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What is SLACC ?

South Lakeland Action on Climate Change towards transition

Grew out of S Lakes WDM group – (now Global Justice Now)

Started in 2007  after a visit to Cumbria by Ricardo Navarro (San 
Salvador City Councillor), warning about impacts of climate 
change in the Global South

Focus was on justice for the poor – and the unequal impacts of 
climate change

SLACC linked with Transition Movement, became a charity, now runs 
a food share in Kendal – community cafe currently closed due 
to COVID.

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



Who are we?

Maggie – retired minerals and waste planner

• studied architecture in the school of engineering at Bristol Uni- then post 
grad in Planning.  

• Worked to support flooded communities in Kendal and Cumbria wide 
since retirement

• And on climate change – part of SLACC team

Henry – consultant biologist

• Also GJN and SLACC member, and climate activist

• Campaigned on trade justice (+ TTIP) and

• Researches steel decarbonisation

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



This session.........

1. WCM’s proposal + current situation

2. WCM’s new submissions 

3. Relevant Policies

4. Additional information submitted to Cumbria 
CC

5. Questions to be considered

6. Q & A

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



Visualisation of the buildings

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



Most of the coal WCM want is offshore and NOT part of the planning 
application. 

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



The regulators:
q Cumbria County Council is only the Planning Authority for 
the onshore area:

q The Marine Management Organisation (MMO) regulates 
the offshore area:

q The MMO is much less accountable than the Local Planning Authority (Cumbria)

q The MMO will use the same Environmental Statement (ES) 

q The ES does have sections on offshore issues, but Statutory Consultees have said they will respond to the 
MMO, so they haven’t been scrutinised or challenged

q The Coal Authority – issues extraction licences:
q The Coal Authority has already granted a provisional  licence, and

q is a direct arm of government and has a legal duty to maintain a viable coal industry!

SO -This stage is Cumbria’s chance to decide

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



The “red line” boundary – i.e. Onshore application 

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



“Red Line” over aerial photograph

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



Decisions history:
19 March 2019: Initial DC&R approval (subject to Section 106 agreement)

“Call in requests” to the Secretary of State (SoS)  (MHCLG) :  
Leigh Day  for Keep Cumbria Coal in the Hole (KCCH); South Lakes Action on Climate 
Change (SLACC) ; and World Wildlife Fund (WWF)

1 November 2019: SoS declined to “call in” the application in

29 October 2019: DC&R  ratified their March approval (subject to S 106 agreement)

Judicial Review :  Leigh Day (for KCCH)  applied for consent to challenge the case on climate change, 
middlings coal and “substitution”* grounds.

6 Dec 2019 “Legal letter” from Richard Buxtons (on behalf of SLACC) to CCC submitting evidence 
(from Professor Paul Ekins) against “substitution” and saying there were “erroneous assumptions” in 
the Environmental Statement (ES) .

? Date ? CCC resolves “not to rely on” the October 2019 DC&R decision

12 May 2020: WCM submitted a revised planning application. 
18 May 2020: JR  “disposed of” in hearing before Mr Justice Dove
12 August 2020 : 20 August DC&R  cancelled because the report was not ready in time . 

. 



Next opportunity for decision: 2 October 2020 -

The Development Control and Regulation 
Committee (DC&R) is a “quasi –judicial 

body”, 

It has 17 Members (+ some reserves) and 
makes a judgement whether the proposal 

complies with relevant policies.  

DC&R is not answerable to Cumbria 
County Council and it’s Cabinet 

Members MUST decide on the basis of the 
information presented, not  any pre-

formed opinion

SO.......

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine



All County Councillors on the DC&R Committee should be open minded to new 
evidence since the October 2019 decision, and

Any County Councillor who publicly states their opinion on the case, 
either way,

would have to LEAVE THE MEETING and NOT VOTE:

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine

We do not know which way the planning officers and County Council 
lawyers are currently viewing their situation, or what the Officers 

recommendation will be

The planning decision, and any future JR must be based on evidence 
submitted, and the relevant policies: 

NOT on anecdotes; personal past work experience in the steel industry;
or short term political aims.



