
1 
 

 

ORGANISATION LONDON FIRST 

ID 1588 

MATTER M68 WASTE AND CIRCULAR ECONOMY 

 

 

M68. Would Policy SI7 provide a justified and effective approach to reducing 

waste and supporting the circular economy? Would it further the aims of Good 

Growth policies GG1-GG6? Would it focus on planning matters of London wide 

importance? In particular: 

a) Would the definition of ‘circular economy’ as set out in paragraph 9.7.1 be 

justified and would it be effective in reducing waste, increasing material reuse 

and recycling and reductions in waste going for disposal? 

 

1. The definition of circular economy fails to capture the importance of 

recovering value, i.e. energy, from waste that is not recyclable, although it is 

referenced elsewhere in the draft Plan.  Policy SI7A (4) recognises that there 

is an important role for the waste sector in generating low-carbon energy from 

the remaining residual waste that is not recyclable.  The supporting text at 

paragraph 9.7.3 recognises the benefits of low-carbon energy generation from 

waste.  

2. London First therefore proposes two additions to the definition at paragraph 

9.7.1 as follows: 

9.7.1 Waste is defined as anything that is discarded.  A circular 

economy is one where materials are retained in use at their 

highest value for as long as possible and are then re-used, 

recycled or used to recover energy, leaving a minimum of 

residual waste requiring disposal… 

3. London First believes that energy from waste (EfW) is currently the most 

sustainable option for dealing with London’s combustible residual waste, after 

economically recyclable materials have been collected. It helps to reduce 

London’s carbon footprint and contributes to energy mix and energy security, 

providing reliable, decentralised, low-carbon electricity and heat to businesses 

and homes.  There is no inherent conflict with the waste hierarchy.  

Separating materials for recycling and reprocessing should be prioritised over 

energy recovery where there are markets for those materials, but energy 

recovery is clearly preferred over landfill for non-recyclable, combustible 
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material.  To manage all of London’s waste effectively, all levels in the waste 

hierarchy need to be addressed and provided for, and the London Plan must 

provide clear policy support for management of waste at the energy-recovery 

level of the hierarchy. 

 

b) Would Policy SI7 provide an effective and justified strategic framework for 

the preparation of local plans and neighbourhood plans in relation to this 

matter? In particular what is the justification for the waste to landfill and 

recycling targets set out in Policy SI7A4? Could these be effectively monitored? 

Bearing in mind the timescales involved would these be effective? 

 

1. While the ambition of the stated recycling targets is laudable, London First 

shares the concerns of experts in the waste-management sector that London’s 

future waste-infrastructure requirements have been underestimated as a result 

of scenario modelling based on overly ambitious recycling targets, particularly 

in relation to municipal waste. 

 

2. The draft Plan’s assumptions around recycling rates are inconsistent with a raft 

of other recently published reports which generally place expected recycling 

rates by 2030 in the 50–55% range, and exceed the targets established through 

the EU Circular Economy Package (CEP). Defra’s recently published 

Resources and Waste Strategy sets a target of 65% recycling by 2035.  The 

recycling rate for the UK as a whole is currently 45%, but London’s recycling 

rate is substantially lower than this at 33%.  This is because urban 

environments present much greater recycling challenges and their 

corresponding recycling rates remain consistently lower than the national 

average.  The International Recycling Rate Comparison Project commissioned 

by LWARB and the GLA in 20161 suggests that of the 35 cities studied, only 

one (Melbourne) achieves a municipal waste recycling rate of over 50%.  

 

3. Based on current experience and the current policy framework, London First 

believes it is extremely unrealistic to expect London to achieve the 65% target 

by 2030. Basing requirements for waste-management infrastructure capacity 

on unrealistic recycling targets fails properly to assess and plan for London’s 

likely future needs. Newly inserted text at 9.7.3A notes that no new EfW 

capacity is needed, beyond two additional plants in construction, if the 

recycling targets in 9.7.3 are met.  London First does not support the inclusion 

of paragraph 9.7.3A and believes that it should be removed from the Plan. It 

conflicts with the Waste and Resources Strategy, in which Defra welcomes 

                                                           
1 https://www.lwarb.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/LWARB-International-recycling-

rate-comparison.pdf    

https://www.lwarb.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/LWARB-International-recycling-rate-comparison.pdf
https://www.lwarb.gov.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/09/LWARB-International-recycling-rate-comparison.pdf
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market investment in new residual waste treatment infrastructure2, including 

modern, efficient EfW facilities. 

 

4. Other analysis and modelling contrast with that set out in the draft Plan. For 

example, Tolvik Consulting’s October 20183 report presents a more detailed 

picture for London and the South East, and notes a 2.6 million tonne EfW 

capacity shortfall by 2025 under a zero waste to landfill scenario. 

 

5. Without providing a proper framework within which to address the waste 

infrastructure capacity gap that exists both today and into the future as a 

problem in London, it is highly unlikely that the draft London Plan will succeed 

in its stated aims of reducing the export and landfilling of waste. The current 

approach will result in higher costs, as waste travels further, and poorer 

environmental outcomes as London fails to reduce its reliance on landfill and 

fails to benefit from the advantages of residual waste treatment, including 

supply of renewable/low-carbon energy.  

  

c) Would it provide an effective framework for development management? In 

particular, would the requirement for a Circular Economy Statement in relation 

to referable applications be effective and justified? 

1. If Circular Economy Statements were to replace Site Waste Management 

Plans, then London First believes reference should be made to the recovery of 

EfW as a useful component of the circular economy. London First recommends 

an addition to Policy SI7B (1): 

B  Referable applications should promote circular economy 

outcomes and aim to be net zero-waste. A Circular Economy 

Statement should be submitted, to demonstrate: 

(1) “how all materials arising from demolition and remediation 

works will be re-used, recycled and/or used to recover 

energy”. 

 

                                                           
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/resources-and-waste-strategy-for-england/resources-and-
waste-strategy-at-a-glance  
3 http://www.tolvik.com/wp-content/uploads/Tolvik-Full-Report-2018-Residual-Waste-in-London-and-the-
South-East.pdf  

http://www.tolvik.com/wp-content/uploads/Tolvik-Full-Report-2018-Residual-Waste-in-London-and-the-South-East.pdf
http://www.tolvik.com/wp-content/uploads/Tolvik-Full-Report-2018-Residual-Waste-in-London-and-the-South-East.pdf

