
Consultation on 4/17/9007 - planning application for a coal mine off Cumbria’s west 
coast 
 
To comment on this application go to http://planning.cumbria.gov.uk/ and use  
Application Ref No: 4/17/9007. (You can download documents from here too. The Environmental 
Statement has its own tab.) 
Then click “Comment on this application”. 
OR send an email to development.control@cumbria.gov.uk - quoting the Application Ref No and 
including your name and address. 
Comments need to be submitted before June 15th. 
 
Your own individualised response written with passion will be much more effective than a template 
letter. It is a complex issue, and focusing in on one of the aspects below may be a good idea.  If you 
have a technical mind (!) look at the key documents submitted by CWM and make up your own 
mind.   
 
The SLACC team is still considering its response , but this is a summary of what we found. 

1. The key issue is how the mine could impact on the Climate Emergency  
2. A secondary one that SLACC might object to is the adverse impact on the Cumbria Coast 

Marine Conservation Zones ?https://jncc.gov.uk/mpa-mapper/ 
 

Climate Change 
� - CWM have given lots of “reasons” that the Greenhouse Gases  (GHG) resulting from the mine 

would not be significant, and why they don’t need to consider them.  West Cumbria 
Mining(WCM) claim: 

¾ That steel is essential (we agree) and there is no alternative way of making it without coking 
coal that has been “tested at scale” or that will be realistically available for the whole 50 
years of the mine’s life (we don’t agree) .  

¾ So CWM claim there is no better alternative to their proposal and if planning permission was 
not granted, Scunthorpe and other steel producers would still be using just as much coal, 
still being imported from US mines, in 2070! 
� It is very unlikely that Business as Usual (BAU) continues until 2070. There is huge 

academic and industry effort to make steel with lower GHG emissions and to achieve net 
zero by 2050.  

� The Green Alliance Report  explains lower carbon ways of making steel with less and less 
coal or fossil gas.. CWM has submitted a rebuttal of the report, and the authors will soon 
be issuing their response to that.  Decarbonisation plans are progressing  

¾ CWM has used an industry consultant, Dr Neil Bristow, as their only supporting evidence, 
but it really only justifies that coking coal is needed for “a few decades” , not for the 50 year 
life of the mine. 
� It is arguable that using the remaining coal in existing mines  (even with travel from the 

US) would add less GHG to the atmosphere than opening a new one with 50 years life to 
run. A new mine creates frozen assets instead of the green infrastructure we need.   

� Cumbria County Council does not seem to have sought independent expertise from 
academic or industry professionals.  SLACC has offered many credible sources of 
information, and we will post more up to date links to the website over the next week. 

¾ CWM claim that they only need to consider the “production” greenhouse gas emissions 
(GHG) from the mine itself, and not the (much larger) “end use” of the coal in the steel 
works. The letter from SLACCs lawyers to Cumbria CC on the 6 Dec 19 argues that  GHG from 
use (i.e. in blast furnaces) should have been calculated and considered by CWM. 



� If Cumbria CC grant permission for 50 years that could stop the UK meeting its 
commitments under the Paris Climate Agreement which, as shown by the Heathrow 
Airport decision, is legally binding in the UK. 

� Also worth arguing against carbon capture and storage (CCS) - it’s not proven at scale 
yet! CWM tries to imply that all GHG savings in steel making will be achieved by CCS, 
rather than reducing coal use. 

¾ CWM even claim that the “production” GHG are not relevant , because the original (US) 
mine would close down when the Cumbria mine opens. They argue that WCM GHG will be 
“substituting” for GHG that would have been imported - i.e. no extra emissions.  
� Professor Paul Ekins wrote a letter demonstrating that the “substitution” argument isn’t 

valid, because when supply increases, the price goes down and demand rises. In effect 
the coal from here will be cheaper (production costs 75% lower than US mines) and it 
will delay the shift to green(er) lower carbon methods of steel making.  

