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Would Policies SI2, SI3 and SI4 assist in creating a healthy city in accordance with Policy 
GG3 and provide an effective strategic context for the preparation of local plans and 
neighbourhood plans? 
 
The overarching principles of these policies will assist in creating a ‘healthy city’ and are to an extent 
consistent with the ethos of Policy GG3. The focus on improving energy efficiency in new 
developments, measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and, the provision of renewable and 
low carbon technologies will provide an effective platform for the preparation of local plans and 
neighbourhood plans. The objectives set out in Policy GG3 are primarily applicable to residential 
and non-residential developments, such as retail and office spaces, rather than large scale 
infrastructure schemes.  

SI2, SI3 and SI4 are unlikely to assist in achieving Policy GG3 DB which relates to improving air 
quality. Air quality is however specifically addressed in Policy SI1 and it is worth noting that air quality 
impacts – in the case of industrial energy plants at least – are predominantly driven through national 
legislation in particular the environmental permitting process, and for an Energy from Waste (EfW) 
plant in particular there are BREF1 emission requirements, which itself is already driving increasingly 
onerous standards relative to the preceding legislation.  

How would they affect the implementation of Policies GG4 and GG5 on delivering the homes 
Londoners need and growing a good economy? 
 
In general, for the implementation of Policies GG4 and GG5 to be a success, there is a clear need 
for the Mayor and local authorities to be more active in developing, supporting and funding renewable 
and low carbon energy technology schemes to ensure the delivery of new energy-efficient homes, 
and London’s economy, are more closely aligned with the Plan’s zero carbon objectives. The GLA 
should support the delivery of the associated infrastructure to help bring heat to the customers in the 
right place. If as per the Government's recent consultation on heat networks2, there is greater 
Government support for investment in heat networks, the Mayor, in conjunction with local Boroughs, 
needs to commit to developing, supporting and funding opportunities for district heat networks 
through: co-ordination of opportunities in local planning process; funding heat mapping projects to 
aid local planning processes; offering secure anchor heat loads.  Addressing these barriers to heat-
offtake would have a positive economic impact on London’s economy. To encourage developments 
to connect to existing and proposed heat networks, the mayor and local boroughs should support 
the delivery of heat distribution infrastructure through co-ordinating and funding opportunities where 
appropriate.  
 
Furthermore, the focus on improving the performance of existing buildings, which are generally likely 
to be the worst carbon emitters, should be retained in Policies GG4 and GG5. 
 
Policy GG4 
 
With regards to Policy GG4, it is imperative that there is scope for the energy targets stated in 
Policies SI2, SI3 and SI4 to remain sufficiently flexible to enable proposed residential developments 
to respond to regulatory changes, market forces and technological advances. Furthermore, the GLA 

                                            
1 BREF - http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/wi.html  
2https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/762458/heat-networks-ensuring-
sustained-investment-protecting-consumers.pdf  

http://eippcb.jrc.ec.europa.eu/reference/wi.html
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/762458/heat-networks-ensuring-sustained-investment-protecting-consumers.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/762458/heat-networks-ensuring-sustained-investment-protecting-consumers.pdf
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should recognise the role that EfW plants can have towards the low carbon heat/heat network 
ambitions and how efficient schemes can help contribute to supplying low carbon/renewable energy 
to future consumers connected to the local distribution network. To really deliver the stated aims, 
Policy GG4 should be amended to require connection to a heat network where viable and feasible. 
If the London Authorities want decentralised energy systems to jump from meeting 2% of London’s 
energy demand today, to 15% in 20303, a step change in heat network enabling policy is required. 
 
Policy GG5 

Policies SI2, SI3 and SI4 appear to support Policy GG5 and would promote economy diversification, 

leadership in innovation, agglomeration of business and related matters. However, for Policy GG5 

to be a success, there will need to be flexibility in the planning obligations placed on new 

developments or at least these should not be overly ambitious to the point of hindering developments 

as a result of excessively onerous policy targets. We recommend that greater emphasis is placed 

on developments being ‘net’ zero-carbon and reference to ‘net’ is applied to all references to zero-

carbon targets as a fixed requirement of zero-carbon could have a negative impact on economic 

growth and future development of employment and industrial space. There is a lack of publicly 

available data around how London can meet its zero carbon ambitions and until we see sufficient 

evidence that these aspirations can be realised, we believe ‘net zero-carbon’ is the correct approach 

for London. 

