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New London Plan Examination in Public 
Written Statement – Waste and Circular Economy 
South East Waste Authority Planning Advisory Group (Ref. 736) 
 
Matter M68 
Word limit: 2000 
Number of words: 1437 (excluding introduction, text of questions and suggested changes) 
 
Introduction 

This is the written statement of the South East Waste Authority Planning Advisory Group 
(SEWPAG) on the Panel’s Matter M68 in relation to the Draft London Plan. 

The South East Waste Authority Planning Advisory Group (SEWPAG) comprises Waste 
Planning Authorities (WPAs) in the south east of England, the Environment Agency, 
representatives from similar fora in London and the east of England and waste industry 
representation through the Environmental Services Association (ESA). It is a non-executive 
body, funded directly by the WPA members. 

SEWPAG exists to help WPAs in the south east fulfil the statutory plan making ‘Duty to Co-
operate’ on strategic cross boundary waste issues, and to give effect to the Government’s 
stated intention to encourage WPAs to work together in groups in order that they may carry 
out their individual responsibilities more effectively. 

The overall aim of SEWPAG is to ensure that meaningful, collaborative joint working between 
WPAs, the Environment Agency and the waste industry (represented by the ESA) within the 
South East of England on strategic waste management issues is undertaken diligently and on 
an ongoing basis for the mutual benefit of those authorities.  

Contact: Ian Blake, Chair of the South East Waste Planning Advisory Group; 
ian.blake@cpresources.co.uk 
 
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’ as set out in paragraph 9.7.1 would be more 
effective if it was clear how it is envisaged that ‘a more circular economy’ will actually 
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be promoted (as referred to in S17 A 1) i.e. what would such promotion entail and is 
this consistent with the recently published UK Government’s Resources and Waste 
Strategy?  The inclusion of a definition within the glossary for ‘circular economy’ as 
proposed by the GLA’s Early Suggested Changes (ESC) is supported. 
 

2. It is noted the term ‘waste avoidance’ is used in SI7 A 2) but does this mean the same 
as the term ‘waste prevention’ which is used within the Waste Hierarchy (Waste 
Management Plan for England, Waste Prevention Programme for England, National 
Planning Policy for Waste and the 2018 Resources and Waste Strategy)? If so, it would 
be more consistent and clearer to use the term ‘waste prevention’. 
 

3. SI7 clause A 2) may be taken to conflate waste avoidance with waste reuse – waste 
cannot be reused if it does not exist in the first place (i.e. has been avoided) and higher 
order strategies should be put in place to avoid waste, such as increasing product life, 
ahead of waste reuse. It is suggested that ‘respectively’ be added at the end of the 
clause to make it clear that waste minimisation relates to reuse of materials and waste 
avoidance relates to using fewer resources. 

 
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 SI7 A4? Could these 
be effectively monitored? Bearing in mind the timescales involved would these be effective?  
 

4. For waste planning authorities in the South East of England who are devising their 
waste local plans and considering how to account for the management of waste from 
London, it is not exactly clear how they should take account of Policy S17 A 3) – zero 
biodegradable or recyclable waste to landfill by 2026. Clarification of what is 
anticipated in terms of export is required as without it, authorities within and beyond 
the capital may interpret this in different ways which will hinder effective cross 
boundary strategic planning and may lead to insufficient capacity being planned for. 
Local Plans typically cover 15 years and, in accordance with the Planning Practice 
Guidance, need to consider whether capacity for managing any of London’s waste 
arisings need to be planned for i.e. whether there is a need for these authorities to 
take some of London’s waste, including types and quantities. 
 

5. The target of 65% recycling rate for municipal waste by 2030 within Policy S17 A 4) is 
not consistent with the Resources and Waste Strategy that expects 65% to be achieved 
by 2035. While the ambition of the London Plan target is applauded, if national drivers 
are put in place to ensure this target is achieved by 2035 what additional drivers will 
be put in place in London to ensure this target will be met five years earlier? It may be 
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that certain boroughs need interim targets and/or assistance in meeting targets in 
order to reach the ultimate target of no biodegradable or recyclable waste to landfill 
by 2026. At the same time consideration should be given to setting higher targets for 
high performing boroughs. 
 

