
Cumbrian Residents only – Email your Councillor to STOP the 
CUMBRIA COAL MINE –  

The Public Inquiry Hearing itself is scheduled to start on 7th September, Updates of previous 
objections to the County Council- need to be submitted by 6th May.  Advice on doing that 
will be ready soon.  But IF YOU LIVE IN CUMBRIA you could email your own County 
Councillor as well, and that should be asap! 

1. Write to your County Councillor as soon as possible (even if you have written to 
them before).   This is important because we need to impress on them the urgent 
need to change the County Council’s position so that their planning officers are 
empowered to shift their position away from their previous alignment with WCM.   
The officers will be drafting their report to the Planning Inspectorate right now.  . 

 Cumbrians who don’t currently have a County Councillor (because they are in a 
vacant seat) could write to Cllr Celia Tibble – portfolio holder for the environment in 
CCC (Celia.Tibble@cumbria.gov.uk) and/or Cllr Stewart Young, Council Leader 
(Stewart.Young@cumbria.gov.uk).. 

2.  A standard email on an Action Network system may be set up by the end of next 
week, but really the window to influence Councillors/Planners is a narrow one and  
more effective if everyone writes in their own words, is very polite, and keeps it 
simple  

If  you want to make specific points the background information below might help. 

 It is estimated that as little as 6.5% of the coal produced in this mine could be used in 
UK steel production because of its high sulphur content. The latest planning 
documents show that only Tata Steel has expressed interest in using this coal, 
amounting to 0.18Mt (million tonnes) of the total 2.78Mt annual production, if the 
specification is suitable.  British Steel has stated that it cannot use the Cumbrian coal 
because its sulphur content is too high.  This means that some 93.5% of the coal will 
be exported.  This is considerably more than the 85% export projected in Lord 
Deben’s letter, which reflects WCM’s original proposal that 0.36Mt of the coal would 
be used in UK steel production.     

  Lord Deben’s letter states that “the mine is projected to increase UK emissions by 
0.4Mt CO2e per year” and “this is greater than the level of annual emissions we have 
projected from all open UK coal mines to 2050.”  However, this figure represents just 
the greenhouse gas emissions from the operation of the mine (the extraction of the 
coal).  It does not include the emissions from the "end use" of the coking coal when 
it is used in blast furnaces to make steel.    

 The "end use" emissions would be approximately 9Mt of CO2e per year, causing 
significant climate change impacts and undermining the UK's credibility at COP26 in 
Glasgow this November.  Until now, the County Council has argued that these "end 
use" emissions should not be considered, even stating that the mine would be 
carbon neutral, because (they have claimed) the Cumbrian production would merely 
replace coal that would otherwise be produced somewhere else in the world. 



 Note also that the "transportation savings" WCM claims would result from using 
Cumbrian coal instead of importing coal from the US would be about 0.1Mt tonnes a 
year. 

 Critically, Lord Deben’s letter states that “Coking coal use in steelmaking could be 
displaced completely by 2035, using a combination of hydrogen direct reduction and 
electric arc furnace technology to meet our recommendation that UK ore-based 
steelmaking be near-zero emissions by 2035.” 

 Cumbrian coking coal is not needed and if the mine is approved, it is likely to become 
a stranded asset, still producing coal but at a lower price as demand for it falls.  This 
would have the effect of slowing the transition to low carbon steel production, 
further increasing CO2e emissions.     

 For more details about low carbon steel production see:  
https://henryadamsblog.wordpress.com/2021/03/01/the-steel-industry-doesnt-
need-cumbrias-coal/   Also, listen out for Steel without the fossil fuels on BBC Radio 4 
on 23rd April: 
https://www.bbc.co.uk/programmes/m000v9tl?fbclid=IwAR30FSLP9BkVcJxky63kbv2
jbetbXhpw1ldDL1D-UbBLTiTufmlp2ixBfRw. 

 The Council planners have been wary of WCM’s projection of 500 jobs being 
provided by the mine.  However, it appears from WCM’s own documents that some 
400 of the jobs created would need special skills that are unlikely to be held locally, 
leaving only about 100 of the jobs suitable for local people.  Moreover, the mine 
would have negative effects on tourism, especially on the Coastal and Coast to Coast 
footpaths, and would affect plans to encourage visitors into West Cumbria instead of 
the Lake District "honeypots".  This does not provide sustainable employment for 
West Cumbria. 

  In contrast, CAfS analysis of the potential for green jobs in Cumbria suggests that 
with proper investment, some 4,500 jobs could be provided in West Cumbria in 
renewable energy, energy efficiency in buildings , waste management etc (see 
https://cafs.org.uk/2021/03/12/cumbria-could-create-9000-green-jobs-cafs-report-
shows/). 

 While Cumbria County Council’s 2020 approval gave the mine permission to operate 
until 2049, WCM applied for permission to operate until 2070 and the Planning 
Inspectorate could consider this longer time period.   It is important to emphasize 
that neither timeframe is acceptable.  Neither would it be acceptable for the mine to 
be developed and then just close down if and when the need for coking coal stops.  
The ancient woodland that would be lost is irreplaceable and it could take years to 
rebuild Copeland's plans for "Renaissance through Tourism" (policy ER10 in 
Copeland Local Plan 2013-2028 
https://www.copeland.gov.uk/sites/default/files/attachments/copeland_local_plan_
2013_2028.pdf).  

 The mine will have direct damaging effects on the local environment of the Pow Beck 
Valley, creating noise and dust, destroying wildlife habitats, and undermining the 
important tourism infrastructure – including popular long-distance footpaths and 
cycle routes. 



 


