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From the Minister

The Rt Hon Tom King MP

Secretary of State for the Environment

2 Marsham Street

London

SW1 A March 1983

Wi

ASIFFORDBY

When you telephoned me over the weekend about the planning
application for a new mine at Asfordby, I agreed to look urgently
into the implications of the interim report which has very recently
been produced by the North East Leicestershire Coalfield Remote
Disposal Working Party.

I have now had an opportunity to look at the report in greater
detail and I must say I am impressed by its thorough and realistic
approach. The Working Party considered a large number of potential
sites in some 14 different areas, taking into particular account
their accessibility, availability, capacity, competing uses,
environmental impact and acceptability to the local planning
authority as sites for receiving colliery spoil. The Working
Party were able to dismiss many of these sites as heing unacceptable
for a number of reasoms. THey did, however, identify_5_sites as
being worthy of Turther investigation (plus a sixth site - in the
Trent Valley - which may not be a realistic prospect). Each of

the 5 sites seems to me to offer a prospect of providing a viable
site for the remote disposal of a significant quantity of the

spoil likely to be produced from Asfordby.

If the Government's policy in this area is to remain credible, it
is important that the Working Party should be allowed to proceed,
as a matter of urgency, with its more detailed assessment of
these five sites. Furthermore, there are strong arguments for
delaying @ decision on the application for this mine until this
further work has been carried out, unless strong assurances could
be attached to your decision which would ensure that the Working
Party's conclusions could not be ignored.

One of the most important points to be covered in this further
investigation will be an assessment of the likely costs of
utilising each of these sites. This question of cost will,  E
accept, be a significant factor in your eventual decision but
this must be balanced with the cost of losing good agricultural

/land




land.

The decision is of course for you alone, and I must recognise
the powerful arguments contained in Nigel Lawson's letter to you
of 1 March, But it is important that we should not give grounds
for any criticism that the final outcome of the Working Party's
efforts has been ignored. ™

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Geoffrey Howe
and to Nigel Lawson,

PETER WALKER
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ASFORDBY

I am becoming increasingly concerned at the delay in deciding whether or not
the NCB's planning application for a new mine at Asfordby should be called in.
I had understood that you were awaiting the interim report of the working
party on remote disposal of waste from the North East Leicestershire coalfield
before making a decision. The report was published officially some 10 days
gﬁg, and was available in final draft form to your officials for somé time
before that.

The NCB face a difficult industrial relations situation over their proposal to
close a heavily loss-making pit in South Wales. The South Wales coalfield is
already on strike; it is reported that the Yorkshire miners will join the
strike next week; and other NUM areas may do so also. If the NCB are to
persuade the mineworkers, particularly in the moderate central coalfields,
that closures are essential, then they must also be able to offer hope that
investment to secure the long-term future of the industry will continue. As
Norman Siddall has repeatedly pointed out to me, continued delay in telling
Leicestershire County Council of your decision is increasingly being
rew Government to @elay the project indefinitely,
and as evidence of a generaEIy negative attitude towards the industry. This
is most unhelpful in préSent Circumstancess.

While I fully recognise that the decision is yours alone, it would be most
useful if we could discuss the matter with the Prime Minister in the next
day or two.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister, Geoffrey Howe and Peter Walker.

NIGEL LAWSON
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VALE OF BELVOIR DECISION LETTER

At Cabinet last Thursday, the Prime Minister asked that my
Secretary of State should circulate to cabinet colleagues a copy of
the decision letter that was sent to the NCB announcing his
decision on their planning applications for mining in the

Vale of Belvoir. Some members of Cabinet have already received a
copy of the letter as part of the consultation process before
last week's Statement. I am therefore copying this letter and
enclosure to the Private Secretaries to the Lord Chancellor, |

the Secretaries of State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affdclrs,
Education and Science, Northern Ireland, Defence, Scotland, Wales,
Trade, Transport, Social Services, the Attorney General,

the Lord Privy Seal and the Chief Secretary to the Treasury.
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MRS H F GHOSH
Private Secretary

Michael Scholar Esq




Department of the Environment
2 Marsham Street London SW1P 2EB

Direct line 01-212
Switchboard 01-212 3434

Your reference
The Secretary

National Coal Board

Our reference
Hobart House

M/183/21
Grosvenor Place Date
LONDON
SW1X 7AE 24~ March 1982

Sir

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971

™,

APPLICATIONS BY THE NATIONAL COAL BOARD IN RESPECT OF THE VALE OF BELVOIR

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State for the Environment to refer to the
National Coal Board's applications to:-

a. the Melton Borough Council for:-

i. planning permission for the winning and working by underground methods
of coal situated within such parts of the seams described below as are
within the Melton District, and the execution underground of such works as
are requisite or convenient for that purpose, and for the carrying out of
building and engineering operations including the deposit of spoil for the
purposes of the underground mining and the development described in ii.
below;

ii. planning permission for the erection of buildings relating to the winning
and working of coal by underground methods at the sites of 3 mines on the

land shown bounded by a red line on Plans Nos. 6, 7 and 8 in the Supplementary
Statement accompanying the application;

b. the Rushcliffe Borough Council for planning permission for the winning and
working by underground methods of coal lying within such parts of the seams
described below as are within the Rushcliffe District, and the execution underground
of such works as are requisite or convenient for the purposes of such winning

and working;

c. the South Kesteven District Council for planning permission for the winning
and working by underground methods of coal lying within such parts of the seams
described below as are within the South Kesteven District, and the execution
underground of such works as are requisite or convenient for the purposes of
such winning and working.

The seams to which the applications referred to in Paragraphs a.i, b and ¢ above
relate are the Top Bright (including the Cinderhill main leaf of the Top Bright),
Dunsil/Waterloo, Deep Main, Parkgate and Blackshale seams lying within the area
of land shown edged and coloured red in Plan No. 1 in the Supplementary Statement
accompanying each of these applications.




2. T am also to refer to the Secretary of State's direction of 23 January 1979,
given in pursuance of section 35 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971, that
the applications be referred to him for decision instead of being dealt with by the
local planning authorities.

3. I am further directed by the Secretary of State to refer to the public inquiry
conducted by his Inspector, Mr Michael Mann QC, on 30 October 1979 to 2 May 1980
at which the Inspector was accompanied by 2 assessors, Mr R K Taylor MSC PhD CEng
FIMM FGS and Mr S W Midwinter RIBA FRTPI. A copy of the Inspector's Report is
enclosed. The Inspector's principal conclusions and his recommendations are set
out in Chapter 17 of his report and are reproduced at Annex 1 to this letter.

4. The Inspector recommended that:-

i. planning permission should be granted to mine the Vale of Belvoir coalfield
in accordance with the applications;

ii. outline planning permission should be granted to construct mines at
Asfordby, Hose and Saltby; N

iii. outline planning permission should be granted to construct a tip at
Asfordby; ;

iv. the permissions should be subject to the conditions recommended in
Chapter 16 of his report;

v. permission should be refused for the construction of tips at Hose and
Saltby. .

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

5. The Secretary of State has carefully considered all of the issues in the
Inspector's report, and notes his conclusions. He agrees with the view expressed

at the inquiry and endorsed by the Inspector that visually the area proposed to be
mined is important in regional terms, although not outstanding in national terms;
and he accepts the point made in evidence by the Countryside Commission that the
East Midlands is not well endowed with areas of attractive countryside and that this
factor increases the value and importance of the Vale of Belvoir. He endorses the
Inspector's assessment that the attractive eastern parts of the area reach the
quality generally expected to be found in a national park and that the escarpment
crowned with the Harby Woods is also a feature of considerable attraction.

6. It appears to the Secretary of State that the main impact of the proposed
development, particularly from the visual standpoint, would result from the mine
buildings and the three spoil tips. He notes the Inspector's view that there is

no reason in principle why the mine buildings should not become acceptable visual
elements in their proposed settings and that there would be no serious or widespread

damaging effect on the area as a whole. He does not accept that view. As the

Inspector says, the buildings would incorporate structures equivalent to 17-19 storey
tower blocks which could not be effectively screened from many places, and therefore
they would be visible over wide areas. This is particularly true of the Hose complex
as the Inspector himself notes in Paragraph 9.8.10 of his report. The Inspector

goes on to say that the escarpment provides a suitable background screen which would
contain the visual intrusion and provide some visual context for the placing of
buildings in a way which he finds acceptable. The Secretary of State notes this,

but he prefers the evidence given at the inquiry to the effect that the shaft towers
would dominate a wide area and that the surface developments would be alien in the
Vale. He therefore believes that the proposals to develop a mine complex at Hose are
unacceptable. At Asfordby and Saltby, he does not consider that the impact of the mine
complexes would be sufficiently strong to warrant a refusal of permission on these
grounds alone.




7.. The Secretary of State fully accepts the Inspector's conclusion that tipping
operations at Hose and Saltby, which would continue for upwards of half a century,
would in visual terms be totally unacceptable and that noise would be a problem. So
far as the final forms of these tips are concerned, the Inspector considered that
the one at Saltby would be unacceptable but was not persuaded that the final form

of the Hose tip would necessarily be unacceptable. The Secretary of State accepts
the Inspector's conclusion on the Saltby tip but so far as Hose is concerned he
agrees with the views of the Alliance that it would mar the contrast of the steep
escarpment face with the sweep of the valley and would destroy one of the finest
landscape features of Midland England. The Secretary of State therefore concludes that
the final form of the tip at Hose would be equally unacceptable.

8. With regard to the tip at Asfordby, the Secretary of State accepts the Inspector's
conclusions in relation to noise and visual impact but he is concerned with the

impact of tipping operations on agriculture. Government policy for the protection

of agricultural land, set out in Circular 75/76, is to ensure that as far as possible
land of a higher agricultural quality is not taken for development where land of

a lower quality is available and that the amount of land taken is no greater than is
reasonably required for carrying out the development in accordance with proper
standards. The Secretary of State in his consideration of the proposed development

as a whole attaches more weight to this policy than does the Inspector.

9. The Secretary of State therefore concludes that the Board's proposals for tipping
at Hose and Saltby are unacceptable as they stand. He is also concerned about the
impact of tipping at Asfordby. He is of the opinion that before local tipping at any
of the three sites could be contemplated the possibility of remote disposal of spoil,
for example in Bedfordshire, should be explored in greater detail between all the
bodies involved and, in addition, further research could usefully be undertaken into
the question of underground disposal of waste, as mentioned by the Inspector.

NEED

10. The Inspector's view on need was that it is somewhat more likely than not that
there will be a need for a supplement to indigenous deep-mine capacity at about the
time the Belvoir coalfield could become fully operational. He took this view on the
basis of his assessment of a number of factors (listed in paragraph 4.11.1 of his
Report) and stated that he was unable to refine his opinion by suggesting the year

in which the need would arise or the exact extent of that need. The Secretary of
State accepts that the coal will be needed at some time in the future, but he is

not convinced on the information at present before him that the degree of need
demonstrated outweighs the adverse environmental effects considered in.paras 5-9
above.

EMPLOYMENT

11. The Secretary of State notes that the National Coal Board drew attention to the
fact that the opening of the Belvoir coalfield would afford an opportunity to employ
mineworkers who would be made redundant by colliery closures in the South Nottinghamshire
and South Midlands areas. He also notes the evidence presented by the NUM, also acting
on behalf of the other mining unions. that the development of the Vale of Belvoir
coalfield would ameliorate the effect of the impending colliery closures in the

NW Leicestershire and South Nottinghamshire areas. Accordingly the Secretary of

State has considered whether the development of the Vale of Belvoir can be justified

on the grounds of the employment opportunities it will create for mineworkers. He has
concluded that the very important benefits which would accrue from the provision of
such employment will need to be considered in the light of any fresh applicatioms that
the NCB may wish to make, and which can be made within a timescale compatible with

the employment requirements. Full account can then be taken of the balance between

the environmental effects and the need for the development.




CONCLUSIONS

12. For the reasons set out in paragraphs 5 to 11 above the Secretary of State
hereby refuses planning permission for the development of the Vale of Belvoir
coalfield as set out in the planning applications recited at paragraph 1 above.

15. The Secretary of State fully accepts the need to ensure that the nation has
adequate and secure sources of energy to meet prospective requirements and he notes
that the Department of Energy argued at the inquiry that if the coal industry is
competitive and based on efficient high productivity capacity, it will have an
essential and increasing part to play in meeting our future needs for energy. He
also accepts that the NCB might wish to submit new planning applications relating
to revised proposals to exploit this massive national resourcet

14. The Secretary of State considers that before any such applications are submitted
the Board should examine whether, since the construction of a mine at Hose is
environmentally unacceptable, they would wish to proceed to develop the coalfield

with mines at Asfordby and Saltby or whether other environmentally acceptable sites
could be found which would also meet the Board's operational requirements. In addition,
the Board should investigate in detail possible ways of disposing of colliery waste
other than local surface tipping. The Secretary of State will shortly be writing to
propose discussions amongst those principally concerned (and in which the appropriate
officials from this Department would participate) on how some of the present environmental
problems associated with the development of this coalfield, particularly spoil disposal,
can be overcome. .

15. The Secretary of State has considered the point raised by the Inspector in
paragraph 17.7.2 of his report relating to the granting of a partial

permission. The Board submitted one application covering all of the underground
coal extraction in Leicestershire together with the three mine complexes and the
three tips, and they have thus opted to stand or fall on a strategy of developing
the whole coalfield as one project. The Secretary of State takes the view that in
these circumstances the granting of a permission for only part of the development
would be in effect granting a permission for development which is significantly
different in kind from the proposal which was the subje¢t of the application. This
may be a point which the Board would wish to bear in mind in future.

16. The Secretary of State acknowledges that it has taken a long time to determine
this application since the Inspector's Report was received in November 1980. While
it is his firm policy to ensure that planning applications and appeals are processed
expeditiously, this case raised a number of complex issues which it was important

to explore fully before any decision was taken.

17. Your attention is drawn to the attached memorandum relating to the provisions
of section 245 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971.

I am Sir
Your obedient Servant

g o |

P F EVERALL
Authorised by the Secretary of State
to sign in that behalf
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Vale of Belvoir
Vale of Belvoir

3.49 pm

The Secretary of State for the Environment (Mr.
Michael Heseltine): With your permission, Mr. Speaker,
I should like to make a statement setting out my decision
on the National Coal Board’s planning applications to
exploit what has become known as the Vale of Belvoir
coalfield.

In August 1978, the board submitted a planning
application to Melton borough council for permission to
work that part of the coalfield which lies under
Leicestershire, to construct three mines at Hose, Saltby
and Asfordby, and to tip spoil adjacent to the three sites.
At the same time, applications were made to Rushcliffe
borough council and South Kesteven district council for

- permission to work those parts of the coalfield which lie

under Nottinghamshire and Lincolnshire respectively.
These applications were called in by my predecessor, the
right hon. Member for Stepney and Poplar (Mr. Shore),
in January 1979.

A public local inquiry was conducted on my behalf by
Mr. Michael Mann, QC, assisted by two assessors. I
should like to record my gratitude to Mr. Mann and his two
colleagues for the way they conducted the inquiry and for
the report, a copy of which I have placed in the Library
together with a copy of my decision letter, which is being
issued today.

The inspector recommended that planning permission
should be granted for the development of the coalfield and
the construction of all three mines, but that permission
should be refused for the proposed spoil tips at Hose and
Saltby.

I have carefully considered all the issues in the
inspector’s report. 1 agree with the inspector that the
board’s proposals for tipping at Hose and Saltby are
unacceptable as they stand, but in addition I am concerned
about tipping at Asfordby because of its impact on
agriculture. I have concluded that before local tipping at
any of the three sites could be contemplated the possibility
of other methods of spoil disposal should be further
examined.

I have also concluded that the development of a mine
complex at the proposed Hose site is environmentally
unacceptable. Mine buildings here on the scale proposed
would dominate a wide area, and would be alien to the
vale.

The inspector concluded that it was somewhat more
likely than not that there will be a need to supplement
indigenous deep-mine capacity at about the time the
Belvoir coalfield could become fully operational, but he
felt unable to refine his opinion by suggesting the year in
which the need would arise or the exact extent of that need.
I accept that the coal will be needed in the future, but I
have had to weigh the degree of need demonstrated with
the adverse environmental effects to which I have already
referred.

I have also considered whether the development of this
coalfield can be justified on the grounds of the
employment opportunities that it would create for
mineworkers displaced by colliery closures in the north-
west Leicestershire and south Nottinghamshire areas. I
have concluded that the very important benefits which
would accrue from the provision of such employment




1097 Vale of Belvoir

[Mr. Michael Heseltine]

should be considered in the light of any fresh applications
that the board may wish to make and in a time scale
compatible with the employment requirements.

I have concluded that the need and employment
arguments are not incompatible with the need to seek an
alternative approach to the mining of this coalfield which
gives more weight to the environmental objections, and I
have therefore refused planning permission for the
development of the Vale of Belvoir coalfield as set out in
the present planning applications. This decision should not
be seen as in any way going against Government policy
that the coal industry has an essential and increasing part
to play in meeting this country’s future needs for energy
provided that it is competitive and based on efficient high
productivity capacity. I accept that the board might wish
to submit new planning applications setting out revised
proposals to exploit this massive national resource.