West Cumbria Mining has submitted a Revised Proposal

Amended Application to be considered 20 August 2020 
•Amended Planning Statement 

•Amended Environmental Statement (ES) with original Chapters 1-18 plus

•Additional ES Chapter  19  with:

•Appendix 1 – Dr Bristow’s evidence on demand for coking coal -

•Appendix 2 – AECOM’s evidence on greenhouse gas emissions

•WCM response to a report by Green Alliance:

The new submissions were focused on halting the KCCH and avoiding a potential SLACC Judicial 
Review.

•All middlings coal would be processed into coking coal, and

•The County Council is offered an “alternative argument” for use IF they accept SLACC’s evidence 
against “substitution”, based on a 

•“Worst case” GHG analysis by AECOM, and a S 106 Agreement to mitigate GHG emissions from the 
mine if they exceed 1% of the total UK Carbon Budget’



WCM’s claim of zero extra GHG – and  if not??? 
*The argument that ALL WCM coal would replace coal that would have been imported from or 
extracted elsewhere, that the increase in supply would not reduce the price,  affect the rate of 
decarbonisation of the steel industry, increase the use of coking coal or lead to any increase on 
global GHG emissions (compared to the “Do nothing” scenario) 

Planning Statement Page 2 - Reasons for the 2020 Update – last sentence
“Further information has now been provided to explain why this outcome would be very likely 
to occur* and to respond to points raised in documents produced by objectors following 
Cumbria County Council’s previous consideration of this issue. In addition to this further 
information, a GHG emissions assessment** has now been included within the Environmental 
Statement to provide a worst case analysis of GHG emissions caused by the Proposed 
Development in the event that the local planning authority concludes, in light of the further 
information that it has now received, that it cannot be reasonably certain that the Proposed 
Development will result in a comparable reduction in metallurgical coal production, and the 
associated GHG emissions, elsewhere in the world.”
* Dr Bristows evidence
** AECOM’s evidence 



Approval or refusal must relate to Policies 

For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine

The Paris Agreement

Climate Change Act 2008



VERY short summary of SLACC’s case!
The revised proposal  does not comply with the Development Plan (DC13) because  of 
the unacceptable environmental impacts!  

•Greenhouse Gas impacts

•Loss of ancient woodland, 

•Enviro -social impacts – negative impacts on people and communities, embedding  
stranded asset

WCM accepts that it doesn’t comply with this first stage but underestimates the extent  
and significance of the impacts.

Turning to the second stage of the assessment in DC13 ,

• the proposal does not provide national, local or community benefits which clearly 
outweigh the likely impacts of granting permission, 

•in particular because there is no need for coking coal to be mined for a period of 50 
years.

Therefore permission should be refused unless material considerations indicate 
otherwise. They do not. 



For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine

Other material considerations – and  SLACC’s comment:

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF )

Paragraphs 

•148 – Does it meet the requirement to support the transition to a low 
carbon future in a changing climate

•211 - Are the significant adverse impacts outweighed by the benefits?  –
(very like DC13). Can the potential jobs from the offshore mining area, 
outweigh the harm to the Copeland Local Plan strategy of Renaissance 
through Tourism, as well as the significant impacts on Global emissions.

•175 c) –Has the strong presumption against any loss to Ancient 
Woodland been “displaced” by “wholly exceptional reasons justifying the 
loss” 

SLACC’s legal team say no .  
If correct, material considerations do not “indicate otherwise” and the application should be 
refused



WCM arguments

1. “There is no realistic alternative to 

coking coal for making steel for the 

foreseeable future”

2. ALL WCM coal would replace coal 

extracted or imported from elsewhere

3. So the mine will not create 

ANY additional GHG, 

4. So Scoping Opinion requirement to consider “utilisation” GHG  is met -

6. GHG “worst case analysis” with

mitigation via S 106 Agreement 7. GHG  impacts are
“minor adverse”

5.GHG from use of coal can be 

ignored

8. Adverse impacts are significant , 
but outweighed by the jobs. 



For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine

How are impacts assessed, and what is SLACCS evidence?:

The Environmental Statement (ES) should use technical experts to 
assess the significance of any adverse impacts and any benefits . 

