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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closure programme, which was withdrawn in February, would have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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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
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