However, before doing so, I consider that the board
should re-examine how the coalfield can be worked to
minimise environmental disturbance and how the colliery
waste can be disposed of other than by local surface
tipping. I recognise that this second point has ramifications
going beyond the board’s interests, and I shall therefore
be writing shortly to those principally concerned with a
view to inviting discussions on how the spoil disposal
problem can best be overcome. It is very important that
these discussions should be pursued with vigour and
brought to a conclusion as soon as possible. It is a matter
for the board as to when new planning applications are
submitted, and, provided the major environmental
objections can be overcome, I would not anticipate that the
procedures for handling these would need to be unduly
prolonged.

There is one other point to which I should like to refer.
The board submitted a single application covering all the
underground coal extraction in Leicestershire, together
with the three mine complexes and the three tips, and it
has thus opted to stand or fall on a strategy of developing
the coalfield as one project. I take the view that, in these
circumstances, the granting of a permission for only part
of the development would be in effect granting a
permission fordevelopment which is significantly different
in kind from the proposal which was the subject of this
application. Had it not been for this, and had there been
acceptable proposals for spoil disposal, I would have been
minded to grant planning permission for mines at
Asfordby and Saltby.

Mr. Gerald Kaufman (Manchester, Ardwick): Is the
right hon. Gentleman aware that the statement that we
have just heard is a lamentable confession of vacillation
and delay? As my right hon. Friend the Leader of the
oppostition has said, we shall want to debate the issue as
soon as possible. Is it not a fact that it is three and a half
years since the planning applications were submitted,
nearly two years since the public inquiry ended and 15
months since the right hon. Gentleman received the
inspector’s report? How, in the light of that time scale, can
he have the nerve to invite others to conduct discussions
with vigour and bring them to a conclusion as soon as
possible?

Is the right hon. Gentleman aware that the applications
were supported at the public inquiry by the Department of
Energy and the European Commission, that both
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Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire county councils now
support them, and that, as he has acknowledged, his
inspector recommended in favour of them? Is it not a fact,
as the leader of the Conservative Members of the European
Assembly has said, that the development is vital to meet
EEC energy needs? Does the right hon. Gentleman accept
that without the Belvoir development the “Plan for Coal”,
on which our mining industry depends, will have a large
hole blasted through it? Does the right hon. Gentleman
realise that before the end of the decade more than 8,000
jobs in the mining industry will be lost through the
exhaustion of pits in Leicestershire and Nottinghamshire,
and that the development that he has rejected could replace
nearly 4,000 of those jobs?

If the right hon. Gentleman is concerned about the
environment, why has he gone to such lengths to protect
a site which he says in his decision letter is important in
regional terms, although not outstanding in national terms,
while not lifting a finger to save major national sites of
special scientific interést which are now being wrecked,
such as West Sedgemoor, Romney Marshes and, worst of
all, the internationally immportant site of Havergate
Marshes, which is now awaiting destruction and is causing
international concern?

Is the right hon. Gentleman aware that as a result of his
staternent today further delays are inevitable? It will take
the National Coal Board another year to put together a
freash application. Will he give some assurances about the
future time scale for a new inquiry and for a decisioon?
Will that decisin give the green light that is needed?

Is the right hon. Gentleman aware—/[Interruption.]
These are important matters involving jobs and Britain’s
future. Is the right hon. Gentleman aware that his
environmental reasons for rejecting the applications are
meagre and inconsistent and that his rejection is damaging
to jobs, to coal, to the electricity supply industry and to
Britain’s industrial future?

Vale of Belvoir

Mr. Heseltine: The right hon. Gentleman should
perhaps be careful before he challenges the Government
on their attitude towards SSSIs. This is the first
Government to do anything about SSSIs since the relevant
legislation was put on the statute book in 1948. If he is to
dismiss so lightly the environmental case for the
preservation of the Vale of Belvoir, he will want to bear
in mind the inspector’s references to land of a character
normally associated with a national park. That should be
of as much concern to the right hon. Gentleman as shadow
Secretary of State for the Environment, as it is to me.

The need for a debate has been raised with my right
hon. Friend the Leader of the House, and it is for him to
make a decision. This has been a difficult and complex
decision and I have looked back to see what my
predecessor, the right hon. Member for Stepney and
Poplar (Mr. Shore), did in matters perhaps less complex
than the one with which I have had to deal. It took the right
hon. Gentleman rather longer to deal with the Liverpool
Street station decision, and almost as long to deal with the
Selby decision. I cannot accept that I have taken an
unwarrantably long time, but I accept at once that I have
taken a very full time in reaching a decision.

The right hon. Gentleman will know that although the
inspector recommended that there should be mines in each
of the three sites and that there should be no tipping at
Hose and Saltby, he did not deal with the disposal of the




1099 . ‘)

waste. He left that as one of the conclusions to be reached
later. It seemed right that this was a matter to be resolved
while the decisions were still to be made.

Vale of Belvoir

We then move on to perhaps the most important
element of the questions asked by the right hon.
Gentleman—what happens in the next stage? The House
will remember that I said that I accepted that the coalfield
in North East Leicester would be developed. I believe that
we should move forward in the light of all the discussions
and the public ventilation of the matters that there has
been.

To ensure that we move forward as rapidly as possible
I have made it clear that I intend to approach the principal
parties to this matter, making officials in my Department
available to ensure that no time is wasted. I am of the view
that the employment opportunities—which are obviously
of great concern to everybody—can be met within the time
scale of the new possibilities that I am outlining to the
House today.

I understand, of course, that it is of great concern to the
people directly involved that that should be the case. The
precise timing is not within my rémit. It must depend upon
the reaction of the National Coal Board. The board which
must now decide which way to go, will read in my
statement my view that this coalfield should be developed
and- will therefore welcome the fact that I am to make
officials from my Department available to help the parties
concerned overcome some of the obstacles.

Mr. Michael Latham (Melton): Is my right hon.
Friend aware that while there will be considerable relief
in my constituency following his statement, there will also
be some disappointment over the fact that the matter is still
not finally settled, because of the reluctance of the
National Coal Board to submit three separate planning
applications, which it specifically refused to do? Does my
right hon. Friend realise that the broad hint that he has
given to the House, that Hose should be spared on
environmental grounds, but that Saltby and Asfordby
might be the subject of fresh applications by the board,
with the strictest possible environmental conditions, might
prove the basis for an honourable and acceptable
compromise on one of the most difficult planning
decisions since the war?

Mr. Heseltine: I thank the hon. Member for that
helpful intervention. No one has shown more concern
about these matters than he has. I was faced with one
application, as my hon. Friend said. I took legal advice on
whether 1 could separate the components of that
application and reach different judgments. I was advised
that it would not be proper or advisable for me to do so,
and therefore I have had to take a general view. Within that
general view I have tried to give the clearest indication that
I am able, within my statutory responsibility, about the
future use of this coalfield. The House will remember that
I specifically said at the end of my statement that, in
respect of Asfordby and Saltby, if tipping arrangements
could have been dealt with I should have been minded to
accept those as mines in the future.

Mr. David Steele (Roxburgh, Selkirk and Peebles):
May I ask the Secretary of State to elaborate on his hint
that two mines might be given the go-ahead in the future?
Does this mean that we shall have to go through the whole
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planning procedure again from scratch? If not, will he
assist the House by giving us more detail on how that
might be short-circuited?

May I also ask the right hon. Gentleman what quantity
of the total coal resources available can be mined from
these two mines, as distinct from the three for which
application was made?

Where does the Department of Energy stand on this
issue? If there is a further hold up in the development of
the exploration of coal reserves, the assumption must be
that there will be greater dependence on the development
of nuclear power, with the environmental problems that
that will create.

Mr. Heseltine: The right hon. Member raises a number
of important points. I cannot judge what procedures will
be necessary in advance of the application being
submitted, but there is a range of options. The board will
decide what applications to put in. It will be for me to
decide whether I wish to call in those applications. I shall
have to judge that in the light of the nature of the
applications, whether I feel that new issues have to be
considered and the number of people wishing to object.

The right hon. Gentleman asked about the proportion
of coal that could be extracted from those two mines. That
is a matter to which the board will wish to address its mind,
but it is not just those two mines that might be the means
of exploiting the coal resources. The right hon. Gentleman
will be familiar with the Cotgrave pit, which is on the
fringe of this coalfield, and there may be a number of other
applications or procedures which the board will wish to
ventilate. That must be for the board. The only point that
I put to the House is that if the board is minded to go
forward by considering proposals again—subject to the
points I have made today—that are broadly those which
have already been examined, the procedures may not be
so drawn out as before. I cannot judge that until I see the
way things unfold.

Mr. J. D. Concannon (Mansfield): I represent one of
the finest areas in Nottinghamshire, mainly Sherwood
Forest and the Dukeries. I remind the right hon.
Gentleman that this area has probably one of the most
productive and profitable coalfields not only in this
country but in Europe. There is a continuity problem, as
some of this area, especially in South Nottinghamshire,
will be running out of coal in the near future. It is strange
to hear the Secretary of State say that it is possible to have
coalmines but that we must not tip the muck anywhere in
Leicestershire. The right hon. Gentleman must know that
coalmines have been closed, not because they have been
uneconomic, but because it has not been possible to find
tipping space. Where does the Secretary of State expect
the board to tip the rubbish that it will get out of the
coalmines?

Mr. Heseltine: The right hon. Member has raised two
points. One related to his concern for the general quality
of the environment surrounding the land traditionally
associated with coal extraction. Many people in the area
around the Vale of Belvoir, including large numbers of
miners and their families—represented by many of the
environmental groups at the public inquiry—treasure the
access to magnificent countryside there and would greatly
regret the intrusion of a tip 2 miles long and buildings 17
to 19 storeys high, because that would prejudice that
environment for a certain time.
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I have had to bear those facts in mind. I have had to ask
whether the alternative means of disposing of the soil have
been fully considered. There are two such examples that
I put before the House. First, it has been suggested that the
soil should be moved to Bedfordshire where there are
empty brick-clay pits which are now in need of
reclamation. If there were a way—and I cannot know
whether, there is—of reclaiming that derelict land in
Bedfordshire at the same time as using this spoil, it would
be a constructive way forward.

Another point that should be carefully
considered—although 1 understand that there are
difficulties which we must finally resolve—is the one to
which the inspector referred—the need for research into
back stowage. I understand the difficulties, but I must be
satisfied that this matter has been fully considered before
a decision is reached.

Mr. Stephen Hastings (Mid-Bedfordshire): While
making it clear to my right hon. Friend that slag heaps in
Biggleswade or my constituency will be no more welcome
than they would be anywhere else, may I ask whether he
recognises that his decision will come as a considerable
relief to the many and mounting number of people who are
deeply disturbed at the rate of disappearance of farmland?
From their reaction, it is clear that the Opposition do not
care about it.

Mr. Concannon: We have lived with it for years.

Mr. Hastings: Is it not fair to say that the board has
been among the principal predators in this direction and
that the time has come for it to think again about its
technology? Can my right hon. Friend say anything more
about what he called the alternative approach? Will new
technology be involved in the extraction or combustion?
I am sure that the House will be interested to hear about
that.

Mr. Heseltine: I understand my hon. Friend’s concern
about the disappearance of agricultural land. This is one
of the matters that has led me to the judgment that I have
taken on Asfordby, where we are dealing with class 1
agricultural land. I believe that the National Coal Board
has a remarkable record in reclaiming many of its tips. The
board’s endeavours, supported by Governments of all
parties, have earned great praise from the community at
large.

Mr. Frank Haynes (Ashfield): Is the Secretary of State
aware that his statement will be received with a sense of
shock back in the coalfields? Those living in the
coalfields, and myself in particular, feel that it is an
example of party dogma. If the Duke of Rutland had been
receiving the proceeds from coal coming out of the shafts,
the pits would have been developed. Will the Secretary of
State come clean? It is obvious that his hon. Friend the
Under-Secretary of State has not provided him with an
opportunity to see what pit working is all about and what
has been happening for many years over the reclamation
of pit tips. There are not the eyesores to which the right
hon. Gentleman refers. Why does the Secretary of State
not stop sitting around the Cabinet table talking of issues
about which he knows nothing?

Mr. Heseltine: I understand how deeply people feel on
these matters. I spent a considerable part of last week in
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West Yorkshire, where the Labour leader of the West
Yorkshire metropolitan county council showed me the
problems of dereliction arising from mining. I understand
that the policies of both parties is to eradicate such
dereliction. It would be wrong to pretend that the desire
to try to protect the environment while exploiting the
natural resource of coal, is a desire that is restricted to any
one party. I hope that the hon. Gentleman, on mature
reflection, will realise that my decision will not come as
a shock in the coalfields. I have said that the North-East
Leicestershire coalfield will be developed. the only issue
is how we deal with the complex problem of spoil
disposal.

Vale of Belvoir

Mr. Stephen Dorrell (Loughborough): Is my right
hon. Friend aware that the miners of North West
Leicestershire will welcome his statement that he will put
the resources of the Department at the disposal of the NCB
to prepare a scheme for mining the Vale of Bevoir that will
resolve the difficult conflicts that exist in the area? Can he
assure me, that he will stress to the officials of his
Department the urgency of the situation for those miners
working in pits with less than 10 years’ life left in them?

Mr. Heseltine: I am sure that large numbers of miners
will recognise that I am trying to secure for them the job
opportunities that this resource presents, while at the same
time protecting the environment, which is a matter of as
much concern to them as it is to me. My hon. Friend is
right. I am enabling officials of my Department to work
alongside those who have 'eventually to put forward
proposals. This must be an earnest of my determination
that there should be no undue delay.

Mr. Dennis Skinner (Bolsover): On the issue of
stowing the rock that comes out of the pits, will the right
hon. Gentleman accept that one reason for moving away
from the packing system many years ago to the system that
operates in most coalfields now was to achieve greater
efficiency? That explains why much of the stone now
comes up the pit notwithstanding the fact that many new
developments have taken place to try to get rid of it. Will
the right hon. Gentleman bear in mind that the National
Coal Board has got rid of tips where pits have been closed
in the course of the past 20 years and that it has also got
rid of many of the eye sores that existed in private
enterprise days?

The right hon. Gentleman referred to the disfigurement
of the skyline and the environment by the development of
shafts and drift mines. Will he remind his colleagues in the
Cabinet that when it comes to allowing the Americans to
instal cruise missiles sites, there seems to be a completely
different attitude towards disfigurement of the environ-
ment and the landscape?

Mr. Heseltine: I am sorry that the hon. Gentleman
should seek to introduce wholly irrelevant and rather
extreme Left-wing views into the issue. I accept his view
that the problems of back stowage exist. I believe that it
is incumbent on me, as Secretary of State for the
Environment, to be sure that they are fully examined
before reaching a decision.

Mr. Douglas Hogg (Grantham): I am sure that my right
hon. Friend will be aware that my constituents in
Grantham will want to be sure that any future application
in regard to Saltby is given careful and detailed
consideration and is not passed over lightly. Will my right
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hon. Friend consider giving an undertaking that he will
call in any future application that may be made in regard
to Saltby?

Vale of Belvoir

Mr. Heseltine: I understand my hon. Friend’s concern.
I cannot give him the assurance that he seeks. Until I see
the application and the issues involved, it would be wrong
for me to prejudge the issues.

Several Hon. Members rose

Mr. Speaker: Order. I propose to call those hon.
Members who have been rising, before moving on to our
next business.

Mr. Allen McKay (Penistone): Does the Minister
realise that his statement will cause concern not only in the
coalfields that he has mentioned, but throughout the coal
industry? It means a change of emphasis and a shift in
direction by the Government over the future energy
supplies of this country. Will he confirm that by the time
the planning applications, to which there will be
objections, have been resolved, -about 8,000 men will be
out of work?

Does the right hon. Gentleman recognise that the
repercussions will affect not only collieries but
manufacturers of mining machinery, who had been
looking for orders? Is he aware that hundreds of men
employed in the manufacture of mining machinery will be
thrown out of work? Is he aware also that there are
facilities available for the disposal of dirt in Bedfordshire,
but that the missing element is money? Will he say
whether the money will be provided? Will he take the
opportunity to go underground to see for himself why back
stowing is impossible in retreat mining?

Mr. Heseltine: The hon. Gentleman will know that the
inspector who conducted the inquiry recommended that
there should be more research into back stowing. It would
seem to me that as he sat through the inquiry and received
all the evidence, 1 had to take note of that
recommendation. I hope that the hon. Gentleman will not
repeat outside the House the statements that he has made
in the Chamber. They are not based on any fact. There is
no change of emphasis. I have made clear my views that
this coalfield is to be developed. There is no justification
for the unemployment forecasts that the hon. Gentleman
has made. They are conjured out of the air.

Mr. John Farr (Harborough): I assure my right hon.
Friend that his statement will be widely welcomed in the
district, not because anyone is anti-coal mining, but
because this area, not least the Vale of Belvoir, is a
particularly valuable and important agricultural asset. Will
my right hon. Friend give an assurance that before the vale
is mined, as eventually may be the case, full
environmental safeguards will be employed to make sure
that damage to the environment is as small as possible?

Mr. Heseltine: I know of my hon. Friend’s concern.
I hope that when he studies the decision letter that I have
issued today he will find that I have taken into account the
environmental considerations to which he attaches great
importance, as [ do. I have to balance that with the need
to consider the job opportunities and the development of
this important national asset.

Mr. Alex Eadie (Midlothian): Whatever the right hon.
Gentleman may tell the House, his announcement of
refusal is a prescription for delay and also a prescription
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for increasing substantially the cost of coal. The right hon.
Gentleman talked of matters being commensurate with
cost. He referred to the new application being timed and
the development being timed commensurate with the time
scale of likely employment. I wonder how well the right
hon. Gentleman has been advised. Does he not recognise
the long lead times involved in mining development?
People in this area cannot wait years for the development
to go ahead. I hope that the right hon, Gentleman will
consult the Department of Energy who will advise him that
the project needs to go ahead now. Is he aware that his
announcement is a national scandal?