Are these policies and their detailed criteria justified and necessary and would they provide 
an effective basis for development management? In particular: 
 
a) In seeking to minimise greenhouse gas emissions does Policy SI2 provide sufficient clarity 
about the zero-carbon target and how and when it is to be achieved? Is the target justified 
and consistent with national policy and other policies in the draft London Plan? Are all the 
criteria and supporting text necessary? 

Policy SI2 is positively worded and sets out the aspirations that major developments in London 

should be net zero-carbon.   

Policy SI2 and its supporting text provides reasonable scope about how the net zero-carbon target 

can be achieved. However, throughout the policy wording there is inconsistent referencing.  Policy 

SI2/A, refers to ‘net zero-carbon’, but reference to ‘net’ is removed from subsequent references to 

the target in the rest of the policy. This inconsistency creates unnecessary ambiguity and weakens 

the policy, leaving it open to different interpretations which could ultimately impede the success of 

the London Plan. CRE suggests that Policy SI2 should apply ‘net’ to all references to the zero-carbon 

target to ensure there is scope for flexibility for future developments. For example, a net zero-carbon 

target can be achieved through meeting energy needs with off-site low carbon/renewable sources. 

We support this principle. 

                                            
3 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/deep_2018_stakeholder_event_presentations.pdf (page 15) 
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Policy SI2 is not consistent with national planning policy framework. National planning policy clearly 

– in both the 2012 and 2018 NPPF4 – encourages the transition towards a low carbon economy, 

however there is no explicit reference to a zero-carbon economy. As such, Cory Riverside Energy 

(CRE) suggests that Policy SI2 should not focus on the zero-carbon target being an ‘absolute’ target, 

rather greater emphasis should be placed on low carbon/renewable energy generating technologies 

in helping contribute towards London’s energy needs and a low carbon London. This will help 

continue to promote the environmental benefits of low carbon energy generating infrastructure – 

such as EfW plants – which in turn will ensure Policy SI2 remains consistent both with other policies 

in the London Plan and national policy, including the National Policy Statements. 

b) How are unregulated emissions and whole life-cycle carbon at Policy SI2 DA and DB to 
be calculated and is this justified? 
 
It is agreed there are numerous approaches to conducting a life-cycle assessment.  The current 
approach adopted by the GLA for waste management developments (the Carbon Intensity Floor, or 
CIF) is workable.   

c) Are the provisions in Policy SI3 relating to energy masterplans justified? Should they be 

limited to large-scale development locations and is the list of items to be identified 

comprehensive?  

One of the best opportunities for minimising greenhouse gas emissions within London is to reduce 

demand for natural gas heating through local, low carbon heat networks. We believe the list of items 

in Policy SI3 could do more, through increased support for district heating. We believe there is a gap 

between the provisions in Policy SI3, and the extremely ambitious Central Government and Local 

Government policy and strategic objectives.  

The policy could do more to highlight that the public sector is key to the delivery of district heat 

networks as community / district wide energy provision often relies heavily on public sector support 

with regards funding, subsidies, obtaining planning consents and offering secure anchor heat loads. 

National and local policy are very ambitious 

National policies acknowledge Government will need to find a replacement for conventional natural 

gas fired boiler heating. As set out in the Clean Growth Strategy5, it is projected that heat networks 

will need to provide 17–24% of the UK’s heat by 2050 (currently they provide less than 2%6) to meet 

UK carbon reduction targets cost effectively. Gas engine CHP which until recently was perceived as 

an environmentally effective approach to decentralised energy, will not save more carbon in 

supplying heat than a gas boiler in its lifetime, due to the decarbonisation of the electricity grid. This 

has essentially rendered gas CHP in-effective for district heating. Therefore, even more onus must 

be placed on the low carbon heat that could be supplied from EfW facilities in London. CRE believe 

it is disappointing that the reference to “the use of energy from waste schemes that are connected 

                                            
4https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_F
ramework_web_accessible_version.pdf  
5 BEIS. Clean Growth Strategy. Page 13 See here 
6 National Grid. Energy Insights. District Heating. See here 

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/700496/clean-growth-strategy-correction-april-2018.pdf
http://fes.nationalgrid.com/media/1216/march-2017-district-heating-v12.pdf
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to a heat network” in section 9.3.7 has been removed as a potential opportunity to maximise 

renewable energy production. We believe this sentence should be re-instated. 