SLACC’s Appendices critique WCM’s  Ch 19 Appendix 1:
• 1) Economics Professor Paul Ekins’ letter dismisses the “substitution” argument –

• 2) The Materials Processing Institute  (MPI) report dismisses WCM’s claim that WCM coal is 
needed to support the production of steel in the UK and EU FOR THE NEXT  50 YEARS. 

•3) The Statement on the Future need for coal takes a similar position to MPI – from an academic 
perspective

•4) The Ministerial Statement on the Clean Steel Fund and Low Carbon Hydrogen Production Fund 
states that decarbonising steel production is 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

Evidence that undercuts WCM’s  Ch 19 Appendix 2 – The Greenhouse 
Gas Assessment  is presented in the text of the SLACCs objection -



“PLANK” 1 “UK Society’s need for steel depends on this mine”  

WCM’s evidence : Dr Neil Bristow
Principal/Managing Consultant at H&W Worldwide Consulting: 

http://www.hwworldwide.com/index.htm HW Worldwide Limited, 22th Floor, Unit C, 
Wing Cheong Com. Bldg.,19-25 Jervois St. Central, Hong Kong

SLACC ‘s evidence : The Materials Processing Institute

Established 75 years ago as the British Iron and Steel Research Association The Institute 
offers research, consultancy and training services from its campus in Teesside, delivering 
expert advice and new technology to the steel industry internationally., the Institute has 
a team of internationally recognised steel industry experts.. 

AND – an agreed Statement on the Future need for Coal in the Steel Industry – signed 
by 11 UK academics
Say that steel making is being decarbonised with a consequent reduction in the 
use of coking coal -

http://www.hwworldwide.com/index.htm
https://slacc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/SLACC_Appendix-2_MPI-Report_11-06-2020.pdf


WHO ARE THE MOST CREDIBLE EXPERT WITNESSES?
WCM rely solely on Dr Neil Bristow and his Appendix 1 to Ch 19 of the ES for both Plank 1 and 2 : 

Dr Bristow appears to be based in Australia - There are no academic, industry credentials or published papers on line, 
other than two powerpoint presentations to annual conferences on metallurgical coal trends and prospects

The first slide below  is from a presentation to a 2016 conference in Spain https://thecoalhub.com/wp-
content/uploads/attach_250.pdf and the  second to a USA conference in 2015 
http://www.metcokemarkets.com/CokeEvents/media/Met-Coke-2016/Neil-Bristow-Steel-Markets-and-Technology.pdf . 
They  are not consistent with his evidence to WCM . 

https://thecoalhub.com/wp-content/uploads/attach_250.pdf
http://www.metcokemarkets.com/CokeEvents/media/Met-Coke-2016/Neil-Bristow-Steel-Markets-and-Technology.pdf


Please read Appendix 1 in full: and then the SLACC objection section 3 “An illusory Benefit: The need 
for coking coal in steel making” 

DR Bristow in Appendix 1 is in fact not specific about the need for in Europe for all (i.e. 2.78 MT pa) 
the coking coal to be produced by the development, nor the for the 363,000 Tpa that is expected to be 
used in the UK.  

WCM appear to exaggerate the claims when they claim that there will be no reduction in the amount 
of met coal being used in the UK and European market during the lifetime of the development (to 
2074).

DR Bristow’s evidence and WCM’s case

The use of coking coal in European market will be the same for the lifetime of the 
development (to 2074 )  X

ALL the WCM coal will replace coal extracted or imported from elsewhere  X



MPI report  - expert opinion on 4  points from WCM

2. Will alternative technologies for steel production reduce the need for coking coal in 
Europe in the “lifetime of the development”

3. Future Market Demand

4. Societal need for steel in the UK

1. Will blast furnace steel continue to the end of the century, or will steel from scrap increase ? 

MPI –NO – it is already being displaced in the UK by Scrap Steel and EAF : “From an availability 
perspective the UK has more than enough scrap to meet it’s steel making needs”. “Even a 
partial switch from blast furnace to electric arc furnaces will lead to a collapse in the European 
and global market  for metallurgical coal”

MPI – YES. “It is estimated that  commercialisation of hydrogen steelmaking technology will be 
possible by 2030”.  SSAB aims to replace coking coal entirely with hydrogen, and bring fossil fuel 
free steel to the market by 2026”  “Liberty steel aims to be carbon neutral by 2030, by 
investment in new hydrogen steel making technologies”.