Mr. Heseltine: The hon. Gentleman has not listened
carefully to what I said. I intend shortly to write to the
people who are most immediately involved. There is no
way in which I can control the time that it takes the
National Coal Board to submit its applications. It is for the
board to initiate any application. It is the board that has
to carry out the extraction policies. If the matter comes to
me, I shall respond to the board as quickly as possible
thereafter.

Mr. Tim Eggar (Enfield, North): Is my right hon.
Friend aware that his announcement that two mines may
be permitted to go ahead will be welcomed by all of us on
this side of the House who are committed to the long-term
future of the coal industry? Should the NCB not come up
with environmentally acceptable proposals, will my right
hon. Friend consider contacting other private sector
entities, which might be able to come up with such
proposals?

Mr. Heseltine: I have to make it clear to my hon.
Friend that it is not a matter for me, as the planning
authority, to contact anybody to initiate applications. The
question of who extracts coal is established Government
policy. It would be for my right hon. Friend the Secretary
of State for Energy to announce any changes, of which I
am currently not aware.

Mr. Edwin Wainwright (Dearne Valley): Does the
right hon. Gentleman realise that his sad, solemn facial
expression will not get across to the miners? Does he agree
that he is under pressure from his hon. and right hon.
Friends not to go ahead with this important part of the coal
mining industry? How does he know that the Vale of
Belvoir will not have the same opportunity as Selby to
keep in dirt? Has he considered sending the dirt to the
shafts which have been left at the claypits in Bedfordshire
and similar areas? Does he realise that if he carries on like
this the pits in Leceistershire will close and men will be
out of work because they cannot develop this very
important seam?

Mr, Heseltine: That must be the fifth time that that
question has been asked, and I have answered it every
time. The hon. Gentleman is trying to make points that
have no basis in the terms of the decision that I have
announced today.

Mr. Peter Hardy (Rother Valley): The House will
have noted the Secretary of State’s concern for the
environment. May we hope that it will be made tangible
by support for those agencies that are charged with public
concern for environmental matters? Will he make it clear
to the House that the application submitted by the NCB
revealed more concern for environmental protection in
mining operations than has ever previously been seen?
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Will he accept that it is an essential operation? Given his
concern for the environment, may we take it that the
people of the Yorkshire coalfields will receive the same
degree of consideration as those in the Dukedom of
Belvoir?

Mr. Heseltine: The hon. Gentleman will know that I
have increased the amount of derelict land grant for next
year to a record sum. My commitment is in advance of
anything that his Government ever did.

One has to balance all considerations. I believe that the
environmental issues surrounding the extraction of coal
can be solved, and it is important to ensure that every
effort is made to do so. I believe that there are certain
matters still to be explored. Nobody can question my
determination to explore them once they realise that [ am
to make available officials in my Department to have
active discussions with those responsible for extracting
coal.
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Middle East

Mr. Ernie Ross (Dundee, West): I beg to ask leave §
moVe the Adjournment of the House under Standing Order
No.\9 for the purpose of discussing a specific fnd
impoNant matter that should have urgent considerajion,
namely,

“the serlous threat to peace in the Middle East.”

The pecific instance is the dismissal by the/Israeli
military Ruthorities of the democratically elected/mayors
of Nabldg, Bassam Shakaa, and Karim alaf of
Ramallah.\I suggest that the House should gdjourn to
discuss the Ypatter. Allied to that is the shooting yesterday
of an unarrhed, 17 year-old Palestinian by an Israeli
settler.

[ suggest thit is a further reason why the House should
give me leave Yo move the Adjournment./The continual
dismissal of dem\ocratically elected mayorf must give rise
to serious concern\ about the total breakdoyvn of the civilian
administration in\the occupied territgfies. The Israeli
decision is a clea) breach of article p4 of the Geneva
convention concern\ng the power off occupying forces.
Television has defonstrated, andl the House has
witnessed, armed Israglicivilians firjhg on crowds of Arab
youngsters and elderl¥ women. Iy must pose a serious
threat to peace in thq Middle fgast if the oppressed
Palestinian people seek to d¢fend themselves. The
decision of about 30 Arab Yolicegfien in Jerusalem to resign
is a further example of e hteakdown of the civilian
administration of the West\Bghk. That breakdown could
as easily lead to civil war.

The House last specificallf\ debated the Middle East on
Friday 9 March 1979 althoygl\ the matter has arisen since
during various foreign affgirs debates. There was to be a
debate on 22 December 1981 bit that debate did not take
place.

The House knows that we deciljed to participate in the
Sinai peacekeeping forge. I believehat it is important that
the House should haye a guaranteq of the safety of the
individuals in that pgacekeeping forde.

The other matter/ that should concgrn this House as a
matter of urgency iy the fact that the Folgign Secretary will
visit Israel on Weflnesday. Before that Yyisit takes place I
believe that the fHouse should have thg opportunity to
express its abhofrence and concern at thd way the Israeli
authorities carry out their civilian-occupy\ng administra-
tion on the Wgst Bank.

Mr. Spegker: The hon. Gentleman gawe me notice
before 12 ofclock this morning that he would seek leave
to move thg Adjournment of the House for the\purpose of
discussing/ a specific and important matter that\he thinks
should hgve urgent consideration, namely,

“the serigus threat to peace in the Middle East.”
He subpnitted in his letter the reasons he has outlineyl to the
House/in moving this motion.

H¢/ knows, and the House knows, that under Stahding
Ordgr No. 9 I am directed to take into account the se\eral
factors set out in that Order but to give no reasons for\my
degision. I have listened with care to the hon. Gentleman,
byt I must rule that his submission does not fall within the
grovisions of that Standing Order, and therefore I canno
Submit his application to the House.
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Sir
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1971
APPLICATIONS BY THE NATIONAL COAL BOARD IN RESPECT OF THE VALE OF BELVOIR

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State for the Environment to refer to the
National Coal Board's applications to:-

a. the Melton Borough Council for:-

i. planning permission for the winning and working by underground methods
of coal situated within such parts of the seams described below as are
within the Melton District, and the execution underground of such works as

" are requisite or convenient for that purpose, and for the carrying out of
building and engineering operations including the deposit of spoil for the
purposes of the underground mining and the development describec in ii.
below;

ii. planning permission for the erection of buildings relating to the winning
and working of coal by underground methods at the sites of 3 mines on the

land shown bounded by a red line on Plans Nos. 6, 7 and 8 in the Supplementary
Statement accompanying the applicationj

b. the Rushcliffe Borough Council for planning permission for the winning and
working by underground methods of coal lying within such parts of the seams

described below as are within the Rushcliffe District, and the execution underground
of such works as are requisite or convenient for the purposes of such winning :
and working; :

c. the South Kesteven District Council for planning permission for the winning
and working by underground methods of coal lying within such parts of the seams
described below as are within the South Kesteven District, and the execution
underground of such works as are requisite or convenient for the purposes of
such winning and working.

The seams t@ which the applications referred to in Paragraphs a.i, b and c¢ above
relate are the Top Bright (including the Cinderhill main leaf of the Top Bright),
Dunsil/Waterloo, Deep Main, Parkgate and Blackshale seams lying within the area
of land shown edged and coloured red in Plan No. 1 in the Supplementary Statement
accompanying each of these applications.




2. 1 am also to refer to the Secretary of State's direction of 23 January 1979,
given in pursuance of section 35 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971, that
the applications be referred to him for decision instead of being dealt with by the
local planning authorities.

3, I am further directed by the Secretary of State to refer to the public inquiry
conducted by his Inspector, Mr Michael Mann QC, on 30 October 1979 to 2 May 1980
at which the Inspector was accompanied by 2 assessors, Mr R K Taylor MSC PhD CEng
FIMM FGS and Mr S W Midwinter RIBA FRTPI. A copy of the Inspector's Report is
enclosed. The Inspector's principal conclusions and his recommendations are set
out in Chapter 17 of his report and are reproduced at Annex 1 to this letter.

4. The Inspector recommended that:-

i. planning permission should be granted to mine the Vale of Belvoir coalfield
in accordance with the applications;

ii. outline planning permission should be granted to construct mines at
Asfordby, Hose and Saltby; ~

iii. outline planning permission should be granted to construct a tip at
Asfordby;

iv. the permissions should be subject to the conditions recommended in
Chapter 16 of his report;

v. permission should be refused for the construction of tips at Hose and
Saltby.

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

5. The Secretary of State has carefully considered all of the issues in the
Inspector's report, and notes his conclusions. He agrees with the view expressed

at the inquiry and endorsed by the Inspector that visually the area proposed to be
mined is important in regional terms, although not outstanding in national terms;
and he accepts the point made in evidence by the Countryside Commission that the
East Midlands is not well endowed with areas of attractive countryside and that this
factor increases the value and importance of the Vale of Belvoir. He endorses the
Inspector's assessment that the attractive eastern parts of the area reach the
quality generally expected to be found in a national park and that the escarpment
crowned with the Harby Woods is also a feature of considerable attraction.

6. It appears to the Secretary of State that the main impact of the proposed
development, particularly from the visual standpoint, would result from the mine
buildings and the three spoil tips. He notes the Inspector's view that there is

no reason in principle why the mine buildings should not become acceptable visual
elements in their proposed settings and that there would be no serious or widespread
damaging effect on the area as a whole. He does not accept that view. As the
Inspector says, the buildings would incorporate structures equivalent to 17-19 storey
tower blocks which could not be effectively screened from many places, and therefore
they would be visible over wide areas. This is particularly true of the Hose complex
as the Inspector himself notes in Paragraph 9.8.10 of his report. The Inspector

goes on to say that the escarpment provides a suitable bafkground screen which would
contain the visual intrusion and provide some visual context for the placing of
buildings in a way which he finds acceptable. The Secretary of State notes this,

but he prefers the evidence given at the inquiry to the effect that the shaft towers
would dominate a wide area and that the surface developments would be alien in the
Vale. He therefore believes that the proposals to develop a mine complex at Hose are
unacceptable. At Asfordby and Saltby, he does not consider that the impact of the mine
complexes would be sufficiently strong to warrant a refusal of permission on these
grounds alone.
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operations at Hose and Saltby, which would continue for upwards of half a century,
would in visual terms be totally unacceptable and that noise would be a problem. So
far as the final forms of these tips are concerned, the Inspector considered that

the one at Saltby would be unacceptable but was not persuaded that the final form

of the Hose tip would necessarily be unacceptable. The Secretary of State accepts

the Inspector's conclusion on the Saltby tip but so far as Hose is concerned he

agrees with the views of the Alliance that it would mar the contrast of the steep
escarpment face with the sweep of the valley and would destroy one of the finest
landscape features of Midland England. The Secretary of State therefore concludes that
the final form of the tip at Hose would be equally unacceptable.

T'he Secretary of State fully accepts the Inspector's conclusion that tipping

8. With regard to the tip at Asfordby, the Secretary of State accepts the Inspector's
conclusions in relation to noise and visual impact but he is concerned with the

impact of tipping operations on agriculture. Government policy for the protection

of agricultural land, set out in Circular 75/76, is to ensure that as far as possible
land of a higher agricultural quality is not taken for development where land of

a lower quality is available and that the amount of land taken is no greater than is
reasonably required for carrying out the development in accordance with proper
standards. The Secretary of State in his consideration of the proposed development

as a whole attaches more weight to this policy than does the Inspector.

9. The Secretary of State therefore concludes that the Board's proposals for tipping
at Hose and Saltby are unacceptable as they stand. He is also concerned about the
impact of tipping at Asfordby. He is of the opinion that before local tipping at any
of the three sites could be contemplated the possibility of remote disposal of spoil,
for example in Bedfordshire, should be explored in greater detail between all the
bodies involved and, in addition, further research could usefully be undertaken into
the question of underground disposal of waste, as mentioned by the Inspector.

~

NEED

10. The Inspector's view on need was that it is somewhat more likely than not that
there will be a need for a supplement to indigenous deep-mine capacity at about the
time the Belvoir coalfield could become fully operational. He took this view on the
basis- of his assessment of a number of factors (listed in paragraph 4.11.1 of his
Report) and stated that he was unable to refine his opinion by suggesting the year

in which the need would arise or the exact extent of that need. The Secretary of
State accepts that the coal will be needed at some time in the future, but he is

not convinced on the information at present before him that the degree of need
demonstrated outweighs the adverse environmental effects considered in paras 5-9
above.

EMPLOYMENT

11. The Secretary of State notes that the National Coal Board drew attention to the
fact that the opening of the Belvoir coalfield would afford an opportunity to employ
mineworkers who would be made redundant by colliery closures in the South Nottinghamshire
and South Midlands areas. He also notes the evidence presented by the NUM, also acting
on behalf of the other mining unions. that the development of the Vale of Belvoir
coalfield would ameliorate the effect of the impending colliery closures in the

NW Leicestershire and South Nottinghamshire areas. Accordingly the Secretary of

State has considered whether the development of the Vale of Belvoir can be justified

on the grounds of the employment opportunities it will create for mineworkers. He has
concluded that the very important benefits which would accrue from the provision of
such employment will need to be considered in the light of any fresh applicatioms that
the NCB may wish to make, and which can be made within a timescale compatible with

the employment requirements. Full account can then be taken of the balance between

the environmental effects and the need for the development.




12. For the reasons set out in paragraphs 5 to 11 above the Secretary of State
hereby refuses planning permission for the development of the Vale of Belvoir
coalfield as set out in the planning applications recited at paragraph 1 above.

13. The Secretary of State fully accepts the need to ensure that the nation has
adequate and secure sources of energy to meet prospective requirements and he notes
that the Department of Energy argued at the inquiry that if the coal industry is
competitive and based on efficient high productivity capacity, it will have an
essential and increasing part to play in meeting our future needs for energy. He
also accepts that the NCB might wish to submit new planning applications relating
to revised proposals to exploit this massive national resource.

14. The Secretary of State considers that before any such applications are submitted
the Board should examine whether, since the construction of a mine at Hose is
environmentally unacceptable, they would wish to proceed to develop the coalfield

with mines at Asfordby and Saltby or whether other environmentally acceptable sites
could be found which would also meet the Board's operational requirements. In addition,
the Board should investigate in detail possible ways of disposing of colliery waste
other than local surface tipping. The Secretary of State will shortly be writing to
propose discussions amongst those principally concerned (and. in which the appropriate
officials from this Department would participate) on how some of the present environmental
problems associated with the development of this coalfield, particularly spoil disposal,
can be overcome. -

15. The Secretary of State has considered the point raised by the Inspector in
paragraph 17.7.2 of his report relating to the granting of a partial

permission. The Board submitted one application covering all of the underground
coal extraction in Leicestershire together with the three mine complexes and the
three tips, and they have thus opted to stand or fall on a strategy of developing
the whole coalfield as one project. The Secretary of State takes the view that in
these circumstances the granting of a permission for only part of the development
would be in effect granting a permission for development which is significantly
different in kind from the proposal which was the subjé¢t of the application. This
may be a point which the Board would wish to bear in mind in future.

16. The Secretary of State acknowledges that it has taken a long time to determine
this application since the Inspector's Report was received in November 1980. While
it is his firm policy to ensure that planning applications and appeals are processed
expeditiously, this case raised a number of complex issues which it was important

to explore fully before any decision was taken.

17. Your attention is drawn to the attached memorandum relating to the provisions
of section 245 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971.

I am Sir
Your obedient Servant

/

2& /’/ Y(f&(L

P F EVERALL
Authorised by the Secretary of State
to sign in that behalf




\Il CHAPTER 17: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAS

17.1.1 In previous chapters of this Report 1 have set out my conclusions upon
particular topicse. I now draw my principal conclusions together and express my
opinion on the matters which were before me. In forming my opinions I have
considered my conclusions upon particular matters both individually and

cumulatively.

17.2.17 1 am of the opinion upon the evidence that it is somewhat more likely than
not that there will be a need for a supplement to indigenous deep-mine capacity

at about the time (1995) NELP could become fully operational (see para 4.11.2).

17+.2+.2 1 cannot refine my opinion by suggesting the year in which the need will
occur or that the need will be for (say) S5 Mta rather than 7.2 Mta (see pzra
4.11.2).

17.2.3 I am of the opinion that such need as there may be for more indigenous
deep-mine capacity in the 1990s can be met only by the exploitation of NELP
(see para 4.11.3).

17«31 I am of the opinion that there is neither a factor nor a combination of
factors which has sufficient weight to justify withholding permission to mine
NELP. 1In particular the likely severity of subsidence damage and the likely
impact on agriculture are not reasons for a refusal of permission (see paras

6.16.1 and 8.4.4),

17.4.1 I am of the opinion that the 3 selected mine sites represent the best
compromise between operational and environmental factors. The development of the
3 sites would be acceptable in visual terms (see para 9.8.10) and the operation
of the sites would not have unacceptable consequences in terms of road and rail
traffic (see paras 12.7.1 and 12.8.3), atmospheric pollution, dust, noise,

vibration or water pollution (see chapter 13).

1751 I am of the opinion that the manner in which NCB proposes to exploit

NELP is a sensible one (see para 10.1.1).

17.6.1 I am of the opinion that the proposal to deposit spoil at Asfordby is
acceptable. An agricultural objection cannot be justified in economic terms
(see para 8.5.2); the noise impact would not be significant (see para 13.3%.11),

and there would be no visual objection (see para 9.11.10).

