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24 September 2020

To:  The Chair and Members of the 
Development Control and Regulation 
Committee

Agenda
DEVELOPMENT CONTROL AND REGULATION COMMITTEE

A meeting of the Development Control and Regulation Committee will be held as follows: 

Date: Friday 2 October 2020
Time: 9.00 am
Place: Please note this will be a virtual meeting and, therefore, 

will not take place in a physical location.  Please follow 
the links to view this event:

Dawn Roberts
Executive Director – Corporate, Customer and Community Services

Enquiries and requests for supporting papers to:  Nicola Harrison
Direct Line: 07825 832 545
Email: nicola.harrison@cumbria.gov.uk

This agenda is available on request in alternative formats
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MEMBERSHIP

Labour (6) Conservative (8) Liberal Democrat (3)

Mr A McGuckin (Vice-Chair)
Mr F Cassidy
Mr KR Hamilton
Mr W McEwan
Mr FI Morgan
Mr MH Worth

Mr RK Bingham
Mr A Bowness
Mrs HF Carrick
Mr D English
Mr K Hitchen
Mr AJ Markley
Mr CP Turner
Mr D Wilson

Mr GD Cook (Chair)
Mr N Cotton
Mrs BC Gray

Independent (1)

Mr JS Holliday

ACCESS TO INFORMATION

Agenda and Reports

Copies of the agenda and Part I reports are available for members of the public to inspect 
prior to the meeting.  Copies will also be available at the meeting.

The agenda and Part I reports are also available on the County Council’s website – 
http://councilportal.cumbria.gov.uk/ieListMeetings.aspx?CId=124&Year=0 

Background Papers

Requests for the background papers to the Part I reports, excluding those papers that 
contain exempt information, can be made to the Legal and Democratic Services Unit at the 
address overleaf between the hours of 9.00 am and 4.30 pm, Monday to Friday.

http://councilportal.cumbria.gov.uk/ieListMeetings.aspx?CId=124&Year=0
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A G E N D A

PART 1: ITEMS LIKELY TO BE CONSIDERED IN THE PRESENCE OF THE PRESS 
AND PUBLIC

8  UPDATE SHEET AND APPENDICES CIRCULATED TO THE COMMITTEE 
MEMBERS ON 1.10.20  (Pages 5 - 18)
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REPRESENTATIONS RECEIVED:

Since finalising the committee report a further 97 objections to the application from 64 new 
representations and 33 who have objected previously. 

Objection:

Additional objections and some points of clarification are summarised below. A further 
response was received from SLACC on 1 October 2020 which was too detailed to summarise 
in the time available, and so is included as an appendix.
Henry Adams originally calculated the end-use emissions when at peak production as 8.52 
million tonnes of CO2e per year. Based upon 2020 figures this number has increased to 9.0 
million tonnes of CO2e per year. Henry Adams also used 2020 figures to update the site and 
transport related emissions. These were then combined with the above figure to provide an 
estimate of the total tonnes of CO2e produced per year to between 9.3 to 10.2 million tonnes 
of CO2e per year. This is [at least] equal to 2% of UK emissions in 2018, and will increase as 
a proportion as UK emissions reduce.
In addition he provided summary of climate change context and a timeline. 

a) The Heathrow Judgement - 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.” As the Paris 
Agreement requires nations to cooperate in emissions reductions for the world as a 
whole not just within national territories, this judgement’s inclusion of aviation 
emissions outside the UK implies that other emissions outside the UK that result from 
decisions or policies made within the UK by governments (both national and local) 
should also be taken into account. The response states the huge end-use emissions 
from the coal that WCM wish to extract (9 million tonnes CO2e per year) must be 
properly accounted for by Cumbria County Council. EIA regulations also require such 
Scope 3 end-use emissions to be properly considered.

b) Temperature goals of the Paris Agreement – The Paris Agreement target: “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”. Keeping below 1.5°C is especially important for people and wildlife living on 
islands and low-lying coastal areas, but also for all of us, and the increasingly bad 
impacts from 1.5°C to 2°C must be avoided: They include the loss of tropical coral 
reefs and increasing devastation from wildfires, flooding, droughts, crop losses and 
other harms. Yet the UK has yet to change its policies from a path heading well over 
2°C.

c) Climate scientists estimate that if global temperatures continue to rise on their current 
path, we are likely to cross 1.5°C threshold around 2030 if not before. The response  
states that if we continue on our current high-emissions trajectory we could hit +2°C 
around 2040 (worst case scenario), or between 2040 and 2050.

