UK policies (and emissions) are very definitely non-compliant with the temperature goals of the Paris 
Agreement, and are open to challenge as being illegal. 
 
Note that not just central government should comply with the Paris Accord but also local government. 
This also applies to the CCA2008 and as amended: These apply to local and national government, so it is the 
duty of Cumbria County Council to ensure climate compliance of planning applications – not to rely on the 
words of WCM or its commissioned consultants. 
 
Note also that WCM and Bristow demonstrate no evidence of understanding the above climate timeline, 
and appear to assume that crossing 1.5 degrees is a post-2070 matter in relation to limiting use of met coal. 
 
Carbon budgets that comply with climate science 
 
From the above charts it is obvious that any carbon budgets that have a scientifically realistic good chance 
of keeping us below or near to +1.5C are tiny (to maybe zero or negative) for the world and especially for 
developed countries like the UK. The Amended CCA2008 carbon budgets when published by CCCuk are 
likely to be unrealistic in relation to climate science re +1.5 degrees. So what path should we be taking to fit 
climate science and a 1.5 path? 
 
The 2019 Emissions Gap Report by the United Nations Environment Program (UNEP) gives the world an 
answer to, I quote: “The pace at which emissions must be reduced to reach an emission low that would 
limit temperature increase to 1.5oC, affordably”. 



This is its conclusion: 
“On the brink of 2020, we now need to reduce emissions by 7.6 per cent every year from 2020 to 2030. If 
we do not, we will miss a closing moment in history to limit global warming to 1.5°C. If we do nothing 
beyond our current, inadequate commitments to halt climate change, temperatures can be expected to 
rise 3.2°C above pre-industrial levels, with devastating effect.”  
https://www.unenvironment.org/news-and-stories/story/10-things-know-about-emissions-gap-2019 
 
Because this reduction rate of 7.6% per year applies to the world as a whole, and for reasons such as of 
equity, the UK has to reduce at a faster rate, and Professor Kevin Anderson, Broderick and Stoddard in their 
recent paper has calculated that “The UK and Sweden propose annual mitigation rates of ∼5% whereas this 
analysis suggests, respectively, a minimum of 10% and 12% per annum.12 [my bolding] 
12 This ~10% p.a. is premised on reductions commencing at the start of 2020. Should it take until 2025 to ramp 
mitigation up to such high levels, the rate rises considerably towards 15% p.a. to maintain the same carbon budget. 
28may20 A factor of two: how the mitigation plans of ‘climate progressive’ nations fall far short of Paris-
compliant pathways Kevin Anderson, John F. Broderick &Isak Stoddard 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14693062.2020.1728209 

 
If you think those emission reductions are steep you are right, but there is no other way of keeping below 
or near +1.5C. It should be clear to anyone not in climate denial, that for Cumbria County Council to 
approve a project that results in such high CO2e emissions, is totally unacceptable and would quite rightly 
be open to legal challenge for inadequate assessment of all the emissions and whether they comply with 
the Paris goals. WCM’s untenable substitution argument assumes maintaining supply of met coal to the 
highest-emitting way of making steel. This assumption cannot possibly fit a 7.6% or 10% per annum 
reduction in emissions, even if, lets say for sake of hypothetical argument, WCM or CumbriaCC managed to 
secure an (impossible) legally binding agreement with a US coal mine that it would leave in the ground 2.78 
Mt met coal per year that it would otherwise have extracted. There is no scope of carbon budget for the 
mine. 
 
To add to climate urgency: 2+ years ago climate scientists thought they had narrowed down the range of 
likely climate sensitivity, but new climate-modelling runs incorporating more recent cloud-effects data, 
have come up with results for climate sensitivity that are significantly higher: 
13/6/20 Climate worst-case scenarios may not go far enough, cloud data shows - Modelling suggests 
climate is considerably more sensitive to carbon emissions than thought – Jonathan Watts 
https://www.theguardian.com/environment/2020/jun/13/climate-worst-case-scenarios-clouds-scientists-
global-heating 
 
 
The decarbonisation of steel-making and its time-line 
 
This means mainly the replacement of met coal with hydrogen for producing virgin steel, the improved 
recycling of scrap steel for better quality non-virgin steel (so reducing the percentage demand for virgin 
steel), and further decarbonisation of electricity for Electric Arc Furnaces. (Also other methods). These 
methods are viable this decade, as I will show. 
 