17.6.2 I am of the opinion that the construgtion of the tip proposed at Hose would

in visual terms be totally unacceptable (see para 9.11.18). The construction
could also give rise to a problem in regard to noise (see para 13.3.11) but this

is not of itself a ground for a refusal of permission.

17.6.3 1 am of the opinion that both the construction of the tip proposed at
Saltby and the final form of that tip would in visual terms be totally unacceptable




ion could also give rise to a problem in regard
5 i6 not of itself a ground for a refusal of

permission.

17.6.4% In my opinion there is no inconsistency between my conclusion that it is
somewhat more likely than not that there will be a need for NELP coal in the mid
19908 and my rejection of the 2 tips. Iocal tipping of spoil may be a traditional
concomitant of deep mining (insofar as it produces spoil) but (unlike subsidence)

it is not an inevitable concomitant of mining. The traditional solution should

not be adopted at Hose and Saltby. If the rejection of the traditional solution
means a delay in the winning of NELP coal or a reduction in the yield of NELP

then I am of the opinion that the case on need is neither sufficiently definite

in point of time nor strong enough in terms of quantity to warrant the environmental

harm which would be caused by the 2 tips.

1771 1 recommend:

(i) Planning permission should be granted to mine NELP in accordance with

the applications.

(ii) Outline planning permission should be granted to construct mines at

Asfordby, Hose and Saltby.

(iii) Outline planning permission should be granted to construct a tip at

Asfordby.

(iv) The permissions should be subject to the conditions which I have

recommended in chapter 16.

(v) Permission should be refused for the construction of tips at Hose and
Saltby.

17+7.2 If my recommendations are accepted then the method of giving effect to them
(1)

is a matter for legal advice.

Footnote:

R

1« See Kent CC v Secretary of State for the Environment (1976) 33 P&CR 70.
The matter was discussed at 83/79/C-81/B and 84/6/H~7/A.




PARLIAMEUTARY STATLMENT BY THE SECRELARY OF SUATE

With your permission, Mr Speaker, I should like to make a statement
setting out my decision on the National Coal Board's planning
applications to exploit what has become knovn as the Vale of Belvoir

coalfield.

In August ]978,;the Board submitted a planning &ppliéation to Melton
Borough Council for permission to work that part of the cozliield wvhic
lies under Leicestershire, to construct three mires at Hose, Saltby
and Asfordby, and to tip spoil adjacent to these three sites. At the
same time, applioations were made to Rushcliffe Borough Council

Scuth Kesteven District Council for'perﬁission to work those parts of

.

the coalfield which iie under Nottinghemshire end Lincolushire

respectively. These applications were c21led in by my predecessor,

the Rt. Hon. Member for Stepaney and Poplar,in Jenuary 1979.

]

A public local inguiry was conducted on my behelf by.Ikr Hicﬁael Mann G
ssisted by two assessors. I should like to record my gratitvde to

Mr Mann and his two colieagues for the way they condncted the inguiry

and for the report, a copy of which I have placed in the Library

Lognihcr with a copy of my d&C]quﬂ Jctter which is being

The Inspector recommended that planning permission should be granted
for the development of the coalficld and the construction of all three

mines, but that permission should be refused for the proposed spoil ti

at Hose and ESaltby.

I have carefully considered all of the issues in the Inspector's Repor
T agree with the Ingpector that the Board's proposalc for tipping at

Hose and Saltby are unacceptable as they stond) but in addition I am




tipping at Asfordby because of its impact on

agriculture. nhave concluded that before local tipping at any of the

L ]

three sites could be contemplated the possibility of other methods of

spoil disposal should be further examined.

T have also concluded that the development of a mine complex at the
proposed Hose site is environmentally unacceptable. Mine buildings
here on the scale proposed would dominate a wide area, and would be

alien to the Vale.

The Inspector concluded that it was somewhat more likely than not that
there will be a need to supplement indigenous deep-mine capacity at
about the time the Belvoir cuvalfield could become fully operational,
but bhe fclt'unablelto refine his opinion by suggesting the year in
which ihe need would arise or the exact extent of that need. 1 acceptl
that thhe coal will be needed +in the ftiture, but

ﬁo ﬁejgh the degree of nced demonstrated with the adverﬁc environmentsa

effecis to which I have aiready referred.

I have zlso considered whether the dev=lopment of this coalfield

can be justified on the grounds of the employment
opportunities it would create for mineworkers displaced by colliery
closures in the North-West Leicestershire and South Nottinghamshire
areas. I have concluded that the very important benefits which would
accruc from the provision of such employment should be considered in
the light of any fresh applications the Board may wish to make and in

a timescale compatible with the employment requirements.

I have concluded that the need and employment arguments are not
incompatible with the nced to seek an alternative approach to the
mining of this coslfield which gives more weight to the environmental

objeclions, and I have therefore refused planning permiccion for the

AN RTNTNMTAT.




development of the Vale of Belvoir coalfield as set out in the ﬁruxont
planning applications. This decision should not be seen as in any way
going against Government policy that the coal industry has' an essential
and increasing part to play in meeting this country's future needs for
energy provided that it is competitive and based on efficient high
productivity capacity. I accept that the Board might wish to submit
new planning applications setting out revised proposals to exploit this

massive national resource.

However, before doing so, I consider that the Board should re-examine
how the coalfield can be worked to minimise environmental disturbance
ahd how the colliery waste can be disposed of other than by local
surface tipping.. I recognise that this second point has ramifications
‘goiﬁg beyond the Board's interests, and I shall therefore be writing
shortly to those principally concerned with a view to inviting
discuscions on how the spoil disposal problem can best be overcome.

It is very important that these discussions should be pursued with
vigour and brought to a conclusion as soon as possible. It is a matter
for the Board as to when new planning applications are submitted, and,
provided the major environmental objections can be overcome, I would
not anticipate that the procedures for handling these would need to be

wunduly prolonged.

There is one other .point to which I should like to refer. The Board

submitted a single application covering all of the underground coal

extraction in Leicestershire, together with the three mine complexes

and the three tips, and they have thus opted to stand or fall on a
strategy of de%eloping the coalfield as one project. I take the view
that, in these circumstances, the granting of a permission for only part
of the development would be in effect granting a permission for
development which is significantly different in %ind from the proposal

which was the subject of this appliecation. Had it not been for this, ang
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My Secretary of State was grateful for your letter yesterday
enclosing a copy of the draft statement on Belvoir.

He is very concerned to minimise the potential for adverse reactions
from the NCB and NUM and has therefore suggested some amendments to
the statement which are incorporated in the attached redraft. He

very much hopes that your Secretary of State will be able to accept
these amendments.

I am copying this letter to the Prime Minister and to the other
recipients of yours.

JANET CHADWICK
Private Secretary




VALE OF BELVOIR
PARLIAMENTARY STATEMENT BY THE SECRETARY OF STATE
With your permission, Mr Speaker, I should like to make a statement setting out

my decision on the National Coal Board's planning applications to exploit

what has become known as the Vale of Belvoir coalfield.

In August 1978, the Board submitted a planning application to Melton Borough

Council for permission to work that part of the coalfield which lies under

leicestershire, to construct three mines at Hose, Sal%by and Asfordby, and to

tip spoil adjacent to these three sites. At the same time, applications were
made to Rushcliffe Borough Council and South Kesteven District Council for
permission to work those parts of the coalfield which lie under Nottinghamshire
and Lincolnshire respectively. These applications were called in by my

predecessor, the Rt Hon Member for Stepney and Poplar, in January 1979.

A public local inquiry was conducted on my behalf by Mr Michael Mann QC
assisted by two assessors. I should like to record my gratitude to Mr Mann
and his two colleagues for the way they conducted the inquiry and for the
report, a copy of which I have placed in the Library together with a copy of

my decision letter which is being issued today.

The Inspector recommended that planning permission should be granted for the
development of the coalfield and the construction of all three mines, but that

permission should be refused for the proposed spoil tip at Hose and Saltby.

I have carefully considered all of the issues in the Inspector's Report.

I agree with the Inspector that the Board's proposals for tipping at Hose and
Saltby are unacceptable as they stand, but in addition I am concerned about
tipping at Asfordby because of its impact on agriculture. I have concluded

that before local tipping at any of the three sites could be contemplated the

possibility of other methods of spoil disposal should be further examined.




The Inspector concluded that it was somewhat more likely than not that there

will be 2 need to supplement indigenous deep-mine capacity at about the time

the Belvoir coalfield could become fully operational. I accept that the coal
will be needed in the future, but I have had to weigh this against the adverse

environmental effects to which I have already referred.

I have also considered whether the development of this coalfield immediately can
be justified on the grounds of the very important benefits from the employment
opportunities which would be created for mineworkers displaced by colliery

closures in the North-West Leicestershire and South Nottinghamshire areas.

I have concluded that the development of a mine complex at the proposed Hose
site is environmentally unacceptable. Mine buildings here on the scale proposed
would dominate a wide area, and would be alien to the Vale. The Board

submitted one application covering all of the undergound coal extraction in
leicestershire together with the three mine complexes and the three tips, and
they have thus opted to stand or fall on a strategy of developing the whole
coalfield as one project. In these circumstances the granting of a permission
for only part of the development would be in effect granting a permission for
development which is significantly different in kind from the proposal which was

the subject of the application.

I have also concluded that the need and employment arguments are fully compatible
with seeking an alternative approach to the exploitation of this massive national
resource which gives more weight to the environmental objections. I consider that
the Board should re-examine how the coalfield can be worked to minimise
environmental disturbance and possible ways of disposing of colliery waste other
than by local surface tipping. I recognise that this second point has
ramifications going beyond the Board's interests, and I shall therefore be

writing shortly to those principally concerned with a view to inwting them to

early discussions on how the spoil disposal problem might be overcome.




I have therefore refused planning permission for the development of the Vale of

Belvoir coalfield as set out in the present planning applications. This
decision should not be seen as in any way going against Government policy that

the coal industry has an essential and increasing part to play in meeting this

country's future needs for energy provided that it is competitive and based on

efficient high productivity capacity. I accept that the Board will no doubt

wish to submit new planning applications setting out revised proposals to

exploit this massive national resource, which would either involve renewed'
applications for mines at Asfordby and Saltby or other environmentally acceptable

sites which would meet the Board's operational requirements.







BELVOIR - POINTS TO BE MADE

This represents acceptance that Belvoir will be developéd - and

provides route to planning permission. s

In essence what it adds up to is not whether to mine but howpqckyso.n1ﬂ.

an environmentally acceptable way.

Of the 3 proposed mines only Hose is actually in the Vale; Asfordby

and Saltby are not.

Mr Heseltine has found only the mine and tip at Hose and the
tip at Saltby objectionable.

Way is now clear for NCB to re-apply for Asfordby and/or Saltby

straight away; in practice likely to try to sort our environmental

problems first.

Leicestershire County Council will decide on any new applications

for Asfordby and Saltby; and LCC now in favour of developing
coalfield. Could only be a new inquiry if Mr Heseltine called in
such applications (and not likely to) or if County Council reject

them and NCB appeal.

(S

B. INGHAM
24 Marchl982
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me Minister

VALE OF BELVOIR

f

I saw Nigel Lawson yesterday, and “he has agreed with
Michael Heseltine the text of the attached letter,

which is to be sent to the National Coal Board.

Michael Heseltine's present intention is that this
letter should be dispatched, and made public, on
Thursday, 25th March (polling day in the Hillhead
By-Election).

Michael Heseltine has asked whether you would like &
copy of the attached letter to be sent, in advance,

to Ministers in addition to the Home Secretary, the
Leader of the House, The Secretary of State for Energy,
and the Chief Whip; for example, should a copy of the
letter be sent, in advance, to the Secretary of

State for Industry and the Minister of Agriculture,
both of whom are affected?

The next question which a decision is required on, is
whether Michael Heseltine should make an oral statemens
in the House about this. Initially, my view was that

it would not be appropriate for an oral statement to be

made, but that the matter should be dealt with in the

normal way, by the Secretary of State writing to the

parties concerned, informing them of his decision.

However, Michael Heseltine and Nigel both feel that
because of the exceptional importance of this matter,

there ought.to be an oral statement, and Francis Pym 1s

content about this. /~2ffp FAAnes f M s /T
r
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Michael Heseltine is preparing, over theweekend,
a draft Statement which he would make on Thursday
if you were to decide that a Statement in Parlic

was desirable.

7. A copy of that draft will be ready on Monday.

19th March 1982




arshiam Street London SW1P 2EB

Direct fine 01-212 lci “1 / ?
Switchboard 01-212 3434 - ; )

artment of the Environment D(‘a_d/\/ NV, s

The Secretary Your reference

Naticnal Coal Boar
liobart House Our reference
a House :
= M/183/21
Grosvenor Place o
LOINDON e

SWIX 7AZ March 1982

Sir

TO4N AND COUNTRY PLANRING ACT 1971

APPLICATIONS BY THE NATIONAL COAL BOARD IN RESFECT OF THE VALH OF BELVOIR

1. I am directed by the Secretary of State for the Environment -to refer to the
National Coal Board's epplications to:-

a. the Melton Borough Council for:-

i. planning permission for the winning and working by underground methods
of coal situsted within such parts of the seams described below zs are
within the Melten District, and the execution underground of such works
are reguisite or convenient for that purpose, and for the carrying out oI
building and crblr“frlnr operatione inciuding the deposit oI spoil for t
purposes of the underground mining and the desvelopment described 0 T o
below; ‘

ii. planning permission for the erection of buildings relating tc the winning
and working of coal by underground metho ode at the sites of 3 mines on the

land shown bounded by a red line on Plans HNos. 6, 7 and 8 in ihe Supplen:
Statement accompanying the application;

b. +the Rushcliffe Borough Council for planning permission for the winning
working by underground methods of coal lying within such parte of the seams
described below as are within the Rushcliffe District, and the executior ;
of such works as are requisite or convenient for the purposes of such winning
and working;

c. the South Kesteven District Council for planning permicsion ror t‘: Winr:

and working by und err'f-o..wJ methods of coal lying within
described below as are within the South Kesteven District,
underground of such 19 as are requisite or cornvenient for th ITDOSEeS
such winning and working.

J("‘(' s

&
S
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The £e2ams to which the applications r > ! agrarls a.i,
relate are the Top Bright (including the Cinderki nain leaf o’ th
Dunsil/#Waterloo, Deep Main, Parkgate d Blacks:

of land shown edged and coloured red in n N ). the Supplemenbdry 5

accompanying each of these applications.
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2. I am also to refer to the Secretary of State's direction of 23 January 1979,
given in pursuance of section 35 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971, that
the applications be referred/ to him for decision instead of being dealt with by the
local planning authorities. |

3. I am further directed by the Secretary of State to refer to the public inguiry
conducted by his Inspector, lr Michael Mann QC, on 30 October 19/0 to 2 May 1980
at which the Inspector was accompanied by 2 assessors, Mr R K Taylor NS ?:U CEng
FIMM FGS and Mr S W Midwinter RIBA FRTPI. A copy of the Inspector's Report is
enclosed. The Inspector's principal conclusions and his recommendations are set

out in Chapter 17 of his report and are reproduced at Annex 1 to this letter.

L4, The Inspector recommended that:-

N planning permission should be granted to mine the Vale of Belvoir coalfield
in accordance with the applications;

ii. outline planning permission should be granted to construct mines at
Asfordby, Hose and Saltbyj

iii. outline planning permission should be granted to construct a tip at
Asfordby; |

iv. the permissions should be subject to the conditions recommended in
Chapter 16 of his report;

v. permission should be refused for the construction of tips at Hose and
Saltby.

ENVIRCIMENTAL EFFECTS

S. The Secretary of State has carefully considered 2ll of the issues in the
Inspector's report, and notes his conclusions. He agrees with the view expresced
at the inquiry and endorscd by the Inspector that visually the area propose G to bLe
mined is important ir regional terms, although not outstanding in national terms
and he accepts the point made in evidence by the Countryside Commission that the
East Midlands is not well endowed with areas of attractive countryside and that
factor increases the value and importance of the Vale of Belvoir. He endo
Inspector's assessment that the attractive eastern partis of the area reach
quality generally expected to be found in a national park and that the esc
crowned with the Harby Woods is also a feature of considerable attraction.

6. It appears to the Secretary of State that the main impact of the proposed
development, particularly from the visual standpoint, would result from the mine
buildings and the three spoil tips. He notes the Inspector's view that there
no reason in pr1n91“1e why the mlqe bu;ldlnbs should not become ?ccentab1& ni

dacaging effect on the area as a hnole. Je does not dCCEDt that view.