d) The 2019 emissions gap report – This report produced by the United Nations 
Environment Program states “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.” Professor Kevin Anderson, 
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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.”

e) Consequences for WCM –If West Cumbria Mining are allowed to proceed with coal 
extraction it will add 9 to 10 million tonnes of CO2e to global emissions per year, 
comprising 9 million tonnes from end-use in blast furnaces, the rest largely from 
methane release and other mine-associated emissions. Adding such huge emissions 
is obviously totally incompatible with the UK reducing its emissions by 10% per year. 
And to UK’s credibility hosting COP26.

f) Steel Companies commitment to emissions reduction – Major steel companies have 
committed to significant percentage reductions in emissions in Europe by 2030, and 
because most of such emissions are from coal use in blast furnaces this will be a factor 
reducing the need for coal. For example, SSAB expect a 25% reduction by 2030 & 
“fossil-free by 2045”. Furthermore, this rate of full production is expected to start at 
around the same time (2025, 2026) that several major steel-making companies aim to 
start commercial production of steel from iron ore using fossil-free methods.

A further representation was submitted which stated:
a) Climate change -  They provide a quote direct from the IPCC Special Report on 

constraining temperature rises to below 1.5°C, “In model pathways with no or limited 
overshoot of 1.5°C, global net anthropogenic CO2 emissions decline by about 45% 
from 2010 levels by 2030 (40–60% interquartile range), reaching net zero around 2050 
(2045–2055 interquartile range)”. Since 2010, global GHG emissions have risen about 
10%. To hit the 2030 levels of reduction, emissions would have to reduce by a 
compound rate of 6.7% per annum every year for the next ten years, and then 
reductions would have to continue until there were no net emissions in 2050.  Because 
the cumulative effects of CO2, any delay in these reductions means that the total 
burden of CO2 in the atmosphere will increase and reduce the amount available to be 
released in later years. We will undoubtedly fail to reach these emission reduction 
levels so we will have to remove CO2 from the atmosphere. The IPCC estimates 
approximately perhaps 10 billion tonnes of CO2 will have to be pulled out of the 
atmosphere each year and buried, starting well before 2050.

b) Legislative consequences - Current legislation is inadequate, and targets will likely be 
tightened. The growth of climate focused legal challenges has been rapid, and is likely 
to grow further and faster in the coming years. Therefore, any decision made by the 
company or, conceivably even, the Local Authority may be subject to massive 
unforeseen challenges in the future, including possible legal action.  

c) The future of steel making – There are a number of emerging green technologies such 
as the BYBRIT process. the low cost of hydrogen or ammonia (which acts as an easier 
to move and store hydrogen carrier) is “set to revolutionise steel manufacture in the 
next two decades, driving metallurgical coal out of the market entirely”.

d) Economics - The price for CO2 emissions is currently €22.7 per tonne of CO2 
(US$25.57) under the European trading scheme. There are also border tax 
adjustments for GHGs proposed in Europe and China have also implemented an 
emission trading scheme. It is therefore important to consider CO2 emissions pricing 
as a major factor in the future economics of metallurgical coal. With an assumed 
carbon content of 88% metallurgical coal using one tonne of met coke would generate 
3.23 tonnes of CO2 emissions at this stage. In addition, an explanation of the estimated 
figures for CO2 emissions generated from the production of coking coal from the coal 
extracted from the mine is provided. It is stated that the total emissions of CO2 per 
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tonne of coke to be 3.96 tonnes. At the current EU emissions price, the charge for 
burning a tonne of coke in a furnace will be US$101.25 (3.96 x $25.57), bringing the 
effective cost of met coke to approximately $400/tonne. A graph showing the expected 
breakdown of costs of hydrogen made from three different energy sources shown in 
Figure 1 below:
The work being developed by Moltex, a UK based company developing a small 

modular reactor that burns nuclear waste (currently going through licensing in the UK 
and Canada) to power the hydrogen technology. It is stated that “Assuming coke is 
88% carbon, 3.4 tonnes of coke are needed to do the work of one tonne of hydrogen1.  
Therefore, the price of hydrogen that gives steelmakers the same cost as using coke 
is $1,020/tonne (3.4 x $300) if emissions are ignored. If current EU emissions price of 
$25.57 is included the price of hydrogen that offers the same cost as using a tonne of 
coke is US$1,360/tonne (3.4 x $400 as previously calculated).  This is substantially 
less than the $900/tonne forecast cost of green hydrogen from solar PV in 2040.  
Hydrogen could even be economic by 2030 given the BEIS forecast of price rises for 
CO2 emissions.” 
It is recognised that hydrogen is more expensive to transport than coke but that 
ammonia (NH3) can be used as an alternative as it is an effective hydrogen carrier. 
Figure 2 below provides a summary of these technologies:

e) Social consequences - states that new coal mines will face substantial resistance and 
may face expensive and time consuming delays before the mine approaches full 
capacity. It is stated in the response that by time the falling cost of energy, the rising 
cost of CO2 emissions, and the increased acceptance of hydrogen as a reducing agent 