6. Despite the text in paragraph 9.7.3, clause A 4) of Policy SI7 appears to conflate 
recycling with generating low carbon energy from waste which are waste management 
methods on different rungs of the waste hierarchy and so it is suggested that a 
separate clause be inserted that clearly sets out how proposals for energy from waste 
would be supported by the London Plan. As it stands it may be implied from this clause 
that the 65% by 2030 MSW target applies to a combination of waste management by 
energy generation and recycling. 
 

7.  The ESC (para 9.7.3A) suggest that no additional EfW capacity to manage MSW (above 
that being constructed) will be needed if reduction and recycling targets are met and 
while, this may be theoretically correct, such a statement creates an impression that 
could hinder the ability of such capacity to divert other waste streams from landfill and 
to achieve net self-sufficiency. 

 
8. Paragraph 9.7.5 mentions the need for Boroughs to discuss the export of waste 

(apparently of any type) to landfills in areas outside of London with the receiving 
authorities – which repeats statutory Duty to Cooperate requirements – suggesting 
that the export of waste to landfills in areas outside of London is part of the London 
Plan’s strategy for managing waste. Statements made elsewhere suggest no 
biodegradable and recyclable waste will be exported after 2026. The London Plan 
should be much clearer that such a management approach is one of last resort and any 
export to landfills beyond London should be kept to an absolute minimum. See also 
paragraph 5 in SEWPAG’s written statement of Matter M69. 
 

9. A 95% recycling by 2020 target for construction, demolition and excavation waste may 
be hard to achieve unless this relates to inert CDEW. It is also unclear if this is to be 
achieved by recycling and/or energy from waste. The target also overlooks the fact that 
adoption of the London Plan is timetabled for Autumn 2019 and therefore it is hard to 
see how any of its policies will realistically have time to influence its achievement. The 
target as currently drafted is therefore largely ineffective. 
 

10. A more general point is that it must be made clear at the beginning of the London Plan 
that its policies are applicable to National Strategic Infrastructure Projects (NSIP) that 
go through the DCO process. The waste targets are particularly relevant to the 
largescale tunnelling projects that have been planned for London such as HS2, 
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Crossrail2, Bakerloo Line extension. Potentially these projects could put severe 
pressure on the remaining landfill capacity in the wider south east and nationally unless 
high diversion of waste is achieved. Furthermore NSIP energy projects which utilise 
waste as a fuel must have regard to London Plan policies intended to ensure that waste 
is managed at the highest level in the waste hierarchy. 
 

11. The monitoring of management of household waste can easily be undertaken in light 
of good records made and kept and by Borough Waste Collection Authorities. 
Monitoring of C&I and CDEW waste management is more problematic but reasonable 
estimates can be made using Environment Agency data and from surveys. Monitoring 
of hazardous waste can be achieved using Environment Agency data. In any event the 
Plan does not include a clear commitment to monitoring the management of waste in 
London, including achievement of the targets, and it is important that such a 
commitment be included. The approach to monitoring should include the use of 
triggers which would initiate specified remedial actions.  

 
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?  
 

12. The requirements to consider waste management when designing developments in 
clauses A 5) and B 4) of Policy SI7 are supported, however these should include 
reference to ‘collection systems’ as well as storage space. 
 

13. Mention of the work completed by LWARB and LEDNET concerning the management 
of waste from flatted development in paragraphs 9.8.17 and 3.4.11 is supported but it 
is considered that the wording of the template policy that was prepared as part of this 
work should be incorporated within the Plan. An outcome of this work was a ‘Waste 
Management Strategy’ template to be used by developers to show how waste would 
be managed during the construction and operational phases of the development. The 
ESC suggests that a ‘Circular Economy Statement’ should only be concerned with the 
‘construction phase’ of the development, whereas the LWARB/LEDNET work was 
concerned with the operational phase i.e. how developments should be designed to 
take account of associated waste storage and collection which are essential 
considerations.   
 