MPI - “it is incorrect to say that emerging technologies are in their infancy” “Production of steel 
will not require significant use of metallurgical coal in the coming decades”

“WCM assert that “ .. the steels most used in infrastructure “are dependent on the availability 
of  metallurgical  coal.  MPI says This is not the case”. It then lists the types needed, and where 
they are now, or soon will be, made with scrap in Electric Arc Furnaces. This is already 
happening in Teeside, Scunthorpe and now Tata at Port Talbot.  



“PLANK” 2 “ALL WCM coal would replace coal 
extracted or imported from elsewhere”  

SLACC submitted evidence to Cumbria CC in December 2019 from:

Professor Paul Ekins OBE, Director of the UCL Institute for Sustainable Resources 
and an expert on environmental economics, sent with a letter from Richard Buxtons 
Solicitors ( on SLACC’s behalf ).

Dr Ekin’s expert opinion was: 

1 . The perfect substitution theory 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 that sets prices independently) which override “normal economic forces” an increase 
in 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”

https://slacc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/6-Dec-19-SLACC-lawyers-letter-to-Cumbria-CC.pdf
https://slacc.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2020/06/SLACC_Appendix-1_Professor-Ekins-letter_5-12-2019.pdf


“PLANK” 5 No need to consider “End use” 
emissions .

WCM argues that  GHG don’t need to be included in 
the ES -

SLACC say that they do and are “ indirect impacts” 
(analogous to the traffic from a housing estate)

Whilst 2011 EIA regs ARE less specific on this than the later 
2017 Regs, Cumbria CC correctly made the requirement clear 
in their Scoping Opinion in 2016

“PLANK” 5 - No need to consider “End use” 
emissions . (part 1) 



For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine

The County Council’s 2016 “Scoping Opinion” requires WCM to 
assess the “carbon implications of [the coal’s] extraction and utilisation”.

WCM claims that they met the requirement in 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”.

This shows that the claims are based on the 100% substitution argument.   

This is binding on WCM regardless of whether 2011 or 2017 EIA 
Regulations apply. 

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 for Cumbria County Council to make a decision without 
having this information 

“End use” or Scope 3 GHG emissions



“PLANK” 5 No need to consider “End use” 
emissions .

• WCM argues that only the UK  Carbon Budgets matter.  (and as 
others argue – exports aren’t  included at the moment )

BUT - The Heathrow decision shows that the Paris Agreement is 
binding in law and requires impacts of global emissions, i.e. not 
limited to GHG emitted in the UK ,  to be considered. 

9 MT CO2e per year until 2074 is huge! Highly significant  in planning 
terms. Coach and Horses through UK’s obligations
(Even if there is some “substitution”)

“PLANK” 5 No need to consider “End use” 
emissions . Part 2



How have WCM underestimated the impact of GHG ?
AECOM AND ES claim that Evidence in SLACC objection
End use or Scope 3 GHG emissions do 
not have to be assessed under the 2011 
EIA regulations. ( but accept that End 
use GHG are about 9 MT CO2e pa)

They do, but in any case the Cumbria CC’s 2016 Scoping 
Opinion required  GHG from ”extraction and utilisation” 
of the coal. This is binding on WCM. 

The “Do nothing Scenario” if the mine 
was refused would result in exactly the 
same amount of coal used (and GHG 
emitted) up to 2074 as the “Do 
something Scenario”.

Shows that this is dependent on a claim of 100% perfect 
substitution, for the lifetime of the mine even as 
increased efficiencies, partial shift to EAF,  DRI(with gas) 
and hydrogen reduce coal use. Even a small % less than 
perfect gives rise to  significant emissions.