1 3 tonnes of carbon do the work of 1 tonne of hydrogen. However, if coke is 88% carbon, the quantity 
of coke needed is 3/0.88 = 3.4 tonnes coke per tonne hydrogen
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means that it is highly unlikely that this mine will survive more than a few years. The 
mine would also continue to grow the community’s dependency on the coal mine for 
income which is unsustainable. 

A representation was received from Eden Works and Duncan Pollard & Associates:
The argument detailed in this response is separated into two sections, the first ‘Concerns 
regarding WCM’s Business Case’ and the second ‘Concerns regarding Copeland Council and 
Cumbria Council’.
The response focused on primarily on assessing the financial & business risks to the project 
in line with the recommendations of the Task Force on Climate-related Financial Disclosures 
(TCFD) (supported by over 1400 financial institutions managing US$12.6 Trillion) to do 
climate-related financial risk disclosures for use by companies in providing information to 
investors, lenders, insurers, and other stakeholder. They  felt that the risk had not been 
adequately explored and could result in the project becoming a stranded asset. 
They begin their response by stating that a total of 234 million tonnes of CO2e will be generated 
over the lifespan of the project. They also state that WCM’s projections exclude emissions 
arising from the extraction of the coal and “figures do not consider increased production nor 
Scope 3 supply chain emissions”. 
They also stated market and transition risks stating that the UK steel industry has been in 
decline for some time for reasons such as high business rates and energy costs, overcapacity 
in EU steelmaking and cheaper products being produced by Chinese firms. It is stated in the 
response that there is more than 30% overcapacity of steel in global markets and instability in 
the steel sector. The response reiterated the point made by previous representations 
regarding the need to meet net-zero GHG emissions by 2050 as outlined by the Paris 
Agreement. This target requires the UK to reduce its greenhouse gas emissions to 159 million 
tonnes CO2e in 2050. This is driving the need to decarbonise the steel market and 
commercialise the low carbon technologies. 
The response details the potential of increasing carbon prices impacting on revenues and 
profit through emissions trading schemes and taxes which would have a direct impact on 
WCM’s earnings, profit and revenues from tax. 
The UK’s Carbon Capture Usage and Storage (CCUS) Action Plan was published in 
November 2018, setting out the Government’s plans. While the potential is backed by an £800 
million infrastructure fund, the scale of the emission reduction potential remains unproven. 
The Committee on Climate Change estimates that in 2050 it is likely that somewhere between 
75 to 175 million tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent will need to be removed by CCUS 
annually to meet the net-zero target as it is unlikely that all sources of GHG emission can be 
eliminated. 
The response then moves on to say that in Europe approximately half of all materials used for 
steel production is recycling scrap due the successful steel recycling market. The response 
then discusses the use of Hydrogen as a fuel source and anticipates that the technology would 
become commercially feasible within 5-10 years. Germany & France alone are spending €16 
billion to develop hydrogen with the UK committed to provide £350 million. However, this could 
change with the Government planning to release its Hydrogen Strategy in January 2021. A 
move to hydrogen will place downward pressure on demand and prices for metallurgical coal 
resulting in the WCM coking coal mine becoming a stranded asset. 
In respect of the social aspects of the development, they quote WCM statement that 
employees will have a high average salary of £51,250. However, it is common practice to use 
median salaries to allow an understanding of salary levels. They estimated a WCM Median 
salary is £34,000 per annum, lower than the current Copeland median of £35,687. Therefore, 
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they estimate that a significant proportion of jobs offered by WCM would not offer a decent 
level of income for households of people employed at the mine. A real living wage that WCM 
has proposed of £9.30 would provide a decent income. They go on to stress the importance 
that the jobs created by WCM are not subsequently subsidised by the UK taxpayer.
WCM originally proposed to pay £500 million in taxes in the first ten years which has now 
reduced to £300 million. Based upon the updated turnover (date 28/09/2020) and WCM data, 
they estimate that taxes are only likely to be £105 million in the first 10 years. This is before 
consideration of carbon taxes. Queries were also raised on if funding has been set aside to 
train employees and if further down the line when the mine closes, have WCM considered 
retaining employees for renewables. 
Concern was expressed over the owner of WCM, EMR Capital Resources Fund LP which is 
registered in the Cayman Islands. They consider that the rationale behind the registration in 
the Cayman Islands is to avoid tax which subsequently raises questions on WCMs claims on 
taxation. They do not think WCM will be committed to Cumbria and feel that the Council should 
be looking for long-term committed investors with serious long-term business models to invest 
in the region.
The first part of their argument concludes with a view of the lack of clarity around the 
remediation bond relating to the Section 106 Agreement, protects workers if the mine was to 
close.  
The second part of the argument relates to concerns regarding Copeland Council and Cumbria 
Council and begins with the potential impact to the UK Government budget if social payments 
are required for workers which then becomes a burden on the tax payer. In addition, they state 
the changing economic described in section 1 of their response will drive ‘cost cutting’ 
exercises including impacts to salaries and jobs. 
The response highlights that Copeland Council and the UK Government are risking their 
reputation especially with the UK hosting the COP26 in 2021. They anticipate that this project 
would draw an unprecedented amount of attention (both locally and nationally) onto WCM, 
Cumbria and the Government drawing resources away from other priorities and undermine 
the UK Government’s international efforts to deliver a successful outcome at COP26. 
The response then concluded with the comments summarised below:

