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South East Strategic Leaders and South East England Councils 

(Examination in Public IDs 2448 and 3133) 

London Plan Examination in Public – Matter M13 

Spatial Development Strategy 

 
M13 – Would the Plan be effective in ensuring that adequate physical, 

environmental and social infrastructure is in place in a timely manner to support 

the amount and type of development proposed?  In particular: 

 

a)  Is the development proposed in the Plan dependent on the provision of the 

infrastructure identified in the London Infrastructure Plan 2050 [NLP/EC/020]? 
b)  If so, is the strategy justified and would it be effective, bearing in mind that 

the delivery of some of the infrastructure projects is not certain and that there is 

an identified infrastructure funding gap of at least £3.1billion per year? 

c)  What, if any, strategic infrastructure other than that identified in the London 

Infrastructure Plan 2050 is likely to be needed to support the development 

proposed in the Plan? 

 
 

 

SESL/SEEC comments 

 

Strategic transport infrastructure in the wider South 

 
1. As outlined in submissions for matter(s) M13 and M76-80, the wider South 

East faces an existing transport infrastructure deficit, for example severe 

congestion on roads and overcrowded trains. These increase challenges to 

businesses and reduce the quality of life for residents. SESL and SEEC 

therefore welcome the inclusion in the Plan of some strategic infrastructure 

priorities across the wider South East, which could have mutual benefits for 

London and the wider South East if delivered. 
 

2. The Plan must make clear that the initial list of shared Wider South East 

transport priorities may be further refined or evolve over the 20 year 

timeframe of the Plan, reflecting progress on existing schemes or newly 

emerging priorities.  This includes work by the emerging Sub-National 

Transport Bodies and possible implications for the alignment of priorities in 
the longer-term. In the meantime,  the Plan should include all the joint 

strategic infrastructure priorities, in their entirety, of SESL, SEEC and 

SEDEEPT in a revised version of Figure 2.15 and appropriate supporting 

text as these serve the wider South East, sea ports and airports as well as 

London.  

 
3. The Plan should include a policy and supporting text that accurately reflects 

the status of the priorities for infrastructure investment across the wider 

South East – that these are needed to facilitate existing plans for growth 
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across the whole area, rather than simply opening up corridors for London’s 

growth. 

 

Waste infrastructure 
 

4. SESL and SEEC support the Plan’s aim (Policy E4) to prioritise the retention 

and provision of additional industrial capacity in locations that provide 

capacity to support London’s economy and population including waste 

management. 

 
5. The Plan should make clear that London’s waste planning authorities 

(WPAs) need to be more positive and strategic in facilitating delivery of 

sufficient management capacity as emerging trends suggest that more 

waste than previously anticipated is to be exported to other WPAs.  If this 

trend continues it could significantly impact upon, or displace, the capacity 

of other WPAs and the level to which they can achieve net self-sufficiency. 
 

6. SESL and SEEC support the general approach to reducing waste and 

supporting the circular economy (Policy S17).  However, there are concerns 

about the policy’s effectiveness and suggest that the Plan should:- 

 

 set clear definitions for the term ‘circular economy’ and the related terms 

‘circular economy principles’ and ‘highest use’; 
 make it clear how ‘a more circular economy’ would be promoted; and 

 consider whether the recycling target of 95% by 2020 for construction, 

demolition and excavation waste is meaningful for a Plan that is not due to 

be adopted until 2019 leaving little time for the policy to take effect.  

 

7. SESL and SEEC support the principle of requiring Circular Economy 
Statements with referable applications.  The information in such 

Statements should be available to those local authorities, inside or outside 

London, receiving the waste and the Plan should indicate how this will be 

achieved in order to ‘help receiving authorities plan for future needs’. 

 

8. The Plan sets out that ‘where it is intended to export waste to landfill 

outside of London, it will be important to show that the receiving authority 
has the capacity to deal with waste over the lifetime of the development’.  