The original ES explained that the 
scoping opinion had been satisfied 
because all the coal from the mine 
would replace coal extracted or 
imported from elsewhere. i.e.  

This is based on substitution – If Cumbria lawyers and 
planners accept SLACC and Professor Ekins evidence, 
WCM ALSO have to assess end use GHG. It is not rational 
to say they have considered them by deciding (with no 
evidence) that there are none. 

That “end use “ GHG are not indirect 
GHG emissions from the coal mine.

The wording is incorrect – they are indirect impacts –
just as much as the traffic from a housing estate is. 

That end use GHG are “material 
considerations” in the “planning 
balance”  but have minimal weight

End Use emissions are both indirect effects , and 
material considerations, and have significant weight.  
Test one of NPPF para 211 and DC13 are failed.



SLACC evidence on AECOM and WCM “Worst case”

WCM Claim Evidence in SLACC objection
Fugitive methane emissions from the 
mine will only be 6m3/ tonne – total 
lifetime  GHG 18.4 MtCO2e

IPCC guidance for National Greenhouse Gas Inventories gives a 
figure of 25 m3/tonne for coal seams below 400m  - AECOMS 
“worst case scenario” is  ¼ of the most reasonable estimate ; 
Even if  “end use emissions” are ignored

1% of the total UK Carbon Budget  is an 
appropriate significance criteria 

SLACC finds and explains the 3 documents the ES and WCM 
use to justify this. They are not at all relevant to the situation: 
Also shows contextual , sectoral and local GHG emissions. Even 
GHG from Drax power station would be “not significant” under 
this analysis.  It is “laughable” to say that a development
that emits anything less than 1% of the total UK carbon
budget is “not significant” in EIA terms.

UK Carbon budgets are a reasonable 
proxy for the climate , and by reducing 
operations to keep GHG less than 1% of
total budget up to and beyond 2050  
the adverse impact would be “minor”.

Shows UK’s “carbon reduction obligations” are not limited to 
the UK Climate Act, but include obligations under the Paris 
Agreement, as clarified in February 2020. There is also a duty 
to limit rises in global temperature includes exports.
Also the UK already exceeds its carbon budgets and they are 
not yet aligned even to the net zero by 2050 target – let alone 
1.5 – 2 degrees under the Paris Agreement. There is no “spare 
capacity”, and these are cumulative budgets –



SLACC evidence on AECOM and WCM S106 mitigation

WCM Claim Evidence in SLACC objection
Having admitted that the 18.4 MtCO2e 
would be a significant adverse impact up 
to or after 2050, WCM claim that A S106 
would make the proposal acceptable

•SLACC lawyers have examined the draft S106.
•The S106 would not come into effect until 2033.
•It would make it possible for Cumbria CC to require 
reductions in GHG, but not binding on Cumbria.
•It would not be subject to other UK government 
carbon reduction obligations, which by 2050 are likely 
to be even more stringent

And that this “alternative” should be 
acceptable to  DC&R if they are not 
convinced that a corresponding amount 
of coal would remain in the ground 
elsewhere should the application be 
approved.

The whole proposal is totally dependent on 100% 
substitution. 
There is loss of Ancient Woodland that is not justified 
by an over-riding need for the coal or for the 
development
The social impacts of a stranded assett, impacts on 
tourism,  and the doubts about the longevity or 
number of jobs at the development mean that the 
significant impacts outweigh any benefits.



For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine

Returning to Policy DC 13 and NPPF paragraph 211.

•The GHG emissions should have been assessed as major 
adverse EVEN IF END USE GHG were omitted. The impact 
on tourism and Copeland’s economic strategy  was 
originally acknowledged by Cumbria CC.
•The loss of Ancient Woodland can only be justified in 
exceptional circumstances.

•On the benefit side – are the promised jobs

The planning balance :



WEST Cumbria’s need for jobs
As 87% of the coal would be exported , no national economic benefit is claimed in the revised submissions –
just the wages from local jobs

Some Councillors support the mine because of the promised 500 jobs for 50 years BUT. 