Inspector says., the buildings would incorporate structures equi ivalent to

tower blocks mnlcb could not be effectively screened from many plac

they would be visible over wide areas. This is particularly true

as the Inspector himself rotes in Peragraph 9. 8.10 of his report.

goes on to say that the escarpment provides a su itable background

contain the visual intrusion and provide some visual context for +ne pla:
buildings in a way which he finds acceptable. The Secretary of State no

but he prefers the evidence given at the 1nau1rv to the effect that the

would dominate a wide area and that the surface developments would be alien in
Vale. He therefore believes that the proposals to develop a mine complex at Hose
unaccepiable. At Asforddy and Saliby, he does not consider that the impact of the

complexes would be sufficiently strong to warrant a refusal of permission on thes
grounds alone.
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\fj The Secretary of State fully accepts the Inspector's conclusion that tipping
-operations at Hose and Saltby, which would continue for upwards of half a century,
would in visual terms be totally unacceptable and that noise would be a problem. S0
far as the final forms of these tips are concerned, the Inspector considered that
the one at Saltby would be unecceptable but was not persuaded that the finel form
of the Hose tip would necessarily be unacceptable. The Secretary of State accepts
the Inspector's conclusion on the Saltby tip but so far as Hose is concerned he
agrees with the views of the Alliance that 14 would mar the contrast of the steep
escarpment face with the sweep of the valley and would destroy one of the finest
landscape features of Midland England. The Secretary of State therefore concludes
the final form of the tip at Hose would be equally unacceptable.
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8. With regard to the tip at Asfordby, the Secretary of State accepts the Inspec
conclusions in relation to noise and visual impact but he is concerned wiii Lo
impact of tipping operations on agriculture. Government policy for the pro-

of agricultural land, set out in Circular 75/76, is to ensure that as far ¢

land of a higher agricultural quality is not taken for development where land

a lower quality is available and that the amount of land taken is no greater '
reasonably required for carrying out the development in accordance with prorer
standards. The Secretary of State in his consideratibn of the proposed development
as a whole attaches more weight to this policy than does the Inspector.

9. The Secrelary of State therefore concludes that the Board's proposals for tipping
at Hose and Szltby are unacceptable as they stand. He is also concerned about the
impact of tipping at Asfordby. He is of the opinion that before local tipping at 24y
of the three sites could be contemplated the possibility of remote disposal of

for example in Bedfordshire, should pe explored in greater detail between all the
bodies involved and, in addition, further research could usefully be undertaken inte

.

the question of underground disposal of waste, as mentioned by the Inspector.

10. Tre Inspector's view on need was that it is somewhat more likely than not thal
there wiil be a need for a supplement to indigenous deep-mine capacity at about
time the Eelvoir coalfield could become fully operational. He took this view
basis of his assessment of a number of factors (listed in paragraph 4.711.7

Report) and stated that he was unable to refine his opinion DYy suggesting

ijp which the need would arise or the exact extent of that need. The Secr

State accepts that the coal will be needed at some- time in the future, but n

not convinced on the information at present before him that the degree of need
demonstrated ouiweighs the adverse environmental effects considered in paras 2
above.

EMPLOYMENT

44. The Secretary of State notes that the National Coal Board drew attention tc

i to employ mineworkers who would be made redundant by colliery closures 3!
South Nottinghamshire ard South Midlands areas. He also notes the evidence
presented by the NUM, also scting on behalf of the other mining unions, that
development of the Vale of Belvoir coalfield would ameliorate the effect of t&s
impending colliery closures in the N/ Leicestershire and Soutn Nottinghamshire
areas. Accordingly the Secretary of State has considered whether the develorment
of the Vale of Belvoir can be justified on the grounds of the employment opperiuniis
it will create for mineworkers. He has concluded that the very important bvenei-i=s
which would accrue from the provision of such employment will need to be consi-l
in the light of any fresh applications that the ICB may wish to make ,
be made within a timescale compatible with the employment requirements. rull
can then be taken of the balance between the environmental effects and the neec
for the development.

—
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reasons set out in paragraphs 5 to 11 above the Secretary of State
planning permission for the development of the Vale of Belvoir
et out in the planning applications recited at paragraph 1 above.

13. The Secretary of %tate fully accepts the need to ensure that the nation has
adequate and secure urces of energy to meet prospectiive reguirements and he notes
thatli the Dcpgrtmart of qurby argued at the inquiry that if the coal industry is

1d based on efficient high productivity capacity, it will has
C
t
S

competitiv
essential
1e NCB might wish to submit new planning applications relaling

reasing part to play in meeting our future needs for energy. He
: to exploit this massive national resource.

+
Ll
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"h: Secretary of State considers that before any such applications are csubmitted
the Board should consider whether, since the construction of a mine at Hose is
environmentally unacceptable, they would wish to proceed to develop the cozlfield
with mines at Asfordby and Saltby or whether/environmentally acceptable sites could
be found which would also meet the Board's operational requirements. In adcition,
the Board should investigate in detail possible ways of disposing of colliery waste
other than local surface tipping. The Secretary of State will shortly be writing to
propose discussions amongst those principally concerned (and ‘in which the approprizte
officials from this Department would participate) on how some of the present environm:rn
problems associated with the development of this coalfield, particularly spoil dispcozzl

can be overcome.
\ e, | - . g " -

15. 'Ift!,u.‘ Secretary of State nas céﬁsr\.ered the po'n,t ra_lzd by the Insvecter. in
paragraph 17.7.2 of his revort relatlng to:fhe- brant ng "Of ~a partiai
‘permission, The Board submitted uue appilicafion covering all of t¥e uncnrﬂronfﬁ
coal extraction in Leicestershire together with the three mine complexes

three tips, end they have thus opteg to stand, Qr. f21) on & strﬁﬁc \ or dnv

the whole cozlfield as one project. The~$ ‘xqﬁgke 3 rcumsfurée%'{be [ At

permission for only part of the development would be in effect granti
for develovment which is significantly different in kind from the p
the subject of the application. This may be a point which the Board
bear in mind in future.

16. The Secretary of State acknowledges that it has taken a long time to determirne
this application since the Inspector's Report was received in November 1980. '
it is his firm policy to ensure that planning applications and appeals are processed
expeditiously, thie case raised a number of complex issues which it was important
to explore fully before any decision was taken.

17. Your attention is drawn to the attached memorandum relating to the provisions
of section 245 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1971.

I am Sir
Your obedient Servant

P F EVERALL
Authorised by the Secretary of State
to sign in that behalf




CHAPTER 17: CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

17.1.1 In previous chapters of this Report I have set out my conclusions upon
particular topics. I now drow my principal conclusions together and express my
opinion on the matters which were before me. In forming my opinions I have
considered my conclusions upon particular matters both individually and

cumulatively.

17.2.1 1 am of the cpinion upon the evidence that it is somewhat more
not that there will be a need for a supplement to indigenous deep-mine
at about the time (1995) NELP could become fully operational (see para

17.2.2 1 cannot refine my opinion by suggesting the year inwhich the need wi

occur or that the need will be for (say) 5 Mta rathei than 7.2 Mta (see para
k.11.2).

17.2.3 I am of the opinion that such need as there may be for more indigenous
deep=-mine capacity in the 19905 can be met only by the exploitation of NELP
(see para 4.11.3).

17.3.1 I am of the opinion that there is neither a factor nor a combination of
factors which has sufficient weight to justify withholding permission to mine
NELP. In particular the likely severity of subsidence damage and the likely
impact on agriculture are not reasons for a refusal of permission (see paras

6161 and 8.4.4).

17.4.1 I am of the opinion that the 3 selected mine sites represent the best

compromise between operational and environmental factors. The development of the

of the sites would not have unacceptable consequences in terms of road and r
traffic (see paras 12.7.1 and 12.8.3), atmospheric pollution, dust, noise,

vibration or water pollution (see chapter 13).

1751 I am of the opinion that the manner in which NCB proposes to exploit

NELP is a sensible one (see para 10.1.1).

17.6.1 I am of the opinion that the proposal to deposit spoil at Asfordby is
acceptable. nomic .terms
(see para 8.5.2); the noise impact would not be significant (see para 13.%.11)

and there would be no visual objection (see para 9.11.10).

17.6.2 I am of the opinion that the construction of the tip proposed at Hose
in visual terms be totally unacceptable (see para 9.11.18). The construction
could also give rise to a problem in regard to noise (see para 413.3.11) but thi:

is not of itself a ground for & refusal of permission.

17+6.3 I am of the opinion that both the construction of the tip proposed at
Saltby and the final form of that tip would in visual terms be totally unacceptable




(ot

(eee para 9.11:23).
to noise (see para 13.3%.11) but this is not of itself a ground for a refusal of
permission.

15

17.6.4 In my opinion there is no inconsistency between my conclusion that it
somevhat mors likely than not that there will be a need for NELP cosl in

1990s and my rejection of the 2 tips. local tipping of spoil may be &

concomitant of deep mining (insofar as it produces spoil) but (unlike subsic

-5 e t an Ju:?icable concomitant of mining. The traditional solution

not lopted at Hose and Saltby. If the rejection cof the traditional

means elay in the winning of NELP coal or a reduction in the yield of NE.

then I sm of the opinion that the case on need is neither sufficiently definite

in point of time nor strong enough in terms of quantity to werrant the environmentel

harm which would be caused by the 2 tips.
17«71 1 recommend:

(i) Planning permission should be granted to mine NELP in accordance with

the applications.

(ii) Outline planning permission should be granted to construct mines at
Asfordby, Hose and Saltby.

(iii) Outline planning permission should be granted to comstruct a tip at
Asfordby.

-

(iv) The permissions should be subject to the conditions which I have

recommended’in chapter 16,

(v) Permission should be refused for the construction of tips at Hose and

Saltby.

17.7.2 If my recommendations are accepted then the method of giving effect to the

(1)

is a matter for legal advice.

Footnote:

EoTe e

1« See Kent CC v Secretary of State for the Environment (1976) 33 P&CR 70. Y

Formars o T A S e e

The matter was discussed at 8%/79/C-81/B and 84/6/H=7/A.
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] NATIONAL UNION OF MINEWORKERS

222 EUSTON ROAD, LONDON, NW1 2BX

President J. GORMLEY, osE Secretary L. DALY
Telephone 01-387 7631

Please quote our reference in reply:

Your Ref:

OurRef:  JG/RE 5th March 1982 N’(

The Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP
Prime Minister

10 Dowming Street

LONDON

SW1

Dear Mrs. Thatcher,
Thank you for your letter of the 3rd
March regarding the Vale of Belvoir, and I note the

contents therein.

Yours séwcorelv

¢ //
o

/ ;'r GORMIL.EY /
/ President /

/f-ﬂé




10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER : 3 March 1982

K’ZJ‘Q\ Lo,

Thank you for your letter of 29 January about the Vale

of Belvoir coalfield.

I fully understand your concern about the time it is taking
to reach a decision on the National Coal Board's planning applica-
tions, and I am well aware of the importance to your members in

Leicestershire and South Nottinghamshire of creating new jobs.

However, the Belvoir case really is very complex, and it is
important that all the implications of the inquiry inspector's
recommendations are fully studied. I know that Michael Heseltine,

who has statutory responsibility for the decision, has himself

devoted much time to this issue and is continuing to do so. Indeed,

I understand he wrote to you recently about it. I do assure you
that everything possible is being done to bring matters to a speedy

conclusion.

J. Gormley, Esq., O.B.E.




2 MARSHAM STREET
LONDON SWI1FP 3EB

My ref: H/PS0/11304/82

Your ref:

| March 1982

(!
-

Thank you for your letter of 15 February enclosing a copy

of onedf 29 January to the Prime Minister from Mr Joe Gormley,
President of the NUM, about the NCB's plans to develop the
Vale of Belvoir coalfield.

I attach a draft reply for the Prime Minister to send to

Mr Gormley. He wrote on the same date to Michael Heseltine,
and I attach copies of that letter and our reply. ‘We have not
felt it necessary to consult other Departments as officials

at the Department of Energy are aware of the state of play.
However, a copy of this reply goes to Julian West there.

MRS H F GHOSH
Private Secretary

Willie Rickett Esq




H/PS0/11304/82

' DRAFT REPLY FOR PM TO SEND TO MR GORMLEY

Thank you for your letter of 29 January about the Vale of Belvoir
coalfield.

I fully understand your concern about the time it is taking to reach
a decision on the National Coal Board|s planning applications,and I am

well awage of the importance to your;ﬁembers in Leicestershire and

South Nottinghamshire of creating nqﬁ JODE ettt el
/’Ikmmver, the Belvoir case really is/very complex, and it is important

that all the implications of the inquiry inspector's recommendations

are full,ctudled. I know that Michael Heseltine, who has statutory
responsibility for the decision, has himself devoted much time to this
issue and is continuing to ¢o qo f Indeed, I understand he wrote to

you recently about it. ;—ée—%hemfe*;ﬁw_tb&tgverything

possible is being done to bring matters to a speedy conclusion.







2 MARSHAM STREET
LONDON SW1P 3EB

My ref: H/PSO/1081-+7/82
Your ref: éVM .

- {5 February 1982

Thank you for your 1letter of 29 January about exploitation of the
coal reserves in the Vale of Belvoir.

I do appreciate the importance to, the coal industry of my decision
on the National Coal Board's planning applications +o mine this
coal, and I am Vvery aware both of the rundown of reserves at the
existing Leicestershire pits and the empl + consequences.
Tndeed, these are among the many issues T which arise

out of the inquiry Inspector's report. 1 4O assure you that I am

giving active consideration TO this case, and I hope it will be
possible to announce a decision in the not too distant future.

ICAN

AV

MICHAEL HESELTINE







February 1082
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PRIME MINISTER

I believe Mike may have mentioned to you

the attached letter from Joe Gormley urging

an early decision on Belvoir.

Content for me to commission a draft

from Mr. Heseltine and Mr. Lawson?

W

11 February 1982




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

Joe Gormley writes a '"Private
and Confidential'" letter,
pressing for an early positive
decision on the Vale of Belvoir
plans.,

Should we consult Mr. Lawson
and Mr. Heseltine on a draft

reply? LLA

1 February 1982




G STREET

1 February, 1982.

Dear Mr. Murray,

tter of 4 January.

about the importance
in modernisation
yvelopment of an
coal industry.
ion of Belvoir,
at present to add

letter of

Yours sincerely,

(SGD) MT




February 1982

I am writing on behzlf o:
Minister to thark yvou for y
29 January. This is receivi:
and a reply will be sent to vy«
possible,

J. Gormley, Esq.,




NATIONAL UNION OF MINEWORKERS
222 EUSTON ROAD, LONDON, NW1 2BX

President J. GORMLEY, osE Secretary L. DALY
Telephone 01-387 7631

Please quote our reference in reply:

Your Ref:

OurRef: JG/RE 29th January 1982

Private and Confidential

The Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP
Prime Minister

10 Dovming Street

LONDON SW1

Dear Prime Minister,

Vale of Belvoir

The plans of the Coal Board to exploit the
coal measures which are knowm to exist in the Vale of Belvoir
was the subject of a public inquiry which was completed in
May 1980 and was referred to the Secretary of State for the
Environment for his consideration, and we keep hearing many
rumours about the progress of this matter. I would have
thought by now people would have realised that it was in
the interest of continuity towards fulfilling the Plan for
Coal which was accepted by all the political parties in
Britain that the National Coal Board's plans to extract the
coal in this area would have been acceptable, and as President
of the NUM I am a little alarmed at the seeming reluctance to
accept what I know i8 the feeling of many experts that this
area of coal ought to be explotited.

Time 18 runmning short for the men employed
in the Leicestershire arvea and who, along with their South
Nottinghamshire people, would be the miners who would have to
exploit these coal measures. These men have proved themselves
over the years to be first class miners, and also have shown
their moderation at all times. I think the recent Ballot
vote has shown their desire to make the Coal Industry the
best possible Coal Industry in the interests not only of
their own Industry, but for Britain's sake as well.

2/.. I would




I would hope, therefore, Prime Minister
that you would use your personal endeavour to get this
matter clarified in a positive way in order that work could
be started as soon as possible because you have to realise
that a 'yes' decision made tomorrow would not be providing
coal for the next eight or nine years and money for the
project, of course, would have to be spread over the same
nitne or ten years, but it would be providing jobs of high
tmportance for the future and could create, in my opinion,
a great deal of goodwill.

Let us, therefore, hope that you will
give this matter your deepest consideration and that we
have an early reply.

Yours sincerely,

&

JOE GORM
//rPresident

P.S. Please do not forget that I retirve in two months' time.




DEPARTMENT OF THE
* Telephone ENVIRONMENT
01 bSOOI 2 MARSHAM-STREET

SWIP 3EB

With the Compliments of the
Secretary of State for the Environment
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President J. GORMLEY, oBE Secretary L. DALY
Telephone 01-387 7631
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Please quote our reference in reply:

C oy UJ
thﬂmuwh_

U, Lp@f¢

Your Ref: - p7/PS0/15670/81

OurRef: JG/RE S TTU%. 20th January 1982 OW

The Rt Honm Michael HeSeliine MP="
Secretary of State for the Environment
2 Marsham Street

LONDON

SW1P 3RB

Dear Michael,

The saga of the Vale of Belvoir and the exploitation
of coal reserves in that area is reaching a critical phase as
the mines in the Leicestershire area grow daily to nearly a
point of exhaustion. Unless there is an early decision made
in a positive way for fulfilling the Coal Board's plans to
exploit the coal in the Vale of Belvoir area, the country will
lose the services of an exceptional workforce of miners who
have proved over the years their skill and emthusiasm to
produce coal and to exert moderation as has recently been
shown in the recent Ballot on wages.

We believe that this matter has been dealt with long
enough and that an early decision should be made in the interests
of not only the miners and their fhmzlzes in that area, but fbr
the Coal Industry itself and the country's supply of energy in
the future years ahead. It is seven months since I last wrote
to you on the matter and having already had the public Tnquiry

report with you for months before that, I would have thought
that an early positive decision was caZZed for and on behalf
the NUM, I am asking that you make a positive decistion by ap-
proving the plans of the Coal Board so that they can start
getting om with providing jobs which will be of great value
in the future.