¾  So CWM now have an alternative argument - they say that the GHG (excluding emissions 
from the use of the coal of course!) would only be significant if they were equal to or more 
than 1% of the total UK carbon Budget. They accept this could happen after 2050, so they 
offer to assess the GHG against the UK carbon budget every 5 years, and if it goes over this 
“significance criteria” they would either reduce the emissions or close the mine.  
� Just think about how many industrial plants in the UK will want a “share” of the UK 

carbon budget after 2050. What about the emissions from any steel production using 
the coal, essential agriculture and food production,  etc etc?  

� Well worth suggesting that the total Cumbria carbon budget would be a better 
comparison - especially as we have a net zero carbon target instead of a Climate 
Emergency declaration. 

� Worth challenging how enforceable the legal agreement will be. This is pretty unusual. 
Cumbria CC are used to giving 20 year permissions and allowing the developer to apply 
for an extension if the situation changes. Why not give a shorter permission and let 
them extend it if the UK carbon budgets at the time have “room” for more coal 
extraction? 

 
Adverse impact on the Cumbria Coast Marine Conservation Zones (MCZ) 

� Coal mining under the sea might cause subsidence, and the sea bed has chemical and 
radioactive sediment which could be “mobilised” into the water and have impact on the marine 
environment, especially the MCZ.  In fracking it is the pumping of waste water back into the 
mine that causes most little earthquakes, and WCM propose liquifying all the waste rock and 
pumping the mixture down into the “void”left after extraction. 
¾ There is a section about some of this in the original Environmental Statement, but the 

consultation agencies who understand these things haven’t critiqued it yet because that is 
being left until an application to the Marine Management Organisation. So we don’t really 
know what the potential bad effects of the whole mine will be. 

¾ This hasn’t stopped CWM from claiming the benefits of 500 jobs for 50 years -which is from 
the whole mine including the extraction under the seabed. 

 
Economic Benefits ! 
(Profits, Wages and a (lack of) investment in Cumbria) 

� When Cumbria County Council consider their decision, they have to see if there are any 
unacceptable impacts, and then “weigh “ them against the national and local economic benefit. 
In this revised proposal. WCM claim there would be 500 jobs that would last for 50 years  



¾ Councillors are understandably desperate to get new jobs for West Cumbria. SLACC would 
clearly want to see new investment and jobs in West Cumbria, but they need to be 
sustainable, and not contribute hugely to climate change and , for Cumbria, more flooding.  
� The CWM  jobs  are likely to reduce through increased mechanisation,  and stop when 

the demand for coking coal  actually drops and/or by future changes in response to 
future UK carbon budgets.  

¾ There is a possibility of WCM switching from coal extraction to “Underground Coal 
Gasification” that would probably need many fewer workers. This process has created big 
environmental issues in Australia and in a pilot programme in Cheshire, but it has been 
mooted in this location before (See Cumbria Minerals and Waste Local Plan) 

� This point should only be tackled if you are really prepared to investigate the 
background.. 

¾ It is a technical point, but the planning permission is only for the “pit head” and the coal 
under the mainland - not the coal under the sea. 

�  they shouldn’t count the benefit of 500 jobs for 50 years just for this planning 
application –  

¾ Most (87%) of the coal would going to European steel works not UK ones. But as only 3% of 
the commodity value of the coal will be spent on wages, this is not a huge economic benefit 
for Cumbria 
� Workers deserve jobs that don’t contribute to their homes flooding.. 

¾ Dr Bristows evidence includes 2 key reasons for West Cumbria being a good location for 
their mine: "Firstly the UK operates one of the most attractive royalty regimes when 
compared with the rest of the world. Secondly,salaries for miners are lower than for other 
countries".  
� So exploiting Cumbrian coal maximises profits but minimises wages for workers. 
� Note that the ultimate owner of West Cumbria Mining is EMR Capital, whose office in 

the Cayman Islands is used to avoid tax 
 
The committee who will decide whether to grant the planning application for this mine are called 
the Development, Control and Regulation Committee- it is likely this will happen at their July 
meeting. You can find the contact details of councillors on this committee here: 
https://councilportal.cumbria.gov.uk/mgCommitteeMailingList.aspx?ID=124 
 
To contact your councillor find their details here: https://www.cumbria.gov.uk/council-
democracy/councillors-democracy-elections/councillors/default.asp 
 