•Will jobs from the mine compensate for jobs lost due to impacts on tourism?
• “Renaissance through Tourism” and linkages to coastal and coast to coast footpaths were key strategy 
for Whitehaven in the Copeland Local Plan.
•No guarantee that jobs will go to local people,  or remain rather than be mechanised

•Any long term jobs must be from the offshore section (Given the relative extent of the onshore 
and offshore areas),  but

•ES (Chapter 5) Para 5.2.18– “Future exploration and operations in the offshore section of the mine will 
be contingent on what is found as the development proceeds”. 

•There is NO certainty on how much offshore coal is “recoverable” by extraction as 
opposed to underground coal gasification (UCG)

•WCM was called Riverside Energy – a UCG firm, and previous Licences and were for UCG to follow initial coal extraction 
(see Minerals and Waste Local Plan pages )

•FOI -5646 -2020 Cumbria CC “The initial pre-application correspondence submitted with the proposals for that site -
originally submitted by Riverside Energy (West Cumbria) Ltd in September 2012 - did indicate that residual coal post-
mining will be used for underground coal gasification” :

•Do councillors know about these meetings  and early plans? Should the planners be backing the claim of 500 jobs for 50 
years if they know this is unlikely? Will it be another broken promise, and another unrestored site?

See page 25 and 26 of the SLACC objection



What is Underground Coal Gasification?

UCG operations cannot be controlled as precisely as surface gasifiers. Variables include the rate of water influx, the distribution of reactants in 
the gasification zone, and the growth rate of the cavity. These can only be estimated from temperature measurements, and analyzing product 
gas quality and quantity.[

See page 25 and 26 of the SLACC objection

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Underground_coal_gasification

Underground coal gasification converts coal to gas while still in the coal 
seam (in-situ). Gas is produced and extracted through wells drilled into the 
unmined coal seam. Injection wells are used to supply 
the oxidants (air, oxygen) and steam to ignite and fuel the underground 
combustion process. Separate production wells are used to bring the 
product gas to the surface.[7][9] The high pressure combustion is conducted 
at temperature of 700–900 °C (1,290–1,650 °F), but it may reach up to 
1,500 °C (2,730 °F).[4][7]
The process decomposes coal and generates carbon dioxide (CO
2), hydrogen (H
2), carbon monoxide (CO) and methane (CH
4). In addition, small quantities of various contaminants including sulfur
oxides (SO
x), mono-nitrogen oxides (NO
x), and hydrogen sulfide (H
2S) are produced.[7] As the coal face burns and the immediate area is 
depleted, the volumes of oxidants injected are controlled by the operator.[4]

Subsidence is a common issue with all forms of extractive industry. 
While UCG leaves the ash behind in the cavity, the depth of the 
void left after UCG is typically greater than that with other 
methods of coal extraction.[4]

By Bretwood Higman, Ground Truth Trekking -
http://www.groundtruthtrekking.org/WildResource/Issues/Undergro
undCoalGasification.html, CC BY 3.0, 
https://commons.wikimedia.org/w/index.php?curid=16045085

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Underground_coal_gasification
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Underground_coal_gasification
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Injection_well
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oxidants
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Oxygen
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Underground_coal_gasification
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Combustion
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Underground_coal_gasification
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carbon_dioxide
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Carbon_monoxide
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Methane
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Sulfur_oxide
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Hydrogen_sulfide
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Underground_coal_gasification
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Underground_coal_gasification
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Underground_coal_gasification


Questions 

Will Cumbria CC accept Paul Ekins evidence? 

If so will it realise that the “alternative worst case scenario” is 
also based on “substitution”?

Will it accept the MPI evidence, and the evidence on “erroneous 
assumptions” in the ES? 

Will it try to argue that the Paris agreement doesn’t apply?

Was the problem due to internal disagreements, legal 
problems, staff absence, or need to obtain more expert opinion?

Will the County Council finish its report in time for 2nd October 
DC&R!!!!!



For more information see www.slacc.org.uk/campaigns/cumbria-coal-mine

DISCUSSION