Avaiting an early positive reply,

Yours singérely, ‘,W

I an,







Michael Scholar

Private Secretary to the Prime Minister

10 Downing Street

London SW1 |4 January

Door Mool

As requested in your letter of 8 Jénuary, I enclose a

draft reply for the Prime Minister to send to

Mr Len Murray.

DAVID LUMLEY
Private Secretary




DRAFT REPLY TO RT HON LIONEL MURRAY OBE

Thank you for your letter of 4 January.

I note \what you say about the importance you attach to
investment in modernisation as contributing to the
development of an effici and competitive coal

-

industry. On the particular question of Belvoir, however,

I have nothing at present to add toymy letter of

[}

12 October. o LLL"-I ( (v h, -,, s l'r\.







10 DOWNING STREET

8 January, 1982

letter from Mr. Len Murray
of Belvoir coalfield. We
red the letter.

grateful if you would let
reply by Friday, 22 January.

sending a copy of this letter to
monds (Department of the Environment),
thews (Chief Secretary's Office,

«nd Gerry Spence (CPRS).




10 DOWNING STREET

8 January, 1982

the Prime Minister's
for your letter of
Vale of Belvoir
placing before the

ly will be sent to

LLionel Murray, O.B.E.
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dafl reply.

Rt Hon Margaret Thatcher MP o au ¥
B Mintober OUR REFERENCH LM/BC/DT/BJC
10 Downing Street
LONDON

SW1

DEPARTMENT Economic

January 4 1982

\
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Dear Prime Minister

Vale of Belvoir Coalfield

The TUC Fuel and Power/Industries Committee have considered
your letter of October )2 in reply to my letter of August
27 about the Vale of Belvoir Coalfield. They have asked

me to let you know their concern about the delay to the
Government's announcement about the Vale of Belvoir
Coalfield.

As you state, the Government wants an efficient

and competitive coal industry. The TUC believes that
the development of new capacity is fundamental to the
achievement of the aim. The Department of the
Environment has been considering the Belvoir decision
for many months. This delay is extremely damaging and
appears indefensible to the people working in the
industry.

Yours sincerely

General Secretary .

GENERAL SECRETARY: RT. HON. LIONEL MURRAY OBE DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY: NORMAN WILLIS
ASSISTANT GENERAL SECRETARIES: KENNETH GRAHAM OBE AND DAVID LEA OBE




cc D. Energy

10 DOWNING STREET

THE PRIME MINISTER : 12 October 1981

Dear Mr Murray

Thank you for your letter of 27 August.

The report of the Inspector who conducted the Inquiry into
the NCB's proposals for mining coal in the Vale'of Belvoir is
currently being considered by Michael Heseltine. I hope a
decision can be announced before long. I am sorry that I cannot
say anything more at present, but I am sure you understand the

reasons for this.

On the wider issues raised in your letter, the Government
continues to believe that an efficent and competitive coal industry
can play an important role in meeting the country's future energy

needs.

(SGD) MARGARET THATCHER

The Right Honourable Lionel Murray, O.B.E.




Mike Pattison

Private
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary - 17 September 1981

The Prime Minister held a meeting this morning to discuss
the Vale of Belvoir coalfield decision. Your Secretary of
State had minuted the Prime Minister on this matter on
11 September, and the Secretary of State for Energy had commented
in a minute dated 16 September. The following were present in
addition to your Secretary of State: the Home Secretary, Chief
Secretary, Secretary of State for Energy, Attorney-General,
Sir Robert Armstrong and Mr. Robin Ibbs.

The Attorney General explained that the Secretary of State's
decision on the Vale of Belvoir planning application was of a
quasi-judicial nature and therefore ultimately had to be his own
and nobody else's. But in reaching his decision, he was free to
consult his colleagues provided he complied wtih the procedure
rules and the rules of natural justice. However, if he was to
take into consideration ''new evidence',or ''new issues of fact"
which were not raised at the inquiry, he would have to re-open
it if any party so wished,

The Secretary of State for the Environment said that, in
view of the complexity of the issues and other pressing business,
he had concluded that he was not yet in a position to reach a
final decision on the application. He was unlikely to be able
to do so until December; in the meantime, he would be happy to
take into consideration the views of colleagues on the basis
indicated by the Attorney General.

I am sending copies of this letter to John Halliday (Home
Office), Terry Mathews (Chief Secretary's Office, HMT), Julian
West (Department of Energy), Jim Nursaw (Law Officers' Depart-
ment), David Wright (Cabinet Office) and Gerry Spence (CPRS).

David Edmonds, Esq.,
Department of the Environment.
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If the applications to mine Belvoir had come from a privat
company, we would have needed the most pressing environmental
reasons for turning them down. The fact that the applications
come from a loss-making nationalised industry should not alter

the planning decision, thoug! early any subsequent investment

v

decision must be considered in the light of the coal industry'

overall prospects.

Planning Issues

Inspector recommended in favour of the NCBs application. 1
no case for overturning this conclusion. Detailed

examination of the Inspector's report (upon which the planning
decision must be based) does not bear out Michael Heseltine's
conclusion that the Inspector accepted only hesitantly a short
term need for Belvoir coal, or that there are powerful environ-
mental reasons for turning Belvoir down. I would be happy to
circulate a note f later discussion setting out in detail

my reasons for differing with him on this point. I am prepared

to accept his recommendations on remote disposal.

Wider Considerations

The additional considerations mentioned on page © of his minute

do not add up to a case against Belvoir. The accelerated pit

closure programme, which was withdrawn in February, would have
prought forward closures which would have happened anyway later
in this decade. Its withdrawal will have little if any effect

on capacity in the mid 1990s. It is simply not true that imports
111 be cheaper than Belvoir coal. Even now the average cost

f NCB coal is lower than the price of imports except at Thameside,

even allowing for the operating subsidies we give the Board (and

the cost of Belvoir coal will be less than average NCB costs).
Nor is the present level of stocks of much relevance to the
situation in the 1990's; the figure of 39m tonnes, incidentally,

includes 16m tonnes of stocks at power stations, which are still

below their 1978 levels, and which we are trying to increase.
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CONFIDENTTIAT

To turn down the planning plications for Belvoir
ant c-ptiom;s for the future, and make the task
the coal industry back on course more difficult. In
successful for many
ysure of uneconomic g
NCB will have increasing
cost coal fields,
lar to

recognises).

But, by the same token, Belvoir is ably our strongest card
at present 1n our relationship with the NUM and the NCB. If
we g > planning consent we should say at the same time tha
the question of investment approval i still under review; we
should go on to make it clear that tl ucial factor in ou
decision on whether the capital expenditure will be authorise
the industry's demonstrated commitment to getting it
course for financial viabilitj We should use this
industry that continued
depend upon the industry's
ability to put it 3¢ in ordez Belvoir is a vital card
to have in our hands in restructuring the industry under

Sir Derek Ezra'
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r office | am putting forward my proposals n
decision in the form of this minute rather
i "4

be for some time applications made by the
Board under the Town and Country Planning Act 1971
1L \/

for the develonpment of a new coalfield in the Vale of Belvoir.
he applications are for permission for the extraction of coal from

||l alJ
1]

under some 100 square miles of land mostly in North-East Le 1Cr°tfr011rc.
Recoverable reserves are estimated to exceed 500 million ton

giving a total life for the coalfield of around 10 years.
new mines would be con iuctrr which would e 13 3,800 min9worxers
and produce 7.2 million tonnes of saleable coa] per annum, The NCB
th f1rs{ 2 mines (producing 5.2 million tonnes
annum) should be in full production 8 years after a rprwiccinn

ing work to commence, with the third mine following & years

are planning that
1d

NQU IRY

local inquiry into the proposals has been conducted
r Michael Mann (OC, assisted by 2 assessors. The

:q-‘;-ﬁ. 7 Ma 100N -"-!- -‘ppJ-— ne ot
1(M 1 " c | i ) >Lors 4
0 £ May 190U, j tors 4at

inquiry lasted from 30 October
the inquiry in d Leicestershire, Lincolnshire Nottinc Hodorir’

County iaunri?s, f91 ton Borough Council, the Eﬂunarys1dc Commission,

N
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 National Farmers'

e
1
Lil

the CPRE, and Country Landowners' Association, th
U”iﬂﬁ; the Vale of Belvoir ;rﬁ"ﬁcLiﬂn Group, rII

R

e Parish Councils

in the Vale of
Alliance").

The Inspector has recommended that planning permission should
be granted for the development of the coalfield and the construction
of all three mines, but that permission should be refused for the
construction of progosed spoil heaps at two of the mines.

THE QUESTION OF NEE

The Inspector was asked to examine the need for the proposed
development and the case for preferring it to alternative locations.
Exhaustive evidence was given on this point at the inquiry, and the
witnesses included a representative of the Department of Energy.
The Inspector concluded that "it is a somewhat more 1ikely than not
that there will be a need for a supplement to indigenous deepmine
ca pacity at about the time (1995) the new coalfield could become

11y operational” and that "such need as there may be for more
1nﬂ1genou9 deepmine capacity in the 1990s can be met only by the
exploitation of this coalfield". He has been unable to refine his
opinion by suggesting the year the need will arise or to provide a
precise quantification.

he Inspector found that, because of the expected depletion
resources, national ;cﬂquned annual output capacity is likely
o fall from 120 million tonnes in 1974 to about 108 million tonnes
in 1990 and to about 91 million tonnes in 2000, unless new coal-
fields are developed. The development of Belvoir would increase
these figures to 113 million tonnes in 1990 and 98 million tonnes
in 2000,
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'”1888 they are refurbished. The ently consumes abou

er cent (nﬁ fnnPGYim?%f1y 89 ”11r?ﬂﬂ =nnﬂ00) of the NCB's total
output. NCB and the CEGB have an understanding that the CEGB
will take ?T million tonnes per annum up to 1984. Beyond this,

however, estimates of demand for coal for electricity generation

1

depend JQ?\]]V on assump %1ons about rates of economic growth,
ative fuel costs, and the extent to which nuclear canacity
comes on stream, The ::13 suggest that this demand could be in

the Tow tens Gf P'?]ione of tonnes beyond 2000

compar
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tstimates of other markets for coal are
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le uncertainties about rates of economic growth and comparative
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his conclusions

y”f
, IGZ estima |
on t“»L coal ﬁ1]1 make
ﬁuenFUU]ing its present
| _nrrfv evidence at the inquiry was
that coal's share ¢ ure energy markets wqu!v de*rnﬂ on its price
elative to other fuels. The IHSjgcTor took the view that NUM wage
claims would not wipe outany price advantage o”er oi] h ich coal
would otherwise enjoy. It is clear that the NCB's strategy depends
on greatly increased productivity at new co]11er1po, and, at Belvoir,
they are forecasting qroducn1v1ty four times the current national
average,
The markets for coal in the 1990s and beyond are clearly
highly uncertain. | therefore remain to be convinced of the need
for an extra 5 million tonnes per annum capacity from Belvoir by

100N

1990, increasing to 7.2 million tonnes per annum capacity by 1995.
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The Inspector's hesitant acceptance
the Belvoir 00ﬂ1 indicates that at
occur later than is predicted by

not materia at all,
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a11 cases of this nature, | have to balance the need for
the coal against the environmental consequences of working it.
Vale of Belvoir is a prosperous and largely unspoilt area of high
quality farmland, a valuable productive area of mixed livestock and
:r?U?é farming, one of whose products is Stilton cheese. |t is also
a tranquil and pleasant area, which is important to the East Midlands,
region not well endowed with attractive areas of countryside.

It is clear that coal-mining would totally change the character
of the area. The mine buildings, which include winding towers up
to 190 feet in height as well as massive processing buildings, would
become a dominant feature. Leicestershire County Council estimate
that an additional 5,000 dwellings would be required for incoming
miners and their fa ﬂ111rs and other facilities would also be
required for the add111onc1 nopulation. There would be considerable
extra road traffic, particularly during the construction phase, and
new ra']w”y lines would be needed for the transportation of the coal
production had started. Noise would also be a significant
em for local residents during the construction phase. Over

properties are likely to be affected by subsidence, and farmers

are apprehensive about the effects on land drainage.
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The Inspector has given detailed consideration to the proposals
or the tipping of colliery spoil at the three proposed mines. These
Nl

ns would require some 2z square miles of |cnm, and the largest tip

would be almost 2 miles in 1“nlth, and over 100 ft in heignt. The

3
T
4
L1

CONF IDENTIAL




CONF IDENT AL

TARY OF

(_‘-‘- M

& Ve
E’; o

Inspector has conc?uﬂﬁﬁ uld k
in visual terms, as well as involving the loss of

]

agricultural land, and causing serious noise problems, and recommends
that permission for their construction should be re wuorf “y own
view is that the case against the third tip on agricultural grounds
is equally strong. The Inspector suggests that, if permission were
to be given to mine coal in the Vale, acceptable alternative arrange-
ments could be made. For example, the spoil might be used to re-
claim disused brickclay pits in Bedfordshire, although the extra
cost would be almost £12 million per annum at October.1979 prices.
The Inspector dismisses the possibility of putting the waste back
down the mines but | believe that this is a matter on which more
POSB?PCh should be done and | understand that this is at present
being considered by the Commission on Energy and the Environment.
| am quite clear therefore that it would in any event be wrong to
permit the development of the coalfield until acceptable arrangements
for disposing of colliery waste, other than by local tipping, have
been made.

CONCLUS ONS

On the basis of the inquiry evidence |
refuse the NCB's ﬁ??nnint fnjlicatiols. Provided

other nnviwnnmenta] lamage to the Va]e of ur1v01r m1ﬂhi ts ccc eptable
if the case on need deployed by the Board was overrriding but, as it
is not, | consider that there is no justification for permitting

the proposed development.

There are two matters which were not raised at the inquiry and
on which | do not rely on reaching my decision.

CONF IDENT IAL
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First, while capacity is bound to decline without new
development, the decline will be slowed by the decisions to defer pit
closures. In any event, coal imports would almost certainly be
cheaper than the dpwo]oam nt of new capacity, although there are
questions of availability and transportation facilities to be
considered. Moreover, | am far from convinced that there will be
the market for coal that the NCB predict. When seasonal fluctua-
tions are taken into account, coal stocks have been steadily
increasing over the last 2 ybh.s, and at the end of April stood
at over 39m tonnes, a higher figure than at any time at least since
the 1974 miners' strike. At present they could on their own,
orovide a replacement for two-thirds of the coal that, even on the
most f""nurﬂhie assumptions, would be produced from Belvoir up 1o
the end of the century. d1thout better market prospects, | can see

i

no reason to turn the Vale of Belvoir into a coalfield.

Secondly, | recognise that the applications have important
implications for national energy policy. | fully accept the need
to ensure that the nation has adequate and secure supplies of
energy to meet prospective requirements and | am aware that the
Department of Energy argued at the Inquiry that if the coal industry
is competitive and based on efficient, high productivity capacity,
it will have an essential and increasing part to play in meeting our
future needs for energy. However, | am concerned that the fulfilment
of this role appears to involve the development of new coalfields
in a succession of rural areas some of which are highly sensitive
from an environmental standpoint. Approval of the present applica-
tion would represent at least partial endorsement of this strategy
by the Government.

| recognise that the NCB may wish to submit new applications
relating to this area in a few years' time if the need for the coal

CONF IDENTIAL
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10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 1 September 1981

I encloSe a letter
from the TUC about Belvo
Yyou please let us have a
her signature by Wednesda

I am sending a Copy of this letter
and enclosure to David“Edmonds (Department
of the Environment), Terry Mgthews (Chief
Secretary's Office, HMT) and Gerry Sggpce
(CPRS).

b West, Esq. ,
Department of Energy.




1 September 1981

-

iihe Right Honourable Lionel Murray OBE




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

Len Murray writes to
stress the TUC's view of the

importance of mining Belvoir.

We will let you have a
draft reply.

1 September 1981

/7




TRADES UNION CONGRESS

CONGRESS HOUSE - GREAT RUSSELL STREET - LONDON WCIB 3LS
Telephone 01-636 4030 Telegrams TRADUNIC LONDON WCI
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YOUR REFERENCE

RtlHon Margaret Thatcher MP OUR REFERENCE LM/BC/DT/EK
Prime Minister

10 Downing Street DEPARTMENT Economic
LONDON SW1

August 27 1981

Dear Prime Minister

Belvoir Coalfield

I have been asked by the TUC Fuel and Power Industries
Committee to write to you, rather than to one of your
Ministerial colleagues, about the NCB's proposals to

develop the Vale of Belvoir coalfield, because of the
project's intrinsic importance and because there is a

clear need to take a view between the environmental and energy
policy considerations.

You will of course be aware that summits at EEC and OECD
level have repeatedly drawn attention to the need to
develop indigenous energy sources and have frequently
pointed to the important place of coal within that
framework. This widespread recognition of the increasing
importance of coal in meeting the world's energy needs was
re-asserted most recently in the declaration of the
Ottawa Summit.

It is also beyond question that the Belvoir coalfield is
fundamental to the chances of the coal industry fulfilling
its production targets, which have been agreed by successive
Governments, the mining unions and the NCB. Agreement

on the necessity of progressive development of new
capacity was at the heart of Plan for Coal. It would be
contradictory for the Government to say that it wants a
modern, efficient coal industry and yet to block the
development of new capacity. As you must know, the
Leicestershire coalfield is coming to the end of its life
and an early decision on Belvoir is essential in order to
provide replacement capacity and jobs for those workers
currently employed in the Leicestershire coalfield.