 The WCM business model is not viable in the context of the Paris Agreement and 
the UK’s Climate Change Act. 

 The development of green technologies being driven by policy change will result 
in the mine becoming a stranded asset. 

 The development will impact on climate change, but climate change will also 
impact upon WCMs business model and investment. 

A letter authored by fourteen experts with direct relevant expertise was received and made 
the following comments relating to the proposed cessation by 2049 planning condition:

1) It is a contradiction to the way that both the Climate Change Act and the Paris 
Agreement are designed. A crucial feature of the Climate Change Act is the 
establishment of five-yearly ‘carbon budgets’, as advised by the Committee on 
Climate Change, and as agreed by Government and Parliament. These budgets 
are designed to establish a smooth trajectory for GHG reduction over the coming 
decades with a final end goal of net-zero emissions by 2050. Though details of 
future budgets (late 2030s, and 2040s) have not yet been developed but analysis 
by the Committee on climate Change shows that all sectors of the economy 
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including industry will be expected to contribute to emissions reduction. In order to 
limit global average temperature rises to 1.5°C, global emissions must peak by 
2030 (sooner for the UK and other industrialised nations) and then decline rapidly 
after this date, according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change.

2) Over the period to 2050, UK industry will need to continue to reduce emissions of 
GHGs. For steel, this will mean widespread use of emerging technologies which 
were considered in the committee report (Electric Arc Furnaces, direct Reduced 
Iron and Hydrogen direct reduction). The response includes a citation from the 
Energy transitions Commission that “a complete decarbonisation of the 
steelmaking industry is achievable by mid-century”, however this is not a foregone 
conclusion. The authors state their concern that with the availability of large-scale, 
low-cost and stable supply of metallurgical coal in the UK that this would reduce 
the incentives for steel producers in the UK and EU to accelerate the adoption of 
alternative low-carbon technologies. It is also their view that the steelmaking 
industry will not continue to use steady amounts of coal for the next thirty years 
and then stop suddenly in 2050. The exact trajectory depends both on 
technological advances and climate legislation (such as a carbon price). It is 
expected that demand for metallurgical coal will decline rather than remaining 
steady.

Comments made by other objectors: 

 The development would contribute to climate change through the production of 
additional GHGs emissions. A number of responses stated  that WCMs coal would 
only add to the supply and would not result in a reduction in the production of coal 
elsewhere. This would subsequently impact on the local area which is vulnerable to 
the impacts of climate change particularly flooding

 By approving the application, the council would be contradicting their other schemes 
that the council are in partnership with such as the recent award of £2.5m for the Zero 
Carbon Cumbria Partnership. 

 There have been objections on two of the proposed conditions for the application the 
first relating to the time limit of coal production expressing concerns over the 
cumulative effect of GHGs and the length of time that carbon dioxide remains in the 
atmosphere. The condition relating to the sulphur content was also challenged  on the 
basis that a the lower sulphur content in the coking coal produced would not reduce 
the large quantity of GHG emissions that would be produced by the development as 
whole. 