Steel production contributes around 7 to 8% of global emissions of CO2 from the energy system, and 
according to Dave Jones and Chris Rosslowe of Ember (formerly Sandbag), now contributes some of the 
biggest point-sources of CO2 emissions in the UK and Europe, with their list of such point sources in 2019 
including “Port Talbot Steelworks, Tata Group 6433 ktCO2, Scunthorpe Integrated Iron & Steel Works, 
British Steel 4525 ktCO2” Reference: 



April 2020 Europe’s coal power collapse exposes steel plants as Europe’s biggest emitters – Dave Jones 
and Chris Rosslowe – Ember (formerly Sandbag) “We are well on the way to coal-free electricity; now we 
need to start on coal-free steel. …” 
 
Europe’s steel industry is committed to decarbonisation and the shift towards coal-free and fossil-free 
steel, so too are governments: 
 
The globally focused Energy Transitions Commission, co-chaired by Lord Adair Turner, has a big industry 
input including from the steel sector, as well as academics. The steel sector document associated with its 
2018 report ‘MISSION POSSIBLE - reaching net-zero carbon emissions from harder-to-abate sectors by mid-
century’ states on page 2 that “The ETC is confident that a complete decarbonization of the steelmaking 
industry is achievable by mid-century”. This timeline (as I will show) hugely differs from that asserted 
(without evidence or references) by WCM and its coal consultant Neil Bristow. 
MISSION POSSIBLE REACHING NET-ZERO CARBON EMISSIONS FROM HARDER-TO-ABATE SECTORS BY MID-
CENTURY – SECTORAL FOCUS: STEEL - The Energy Transitions Commission (ETC) 2018 
http://www.energy-transitions.org/sites/default/files/ETC%20sectoral%20focus%20-%20Steel_final.pdf 
The “achievable” statement is also in: 
Reaching zero carbon emissions from Steel – 2018 Consultation Paper by the [global] ENERGY 
TRANSITIONS COMMISSION http://energy-transitions.org/sites/default/files/ETC_Consultation_Paper_-
_Steel.pdf 
 
Since the 2018 ETC reports, steel-making companies over Europe have increasingly firmed up their 
commitments to decarbonisation, and have programmed major shifts from coal to hydrogen this decade: 
 
SSAB, with LKAB (iron ore miner) and Vattenfall - HYBRIT project 
 
The Hybrit project aims to commercialize by 2026 the use of green hydrogen (hydrogen produced by 
electrolysis of water with electricity from renewable sources) instead of coking coal for the reduction of 
iron ore to iron using Direct Reduction (without melting the ore) into Direct Reduced Iron (DRI) which can 
be fed into an Electric Arc Furnace on site, or, for example, be made into Hot Briquetted Iron, which can be 
shipped to EAFs elsewhere (and that could potentially be in the UK). 
I quote from SSAB’s press release on 1/6/20: 
“SSAB, LKAB and Vattenfall are taking the next important step to be the first in the world with a value chain 
for fossil-free steel. Within the framework of the HYBRIT initiative, preparations are now under way for the 
construction of a demonstration plant on an industrial scale, and consultations have  begun for deciding on 
placement of the plant in Norrbotten, Sweden. 
The plan is for construction to start in 2023, with the goal of taking the plant into operation in 2025.  The 
intention is to be able to demonstrate full-scale production with a capacity of just over one million metric 
tonnes of iron per year, i.e., 20% of LKAB’s total processing capacity at Malmberget and almost half of the 
production capacity of SSAB’s blast furnace in Luleå. The goal is to be first in the world to produce fossil-
free steel as early as 2026. …” 
SSAB, LKAB and Vattenfall one step closer to production of fossil-free steel on an industrial scale – SSAB 
press release 1/6/20 https://www.ssab.com/news/2020/06/ssab-lkab-and-vattenfall-one-step-closer-to-
production-of-fossilfree-steel-on-an-industrial-scale 