GENERAL SECRETARY: RT. HON. LIONEL MURRAY OBE DEPUTY GENERAL SECRETARY: NORMAN WILLIS
ASSISTANT GENERAL SECRETARIES: KENNETH GRAHAM OBE AND DAVID LEA OBE




The TUC and the mining unions have supported a framework
of policies based on a level of government support

which recognises the burden of new investment and the
degree of support given by other European countries to
their coal industries; an end to unnecessary coal imports;
and the maintenance and development of the ¢xisting UK
coal industry. The TUC therefore welcomes the statement
by the Secretary of State for Energy on June 16 as a

first move back towards a more satisfactory set of
policies for the coal industry. I must emphasise, however,
that such confidence in the Government's approach as

has been gained by the mining unions as a result of that
statement would be completely lost if the Government

were to oppose the Belvoir development.

Yours sincerely

»

/-'q

General Secretary,
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[ understand that you have asked for advice’ on

whether a Minister may consult his colleagues before taking
a decision in a matter where he has to act in a quasi

—
judicial manner

\fter a planning inquiry the Secretary of State wears
has announced his decision. [He
omply with the Town and Country Planning Inquiries
Procedure Rules B74 and also the ""r'.lr_'.:' of natural justice.
If he disacrees with the Inspector's recommendations

he must give reasons. If he disagrees with the Inspector

S —————
on a finding of fact he must go back to the parties to
| ———

enable them to make further recommendations. However,

a finding of fact does not include government policy.
e, —
'

[f he disagrees because of "new evidence" or takes

into consideration a "new issue of fact" wi I

hich was not

raised at the inquiry he must re-open it if any party

wishes. "New evidence"includes expert gpinion on a question
o s — U —
of fact but a "new issue of fact" does not include a matter

of government policy \1though it could include the
application of government policy to the facts if there had
hee o ",’""i" » .l 1 ‘(‘ .;;' b o) 1 a 1 s 1 TV ‘.']"" -51 ]n] 1" »
been a change in policy since the inquiry whicl ed the

Eecretary of State to disagree with the Inspector.

tary of State must be free to consult his

ministerial colleagues on questions of government policy

'

during the course of making his decision. However, the

final decision on a planning application in which he may

need to balance environmental consideration with matters

of government policy, is one he must take on hiw own.

6. [n this respect the Secretary of State is in the same

nosition as I am when asked, for example, to give my consent

to the prosecution of a local authority for causing or

/permitting
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10 DOWNING STREET

MISSJSTﬁ;;;;S

Please could you check

with Mr. Heseltine's office
whether we need to change
the date of the Vale of
Belvoir meeting, which is

at present set for 30 July.
I suspect he may still be in
Liverpool on that day.

R 4

17 July 1981

L.




10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary

MR. ROBIN IBBS
CENTRAL POLICY REVIEW STAFF

Vale of Belvoir Inquiry

I have shown the Prime Minister your further minute of
8 July on the above subject. I am afraid she is still not
persuaded by your approach to this problem. She believes
the planning decision on Belvoir should be looked at on its
own merits, rather than in the context of the NCB/NUM problem.

I had suggested to the Prime Minister that you should have
a private meeting with her to discuss this matter in advance
of the meeting with other Ministers. However, I think she would
prefer to wait now until the latter meeting before discussing
the issue further. (The meeting, which has been set for
30 July, may in any case have to be postponed because of
Mr. Heseltine's absence in Liverpool.)

I am sending a copy of this minute to Sir Rober xﬁ}mstrong.

— ™~

IpP-LAbL;:SHLJ‘

17 July 1981
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Policy Unit

PRIME MINISTER

NCB/NUM AND VALE OF BELVOIR

Robin Ibbs sent you a minute on 8 July about the significance of our
decision on the Vale of Belvoir in the context of this year's NUM pay
claim. We think that he has if anything understated the importance of

the decision as a card in the negotiations.

All the forecasts point to a very difficult pay round. We are going to
have to pull out all the stops to prevent a further loss of competi-
tiveness this year. The miners settle early in the round (1 November)

and although only a few of the public sector monopolies will expect to

match them, a high settlement for the miners will inevitably raise the

.

sights of almost all other groups.

The NUM Conference decision to press for £100 a week may be only the
usual rhetoric. But Scargill and the Left will try to use a ''no"

decision on Belvoir to give the claim real substance.

Our contingency plans are not ready for a fight with the miners this
year. The work of the official group, on which Andrew Duguid and John
Vereker have been sitting, points firmly towards the impracticability
of taking on the miners unless, among other preparations, we start the
autumn with much higher coal stocks than we now can arrange. And there
is no hope of achieving moderation by exhortation in the case of the

miners.

So we must play what cards we have with care; and the only significant

card is Belvoir. There are two decisions to be taken on Belvoir: the

quasi-judicial planning decision, and the investment decision. It is

essential to separate these: different criteria apply, and different

consequences follow.

The planning decision ought to be positive:

(1) because it will be very difficult to find grounds to over-rule

the inspector's recommendation; and

because if it is positive we retain the investment decision card,

whereas if it is negative, Scargill will work all-out to convince

the rank and file that '"the Government is set on teaching them

SECRET
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a lesson'" etc. For these reasons, delay on the planning decision

is just as bad.

This does not mean taking an immediate positive investment decision,

because the necessary business appraisal will not have been made. The
invéstment decision becomes the bargaining card we hold over the miners,
making it clear that a major factor in the decision will be how much

we have to pay for the coal - and pay is the main ingredient in

productivity.

I believe you should discuss this with Robin Ibbs, and perhaps also
Geoffrey, before 30 July.

JOHN HOSKYNS
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The Secretary of State for the Invironment
The Fouse of Commons

Vastminster

LONDON SW1

Jear Secretary of State,

gle of Belvoir

My Cliente, the Al
Hational FParmers' Union, the
Councils Committea and the Va
Group, view with increasing
which is being conduckes he YeXi d al:s
in vhich quite de : hey ) + not so0 far participated)
in anticipation your defNsion o)\ the Naticnal Coal

decision
80, it
the
d one moment longer than
only should the continuing
is gravely distressing my Cliants be
but the continuing speculation, the

also cease.

My Clients have also noted with conathrable
surprise that the claims made on behalf of the Department
of Energy at the Inquiry are being pursued without
apparent contradiction. It is my Clients' view that
following the examination which took place during the
course of the Inquiry those claims were demonstrated to
be overoptimistic and illfounded, They puggested
continuing demand at a time when all reliable pointers

CONtiesa

Hong Kong: 10/11th Floors - Alexandra House - Chater Road - Telephone: 5266281 - Telex: HX 76107 - Cables: Nojon Hong Kong
Bahrain: Unitag House - Manama - P. 0. Box 20437 Bahrain - Telephone: 232224 - Telex: BN 9276 - Cables: Norbah Bahrain




d“lortou. Rose, Botterell & Roche

indicated to a reduction in that dewand ~ a conclusion
which subsequent figures have confirmed,

I am asked to remind you that my Clients do
not claim that there is no enginearing problem that
cannot be overcome by the application of unlimited
reésources. But in the context of that obzervation, they
have noted that the Government hasg already offered the
mining industry substantial sums of money to keep open
certain older pits the anticipated closing of which was
in my Clients’ interpretation ons of the fundamental
props of the National Coal Board's case.

The dentedtniis between nesd and environmental
impact, I am asked to remind you of the following
eight issues;- “

(1) Manifestly a need must be shown and must b
shown on mores than a balance of probhbil{f?gs.
f !

The proposed development 1if permitted willl by
necessary implication cause substantial | !

environmental damage. e At 8

L
\.

Notwithstanding certain documgntation put\ \

before the Inquiry, no firs policy decisioh ayg

to how the coal industry” iz to develop beyonq

1985 and through intgthe next dentury has -
L 4 J

been taken.

f
/

N L
Mining is an extractivb\fn@usgzﬁ which first
depletes anq,u%tinapeiy“gxﬁgu%ts reserves.
The choiiz/is D ween\developing new
capacity Ox Allowi e indurtry to decline.
If the cpal is not n eded, thp’decline of the
industry/ should be pogitively encouraged,
|\ [}
(5) . dcmeit desiraofofraplace local capacity
o~ an presexvesyaluabie loeal mining skills are
quite irredevant to fhe issue of need.

In aAsserting the efficiency and economy of 2
Eolvoirffleld. the Ccal Board cannot possibly
have bnogght into aceount the enormous costs
\_0of the’ ofher works consequential upon the
“31996:;-. The coal will be very expansive

~coal-indeed.

The National Coal Board's case by 1its own
assertions seems to my Clients to be a grotesque
case, namely toc want to win the coal because

it is there without relation to any defined
markets.

.

-

SNt <53
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PRIME MINISTER c.c. Mr. Duguid

Vale of Belvoir Inquiry

You have expressed your continued disagreement with
Mr. Ibbs on the approach which he proposes regarding the Vale of
Belvoir.

He said in his minute that he would be happy to discuss
this with you. I think this would be a good idea, because we
do not want to get into the meeting with Mr. Heseltine and other
Ministers (which has been set for 30 July) with the CPRS,

Mr. Howell and almost certainly the Treasury taking a different
line to yours.

May I arrange a 15 minute meeting some time during the

next 10 days? No = P‘Z H l;'l M\", QL‘-@._JM
Obwd ‘

13 July, 1981.
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1. Thank you for your minute dated 6 July. I was very interested M (bbs, ?ﬁd‘

From: J R IBBS LJ

-
ww‘

Vale of Belvoir Inquiry

to know the Prime Minister's comments on my minute dated 1 July. el R, e
i laby B neank

e I appreciate that the Secretary of State is in a quasi-judicial (am. AASw~id,
position and that the decision is his and not a collective one. The &~ baal
vlfu'-*“‘a )
= 5

draft paper I have seen refers to his preliminary conclusion and I do
not know what further consideration he may give to the matter, nor
what views he may seek, before coming to a final conclusion on the

evidence before the Inspector.

5 My concern is that the Prime Minister should be aware of the
significance that the decision on Belvoir is likely to have in the
context of achieving the lowest possible miners' settlement this Autumn.

The work which the CPRS has been doing on the NCB/NUM problem has confirmed

that the Government is not well placed to determine the outcome because

this is not an occasion on which it would be prudent to risk a miners'
strike. In these circumstances the attitude of the moderates in the
NUM is likely to be of crucial importance, and anything that can be
done to ensure that they are in a mood to exert a restraining influence
will be valuable. The decision on Belvoir could well be a major factor

in shaping the attitude of the moderates.

4, The significance of Belvoir is highlighted because the decision
appears to be the best card the Government holds in the run up to this

year's negotiation with the miners. The outcome of that negotiation




SECRET

will have a major influence on settlements in other parts of the public
trading sector and considerable influence more widely. It is thus of

reat importance to the success of the Government's economic strategy.
g p gy

S It may be that because of the Secretary of State's quasi-judicial
position this important card has to be played, so far as its pay
implications are concerned, at random. Even so, I should not wish

the Prime Minister to be unaware of its importance in the light of

our work on the NCB/NUM problem.

6. Obviously, I would be happy to discuss this with the Prime Minister
if that would be helpful in view of the importance of the subject.

1 I am sending a copy of this minute to Sir Robert Armstrong.

SECRET







10 DOWNING STREET

Fram the Private Secretary

MR. IBBS
CPRS

VALE OF BELVOIR INQUIRY

We have arranged the meeting of Ministers
to discuss the Vale of Belvoir Inquiry for
30 July. I have, however, shown the Prime
Minister your minute of 1 July; and you may
like to be aware of her comments. These are

as follows:

"The Secretary of State is in a
quasi Judicial position. The decision
is his and it must be made on the
evidence before the Inspector. If
anything else after the Inquiry were
to be taken into account, the Inquiry
would have to be re-opened. The
meeting cannot therefore discuss the
merits, only the timing, of the
Secretary of State's decision."

I am sending a copy of this munute to
Sir Robert Armstrong. g

6 July 1981 SECP\ET
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‘q U .fl],rl 1. We have seen a draft of the Secretary of State for the ]'wll'\'f 7

——dnvironment's preliminary conclusion on planning consent for the

C‘4,g;ju‘h~ iVale of Belvoir project. We believe that the problem posed by
/ Belvoir needs to be viewed against the background of the fundamental
NVJ' NCB/NUM problem, which we are examining.

2, The coal industry currently poses two immediate major problems

for the Government:

(a) How to ensure that the miners' pay settlement in
September/October doesﬂseriously damage the prospects
for low pay settlements in the public and private sector
in the forthcoming pay round - an objective central to the

Government's economic strategy.

(b) How to contain the huge and growing losses and cash

demands which it is imposing.
——————

This analysis leads to two simple objectives:

(a) To get the lowest possible miners' settlement this autumn,

and

(b) Steadily to increase acceptance within the industry that
its long-term future depends on efficiency, good working

% —
practices and the closure of uneconomic pits.

L, Achievement of these objectives will depend on maintaining

a situation in which the moderates see it as being in their best

1
SECRET
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interests to accept the direction in which the Government wants

to move the industry. At present they regard themselves as

well-paid and likely to lose financially from a strike, and would
e sl

only support this if they felt threatenéa-(as they apparently did

in February).

5. The significance of Belvoir is that to the industry it is
a key part of Plan for Coal and a symbol of the Government's
willingness to support the industry. Furthermore it is in an
area where moderates predominate and will provide jobs as other

Leicestershire and South Nottinghamshire pits close.

6. If, therefore, Belvoir is turned down against the Inspector's

recommendationgyfg likely seriously to upset moderate opinion.

It will appear as a defeat for Gormley and even as a deliberate
political snub. It will strengthen the position of those who are
blatantly opposed to the Government and seek confrontation with
it.
T While the turning down of Belvoir is unlikely in itself to
lead to industrial action, the unsettling of moderate opinion will
make it harder to achieve a moderate pay settlement in the coming
months; and it is likely also to set back the time when the industry
can achieve the reasonable pace of closures required to contain

the losses.

8. It is important to distinguish between giving planning
permission for Belvoir as the Inspector's report recommends, and

giving detailed investment approval for the project to proceed.

Our view is that the best course would be to accept the Inspector's
recommendation on the planning application, but to make it clear
both to the public, and particularly to the NCB and the NUM, that

approval of the massive investment in the project must await both

- progress in improving the performance of the industry,

and with it the long-term demand for coal, and
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— detailed appraisal of this particular project.

(This course may well mean reopening the inquiry later, on the
grounds that new evidence is being taken into consideration,
but at that stage it would be environmental objectors rather than

the Government who were opposing the project)

9. We recognise that there are strongly-held environmental

views against Belvoir, although the Inspector's report comes out

against them. However to achieve 22GW of nuclear ébnerating

capacity by 2000 the Electricity Boards will have to find up

to 12 sites (after Sizewell) for a further 14GW in coastal or

rural areas, and then fight and win planning enquiries for them
against environmental objections. A veto on Belvoir would make

this even harder. Mr Heseltine's use of the argument against
Belvoir that the "need" for additional coal has been insufficiently
established would be a serious embarassment when the case for a rapid

increase in nuclear capacity has to be advanced,

10. The advantage of allowing planning approval but specifically
remaining uncommitted to project approval is that the continuing
prospect of Belvoir then increases interest which moderates have

in improving the efficiency of the industry, and at the same time
leaves in the Government's hands the important card of actual
approval of the project. By not alienating moderate opinion it
puts the Government into a stronger position to achieve its

objectives in the coming pay round.

11. I am sending a copy of this minute to Sir Robert Armstrong.

3
SECRET







PRIME MINISTER

For your meeting with Mr. Latham and his colleagues, you
may find it helpful to have a note of the current state of play

on the Vale of Belvoir Inquiry.

The Development

The National Coal Board's proposal is to mine 510 million

tons of coal under 90 square miles of mainly agricditu?al land

in the Vale of Belvoir in Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire and

Lincolnshire. The coal would be brought to the surface at three
mines all situated in N.E. Leicestershire. Annual production
will be about 7 million tons. Development of the mines would

——

take about 12 years and 3,800 men would eventually be employed.

—— —

The Public Local Inquiry

Because the proposal raised issues of national and regional
importance the Secretary of State for the Environment called in
the planning applications for his own decision in January 1979.

A wide-ranging public local inquiry into the proposal, lasting

84 working days, was held between 30 October 1979 and 2 May 1980.
It was conducted by Mr. Michael Mann, QC, who was assisted by an

environmental assessor (the DOE's Chief Planning Inspector) and

a mining assessor. The major issues dealt with included the long
and short-term need for the coal and the tipping of waste both

on site and at remote locations.

Receipt of Inspector's Report and Decision

It is now expected that the Secretary of State for the
Environment will receive the Inspector's Report before the end of
this month. The decision process is likely to take some time
because of the complexity of the issues involved and the consulta-
tions within Government (particularly the Department of Energy and

the Ministry of Agriculture) which will be required. I understand

/ that the Report




that the Report is expected to be "about the length of War and Peace'.

Petition

As you will remember, Mr. Latham came with a group who handed
in a petition against the mining proposals signed by 102,000 people.
But there has been an approach to you from another group who claim
that most of the 102,000 signatures came from summer visitors to

Belvoir Castle, and not local residents.

Mr. Heseltine's office have particularly asked that you should
avoid making any comment on the merits of the issue - or at least,
any comment which might become public. Anything said by a Government

Minister at this stage could be regarded as prejudicing the eventual

decision, and so invite challenge in the High Court.