 Coal is one of the most carbon intense fuel and the burning of it goes against the Paris 
Agreement and Climate Change Act. WCMs argument that their coal will substitute for 
US coking coal is flawed and they are unable to prove that the coal will substitute. The 
substitution argument would not stand up to scientific and legal scrutiny. Instead 
WCMs coal would only add to the global supply, thus driving the price of the commodity 
down and subsequently delaying the transition to greener methods of steel production. 
Any investment in coal, however short term would distract from the economic 
opportunity for West Cumbria to invest in renewables and boost the local economy in 
line with current and future policy. The government recently turned down planning 
permission for an opencast coal mine at Druridge Bay, in Northumberland. In his 
rejection, the Secretary of State said, "there is limited objective evidence that the 
demand for coal for industrial purposes will remain at current levels beyond the very 
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short term." It is questionable whether steel will have to be produced using coking coal 
for 70 years, as WCM suggest with the emergence of greener technologies,  this 
undermines WCMs key argument. 

 There is a sufficient quantity of scrap steel which can be recycled and used to meet 
the steel demand “The Materials Processing Institute, which was founded as the British 
Iron and Steel Research Association in 1944 as the central research organisation for 
the iron and steel industry in the UK, states that the majority of steel can be 
manufactured from recycled steel using electric arc furnaces”. 

 The emerging green steel technologies could replace the current steel making process 
in the near future resulting in a ‘stranded asset’. 

 It is questioned whether the 500 jobs WCM will be providing will actually be filled by 
people who already live in Cumbria for 50 years. Over a 50 year period there will likely 
be increased mechanisation of the process and a drop in demand for coking coal. 
There is an assumption that there will be a market for the coal that will be produced 
that will last over the lifetime of the mine. The vast majority of the coal going to 
European Steel works (87%) not the UK, therefore only 3% of the commodity value 
will be spent on wages. In addition, there are questions raised over WCM commitment 
to the area with WCMs parent company is registered in the Cayman Islands. Cumbria 
County Council should be looking to secure jobs within the renewable sector. 

 Concern over the risk of subsidence resulting from the mass removal and the creation 
of sub-sea void spaces. A paper written by Tim Deere-Jones concluded “that any 
seabed subsidence in the WCM designated sub-sea mining zone would generate re-
suspension of Cumbrian Mud Patch heavily radioactive seabed sediments”. 

 The high risk of disturbance to local ecosystem including plants, animals, birds, land 
particularly with the loss of ancient woodland.

 It is questioned why the council has gone against the advice of respected scientists 
and journalists and members of the public, following the majority of responses showing 
objections to the application. 

Cumbria County Council received a petition from Keep Cumbrian Coal in the Hole with 4000 
signatures from members of the public. The petition listed a number of statements from a mix 
of local residents, groups, organisations and people with a background in consulting and 
climate change, a summary of their concerns are described below: 

 Negative impact on Wainwright’s Coast to Coast Walk;

 The proposals close proximity to Sellafield; 

 The proposals potential contribution to climate change;

 Climate change could cause considerable ecological and economic damage. The 
mine over the its lifespan would contribute to UK GHG emissions;

 Disturbance of nesting seabirds during construction and operation; and

 Offshore subsidence resulting in the resuspension and dispersal of radioactive 
contaminants. 
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Comments from WWF and Keep Cumbrian Coal in the Hole were received by the Council 
during the consultation period. These representations were reviewed and taken into account 
in preparing the committee report, however, for the avoidance of doubt, because some 
elements were not specifically referred to, additional summary detail is included below for 
completeness. 
WWF expressed their view that the proposed development should be called in:
The WWF-UK reiterated that at the time of the previous application they had written to the 
Secretary of State to ask him to call in the application. The WWF-UK will also be writing to the 
Secretary of State to request that he calls in this revised application. Their ground for objection 
and call in request are summarised below:

 Highlights the commitment to a net-zero GHG emissions target by 2050 under the 
Climate Change Act 2008. 

 The declining need for coking coal production over the 50-year proposed lifespan 
of the project and the impact on GHG emissions of extracting the coal. WWF-UK 
state that the final decision on the previous case concluded that the need for 
metallurgical coal outweighed the environmental impacts but with no sound 
evidence that coal from this proposed colliery would replace, rather than 
supplement, existing supplies, whether in the UK or in other markets.