On their Hybrit web-page SSAB state: 
“SSAB will cut our CO2 emissions in Sweden by 25% by as early as 2025, through the conversion of the blast 
furnaces in Oxelösund, Sweden, to an electric arc furnace. Between 2030-2040, the plan is to convert the 
blast furnaces in Luleå, Sweden and Raahe, Finland to eliminate most of the remaining CO2 emissions. 



The company anticipates that our Iowa operations will be powered by renewable energy by 2022. Our 
Americas operations will be able to offer fossil-free steel 
products starting in 2026, utilizing sponge iron developed 
using HYBRIT technology in Sweden. At the same time, SSAB 
has started the process of phasing out fossil fuels used in 
rolling mills and heat treatment plants throughout the 
company, to reach the goal of becoming fossil-free by 2045.” 
First in fossil-free steel 
SSAB is taking the lead in decarbonizing the steel industry. 
With HYBRIT technology, SSAB aims to be the first steel 
company in the world to bring fossil-free steel to the market 
already in 2026. SSAB will be practically fossil free by 2045. 
https://www.ssab.com/company/sustainability/sustainable-
operations/hybrit 
  
Valentin Vogl, who researches for a PhD on steel 
decarbonisation at the University of Lund, Sweden, has been 
keeping me up-to-date with developments in this field, and is 
kindly now helping all our SLACC team.  We are looking 
forward to his latest paper on this topic. He very much agrees 
with our views on WCM’s proposals. Back in May 2019 he 
informed me that SSAB plan in 2026 to exchange 2 blast 
furnaces with EAFs, and between 2038-41 to exchange 3 
more blast furnaces. He said that the drops in this chart are 
proportional to the use of coal: [see blue chart to right] 
1dec18 Assessment of hydrogen direct reduction for fossil-
free steelmaking - ValentinVogl, MaxÅhman, Lars J.Nilsson 
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0959652618326301?via%3Dihub 

 
Arcelor-Mittal with Midrex (at Hamburg site) 
 
Arcelor Mittal is one of the world’s largest steel companies, and has pledged to reduce its emissions in 
Europe to zero by 2050. Like SSAB, Arcelor-Mittal is pursuing the use of green hydrogen instead of coal at 
its DRI site at Hamburg. Here it has teamed up with the world’s largest construction firm for DRI plants – 
Midrex. 
Midrex’s 16/9/19 press release re this partnership: https://www.midrex.com/press-release/arcelormittal-
commissions-midrex-to-design-demonstration-plant-for-hydrogen-steel-production-in-hamburg/ 
https://www.theengineer.co.uk/arcelormittal-to-use-hydrogen-in-steel-production-process/ 
 
 
Thyssenkrupp with RWE (Germany) 
 
10/6/20 Reuters: [I quote] … RWE plans to build a 100 megawatt hydrogen plant in the state of Lower 
Saxony to supply Thyssenkrupp’s steel operations in Duisburg by the middle of the decade, the companies 
said, responding to a Reuters request for comment. 
Steelmaking accounts for 7-9% of global emissions and has long been considered an ideal use case for 
hydrogen. 