/1

12 November 1980
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regional importance the Secretary oi ate for the Environment

called in the planning applications for his own decision in
January 1979. A wide-ranging public loecal inguiry into the
proposal, lasting was held between 30 October
1979 and 2 May 1980 t was

who was assisted by an environmental

conducted by Mr Michael Mann QC,
assessor (the DOE's Chief

Planning Inapectcr} and 2 mining assessor. The major issues

dealt with inc short-term need for the coal

and the tipping of waste both site and at remote locations.

of State for the
Report before the end
likely to take some time
3sues involved and the consulta-
within Government (pa: the Department of Energy and
the Ministry of Agriculture) which will be required.

advised not to discuss the merits of the
Commission. Any such
as prejudicing the eventual

in the High Court.
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10 DOWNING STREET

30 July 1979

From the Private Secretary

i Dok

We spoke on Friday about your Secretary of State's
further minuge of 23 July covering a revised draft
statement for the Department to submit to the Belvoir
Inquiry.

I told you that the Prime Minister felt that the
statement would be more complete if it included some
estimate of UK reserves of coal and some commentary on
a distribution of these reserves. You pointed out that,
while the Department could properly include an estimate
of volume, the guestion of distribution and accessibility
was essentially for the National Coal Board. You asked
that the Department should not be pressed to trespass on
this ground in its statement.

I raised this again with the Prime Minister, and she
accepts that it would not be proper for the Department
to cover the distribution and accessibility points. I
: would therefore be grateful if you could now arrange for .
the final draft of the statement to include some assessmentf
of the volume of UK coal reserves,

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private

Secretaries to members of E Committee and to Martin Vile
(Cabinet Office).

i
TeL - s

John Arnott Esq
Department of Energy




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

I have discussed this further
with the Department of Energy.
They will include in their state-
ment some quantification of U.K.
coal reserves. They hope that
you will not press for the inclusion
of a passage on where these reserves
are located: as you know, coal of
some sort exists in almost every
sedimentary basin in the U.K., but
once one gets into the question of
the balance of distribution, and of
accessibility, this is ground for
the N.C.B. more than the Department.
It is also beyond the terms of the
request for Department of Energy
evidence, and is essentially for the
coal board evidence. For this
reason, Mr. Howell hopes that you

will not press for the Department to

exceed its brief in its statement

J

to the inquiry. /7 ﬂau{ﬁu ,w(

27 July 1979




10 DOWNING STREET

PRIME MINISTER

You asked Mr. Howell to recon-
sider his Department's proposed
evidence to the Vale of Belvoir
Inquiry. His attached minute sets
this in context, and offers a
redraft. His further minute at
Flag A comments on your suggestion
that he should make enquiries of

Taylor Woodrow. The original

submission, on which you commented,

is at Flag B.
May we tell Mr. Howell that

the Department may now submit the

V%

revised statement?

20 July 1979
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Mr. Pattison wrote to my Private Secretary on 18th July tabLJG‘e““
conveying your comments on the draft statement which I proposed.“{‘*"’

should be submitted to the Belvoir Inquiry. P M"“‘f
/ltﬂf

I realise that the Vale of Belvoir is a sensitive issue for

a number of our supporters. Before however turning to the G

specific points you raised, it msy be helpful if I explain the

nature and status of the statement which has to be presented to
the Inquiry. The statement would not be submitted over a
Ministerial signature but in the name of the Department. It
would not commit us to Eiproving the development. The Inspector
will submit his report to the Secretary of State for the
Environment and it will then be for us to take our decision in the
light of that report. My officials, when giving evidence,will be
appearing as "friends of the court" and not as supporters of the
NCB's application. They will be expected to explain the overall
role we foresee for coal in our energy strategy but it will be for
the NCB to make the specific case for the Belvoir development.

I have redrafted the statement to give greater prominence to
the decisions taken at the Tokyo Summit, and to emphasise the
important future role that nuclear power must play. You may have
seen the speech which I made on the occasion of the UKAEA's 25th
Anniversary underlining this point and I will let you have shortly

e ———
a minute suggesting how we can best give new impetus to the nuclear

power programme. Exploiting the UK's very large stocks of
depleted uranium, to which you refer, will turn on developing the
fast reactor. While I believe it is important to press ashead
with this development, fast reactors cannot contribute to our
energy supplies until the late nineties. The first priority must
be our thermal reactor programme. We do not at present have a
thermal reactor syégém reéafiy available for series ordering or an
industry which could take on a substantial programme at once. It
will take time to put this right and we must maeke a start now. ¢

am anxious that we should press ahead with nuclear power as soon




as we can. But there is a limit, given the long lead times
involved, to the contribution that even thermal reactors can make
by the end of the century.

The room for manoeuvre in choosing between alternative
strategies is limited. We are increasing our expenditure on the
renewables and my officials are closely in touch with developments
in this field. However, the contribution from all these sources
including wind power for which we can hope, on the time-scale to
which the present supply decisions are relevant, is very small.

My Department would put it as no more than 10 m.t.c.e. in the year
2000, although the contribution could be much more important in
the next century. The work done by my officials suggests that,
if we are to meet our future energy needs, we will need both coal
and nuclear as well as a substantially enhanced conservation
programme. Coal will be needed for electricity generation until
the nuclear power contribution expands during the 1990s and beyond
to displace it. It will also be needed as a substitute for

0il in lower grade industrial uses and, in the longer term, as a
feedstock for gas manufacture and other synthetic fuels. You may
be interested to see the attached summary table of my Department's
most recent set of energy forecasts which highlights the possible
overall demand/supply position at the end of the century.

I hope you can agree, in the light of this further explanation,
to my Department sending the attached revised statement to the
Inspector of the Belvoir Inquiry.

I am copying this minute to members of the E committee and

to Sir John Hunt.
“—

Secretary of State for Energy

2,3 July 1979




UK PRIMARY ENERGY BALANCE

1990

DEMAND

Energy
Non Energy (incl
gas and bunkers)

370-290
45

TOTAL

415-435

INDIGENQOUS SUPPLY

Coal
Gas
Oil
Nuclear and Hydro

127-136
68-7
155
240D

137=-155
60-65
100
88-95

TOTAL

380-395

385-410

Net Imports

25-50

40-120

The upper and lower ends of the range of estimated
demand in 1990 and 2000 are related to, respectively,

%% and 2% assumed average annual growth in GDP.
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BELVOIR INQUIRY

The statement gives the Department of Energy's assessment
of the energy outlook and of the future role for coal in the U.K.

Prospects

2 World fossil fuel resources are finite and reserves of oil
are more limited than those of coal. It is now widely acknow-
ledged that supplies of o0il in the international market will
become scarcer and more expensive during the rest of this century
and beyond. This year's increase in the price of oil and the
current shortages in o0il supply have served to underline what had
already been identified, following 1973, as the long term trend.
It is also generally accepted that, if the transition away from
oil is to be effected smoothly and the world's future fuel require-
ments are to be met, increasing reliance will need to be placed on
energy conservation, coal and nuclear power and the development of
new energy technologies. Substitutes for oil will be required
initially in non-premium heating markets and, in the longer term,
probably also in the premium transport and petrochemical markets.
Following earlier agreements and commitments entered into within
the EEC and the International Energy Agency, the world leaders at

the Tokyo Summit in June pledged themselves to a common strategy

for reducing oil consumption and hastening the development of other
energy sources. They stressed the need for the expansion of
nuclear power, without which economic growth and higher employment
would be hard to achieve. They also undertook to pursue the
development of new technologies and "to increase as far as possible
coal use, production and trade, without damage to the environment",
"to endeavour to substitute coal for oil in the industrial and
electrical sectors" and "to maintain positive attitudes towards
investment in coal projects".

De The UK cannot isolate itself from these wider developments,
even during the period of self-sufficiency in the 1980s. On
present prospects, by the 1990s indigenous o0il production will be
in decline. Production of indigenous gas, which is a valuable

/resource ...




resource and can only make 8 limited contribution to further
displacing oil, may begin to decline a few years later. In the
last decade of the century and beyond, the UK can expect to be
importing an increasing proportion of its oil to meet essential
needs, at a growing annual cost to the balance of payments.
There will be substantial and growing requirements for our other
main sources of energy, nuclear power and coal, both for the
contribution they can make towards international objectives of

reduced dependence on oil and as replacements for our own North
Sea 0il and gas. Estimated total recoverable reserves of
indigenous coal are very large and, in addition, the UK has a

substantial stock of "depleted" uranium, remaining from past
operations of the civil and military nuclear programmes, which,
if used in fast reactors, would provide a further valuable energy

source.

4. The Department of Energy's latest forecasts, a copy of

which will be submitted in evidence, of energy supply and demand
suggest that in the year 2000 energy demand could be in the range
of 445 - 515 m.t.c.e. with indigenous supplies, including nuclear
electricity, in the range %85 - 410 m.t.c.e. In making these
forecasts, the Department has made a substantial allowance for
savings arising from improvements in the efficiency with which
fuel is used. Renewable energy sources are expected to make only
a very small contribution by the end of the century though they
might make an increasing contribution thereafter. The Government
consider that nuclear power has a vital role to play in meeting
the country's future energy needs and will develop policies to
this end. There are, however, practical limits, because of the
long lead times governing energy investment, to the contributions
that can be relied upon within a given timescale from this or other
sources. Even allowing for a maximum future contribution from
nuclear power, there will still be a large and continuing need for
coal.

Bole of Coal

De Against this background the Government foresees the need for
a major future contribution from UK coal. Substantial contributions

/will also ...




will also be needed from energy conservation and nuclear power.
All three will be complementary, with coal playing a key role in
the progressive replacement of oil. It is already substituting
for oil to the maximum extent feasible in electricity generation.
As oil prices rise, new markets are expected to open for replacing
0il and non-premium gas used in industry. With increasing
pressure on indigenous gas supplies, a substitute source of gas
will also be required, possibly before the end of the century, and
coal can expect to play a growing part in this and other longer
term markets for synthetic fuel and chemicals. Demand for coal
during the 1990s is likely to be at least at present levels and
the chances are that the need to use and produce coal will be
rapidly rising by the end of the century.

6. Plan for Coal is securing the industry's production capacity
only into the 1980s. The progressive exhaustion of existing
capacity means that major new development is needed just to main-
tain output at present levels. Without early an continuing
investment in new capacity, colliery production in 1990 would be
lower than it is today and could fall to around 80 million tonnes
before the end of the century. The coal industry's potential
contribution to meeting the UK's longer term needs is very great.
If the industry is to play its part in the general transition from
0il to other fuels and in the post-North Sea energy economy of the
UK, it is essential that the development of efficient, modern
capacity should proceed to provide the basis for future expansion
of output.

7 5 This summer has shown the consequences of a relatively minor

shortage in supply of one fuel. As 0il becomes scarcer, strong
competition can be expected to build up in world energy markets
for supplies of all available fuels, including internationally
traded coal. Failure to develop our indigenous coal resources
efficiently would add substantially to future balance of payments
burdens and substantially reduce the UK's security of supply.

2%rd July 1979







PRIME MINISTER

Your Private Secretary's letter to mine of 18/July conveyed
your comment that I might like to look into the work of the
Technology Department at Taylor Woodrow. I have, of course,
known Sir Frank Taylor for many years and indeed have discussed
with him only last week Taylor Woodrow's work in the energy
field. I shall certainly be looking with interest to the
further development of these possibilities, and would very much
like to think that we could make effective use of unconventional
sources as early as they become economic. What I have heard
so far, however, all seems consistent with the view that these
sources will not contribute to energy supplies over the next
two decades on a scale which significantly affects the choices

on major resources we have to make.

.

Secretary of State for Energy

2 A July 1979







10 DOWNING STREET

From the Private Secretary 18 July 1979

I have written to you, and to Private Secretaries to other
Members of E, with the Prime Minister's comments on the
enclosure to the Secretary of State for Energy's minute of 17 July
about the Vale of Belvoir Inquiry.

In addition to the specific views I recorded in that letter,
I should report to you that the Prime Minister commented that she
would not be prenared to let that statement go forward in her own
name. She also suggested that your Secretary of State might like
to investigate the work being undertaken by Sir Frank Taylor's
staff in the Technology Department at Taylor Woodrow.

M. A. PATTISON

1.J. Burroughs, Esq.,
Department of Energy.
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VALE OF BELVOIR INQUIRY

The Prime Minister has seen your Secretary of State's
minute of 17 July, with which he enclosed the evidence he proposes
to make available in writing to the Vale of Belvoir Inquiry on
the Government's assessment of energy reduirements.

The Prime Minister finds the statement inadecuate. She has
noted that it makes little reference to nuclear energy, nor to
the predominant place this was given at Tokyo. She feels that the
statement should draw attention to the reserves of energy in
uranium supplies already available to us, and should make some
assessment of the contribution that other sources of energy could
make. She would also wish to see set out other possible alternative
assessments of need and ways of meeting that need.

I would be grateful if the draft statement could now be
reconsidered. As it has to be made available by 31 July, you will
wish to ensure that a redraft reaches us by 25 July, to ensure that
the Prime Minister can consider it before she departs for Lusaka.

I am sending copies of this letter to the Private Secretaries
to Members of E Committee and to Martin Vile (Cabinet Office).

M. A. PATTISON

W.J. Burroughs, Esq.,
Department of Energy.
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BELVOIR INQUIRY

This statement gives the Government's assessment of the
energy outlook and of the future role for coal in the U.K.

Prospects

2. World fossil fuel resources are finite and reserves of oil are
more limited than those of coal. It is now widely acknowledged
that supplies of o0il in the international market will become
scarcer and more expensive during the rest of this century and
beyond. This year's increase in the price of oil and the current
shortages in oil supply have served to underline what had already
been identified, following 1973, as the long term trend. It is
also generally accepted that, if the transition away from o0il is to
be effected smoothly and the world's future fuel requirements are
to be met, increasing reliance will need to be placed on energy
conservation, coal and nuclear power and the development of new
energy technologies. ©Substitutes for oil will be required initially
in z:um-lraJ:-euniuh.nf"&lting and, k%s the longer term, probably also in the
é ’ ]
premium transport and petrochemical markets. Following earlier
agreements and commitments entered into within the EEC and the
International Energy Agency, the world leaders at the Tokyo Sumsit
in June pledged themselves to a common strategy for reducing oil
consumption and hastening the development of other energy sources.
As part of this strategy they undertook "to increase as far as
possible coal use, production and trade, without damage to the
environment"”, "to endeavour to substitute coal for oil in the
industrial and electrical sectors" and "to maintain positive attitudes

4 3 2 "
towards investment in coal projects". ? 9\.& ranude on ?

s e The UK cannot isolate itself from these wider developments,
even during the period of self-sufficiency in the 1980s. On
present prospects, by the 1990s indigenous 0il production will be




inMdecline. Production of indigenous gas, which is a valuable
resource and can only make a limited contribution to further dis-
placing oil, may begin to decline a few years later. In the last
decade of the century and beyond, the UK can expect to be import-
ing an increasing proportion of its oil to meet essential needs,
at a growing annual cost to the balance of payments. There will
be substantial and growing requirements for our other indigenous
source of energy, both for the contribution they can make towards
international objectives of reduced dependence on 0il and as
replacements for our own North Sea o0il and gas.

4, The Department of Energy's latest forecasts, a copy of which
will be submitted in evidence, of energy supply and demand suggest
that in the year 2000 energy demand could be in the range of

445 - 515 m.t.c.e. with indigenous supplies, including nuclear
electricity, in the range %85 - 410 m.t.c.e. In meking these fore-
casts, the Department has made a substantial allowance for savings
arising from improvements in the efficiency with which fuel is used.
Renewable energy sources are expected to make only a very small
contribution by the end of the century though they might make an
increasing contribution thereafter. There are also practical

limits, because of the long lead times governing energy investment,
to the contributions that can be relied upon, within a given time-
scale, from coal and Duclear power even with an early start on further
investment and sustained programmes of expansion.

Role of Coal

Ge Against this background the Government foresees the need for a
major future contribution from UK coal. Substantial contributions
will also be needed from energy conservation and nuclear power. All
three will be complementary, with coal playing a key role in the
progressive replacement of oil. It is already substituting for oil
to the maximum extent feasible in electricity generation. As oil
prices rise new markets are expected to open for replacing oil and
hon—premium gas used in industry. With increasing pressure on
indigenous gas supplies, a substitute source of gas will also be
required, possibly before the end of the century, and coal can expect
to play a growing part in this and other longer term markets




for synthetic fuel and chemicals. Demand for coal during the
19908 is likely to be at least at present levels and the chances
are that the need to use and produce coal will be rapidly rising
by the end of the century.

6. Plan for Coal is securing the industry's production capacity
only into the 1980s. The progressive exhaustion of existing
capacity means that major new development is needed just to maintain
output at present levels. Without early and continuing investment
in new capacity, colliery production in 1990 would be lower than it
is today and would fall below 100 million tonnes before the end of
the century. The coal industry's potential contribution to meeting
the UK's longer term needs is very great. If the industry is to
play its part in the general transition from oil to other fuels and
in the post-North Sea energy economy of the UK, it is . essential that
the development of efficient, modern capacity should proceed to
provide the basis for future expansion of output.

7. This summer has shown the consequences of a relatively minor
shortage in supply of one fuel. As o0il becomes scarcer, strong
competition can be expected to build up in world energy markets for
supplies of all available fuels, including internationally traded
coal. Failure to develop our indigenous coal resources efficiently
would add substantially to future balance of payments burdens and
substantially reduce the UK's security of supply.

16th July 1979
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