It is important to clarify that “lifetime of the development” includes both 

the construction and operational phases of the development.  Furthermore, 

to meet this requirement, developers may ask the receiving authority for 

details of their capacity but it is also important that the receiving waste 

authority is provided with information from the developer as to the amount 
of waste they can expect to receive.  Further guidance on Circular Economy 

Statements should address these issues and cover both the construction 

and operational phases of development. 

 

9. SESL and SEEC support the Plan’s target for net self-sufficiency by 2026 

(Policy S18).  However, it is unclear what volumes and types of waste 
London expects to import/export as part of the ‘exchange’ of waste 

between areas within and beyond London.  This information is necessary in 

order to measure and monitor whether the target is being met and the 

required waste management facilities are available.  Part B 3a of Policy 18 
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should be reworded to make it clear that it is recycling and recovery 

capacity at existing sites that should be optimised. 

 

10. There is extreme pressure on development land in London; the Plan’s focus 
on accommodating London’s identified development requirements is likely 

to increase this pressure.  If net self-sufficiency of waste management is to 

be achieved, waste sites should not be redeveloped for non-waste uses 

other than in exceptional circumstances and when compensatory capacity 

can be provided.  Therefore, SESL and SEEC strongly support the approach 

to safeguarding waste sites (Policy S19). 
 

11. There are, however, concerns that compensatory capacity will be calculated 

using the maximum throughput achieved over the last 3 years which could 

mean that no compensatory capacity is required if a site has been dormant.  

Compensatory capacity should equate to the maximum design capacity of a 

facility or maximum capacity achieved over the life of a facility.  Policy SI9 
should make it clear that transfer capacity cannot compensate for 

treatment capacity. 

 

Green infrastructure and the natural environment 

 

12. SESL and SEEC support the Plan’s aim to achieve more sustainable 

development that will: reduce carbon emissions and energy demand; 
increase recycling; and improve the quality of life and access to green 

space. 

 

13. The Government’s 25-year Environment Plan includes proposals that seek 

to embed a “net environmental gain” principle for housing and 

infrastructure development.  It says that current policy is for the planning 
system to provide net gains in biodiversity where possible, but adds that 

the Government: “will explore strengthening this requirement for planning 

authorities to ensure environmental net gains across their areas, and will 

consult on making this mandatory – including any exemptions that may be 

necessary”. 

 

14. The London Plan should be more strongly aligned with this aspiration, 
introducing the principle of “environmental net gain” into planning decisions 

where wider natural capital benefits will be assessed as part of the planning 

process. 

 

15. The Government’s 25-year Plan aims to use a natural capital approach to 

protecting and enhancing the environment, by recognising tangible and 
non-tangible economic benefits.  The Government pledges to:  “... set gold 

standards in protecting and growing natural capital – leading the world in 

using this approach as a tool in decision-making. … take into account the 

often hidden additional benefits in every aspect of the environment for 

national wellbeing, health and economic prosperity”. 

 
16. The London Plan needs to give greater weight and emphasis to the natural 

capital approach as advocated in the Government 25-year Environment 

Plan with reference to the Mayor’s natural capital account for London. 
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Transport infrastructure – aviation 

 

17. The Plan reiterates the Mayor’s opposition to expanding Heathrow Airport 

unless it would result in no additional noise or detrimental impacts on air 
quality.  SESL and SEEC understand the Mayor’s concerns over the possible 

environmental and social implications of airport expansion.  However, the 

Government has considered these, and other matters, and decided that 

additional runway capacity should be provided at Heathrow Airport subject 

to the necessary research, design, conditions, mitigation and legislative 

processes. 
 

18. Rather than seek to re-open the debate about where capacity should be 

provided, the Mayor should – through the London Plan and accompanying 

transport strategies – seek to support and optimise the economic and social 

benefits of aviation growth whilst preventing, reducing or mitigating its 

deleterious effects. 
 

19. The Plan should emphasise that western and southern rail access 

improvements to Heathrow Airport are necessary now to tackle existing 

transport problems, and not just as pre-requisites for Heathrow Airport’s 

expansion. 

 

 