 The impact on future generations. The consequences of the emissions produced 
(eg: in terms of their contribution to global heating) and the responsibility to offset 
them to meet the new 2050 target will fall disproportionately on the young, impacting 
on their human rights – including Article 8 of the European Convention of Human 
Rights in a manner which we believe cannot be justified at a time of climate crisis 

The following points are additional points in response to the amended application

 Global footprint. WWF considers that the exported emissions (from use of the coal 
abroad for steel production) must be assessed pursuant to the council’s duty to take 
account of the Paris Agreement. Paris provides a temperature limit which is the 
shared responsibility of states to achieve. WWF reference the case of Friends of 
the Earth v Secretary of State for Transport.

 Paris provides a temperature limit which is the shared responsibility of states to 
achieve. 

 WWF state that no consideration appears to have been given to the likelihood that 
coal which may be edged out of use in European steel works by coal produced from 
the development would be burnt regardless leading to an overall increase in global 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

 WWF also highlights that government has yet to adopt a carbon plan which sets out 
how the net-zero target will be met – nor has it yet explained how it will bring itself 
into compliance with carbon budgets from the mid-2020s onwards. WWF express 
concern over the granting of planning permission at this point for such a ‘long-term, 
high carbon development’, the council risks locking in high carbon infrastructure for 
many decades to come thereby pre-empting important decisions about the UK’s 
pathway to net-zero which are pre-eminently for ministers to take. 

 Equality was also a factor raised by WWF and stresses that the Council is subject 
to duty in domestic law to have regard to the need to advance equality of opportunity 
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as between people who have protected characteristics and those who do not 
(section 149 Equality Act 2010). WWF feel the granting of planning permission 
would impact disproportionately on the young and state that no Public Sector 
Equality Duty assessment appears to have been undertaken. 

WWF-UK have undertaken a modelling exercise for an emissions reduction scenario for the 
UK to 2045 and to 2050 in a report with Vivid Economics, entitled Keeping It Cool. This 
demonstrates the degree of decarbonisation needed in each sector, as well as the overall 
pathway. This makes clear that we will not need metallurgical coal for the next 45-50 years 
that this mine will be producing it. WWF reference the results of modelling by 20 researchers 
which indicated “that keeping to 1.5°C without geoengineering requires the virtually complete 
elimination of fossil fuel emissions and fossil fuel infrastructure by 2050 and that global coal 
production must decline by 5886 million tonnes a year in 2015 to only 407 tonnes in 2050 – a 
reduction of around 93%.”

Keep Coal in The Hole submitted a report prepared by Tim Deere-Jones (Marine 
Radioactivity Research & Consultancy) which was reviewed, but is not specifically referred to 
in the Committee Report.

This report considers the impact of the creation of such a sub-sea void space on the possibility 
of sea bed subsidence in the area of the WCM designated sub-sea mining zone, and the 
subsequent potential for marine radiological pollution as a result of the subsidence induced 
re-suspension of the heavily radioactively contaminated sea bed sediments of the Cumbrian 
Mud Patch and surrounding sea bed areas.

The major conclusions of the report were:

 There is a lack of data about historical workings of the West Cumbrian Coalfield, and 
subsidence seismicity in the coalfield. BGS state the coalfield is heavily faulted and 
has a long history of subsidence and that it appears that there are no plans to monitor 
for any subsidence prior to, during the operational phase or in the post operational 
phase of the mine.

 There is a real potential for subsidence to occur as a result of the creation of extensive 
sub-sea void spaces, and it is noted that such subsidence could generate earthquake 
and liquefaction effects which may extend onshore as far as the Sellafield/Moorside 
sites.

 It is concluded that any seabed subsidence in the WCM designated sub-sea mining 
zone would generate re-suspension of Cumbrian Mud Patch heavily radioactive 
seabed sediments. It is noted that such an event would generate elevated doses of 
man-made radioactivity to coastal zone populations and sea users along both the 
Cumbrian coast and at “downstream” regions further afield.

 Given the potential for such a radiological effect and the delivery of increased doses 
of radioactivity to relevant coastal zone communities, the mine is strongly contra-
indicated and should be abandoned.

I have addressed issues in respect of the seabed, earthquakes, subsidence and health in my 
original report, and this proposed amendment to the scheme would not result in any new or 
different impacts. All the original statutory consultees were reconsulted on this amendment 
(including the Environment Agency, Natural England, Copeland Environmental Heath and 
the MMO). It should be noted also that consent for, and regulatory control of the elements of 
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the proposed mine under the seabed rests with the MMO. WCM are preparing a separate 
application for this consent (including a further EIA).
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