The plant will be able to deliver 1.7 tonnes of hydrogen gas per hour, or about 70% of that required by a 
blast furnace which Thyssenkrupp plans to install, they said. This could produce 50,000 tonnes of climate-
neutral steel per year, enough needed to make as many cars, they said. 
Thyssenkrupp produces 11 million tonnes of steel a year but the partnership would mark a start and 
reflects an industry-wide shift toward greener energy as rivals, including heavyweight ArcelorMittal, start to 
explore the technology. 
“Climate neutrality in the steel sector is possible and we’re accelerating the switch with regard to our 
production,” said Bernhard Osburg, CEO of Thyssenkrupp Steel Europe. 
Germany has committed 9 billion euros ($10.2 billion) to expand hydrogen capacity at home and abroad as 
part of a national strategy to make the country a key supplier of the technology worldwide. 
Ref: https://www.reuters.com/article/us-thyssenkrupp-rwe-hydrogen-exclusive-idUSKBN23H1AA  
11nov19 World first in Duisburg as NRW economics minister Pinkwart launches tests at thyssenkrupp 
into blast furnace use of hydrogen https://www.thyssenkrupp-steel.com/en/newsroom/press-
releases/world-first-in-duisburg.html  
 
The German government has committed to increasing the supply of green hydrogen (by electrolysis from 
wind energy), with reduction of coal use in steel-making being one of the main beneficiaries. Some of this 
hydrogen is likely to be imported – maybe from Scotland (via its wind power), which begs the question: 
why can’t the UK and sites like at Scunthorpe and Port Talbot do the same? Answer: they could. I quote: 
“The German government adopted its national hydrogen strategy yesterday (10 June), with plans to ramp 
up production capacity to 5 GW by 2030 and 10 GW by 2040. To achieve this, €7 billion will be invested in 
new businesses and research. EURACTIV Germany reports.”  
Ref: Germany plans to promote ‘green’ hydrogen with €7 billion  
https://www.euractiv.com/section/energy/news/germany-plans-to-promote-green-hydrogen-with-e7-
billion/ 
 
Steel producing companies in other countries in Europe such as in Austria are also pursuing the 
replacement of met coal with hydrogen. TATA in Europe is pursuing a different method. 
 
Now compare the reality of the steel decarbonisation timeline above, with the statement by WCM: 
 
 
"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 
 
 
As I hope you can see from Europe’s steel industry reality I have summarized above, 2026 (SSAB’s first big 
step in coal reduction) is very much within “the foreseeable future”, and the complete decarbonisation and 
elimination of coking coal use is both feasible and very likely, well within “the proposed life of the planning 
permission”. 
Bristow and WCM could easily have presented the reality in their Planning Statement but they chose not to 
do so... 
Questions to Cumbria County Council: Thoroughly-referenced reality from the steel industry? Or reference-
free assertions by WCM and its commission-paid coal-trade consultant? Facts or fiction? 



 
The UK steel industry re decarbonisation 
 
UK’s steel industry representatives on research and training - the Materials Processing Institute (MPI), 
have produced a statement on this topic of decarbonisation timeline for the SLACC team. Please read it. 
MPI is part of UK Steel – the trade association for UK’s steel manufacturing industry. www.mpiuk.com/  
 
UK government: My/our previous letters last year to CumbriaCC objecting to the mine summarized UK 
government’s plans towards decarbonising the steel industry. CumbriaCC has already read and responded 
to our points, but they nonetheless remain valid as pointing to the direction of travel. 
 

 
Improved recycling of scrap steel, and a sufficiency approach to reducing steel demand 
 
The Energy Transitions Commission (ETC)’s reports on steel decarbonisation [ibid], and reports by Professor 
Allwood et al. of the Use Less group, both show that significant reductions in the need for virgin steel and 
thus coking coal can be achieved by improving the recycling processes for scrap steel to reduce 
contaminants such as copper (and thus produce higher quality steel), as well as improved practices to 
reduce steel demand. These methods would also lower carbon emissions (the underlying aim of course) – 
especially if the electricity used for the Electric Arc Furnaces has a reduced carbon intensity due to 
displacement of fossil power stations by renewables (such as in the UK). Liberty Steel UK is in favour of this 
route. 
Ref: May 2019 Steel Arising – Allwood et al. 
https://www.uselessgroup.org/outreach/publications/reports/steel-arising 
 