The Mayor seeks district heating to supply 15% of London energy demand by 20307 (up from 2% 

today). The GLAs recent ‘Zero Carbon London: A 1.5ºC compatible plan’ (December 2018)8 has 

identified district heating as a “no regrets option”, which should be taking place now, without delay. 

Having identified its importance, the challenge becomes to speed up the build out of heat networks 

from industrial waste heat and EfW facilities. The London Plan has a very important role in making 

this happen. 

Policy SI3 could go further to support district heating 

CRE has long advocated for planning policies that support CHP district heating development. We 

welcome acknowledgement in Policy SI3 B3 that opportunities to utilise heat from EfW plants should 

be a key consideration in the preparation of energy masterplans. However, we believe Policy SI3 D 

could do more, specifically by advocating for a change in connection policy for new housing 

developments within London.  

For many years, planners have required that EfW plants be built ‘heat-ready’. In the same way that 

EfW plants are required to have heat connections, the GLA should require developers do more in 

considering the use of decentralised heat. Section 9.3.4 should go further by requiring new 

developments to be designed ‘CHP enabled’. This should be a condition of all planning consent 

approvals for new housing and industrial developments of scale (e.g. >100 homes in any 

development), where a viable heat sources has been identified in a heat network masterplan / Heat 

Network Priority Area.  Developers should also be incentivised – through the imposition of planning 

requirements – to coordinate their developments better with existing EfW facilities in the early stages 

of development proposals.    

Addressing the additional barriers to district heating 

There are additional barriers preventing the private sector bringing forward district heating systems 

in London, for instance the need for guaranteed, long-term, reliable, continuous demand for the heat. 

Section 9.3.1 should acknowledge that more funding to support district heating networks by the GLA 

is necessary, particularly helping to iron out these technical issues and enabling the partnerships 

between the public and private sector, that are essential to develop heat networks that are 

commercially attractive to heat producers. This will enable them to co-invest. 

The GLA need to do more to remove heat offtake barriers (e.g. those relating to planning and heat 

demand risk). We believe the GLA could invest and fund (whether in full or part) or encourage other 

local authorities to invest and fund the network infrastructure required. Policy SI3 of the London Plan 

                                            
7 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/deep_2018_stakeholder_event_presentations.pdf (page 15) 
8 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/1.5c_compatible_plan.pdf  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/deep_2018_stakeholder_event_presentations.pdf
https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/1.5c_compatible_plan.pdf


 

 

 

 

 

PAGE 6 EIP LONDON PLAN – MATTER 67 

 

could include further commitments here. We also recommend that consultation is undertaken with 

the industry on the GLA’s Energy Planning Guidance9 which needs to be refreshed.  

 

d) Are the provisions in Policy SI3 relating to major development proposals within Heat 
Network Priority Areas justified? Is the sequence and content of the heating hierarchy 
justified having regard, amongst other things, to greenhouse gas emissions? 
 
Large scale infrastructure projects, such as our proposal for Riverside Energy Park10 (REP) should 
not be overlooked in helping to create a ‘healthy city’ in London and we support the continued 
inclusion of reference to heat from EfW plant and the deletion of ‘possible’ at policy SI3/B/4 (now 
SI3/B/3). 
 
All CHP generating assets appear to be addressed within the unfavourable commentary in new 
paragraph 9.3.2A. This is not correct.  Given the highly stringent emissions performance standards 
and carbon performance achievable from new, highly efficient EfW plant, these are unlikely to be 
comparable to the gas engine CHP systems expressly referenced. This distinction needs to be 
explicitly referenced in the Plan.  

e) Would Policy SI4 adequately address the contribution of the design of outdoor space to 

urban cooling without creating other adverse impacts and does it consider overall thermal 

comfort? 

CRE has no comment to make on this policy  

f) What is the justification for the cooling hierarchy as set out in Policy SI4B?  

CRE has no comment to make on this policy  

g) Do the policies place sufficient emphasis on the use of renewables and energy 

efficiency?  

Generally, yes - but elements of the detail could be refined as set out above.  

 
 
 
Word count: 1920 (excluding the EiP questions highlighted in bold) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                            
9 https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/gla_energy_planning_guidance_-_march_2016_for_web.pdf  
10 https://riversideenergypark.com/  

https://www.london.gov.uk/sites/default/files/gla_energy_planning_guidance_-_march_2016_for_web.pdf
https://riversideenergypark.com/
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