14. Furthermore, the second sentence of paragraph 9.8.17 would more logically appear 
within paragraph 9.7.6, or elsewhere within the supporting text for Policy SI7. 
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15. Developers should be expected to design in optimal waste management systems and 
local authorities should be resourced to determine how well proposals for managing 
waste in a development are aligned with best practice on the management of waste in 
flats. Resources are needed to help architects and designers and local authorities 
identify the optimum solution for managing waste in flats. Such resources include 
examples of existing best and worst practice from recent developments around the 
world in terms of social, environmental and economic impacts of different solutions 
taking account of the complex and psychological relationship between users and their 
space. Resources are needed to ensure evidence-based decisions, including the 
assessment of Circular Economy Statements, are made on the best options for waste 
management in new developments. 

 
16. Clause B 5) should expect the details concerning waste management to show how 

waste will be ‘managed in accordance with the waste hierarchy’, rather than simply 
‘handled’. 
 

Related proposed changes to text and policies 
 
To help address some of the comments made in the statement above the following changes 
to text of the Draft London Plan are proposed: 
 
Policy SI7 Reducing waste and supporting the circular economy  

“A  
2) encouraging waste minimisation and waste avoidance prevention through the reuse of 
materials and using fewer resources in the production and distribution of products 
respectively…. 
 
 3A) meet or exceed the municipal waste recycling target of 65 per cent by 2030 
 
 4) meeting or exceeding the recycling targets for each of the following waste streams and 
generating low-carbon energy in London from suitable remaining waste:  
a) municipal waste – 65 per cent by 2030  
b) a) construction, and demolition and excavation waste – 95 per cent 
reuse/recycling/recovery by 2020  
c b) excavation waste – 95 per cent beneficial use by 2020 
 
and generating low-carbon energy in London from suitable remaining waste. 
 



New London Plan EiP – SEWPAG (ref. 736) Written Statement M68 
Page 6 of 7 

5) designing developments with adequate and easily accessible collection systems and 
storage space that supports the separate collection of dry recyclables (at least card, paper, 
mixed plastics, metals, glass) and food 
 
6) ensuring that environmental, social and economic benefits are created from from waste 
and secondary materials management. 
 
B  
1A) how the best environmental and most practicable option for the management of 
excavation waste will be used… 
 
4)  adequate and easily accessible collection systems and storage space to support recycling  
and re-use.. 
 
5)  how much waste the proposal is expected to generate, and how and where the waste will 
be handled managed in accordance with the waste hierarchy. 
 
6) how performance will be monitored and reported  
 
C Development Plans should apply Circular Economy principles which may include local 
thresholds for the application of Circular Economy Statements for development proposals. 
 
 
Paragraph 9.7.4: 
“Re-use and recycling rates for construction and, demolition and excavation waste (C&D&E) 
in London is estimated between 50-60 per cent for 2015 with some large construction 
projects including the Olympic Park achieving 85 – 95 per cent recycling rates. The 
achievement of the targets will be monitored through the Environment Agency’s Waste Data 
Interrogator tool and reporting against commitments in Circular Economy Statements. 
Further details of monitoring requirements will be set out in Circular Economy Statement 
Guidance.  Nevertheless, more beneficial and higher order uses of this inert waste, for 
example in conjunction with land reclamation or coastal defences, are possible. For C&D 
waste, aA combination…”  
 
9.7.4A It is recognised that the particular characteristics of excavation waste are such that it 
is difficult to recycle this waste stream. The best environmental option practicable for the 
management of excavation material should be used. This could, for example, include using the 
material as a resource within the construction of the proposed development, or in other local 
construction projects, or using the material in habitat creation, flood defences, or landfill 
restoration. In line with circular economy principles, the management of excavation waste should 
be focused on-site or within local projects. 
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Paragraph 9.7.5: 
9.7.5 The Mayor recognises that the export of waste to landfill outside of London is, in most 
cases, the least preferred waste management option. Therefore wWhen it is intended to 
export waste to landfill outside of London1, it will be important to show that: 
a.  all other practicable options for the management of that waste have been considered and 
that this is the best practicable environmental option; and, 
b. the receiving authority… 

                                                        
1 Either by developers in new development proposals or by Boroughs when preparing Local Plans 