The UK is very well placed with its increasingly lower carbon electricity to put the above concept into place 
by building more EAFs and upcycling its scrap recycling methods to reduce contaminants (Allwood et al. 
ibid). The UK currently exports about 80% of its scrap steel, about 10 million tonnes per year, a quantity 
roughly the same as it re-imports as new steel. If Allwood’s recommendations are put in place, the UK (and 
Europe) could significantly reduce the use of coking coal and blast furnaces and thus carbon emissions. 
UK compares poorly with Europe and elsewhere: 
“… Steel goods last an average of 35 to 40 years before they are scrapped, and the UK generates about 10m 
tonnes of scrap a year. Currently, about 80% of this is exported for processing to other countries, chiefly 
Turkey and China. The US, by contrast, meets about half of its demand for steel by recycling. 
Steel production in the UK is about 7m tonnes a year, or less than half of current demand. Recycling steel 
could make the UK self-sufficient in steel, as well as providing a new industry, the report [by Allwood et al.] 
says.” https://www.theguardian.com/business/2019/may/23/recycling-steel-could-give-lifeline-to-the-industry-report-says 
Note that higher percentage shifts to recycled steel away from virgin steel is much more relevant to 
developed countries with a mature stock of scrap steel such as UK and Europe (WCM’s market) than in 
developing countries with less scrap arising. Yet Bristow tries to divert us to world market in relation to 
recycling… 
 
REFS: 
I have collated and summarized more information and links in the RECYCLING STEEL section in  
www.bit.ly/steelandclimate 
Part 2 of http://www.energy-transitions.org/sites/default/files/ETC%20sectoral%20focus%20-
%20Steel_final.pdf 
Steel Arising (ibid) 
 
======================================== 



On WCM site-based emissions as calculated by AECOM 
 
From WCM Planning Statement. Calculations by AECOM for WCM. 
 

   
 

         Operation emissions: 0.3666 Mt CO2e pa. Total site emissions if divided by 50 years: 0.3686 Mt CO2e pa 
 
How do WCM-AECOM site operational emissions per annum compare with Cumbria’s emissions? 
 

They are: 
 
9.6% of the emissions of Cumbria in 2017 (3.8 Mt CO2) as stated in the 2019 BEIS ‘UK local authority and 
regional carbon dioxide emissions national statistics: 2005 to 2017’ 
BEIS source: Excel tables via https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/uk-local-authority-and-regional-
carbon-dioxide-emissions-national-statistics-2005-to-2017 Published 27 June 2019. 
Note that because the BEIS figures are CO2 not CO2e the % I have calculated will be slightly lower if I had a 
CO2e figure from BEIS, and also the years will be different. But the percentages I am providing are 
yardsticks for comparison, in the absence of better comparative data. 
 
4.7% of the 7.8 Mt CO2e pa total consumption emissions of Cumbria residents (published 2012). Source: 
‘The greenhouse gas footprint of Cumbria’ Small World Consulting Ltd, LEC, Lancaster University, 2012. 
Note that I have yet to use the most recent figures as I have yet to access them. Professor Mike Berners-Lee 
will have them, and may have calculated this %. 
 
The “take-away” from this comparative assessment is that the proposal will add around 5 to 10% to 
Cumbria’s emissions per annum (depending on whether they are compared with Cumbria’s production 
emissions [more consistently comparable] or consumption emissions. The % will increase as years pass and 
Cumbria reduces its non-WCM emissions.  
This will be happening at a time when UNEP states that the world needs to reduce its emissions by 7.6% per 
year this decade, and climate scientists Kevin Anderson et al advise a minimum of 10% per annum for the 
UK in his recent paper. (Which includes an equity factor for developed countries which is lacking in a global 
average). 
https://www.unenvironment.org/news-and-stories/story/10-things-know-about-emissions-gap-2019 
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/14693062.2020.1728209 
 
