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This is the written statement of the London Waste Planning Forum (LWPF). The LWPF is a 
forum for local authorities and organisations concerned with planning for waste in London. 
For the local authorities, this is waste planning under their statutory responsibilities as 
planning authorities. The GLA, the Environment Agency, SEWPAG and EoEWTAB are among 
other organisations who are members of the forum, alongside private sector organisations. 
The Forum exists to enable authorities to engage and cooperate on strategic waste matters 
that cross administrative boundaries.  
 

This statement has benefitted from meetings with GLA officers over the minor suggested 
changes (MSC) and further suggested changes (FSC). In the case of FSC, it has not been 
possible to see a final version in time to fully amend this statement. LWPF officers have met 
their counterparts from East of England and the South East Waste TABs. There has been a 
drive to seek areas of agreement about changes to the London Plan to make it a useful 
document both for London and the Wider South East.  
 

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 circular economy is an important guiding principle and is in tune with emerging 
UK government strategy in the Resources and Waste Strategy. However many of the key 
principles of the circular economy will require government intervention for example on 
extended producer responsibility, eco-design, the plastics pact, the courtauld commitment, 
industry strategy, deposit return schemes. Local authorities will have  a role to play within 
the framework set by government. Planning authorities likewise will have a role but in the 
transitional period this will be limited.  The LWARB Circular Economy Road Map is a good 
first step. In the London Plan the Mayor is right to focus on building activity through Circular 
Economy Statements as CD&E waste is the largest waste stream in London.   
 
2 Given the importance of government intervention outlined above, It is difficult to 
see how Development Plans should meet the first part of  Policy SI8.B.1) requirement to 
“identify how waste will be reduced, in line with the principles of the Circular Economy and 
how remaining quantums of waste will be managed”.  Waste reduction can be factored into 
projections, construction waste can be targeted but other means of waste reduction are 
largely out of the control of planning authorities,  

 
3 Waste management is an important strategic issue and it has been and continues to 
be important for the London Plan to set a strategic framework for joint waste plans, local 



plans and waste planning applications. Making space for waste is increasingly under 
pressure from requirements for other uses. The London Plan has been an effective means 
for safeguarding existing waste uses and for increasing provision for waste. 
 
4 The growth agenda in London and in the draft London Plan does put space for waste 
under pressure because that growth is targeted for areas that have in the past been places 
where waste facilities would seek to locate.  
 
5 The approach of intensifying uses and co-locating different mixed uses in the same 
area could put waste uses at risk. LWPF supports the Agent of Change principle in the 
London Plan but it remains the case that introducing sensitive uses near to waste facilities 
generally leads to greater restriction on that use. In terms of integrating waste uses into a 
development, the redevelopment of the Cringle Dock waste facility as part of the Battersea 
Power Station development shows that this can be done in a central London location with 
very high property values but these are likely to prove to be exceptional circumstances.  
 
6 The London Plan needs to demonstrate how waste policy dovetails with other good 
growth policies so that the waste sector to still be able to fit in to provide vital infrastructure 
for London. 
 

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?  

 

7 First the individual targets are considered and then some comments are made 
relating to the targets as whole.  

 

Municipal waste 

8 The Mayor has changed the definition and nature of the target for municipal waste. 
As the footnote makes clear, the target covers household waste, other local authority 
collected waste and the commercial waste element of C&I waste. The target of 65% 
recycling of municipal waste by 2030 is five years in advance of the EU target of 65% 
recycling for municipal waste by 2035. It is not clear why the Mayor has gone for tougher 
target than EU. Both targets are extremely challenging for both the UK and for London. 
Given that existing London rates are lower than national rates, it is surprising that the 
Mayor has opted for tougher targets.  

 

9 The London Environment Strategy (LES) makes clear there is a lot of ground to make 
up. At 7.2 the LES shows that household waste recycling in 2016/17 was 33% and that the 
combined municipal recycling rate was 41%.  The Mayor’s modelling shows that the 
maximum LACW contribution is around 50%. This means that business waste recycling will 
need to be of the order of 75%. To achieve these levels will require changes in regulations  
and approach at government level as set out in table 2 of the LES.  

 

CD&E and landfill  



10 LWPF supports the exclusion of Excavation (E) waste from the target for CD&E waste 
proposed in the MSC. Recent legal decisions and changes in regulations means that the joint 
target would be impossible to achieve. The FSC extends the target for C&D from recycling to 
include reuse and recovery. The target date remains 2020 which is extremely challenging. 
However in practice this is a target already widely used in major projects.  