This is totally unacceptable, and makes a mockery of Cumbria County Council’s unanimously supported 
motion last September to become3 a ‘carbon neutral’ county. 
12/9/19 Cumbria County Council unanimously supports Climate Change motion “Yesterday at a meeting 
of Full Council in Kendal, Cumbria County Councillors unanimously supported a motion “to become a 
‘carbon neutral’ county and to mitigate the likely impact of existing climate change".” 
https://news.cumbria.gov.uk/News/2018/cccunanimouslysupportsclimatechange.aspx 



How do WCM-AECOM site operational emissions per annum compare with UK’s emissions? 
 
They are: 
0.082% of the UK's annual territorial (production) emissions in 2018 of 448.5 Mt CO2e, and this 
figure will increase as a % as UK’s emissions are reduced over the coming years. Source: 
2018 UK GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS, PROVISIONAL FIGURES 28 March 2019 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/f
ile/790626/2018-provisional-emissions-statistics-report.pdf 
I will refer to these calculations in the following section. 
 
WCM’s 1% rule re its site emissions in relation to CCA2008-CCCuk carbon budgets 
 
I fully agree with Anne Harris when she writes for Coal Action Network that: 
        (I quote) 
“Direct greenhouse gas emissions 
West Cumbria Mining says that it will stop operating if the direct mining emissions exceed 1% of 
the UK's overall emissions. This is public relations logic only and flawed. The strategy does not 
fully consider which industries are essential to the nation, such as health and transport which are 
currently big emitters. The company is making a huge presumption in thinking it would be able to 
secure this share of a carbon budget alongside these essential services, and has provided no 
justification for the figure, nor details of how it would be accountable or enforceable, or decrease 
over time in line with reaching carbon zero by 2050. 
The application to mine at Woodhouse Colliery would not support 1% of the UK's employees, the 
entire UK coal mining sector in the first quarter of 2020 only employed 802 people.[12] If 
allocations of emissions permitted across the whole of UK industry were based on the numbers of 
employees in the sector, West Cumbria Mining would get an allocation of 0.00150% of the carbon 
budget.[13] It is not yet known how the carbon budget will be allocated and without this 
information WCM cannot claim entitlement to any of it. I suggest that the idea that 1% of emissions as an 
acceptable amount from this project is simply PR spin and should be entirely ignored.” 
 
Likewise I of course endorse Maggie Mason’s statement on this on behalf of SLACC. 
 
Note that the 1% rule will not be exceeded even if UK’s territorial emissions are reduced by 90% of what 
they were in 2018 - using very simple calculations from the 0.082% in the last section. So while Cumbria 
and the UK have hugely decreased their emissions, WCM will not have in the least, having hugely increased 
Cumbria emissions and UK’s contribution to UK-caused emissions. 
If Cumbria except for WCM also reduces its emissions by 90%, WCM’s site emissions will be an incredible 
half of Cumbria’s total emissions. Cumbria residents would find this intolerable when they have cut back.  
 
In summary: there is no room in UK’s decreasing territorial carbon budget for a new high-emissions fossil 
fuel project. And crucially this idea ignores the much larger end-use emissions. 
 
 
Neil Bristow misrepresents climate physicist Professor Myles Allen  
 
I have already shown that Bristow is around 5 decades out in his stated time-line for steel decarbonisation. 
 