 

11 Given the scarcity of landfill in London and in the Wider South East, it is important 
that every attempt is made to divert E waste from landfill and so LWPF supports the FSC 
target for 95% beneficial use for E waste by 2020. Beneficial use is described in the glossary. 
A monitoring mechanism is required. The Circular Economy Statements could assist in 
capturing this information.  
 
12 Zero biodegradable or recyclable waste to landfill by 2026 is another target. No 
means of monitoring this is set out.  
 

Challenging targets 

13 These are challenging targets for any part of the UK but particularly for London. The 
amount of communal flats, the smaller number of gardens producing green waste are 
among factors leading to lower recycling figures in London. The need for government 
intervention to change the regulatory framework in which waste is managed is a key 
requirement.  

 

14 It could be argued that setting challenging targets is a way of driving up performance 
in desired directions. The problems come if there is not sufficient headroom in the policies 
relating to targets that would lead, for example, to insufficient amount of land being 
identified by boroughs for waste use or the wrong type of facilities being promoted or 
prevented. A case of this is the proposed 9.7.3A saying there is sufficient Energy from Waste 
capacity in place or planned if London achieves the Mayor’s reduction and recycling targets.  
That suggests that if the targets are not being achieved, then more such capacity would be 
required.  

 

Monitoring  

15 There are no monitoring indicators proposed for waste in the Monitoring section of 
the daft London Plan. This is a deficiency as there is no point having targets if they are not to 
be monitored.  

 

CD&E 

16 Outside the CD&E targets, there are three paragraphs dealing with CD&E: 9.7.4, 
9.7.4A and 9.8.7, amended in FSC, and which need to be read together. The original draft 
London Plan had only para 9.7.4 on CD&E and this was inadequate as it gives the impression 
that little needs to be done for the largest waste stream in London. 9.7.4 is now out of tune 
with the MSC and FSC and the changes for 9.8.7 that highlights the Boroughs’ responsibility 
to identify additional capacity for non-apportioned waste and where all the examples relate 
to CD&E.  

 



17 LWPF therefore suggests  a change to 9.7.4 to bring it more in line with the other 
paragraphs 
 

9.7.4 ………….. Boroughs should encourage a combination of mobile 

facilities on construction sites, effective use of existing waste 

processing sites and, where appropriate, safeguarded wharves, as well 

as the provision of recycling facilities at aggregate extraction sites, 

should be capable of meeting the anticipated future requirement within 

London to achieve a more beneficial re-use of this material. 

 

Export 

18 Paragraph 9.7.5 regarding the export of waste to landfill outside London is confusing. 
While the aim is clearly to assist the receiving authority about pressure on landfill, it is not 
clear who is responsible to make the notification. Is it  

a) The exporting authority – in which case this is best done at the strategic rather than 
application level through local plans and duty to co-operate - with the receiving 
authority? 

b) The developer of a major (or referable) scheme – in which case it might be better 
done through a Circular Economy Statement – and with the operator of the facility? 

c) The promoter of a National Strategic Infrastructure Project involving excavation 
material contacting the operator of the landfill(s) and the receiving authority? 

This needs to be clarified. 
 

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?  
 

19 Circular Economy Statements (CES) are a bold initiative which address the waste 
fundamentals of the building industry about which planning is chiefly concerned. CD&E is 
the largest waste stream in London and results in the largest amount of exports from 
London. The CES addresses CD&E waste in a circular economy way by addressing the waste 
hierarchy. To prevent waste at demolition, the design element is key so that buildings can 
be better adapted or be made more demountable. The LWPF therefore supports the FSC 
correcting a MSC in 9.7.6 that Circular Economy Statements are intended to cover the whole 
lifecycle of developments.  
 
20 It will take time for CES to bed down and leading firms can set examples for others to 
follow. Referable schemes are within the purview of the Mayor but  a welcome FSC 
proposes that local planning authorities can set their own thresholds for CES.  
 
21 A more general point is that it must be made clear in the London Plan that the 
London Plan policies are applicable to National Strategic Infrastructure  Projects that go 
through the DCO process. The waste targets are particularly relevant to the tunnelling 
projects planned for London such as Crossrail2 and Bakerloo Line extension. These projects 
could put severe pressure on remaining landfill capacity in the wider south east and 
nationally unless high diversion from landfill is achieved.  



 
22 LWPF supports the FSC change to SI7B 4) to add collection systems to that section. 
The provision of adequate waste and recycling collection and storage facilities in new 
developments is an important contribution that the planning system can make as outlined 
in London Plan policy D4. It would be sensible to move the last sentence of 9.8.17  to  
become the last sentence of the amended 9.7.6. Currently this sentence sits in isolation in 
9.8.17 under SI8 but no part of SI8 deals with collection systems, while SI7B 4 and 9.7.6 do.  
 