He has also misrepresented what a climate physicist said: 
 
Bristow wrote his own interpretation of what Professor Myles Allen said to Jim Al-Khalili on BBC's The Life 



Scientific. I emailed what Bristow wrote to the Prof, and he emailed me back what he actually meant, and 
how it applies to WCM’s project. The difference between the two is huge: 
 
Dr Neil Bristow: 
============================== 
One of the primary authors of the 3rd Assessment of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) 
recently stated in an interview recently that fossil fuels are a necessary part of the future, in conjunction 
with carbon capture and emissions reductions in order to achieve a ‘net zero’ balance of GHG emissions.10 
… 
10 Professor Myles Allen, a physicist who has spent 30 years studying global climate change, and is a former 
lead author of the 3rd Assessment of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change in 2001, stated in 
interview that fossil fuels are a necessary part of the future, albeit that carbon capture and/or emissions 
reductions are essential 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/sounds/play/m000fgcn 
=============================== 
 
Professor Myles Allen (email to me, 5/6/20) 
=============================== 
Dear Henry, the situation seems very simple. 
Unless WCM have credible plans in place to permanently sequester an equivalent amount of carbon 
dioxide to that generated by this coal, their application should be denied. Permanent sequestration in this 
context means geological disposal. So-called Nature-based Climate Solutions that WCM might invoke do 
not have the same longevity as fossil carbon or CO2, so don’t meet the necessary standard. 
Regards,  
Myles Allen 
============================== 
 
The conditions that Myles Allen states are most definitely not met by WCM’s project proposals. 
Also it is not possible, if Cumbria County Council decided to use Allen’s conditions strictly as they stand, for 
WCM to comply with them. 
Thus the Prof is in effect stating clearly that the “their application should be denied”. 
 
To explain more fully: 
1. No Blast Furnaces in the UK nor Europe have Carbon Capture and Storage (CCS) equipment added, and 
even if they did, it appears that such technology would likely only be viably able to capture part, not all, of 
the CO2 emitted [see ETC report, ibid], 
2. CumbriaCC does not have the power to legally enforce WCM, nor any coal transport company, nor any 
steel-making company in the UK or EU to ensure 100% or even partial capture of the CO2 emissions by CCS. 
3. WCM does not have plans to put in place GGR equipment to remove the same quantity of CO2 from the 
atmosphere as the coking ovens, blast furnaces and associated basic oxygen furnaces let slip into the 
atmosphere. GGR = Greenhouse Gas Removal. 
 
Q: How does this effect your assessment of Bristow’s credibility to make accurate statements? 
 
================================================== 
 
The WCM/Bristow “substitution” hypothesis 
 
Firstly please read at least one of the 2 assessment of UCL economist Professor Paul Ekins OBE: 
UCL Economist Prof Paul Ekins O.B.E refutes coal company greenwash - 28th April 2020 By coalaction 



https://www.coalaction.org.uk/2020/04/paul-ekins-coal-company-greenwash 
 
I will now add these comments: 
1. Substitution would have to be 100% to prevent addition to global emissions, if we for now ignore any 
indirect maintenance of emissions that would result with a hypothetical 100% substitution. Even if 
substitution was 90% that wouldn’t be adequate. 
2. There is no way WCM or CumbriaCC can guarantee 100% substitution, such as by legal agreement with a 
US coal mining company, and even maybe by paying them a share of profits to desist extraction. But these 
possibilities haven’t been put forward by WCM to my knowledge. 
3. As I have mentioned above, a hypothetical 100% replacement would not result in the 7.6% or 10% 
emission reductions we would need per year from this project – as well as by the UK. 
4. Bristow refers to an Argos article as sort-of-evidence that a US met coal extraction company would have 
to leave an equal amount of met coal in the ground if WCM outcompeted it in the European market. But 
the Argos article also hints that such US companies have other markets than Europe, though some might be 
further. Surely if such a company lost 2.78 Mt met coal pa contract to Europe it would firstly look to sell 
that amount of its production to other markets. 
5. Importantly: Bristow states that WCM met coal will outcompete US met coal because its lower costs will 
mean that “Cumbrian coal is significantly cheaper” though he contradicts this elsewhere, by saying that the 
price wouldn’t be less (and implying that WCM would have a bigger profit margin – presumably to go to its 
tax haven to escape UK taxes). However this admission I highlight is more likely to be the case for WCM to 
outcompete its US rivals – especially as UK and European steel-making companies will know they can 
haggle from WCM a “cheaper” price. 
6. This admission shows that European coal-BF-BOS steel will thus have reduced costs than otherwise if 
WCM is successful as it intends. This would be detrimental to the alternative methods of making steel, 
some of which, such as H-DRI-EAF steel, will be appearing at a fledgling stage on the market in or by 2026. 
 
Bristow text for context: 
In my judgement based upon my experience of the market it is unrealistic to conceive that UK and European 
steel makers would continue to buy USA High Vol coal over and above Cumbrian High Vol coal when the 
Cumbrian coal is significantly cheaper, much more readily available, has better retained quality due to 
shorter shipping distances, and has fewer upstream carbon emissions arising from transport of the product 
due to far shorter travelling distances. 
 
7. If you read Bristow’s assessment note that he wants to direct the reader to focus on the time-period, 
which he thinks will be many decades ahead – beyond 2070 – that alternative steel-making methods will 
dominate. But the important time-period to fossil-free or low-carbon steel projects is at the fledgling stage 
– and that is around 2025 onwards (e.g. SSAB’s Hybrit steel becoming commercial). 
 
So in 2025 onwards we could have: 
 
2 different scenarios from 2025 if the mine goes ahead – both detrimental to one or other side in 2025: 
 
1. The new fossil-free H-DRI has a competitive advantage over coal-BF-BOS steel due to e.g. a higher price 
on carbon, reduced price of renewable electricity, good government policy (and grant) support to green 
hydrogen production and green steel etc. Mike Mason’s interesting and insightful submission to CumbriaCC 
explains this in detail. A fascinating read. This scenario would not be good news for the future of met coal 
suppliers… 
 



2. The favourable spectrum of conditions for the fledgling green steel aka fossil free steel don’t come about 
(not enough “ducks in a row” at the same time), and the new projects are then vulnerable to the potential 
price reduction of the incumbent coal-BF-BOS brought about by the “significantly cheaper” WCM met coal. 
 
Both these 2 scenarios are warnings against the WCM project being approved. 
 
 
Recommendation to Cumbria County Council 
 
I strongly advise you take fully on board the climate science timeline I have summarized above and use that 
as your over-riding or ‘over-arching’ consideration within which you make your decision. 
 
And there can be only one decision that is scientifically, logically, and ethically compatible with the 
temperature goals target of the Paris Climate Accord, and the associated emissions reduction rates I have 
provided. And without incurring legal action for non-compliance. 
 
That is to follow the recent example of the Welsh government when it refused to make valid a licence for 
opencast mining at Nant Helen in the Dulais Valley for climate reasons (and instead is doing its best to 
provide alternative job opportunities). https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-wales-politics-52992868 
 
If the project does get to start – it could well collapse any time from 2026 onwards as rising carbon prices, 
possibly border carbon taxes, changes in government policies, cheaper renewable electricity, green 
hydrogen projects and steel decarbonisation make it uneconomic. The resulting job-losses will then result 
in questioning as to who made or supported the hollow promises, without, or ignoring, objective 
independent assessments. And how about the embarrassing hypocrisy leading up to COP26? 
 
But the main underlying concern, and that is why so many of us have committed so much of our spare time 
to stop this mine, is an ethical one. The huge total emissions, which are mainly end-use emissions from 
which you cannot dodge responsibility, will contribute indirectly via climate impacts into multiple harms – 
mostly to the Global South, where low-lying settlements will be lost, and also in smaller part to increased 
flooding in Cumbria. If you haven’t read former IPCC contributor Laurie Michaelis’s submission prior to the 
March 2019 committee meeting then do: He explains how he estimated that more lives are likely to be lost 
indirectly from climate impacts from such large end-use emissions than the jobs WCM says it will provide. 
Will that concern you if they are not in your constituency? I hope so. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
 
Dr Henry Adams 
 
(Though I am part of SLACCtt’s team against the coal mine, this letter is a personal viewpoint written in 
haste, and has yet to be read by the team.) 


